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The Coastal Zone Management Effectiveness Study was undertaken between 1995
and 1997 to determine how well state coastal management programs in the United
States were implementing five of the core objectives of the U.S. Coastal Zone Man-
agement Act (CZMA). The five core objectives studied were: (1) protection of estu-
aries and coastal wetlands; (2) protection of beaches, dunes, bluffs and rocky shores;
(3) provision of public access to the shore; (4) revitalization of urban waterfronts;
and (5) accommodation of seaport development (as an illustration of the policy to
give priority to coastal-dependent uses). Separate articles in this issue of Coastal
Management report the findings of the five studies, each dealing with one of the
core objectives. Each of the articles assesses issue importance, processes and tools
used, and the limited outcome data available for that objective. This article provides
an overview of the purposes of the study, the methodology used, the summary find-
ings of each study, and overall conclusions and recommendations of the study team.
State coastal programs are found to be effective in addressing the five CZMA objec-
tives examined, but this conclusion is based on very limited information about pro-
gram outcomes. A more definitive conclusion will require better outcome informa-
tion. Coastal managers in the United States have not agreed upon indicators of
success, which severely inhibits systematic and sustained collection of outcome in-
formation. A national outcome monitoring and performance evaluation system is
recommended to address these deficiencies and allow better determinations of pro-
gram effectiveness in the future.

Keywords coastal management programs, effectiveness, outcome monitoring, pro-
gram evaluation

Introduction

The federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) was adopted by the U.S. Congress
in 1972. It provides a national framework for improved management of the coastal
lands and waters of the nation’s coastal zone. The CZMA was designed to provide
broad policy guidance, federal financial resources, and legal tools as incentives to coastal
and Great Lakes states and island and territorial jurisdictions (hereinafter “states’) wish-
ing to upgrade their capacity for coastal management. Participating states first went through
a planning and program development phase and then submitted a proposed program to
the administering federal office for approval. Most state programs were approved in the
late 1970s and early 1980s, and implementation has been ongoing ever since (Godschalk,
1992).

Since passage of the CZMA, there have been numerous efforts to evaluate the suc-
cess of the state and local programs under the act. As discussed below, these evaluations
have varied widely in scope, focus, and methods employed. Most have relied on de-
scriptions of processes, case studies, expert opinions, and public perceptions to judge
success. There has yet to be a comprehensive analysis of program effectiveness based
on a systematic study of program policies and the outcomes of policy implementation.

This article and the five articles that follow in this special issue of Coastal Manage-
ment (Good, Weber, & Charland, 1999; Bernd-Cohen & Gordon, 1999; Pogue & Lee,
1999; Goodwin, 1999; Hershman, 1999) describe the results of the National Coastal
Zone Management Effectiveness Study (CZME), undertaken between 1995 and 1997.
This study was commissioned by the U.S. Office of Ocean and Coastal Resources Man-
agement (OCRM) in the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
and administered through the National Sea Grant Program, also within NOAA. Although
not fully the “comprehensive analysis” alluded to above, this study advances think-
ing on evaluation methodologies for coastal zone management (CZM) and is based on
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systematic assessment of the 29 approved coastal programs operating at the time of the
study. The CZME differs from previous studies (discussed below) in that it seeks to
evaluate program effectiveness based on “on-the-ground outcomes” of program imple-
mentation, as well as on traditional process and policy indicators. This necessitated the
collection of a great deal of information about program activities, the development of
indicators from which effectiveness might be inferred, and the formulation of conclu-
sions that would be useful information for coastal management policy makers, program
managers, and interest group advocates. Further, because the U.S. program is the oldest
national-level coastal management program in the world, and one that has enjoyed rela-
tive stability over the years, lessons from its implementation experience could be valu-
able for the scores of national and subnational efforts to develop and implement coastal
management programs through-out the world.'

This overview article provides the governmental and policy structure for the U.S.
CZM effort, noting the challenges that structure creates for systematic evaluation. Sec-
ond, the framework for the CZME is established starting with a concise reference to
selected past evaluation studies to distinguish them from the “program effectiveness”
approach chosen here. The framework is described in some detail because it provides
the general model used by each of the five individual studies, and the method may be
used, modified, or amplified by other evaluators in the future. Third, the five studies of
the core objectives are summarized briefly, noting how the methods for each may have
differed from the general model, and presenting key conclusions specific to that topic.
Lastly, national conclusions and recommendations about coastal program effectiveness
and the need for future monitoring of results are reported.

The heart of the CZME analysis is the five articles that follow this one. This over-
view article is a guide to the approach and content of each, but not a substitute.

Governmental Structure and Policy Framework
of CZM in the United States

A central feature of coastal management practice in the United States is the set of pro-
grams and activities at all levels of government that directly link to the federal CZMA.’
Under the CZMA all three levels of government, federal, state and local, are given
important roles to play and considerable flexibility in defining those roles. This results
in diverse coastal programs around the country which presents particular challenges for
a systematic and national-scale program evaluation.

At the national level the OCRM is the administering office. It interprets the statute
through rules and regulations, interacts with oversight and reauthorizing committees in
the Congress, and approves (or rejects) state coastal management programs and program
amendments submitted to it for approval. Additionally, it awards grants to states for
planning and administration of coastal programs, evaluates the progress of the states in
implementation, and oversees implementation of the federal consistency provisions of
the CZMA .’

The states are the action arm of the coastal management system. The states follow
the framework and guidelines laid out in the federal act. States, for example, determine
the boundaries of the coastal zone, the key coastal problems, the policies and laws that
address them, and the state and local organizations required to be involved in implemen-
tation. Within each state, a designated lead agency is the author and lead implementor of
the coastal management program and the recipient of federal grants and matching funds
for planning or administration. Frequently, the states provide technical assistance to other
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entities, build constituencies, research coastal management issues and trends, and pro-
mote new policies.

Local governments, including cities, counties and substate regional entities, are of-
ten primary implementors of state coastal policies and programs. They use traditional
land use powers and infrastructure improvements to achieve coastal policy objectives.
Another important means of implementation is through state agencies with resource man-
agement mandates, such as state agencies with submerged lands, fish and wildlife, or
environmental responsibilities. These implementing units work closely with the lead state
agency, and as a result can receive federal CZMA funds and benefit from the federal
consistency mandates under the CZMA.

After 25 years (1972-1997), this three-tiered, intergovernmental system has ma-
tured and is a stable element in most states. Of the 35 eligible states, 32 participate in
the voluntary program.* Federal funding to the states and territories for CZMA is now at
about $50 million per year (not including a 50% local matching requirement for most
programs), distributed according to a formula considering coastal population, length of
coastline, and other factors (CZMA, Sec. 306 (c)). The networks the states have estab-
lished for implementation are extensive, spreading the coastal management requirements
widely within the state and local governance structure.

The national structure for CZM anticipates considerable diversity at the state and
local levels. Such diversity creates a host of different approaches to coastal problems,
which complicates determination of whether national goals are being met. Each state
must choose the level of importance to afford different CZMA objectives and the ap-
proach to take in addressing them. Similarly, the form of management states choose can
vary widely. OCRM has identified five program types among the states ranging from
direct regulatory control by a single state agency to a shared regulatory approach in-
volving other state and local agencies (NOAA, 1998).” The information generated through
these different management types will vary greatly, complicating a national assessment.
For example, a state-level permit system for wetlands protection could generate uniform
information about trends in resource protection or loss, whereas a local permit process
would reflect diverse types and forms of information within the state. Even when uni-
form, statewide data is available, it may not be comparable to data from other states,
because of differences in jurisdiction, assessment criteria and information requirements.
Similarly, states may seek to promote public access to the coast in a variety of ways,
such as through land use regulation, purchase of coastal parks, and protection of public
rights of way. Each strategy may involve a different agency at either state or local
levels. Information about public access trends would have to be sought from each, and
their approach to record keeping and information collection can differ widely.

Another factor complicating an assessment of the state coastal programs is that spe-
cific objectives as well as “integrative” objectives are articulated within coastal programs.
This follows the CZMA language, which requires states to address specific goals (pro-
tect natural resources, improve public access, and others) as well as to develop a single,
comprehensive management program that achieves “wise use of the land and water
resources of the coastal zone giving full consideration to ecological, cultural, historic,
and aesthetic values as well as the needs for compatible economic development . . .”
(CZMA, Sec. 303(2)(A)). State coastal programs, therefore, strive to achieve many spe-
cific objectives while at the same time attempting to integrate multiple objectives so that
all are achieved as fully as possible within a project review or a given geographical area.
This is done using environmental assessments, permit reviews, special area management
plans (SAMPs), and similar integrative processes. This necessarily involves trade-offs
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among uses. This tension between the desire to achieve specific objectives and the de-
sire to integrate multiple objectives further complicates the measurement of CZM pro-
gram effectiveness. Criteria for measuring “integration” are less clear than those for
measuring more specific objectives. States vary greatly in how they pursue the goal of
integration, making it difficult to “add up” the state efforts to determine if the federal goal
is being met.

The complex structure of coastal programs and the tension between specific and
integrative objectives lead to a number of questions for the evaluator. At what level
should evaluation be focused? Whose goal or set of goals should be the basis for study-
ing results? Who is the recipient of the information from the study, and how will this
information be used? As is seen in the following section, the CZME investigators chose
to be inclusive and to assess individual state programs as well as the collective effort of
all state programs, and to study single objectives as well as processes for integration of
objectives within the states.

The Framework of the CZME Study

The CZME was undertaken as a type of program evaluation, or a “systematic assess-
ment of program results and, to the extent feasible, systematic assessment of the extent
to which the program caused those results” (Newcomer, Hatry, & Wholey, 1994, p. 3).
Newcomer, Hatry, and Wholey (1994) pointed out that the benefits of program evalua-
tion go well beyond “accountability” and include providing feedback on program expen-
ditures, operations, and results (what works well or not so well, and why); aiding in
developing new legislative proposals and reauthorizations; assisting in making budget
allocations; implementing and improving public programs; and managing and reporting
on the uses of public funds.

Program evaluations often focus only on the processes used in public programs,
such as a study of how funds were spent or what program decisions were made. Other
forms of program evaluation address outcomes. An outcome evaluation focuses atten-
tion on changes in social and physical conditions brought about by the activities of the
public program (Putt & Springer, 1989, p. 50).° Outcome evaluations develop measures
that ask how well the program delivers on the intended objectives, not simply how well
the tasks of the program are performed. This is a more difficult form of evaluation
because the legislative goals and the criteria that determine program success are difficult
to establish, and the results are often not clear-cut (Putt & Springer, 1989, p. 51). Out-
come evaluations are of particular interest to higher level decision makers who super-
vise or control programs, whereas process evaluations are better aimed at the program
manager level.

Program evaluations differ dramatically from studies that address the condition of
particular resources or activities. Studies of the condition of a resource ask what service
that resource provides society and whether that service is improving or deteriorating
over time and in particular locations. Although this information is critically important to
the public program manager concerned with the resource, it is not the same question as
whether the program is achieving its objectives. As will be shown later, results of pro-
gram evaluations can be effectively combined with resource-condition information to
redefine goals and priorities.

In public sector programs, managers and policy makers receive a cacophony of
unsystematic feedback on program performance (Newcomer, Hatry, & Wholey, 1994).
This is certainly true in the CZM world, where there has been no shortage of commentary



118 M. J. Hershman et al.

on the successes and failures of CZM programs. Bernd-Cohen et al. (1995) identified and
classified over 60 published and peer-reviewed studies that purport to evaluate CZM
program activities since 1975, commenting that these studies vary considerably in their
intent, approach, scope, and findings. Some of these studies, as well as additional ones,
can be put into four classes: conceptual studies that address how to do CZM evaluations
(e.g., Rosentraub & Warren, 1976; Englander, Feldmann, & Hershman, 1977; Lowry,
1980; Bowen, Hoole, & Anderson, 1980; Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1983); studies evaluat-
ing and describing the performance of the national program (e.g., Knecht, 1979; NOAA,
1981; Lowry, 1985; Archer & Knecht, 1987; Brower et al., 1991; Godschalk, 1992;
Owens 1992); expert opinions and assessment of state coastal programs (e.g., Swanson,
1975; Healy, 1978; Kinsey, 1985; Born & Miller, 1988); and the impact of coastal
regulatory and planning decisions (Sabatier, 1977; McCreary et al., 1992; Good, 1994).
Since 1995 the literature has been enriched. In 1996, Allin, Menashas, and Wright com-
piled and analyzed all of the mandated “Section 312” evaluations done by the OCRM
between 1978 and 1995, showing trends observed from their periodic site visits and a
review of state program activities. A major study by Knecht, Cicin-Sain, and Fisk (1996,
1997) surveyed 260 coastal experts to learn perceptions of the performance of state coastal
programs in meeting national objectives. Finally, many coastal management investigators
are focusing on integrated coastal management (ICM) and exploring how to evaluate these
initiatives taking place in countries around the globe (Cicin-Sain & Knecht, 1998; Olsen,
Tobey, & Kerr, 1997; Sorensen, 1997).

The CZME contributes to this literature through a systematic review of the pro-
cesses and outcomes of all approved state coastal programs. No previous evaluation has
systematically sought to assess program outcomes from a national perspective. For many
years CZM evaluations have relied on process outputs as measures of success (e.g., the
number and type of laws passed by states [Knecht, 1979], or permits issued/denied [Sabatier,
1977], or the amount of money spent [Owens, 1992] coupled with selected case ex-
amples). Recent national-level studies have continued the emphasis on processes (Brower
et al.,, 1991; Bernd-Cohen et al., 1995; Allin, Menashas, & Wright, 1996). The intent of
this study is to show what difference CZM has made on the actual resources it is sup-
posed to protect or restore, or on the uses it is supposed to advance.

Additionally, the CZME strove to be a truly “systematic” study, a key requirement
for program evaluation. Every state was surveyed for policies, processes, and outcomes
using similar data collection instruments, and were checked for accuracy by state pro-
gram officials. Although each author varied the way in which the data were analyzed (to
account for differences in the core objective being studied), the resulting reports are
parallel in structure.

From the outset, the CZME was labeled an “effectiveness evaluation,” a term the
CZME team had to define.® We defined “effectiveness” to mean the impact of the state
coastal management programs relative to the objectives of the CZMA as measured by
“on-the-ground” outcomes of CZM program actions and decisions, the processes used to
achieve the outcomes, and the relative importance given to the issue by the CZM pro-
gram. Effective coastal programs, in our view, must show a clear link between the goal
they deem important, the processes they set up to achieve that goal, and the outcomes
resulting from those processes that advance the goal.

Effectiveness was to be assessed for certain core objectives of the CZMA. The core
objectives to be studied track the legislation closely and constitute some of the funda-
mental policy objectives of CZM: the protection of natural resources such as wetlands
and estuaries; the protection of beach, dune, bluffs, and rocky shore resources; public

s
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access to the coast; revitalization of urban waterfronts; and priority consideration to
coastal-dependent uses such as seaport development. Other objectives that are equally
important, but that were not studied due to lack of time and resources, include manage-
ment of coastal hazards, better governance through the coordination and simplification
of procedures, public participation, and others.” Although the team was not asked to
study the integration of the multiple goals of CZM in specific areas or in the coastal
zone as a whole,'® we do comment on this in the study.

The general model used in the study and the steps followed by each of the investigators
are illustrated in Figure 1. The data collection efforts are guided by the principal research
question, which also set the broad parameters of the study. Embedded in the research
question are three terms that shaped the study. Effectiveness was defined and guided our

PRINCIPAL RESEARCH QUESTION
How effective' are state coastal management programs, individually
and collectively, in addressing selected core objectives of the federal CZMA?

DATA COLLECTION PRODUCTS

ISSUE IMPORTANCE INDICATORS
(social, economic, environmental, political)
» Importance of the issue for CZM program
* CZ population change and development pressures
» Other factors specific to individual cote objectives

NATIONAL CZM EFFECTIVENESS
EVALUATION

« National and state CMP effectiveness

- Issue importance and context for CZM

- Process indicator-based effectiveness

- Outcome indicator-based effectiveness
» Conclusions and Recommendations

Establishes context for| CZM polfc;y response

Y 4

PROCESS INDICATORS
(policies, processes, tools) .
» Laws, regulations, executive orders, legal opinions State coastal program
* Agency and institutional arrangements . analysis and nggregation of state

« Inventory and assessment tools
* Regulatory and planning tools
‘e Acquisition and other nonregulatory tools

results for national perspective

STATE CZM PROFILES

Policy implementation| actions and decisions
(29 state programs)
= Social and environmental context
OUTCOME INDICATORS ¢ CZM policies and programs

¢ Processes and tools used
« On-the-ground outcome data
+ Exemplary case examples

{on-the-ground outcome measores)
¢ Arca/number protected, planned, acquired, restored
» Trends over time, case examples, other outcomes

'Effectiveness is defined as the impact of state CMPs relative to national core objectives.
Effectiveness is measured by the on-the-ground outcomes of CZM program actions and
decisions, the processes used to achieve the outcomes, and the relative importance given to the
issue by the CZM program.

*The core objectives selected include (1) protecting estuaries and coastal wetlands; (2)
protecting beaches, dunes, bluffs, rocky shores; (3) providing for public access; (4) revitalizing
underutilized waterfronts; and (5) promoting seaport development.

Figure 1. General model for evaluating the effectiveness of the U.S. national coastal manage-
ment program (developed by Jim Good, in consultation with the research team).
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methodology (discussed above). Next, state programs were the focus of the study, which
is appropriate since states are the primary vehicle for achieving national coastal man-
agement objectives."' Individual effectiveness was to be measured as well, requiring a
synthesis and assessment of the work of all the states to make a composite judgment.
Finally, the research question called for addressing the “core objectives” of the CZMA.

Each principal investigator on the study team focused on one of the core objectives
listed above."” After a trial run at collecting data from five “test” states (Pennsylvania,
Louisiana, Rhode Island, Oregon, and South Carolina), a common outline and approach
was established by the team for information collection.” We sought information about
the importance of each core objective in each state, the policies and processes used by
each state to address the objective, and the outcomes resulting from the processes used
(Figure 1, left column). The “issue importance indicators” included social, economic,
and environmental data. Each investigator used a different set of indicators, usually some
combination of objective factors (e.g., rate of population growth; percent of the coastal
zone in wetlands) and priority assignments by the state coastal program officials. Judg-
ments about effectiveness could vary depending upon the importance and priority of the
issue in the state. The second data set was developed for “process indicators” and in-
cluded descriptions of the policies, processes, and tools used by the state to address the
objective. This was the most “information-rich” part of the study since information of
this type is most frequently documented by the states. Each investigator came up with a
typology of policies, processes, and tools for their core objective; descriptions of them;
and in most cases assessments of the relative importance of the process indicator for that
particular issue. Finally, each investigator sought the best “outcome indicators” they
could find that would most inform their effectiveness analysis. Here, there is consider-
able variety among the reports. Among the outcomes used were geographic area pro-
tected or enhanced (in linear distance or area), access sites established, development
projects completed, and organizational learning. Additionally, case examples were used
which illustrated particular processes used and selected outcomes.

The right column of Figure 1 lists the products of the CZME. The first product
resulting from the data collection work is state CZM profiles, a set of descriptive files
for each of the states and each of the five core objectives studied. Data for the profiles
come primarily from state coastal program documents and a questionnaire generated for
each core objective followed by interviews with key officials in the state. In virtually
every case, federal or state publications are used especially in establishing the context
for an issue. Approximately 150 profiles were generated."

The next level of study involved state coastal program analysis and aggregation of the
state results to gain a national perspective. This is the heart of the evaluation. Each
investigator developed indicators for assessing performance. Process indicators show
such things as the frequency with which a tool was used compared to others, or the level
of importance given to the process by the program managers. Outcome indicators present
specific data that would identify an end result, such as the acreage of wetlands fill permitted
or the stage of completion of revitalization projects within a district. Case examples are
used to illustrate use of a management tool or a particular outcome. Two investigators
developed a “model” or “ideal” coastal program for their core objective and assessed
individual states against the model. The results of this work are found in national CZM
effectiveness evaluation reports for each core objective.” The five articles that follow in
this theme issue of Coastal Management are shortened versions of these reports.

While data collection with the states was underway, a parallel effort was undertaken
to interview CZM program leaders and to seek broader viewpoints about achievements,
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successes, and failures. A series of interviews and focus group discussions were held with
20 individuals, called CZM “senior program managers,” to gain an historical perspective
on changes due to CZM program efforts.'® These individuals were veteran coastal program
managers, many of whom had been at the task since the inception of the program. Because
the formal structure of the CZME was based on measuring the implementation of specific
statutory goals, the interviews and focus group discussions were designed to get “outside
the box” of specific program requirements and to explore broader views about what
difference CZM has made. In particular, we asked the senior program managers about the
most significant coastal problems prior to CZM, the unique role CZM played in addressing
those problems, major “success” stories or contributions, and primary failings or frustra-
tions. These results are presented at the end of the next section.

This article presents the final stage of the study: a determination of the overall
effectiveness of the state CZM programs based on a synthesis (to the extent possible)
of the five studies on specific core objectives of the CZMA. This synthesis includes
the observations of the senior program managers and adds national conclusions and
recommendations.

Two limitations of the study should be reiterated. The most significant is the scar-
city of data for many of the outcome indicators, a point mentioned above. When avail-
able, the data were often of poor quality and lacked comparability. This was not unex-
pected, because there is no outcome monitoring requirement for assessing coastal pro-
gram performance, nor was there a requirement for baseline data when programs were
first set up. Indeed, one of the underlying purposes of this study was to identify a
meaningful set of outcome indicators for each objective that might serve as a basis for a
national performance monitoring system in the future.

A second limitation relates to the problem of attribution. Program evaluation theory,
as noted above, seeks to determine if the program being evaluated caused the outcome
observed. The emphasis in this study was on examining outcomes that can be linked
back to the implementation of state CZM policy and processes, not on comparing the
relative contribution of the CZM program outcomes with those of the many other public
and private programs working toward similar goals. Many of the outcomes we identified
were the result of partnerships or parallel actions between CZM programs and other
governmental agencies and private organizations. Credit should be shared among many
players. In our study, for CZM to get credit for contributing to the outcome, there needed
to be a clear state CZM policy, an associated application of state CZM processes to
advance that policy, and a direct or indirect outcome that could be linked back to a
CZM process and policy objective.

Results of the CZME Study

The results of the CZME are found primarily in the studies of the five core objectives
chosen for study. These five studies are summarized below and presented in detail in the
articles that follow in this special issue of Coastal Management. Additionally, this sec-
tion presents the results from the interviews with senior program managers and dis-
cusses findings relating to the integration of the objectives of the CZMA.

Protecting Estuaries and Coastal Wetlands

Good, Weber, and Charland (1999) found sufficient outcome data to make “probable”
effectiveness determinations for about one-third of the states examined. Of these, they
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found that 80% were performing at expected or higher levels in protecting wetland and
estuary resources considering issue importance and strength of processes used in the
state. If these states can be shown to be representative, they argue, then the national
program as a whole can be considered effective for this objective.

Good, Weber, and Charland (1999) follow a four-step process in their study, first
examining issue importance, next the potential effectiveness of coastal management pro-
grams based on process indicators, then outcome effectiveness based on on-the-ground
outcome indicators, and finally, overall performance based on a comparison of outcome
effectiveness with issue importance and potential effectiveness.

To rate and compare the importance of estuary and coastal wetland protection as a
CZM issue in each state, the authors chose seven issue importance indicators—three
environmental, two social-demographic, and two perception based. To them, issue im-
portance serves as the context for determining the level of program performance.

Next, Good, Weber, and Charland (1999) define a “model state CMP [coastal manage-
ment program]” for estuary and wetland protection based on the most important pro-
cesses and tools identified by all the states. From the model coastal management pro-
gram, criteria were developed and applied to estimate the potential effectiveness of each
state program “on paper.” Potential effectiveness ratings increased as the state approached
the model.

Outcome indicators were defined as “measures of on-the-ground protection pro-
vided by the CZM processes and tools.” An example is the area of wetland compensa-
tory mitigation required in a CZM regulatory program as documented in the permit
process. This indicator, along with other measures of regulatory, planning, acquisition,
and nonregulatory outcomes, were used to estimate outcome effectiveness. The authors
found data sufficient to make at least “probable” outcome effectiveness determinations
for just 12 of the 29 coastal management programs. They rated 10 of these 12 (83%) as
either “effective” or “very effective.” To rate overall performance, they compare out-
come effectiveness results with the seriousness of the problem in the state (issue impor-
tance) and with the ability of the state’s decision-making institutions to deal with the
issue (potential effectiveness). As they put it, this allows a determination of overall
performance for a state that suits its particular situation, rather than a determination
based on a “one size fits all” approach. Thus a state with a low issue importance rating
is not held to the same standard as one that rates that issue as high.

Protecting Beaches and Dunes

Bernd-Cohen and Gordon (1999) conclude, based on process indicators and case ex-
amples, that coastal programs are effectively addressing the goal of protecting beach and
dune resources. To support their conclusion they cite the wide range of tools in use, the
progressive upgrading of these tools over the years, and numerous case examples of
sophisticated tools now in use. Outcome data were inconclusive and available in only a
few states.

The authors outline 26 tools used by the states to protect beaches and dunes, from
which they derive 10 key “process indicators of effectiveness.” The majority of these
indicators are regulatory, including controls over construction and public access, where
these may damage natural resources. They highlight one commonly used device, coastal
setback regulations, to show its potential utility to protect resources and reduce hazards.
However, they also point out that a carefully developed setback law often includes many
exceptions designed to enhance recreation or protect private property rights. And because
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outcome data that show the results of implementation are inconclusive and revealed
mostly in case study examples, they cannot make definitive conclusions about the effec-
tiveness of setbacks, or other regulatory and planning devices, that are designed to protect
the resources.

Bernd-Cohen and Gordon (1999) highlight the wide range of tools in use, including
regulatory programs, planning coupled with regulations, stewardship of publicly owned
lands, research, and public education. They point out that CZM programs have progres-
sively upgraded their management tools to improve how they deal with development
impacts and long-term effects. And they present case examples that show some highly
sophisticated tools now in use to address the technical and legal issues. These achieve-
ments, when viewed against the backdrop of conflicting policies and multiple govern-
mental programs concerned with beach and dune resources, suggest to them good progress
toward the protection goal.

The authors believe that meaningful outcome monitoring and evaluation are pos-
sible for this topic area. The outcome data collected, though inconclusive, suggest that
states are both capable and desirous of more rigorous documentation of results. Bernd-
Cohen and Gordon (1999) presented a list of outcome effectiveness indicators that, if
systematically monitored and reported across all states, could serve as the basis for a
national performance evaluation system for this issue area.

Providing Public Access to the Coast

Pogue and Lee (1999) conclude that state CZM programs are national leaders in im-
proving access to the coast, first through a wide range of acquisition, regulatory, and
planning tools, and more recently through innovative technical assistance and public
education and outreach programs.

The authors note that the CZMA was the first federal law to establish a public
access policy for the United States, and that the state CZM programs are in the forefront
of implementing this goal. States use a wide range of tools to achieve the goal, includ-
ing acquisition, regulatory and land use requirements, technical assistance, and public
education and outreach. The diversity of approaches is illustrated through a variety
of case examples. Although hard numbers for measuring outcomes were not avail-
able, Pogue and Lee (1999) note that about $35 million (unadjusted 1988 dollars) were
spent on 455 public access-related projects between 1985 and 1988—roughly 12% of
the total CZM funding available in that period. The authors report an estimate of
over 12,000 public access sites available in 26 of the 29 states, though the linkage
with CZM program actions could not be studied. The states with the most sites tend
to have the greatest number of processes available for promoting access. The authors
note a policy shift in the 1990s away from direct acquisition and regulation toward
technical assistance and public outreach—a recognition of the overall decrease in funds
available for access. Innovative approaches such as design standards, legal research,
and signage are highlighted. They also stress the role of CZM programs in balanc-
ing resource protection needs with growing public demand for beach recreation op-
portunities.

Chief among their recommendations is that CZM programs conduct needs assess-
ments to determine the kind of access needed in the future and where it should be
located. And, due to the creativity and innovation used to achieve access, they argue for
a clearinghouse, or register, for documenting and sharing information on innovative tools
and programs.
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Revitalizing Waterfronts

Goodwin (1999) found 303 urban waterfront districts that have benefited from state
CZM programs. Districts, on average, are roughly halfway to full revitalization (infra-
structure has been improved and at least one redevelopment project is completed). Four-
teen coastal programs are determined to be the most effective in waterfront revitalization
because of their on-the-ground outcomes and the close linkage among CZM policies,
processes, and outcomes. Revitalization is occurring mostly in those areas of the country
experiencing industrial change: the rust belt, the Pacific Northwest, and New England.

Goodwin (1999) found that providing funds for waterfront planning and public im-
provements was considered the most important of all the tools used by coastal managers
to revitalize waterfronts. He documents CZM funds of over $30 million leveraging over
$430 million of non-CZM funds, an amount he believes is an underestimate. In addition
to identifying funding and the wide range of additional tools used by the coastal man-
agement programs, he defines key process outcomes such as adopted waterfront revital-
ization plans and design studies performed to achieve on-the-ground outcomes. Goodwin
develops an ideal waterfront revitalization program and determines, in a similar way to
Good, Weber, and Charland (1999), the degree to which each of the states approaches
the ideal.

Outcomes themselves were in three forms: extent of revitalization in the state mea-
sured by the number of districts involved; stage of revitalization achieved in each dis-
trict; and scope of resulting on-the-ground improvements that revitalize and achieve
coastal management goals. For example, Goodwin (1999) shows the number of districts
where revitalization is complete; the number having reached certain milestones such as
completed plans, infrastructure, or projects; and the number of districts achieving differ-
ent types of uses.

Goodwin (1999) finds that the greatest needs nationally are to formulate an urban
waterfront database that would describe the amount of waterfront revitalization that has
occurred and the amount that still remains unfinished, and to elevate waterfront revital-
ization to a national objective under section 309 of the CZMA.

Accommodating Seaport Development

Hershman (1999) concludes that 12 “port-active” states are effectively achieving the
goal of CZMA because of their specific policies and management tools which facilitate
port development, and because of preliminary evidence of “organizational learning” in
CZM and port agencies derived from case studies in 10 of the 12 states.

Seaport development is one of the coastal dependent uses to which CZM programs
are to give priority consideration. Hershman (1999) focuses on large-scale general cargo
ports because of the role they play in global trade and their importance to the nation, as
well as to the state in which they are located. He found that most states give port
development only general consideration in policies and procedures, similar to any other
coastal developer, but that 12 states stand out as “port-active” states. These states have
significant port facilities from a national perspective (or relative to their size), and corre-
spondingly, these CZM programs have more specific policies and techniques to help
review and facilitate port development. These specific tools include financial grants,
specific port zones, expedited regulatory processes, and other tools.

According to Hershman, measuring outcomes in meeting the seaport development
goal is problematic; whether a port is built or not is dependent primarily on economic
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and locational factors. CZM can influence the timing, shape, and manner of port devel-
opment, but this depends on the context in every case and normally reflects other
CZM objectives such as wetland protection or public access. He relies, therefore, on the
notion of “organizational learning,” where the manner in which the port and CZM orga-
nizations interact to accommodate their mutual needs becomes a measure of effective-
ness. If what they learn from each other results in changed objectives within each orga-
nization and helps resolve differences, then the port and CZM organization are being
effective in meeting the objectives of a multipurpose act like the CZMA. Through case
examples he suggests that they are, in effect, beginning to integrate the multiple objec-
tives of the CZMA within each organization.

Results from Interviews and Focus Group Discussions
with Senior Program Managers"”

As noted above, interviews with senior program managers were conducted at the same
time the five studies of core objectives were undertaken. The purpose was to gain a
broader perspective on changes resulting from state coastal management programs. Most
of the senior program managers pointed to weaknesses in the governance arrangements
and decision processes prior to CZM and ways in which CZM tried to address them. For
example, a repeated theme was that prior to CZM program development and implemen-
tation, state resource agencies and local governments were poorly staffed, had inad-
equate policies and guidelines for development, and were uncoordinated, especially with
respect to environmental issues. The senior program managers stressed CZM’s unique
role in upgrading capacity for management in state and local governmental units. They
pointed also to process innovations such as consistency reviews, SAMPs, networking,
and state—local partnerships. And, they emphasized the crucial importance of public par-
ticipation and the availability of discretionary funding for implementation and specific
projects. The studies of each of the core objectives document many of these new pro-
cess tools in use today, but the senior program managers stressed the inadequacy of the
decision process prior to CZM and the importance of this institutional restructuring

In addition to institutional changes, the senior program managers commented about
significantly different outcomes once CZM programs were implemented. Examples in-
cluded elimination of shoreside waste dumps and construction of over-water housing,
substantial reduction in the rate of development near or on wetlands, protection and
promotion of water-dependent uses, revitalization of obsolete industrial areas, and in-
creased public access. These comments track closely the findings in the studies of spe-
cific core objectives. They also observed that a major outcome of CZM is that only
well-conceived development projects are proposed, that is, that CZM standards and re-
quirements help to weed out the poor projects before they reach the stage of seeking
official approval.

Finally, the senior program managers were forthcoming about failures. A number of
them commented that issues such as water quality protection, watershed management,
and non-point-source pollution control are not yet well addressed in the coastal zone,
whether by CZM programs or other governmental efforts. Others noted that techniques
for measuring cumulative impacts and for promoting sustainable development need to
be better integrated into environmental programs, including CZM programs. Finally,
there was a plea for elevated attention by the national program office to the importance
of the federal consistency rules so that state programs would have greater leverage over
federal activities and permitting functions.
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Integration of CZM Policy Objectives

The primary objective of the CZME was to address the core objectives of the CZMA
described above. Additionally, the CZME strove to point out how integration of objectives
is achieved within state coastal management programs. Four of the studies brought out that
multiple objectives of the CZMA are met simultaneously when decisions are made about
one of the core objectives. As noted above, the CZMA goal of “wise use” is sought
through consideration of multiple goals, such as in “special areas,” where specific plans
are promoted that balance environmental goals with those of coastal-dependent economic
development.

Goodwin (1999) shows that revitalization plans for urban waterfronts included uses
that advance other objectives of CZM, including public access, historic preservation,
promotion of water-dependent uses, and environmental clean-up. Bernd-Cohen and Gor-
don (1999) observe that protecting beaches and dunes often was balanced with protect-
ing against the hazard of coastal erosion and land loss. They also found that recreational
use of beaches might detract from the goal of protection but that measures introduced
through CZM controlled access to minimize adverse impact on the natural resources.
Pogue and Lee (1999) make a similar observation when they illustrate how public
access was promoted, but with safeguards against overuse of the resource that might
degrade it. Finally, as noted above, Hershman (1999) found that port development was
accommodated within CZM programs but that the CZM programs influenced the siting
and design of port projects in order to meet other CZM objectives, such as natural
resource protection and reduced pollution.

National Conclusions and Recommendations
from the CZME

Each of the five studies presented in this special issue reaches its own conclusions and
recommendations for improving implementation and tracking the results of the specific
core objective. This section discusses general conclusions reached by the team regarding
the effectiveness of state CZM programs, and how to better measure program results in
the future.

e The team concludes that state CZM programs are effectively implementing the
five CZMA objectives examined. However, this conclusion is based on assess-
ment of the policies, processes, and tools used, and on only limited outcome data
and case examples that were available.

Although there is some excellent on-the-ground evidence of effective implementa-
tion, a more conclusive determination will require a broader, more sustained, and con-
sistent approach to documenting outcomes of program decisions. There are a number of
reasons why the team came to this conclusion.

First, although on-the-ground outcome information is very scarce and needs to be
substantially upgraded (as discussed below), we found sufficient outcome evidence to
suggest effectiveness in implementation. As discussed above, we defined effectiveness as
requiring a determination of on-the-ground outcomes that are closely linked to state CZM
program processes and determinations of issue importance in the state. In each of the
studies, some clear on-the-ground results were found. For example, Goodwin (1999)
found substantial progress toward complete waterfront revitalization in 303 waterfronts.
Good, Weber, and Charland (1999) found probable effectiveness for 12 of 29 states with
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full or partial outcome data about wetlands protection. The three other studies relied
primarily on process indicators and case studies of outcomes to conclude that the programs
were effective in meeting the goal. For example, using case studies, Hershman (1999)
found preliminary evidence of organizational learning among port and CZM agencies that
changed the way port development occurs. Bernd-Cohen and Gordon (1999) and Pogue
and Lee (1999) document a wide range of tools and processes in use and present numerous
case examples showing how the tools achieved the desired outcomes on the ground.

Second, although the CZME defined on-the-ground outcomes as the primary mea-
sure of effectiveness, the role of well-defined and structured process in CZM is very
important and a major factor in evaluation of program effectiveness. The survey of
program managers emphasized the role of changed governance arrangements and im-
proved decision processes as a major outcome of the CZMA. Each of the CZME studies
documented the wide range of tools and processes states have used to achieve CZMA
goals, and in two cases “potential effectiveness” was measured by showing how a par-
ticular state’s set of management tools compared with those all state coastal managers
considered to be most effective (Good, Weber, & Charland, 1999; Goodwin, 1999).
Processes are also particularly important when multiple objectives are sought in manag-
ing one use. Bernd-Cohen and Gordon (1999) describe processes used to protect beaches
and dunes, but note that these same processes must consider protection of private prop-
erty rights and promotion of recreational use. Hershman (1999) shows that processes
that accommodate port development do so by requiring resolution of environmental im-
pacts. In these cases, the process may be a better measure of CZM than the outcome,
since the choice of the correct outcome, or finding a good mix of outcomes, will always
depend on environmental and land use factors specific to the situation.

Third, the five objectives studied comprise a key subset of the objectives sought
under the CZMA, not all of the objectives. Additional work is needed to study these
other objectives before the picture of program implementation will be complete. For
example, reduction of coastal hazards was not studied directly. Nor was specific atten-
tion given to the goal of improved intergovernmental relations, including the important
federal consistency and public participation provisions. These objectives are also impor-
tant to CZM and could influence conclusions about effectiveness.

Fourth, the CZME was a coastal management program evaluation, not a “state-of-
the-coast” study. It was a study of how well the state programs were addressing the core
objectives of the CZMA that were studied, not a determination of whether the health
of the resource or use category in question was improving or deteriorating. Thus the
team could conclude on good evidence that the CZM program is being effective in its
work, but be unable to conclude that the status of the resource has changed for the
better or the worse. A good example is in the protection of coastal resources, such as
wetlands or beaches and dunes. To take a negative spin for illustration purposes, if
population growth in the coastal zone continues, coastal recreation and tourism expands,
relative sea level rise accelerates, and the courts give greater protection to private prop-
erty interests than to public or environmental interests, coastal resources may deteriorate
and there may be nothing a coastal zone management program can do to reverse the
trend given its current powers and resources. However, if resource trends were docu-
mented (showing either negative or positive resource conditions) and gaps are found
between the coastal program’s activities and the resource condition, then policy makers
could alter the scope of the program or its policy objectives to address the apparent
gap." This is where program evaluation, combined with “state-of-the-coast” information
(discussed later) can clearly show where new program goals may be needed.
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e The team concludes that there are insufficient data for a systematic, outcome-
based performance evaluation of state CZM programs, largely because of the
lack of a common set of outcome indicators that would link state management
activities and decisions to national CZMA objectives. The coastal management
community in the United States should therefore undertake development of such
indicators, balancing state and national needs, perspectives, and utility.

Although each of the investigators was looking for different types of information, a
common finding was that the state programs, for the most part, could produce consider-
able information about processes followed at state and local levels, but could document
very little about the on-the-ground results of decisions. Data that are collected are often
collected only once for a case study or other special purpose, are limited in scope and in
the time frame they cover, and are generally not comparable among states. Additionally,
outcome data that were available for states could not be related to the overall status or
condition of the resource or use category, nor could temporal or spatial trends be dis-
cerned in most cases.

A number of factors contribute to this lack of outcome information. The great major-
ity of the tasks of coastal managers relate to the details of decision processes: gathering
information, defining issues, evaluating alternatives, and reaching consensus, for example.
Permit applicants, local governments, interest groups, and the coastal manager usually
focus on one decision at a time. Once a decision is actually made and the process has
ended, the coastal manager quickly focuses on the next decision to be made. Large
backlogs of permits and similar management decisions are common. There is little time,
outside pressure, or formal requirement to document and analyze on-the-ground out-
comes. Another factor that constrains the ability to document outcomes is the diversity of
players within the coastal management network. Many of the decisions that determine
actual outcomes may be made in a resource agency separate from the coastal program
office, or in local government offices with coastal responsibilities. Those offices may keep
outcome information, but it may vary considerably in form and cost a great deal to collect
and normalize. Finally, there is a natural tendency on the part of coastal managers to favor
the case study form of reporting outcomes, rather than using systematic performance data.
Case studies can explain causal factors lying behind the outcome, as well as the result
itself. Case studies are a good way to show how multiple objectives are met and synergies
achieved, or the opposite. A case study also relates the obstacles to be overcome in
reaching a good decision, where quantitative results do not provide this sort of explana-
tion. The big weakness of the case study is the inability to interpret spatial or temporal
trends over the entire state and certainly over the entire nation. Further, the authors’
particular viewpoints or biases can shape the way the story is told, which may lead to the
studies being labeled “self-serving.” Also, very few agencies do case studies that docu-
ment program failures.

Examples of these factors are found in the CZME studies. One problem relates to
permit data for development affecting beaches. Bernd-Cohen and Gordon (1999) found
that many coastal programs maintained computerized permit data files, but included
only process-type information in the data bank; information about the outcome, includ-
ing area affected, types of resources affected, and mitigation requirements, could only
be found through detailed research into the actual paper permit files for each project.
The authors learned, however, that some state program officials are anxious to include
this outcome information into data systems and some are experimenting with this now.
Similarly, Good, Weber, and Charland (1999) found scant outcome data in wetlands
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permit tracking systems, but also found that many states recognize this shortcoming and
are in the process of improving their information management systems. They believe
that this presents a “window of opportunity” to insure that these new systems include
outcome data that are meaningful at both the state and national levels.

Goodwin (1999) was able to collect a great deal of outcome information about
waterfront revitalization efforts. Since there were few existing sources of information at
the state level, and since surveying all the coastal cities doing revitalization was beyond
his scope, he relied on questionnaire responses of state officials about the number, scale,
and scope of revitalization efforts within city waterfront revitalization “districts.” Thus,
he relied a great deal on the recollections and general observations of state CZM offi-
cials who had worked with the various cities. Such information, reliable for this study,
will be difficult to replicate in the future, which leads him to recommend a waterfront
revitalization inventory and database.

The level of effort needed to uncover good outcome information should not be
underestimated. Because so many different actions of government can be counted as an
outcome in support of the goal, the research task is formidable. This was illustrated in
the public access study. Pogue and Lee (1999) identify many forms of access that have
been promoted through the efforts of CZM, including right-of-way exactions, street ends,
piers and boat ramps, viewing towers, coastal parks, and others. The data quantifying
the access provided might be housed in a separate agency from the CZM office, or in
local government, and its location would vary according to type of access. Substantial
work is required to collect this data for each state, and doing this was well beyond the
resources of the CZME and would put a large dent in the state CZM office budgets.
This points to the need to clearly identify how to finance outcome data collection.

Finally, another constraint to the collection of outcome information is the difficulty
of knowing what constitutes an outcome indicator for a core objective. Hershman’s (1999)
study of seaport development brings this issue to the forefront. Virtually every state
accommodated seaport development but commented that seaports must be developed
with minimal environmental impact. Thus, a count of port development projects would
be an inappropriate outcome, since it would not account for the degree of environmental
sensitivity factored into the decisions. Hershman concludes that measuring the outcome
of port projects requires case study analysis of each port project in each state, a task that
could not be done in a study of this scope. He relies instead on process indicators, case
examples, and organizational learning as measures of effectiveness.

Defining outcomes and outcome indicators should be a CZM-communitywide deci-
sion. If similar indicators are used among the states, then the ability to present a national
picture is substantially increased. If indicators are the same, then there is the opportunity
for states to share techniques of information collection and analysis, or to joint venture
for outcome monitoring. And, if there is a national consensus about what indicators to
monitor, this may influence federal agencies that collect information to use similar indi-
cators and increase the amount of information and its use. Finally, OCRM is in an
excellent position to be an information clearinghouse and to provide technical assistance
in outcome monitoring because of the established communication flows between them
and the states.

The investigators in the CZME study have suggested outcomes and outcome indica-
tors for each of the five core objectives. This can be a starting point for a broader
review and agreement among federal, state, and local program leaders. The outcomes
and their indicators vary with the core objective being studied and with the process used
to achieve the outcome.
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Good, Weber, and Charland (1999, Table 7) present on-the-ground outcome indica-
tors for the four sets of processes used to protect wetlands and estuaries: regulatory,
planning, acquisition, and nonregulatory. For example, one regulatory outcome indicator
is the area of annual permitted loss per year as a percentage of all regulated waters and
wetlands. For each indicator, there are rating criteria that classify the outcome as high,
medium, or low.

Bernd-Cohen and Gordon (1999, App. B) present outcome indicators for regulatory,
planning, and land management and acquisition programs used to protect beaches, dunes,
bluffs, and rocky shores. They would use aerial photography as well as permit records to
document the rate of encroachment into the natural systems, and they document measures
of active stewardship such as accessways, dune crossovers, and designated protected areas.

Pogue and Lee (1999, Table 2 and text at p. 226) use CZMA funds spent on public
access projects, process indicators, total access sites, and case examples to illustrate goal
achieve-ment. They find, for example, that during the period for which data is available,
most of the national funds went to improving coastal parks and providing boat and
fishing piers.

Goodwin (1999, Table 3) uses outcome indicators to measure the results of water-
front revitalization He shows the number of waterfront districts active in revitalization,
the stage reached in revitalization, and the scope of uses achieved (which reflect achievement
of other CZM goals within the revitalized waterfront, such as public access and marine
activities).

Hershman (1999, at pp. 282-283) uses six process indicators derived from the most
port-active states combined with a case example analysis of organizational learning to
measure outcomes.

In developing a set of agreed upon indicators, emphasis should also be placed on those
that show the multiple use and integration of goals sought through CZM. Coastal pro-
grams are comprehensive and strive for tools and decisions that factor in the many needs
of coastal constituencies in light of the local environment, economy, and culture. Some
outcome indicators show an attempt to achieve more than one coastal objective. Examples
include restrictions on public access to protect the environment, reservation of space for
ports while allowing interim nonport uses, and achieving water-dependent use in a revi-
talized urban waterfront. Additional indicators that are particularly relevant to CZM may
be found in what Goodwin (1999) calls a “process outcome,” an adopted plan whose
implementation is set in motion but that may take years to complete. Still other indicators
would capture the performance of CZM programs in dealing with large-scale issues, like
controlling sprawl in the coastal zone, managing key large-scale developments, or protect-
ing the integrity of coastal natural systems. Finally, as suggested by the senior program
managers, organizational changes in governance stimulated by emerging CZM programs
could be an indicator of the impact CZM has had on broader governmental trends."”

Although case studies have their limitations, as noted earlier, they can be a valuable
way to examine outcomes that integrate many goals of CZM. Case studies allow a dis-
cussion of how multiple needs are considered and the role of CZM processes in reach-
ing the conclusion. However, a common framework for reporting case studies and the
outcomes presented in them is needed, a framework that allows comparison of issues,
environments, and processes. The use of SAMPs in coastal programs, for example, pro-
vides a valuable way to do this comparison since the multiple objectives sought in the
SAMP provide an initial framework. Pogue and Lee (1999) recommend a digest of case
studies for public access. Bernd-Cohen and Gordon (1999) second this, arguing that in-
depth case studies explain how CZM works and how the outcomes are obtained. Good,
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Weber, and Charland (1999) urge case studies for estuary and wetland protection, and
Weber (1998) has produced a set of 16 estuary and wetland case studies that will be
made available on the internet. This approach might be broadened to other aspects of
CZM.

e The team concludes that the time is ripe for Congress to initiate a national out-
come monitoring and performance evaluation system and that OCRM should
take the national lead in implementing the process. The overall CZME frame-
work and outcome indicators can serve as the starting point for the design of
such a system.

Systematic outcome monitoring, reporting, and evaluation will not occur without
external stimulus and leadership. As mentioned earlier, coastal managers are already
overburdened with implementation tasks, and the political and legal pressures they face
are focused on current decision processes, not the monitoring and evaluation of past
actions. Further, where coastal programs do measure outcomes, they use different indica-
tors, virtually eliminating the possibility of comparing across states or making conclusions
from a national perspective. Congress should require an outcome monitoring and report-
ing system and provide the resources for its implementation. This is the only way that on-
the-ground outcomes from the national investment in CZM can be credibly measured.

An effective national outcome monitoring system will take time to develop. We
foresee a number of steps that must be followed. First, the coastal community should
undertake what Wholey (1994) called an “evaluability assessment.” An evaluation as-
sessment establishes the ground rules for an evaluation, including agreement on the
goals and objectives of CZM and agreement that reaching these goals and objectives is
plausible, that the performance data are available or could be generated, and that the
intended users of the results have agreed on how they will use the information.

Second, the coastal community must decide which outcome indicators to use to
measure the results of coastal management, or in Wholey’s terms, determine the re-
quired performance data. Initially, indicators for a subset of CZM goals might be se-
lected for a pilot study (discussed next). This should be a collective decision involving
OCRM, state program managers, key Congressional staff, and selected interest groups
that monitor CZM closely. This step is centrally important since the purpose of outcome
monitoring and evaluation is to provide feedback to program managers who can then
make decisions about program change.

Third, a pilot study involving several states should be undertaken to get an estimate
of time and costs involved in full implementation. This would form the basis for a
proposal to the Congress for CZMA amendments and funding that would be available to
all states. This pilot study could be designed and undertaken by those states identified in
the CZME as anxious to upgrade outcome information collection and use. An initial
study involving the state of Florida and NOAA got underway in 1998 (NOAA, 1998).

Independent of a mandated national-scale outcome monitoring program, individual
programs, or groups of state coastal programs, could improve their outcome monitoring
and reporting. Similar steps would be needed as outlined above for a national-scale
effort: plausible goals must be selected, indicators and data sources identified, and agree-
ments reached about how the information would be used once collected. States could
coordinate, or even combine these efforts, with respect to certain of their goals, such as
among those states sharing a common geographic feature.

In all of these efforts to develop an outcome monitoring and performance evaluation
system, the CZME serves as a logical starting point. The CZME study team followed a
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process similar to that outlined above, beginning with selected core objectives of the
CZMA, identifying state program responses to these objectives in terms of policies,
processes, and tools; identifying associated outcome indicators; and collecting and analyz-
ing available data to document results. Further, virtually all of this work was done in
collaboration with state program contacts, including program managers. However, it was
not possible in a study of our scope to seek a consensus among the states on outcome
indicators, to assess data availability precisely in advance, or to seek agreement on how
the results of the study would be used. Nevertheless, state profiles for each of the CZMA
core objectives studied and the full national reports can be especially useful resources for
follow-up work.

In the development of a national system, there are other aspects of the CZME evalu-
ation framework that should also be given serious consideration by the CZM commu-
nity. As shown in Figure 1, we determined that issue importance in a state is a central
factor that drives consideration of other factors, and that issue importance indicators can
be stated and data found for measurement. Put simply, coastal problems and needs differ
markedly from state to state, and standards of performance should reflect the level of
importance given to an issue. Further, we articulated either a “model” coastal program,
or a list of the attributes of successful programs, for each core objective by a cross-state
aggregation of processes and tools employed. These were then used by two of the inves-
tigators to estimate “potential effectiveness” of a state program by comparing individual
state processes with the model. Also, outcome indicators were defined as those that
could be linked back closely to the tools and processes used, which allows a determina-
tion of “outcome effectiveness.” Finally, Good, Weber, and Charland (1999) take this
framework an additional step by comparing outcome effectiveness to issue importance
and potential effectiveness to determine whether state programs are, overall, performing
better than expected, about as expected, or less than expected. These features of our
framework, and methods used by the various investigators, will prove to be excellent
grist for the mill in the next stage of evaluation.

Ultimately, program evaluation must be combined with information about the con-
dition of coastal resources, or state-of-the-coast information, to give policy makers the
best guidance for policy change and improvement. Program evaluation might show that
a program is being effective in using the tools it was given to meet a goal, yet the
resource in question might still be sub-par or deteriorating. CZME investigators called
for such linkages. Goodwin (1999) suggests a national inventory for urban waterfront
revitalization. Pogue and Lee (1999) call for a needs assessment to determine the type,
amount, and location of new public access sites. Bernd-Cohen and Gordon (1999) argue
for use of aerial photo documentation as well as permit records to track the performance
of setback laws. In these cases and in others, an important factor is the degree to which
the CZM program plays a dominant role in managing or influencing the resource in
question. To the extent that CZM plays a major role, then state-of-the-coast informa-
tion is the appropriate baseline and change reference against which to compare CZM
decision-outcome results. Although linking changes in the state of the coast to CZM
decision-outcomes over time will always be difficult, such comparisons will at the very
least tell us in what direction CZM decisions are moving. Further, they will provide
guidance for more detailed investigation of what is working well, what is not, and how
policies and programs might be changed. That, after all, is one of the end games of
evaluation.

NOAA is in a good position to advance this linkage between coastal change as
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exemplified by state-of-the-coast reporting and the program performance of CZM. A
number of NOAA programs address the general condition of coastal resources and uses.
The newly initiated state-of-the-coast (NOAA, 1998) report™ is intended to report on the
national condition of coastal and marine resources, including pressures on the resource,
the state or condition of the resource, and corrective responses. Knowing how state
coastal programs address these resource problems and identifying the gap, if any, be-
tween the program result and the state of the resource would be useful information for
program administrators and policy makers.

Thoughts Toward the Future

Monitoring outcomes and evaluating program performance are expensive and time con-
suming. Newcomer, Hatry, and Wholey (1994) argued that this cost should be borne
only if the program is significant enough to be worth evaluating, the results will influ-
ence decisions, and the results will be available in time. In our view, now is the time to
make this investment. The pressures on coastal resources have never been greater be-
cause of coastal development and population growth, the explosion in recreational use
of coastal and marine areas, and increased knowledge of the effects of climate, pollut-
ants, and other stresses on the environment. Further, there is renewed political interest in
coastal and marine issues within the Administration” and the Congress,” as well as the
states (Hershman, 1996). Policy makers will be looking at the results of past program
activities and asking whether enough has been done to properly manage coastal re-
sources and whether the policy tools available are sufficient to do the job.

This article, and the CZME in general, has emphasized that outcome monitoring is
the missing piece in the 20 years of assessing the performance of the CZM system. This
observation is not meant to undermine the importance of studying other aspects of CZM
program development and implementation. For CZM to be successful, the right issues
must be chosen for attention, program policies and processes must work well, and the
institutions that do the work of CZM must be well structured and effective. This calls
for the study of issues other than those that look at program outcomes. Economic analy-
sis might show the importance of certain resource uses, which then leads to greater
policy attention to those resource potentials. Public administration efficiency studies might
show how improved organizational arrangements can assist in achieving objectives. And
the study of certain processes, for example, the regulation of private land uses, can show
best practices to avoid legal challenges.

Finally, the CZME emphasized systematic study of program processes and outcomes
as a way to provide feedback to improve program scope, content, and implementation.
It is important to point out that this is only one form of evaluation among many. Other
forms of evaluation should not be neglected. For example, studies of “quality” in coastal
development would ask whether protected environments are maximizing ecological and
esthetic functions, or whether revitalized waterfronts are being used and enjoyed by
people. Additionally, studies of perception of success or failure are important indicators
of public satisfaction or distress with public sector actions, which is important in demo-
cratic societies. Finally, views and judgments of experts who have watched and experi-
enced CZM over the years provide invaluable insights into success and failure over
longer time horizons—they can see the forest as well as the trees. A variety of forms of
assessment can provide robust feedback to CZM program managers and policy makers,
and they can suggest indicators to be used in future program evaluations.
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Notes

1. The spread of CZM around the world over the last decade has become known as “ICM,”
or integrated coastal management. This literature is large and growing. See Cicin-Sain and Knecht
(1998); Sorensen (1997); and Olsen, Tobey, and Kerr (1997) and references cited therein.

2. The CZMA is the most comprehensive national statute dealing with coastal areas, but
there are many other laws and programs that address specific coastal problems such as water
quality, use of navigable waters, wildlife and fisheries, mineral resources, land use, and specific
hazards such as flooding (Beatley, Brower, & Schwab, 1994; Christie, 1994). A challenging
feature of state coastal programs under the CZMA is to build linkages and networks with these
many other programs that influence how the coast is used. These specialized programs may be
incorporated to varying degrees into approved coastal programs, but the linkages to the state
coastal office, federal funds, and federal consistency will vary. This confounds CZM evaluation
because the scope of the program being evaluated becomes fuzzy and will vary among the states.

3. These important provisions require that federal activities, and permitting or licensing
decisions, that affect land and water use or natural resources of the coastal zone must be consis-
tent with the enforceable policies of approved coastal management programs. Details of the pro-
visions are summarized in Christie (1994).

4. All coastal and Great Lakes states and island territories have approved programs except
[llinois, Indiana, and Minnesota. Coastal programs for Georgia, Ohio, and Texas were approved
after the CZME was undertaken.

5. The five are: Direct (a single state agency regulates); Direct/LCP (a single state agency
regulates but may delegate power to a local government under a local coastal program [LCP]);
Networked (a single state agency coordinates the activities of other state and local agencies who
have regulatory power); Networked/LCP (same as Networked with the addition of enforceable
LCP); Networked/Regulatory (a lead state agency shares regulatory authority with other state
agencies) (NOAA, 1998).

6. Putt and Springer (1989) used the term “impact evaluation” rather than “outcome evalu-
ation.” We prefer the term “outcome” since it better implies the immediate change in social or
physical condition, whereas “impact” implies a longer time horizon in our view. For example, the
outcome might be a redeveloped waterfront or a protected wetland, whereas the impact would
be the increased enjoyment of the public at the new waterfront, or the improved productivity
of the protected wetland. Hastings (1997) referred to these second-order outcomes as program
“effects.”

7. A full literature review was beyond our scope. Future work is needed to synthesize the
findings of the CZME with previously published evaluations.

8. The CZME study was conceived and paid for by OCRM in NOAA (supplemented by
other NOAA units and local Sea Grant programs), and OCRM played an important role in devel-
oping the structure of the study and assisting in its conduct. The “Announcement of Availability
of Funds,” dated May 18, 1995, circulated by NOAA, called for a study of the effectiveness of
CZM with respect to the identified core objectives. Also, the study was to determine individual
and collective contributions of state coastal programs to achieving the core objectives. Exemplary
state and local programs were to be identified as well as recommendations that would improve
the ability of states to effectively address the core objectives. The Announcement outlined a
framework for the study, which was the starting point for the research team.

9. The CZMA articulates 11 specific policy objectives in section 303, but only four were
addressed in the CZME. (One of the four, “protection of natural resources,” was divided into two
parts—estuaries and wetlands; beaches, dunes, bluffs, and rocky shores—and studied separately;
hence five studies were done addressing four core objectives.) The seven not directly studied are
management of development in hazardous areas, management of development to protect water
quality, streamlining of government decision making, federal agency consultation and participa-
tion, public and local government participation, comprehensive planning, conservation and man-
agement of living marine resources, and the study of and planning for relative sea level rise.

10. The idea for the CZME originated with Jeff Benoit, the director of OCRM, who started
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his position in 1993 and wanted a fresh perspective on the program and its results as his tenure
started. He also had in mind preparation for the CZMA reauthorization process that occurs about
every five years, and a renewed emphasis on “accountability” in government reflected in the
Government Performance and Results Act of 1993. OCRM decided to work cooperatively with
the National Sea Grant program in the conduct of the study. Ultimately three Sea Grant colleges
and six primary investigators (the authors of this article) joined together in the successful pro-
posal to undertake the study.

11. The CZME did not address the activities of the OCRM directly. The OCRM is evalu-
ated by government evaluators such as the Office of Inspector General of the U.S. Department of
Commerce (U.S. Dept. of Commerce, 1997).

12. This specialization led to a sharp focus on how state program actions affected a specific
objective, and resulted in less attention to how state program actions might influence or achieve
multiple objectives simultaneously. A number of factors contributed to this: the structure of the
study, the geographic separation of study team members, and the broad scope of each individual
study. These factors led to less-than-hoped-for time to examine cross-cutting issues and themes.

13. At this point in the study, as well as at subsequent stages, we received considerable
guidance from advisors. These advisors included four experienced coastal program managers (Wayne
Beam, SC; Sarah Cooksey, DE; Eldon Hout, OR; James Tabor, PA), two academic experts (David
Owen and Tom Leschine), and OCRM officials (notably Bill Millhouser).

14. Profiles are on file with OCRM. Some investigators did separate profiles for the Cali-
fornia outer coast and the San Francisco Bay region, since they are distinct programs even though
located within one state.

15. These reports are Good, Weber, Charland, Olson, and Chapin (1998); Bernd-Cohen and
Gordon (1998); Pogue and Lee (1998); Goodwin and Hastings (1998); and Hershman (1998). For
availability, reference www.nos.noaa.gov/ocrm and search for “Coastal Zone Management Effec-
tiveness Study.”

16. Interview data are on file with M. J. Hershman, first author of this article.

17. Interview data and summary of this work are on file with Hershman, first author.

18. In this regard, it is important to note that the structure of the CZMA allows program
amendments to be offered by the states but does not authorize the federal agency to require that
state programs be amended to increase stringency, or change or add goals. Such requirements
come from the legislative policy makers. Incentives are authorized to encourage program im-
provement, such as the CZMA, section 309 program (Bernd-Cohen et al., 1995).

19. A reviewer of this article suggested other indicators of performance that are less di-
rectly related to the policy goals of the CZMA yet could show enormous success. These include
the ability of the program to survive when funding sources are reduced or eliminated; the diffu-
sion of the CZM goals into other programs separately enacted and funded such as the National
Estuary Program; the enormous growth of nongovernmental organizations and general public
awareness of the coast and its values; and the spread of the CZM concept to nations around the
world. Although hard to measure, there is a strong intuitive sense among CZM insiders that the
U.S. CZM program has had the kind of impacts listed above.

20. Described at http://state-of-coast.noaa.gov/

21. The Clinton administration sponsored the National Ocean Conference at Monterey, CA,
June 10 and 11, 1998, at which a number of ocean and coastal initiatives were announced.

22. During the 105th Congress, the Senate and House considered bills to create an “Oceans
Act,” which would establish a Commission on Ocean Policy to study and recommend national
ocean and coastal policy for the United States (S. 1213, 105th Cong., 1st Sess. (1997); H.R.
3445, 105th Cong., 2d Sess. (1998)). If bills such as these are enacted, we believe the national
CZM program will play a significant role in this policy initiative because it is a long-standing
program with considerable experience and much success. It also is one that is truly intergovern-
mental in that it brings federal, state, and local interests together within a single framework.
Undoubtedly, it will be seen as an important vehicle for the next generation of coastal and marine
policies, since intergovernmental relations will be a paramount issue.
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