Public Perception of the
Washmgton Shorelme Management Act

- July1983
Pubhcatlon 96-116
Prmted on Recycled Paper

'n \

LT



Public Perception of the
Washington Shoreline Management Act

July, 1983

Survey Conducted by: -

League of Women Voters of Washington
Seattle, Washington

Nancy H. Pearson and Jeanne L. Koenings, Principal Authors
Lee Carpenter, Kara Kondo, and Betty Tabbutt, Advisory Committee

For:
Shorelands and Coastal Zone Management Program

Washington Department of Ecology
Olympia, Washington 98504-7600

Report 96-116 .



Coastal Zone Assessment Project

This report has been reprinted by the Shorelands and Water Resources Program of the
Washington Department of Ecology in fulfillment of its Coastal Zone Assessment Project.
The project is dedicated to identifying measures of coastal zone environmental quality and
success measures for Washington’s Coastal Zone Management Program.

For additional information about the Coastal Zone Assessment Project, please contact the
project manager:

Douglas J. Canning
Shorelands and Water Resources Program
- Washington Department of Ecology
P. O. Box 47600 '
. Olympia, WA 98504-7600
360.407.6781 (telephone)
dcanning@igc.apc.org (Internet)

This report was funded in part through a cooperative agree-
ment with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration with funds appropriated for the Coastal Zone Man-
agement Act of 1972. The views expressed herein are those
of the authors and do not reflect the views of NOAA or any
of its sub-agencies.

The Department of Ecology is an Equal Employment and Affirmative Action employer and
does not discriminate on the basis of race, creed, color, national origin, sex, marital status,
sexual orientation, age, religion, or disability as defined by applicable state and/or federal
regulations or statutes. If you have special accommodation needs, please contact Tim Gates
at (360) 407-6600. Ecology’s telecommunications device for the deaf is (360) 407-6006.

Recommended bibliographic citation:

League of Women Voters of Washington. 1983. Public perception of the Washington
Shoreline Management Act. Shorelands and Coastal Zone Management Program, Washington
Department of Ecology, Olympia.



Preface

The basis for shoreline and coastal zone management in Washington State is Washington’s
Shoreline Management Act (SMA). The SMA was adopted as an initiative of the people in
1972 following a Washington Supreme Court decision which cast doubt on the validity of
unregulated development on shorelines of the state. Given the choice of shoreline manage-
ment or not, 52 percent of the electorate chose to have shoreline management. Offered the
choice of a citizens’ initiative Shoreline Protection Act (SPA) or the Legislature’s Shoreline
Management Act, the electorate chose the SMA by a margin of 68 percent. The principal
differences between the two laws were the extent of coverage and which level of government
would implement the law. The SPA would have created a 500-foot management zone; the
SMA a 200-foot management zone. The SPA would have vested implementation at the state
level; the SMA in a partnership between local and state government.

The jurisdiction of the SMA applies to a 200-foot strip adjacent to all marine shorelines, the
shores of all lakes 20 acres and greater in surface area, the shores of all rivers and streams
with an average annual flow of 20 cfs or greater, plus all adjacent wetlands. Local govern-
ments are required to develop a local Shoreline Master Program which must be approved by
the Department of Ecology (Ecology). Local governments issue shoreline substantial
development permits which are subject to review by Ecology.

In 1983, as a part of a larger ‘tenth anniversary’ evaluation of shoreline management and the
Shoreline. Management Act in Washington State, the Department of Ecology contracted with
the League of Women Voters of Washington for a public opinion survey on peoples’ use of

shorelines and their perceptions of the Shoreline Management Act and its effectiveness.

The 1995 Legislature adopted a number of regulatory reform changes to the Shoreline
Management Act, including requirements that local governments integrate their shoreline and
growth management planning. As a part of Ecology’s regulatory reform response, a second
public opinion survey was commissioned in 1996 to be completed by the Social and Econom-
ic Sciences Research Center at Washington State University. The 1983 survey was closely
replicated to enable comparisons.

-Each survey was based on a random selection of telephone numbers state-wide, with a survey
design goal of approximately 800 completed interviews. Complete information on methodolo-
gy is available in the respective study reports.

The 1983 survey was designed by the contractor, League of Women Voters of Washington,
and critiqued by Dr. Don Dillman of Washington State University. The population used for
the survey was the 2,992,796 state population. The 806 completed telephone interviews were
distributed state-wide proportionate to regional population. For example, at that time King
County contained 30.7% of the population, and accounted for 246 (30.5%) of the interviews.

The 1996 survey was adapted from the 1983 survey by the contractor, Social and Economic
Sciences Research Center, Washington State University (Dr. Don Dillman, Director). The
population used for the survey was the 3,205,382 households with telephones (about 94% of



all households) in the state of Washington. The total population of Washington State in 1996
was 5,516,800, an increase of 84% over 1993. To allow for adequate numbers in the sample
to represent both geographic regions of the state, the population was stratified into eastern
and western counties, with a survey design goal of approximately 400 completed interviews
in each region. Completed interviews totaled 413 to eastern counties and 431 to western
counties. To compensate for the disproportional sampling on a state-wide basis, the results
were weighted to accurately represent state-wide opinion. L

This 1983 report by the League of Women Voters of Washington—long out of print—has
been reprinted as a companion to the 1996 survey report by Washington State University to
facilitate comparisons in public opinion between 1983 and 1996. The original report master
cannot be located, therefore this printing was made from the best available copy. Some pages
may be difficult to read.

A companion report summarizing the information in the two surveys has been prepared by
the Department of Ecology.

Douglas J. Canning
: Project Manager
Shorelands and Water Resources Program



"I just love the water here. I no longer have
the urge to go in, which I used to do when I
was younger, but I still like to look. I think
it's given me a great deal of peace."

~-James Beard, 80 year old
food consultant and author,
on the Oregon coast
June 1983






EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In April 1983 eight hundred and six (806) Washington State citizens were
interviewed for a public opinion survey conducted by the League of Women
Voters of Washington for the Department of Ecology, The survey was
designed to evaluate the.Shoreline Management Act which has been the

state law coordinating development of the shoreline for the past 11 years.

MAJOR FINDINGS

e Eight out of ten people visit a shoreline at least several
times a year and one out of three go at least monthly or more.

o Puget Sound and Washington's lakes are the most popular
shoreline destinations of Washington residents.

e When asked what they do at the shore, 3/4 of the people
"observe nature" frequently.

e Half of the people engage in activities such as
boating, swimming, fishing and camping.

e Ffully half of the state's residents see a éhoreline on a daily
basis.
! e Nine out of ten people think having a view of the water is important.

e One out of three people are drawn to the state's shorelines by
its natural character and scenic beauty.

e One in four are drawn by the peacefulness and serenity.

e Litter at the beach detracts from beach visits for almost half
of the state's residents.

e Wildlife areas and public parks receive the highest priority
for waterfront location as opposed to office buildings and multifamily

housing which receive the lowest priority for development on the waterfront.



e There is general satisfaction (45% and 35%, respectively) with
the amount and location of'waterfront development that has already occurred
on state shorelines.

e Three out of four people have either never heard of the‘Shoreline
Management Act or are only vaguely familiar with it.

e Half of the state's residents feel there is enough public access
io beaches, lakes, rivers and streams, while one-third feel there is not
enough.

e Of the goals of the Shoreline Management Act, four out of ten
people feel the most important goal is to minimize damage to the ecology
of the shorelines.

e Almost 9 out of 10 people feel citizen participation in shoreline
planning is an important goal of the Act.

) Almost 9 out of 10 people are willing to have certain shorelines
managed more stringently if those shorelines are of particular value to
the whole state.

e 1 in 4 people feel that the shorelines have improved over the
last ten years; 1 in 4 feel they have gotten worse; whi}e 1 in 3 think
‘they have stayed about the same.

e 1 in 5 people mention '"user fees'" when asked how shoreline

management activities should be funded.

SUMMARY

Lakes, rivers, and coastal shorelines throughout Washington afe a
heavily used natural resource. Most Washington residents use the shoreline
for recreational activities, and they value the shorelines for their

scenic beauty and serenity, as well. Not only is viéiting the beach important

ii



to the state's citizens, but having visual access to the water is also
importan{.

The goals of the Shoreline Management Act that were most important to
Washington residents had to do with minimizing ecological damage to the
shoreline, preserving public access to the shoreline, and encouraging
citizen participation in shoreline planning. |

‘Philosophically, Washington residents are willing to see their
individual freedoms limited if it means more environmental problems can
be solved.

Washington residents want to see high priority given to wildlife areas
and public parks when waterfront development is at issue. They want office
buildings; apartments, abd condominiums given a low priority or even no
priority at all for waterfront location.

There is general satisfaction with the laws governing the shorelines
and with enforcement of those laws, although the majority of people are
unaware or only slightly aware of what those laws are (includinq’the

Shoreline Management Act itself).

Ten years later, there is still substantial agreement that state and
local govérnments should share in the management responsibilities for state
shorelines. l

The uses and values Washington residents place oﬁ their shorelines
are clearly consistent with the goals of the Shoreline Management Act,A
and while people may not have name recognition of the Act, they agree that

the goals are important.

iii
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I. INTRODUCTION

1982 marked the ll-year anniversary of the Washington State Shoreline
Management Act. Washington State's Shoreline Management Act is unique
in this nation because it was initiated by the citizens of the state
before the federal government encouragéd local coastal planning in
exchange for federal funding. Washington's Shoreline Management Act
is also unique in incluqing lakes, rivers, and streams in its coverage,
in addition to marine coastlines.

Because voters chaose local over state contfol ofvtheir shorelines,
Washington's citizens and their local governments have decided over
the past 11 years how their shorelines should be used. This means that
citizens throughout the state have been drawn into the.Process of
shoreline planning. Despite (or perhaps because of) such broad citizen
involvement, the history of shoreline planning in this state has been
. one of controversy. Local interests have often conflicted with state-
wide interests. Development interests have conflicted with preservation
interests. In urbén areas competition for‘scarce shoreiine resources is
intense. But throughout this all, planning under the Shoreline Management
Act has moved forward.

In the past, major funding for these shoreline activities has been
'pfovided by the federal Coastal Zone Management Act. Now, however, that
source of funding is drawing to a close, and Washington State citizens
must provide direction on whether to fund shoreline planning activities
from the state's deficit-laden budget. Charged with administering the
Shoreline Management Act, the Department of Ecology felt it was important

to evaluate the Act based on a survey of the public's perception of



appropriate managemeﬁt of shorelines and the law includiﬁg its successes
and failures over the last 11 years. Such a survey would be cénducted
statewide and would be a random sample survey, designed to gauge a broad
cross-section of public opinion.

After competitive review by the Department of Ecology in Jaquary
1983, the League of Women Voters of Washington was chosen by the
Department of Ecology to design and implement this survey. The League
of Women Voters is a volunteer, non-profit, non-partisan citizen '
organization and, as such, does not support or oppose political parties
or candidates. The League has éarned its reputation as a credible
and effective force promoting responsible, responsive state government.
The League is particularly.involved in promoting informed and active

participation of citizens in government.



II. THE SAMPLE - WHD WAS INTERVIEWED

By randomly selecting the telephone numbers to be called, the
survey aimed to sample.a cross-section of peoplé who reflected the
demographic composition of the state's citizens in terms of age, sex,
occupation, education, and income.

The 806 citizens Qho were interviewed in this survey came from
.:almost every county in the state (Figure 1). A few counties with very
low populations had no people interviewed (Columbia, Ferry, Garfield,
Lincoln, and Pend-Oreille), althoughvcalls were made in an attempt to
obtain interviews. King County, containing 30.7% of the state's
population, accounted for 246 (30.5%) of all interviews. The other
counties bordering Puget Sound (Whafcom, Skagit,'San Juan, Island,
Snohomish, Kitsap, Mason, Pierce, Thurston) comprise 32.6% of the state's
population, and they accounted for 32.5% (262) of the total interviews.
Counties in the southwest part of the state and ocean counties (Clallam,
Jefferson, Grays Harbor, Lewis, Skamania, Clark, Cowlitz, Wahkiakum,
PaciFic) with 11.7% of the state's'population, accounted for 93 interviews
or 11.6% of the total number. Eastern Washington counties, with 24.7% of
the state's population, made up the femaining 25.5% or 205 interviews.

Of the 806 people interviewed, 119 (15%) own waterfront property,

although only 72 people live on that property either year-round or
part of the year. Waterfront owners are spread evenly across the state.
Many of them are retired people, although they come from all occupational
classes.

Length of residence in the state was considered to be another

‘important factor that might influence how people responded to our
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Table 1. Sample Characteristics Compared to State Population

Age Group
18-24
25-34
35-50
51-64

65 and over

Sex

Males

fFemales.

Educational Level

Less than High School
High School Graduate.
Some college, bus., voc.
College Graduate

Post-qradﬁate

Family Income

Less than $10,000
$10-19,000
$20-29,000
$30-49,000

Greater than $50,000

(%. of 797)

36.9
63.1

(% of 804)

8.1
29.4
32.2
18.1
12.2

(% of 729)

l14.4
23.5
28.2
20.4
10.4

Median category:

$20-29,000

Sample State
Characteristics Population
% of 796) (% of 2,992,796)

9.3 18.5

26.5 24.9
2.0 49.3 42.2

18.3

14.9 15.3

(% of 2,992,796)

49.7
50.3

(% of 4,132,156)

11.5
37.3
21.3
19.0

Not available

(% of 1,086,000)

17.0
27.4
27.8
21.8
6.0

Median income: $21,696
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questions. Survey participants were grouped by ten-year time periods.
All of the ten-year groups are fairly equal, except for those living

in Washington from 41 tb 50 years which accounted for only 9.5% of the
total sample. (These data are not available for the true population.)

We asked the age of each person interviewed. 10% of our sample is
between the ages of 18 and 24; 26% between 25 and 34; 30% between 35 and
50: 18% between 51 and 64; and 15% over the age of 65. In comparison
with the state's population, this survey slightly undersampled the yodngest
age group, while middle age groups were somewhat oversampled (see Table 1).

Only 8% of our sample had not finished high school. 29% had
graduated from higﬁ school; another 32% had at least some college,
business, or vocational education; ahd 30% had finished college or had
some post-graduate education. Our sample slightly underrepresents the
lower educational levels and overrepresents the higher educational levels
(see Table 1 and Table 2).

People were also‘asked to give their occupation. The largest groups
interviewed included homemakers (22%), whitefcollar workers (21%), retired
people (15%), professionals (14%), and blue-collar workers (10%). Comparison
with the state's population is difficult because of the‘way state occupational
groupings are reported. State officials report that there were 15.3%
retired people in the state in 1982.

Income levels reported by Washington residents interviewed in this
survey show that 13.5% of the sample earned less than $10,000 per year M
(in71982 hefore taxes):; 22% earned $10-19,000: 26% earned $20-29,000;

19% earned $30-49,0N00; and 10% reported earning over $50,000 per year.
Less than 7% of the people being interviewed declined to answer this

question. Compared with the true state population, our sample underrepresented
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the lower income levels and overrepresented the higher income levels

(Table 1.)

Men made up 36.9% of our sample and women 63.1% (Table 1). The
actual ratio of men to‘women 18 years old and older in fhe state
population is 49.7:50.3, a marked di%ference from the sample ratio of
37;63. This is a phenomenon of telephone interviewing. Women tend to
answer the telephone more frequently than men. Extensive checks were
made as the analysis began to determine whether this misrepresentation
of the sexes would éFFect the results. Of all the demographic charac-
teristics, sex had the least impact on public perception of state
shorelines. In the few instances sex differences appeared, they are
shown in the gables with the sample weighted to provide true proportions
of men and women.

The sample size was selected to obtain a sufficient number of
responses, proportionately from all counties in the state, to produce
reliable estimates of the opinions of all Washington residents. The
degree of reliability or certainty that the sample represents the true
population is 95%. We are confident that the results would not be any
different for a sample of similar size and with similar characteristics
more often than five times in 100. The sampling error for this size
sample and the level of confidence is 4%; that is, the percentages
reported in the findings may be four percentage points in either direction.
Where responses are taken from smaller segments of the sample, conclus}ons

may be less precise.



TI1. FINDINGS

All of the questions asked in this survey were designed to shed
light on Washington residents' beliefs, behavior, knowledge, and

attitudes regarding these seven objectives:

A. Level of public use of shorelines

B. Appropriate uses of the shoreline

C. Public knowledge of the Shoreline Management Act

D. Sgccesses and failures of the Shoreline Management Act
E. Level aof qovérnmeht appropriate for managing shorelines
F. Priority attached to funding of shoreline management

G. Expectations for future management of shorelines

The findings of the survey follow, presenting each objective

separately. |

10



A. LEVEL OF PUBLIC USE OF THE SHORELINE

" One of the first areas we wished to explore was the level of use

by individuals of Washington's shoreline resources. How often do
Washington residents actually visit a shofeliné,JWhere do they go,
what do they do when they get there?

Given the 20,634 miles of salt and freshwater shorelines in Washington
State, it was not surprising thét 85% of our sample visit a shore at least
several times a year and 36% go at least monthly or more. Of the 6%
who never visit the shore, 75% are over 50 years old. Younger beople
tere more likély than older people to visit the shore as often as onte
a month, but retired people were also frequent users of the shorelines
(see Figure 3 and Table 3).

When asked ®what -type of shoreline they most frequently visit,
respondents chose lakes and Puget Sound as the most population destinations
(lakes, 29%; Puget Sound, 26%) with rivers or streams being the
destination of 16% of our sample and the ocean, 11%.

Residents of Eastern Washington most frequently visit lakes and
rivers, while Puget Sound and King County residents most frequently
visit Puget Sound. The southwest and ocean counties' most frequent
destination is, not surprisingly, the ocean.

There are also differences in destinations shown by different age
groups. People under 35 were more likely to visit lakes while those in the
51-64 age range were more likely to visit the ocean. Puget Sound was
visited equally by all age groups.

In addition to the frequency of visits and the type of shoreline

visited, we wished to know what people did when they went to the shore.

11
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*Dc vou go to lakes, rivers, or other shoreline areas in Washington once a year, ceveral times a
a vear, once a sonth or more, alaost daily, or not at all?"

TABLE

I

FREQUENCY OF SHORELINE VISITS

' REGION : AGE E&ROUP ! OCCUPATION
King Puget SW, East 118- 25- 353- S1- +63 iWt Col Bl Col Svc Hekr Ret
+ Co Sound Ocean 124 3 50 o4 H :
“of 245 263 93 205 H73 210 244 145 1240 314 100 30 170 245
VISIT FRE@'CY ! ' 1
Lot BOS: f {
Daily (110 ¥ 17t 14 10 8 12010 13 14 0 13
Manthly [/ 2 20 18 137 292 29 19 i3 i 24 18 17
Sevrl/Y¥r /14 45 S0 32 1y 51 8 4 3 48 4 32 340
Yearly 19185 1 4 14 4 5 8 10 208 19 16 9 i
Never 6 13 3 9 $ it .5 4 B 2013 3 - 8 14
TABLE 4.  FREBUENT ACTIVITIES ON SHORELINES

"From the fallowing list of things pesple often do at the shore, would you tell ae which of then
vou do frequently when you go to the shore?”

H AGE GROUP
18- 25- 35~ 91- 63
V24 34 S0 M4
Tof 73 20 284 145 124
ACTIVITIES '
% of 79%
Fizh 48 152 S0 St 49 3§
Boat 42 1 S1 47 4% B 7
Dig claas 18 28 33 4 27
Swim 4 159 &8 52 28 17
Caap 44 14 54 48 35 18
dbserve Nature 720477 01 12 7% 0§
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The questionnaire offered choices of seven activities as well us an open
choice in which people specified an activity not previously mentioned.
Not surprisingly,'recreational activities were the predominant use of

the shoreline. Only 6% of those who went to the shore went there for
work-related activities. Almost three-quarters of those going to the
sho;e (72%) said they "observed nature".frequently. This was by far

the most common éctivity at the beach. Other activities, such as boating,
fishing, swimming and camping were frequently engaged in by 40-50% of

our sample. Examples of other popular activities were walking and

hiking, water sports, picnicking, and hobbies (Table 4).

As much as the activities that attract people to the beach,
there are qualities about the éhoreline that make it a desirable place
to visit. Our sample was asked what those qualities are, and each person
was allowed t&o responses. 242 of the 1063 responses qivep had to do
with the natural character and scenic beauty of Washington's beaches.

205 weré connected with the peacefulness and serenity of the shore, 135
had to do with the activities available, 135 with the general atmosphere
of the beach, and 129 with the interactioh with the natural world

(see Appendix D for detailed responses).

There were élso things that detracted from Washingtonians' visits
to the shore. When asked what those were (aqain,.allowinq twn responses
per person), litter was the most frequently mentioned problem, drawing
352 responses out-of a total of 941 responses. Crowds detracted from
124 people's visits to the beach, but an almost equal number said nothing
detracted from their visits. Less frequently mentioned problems included
poor water quality, abuse of the site (including driving on the beach),

excessive noise, and overdevelopment of the shoreline.
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All of the above discussion concerns actual physical use of the
shoreline area. But Washingtonians also "use" their shoreline for visual
enjoyment. When asked how frequently fhey see a shoreline, fully half
said they see a shoreline on a daily‘basis. Another 20% see a shoreline
at least weekly. Only 1 in 10 of this state's residents see a shoreline
as little as once or twice a year. (Table 5).

Not only do Washington's citizens see sﬁorelines frequently, but it
is important for them to be able to do so. The shoreline is not a
resource taken lightly. 59% ﬁf Washington state residents feel that
ﬁaving a view of the water is very important, while another 30% said
it was somewhat important. Only 11% said having a view of the wéter
waslnot important to them. The importance of visual access to the
water was evident across the state and was independent of Qeographical
area (Table 6). '

From thg preceding discussion; it is apparent that Washingtonians
are aware of and use their shoreline resourceé heavily, not only for
recreational purposes, but for aesthetic enjoyment as well.

The next section focuses on what types of uses Washinqton residents
feel are most appropriate for the shoreline and how they feel about

previous development of the shore.
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TABLE 3.  FREBUENCY OF SEEING SHORELINES

"Some people seldoa visit a shoreline for recreation or work, but look at it often. How
otten do you see a shoreline?*

VISUAL FRERUENCY

(count) (i ot 801)
Daily 415 32
Weekly _ 155 19
Monthly 134 17
Once or twice yearly = 84 BT
Never 13 2

TABLE &. IMPORTANCE OF SEEING SHORELINES
"How 1aportant is it to yau to be able to have a view of the water?

ABE BROUF ! GCCUPATION

18- 25- 35- 3i- +65 1
24 34 30 o4 i
730 210 284 145 124

H REBION

‘king Fuget SHW, East Wt Col Bl Col GSvc  Hakr FRet
{ Co  Sound OQOcean

Tof 245 23 93 205

it 100 50 170 283

YISUAL ACCESS ¢ H : '

* of 789: i H
Very isot 39161 62 54 I 053 .59 61 54 640 A2 &7 52 7 50
Samewhat 3 2 34 3140 32 27 3% 18129 3 3 30 25
1apt i : . ’
Kot 1mpt 1113 11 12 14 17 9 12 11 1819 12 10 13 i5
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B. APPROPRIATE USES OF THE SHORELINE.

Although the respondents invour sample aren't very‘Familiar with
the principle law in the state that governs uses of the shorelines
(see Section C. Public Knowledge of the Shoreline Management Act), they
do have definite opinions as to what uses should have priority For.those
shérelines. Survey participants were asked to rank nine different types
of development'as high, medium, or low priority based on whether they
should be located on the waterffont. (Tab1e17)

The highest priority was assigned by our sample to wildlife-natural
areas and public parks and facililities. 82% thought wildlife-natural
areas should be given high priority and 70% thought‘public parks should
be given high priority. Half the sample thought fish and shellfish
farming should have a high priority for locafing on a Waterfront. At
the other enﬂ of the scale, commercial, industrial, and multifamily
housing uses received the largest "low or no priority at all" ratings,
with office buildings rated low or no priority by 92% of our sample,
apartments and condominiums by 80%, industrial facilities by 64%, -and
shops and restaurants by 59%. Almost half of the sample considered
marinas to be only é medium priority for waterfront usage. Agricultural
activities received priority ratings evenly divided between high, medium,
and low priorities, perhaps indicating uncertainty over how dependent
farmers and ranchers are on waterfront location. These ratings mostlyu
spanned all age groups, regions of the state, occﬁpations, and lengths

of residence in Washington, indicating wide citizen agreement on these

priorities (Table 8).
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TABLE 8 {(a). PRIDRITIES FOR USES ON SHORELINES

“The Shoreline Management Act was adepted priaarily to control future uses of lake, river, and coastal shorelines,
but different people have different ideas on how the shoreline areas of our state should be used. ...Do the
following uses, in your opinion, have a high, sediua or low priority, or no priority at ali?"

OCCUPATION

REGION i YEARS RESIDENCY AGE GROUP

Ca Scund Ocean 24 34 50 o4

King Fuget 5W, Easti0-10 11-20 21-30 3i-40 40:1B- 25- 33- Si- 454 Wt Col Bl Col Svc Hekr Ret
“of 245 262 9T 205 1 160 12B 157 167 193 1 73 210 243 145 124

34100 50 t70 17

MARINAS : ;
naf 738 ;
High /127 2 9 2% 1 B 0B W0 /19 W AW 3192 I TR
Mediun 45 42 S0 37 44 148 43 45 43 45 I S1 47 4T 47 ;W47 40 2 9
Low oMM 2 0 129 M 27 18 20 114028 29 20 1528 23 24 20 S
Noprior. 5 i6 3 8 3 ‘¢ S5 2 B 5 6 4 7 3 B 5 6 b7
“ INDUSTRY :
% of 795!
High 017 8 18 1317 13120119 9 12 11!9 18 6 7 10
Wediua 26128 26 24 2 6 22 28 8 :19 19 27 2 2b!1!5 0 20 29 32
Law 418 41 33 37 138 50 45 I 33 144050 39 39 3047 3 4 3 4
Noprity 2221 23 20 b 122 2 W 19 2 1WA W 19 26:3/ 15 W0 24 19

—
~
rcn N o~

WILDLIFE-
NAT. AREAS !
1 of BOA!
High 82082 84 BT B1 :88 9 87 81 85 193 9 80 77 74:8 8 78 88 74
Medius 14014 14 12 t6 111 10 {0 14 7 17 & 18 19 (715 14 & 8 U
tw 213 2 0§ 2 4- - 3 5 4 i- 1 2 3 &1:i2 2 4 2 3
Noprity .21 .4 - - 3 0 - - - - - - - t - -0 - - 2 { -
PARKS |
tof 805! ;
High W70 0 74 68 169 B 69 T0 T2 L2 TL 70 TS YIRS+ B Y
Nedius 25126 26 19 25 12 29 28 24 19 134 W W A W:W 27 0B 18 N
Low $13°: 5 4 12 2 2 5 5 ‘-2 7 1 1.5 3 2 23
Noarty £ 11 1ttt 1t b totIo- 1 - 2t - - 12
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OCCUPATION

S1- &5+ Wt Col Bl Col Svc Hekr FRet

. AGE GROUF
35-

[ d

18- 25-

1
\
1
1

PRIDRITIES FOR USES ON SHORELINES

e 7o 7

100

o
e

L]

145 124

243

10

(]

193

147

137

n
2

20

11-20 21-30 31-30

YEARS RESIDENCY
128

TABLE 8 (b).
160

1
[
]

Easti0-10
{i5]

"
&

REGION
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Co Sound Ocean
262 93

King Puget
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1
1
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The'above questions on use priorities were very specific'questions
on future development of the waterfront. But the respondeﬁts_were also
asked a series of general questions on their satisfaction with the amount
and location of development that has already occurred on the shorelines |
of Washington. |

Almost half of the sample (45%) thought that the amount of existing
development was about right, while a third (36%) thought that there was
too much development on the shore. Those people who hgve lived in
Washington less than 20 years were more likely to think there is too
much development on the shore than those who have been residents of
Washington for over 20 years (Table 9).

Concerning the location of existing development, one-third (35%)
of the sample was mostly satisfied and one-third (33%) had neutral feelings.
One-fifth (20%) were dissatisfied with where waterfront development has
occurred. Owners of waterfront property were more likely to be satisfied
with waterfront development location than others (Table 9).

The general satisfaction with the amount and location of existing
waterfront development shown by the sample is similar throughout all

regions of the state (Table 9).
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TABLE 9. SATISFACTION WITH DEVELOPMENT AMOUNT AND LOCATION

"Do vou think the amount of development that has occurred on state shorelines is too littie, about
right, or too such?”

: REGION H YEARS OF RESIDENCY i DN
H H ! NTRFRONT
iKing Puget SW, East 10-3 6-10 11-20 21-30 Ji-40 41-50 Over ! Yes No
! Co Snd Ocean H 30
% of 245 23 N 204 |82 79 128 157 167 {77 116 | 119 86
AMOLNT H H H
W of 305} H i
Too iittle bi b 35 10 b, 4 4 ) [} 9 12 LK 4 7
About right 46 40 45 7 460 38 49 4 44 35 43 4 &2 8B
Too auch K-HEE 3 42 23 28 3 3 43 h1) 22 2 R T A
Jon't know 121 13 7 i 200 15 17 10 12 14 16 H 9 13

“Tp what extent are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the location of development that has already
occurrad on the shorelines?" .

i
1

LOCATION H 1

% of 805 1 i H
Satisfied BT V1 3 I 23 B I N RO Y YR ST 4
Dissatisfied 2001 A 12 17t 24 16, 20 2 20 16: i 20
Neutral Mmoo 3 2 B 37 T K% ¥ w9
Don.'t know 2t 14 AR & A (- 9 13 i1 11 14 13 10 13
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C. PUBLIC KNOWLEDGE OF THE SHORELINE MANAGEMENT ACT

The third area we wished to explore was how much Washington citizens
knew about the Shoreline Management Act.

0f all the people surveyed, almost one-third (29%) had never heard
of the Shoreline Management Act; close to half (44%) were only vaguely
familiar with it. The remaining group (26%) was either”somewhat or
very familiar with the law. This segment was asked to name some provision
~of it; more than one-third (just one in ten of the total sample) tonnected
the law with restrictions on development; a few thought of provisions
such as permits or access. One in four, however, were uﬁab}e to name
anything connected wi£h the law or confused shoreline laws with other
water-relateﬂtlaws.

Waterfront ownérs are twice as likely to be very familiar with the
Shoreline Management Aét as non-waterfront owners (see Table 10).-

All four regions of the state have similar proportions of people»
claiming to be only vaguely familiar with the Act (42% - 47%).

Citizens who are unaware of the existence of the Shoreline Management
Act are most likely to live in Eastern Washington, least likely to be
residents of King County. Conversely, of the four regions, Kiﬁq County
residents most often (33%) claim to be somewhat or very familiar with
the Act, while the eastern region has the fewest in that category. )

Not surprisingly, the length of time a person has lived in Waéhington
affects his or her awareness of the law; the longer one has lived in the
state, the Tore likely'one is familiar with the Act. About half of the
0-10 year residents said they had never heard of it; less than one in

ten were very familiar with it. The 11-40 year residents were most likely



TABLE 10, FAMILIARITY WITH THE SHORELINE MANAGEMENT ACT
"How familiar with the Shoreline ﬂanagemént Act would vou say you are?*

i REGION

i YEARS GF RESIDENCY v ORN i SEX H

H _ . | WTRFRONT | H

King Fuget S5W, East ! 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 40 | Yes Mo | Men Wogen !

i Co Snd Ocean i H H :

Lof 245 262 93 205 1 160 128 157 166 191 1 119 477 : 485 503 !

FAMILIARITY ' ! ' H '

Lof 797 | H H H H

not aware 0025 26 33 8 583 b3 G 20 17 112 RS | kT B

vaguely familiar 44 42 47 45 4 1 28 48 50 54 44 | S0 LE R 1] 4 |

sopewhat familiar 21 1 27 20 21 13 413 14 17 24 2 128 0 127 17
very familiar 5 {6 & 1 4 4 & 3 2 7 i1 4. g 3

"#hat part of the Act have you heard the most about?® (guestion to those answering "scmewhat” or “very”, atove)

nuaber
in group noof 202 1 of B
developaent restrictions -f -;'3—“. -FT“
parmits 13. b 2
4CCESS & I 4
ather o4 27 8
confused other requlaticns 18 09 | 2
dor 't know 5 18 3
group total 207 Toe %
not asked 603 74
sample total -g’)_b -1—0(_1
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to say they were vaguely aware of the Act. The proportion who were
somewhat or very familiar increased only for those residents living in
the state 40 years or more.

Men showed greater familigrity wifh the Act than women. Six males
to every four females were somewhat familiar with the Act. Of those who
had never. heard of the Act, the proportions were six women fép every four
men.

Only a small number (4%) of the sample had had direct experience
with the Shoreline Management Act through its permit process, the primary
tool for regulating new development on the shoreline. The survey cannot
make many generalizations about this sub-group because of its small size
relative to the state population. It is probable, however, that permit
applicants we;e more familiar with the Act than non-applicants -- the
sample indicated perhapsltwice as familiar; their opinions on management

issues might be a suitable topic for separate study.
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D. SUCCESSFS AND FATILURES OF THF SHOREL INE MANAGEMENT ACT

Has the Act helped, in fact, to "prevent the inherent harm in an
uncoordinated and piecemeal development of the state's shorelines'*, as
the Act states in its policy statement? Through the survey we attempted
to learn whether the varied interests Washington citizens have for their
shorelines have been met during the 11 years of shoreline management.

We asked for opinions about development and the permit process, about
access, and about what qualities attfact or detract from people's
enjoyment of shore visits. Respondents were also asked directly for

an overall assessment of the decade-old Act, and how satisfied they were
generally with shoreline laws.

Section A previously described the high level of use of shoreline
resources by citizens for recreation, relaxation and interaction with
nature. It also pointed out the importance to people of visual access
to shoreline areas. Many of the qualities which make the shorelines most
attractive for people to visit are those which the Shoreline Management Act
was designed to protect and preserve. The fact that many survey respondents
had no complaints about their shoreline visits may be a measure of some
success. The principle complaints about shoreline visits, litter and
crowds, while not a failure of the Act, are still'of interest to the
Department of Ecology, which (with other local and state agencies)
administers laws related to water quality, litter control, and uses of
parks’and beaches.

The Shoreline Management Act does include among its goals minimizing

any interference with the public's use of the water. When asked whether

*RCW 90.58.020. 26



there is enough or not enough access to beaches, lakes, rivers and
streams, fully half, 51%, of the respondents said enough. Almost 4 in
10 (38%) said not enough, and the remainde£ didnft know.

There are only small differences on this question about the four
regions examined. Puget Sound residents, excluding King County, are
.somewhat more likely to feel that access in insufficient. People in the
eastern part of the state are more likely to not know. Younger peopie are
much more likely than older'people to feel there is enough access. Those
who say access is not sufficient are épread evenly across all age groups.
The state's senior citizens, many of whom visit shorelines infrequently,
are more likely to be unsure of access sufficience. How long a person
has lived in the state does not affect pgrception of inadequate access,
but the response of "enough access" is concentrated in the 6-10 and
41-50 year length of residence groups'(Tablell);

Unrestricted construction on both private and public shorelines of
the state was the ﬁajor reason the Shoreline Management Act was adopted.

How do state citizens feel about development on shorelines now? Our findings
show that close to half (45%) said the amount of development is "aboﬁt right,"
but oﬁly nine percentage points fewer, 36%, said there is too much. - Feelings
about the location of development are more neutral; one-third each were
mostl? satisfied or neutral, and only one fifth were dissatisfied. Those

who were dissatisfied with development amount or location are likely to be
residents of Puget Sound countieé (excluding King County). Southwest and

ocean county residents said there was not enough development (Table 12).

(
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TABLE 11.  ADEBUACY OF SHORELINE ACCESS
"Is there enough or not enough public access to beaches, rivers, lakes and streams?”

AGE EROUP REGION YEARS OF RESIDENCY }

i 18- 23- 33- 31- 65+! King Fuget SW, East 10-5 &-1¢ 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 50
i 24 34 S0 64 .1 Co S5nd Ocean H

Lof 7320 244 145 1247 245 263 93 204 182 79 126 157 167 177 114

ADEQUACY Co : : !

wof 798 j H :
Enough 31 54 57 49 48 40! 3t 43 80 520 52 63 48 S4 46 40 3
Not enough 3B W IO 4T 3 M 32OW WM oM 4w £ ¢ 2
Don't kngw 16 & 8 11 N 9 1 8 158 19 2 7 7 1221 16

TABLE 12.  OVERALL ASSESSMENT CF SHORELINES

“Overall, during the past ten years do you believe Washington's lakes, rivers and taastal shoretines have
improved, gotten worse, or stayved about the came?®

H AGE BROUF REBIGN : YEARS OF RESIDENCY i OWN
i i H ’ i WTRFRONT
1B~ 23- 33- Si- 6341 King Puget SW, East (0-5 &6-10 11-20 21-30 I1-40 41-50 Over | Yes No
P25 34 50 o4 i+ -Co  5nd Ocean : 0
of 7320244145 1240 245 243 91 04 (82 7Y 128 157 167 177 116 1 119 &Bs
ASSESSMENT ; ; : i
%ot 798 i ;
The same 8 80 19 I 4 In ¥ 40 20 4 22 48 M T8 3 a6 3739
lmproved 2/ 022 17 % 2% 3 2 20 7 S D 1 & ) B 41 B £ - H X R |
Worse 20013 0 26 18 28! 2029 6 13 17 % % 14 27 2 00 8 22
Don'¢ know 140 18 14 22 1) I8 e 9 13 i 10 7 3 12! 4 i

. 14 10 11
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With less than half the state's citizens expressing satisfaction
with the amount and location of development, some mightkfeel that the
Act is failing. On the other hand, if even smallef numbers of people are
dissatisfied, and in‘fact roughly 60% are either satisfied or neutral
on both questions, the Act.could be considered a success in controlling
shdreline develbpmgnt.

Gaining opinions of those persons who have had experience Qith the
shoreline management permit process provides another way to assess the
effectiveness of the Act. In -our sample, 33 respondents had applied for
a shoreline permit (4% of the total samplé). .Fourteen of these applicants
said their experience with the process was satisfactory, and an almost
equal number said it was unsatisfactory. This size group is too small to
make generalizations aboqt all permit applicants, and we suggest the
Department of Ecology look for other ways to study fhe successes and
failures of this aspect of shoreline management,

The survey asked respondents whether, overall, Washington's

shorelines during the past ten years had improved, gotten Qorse, or
stayed about the same. A plurality (38%) answefed "about the same".
The percentages saying "improved" (25%) and "worse" (22%) Were almost edual
to each other. Principal factors seen contributing to shoreline improvement
were better water quality and generally cleanér or better maintained areas.
Improved facilities also received high marks. Other factors mehtioned"were
better access, the imposition of development restricfions, and a generally
higher level of citizen concern. (Table 12)

Topping the list oFrreasons given for shorelines being worse now than

a decide ago was overdevelopment, followed by polluted water and overuse



or abuse. A few respondents thought that an increase in litter ér decline
in maintenance had made shorelines worse.

| Goals of the Act are implemented through the shoreline.law, its
regulations and the local master programs, but three-fourths of the
population, as described in Section C above, is not familiar with this
specific law. Instead, when connecting governmental controcl or management
of state shorelines with law, they think collectively of all the legal
controls which apply to uses of lakes; rivers, streams and coastal areas,
whether ihstituted or enforced at the federal, state or. local level.

The -.survey asked state residents to what extent they were satisfied or
dissatisfied with these laws generally. The responses follow somewhat

the same proportions as the responses on development, allowing for a
higher proportion who couldn't answer. 40% were mostly satisfied, 15%
were mostly dissatisfied, and 26% were neither one nor the other.
Approximafely the same proportions responded about satisfactioﬁ with
enforcement of those same laws: 38% satisfied, 19% dissatisfied, 23%
neutral, and 20% didn't know.

The differences for both general questions showed up most clearly
in the Puget Sound region for both general questions (Table 13).

Do these data indicate clearly whether the Shoreline Management Act
has been a success or failure? No. But Washington residents are clear
tﬁat shoreline resources are important to them, and why. The proporﬁions )
who are nof happy with shoreline uses are relatively small. The 1éfge
number of people who are unaware of the Act or its related laws may be-

a target for shbreline managers who wish to strengthen the connectiog in
people's minds between the shorélines of this state and the laws governing

these shorelines.
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TABLE 1%, SATISFACTION WITH SHORELINE LAWS AND ENFORCEMENT

*To what extent are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the present laws governing the
uses of Washington's shorelines?”

: ABE  BROUP i REGIDN H YEARS OF RESIDENCY i OWN
' H ! i WTRFRONT
i 18- 25- 35- 51- A5+ King Puget SK, East 10-3 A-10. 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 >50 | Yes No
' 24 74 50 64 ¢ Co Snd Ocean ! !
Lof 73210 244 145 1247 245 267 93 204 182 79 128 157 167 177 16 ) 119 4Bs
LAWS, GEMNERALLY ! i | :
» of 805! H H H
Satisfied a0, 41 41 19 47 300 38 40 47 7042 43 3 40 5 40 43 4 39
Dissatisf'd {57 8 t1 17 18 24: 17 15 17 1 & 10 13 13718 22 227 18 4
Neutral 260 34 3 2620 218 25 32 16 250 32 3 3 27028 2 17y % 2%
~Don't know 200 16 17 22 13 26) 20 13 19 27 21 2 20 20 2 14 180 18 20
“How satisfied or disssatisfied would you say you are with governaental enforcesent of state shoreline laws?®
WITH ENFORCENENT ! : : | :
L of 8041 H i H
Satisfied .38: I6 35 3B 49 0 3 34 47 W 9 3B 30 42 41 B 421 2% 40
Dissatisf'd 190 12 17 % 17 2N 2 23 14 13 g 11 214 15 7 B w N U
Nautral 23 2 28 17 18i 19 25 2 28/ 2 0 24 2 2 8 13 20 23
Dan 't know 200 23 16 22 17 238 22 1 16 250 2 T2 19 16 20 247 18 2
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E. LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT APPROPRIATE FOR MANAGING SHORELINES

When Washington citizens voted 6n the Shoreline Management Act
initiative 11 years ago, they were given the choice of vesting more power
over shorelines in the state government or in local qovernmeﬁt. The
voters chose local governments. We were interested in finding out how
state residents felt now about that issue. Who should have responsibility
for managing Washington's shorelines?

State residents are evenly divided in terms of preference for
state or local government as managers of the shorelines. When asked
"Who should have the major role in managing fhe shorelines," 56% mentioned
state or local governments alone or in combination, ‘24% preferred property
owners or a combination of owners with one or more levels of government,
and the remaining people mentioned the federal and state government levels
together (4%) or the federal level in some other combination (6%). |

If future actions or funding demands require a balance between state
and local governments other than whét presently exists within the Shoreline
Management Act, state citizens say today that they prefer local government
in the stronger role, though by oﬁly a slim margin. 50% expressed a
preference for local government;.aa% prefer state government;

When the data on government management preferences are analyzed to
discover whether any differences appear between subgroups of the statg's
population, we find significant differences based on educational level
between those preferrinq higher (i.e., federal) levels of management versus
lower (i.e., local) levels. (Table 14)

Those persons with less than a high school education more often
prefer major control of shoreline management in the hands of owners rather

than cohtrol residing with any government. Where respondents'’ education



TABLE 14.  FREFERENCE FOR MANAGEMENT OF SHORELINES

*In addition to uses of our state’'s shorelines, a very important question is the responsibility governaent should
have in attempting to achieve [the Shoreline Management Actl goals. Who should have the aajor responsibility
tor aanaging the shor=iines, in your apinion?*

REGION EDUCATION FIRST PRIORITY

King Puget SW, East i {H.S. H.S. Sose post- tollege Post- iFreedom Environ Neutral

Co Snd Ocean second. grad  grad

Tof 245 23 92 204 © B4 6 256 144 9% 182 435 146

LEVEL OF 8OVT i : :
ncf 78 . : P

all govts 8 e 7 it 7T 43 7 8 10 12 14 i1 3
f’ederall 6 ' 5 9 3 3 : 3 b 3 5 ) ‘ 3 8 3
federal + state % ; b 3 2 3 ‘: - 5 3. 8 4 : { b 1
state 19 : 4 13 13 {7 t 17 13 5] 17 13 : 9 16 16
state + loral 29 ; I3 27 A4 :' 19 23 32 10 35 ; 20 32 B
local 14 ; 10 13 17 17 ; 12 17 15 i 7 ‘: 24 12 8
some govt + owners 13 ; 8 12 9 10 ; 12 14 12 Hy 18 ; lé 10 16
awners alﬁne i ; 5 1t 15 15 ; 29 14 9 8 3 :I 20 5 18

TABLE 1S5.  CHOICE BETWEEN STATE OR LOCAL GOVERNMENT

"At sose time in the future, if government takes on greater responsibility for the shorelines. would vyou prefer
to have state or-local government take the stronger role?"

: REGION : EDUCATIOR i FIRST PRIGRITY
King Puget 5%, East ! {H.5. H.5. Some post- college Post- iFreedoa Environ Neutral
i Co Snd Ocean : second. grad _ grad |
nof 245 263 9T 204 ) 44 36 25 144 9% i {62 433 146
LEAD ROLE™ ' 1 i
ol Tes ' !
State 47 8 4 & 4 197 4 43 52 52 131 52 5¢
Losai , 22 4 5T 8 S 89 47 50

M EL T i8 i8
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is st the high school level or Higher, their preferences are less clear,
although as the educational level increases there is generally qreater
approval of federal involvement or the state/local combination.

The reader should remember, in interpreting percentages based on
educational level, that our sample somewhat underrepresents the state's
true population at the lower end of the education scale and over-
represents the college-educated population. While the preference trend
remains valid, the figures in the tables for the true population would
shift toward higher proportions preferring owner-controlled management.

Differences based on educational level disappear when the‘choice for
managing shorelines in the future is between only state and local |
government levels. The differences reported among the least educated
to the post-graduate level range between 43% and 57% comparéd with the
overall 47% for state governmenf and 53% for local government (Table 15).

There are also differences apparent among regions when the population
has a choice of the full range of governments aor property owners as
managers. When asked who should have major shoreline management
responsibility, Fastern Washington and the southwest and ocean county
residents picked owners alone (but not owners with government) or local
government in preference to higher lévels. Eastern Washington respondents
had a high proportion (41%) of the don't know answers. |

The one-third of the state population living in Puget Sound counties -
(excluding King County) represent very closely the overall statewide
proportions on this question, with the exception of stronger responses
in this group favoring some federal involvement in shoreline management.

King County residents, another third of the state population, alsq

favor federal involvement, but in combination specifically with the state,
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or government plus the owners of the property. They are the only regional
group to show the government plus owners preference. An explanation is
that possibly the greater amount of pressure on shoreline resources in the
highly urban county has resulted in a feeling that balance among government
interest and owner~intereéts can best meet their special management needs.

When asked to choose between state and local managemeqt, however, the
four regions were very similar.

Another subgroup in this survey divided state residents by their
attitudes regarding governmental interference with individual rights in
order to achieve public environmental goals. We found in this category
clear distinctions when respondents were asked to choose between state
and local governments to take the lead role in future management
responsibility. State residents who have a greater concern for protection
of individual freedom favor local government by two to one. Thosé whose
greater concern lies with environmental solutions at the expense of
inaividual freedom favor state government management, though by a smaller
margin. If there is no particular concern for either point of view, there
is also a neutral opinion on state versus local government (Table 16).

Washingtoﬁ residents in 1983 seem to be in agreement with the
philosophy adopted in the 1971 Shoreline Managemeﬁt Act that state and

local governments should share responsibility for managing the shorelines.
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*Some peaple have suggested that protecting the public's interest in the environaent say require more governaental
Other people feel this threatens individual freedoas.
(1) 1 am sore concerned about protecting individual freedom even if that sakes it difficult

activity.

fits vour apinion?

TABLE

16.

ta solve eavironaental probless.
this sakes it difficult to maintain as much individual freedoe as we now have.
concern for one than the other.®

PROFILE OF WASHINGTON RESIDENTS' PRIORITY FOR PROTECTING INDIVIDUAL FREEDOM OR

SOLVING ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS

Which of the following statements best

{2) 1 as more concerned about solving environsental probless even if
(3) I have no greater

for ane than other

H REGION : ABE GROUP ' BCCUPATION
King Puget SW, EastilB- 25~ 35- 51- +65 iMgr Prof Tech, Bl Col Svc Fish Hekr Studt Ret
i Co  Sound Ocean 1248 34 50 44 : Sales Agr
Tof 245 262 93 205173 210 244 145 1243 39 112 142 78 30 22 176 22 117
FIRST PRIDRITY i ; :
1 of mn H ;

breater concern for 23 017 24 29 30 117 {8 23 3 3123 12 20 28 2 2 0% A 2
individual freedoa ] ' H !

Greater concern for 55 ! 62 61 S0 48 &1 64 56 52 50456 70 56 SI 2 30 5% 39 32
solving environ- H H H '
pental probleas i H H

No greater concern 19 1 21 13 2t 22 122 18 20 1§ 1921 18 2 21 23 18 15 18 18
for one than other ' i :

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL : SEX H INCOME CATEBORY
o : {thousands)
(H.S. H.S. Some post- Coll Post : MEN  WOMEN <10 10- 20- 30- 350+
H second grad grad | : : 9 22 @
1of &4 236 254 14 9% ' 29 503 0 109 177 211 154 78
FIRST PRIORITY H H '
1 of nmn : '

Breater concern for 233 3 27 4 19 17 125 3 13023 17 19 38
individual freedos ! : :

Greater concern for 35 ! 31 33 41 62 b4 155 58 13l 36 65 b4 44
solving environ- : - i {
sental probleas H : i
No greater concern 19! 33 20 1§ 2 19 120 19 115 22 19 17 18
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F. FUNDING

In addition to opinions about the degree of management by government
and which level of government should accomplish it, the survey asked for
Washingtonians' views on funding shoreline management. Respondents were
given a choice among several alternative funding methods: _"taking funds
away from other areas,"” "increasing existing taxes," '"finding new sources
of revenue," or "some other means.”" They were then asked to be more
specific about the method they chaose. Widespread support’ emerged for
finding new sources of revenue, specifically imposing user fees on shoreline
uses. Six in ten state residents preferred new sources, while only one in
ten supported each of the other categories -- increasing existing taxes,
shifting funds within existing budgets, or something else. (Something
else meant, to a few respondents, specifically no more taxes or fees of
any kind.) .

Of those who felt new sources are the best source of future revenue,
user - fees were mentioned almost seven times as often as any other type of
new revenue. Lottery funds, an income tax, volunteer efforts, and new taxes
on polluters and boaters each received several votes.

Among those preferring existing tax increases, the sales and property
taxes led the choices of those who made suggestions, witﬁ tobacco and liquor
taxes and bond levies being mentioned less often.

For those who felt existing government funds could be shifted to;
shoreline spending, "waste in government" was almost three times as popular
a target as defense/military, welfare, or the Department of Transporfation

budgets.

These specific suggestions came from small numbers of people, since

even where the respondent made a choice of financing methods, he or she could
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often not offer a specific source. The total number of "don't know" responses,
329, almost matches the total combined suggestions given, 388. This reflects,
perhaps, the difficulty the average citizen haé suggesting appropriate

funding solutions for public management issues.

Because the actual number tallied for many of these suggestions is
quite small, their proportions cannot be interpreted in this survey to
represent the views of all Washingtonians. The counts and their percentages
‘appear in Appendix D.

An examination of the responses in larger groups on the question of
a preferred funding method shows small differences based on income and
education and no significant differences among the four regions (Table 17).

Looking at the responses by income cateéories, support for increased
taxes and shifts from other areas increases as family income increases.
Greatest support for the predominant "new revenue sources" method came
from middle income groups. A preference for "something else" was slightly
stronger among lower income groups. Increased taxes was the choice for
a relatively large group in the highest income category.

Similarly, among education levels, those at the upper levels offer
stronger support to tax increases and shifts within existing areas, while
the less well educated tend to prefer "something else".‘ The largest
priority group, new revenue sources, was named almost evenly by penple
from all educational levels. .

Among the five age groups, new revenue sources are supported almost
equally by youngest and middle age groups, but less so by the over 65
group. Seniors also show a low preference for shifting gové;nment

funds: support for that method is greater among young people.
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Two other areas where the survey looked for relationships between
attitudes and funding shoreline manaqemenf were Washington residents'
general satisfactioﬁvwith shoreline laws, and their preference between
individual freedom and environmental problem-solving. Where people afe
generally satisfied with existing shoreline laws, they also tend to
suppnrf new taxes or new revenue sources. If they are mostly dissatisfied
with shoreline laws, their preference for some other funding source is
relatively stronger. Where respondents say they prefer protecting
individual freedom even if environmental problem solving becomes more
difficult, their preferred funding source is something other than the
three choices offered. The group who expresses a greater concern for
solving environmental problems even at the expense of some individual
freedom supports all three methods. This seems to say that where solving

environmental problems is important to people, they are willing to pay

for the solutions.
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IV. EXPECTATIONS FOR FUTURE MANAGEMENT

We were interested not only in the impact the Shoreline Management
Act has had on Washington's shorelines since its passage 11 years ago,
but also in getting a sense of where shoreline management should be headed
during the‘1980's. What are the shoreline issues that the state's citizens
Féel still need attention? What shoreline resources are most important
to Washington residents? In this éection we examine the directidn which

seems to emerge from our findings, as well as report some new findings.

Visual Access

dne of the first issues covered in the survey was visual access,
that is, being able to see the water.  As more‘devélopment occurs on
the shore, the possibility for blocked views increases. Almast 90%
of our sample said that being able to have a view of the water was
important to them. This widespread response for view access was given
for all geographic areas of the state, indicating support for future
efforts to protect views of the water. (We realize that some communities
have already addressed visual access concerns in their }ocal shoreline

master programs. )

Physical Access

Physical access was also addressed in the survey. C(itizens were
asked about the adequacy of public access to beaches, lékes, riyers,_énd
streams. Half of the sample thought there were presently enough ways to
get to the waterfront, while slightly more than a third felt there was
not enough public access. Broken down by age groups, we find that all
ages méntion "enough access”" more than "not énough"; however, it is

apparent that the younger age groups are more satisfied with the amount



of access than older groups (Table 11).

An important indicator for the future direction of management of
§tate shgrelines is the importance people place on the goalé of the
Shoreline Management Act. The four goals stated in the survey were:

1. To preserve the public's opportunity to énjoy the
shorelines of the state;

2. To minimize damage to the ecology of the shoreline
areas;

3. To give priority to new uses on the shoreline which .
- are dependent on having access to the water;

4. To encourage participation of the state'’s citizens
in shoreline programs and governmental performance.

Respondents were asked two separate questions about the above goals.
The first question asked which of the first three goals was most important
to the respondent. The largest group, 43%, felt the goal of minimizing
damage to the ecology of the shoreline, was most important, while 31%
felt preserving the public's opportunity to enjoy the shore was the
most important goal. The third goal, giving priority to new uses which

are water-dependent, was most important to only 6% of the sample.

Many of the remainder (17%) indicated all three goals or two of the three
goals were impor£ant to them. Differences among regions of the state
were small on this question. (Table 18)

People who chose the first or third goals as being most.importanf
to them were also more likely to feel that there was not enhough deveiopmentv
on the shorelines. At first glance this éeems inconsistent, however, a.
possible interpretation of this finding is that those who value the
public's opportunity to enjoy the shorelines most (a non-development

position) also felt there was not enough recreational development,
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TABLE 18.  IMPORTANCE OF SHORELINE MANAGEMENT GODALS

“Among the goals of the Shoreline Manageaent Act are the following: to preserve the public’s opportunity
to enjoy the shorelines of the state; to minimize damage to the ecology of the shoreline areas; and
ta give priority to new uses on the shoreline which are dependent an having access to the water. 0f these
three goais, could vou pick the one which is most iaportant to you?*

REGION AGE GROUP

King Fuget W,  East ! 18-24 25-34 35-50 51-84
Co Sound  Ocean
tof M3 255 9% 202

73 207 242 143

MOST IMFORTANT GOAL

wof 719 :
To presarve public oppartunity 32 129 3 40 3 P29 22 29 #
to enjoy shorelines : H
To sinisize jamage to ecology of 44 | 46 44 38 4 9 e 44 13
shoreiines H i
Hive priority to new uses on shore- & 1 & 8 3 4 T4 b4 7 1§
line dependent on water access H ! .
All or more than one are important 17 | 1B 17 19 - 18 20 17 20 14

“Ancther goal of the Act is to encourage participation of the state’s citizens in shoreline programs
and governsental performance. Is this goal very iamportant to you, sosewhat isportant, or not important?®”

IMPORTANCE 0OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

iof 790 i
Very iaportant ’ LI 1 48 35 4 42 42 46 49
Sosewhat important - 4 M 4 50 46 M 49 44 39
Not iaportant ' i 310 Al 18 1 15 9 10 3
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while those who valued placing water-dependent uses on the shore most (a
pro—deveiopment position) thought there was not enough of other kinds of
development on the shore, such as commercial or industrial (Table 18).

The implications for future management of the shorelines are that
those activities which protect and enhance the ecology of the shore
areas ére more likely to garner public support. While half the sample
thought there was enough public access to the shorelines, the goal of
preserving this access is important to a large proportion of state
residents.

The second question asked about goals of the Shoreline Management
Act concentrated on citizen participation in local programs and
governmental enforcement of the Act. Fully 86% of the sample said thaf
goal was either very important or somewhat important to them. Civen
such overwhelming support for citizen involvement, the Department of
Ecology might give thought to broadening opportunities for citizen

participation in shoreline planning activities.

Priority for Shoreline Uses

As discussed earlier, a series of questions was asked about the relative
priority‘diFFerent uses of the shoreline should have. Citizens were asked"
to set priorities for the following uses on the shore: marinas, industrial
facilities, wildlife~natural areas, public parks and facilities, shops and
restaurants, office buildings, apartments and condominiums, fish and
shellfish farming, and agricultﬁral activities. The highest priority was

assigned by our sample to wildlife-natural areas and public parks and

facilities. About half of our sample thoﬁqht fish and shellfish farming

was a3 high priority use of the shoreline. At the other end of the scale,
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low or no priority ratings were given to industrial Facilities,‘shops

and restaurants, office buildings, and apartments and condominiums.

Marinas and agricultural activities were rated more evenly across the
priority ratings (Table 7 ). It is apparent from these‘results that

citizens of Washington wish to see more priority giveh to wildlife-

pafk uses than commercial-industrial uses on their.shoreline. These findings

cut across all age groups, lengths of residence, and waterfront ownership

patterns.

Development on Shorelines

Despite the high priority given to the wildlife-park uses, almost
one~half of our sample‘thought that the amount of development that has
already occurred on state shorelines is about right, while one-third
thought that too much development has occurred on the shorelines. A
second questidn asked about the appropriateness of the location of that
development which has already occurred. Two-thirds of the sample were
‘either mostly satisfied or felt neutral about the location of existing
development. 20% were mostly. dissatisfied with the location of develop-
ment. The implications of these findings for future management are that
while there -is general saLisFaction with the development that has already
occurred under and before the Shoreline Management Act, future planning
‘for new deQelopment should take into account the high priorities for
wildlife and public recreational uses the bublic places on its shoreline

resources.

Shorelines of Statewide Significance

No matter what uses are being planned for shorelines, state residents
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overwhelmingly are willing to have certain shorelines managed mare
strictly than 6thers if they have particular value to the whole state.
This question was asked because the Shoreline Management Act describes
"shorelines of statewide significance" which are to be treated differently
“than other shorelines. Enforcement of thisvsection of the law Has been
difficult. Our survey shows that there is widespread public support for
the concept of managing more significant shorelines more stringently than
‘other shorelines. The support is statewide, varying by only 10 percentage
points, from 80% support in Eastern Washington to 90% in King County.
Among age groups, support is absent only from those 65 and over, although
they were more likely to have no opinion at all than to be opposed

(Table 19).

The guestions discussed above focus on specific shoreline issues,
however, the survey also asked several general questions in order to
assess broader issues and philosophies. 0One such question asked people
to choose which was more important to them: "protecting individual
freedom even if that makes it difficult to solve environmental problems"
or "solving environmental problems even if this makes it difficult to
maintain as much'individuél freedom as we now have." A neutral choice,
"having no greater concern for one than the other," was also offered.
Over half of our sample, 55%, were more concerned about solving environ-
mental problems even at the expense of individual freedom. Ffewer than“
half that amount, 23%, were more concerned about individual freedom.

The larger group, who are generally younger, more highly educated, and
in professional occupations, is spread across the state, although they
are least likely to reside in Eastern Washington. The smaller group
(concerned more with individual freedom), consisting of older citizens,
at both ends of the income scale, and less well educated, live in all

regior.s of the state in relatively equal numbers (Table 16).
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"Are vou willing to have certain shorelines nanaqed more stringently than others if they have particular
value to the whole state?*

TABLE 19.

MANAGEMENT OF SPECIAL SHORELINES

! REGION H AGE GROUP
iKing  Puget  SH, East 118-24 25-34 35-50 51-64  &5,over
i Co Sound  Qcean o ’
%ot 243 255 990 202 73 207 242 143 116
HILLINGNESS FOR MORE STRICT MANAGEMENT | !
% of 806 | !
Y2s 86 1 90 86 a7 80 ) 89 9N 8 2]
No 8 {6 10 3 10 Vb 7 4 10 12
Don’t know 6 14 H) 10 10 ) L) 3 4 14
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Overall Assessment of Shorelines

Another more general question asked for an overall assessment of
shorelines over the past ten years. Had they improved, gotten worse, or
stayed about the same? 25% felt shorelines had improved, 22% felt they
had gotten worse, but a plurality, 38%, felt they had stayed about the
same. People living in the Pugét Sound counties (excluding King County)
were 1% times more likely to say the shorelines had gotten worse than
that they had improved. How long a person has lived in Washington was
not a significant factor in people's perception of the improvement in
shorelines. These findings indicate that the public, partiéularly thosé
people in the Puget Souhd’counties, sees the need for improvements in
the overall management of the shoreline. The findings also point out
that this topic, whether shorelines have improved or not, is an area
where more public education is needed, perhaps focusing on building an
awareness of the pressures on tﬁe shoreline resource, how problems of

this sort are solved, how citizens can make a difference.
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METHODOLOGY

Questionnaire Design

To help design the survey questionnaire, we felt it would first be helpful
.to discuss shoreline planning issues with a variety of droups from across
the state. A meeting was held with representati?es of six groups
experienced in application of the Shoreline Management Act. These groups
represented environmental organizations, sportsmen's clubs, aquacultural
and agricultural interests, réaltors and developers, and businessmen.
We held a half-day discussion and from that meeting developed a list
of topics to be covered in the questionnaire. In addition to these
topics, the Department of Ecology contract specified that the questionnaire
should consider these areas of interest: |

--level of public use of shorelines resources

—-appropriate.uses of the shoreline

--the public's knowledge of the Shoreline Management Act

--successes and failures of the Shoreline Management Act

--level of government appropriate for managing shoreline

--priority attached to funding shoreline management

--expectations for future management of shorelines

A pre-test was conducted to check the adequacy of the first draft of

the guestionnaire. This pre-test consisted of 25 telephone surveys
conducted by the project directors and the League advisory group. 4Thé
pre-test indicated tha§ some questions were not easily understood and that
the questionnaire was too long. A second draft of the questionnaire was
reviewed by Dr. Don A, Dillman of Washington State Uniyersity, an expert

in the field of survey research. Dr. Dillman suggested severalAchanges
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to eliminate bias in the wording of the questions. The final questionnaire,
then, was the product of diverse groups, and was repeatedly refined to
elicit maximum information in a short time period.(12-15 minutes). A copy

of the questionnaire is in Appendix E.

Sample Selection

In order to draw a statewide sample, telephone numbers were obtained from

all telephone exchanges in use. The diverse telephone exchanges were sampled
by proportion of county population in order to appropriately distribute -

the sample.i Four-digit, computer-generated random numbers were attached to
each prefix, giving a 7-digit telephone number. Because we expected that
some .numbers would not.be in service and some people would refuse to be
interviewed, aood numbers were generated, whith was nearly five times

greater than the number of required interviews. Only residential

households were interviewed, so business and institutional phone numbers

could not be used.

Interviewer Training

This survey was a statewide League of Women Voters project and, as such,

. local League units throughout the state participated by providing member
interviewers. We recruited 125 local Leégue members as interviewers and
we required them to attend one of a series of training sessions held
during a two-week period in March and April 1983. ODuring each training
session , we instructed the interviewers on proper administration of the
questionnaire, how to handle'questions regarding the survey, and‘proper
coding of responses. We required each interviewer to complete a sample
questionnaire during the training session which we then checked to ensure
that each questionnaire was administered in a like manner and that answers

were being properly recorded.
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Interviewing

Interviews were condu~ted during the two-week period of April 11 through

April 24, 1983.

Prior to the beginning of interviewing, the local League units issued press
releases to their local media announcing the surv;y (see Appendix
Inferviewers conducted their interviews at different times of the day and
evening, as well as on "eekends in order to obtain a broad cross-section

of citizens. A total of 806 interviews were obtained during this two-week

session.

Coding

After completing the interview, the interviewers forwarded the completed

" questionnaires to the project directors for review of ‘accuracy, verification,
and coding. The questionnaire consisted of both fixed responée and open
response questions. The fixed response questions gave a series of choices
from which the-resnondent chose one or more answers. The open response
questions did not limit the respondent's range of responses. After

we received 100 questionnaires, we prepared a list of responses to the

open response questions and.we grouped similar answers into categories,

These categories allowed us to code all the open response questions into

a form compatible with computer entry. See Apnendix D for the contents

of the Code Book.

Data Entry

Coded data from the 806 questionnaires were keypunched onto a tape
suitable for computer entry. The data were double punched in order to

assure accuracy.
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Data Processing

Computer processing of the survey data was handled through facilities at
The Evergreen State College, using the Statistical Package for the Sotial

Sciences (SPSS) Program.

Control cards (variable names, valpe labels, etc.) had been previously
entered -and sample runs made on the pre-test data to check the file for
accuracy. Verification of the accuracy of keypunching and coding operations
was accomplished through a visual check of a data print, with correctioné

made to provide clean data_For processing.

An initial run on the data.establiéhed frequencies -- a count of responses
given_For each cate§ory of each question. Based on anréxamination of these
results, the continuous variables for a responden;'s age and length of
state residency were grouped into logical categories. Later, other

values were regrouped, or new variables éreated, to provide meaningful'

. comparisons. One such example was the formation of four regiong from

the separate counties,'with comparable population and similar shdrelines

characteristics.

The first data runs also compared characteristics of the sample to known
characteristics of the state's population (see Appendix for these

results).

Further analysis of the data continued through cross-tabulations to look
for differences in response patterns among different subgroups of the
sample. Application of statistical tests such as chi square and gamma
aided in determining significance of the relationships revealed by the

cross-tabulations.
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RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY OF THE SAMPLE

The description which was presented of the sample population in
Chépter II refers to a degree o? assurance that the findings rebresent
the true population of Washington residents 18 years old and older. We
stated that the survey sample of 800 interviews offers results that are
at.least 95% reliable, with a sampling error of + 4%. There are additional
aspects of reliability and validity, however, which this section will
address.

Content Validity. Were the right questions included in the

questionnaire? By talking with péople during the questionnaire planning
phase who are familiar with a broad range of shoreline manageﬁent issues,
our aim was to accurately represent in the interview as many ﬁf those
issues as possible. By using the telephone method of ihterviewinq;

the depth of response was not as great as it would have been had we used
face-to-face or mailed-in interviews. An attempt was made to introduce
more variety and depth to tﬂis telephone survey by including a large
number nf open-response questions, rathef”thanvlimiting responses to the
researchers' choices.

Bias in Question Wording. Careful attention was given to the way

questions were worded in order to present each issue in as neutral a
manner as possible, to avoid emotion-laden terms, and to provide consistency
in format.

Bias in Sampling Method. Although high response rates in telephone

sampling can be easily achieved, and random digit dialing reaches a higher
proportion of the population than telephone directory sampling, the fact_

that telephones are not present in every Washington household, and do not
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represent equal populations in each household that does have a phbne,
inherently biases the sample. Underrepresented groups are those that

are low—inpome (less likely to own a phone) and young pecple (more mobile,
or sharing a phone Qith family or housemates). Moreover, survey research
indicates that women are likely to be overrepresented because they

answer phones more often than men.

These known risks do not necessarily make telephone sampling less
valid; the bias is often well within sampling error when results are
compared with known characteristics of the population. We have made such
a comparison in Table 1 with the demographic characteristics, and pointed
out in the text, places where interpretations must be made judiciously
because of potential bias. The overrepresentation of women in this
sample is acknowledged; comparisons of this bias on selected issues
appear in Table 20 which compares actual results with hypothetical,
weighted results. We do not believe this sample variability introduces
significant bias into the resulting data because of the high number of
questions.where there were no significant differences‘of opinion between
males and females. In the few instances where significant differences
do appear (familiarity with the Shoreline Management Act, preference for
a level of government to manage shorelines, qualities detracting from

shore visits), the findings are weighted to match the true population.



TABLE 20,  COMPARISCN OF SAMPLE AND WEIGHTED PERCENTAGES FOR

[SSUE
Frequency of visits
Qualities that attract
{sportance of visual access
Familiarity with Shoreline
Managesent Act

Most important goal

First priority between protecting
freedoa ar soving environ. probleas

Managing special shorelines

Chaice for lead role in
‘shoreline aanagement

Overall assessment

Financing aethod

+ ditferances batwzen men and women are greater than aamount which can be attributed to chance alone

SELECTED ISSUES, BASED ON SEX

PERCENTAGES COMPARED

Visit almost daily
+ Visit once a year

Recreation/activities available
Beauty and scenery
Cala, peacefulness

Very or sosewhat ismportant
Vaguely familiar
+ Somewhat or very familiar

# Never heard of it

Public opportunity to enjoy shorelines
Minimize ecological damage to shorelines

Protect individual freedos, tho environaental
problens aore difficult to solve
Solve environmental probless even if it seans
liniting individual freedos
Yes, aanage aore stringently

# Prefer state over local governsent’
+ Prefer local over state governaent

# Shorelines have stayed sase
Shorelines have improved

New revenue source

ACTUAL SAMPLE
% Men 7 Nomen

4.4
)

&

36.4
36.1
40.8

36.2
36.6

30.0
26,6

WEIGHTED
% Men 1 Woaen
53.8 46.2
44,2 33.8
49,2 90.7
9.0 51.0
53.3 46,7
9.8 63.7
43.8 91.2
62.2 37.8
37.3 62.7
49,0 3.0
4.4 3.
50.8 49,2
47.7 32,3
48.4 1.4
959.2 44.8
13.7 56.3
94.4 43.4
47.0 3%.0
35.4 61.8
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SCHEDULE FOR TRAINING SESSIONS
League of Women Voters Shorelines Public Perception Survey

DATE CITY TIME MEETING LOCATION INTERVIEWERS
MARCH 28 Monday Vancouver 7 pm Jane Young's home Clark Co wv
401 Santa Fe Drive
29 Tues Richland 12 noon Rita Mazur's home Benton-Franklin,
» 2332 Ferndale Walla Walla LWvVs
29 Tues Pullman 7:30 pm Lenna Harding's home LWV Pullman
NE 1165 Myrtle
30 Wed Spokane 10 am Riverview Terrace LWV Spokane
30 Wed Chelan 6:30 pm Campbell’s Resort  Okanogan UAL
"~ (dinner) : LWV Wenatchee
31 Thurs Ellensburg 1:30 pm Public Library Kittitas Valley
3rd and Ruby Yakima Co.
meeting room
APRIL 4 Monday Bellevue" 7:15 pm 1080 ONB Plaza Lk. Wash. East
© 10800 NE 8th- :
(Mr. Matsen's office)
-5 Tues Everett 10 am Room 312 Snohomish Co.
: Everett Comm Coll Bell-Whatcom Co
brown bag lunch Skagit Co. UAL
Camano Isl. UAL
Whidbey Isl. UAL
6 Wed Tacoma 12 noon 702 BroaMy Tac-Pierce LWV
(LWV office) Kitsap Co LWV
brown bag lunch North Mason UAL
7 Thurs Olympia 9 am Public Library Thurston Co
E 8th & Franklin Grays Harbor
meeting room .
11 Mon  Seattle 9:30 am* 1402 18th Av Seattle LWV

(LWV office)

* This is a change from the previously diséussed”lﬂ am

Clallam Co and King County South leagues had not yet decided which session to

attend at this writing
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L_EAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF WASHINGTON

HORELINES PUBLIC PERCEPTION SURVEY

»directors:

TEANNE L. KOENINGS
.619 E 10th

Jlympia, WA 98501

206) 786-8788

NANCY H. PEARSON
;708 Bridgeport Way, W.
facoma, WA 98467

206) 582-3543

ivisors:

.EE CARPENTER

224 164th Ave. SE

ssaquah, WA 98027

(ARA KONDO
601 Hillcraft
"akima. WA 98901

JETTY TABBUTT
213 Cove Lane NW
)lympia, WA 98502

28 March 1983
For Further Information Contact:

Nancy Pearson, (206)582-3543
Jeanne Koenings, (206) 786-8788
League Coordinator: Gretchen Starke, 892-8617(H) (503)221-6173 (W)

Press Release : . For Immediate Release

PUBLIC OPINION SOUGHT ON SHORELINE ISSUES

Public opinion concerning w’ashington's lake, river, anc coastal
shorelines is being sought by the League of Women ‘.loteré under
contract to the state Department of Ecology. According to Gretchen
Starke, Coordinator for the Clark County League of Women Voters,
"We will be telephoning people during the second and third weeks of
April as part of a statewide public opinion poll. The Department
of Ecology wants to know how people in Washington feel about our
shorelines, what issues concern them about shorelines."”

The survey is part of an evaluation of the Shoreline Management
Act, passed eleven years ago as a result of acitizen initiative.
Local League units throughout the state are participating in the
survey and will be contacting citizens in the random sample survey.

Eight hundred (80A) interviews will be conducted statewide to
determine how often people visit a shoreline, what they do there,
how satisfied they are with shoreline laws and governmental
enforcement of them, and how satisfied'they are with the amount and

location of development on the shorelines. -

Results. of the survey will be released in mid-summer.
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SHORELINES PUBLIC PERCEPTION SURVEY

Frequencies and Percentages

of Resgonses

1. I'd like to begin by asking whether you go to lakes, rivers, or other
shoreline areas in Washington

Frequency Percentage

Once a year 77 9.6%
Several times a year ' 388 48.1
Once a month or more - 204 25.3
Almost daily 89 11
Not at all 48 6

Don't know

2. Do you most often go to a
Lake : : 232 28.8
River or stream ' 131 16.3
Puget Sound 208 25.8
The Ocean 86 10.7
Lakes and Rivers 22 2.7
Puget Sound and Ocean 6 .7
Puget Sound and Lakes 27 3.3
All equally or some other combo. 42 5.2
N/A (skipped) 44 5.5

‘2, I'm going to read a list of things people often do at the shore. Would
you tell me whether you do them frequently when you go to the shore? ‘

Work-related activities ' 45

5.6
Fish 384 47.6
Boat 337 41.8
Dig clams - 238 29.5
Swim 370 45.9
Camp 352 43.7
Observe nature 583 72.3
Some other activity 289 39.9 -

Don't know



Besides the activities we do there, there are many qualltles that attract

people to the shores of Washington.

4. What draws you to visit the shoreline? (Two answers coded.) (open-ended)

Beauty, scenery

Quiet, peacefulness, calm

Like the water

Nature

Recreation/activities available
Human attractions

Get away

The atmosphere there

Don't know

Not answered

1st choite

194
142
82
85
99
22
45
74
14
49

2nd choice

48
63
32
44
36
10
26
61

482

(listed only
one choice or
no answer)

5. On the other hand, there may be some. things that detract from your enjoyment
of the shoreline. From your o"n experience, what, if anything, bothers you the

most when you visit the shore? (open-ended)

Litter

Crowds

Water quality

Abuse of site
- Noise

Development

Something else

Nothing

Don't know

299
107
44
52
25
28
70

100
13

53
17
27
39
15
12
31
22

2

6. Some people seldom visit a shoreline for recreation or work, but look

at it often. How often do you see a sh“reline?

Daily

Weekly

Monthly

Once or twice a year
Never

Don't know

7. How important is it to you to be able to have a view of the water?

Very important
Somewhat important
Not important
Don't know

D-2

Frequency

Percentage

415
155
134
84
13

472
240
91

5
1¢
1
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8. Do you feel there is enough or not enough public access to beaches,
lakes, rivers and streams?

Enough _ 408 50.6
Not enough 309 38.3
Don't know _ 88 10.9

9. In situations where there are problems with the use of the shoreline,
citizens often look to law or government to resolve them. This happened
in Washington 10 or 12 years ago. I'd like to know to what extent you are
satisfied or dissatisfied ®Rith the present laws governing the uses of
Washington's shorelines.

Mostly satisfied 318 39.5
Most dissatisfied 118 14.6
Neither one nor the other 211 - 26.2
Dont' know 158 19.2 -

10. Both state and local governments carry out these laws. How satisfied
or dissatisfied would you say you are with governmental enforcement of
state shoreline laws?

Mostly satisfied ' - 302 37.5
Mostly dissatisfied 153 19.0
Neither one nor the other 185 23.0
Don't know lea 20.3

11. The pr1nc1pal law governing Washington shorelines was adopted by the
voters in 1972 following a citizen initiative. It is called the Shoreline
Management Act. Would you say that you have never heard of it, are vaguely
familiar with it, some®hat familiar with it, or are very familiar with it?

Never heard of it (skip to Q. 13) 237 29.4
Vaguely familiar with it (skip to Q. 13) 355 44,0
Somewhat familiar 165 20.5
Very familiar 40 5.0
Don't know 9 1.1

12. What part of the Act have you heard the most about? (open - ended)

Restrictions on develaopment 76 .9.4
Permits 13 1.6
Specific case mentioned 10 1.2
Access 6 .7 )
Something else 44 5.5
Confused with gther laws v 18 2.2

The next several questions are about this shoreline law, whether you are
familiar "ith it or not.
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Among the goals of the Shoreline Management Act-are the following: to
preserve the public’'s opportunity to enjoy the shorelines of the state;

to minimize damage to the ecology of the shoreline areas; and to give
priority to new uses on the shoreline which are dependent on having access
to the water.

13. Of these three goals, could y8u pick the one which is most important
to you?

Preserve public's opportunity to enjoy 254

31.5
Minimize damage to ecology 349 43.3
Priority to new water-dependent uses 49 6.1
All are important to me 137 17.0
None are important to me . 7 .9
Don't know 9 1.1

14. Another goal of the Act is to encourage participation of the state's
citizens in shoreline programs and governmental performance. Is this goal
very important to you, somewhat important, or not important?

Very important 352 43.5
Somewhat important ' 346 42.9
Not important 89 11.0
Don't know 19 2.4

The Shoreline Management Act was adopted primarily t¥ control future uses
of lake, river, and coastal shorelines, but different people have different
ideas on how the shoreline areas of our state should be used. I'm going

to read you a list of possible uses of the shore, then ask "hether, in your

opinion, these uses have a high, medium, or low priority, or no priority at all.

Percentages only

High Medium ~ Low No priority Don't Know:

15. Marinas 25.2 44.5 23.3 5.3 1.5
16. Industrial facilities 10.2 23.8 40.8 22.7 2.2
17. Wildlife-natural areas. 82.4 14.3 2.5 0.2 0.6
18. Public parks and facilities 69.7 24.9 3.6 0.9 0.7
19. Shops & restaurants 6.3 34.5 44.2 14.6 0.2
20. Office buildéngs 1.2 6.1 50.0 41.6 0.9
21. Apartments & condominiums 2.9 15.9 47.3 33.0 0.7
22. Fish & shellfish farming 49.0 35.0 9.0 2.6 3.8
23. Agricultural activities, 23.1 35.7 28.3 9.2 3.2

such as grazing & growing

crops
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24. Where shaorelines are already developed, they are mostly used for
residences, businesses, industry, or recreation. I'd like to ask next if
you think the amount of development that has occurred on state shorelines is

Too little 51 6.3
About right 366 45.4
Too much 288 35.7

12.4

Don't know , 100

22. Now I'd like to know to what extent you are satisfied or dissatisfied
with the location of development that has already occurred on the shorelines?
Are you

Mostly satisfied 282 35.0
Mostly dissatisfied . 158 19.6
Neither one ndr the other 266 33.0
Don't know 99 12.4

New developments and activities on the shorelines may require a permit
under the Shoreline Management Att.

26. Have yuu ever applied for a shoreline permit?

Yes ' 33 4.1
No (skip to Q. 29) 771 95.7
Don't know :
27. Would you consider your experience with the permit process

Satisfactory 14 1.7
Unsatisfactory 13 1.6
Neither one nar the other 4 .5
Don't know 1 K
N/A (skipped) 774

28. In what way was your experience unsatisfactory?

See list‘on page E£-11
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In addition to uses of our state's shorelines, a very'important question is
the responsibility government should have in attempting to achieve goals
like the ones we talked about earlier.

29. Who should have the major responsibility for mahaginq the shorelines in
your opinion? .

Federal government . 46 5.7%
State government 115 14.3
Local government 108 13.4
State and local government 229 28.4
All three governments 66 8.2
State and federal governments 34 4,2
Owners and the government 104 12.9
Owners of the property 86 10.7

Don't Know

30. Some people have suggested that protectlng the public's interest in the
environment may require more government activity. Other people feel this
threatens individual freedoms. Which of the following statements best fits

your opinion?

I am more concerned about protecting 185 23.0
individual freedom even if that makes

it difficult to solve environmental

problems.

I am more concerned about solving 441 54.7
environmental problems even if this

makes it difficult to maintain as much

individual freedom as we now have.

I have no greater concern for one than 151 18.7
the other.
Don't kno" 28 - 3.5

31. Are you willing to have certain shorelines managed more stringely than
others if they have particular value to the whole state?

Yes 693 86.0
No . 63 7.8
Don't know 50 6.2

32. At some time in the future, if government takes on greater responsibility
for the shorelines, would y~u prefer to have state or local government take the

stronger role?

State government 351 43.5
Local government 397 49.3
Don't know , 51 6.3



33. Whichever level of government has the greater responsibility, ho% should

their efforts be financed?

By taking funds away from other areas
(Skip to Q. 36)

By infreasing existing taxes (Skip to Q. 35)

By finding new sources of revenue
Some other means

Status quo
Don't kno"

- 34. Can you name a possible neW source? .

N/A

User fee

Lottery

Intome tax

Boat tax .
Volunteer effort
Tax polluters
Something else
Don't kntw

35. Which tax would yHu prefer to seé increased?

N/A

Sales

Tobacco, liquor
Property

Bonds

Other

Don't know

88
70
478
79

10
80

327
164
26
25
17
18

34
192

732
15
7
16
6
11

17

36. Do you have a particular area or activity in mind?

N/A

Waste in government

Defense/military

Welfare .

Department of Transportation/ferries
Other

Don't know

720
22
8

8

5

3
40

37. We've asked you about a lot of different aspects of
rivers and coastal shorelines. Now, overall, during the

you believe these shorelines have
Improved :
Gotten worse (Skip to Q. 39)
Stayed about the same (Skip to Q. 40)
Both better and worse
Don't knoW
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38. How have the shorelines improved?

N/A

Cleaner

Water quality

More concern/awareness
Development restri-tions
Maintenance '
Facilities

Access

Don't know

39. How have the shorelines gotten worse?

N/A
Overdevelopment
Polluted water
Litter

Overuse, abuse
Maintenance poorer
Something else

Finally, I'd like to ask you a few questions about yourself that will help

with the statistital analysis.
40. Do you own waterfront property?

Yes
No (Skip to Q. 42)

41. Do you live on that property?
N/A
Yes, year round
Yes, part of the year
No

616
47
20
10
13
20
44
19
10

623
52
39
22
38
10
20

119
686

681
48
24
53

¢
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42. How manyyyears have you been a resident of Washington State?

0-5
6-10
11-20
*21-30
31-40
41-50
Over 50

43. How old are you?

18-24
25-34
35-50
51-64
65 or older

D-8
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79
128
157
166
77
116

73

210
244
145
124



44. What is the last year of schooling you completed?

Less than high school 64 7.9
High school 236 29.3
Some college/business/vocational 257 31.8
College graduate 144 17.9
Post-graduate 96 11.9
Refused 8 1.0
45. What is your business or occupation?
Executive, managerial 39 4.9
Professional 112 14.1
White collar 163 20.7
Service 49 6.2
Fishery, Agriculture, Forestry 22 2.8
Blue Collar ' 78 9.9
Homemaker 170 21.6
Student : 22 2.8
Retired 117 14.8
Unemployed, disabled 17 2.0

46. Which category best describes your approx1mate family income, befaore
taxes, for the last year? ‘

Under $10,000 109 13.5
$10-19,000 177 22.0
$20-29,000 211 26.2
$30-49,000 154 19.1
$50,000 or over 78 - 9.7
Refused : 50 6.2
Don't knoW 24 3.0
47. Record Respondent's sex:
Male 294 36.5
Female 503 62.4

No answer 9 1.1
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SHORELINES PUBLIC PERCEPTION SURVEY

INTERVIEWER
LOCAL LEAGUE
DATE

PHONE NUMBER CALLED

COUNTY CUDEf

-

(INTERVIEWER: ALL CAPITAL LETTERS INDICATE INSTRUCTIONS TO YOU AND ARE NOT
TO BE READ TO THE RESPONDENT.

YOU MAY VARY THE FOLLOWING INTRODUCTION SLIGHTLY, HOWEVER, YOU MUST DETERMINE

IF THE PHOME NUMBER CALLED IS A RESIDENCE SINCE WE ARE NOT INTERVIEWING
BUSINESSESSs AND IF THE RESPONDENT IS A RESIDENT OF WASHINGTON AND 18 YEARS

OLD OR OLDER. [IF THE PERSON YOU ARE SPEAKING TO IS NOT A RESIDENT OF WASHINGTON
OR IS UNDER 18, ASK TO SPEAK TO SOMEONE ELSE WHO IS A RESIDENT OR WHO IS

18 OR OLDER.

WHEN YOU RECORD THE ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS, CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF THE RESPONSE.)

Hello, this is of the League of Women Voters. We are
doing a public opinion survey of Washington residents to find out how people
feel about the state's shorelines which include lakes and rivers, as well as
saltwater areas. The questions I need to ask take about 10 minutes. Is this
a convenient time for my call? (IF NOT, ARRANGE A CALLBACK TIME.)

1. I'd like to begin by asking whether you go to lakes, rivers, or other
shoreline areas in Washington :

..0Once a year

..Several times a year
...0nce a month or more
...Almost daily

..Not at all (SKIP TO Q. 6)
..DON'T KNOW

OV & WWN
e e e e e =
. . . .

2. Do you most often go to a

...Lake

....River or stream
...Puget Sound
...The Ocean
..DON'T KNOW

O £ W
« e . .
.

m
i
—

COMPUTEF
CODE

Resp. #
1-4
see
attached
CcC
5-6

see
attached
3



3.
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I'm going to read a list of things people often do at the shore.
Would you tell me whether you do them frequently when you go to
the shore? (INT.: PAUSE FOR EACH ITEM.)

l....Work-related activities

2....Fish

3....Boat

4....Dig clams

S....5wim

6....Camp

7....0bserve nature Co

8....50me other activity (SPECIFY) see attacH
9....DON'T KNOW

Besides the activities we do there, there are many qualities that
attract people to the shores of Washington.

4.

/

What draws you to visit the shoreline? (INT.: PROBE IF RESPONDENT
HAS DIFFICULT TIME.
EX.: Can you think of

any qualities at all?)

9....DON'T KNOW

On the other hand, there may be some things that detract from vour
enjoyment of the shoreline. From your own experience, what, if
anything, bothers you the most when you visit the shore?

B....NCTHING

9....00N'T KNOW
Some people seldom visit a shoreline for recreation or wnrk. bhut
look at it often. How often do vou gee a shoreline?

1....Daily

2....Weekly

3....Monthly

4....0nce or twice a year
5....Never '
9....DON'T KNOW

How important is it to you to be able to have a view of the water?

1....Very important
2....Somewhat important
3....Not important
9....DON'T KNOW

see
attacl

20-7

(28}
(2%

23



-3-

8. Do vou feel there is enough or not enough public access to beaches,
lakes, rivers and streams? :

1....ENGUGH 24
2....NOT ENOUGH
9....DON'T KNOW

9. In situations where there are problems with the use of the shoreline,
citizens often lonk to law or government to resalve them. This
happened in Washington 10 or 12 years ago. I'd like to know to what
extent you are satisfied or dissatisfied with the present laws
governing the uses of Washington's shorelines.

1....Mostly satisfied 25
3....Mostly dissatisfied
?....Neither one nor the other
°....DON'T KNOW
1N, Roth state and local governments carry aout these laws. How satisfied
or dissatisfied would you say you are with governmental enforcement of
state shoreline laws? '
l...."nstly satisfied 26
*3....'"!nstly dissatisfied
2....Neither one nor the other
9....DON'T KNOW :
ll. The principal law governing Washington shorelines was adopted by the
voters in 1972 following a citizen initiative. It is called the
Shoreline Management Act. Would vou say that you have never heard of
it, are vaguelv familiar with it, somewhat familiar with it, or are
very familiar with it?
1....NEVER HEARD OF IT 2
2....VAGUELY FAMILIAR
~r—-—3....SOMEwHAT FAMILIAR
e 4, .. JVERY FAMILIAR
9,...DON'T KNOW
1
&—12. What part of the Act have you heard the most about?
{INT.: PROBE, SUCH AS "Can you think of anything at
all that you've heard about it™} see
- attached
28
e, ...DON'T KNOW
¥

The next several guestions are about this shoreline law, whether vou are
famj [iar with it or not.
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Among the goals of the Shoreline Management Act are the following: to
preserve the public's opportunity to enjoy the shorelines of the state;
to minimize damage to the ecology of the shoreline areas: and to give
priority to mew uses on the shoreline which are dependent on having
access to the water.

13. O0Of these three goals, could you pick the one wthh is most 1mportant
to you?

l1....To preserve public's opportunity to enjoy shorelines
2....To minimize damage to the ecology of the shareline
3....To give priority to ne" uses on shoreline which are
dependent on having access to the water
....ALL ARE IMPORTANT TO ME
...NONE. ARFE IMPORTANT TO ME
LDON'T KNOW

l4. Another goal of the Act is to encourage participation of the state's

citizens in shoreline programs and governmental performance. Is this

goal very important to you, somewhat important, or not important?

l1....VERY IMPORTANT
2....SOMEWHAT IMPQORTANT
3....NOT IMPORTANT
9....DON'T KNOW

Tne storeline Management Act was adopted primarily to control future uses
of lake, river, and coastal shorelines, but different people have different
ideas an how the shoreline areas of our state should be used. 1I'm going

to read you a list of possible uses of the shore, then ask whether, in vour
opinion, these uses have a high, medium, or low pricrity, or no priority

at all.
!

No priority

15. Marinas | 1 2 3 4 9
16. Industrial facilities 1 2 3 4 2
17. Wildlife-natural areas 1 2 3 4 2
18. Public parks and facilities 1 2 3 4 9

19. Shaps and r=staurants 1 2. 3 4 2
20. 0Office buildings 1 2 3 4 =
21. Apartments & condominiums 1 2 3 b 2
22. Fish & shellfish farming 1 2 3 4 2
23. Agricultural activities, such _1 2_ 3 4 2

as arazing & growing crops

F-4
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24. Where shorelines are already developed, they are mostly used for
residences, businesses, industry, or recreation. I'd like to ask
next if you think the amount of development that has occurred on
state shorelines is

1....Too little
2....About right
3....Too much

9....DON'T KNOW

25. Now I'd like to know to what extent you are satisfied or dissatisfied
with the location of development that has already occurred on the
shorelines? Are you

l....Mostly satisfied
3....Mostly dissatisfied
2....Neither one nor the other
9....DON'T KNOW

New developments and activities on the shorelines may require a permit
under the Shoreline Management Act.

26. Have you ever applied for a shoreline permit?

—1....YES

2....NO (SKIP TO Q. 29)
9....DON'T KNOW

--—-—-—-—-) 27. Would you consider your experience with
the permit process
1....5atisfactory (SKIP TO Q. 29)
—3....Unsatisfactory
2....Neither one nor the other (SKIP 70O 0.29)
9....DON'T KNOW

f—————)28. In what way was your

experience unsatisfactory?

3....D0N'T KNOW

£-5
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In addition to uses of our state's shorelines, a very important question is
the responsibility government should have in attempting to achieve goals
like the ones we talked about earlier.

29. Who should have the major respon81b111ty for managing the shorelines
in your opinion?

l....Federal government

2....5tate government

3....Local government

4....Combination of government levels (SPECIFY)

B....0wners of the property
9....DON'T KNOW

30. Some people have suggested that protecting the public's interest in
the environment may require more government activity. Other people
feel this threatens individual freedoms. Which of the following . =
statements best fits your opinion? .

l....I am more concerned about protecting individual
freedom even if that makes it difficult to solve
environmental problems.

2....] am more concerned about solving environmental
problems even if this makes it difficult to maintain
as much individual freedom as we now have.

3....1 bave no greater concern for one than the other.

9....DON'T KNOW

31. Are you willing to have certain shorelines managed mare stringently
than others if they have particular value to the whole state?

1....YES
2....NO
9....DON'T KNOW

32. At some time in the future, if government takes on greater
responsibility for the shaorelines, would you prefer to have state
or local govermment take the stronger role?

1....STATE GOVERNMENT
2....LOCAL GOVERNMENT
9....DON'T KNOW
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33.

37.

-7-

Whichever level of government has the greater responsibility, how should

their efforts be financed? (INT.: READ RESPONSES 1 THROUGH 4.)

1....By taking funds away from other areas
or activities (SKIP TO Q. 36)
‘ 2....By increasing existing taxes (SKIP T0 Q. 35)
3....By finding new sources of revenue
4....Some other means (SPECIFY)

(SKIP T0 Q. 37)

9....DON'T KNOW (SKIP TO Q. 37)

34. Can you name a possible new source ?

9....DON'T KNOW

v

.35, Which tax would you prefer to see increased?

9....D0N'T KNOW

‘

Do you have a particular area or activity in mind?

WL

9....NON'T KNOW

We've asked you about a lot of different aspects of “Washington's
lakes, rivers and coastal shorelines. Nnw, overall, during the past -
ten vears do vou pelieve these shorelines have

=1 .. .. ImDTOVEd

2....Gotten worse (SKIP T0O Q. 39)
3....S5tayed about the same (SKIP TO N. 40)
9....DON'T KNOW :

~

l———338. How have the shorelines improved?

(SKIP TO 9. 40)

9....DON'T KNOW

t—————39. How have the shorelines gotten worse?

9....DON'T KNOW
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Fimally, I'd like to ask you a few questions about yourself that will
help with the statistical analysis.

40. Do you own waterfront property?

1....YES :
2....NO (SKIP TO Q. 42)
8....REFUSED

9....00N'T KNOW

-4, Do you live on that property?

1....YES, YEAR ROUND
2....YES, PART OF THE YEAR
3....NO ‘
9....DON'T KNOW

42. How many years have you been a resident of Washington State?

8....REFUSED

43. How old are you?

8....REFUSED
44, What is the last year of schooling you completed?

l1....Less than high school

2....High school

3....50me college/business/vocational school
4....College graduate :
5....Post-graduate

8....REFUSED

45, What is vour business or occupation?'(INT.: PROBE FOR COMPLETE ANSWER.)

7....RETIRED ' (SPECIFY FORMER
' "BUSINESS OR OCC.)

8....REFUSED

46, Which category best describes your approximate family income,
before taxes, for the last year?

l....Under $10,000
2....$10-19,000
3....%20-29,000
4....$30-49,000
5....$50,000 or over
8....REFUSED
9....DON'T KNOW

['d like to thank you very much for sharing your opinions today.
47. RECORD RESPONDENT'S SEX: (INT.: DO NOT READ THIS TO RESPONDENT.)
1....MALE 2....FEMALE

F-8
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Coding Book

[)

. 2 responses:

....Lake

....River or stream

... .Puget Sound

....0cean

....Lakes and rivers

....Puget Sound and ocean

....Lakes and Puget Sound

....5ome other combination or
1-4 equally

....Don't know

DIV EWN -

0

Q. 4 responses:

1....physical attributes, scenic beauty,
view -

2....calming feelings

3....water (waves, tides, running water)

4,....nature, outdoors (beach, wildlife,
fish, clams, driftwocod)

5....recreation/activities available

6....visual enjoyment/human attractions
(watching peole, boats, picnics)

7....Get-away

8....Atmosphere

9....Don't know

Q. 12 responses:

l....access

2....construction restrictions/
regulated uses

3....permit process

4....regulations not within SMA

5....specific case mentioned

6....other

Q. 28 responses:

0....Skipped
l....no response
2....response

Q. 3(8) responses:

1l....Land sports
2....Water sports

3....Passive recreation

4....50cial activities

5....Nature interaction

6....Hobby
....Walklng/hlklng

Q. 5 responses:

l....1litter

2....crowds

3....water quality (oil spllls, weeds,
trash in water)

4....driving on beach, abuse of site/
vandalism/drinking/horses on beach

5....noise '

6....commercialism, overdevelopment, signs

7....0other

8....nothing

9....don't know#

Q. 13 response:

. Add to 4....A11 or more than one

Q. 29 responses:

l....federal or federal/anything else
else except state N

2....state

3....1local

4....state/local

5....all three governments

6....federa/state

7....0wners and any government

8....owners

9....don't know



Q. 33 responses: _ Q. 34 respohses:

4....some other means (unspecified) l....user fee
5....status quo, no more taxes 2....income tax
3....boat tax
4....volunteer effort/fund drives
5....1ottery
6....taxing polluters
7

«...0ther
Q. 35 responses: . Q. 36 responses:
l....sales tax : l....waste in government
2....cigarette and liquor 2....military/defense
3....property tax 3....welfare
4....bonds . 4....DOT/ferries
5....0ther 5....0ther
Q. 37 responses: 3. 3B responses:
l....improved 1l....cleaner
2....q9otten worse 2....improved water quality
3....stayed the same 3....improved public awareness/concern
4....both improved and gotten worse 4,...restrictions on development:
9....don't knoW 5....improved maintenance

6....more public parks, better facilities
7....improved access
8....other

Q. 39 responses:

1....overdevelopment
2....dirty, polluted water
3....1itter

“4....overuse (crowds/abuse)
5....poor maintenance
6....other

9....don't ‘know

Q. 45 responses:

00....not answered

0l....executive, administrative, and managerial -
02....professional specialties

03....technical, sales, and administrative support (white collar)
04....service

0S....agricultural, forestry, marine, and fishing
06....precision production, craft, and repair (blue collar)
07....operators, fabricators, and laborers (blue collar)
08....refused '

09....homemaker

11....student

20....retired, unspecified former occupation

21 through 27....retired, occupation is coded in second column
28....unemployed, disabled

29....0ther
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Specific Responses to

Selected Questions

Specific Sites Mentioned:

Q. 12:

Cherry Point

Clallam County court case
DuPont-Wey erhaeuser Case

Lake Chelan as the origin of SMA’
CBI case

Lake Vancouver

Birch Bay

Twin Lakes (Snohomish County)

Lake Union, Lake Washington, San Juans
Crow's Butte at Plymouth

Q. 39:

"State takeover at Ruby Beach destroyed it"

Quotes from Q. 28:

Permitting officials too lax, "] shouldn't have gotten the permit."

Apparent inconsistencies in the law, but we did get it (the permit" so
the experience was only somewhat unsatlsfactory.

Lack of time to comply with obJectlves of the Act, at the county level.
Too much red tape/bureaucracy; no single source of information.

Permit was to dig clams, we could only use it once, didn't get any clams.

Too many bureaus.

Hassle of permitting process, but I understand need is legitimate. -
Should be geared for individual situations.

Came down heavy. Unfair. Corps came around and objected to what we
were doing.

Too much red tape.
felt shoreline didn't care about problem (sic).

Very difficult - succeeded eventually.
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Asotin
Garfield
Columbia
Walla Walla

Franklin

;O\J\n\Ao—-

11 Adams

13 Whitman

15 Spokane

17 Pend Oreille

19 Stevens

21 Lincoln
23 Ferry

25 Okanogan
27 Douglas
29 Grant

31 Benton
33 Klickitat
35 Yakima
37 Kittitas
39 Chelan

COUNTY CODES

41
43
45
47
49

51
53
55

57

59

61
63
65
67
69

71
73
75
77
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Skagit
Whatcom
San Juan
Island

Snohomish

Kitsap
Clallam
Jefferson
Grays Harbor

Mason

King
Pierce
Thurston
Lewis
Skamania
Clark
Cowlitz
Wahkiakum
Pacific
Region 3+ Region 4:
53 1 31
55 3 33
57 5 35
67 7 37
69 9 39
71 11
73 13
75 15
77 17
19
21
23
%
27
29



