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As you can see from the above, the Authority has responsibilities and powers
which go beyond most staff sub-units of local government, and particularly those
of a Conservation Commission. Since it derives its powers and duties from a
special act of the legislature, it can act almost as an independent body, not
subject to the whims of a local administration.

In Jamestown, the Authority is both an active participant in the current
decisioning process, and as a planning group for the future. The Authority,
in most instances, is the lead, and sole body which acts in coastal resource
matters, other than the Town Council. As Charts 8 and 9 indicate, the Town
Council refers a matter of concern (recall the permit application example) to
the Water Front Authority. The Authority deliberates on the matter; there may
be consultation with other sub-units (though not required). The Authority
then reports back to the Town Council, through the Council President, who is
always designated a member of the Authority. The Town's response is then for-
forwarded to the CRMC.

In certain instances, the Council may, before replying to the CRMC, consult
with other internal sub-units, but this is generally not the case. Also, if there
is too short a lead time to involve the Authority, the Town Council can refer a

.matter to the Building Inspector, who then is authorized to report back to the
Council directly, rather than through the Authority, as depicted in Chart 8.
Obviously, there is a certain danger in this expedient; so, to the greatest de-
gree possible, the Water Front Authority is the prime sub-unit in the process.

Charlestown?4

A. General Information

1. Location: See Map 5. Approximately 36 miles south of Providence.

Bounded by the Atlantic Ocean on the south; by the Towns of Westerly and Hopkington
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on the west, the Town of Richmond on the north, and the Town of South Kingstown
on the east.

2. Area: Total 41.3 square miles

36.3 square miles land area
5.0 square miles inland water area

3. Population: 2,863 (1970 Census)

4. Town Profile: Charlestown is a picturesque rural community with low
population density (approximately 79 inhabitants/square mile). There is little
industrial activity in the Town, except for two firms. The vast majority of the
permanent residents are employed outside the Town. Charlestown has two popu-
lations -- permanent and a summer resident population -- attracted by the sea
and inland water recreation.areas available. In general, Charlestown's two
populations are desirous of maintaining the Town as basically a rural, resort
area. It is not expected that industrial development will come to Charlestown
in the foreseeable future.45

B. Coastal Resources Profile

Chariestown has over six miles of coastiine beach on Block IS]and Sound;
over twelve miles of inland coastline, with numerous fresh and salt water ponds.
The Town has a picturesque, as well as ecologically important barrier beach
system, with important sand dune networks.46

C. Town Government Organization

1. Type of Government: Town Council - Town Meeting 47

2. Overall Government Organization: See Chart 1048

3. Internal Organizational Flow: As Charts 11 and 12 show, three elements
of Charlestown government are involved in coastal resource management issues --

the Town Council, Planning Board, and the Conservation Commission. The Town
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Council receives (as per previous example) a permit application from the CRMC;
there is internal consultation, wherein the Planning Board and the Conservation
Commission relay tﬁeir comments to the Town Council, which then formulates its
reply to the CRMC. The Conservation Commission is considered to be the key sub-
unit in the process. One Town Council member is also a member of the Conservation
Commission, which facilitates coordination with, and feedback to the Town Council.

As with all previous Towns, there are variations which may occur in the
above system. The Zoning Board of Review may be consulted if the proposed ac-
tivity appears to be in conflict with the Town's Zoning Ordinance. Generally
speaking, however, the sub-units outlined in Charts 11 and 12 are the primary
entities engaged in the process.

Conclusion

This chapter has ranged from the general to the specific in regard to
Town government in Rhode Island, and, in particular, the four Towns I selected
for study. As you will note, there are similarities in overall organizational
structure in the Towns. Also, there are similarities in the sub-units of gov-
ernment which the Towns employ in their internal operations, in respect to
coastal resource matters, particularly in response to one stimulus I have chosen
as a representative example -~ the permit application received from a State Tevel
agency. Though I have chosen to concentrate on that type of example, you should
be cautioned that this is not the only stimulus which triggers the processes
I've described. The State Coastal Resources Management Council, the Department
of Natural Resources, and other State agencies may initiate various types of
contacts with a community government, which will activate the same units depicted
in this Chapter. In addition, the Town itself can originate an action from

within, whereby the various boards and commissions will have an input to make to
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each other and to the Town Council. The Town Council may or may not as the in-
dividual situation warrants, then deal with a State agency.

As I'm sure you have noted, though there are similarities, there are also
differences in which sub-units employ, and the dominant or secondary roles played
by the various units. In the following Chapter, I will endeavor to pull these
similarities and differences together, in some sort of cohesive manner, which will
lead to some reasonable conclusions as to the internal capabilities of the four
coomunities to effectively respond to coastal resource matters which come under
their purview. After this, I will attempt to assess these particular Towns'
governmental ability to be effective participants in the achievement of coastal

resource objectives as represented at the State level.



CHAPTER V

COMPARATIVE/CONTRASTING FINDINGS IN COMMUNITIES RESEARCHED

Organizational Structure and Methodology

The four community governments examined in the preceding Chapter share
certain common organizational characteristics and procedures which give them a
formal capability to carry on the business of government in general, as well as
the particular aspects I wished to research. At the same time, there are differ-
ences which can be expected from one organization to another.

First, and most obviously, each Town government does have a formal organi-
zational structure which contains all the various offices, departments, boards,
and commissions which most any community requires to operate. Any citizen re-
motely familiar with his own community should be able to 1list these, without
having to refer to the type charts I have provided. In some instances, there
might be slight differences in nomenclature, but the organizational relationships
and the assigned tasks are the same from community to community.

Concomitantly, there are unique structural entities which reflect some
special community need or interest from Town to Town. For example, in the Towns
studied here, North Kingstown has a Historic Zonfng Committee which reflects a
community interest in preserving the Town's 1inks with the past. This is not to
suggest the three other communities do not have historical interests; but, they
have not formally incorporated a separate unit to deal with it. They may rely
on their regular Zoning Board of Review, or some sort of ad hoc arrangement to
do so. 1I'm sure you can point out other differences. But, in general, there

are no real surprises in the type of overall organizational structure operational
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in the communities studied.

Of particular interest to us are those organizational sub-units which our
communities utilize in the discussion of, and local decisioning processes rela-
tive to coastal zone management.

As I suggested earlier (Table 1), one can predict certain organizational
units which will be commonly found to be involved in most communities; our four
are no exception. Obviously, the Town Councils, as the chief legislative bodies
representing the electorate, are in the process. The Town Manager (with the
exception of Charlestown) has an administrative and advisory responsibility. The
Conservation Commission (or in the case of Jamestown, the Water Front Authority)
is most certainly going to be part of the process by the very nature of its
purpose. Planning Boards, Zoning Boards, and Harbor Committees can be expected
to play a role at one level of involvement or another. Specific Town offices,
as available in the organization, may be brought into play. These include Planners,
Building Inspectors, Engineers, and the 1ike. From these common structural ele-
ments, the communities can, and do, reflect individual preferences as to other
organizational elements to be involved in coastal resource management.

North Kingstown employs the aforementioned Historic Zoning Committee; and,
an individual citizen who serves the community as a Coastal Resource Advisor.
Barrington, on the other hand, has established a Mosquito Control Board, which
can have a particular input to make, as does the Sewer Commission. Jamestown and
Charlestown have comparatively limited sub-organizational units which they in-
volve in the process; they stick with the more common sub—uhits of government
(if you will agree the Water Front Authority is a form of Conservation Commission).

Necessarily, if a government varies the number and types of sub-units, it also

varies the formal methodologies employed internally in handling a matter of
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concern, including coastal resources. I'm sure you detected this during the
discussion in the last Chapter. I won't review all the differences, but one
example will help to illustrate the point.

In North Kingstown, the Town has a Planning Department. In coastal resource
matters, including the permit process, this department becomes the focal, or
coordinating unit. Pertinent information is distributed out from the depart-
ment to allow various sub-units to be involved. Feedback from each of these
units is channeled back to Planning, which consolidates the inputs into a viable
form to be presented to the Town Council via the Manager. In other words, North
Kingstown is using a well qualified, professionally manned department (Planning)
to advantage, as a central clearing house and coordinating body.

On the other hand, Barrington utilizes a different methodology for handling
the same type of situation; this is dictated by its particular organizational
structure. Barrington does not have a Planning Department to serve a coordinative
function. To a limited extent, the Conservation Commission fills the role; depen-
ding upon the matter under consideration, other units consult with the Commission,
notably the Mosquito Board and Sewer Commission. However, each unit is free to
consult with each other, or operate independently. There is no clearly established
overall coordinating unit. This is one reason Barrington needs permit appli-
cations forwarded from the CRMC directly to four sub-units, rather than just one
copy}coming into a central unit, for further internal distribution.49

I could offer other examples, but I think if you give Chapter IV a quick
review, you can detect other differences.

I don't think any discussion of similarities or methods would be complete,

without placing them in some perspective in respect to coastal zone management
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program objectives, both within the communities themselves, and at the State
level. I don't necessarily exclude the Federal concern here, but, if you recall,
the Federal emphasis has been to place the State in a primary responsibility
role; therefore it is the State governmental level which has the closest relation-
ship to the local government as it goes about its business.

Community Capabilities

I think it is important to look at the communities studies from purely an
internal perspective first. Forget for a moment that there is a State govern-
mental interest. The question then becomes, can the Town, organizationally and
process-wise, manage the coastal resources in its charge? In each of the Towns
studied, I believe the answer is yes.

It is very difficult for an observer to criticize a Town for having one type
of organizational set-up, rather than another. For example, should all the
communities studied have a Water Front Authority created by special legislation,
as does Jamestown, in lieu of, or in addition to a Conservation Commission?

I believe the answer is no. What must be looked for in the community's govern-
mental organization amounts to three things:
1. Specific identification of sub-units to participate in the process.

2. A formal procedure to implement and carry through the decisioning
process.

3. Actual participation in the process by the sub-units designated.
If these three criteria are met, then I think the Towns have to be judged as
having the basic capacity to manage their resources. In the case of our four
communities, I feel the information previously presented illustrates they do
indeed meet these basic requirements.

I said earlier I didn't think every community had to have a Water Front
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Authority. However, this statement does not preclude one community from learning
from another, or adopting certain structures or procedures utilized elsewhere.
For example, the idea of a central coordinating unit, as employed by North Kings-
town, is a sound managerial procedure, particularly if the job is placed in the
hands of an office expected to have a high level of interest in resource management.

The idea of a specifically designated Town Council member appointed to
each sub-unit involved, either as a member, or in a liason capacity (appointed
member in Jamestown and Charlestown; liason in Barrington) provides a clear line
of communication between the sub-unit and the chief legislative and decisioning
unit in the Town.

Another example I can point to is the administrative procedure of having
sub-units receive copies of documentation direct from the outside agencies, rather
than through an internal distribution process (Barrington). This process
enhances response time, and would be of value even in the North Kingstown cen-
tralized approach.

One other structural difference should be mentioned. Charlestown is the only
one of the four communities which has not, as yet, opted for a Council - Manager

government (recall our brief discussion of charter vs. non-charter towns). This
places a tremendous burden on the Town Council, not only in handling coastal
resource affairs, but all other facets of town business. In my opinion, the
increasing administrative and legislative workload in communities dictates the
requirement for a full-time professional administrator.

I haven't said too much about the participation of a Town Manager in the
coastal resource process. His is not a legislative or decisioning function, but
he is in the process to advise, assist, and coordinate efforts, as necessary.

Even though he may not be shown in the flow process, you can be assured his presence
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is felt in one manner or another. I believe Chariestown, with a large stake in
natural resource management, needs to look in this direction. There is some
indication they are doing so, with the study I mentioned earlier, serving as
a first step in that direction.50

It's one thing to say that the communities researched have an organizationaT’/'
structure in place, and employ methodologies to deal with coastal resource de-
.cisions. The concern then becomes whether or not the structural units, with’
their methods, are participating in the process in the best interest of the
community (still disregarding the State for the moment). Again, I feel I can
answer in the affirmative in the Towns researched. There are numbers of examples
of this, but I think I can prove my point with the following illustrations. I'l1
start with Barrington.

An indication of a responsible approach to a coastal resource problem in
Barrington, has been their well orchestrated effort to control an insect prob-
lem (the mosquito), while preserving the ecological balance in the breeding
grounds, namely the wetland and salt marsh areas.

Obviously, an irresponsible alternative would be to simply fill in the
swampy areas. Perhaps, you know of areas where this has been the approach used;
not so in Barrington. After careful investigation, the Town government decided
to implement a program modeled after another successful project out of state.
Key to the effort is a three year funded program, with a Commission established
to develop and implement the program; and, the hiring of an expert to assist
in the development and implementation phases of the program. Without
going into particulars, I think you can see a responsible effort going forth in
the community which will lead to control of a problem, while preserving the

valuable natural resources.S]
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Another example of local governmental effort exists in North Kingstown,
with its concern over flood plain development. Not satisfied with current stat-
utes and regulations in this area, the North Kingstown Planning Department has
been a sub-unit leader in endeavoring to get a better handle on the issue --
both for preservation, and also to provide for land use of a reasonable and
suitable nature for a flood plain area. Suggested key management tools invol-
ving the various boards and commissions in the Town are:

1. Updating the Zoning Ordinance designating the flood plain as a
zone with prescribed allowed uses.

2. Updating sub-division regulations to control the development
in the flood plain.

3. The outright purchase of flood plain areas.
4. Placement of utilities at safe elevations.

5. A program of education and familiarization for the public
on issues relating to the flood plain.52

In Jamestown, one is struck by the commitment of the Town government to
controlled development of its shoreline resources, with this important under-
lying philosophy -- the public, insofar as possible, is to have access to the
Jamestown coast.®3 I can't offer specific instances where attempts have been
made by individuals or groups to deny access to the public, and have been
thwarted by the Jamestown government. However, as I mentioned in my earlier
discussion of Jamestown's resources, much of the area is in private ownership,
and yet, if one visits Jamestown, you don't find yourself barred from large seg-
ments of the coastline. Each of the governmental representatives I talked to,
without prompting, pointed with pride to this philosophy, and were firm in their
intent to assure public access in the future.

There is a high level of awareness in Charlestown, as well. The concern
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about the impact of the nuclear energy facility siting is very much in the minds
of those units of government concerned with coastal resources, even though their
voice may be lost in the din of State, Federal, and industry involvement in the
jssue. The integrity of barrier beaches, protection of flood plain areas, and the
1ike, are concerns which Charlestown has incorporated in their various zoning and
sub-division regulations.

The above examples should not suggest that the communities researched
have a 100 per cent record of positive accomplishment in coastal resource man-
agement. 'They are the first to admit they don't. But, the picture in these
Towns is certainly brighter than that which one might find elsewhere, or as de-
)picted in the hearing:.rooms of Washington D.C. leading up to passage of the

Coastal Zone Act.

I have discussed those factors which I consider important to community gov-
ernments involved in coastal resource management, and indicated I believe our
four communities, each in its own way, has the ihterna] capability to handle
coastal resource management functions. They also have demonstrated, in specific
ways, the positive use of that capability. To take the discussion one level
further, I think it is important to relate this organizational and process capa-
bility to the concept of the coastal zone management capability at the State level.

In this regard, one has to refer back to the Coastal Zone Management Act

itself. One of the criteria laid down is that the State, in order to qualify
for program development and implementation funds, must be structurally organized
to implement a management process.54

If the State is required to have a structural and management process in place,
from the Federal standpoint, then it follows that the local community government

must have a structure and management process in place in order to play a role in
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the State's program. If the community doesn't, then I don't believe they can
expect to ever demand a responsible role in the State's program when it comes
into being. The point I wish to emphasize then, is that all four of the commu-
nities already have a structure and process in place which, in my opinion, quali-
fies them for participation in the State program, not only in the development
phase, but, the implementation phase, as well.

In addition to the structure and process qualification, it's my opinion
that the four Towns researched are acting in a responsible manner in regard to
State (and even Federal) objectives for coastal zone management -- preservation,
controlled development, restoration, and the Tike. I can't perceive that, with
the advent of a comprehensive, formal program from the State, the Towns will dis-
continue what I feel has been a responsible posture to date. This is not to
suggest conflict will not occur between State and community; in a sense, that is
the natural order of things. But, I do feel our four communities can completely
qualify within what will be the spirit and substance of the Rhode Island program.

In my concluding Chapter, I would like to render some personal impressions
I've developed over the course of this research, as well as some thoughts imparted

to me by my contacts in the various communities.



CHAPTER VI

Conclusion

In my concluding remarks, I'd Tike to share with you some impressions which
I've formulated over the time I spent in this research, and which, in part, have
also been expressed to me by those persons I talked to, who are playing an active
role in their communities' coastal resource management effort.

First of all, I was impressed by the awareness of the people I talked to, in
regard to this whole issue -- whether that was a Town Administrator, an elected
official, or involved citizen. Sometimes it was difficult to discuss "coastal
resources" per se; we might be in the realm of total land use planning; but, ul-
timately, the special character of coastal resources would surface. I realize
"level of awareness" is a value laden term. However, it is an important ingre-
dient in any process, and I was pleased to find it in the people I dealt with.

Secondly, I have not had much to say in my presentation about zoning ordi-
nances. In most instances, I detected a limited reliance on the zoning ordi-
nance as a really effective tool in coastal resource management. The feeling is
that even strong zoning ordinances can be too easily circumvented by manipulation,
variances, and the Tike.%® The zoning ordinances can be a tool, of course, along
with subdivision regulations, and the 1ike; but, a stronger, less manipulative
device is needed as the primary vehicle in coastal resource protection.

Thirdly, I believe the key sub-unit element in the Town's resource manage-
ment effort is the Conservation Commission, or its equivalent. Each of the other

sub~units involved have a role, to be sure, but their's is somewhat from a
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compartmentalized perspective. The Town Engineer is primarily concerned with
construction details, for example; the Harbor Master may only be concerned
water front issues. The Conservation Commission has a broader base of interest.
It is concerned with all the details of a proposal as it affects the environment,
not just whether the construction is sound engineering-wise, or if there is ade-
quate pier space in the harbor, as my two example units would be. The Conserva-
tion Commission, responsibly organized, peopled with articulate, active, concerned
citizens, can be an effective catalyst for the internal management of a Town's re-
sources. Their orientation must be positive; not negative, or obstructionist,
simply for the sake of opposition. With the help of a professional Town staff,
such as a Planner, the Conservation Commission can take the lead in coordinating
the inputs, which can then be presented to the Town Council in a cohesive, ob-
jective manner. It becomes very difficult for a Town Council to ignore this type
of input. Indeed, it is to their advantage to listen.

Fourthly, I have to say I did not find the strong opposition to State involv-
ment which I expected. The community officials recognize the value of the State's//n
involvement in resource management. They feel the State can bring organizational
resources to bear, which can assist the local community in performing its func-
tions. I have to say there is a cautious feeling about State involvement within
the Towns. This cautious attitude will increase if, as one official put it, "If
it looks Tike a State program is going to do something to the Town, rather than

for the Town."

The Towns do not want to be muscled into acceptance of something because of
the overwhelming influence of a large, well paid bureaucratic staff at the State
level. This is not the case, so far, with the primary State agency working with ‘—

the Towns in the coastal resource area {(CRMC), and the Towns  hope this will
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continue.

In that regard, the Towns are very much satisfied with their relationship

with the Council. There exists an aura of partnership rather than supervision, —

or a superior-subordinate relationship. As the Rhode Island program develops,
thelcommunity officials hope the Council remains the dominant and autonomous
body it currently 15.56

The communities accept the State as a logical level for placement of over-
all responsibility in the coastal zone. As a condition of that acceptance, they
want the State program to be a substantive one, which they can utilize as addi-
tional support for the decisions they make locally. The Towns recognize they
don't always have the ordinances, the technical expertise, the legal resources
they need to justify their decision on a permit application, for example. They
want the State program, in its legislative form, to be a definitive document
they can cite as justification for their actions, in addition to their own in-
house material.

Another condition of acceptance of the State's program, is that it provides
a definitive picture of the administrative processes and the criteria the State
level management agency will use in the consideration of the Town's posture on a
particular issue. Under the present system in Rhode Island, there does not seem
to be a publicly defined explanation of how the community's input is handled,
judged, and acted upon. The Towns want to know, quite clearly, what the State's
internal process is.

Finally, in this state-local relationship, the Towns want full participation.
This does not mean they are simply heard at some form of public hearing, or
another. The community feels participation by means of hearings does not ensure

a real role for them in the management process. Mechanisms have to be built into
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the management process which, somehow, guarantees the local community an opportunity
to influence policies and procedures. Without that guarantee, they do not consider
themselves partners in the program.

I think by now you know my bias. I personally endorse the concept of full
local community involvement in the process of coastal zone management, at the
State, or any other level. I am pleased, that by one measure or another, the
Towns I researched have that capacity, and want to be a participant in the process.

Obviously, the suggestion has to be made that all Rhode Island coastal commu-
nities need to be individually examined. I'm sure other aspects of organizational
structure, internal processes, and levels of coastal resource management capabili-
ties would be forthcoming. I am encouraged by what I've found, and endeavored
to share with you. I think the future of state-local efforts to manage coastal re-
sources in Rhode Island is a good one. It won't be without conflict, to be sures
I only hope it is a healthy checks and balances type of conflict, rather than one
of traditional adversaries hell-bent on maintaining their domains at all costs.
It is essential that there be a cooperative effort between the two levels of govern-
ment. If there is, it won't be a case of the State government being the winner,
or the local unit government. Rather, the winner will be those whom both units

exist to serve -- the citizens.
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and beaches. . . .The zone extends inland from the shorelines only to the extent
necessary to control the shorelands, the uses of which have a direct and significant
impact on the coastal waters.

%1d., Section 302(h).

6For amplification of these points, the reader is referred to Garrett Power,
“The Federal Role in Coastal Development," in Federal Environmental Law, ed. Erica
gé]Dg1gin and Thomas G. P. Guilbert (St. Paul: West PubTlishing Co., 1974), pp.

-832.

The Act, Section 305(b)(4).

85. Rep. no. 92-753, 92nd Cong. 2d Sess. at 5 (1972).

91bid., at 5-6.

]Olﬂg_ﬂgg, Sections 303(d), 305(a)(6), 305(g), and 306(c)(1), 306(c)(2)(A) and (B).

]!See James M. Dolliver, "The State Role in Coastal Zone Management," in
Council of State Government, Proceedings of The Conference On Organizing and
Manag{ng The Coastal Zone (Washington, D.C.: Council of State Governments, 1973),
pp. 41-58.

121bid., pp. 46-47.
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13Ca11f0rnia Coastal Zone Conservation Commission, California Coastal Plan
(Sacramento: California Coastal Zone Conservation Commission, 1975).

141b4d., p. 179.
151pid., p. 180.

16For a better picture of the overall comprehensive structure of a coastal
management program see Coastal Zone Management Institute, Coastal Zone Management:
The Process of Program Development (Sandwich, Mass: Coastal Zone Management
Institute, 1974).

]7D011iver, "State Role in Coastal Zone Management," p. 41,

187he complete draft of the Rhode Island program was released to the public
in March, 1976. See Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Council, Rhode Island

Coastal Zone Management Program (Draft) (Providence, R.I.: Coastal Resources
Management Council, 1976).

]9Ibid., Chapter 8 entitled "Participation, Consultation and Coordination,"
reviews extensively the efforts the State has made in this area.

201bid., pp. 8-8 to 8-12.

21y 2440, Substitute "B," An Act Creating A Coastal Resources Management
Council and Making an Appropr1at1on Therefor, January Session, A.D. 1971, Rhode
Island General Assembly.

22

General Laws of Rhode Island, 1956, Reenactment of 1970 Section 46-23.

23Coasta] Resources Management Council, Coastal Resources Management Council
Poligies and Regulations (Providence, R.I.: Coastal Resources Management Council,
1974), p. 24.

241pid., pp. 6-7.

25Interview with Dr. William W. Miner, Member, Rhode Island Coastal Resources
Council. 25 January 1977. Dr. Miner's membership on the Council is derived from
his affiliation with a private, interested group, a category of representation
also provided for in Council makeup. Dr. Miner is Founder, Past Executive Director,
and currently a member of the Board of Directors of Save The Bay, a Rhode Island
environmental protection organization. However, Dr. Miner is also a resident of
Jamestown, Rhode Island, one of the communities covered in this research. He is
Chairman of the Jamestown Water Front Authority, a key element of the Jamestown
governmental structure; so, in fact, Dr. Miner indirectly participates in Council
affairs with a decided Tocal orientation. This is not to say Dr. Miner is not
objective in carrying out his duties on the Council; no such inference is intended.

26R.1. Draft Program, p. 8-37.
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27Robert W. Sutton, Jr., "Forms of Government in Rhode Island," in Rhode
Island Local Government: Past, Present, Future, ed. Robert W. Sutton, Jr. {Kingston
R.I.: U.R.I. Bureau of Government Research, 1974), p. 24.

281bid., p. 24.
295ee The General Laws of Rhode Island, Title 45, "Towns and Cities."”

301d., Title 45-4-1.

311d4., Title 45-5-1.

32Rhode Island Constitution, Article XXVIII.

33For‘ a more comprehensive discussion of home rule, charter and non-charter
government in Rhode Island, see Sutton, "Forms of Government in Rhode Island,"
pp. 25-37.

34The information contained in this section has been derived from a number
of sources. Unless a specific reference is identified, the information represents
that compiled by me through the following contacts: Interviews with Robert J.
Shiedler, Town Manager, and William A. Halliwell, Administrative Assistant,
Barrington, R.I., 26 January 1977; William A. Halliwell to Robert F. Greene, 31
January 1977, and 18 February 1977; Interviews with Dr. James D. Simon, Barrington
Conservation Commission Chairman, and Commission members Douglas W. Materne, Mary
Elizabeth Roelke, and Constance Torrance, 4 March 1977.

35For‘ a comprehensive profile of Barrington, see Rhode Island Development
Council, Rhode Island Cities and Towns Monographs: Barrington (Providence, R.I.:
R.I. Development Council, 1976).

36The entire process of handling a permit application js more involved than
I've detailed here. The aspect of communicating with a Town is but one facet. In-
terested readers are again referred to the Council's Policies and Regulations.

37The information contained in this section has been derived from various
sources. Unless a specific reference is noted, the information represents that
compiled by me through the following contacts: Interview with Orestes P.
Monterecy, North Kingstown Town Planner, North Kingstown, 2 February 1977; Inter-
view with Anna Prager, South Kingstown Town Planner (formerly Town Planner, North
Kingstown) South Kingstown, 24 March 1977.

38For a comprehensive profile of North. Kingstown, see Rhode Island Develop-

ment Council, Rhode Island Cities and Towns Monographs: North Kingstown (Providence,
R.I.: R.I. Development Council, 1975).

3945 with the other Towns, the information in this section has been garnered
from various sources. Unless a reference is identified, the information presented
is that compiled by me through the following contacts: Interviews with Robert W.
Sutton, Jr., Town Administrator; Dr. William W. Miner, Chairman, Jamestown Water
Front Authority, and Member, Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Council;
Michael F. Smith, Town Council President, Jamestown, R.I., 25 January 1977.
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40For a comprehensive profile of Jamestown, though somewhat outdated, see
Rhode Island Development Council, Rhode Island Cities and Towns Monographs: James-
town (Providence, R.I.: R.I. Development Council, 1974).

415 724, An Act to Create A Jamestown Water Front Authority and to Provide
for Its Powers and Duties, April 29, 1964.

42Id., Section 1. "Water Front," as defined in this section of the legisia-
tion, is that "area in the Town bounded by waters of Narragansett Bay and the areas
of Narragansett Bay surrounding the same which are denoted as capable of being
developed for port, harbor, navigation, or recreation purposes.” In actual practice,
the Authority concerns itself with these, plus any activity which requires a permit from
the CRMC.

4314.

, Sections 3 and 4.

44The information for the last of the Town's researched is also derived from
a number of sources, either specifically identified, or through: Interview with
C. Robert McLean, Town Council President, Charlestown, Rhode Island, 15 February 1977.

45For a comprehensive profile of Chariestown, though it too is partially out-
dated, see Rhode Island Deve]opment Council, Rhode Island Cities and Towns Monograph:
Char]estown (Providence, R.I.: R.I. Deve]opment Council, 1973).

46Part of Charlestown's coastal zone area, the former U.S. Navy Auxiliary
Landing Field, is being considered as the site of a nuclear energy facility to be
built and operated by the Narragansett Electric Company. Obviously, this development
has a most important status in respect to Charlestown's coastal zone area, and I would
be derelict if I didn't mention it somewhere in this section. However, it is im-
possible for me to do any more than just that -- mention it. The attendant environ-
mental impact issues and the documentation generated to date is enormous, and would
require a research project in itself, and certainly well beyond what I'm endeavoring
to do here. For the reader interested in this particular subject, I suggest a visit
to, or contact with the University of Rhode Island Library, Government Publications
Section, which is in the process of developing a depository of all the information
generated to date relative to the proposed siting in Charlestown.

47As noted in an earlier section, Charlestown is a non-charter government,
which basically means that it does not have an appointed, professional town manager/
administrator. The Town Council exercises its legislative responsibility, and per-
forms most of the administrative functions normally performed by the manager. The
electorate, through the Town Meeting, shares certain of the legislative responsibility
with the Town Council.

48The Charlestown Town Government structure and procedures have recently been
studied by U.R.I.'s Bureau of Government Research, at the invitation of the Charles-
town Town Council. The study was conducted by Joseph E. Coduri of the Bureau staff,
and provides much useful, updated information, which was of great value to me in
my research. For interested readers, see University of Rhode Island Bureau of

Government Research, Organization’ and Administration of Local Government in Charles-
town, Rhode Island (K1ngston, R.I.: U.R.I. Bureau of Government Research, 1976).
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49There is another value to this multiple copy distribution. In the case of
short lead time to consider an application (normally 30 days), each of the major
sub-units receives earlier notification of the application's presence, than if they
had to wait for distribution from the Town Manager's office staff. In other words,
administrative reaction by the sub-units occurs more quickly than it otherwise would.
This would be of advantage even in organizations with designated units in overall
charge. To my knowledge, a number of communities are interested in having the CRMC
do this for them; it is an administrative procedure which the CRMC can implement
upon request (though it increases its administrative workload to a certain degree).

SOU.R.I. Bureau of Government Research, Organization of Local Government
in Charlestown, all. The case for professional administrators as an important in-
gredient in Rhode Island community government is well presented in, Robert W. Sutton,
Jr., "Local Government Reorganization: The Need for Executive Leadership," in
Rhode Island Local Government: Past, Present, Future, ed. Robert W. Sutton, Jr.
(Kingston, R.I.: U.R.I. Bureau of Government Research, 1974), pp. 147-152.

5]Fmr' details, see Town of Barrington, R.I., Annual Report: 1975, Mosquito
Control Board section.

2
Details of the suggested approaches are available in an untitled position
paper prepared by Anna Prager during her tenure as North Kingstown Town Planner. I
am indebted to Mrs. Prager for providing me a copy from her personal files.

53For a comprehensive discussion of this national issue, see Dennis W.
Ducsik, Shoreline for The Public (Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press, 1974), all.

54

The Act, Sections 305(b)(6), and 306(c)(6).

55One Town Administrator, Robert Sutton of Jamestown, has published an article
which, in part, discusses this. See Robert W. Sutton, Jr., "Land Use -- The Public
Interest and Green Hill Beach," University of Rhode Island Bureau of Government
Research Newsletter, ed. Anna G. Haggerty (Kingston, R.I.: U.R.I. Bureau of
Government Research, May 1973), pp 1-4.

56This same feeling was expressed to me by Dr. Miner, the CRMC member from
Jamestown. It is the Council's wish that they will continue to function as an autono-
mous body. There has been some speculation that-a proposed reorganization of Rhode
Island's environmental bureaucracy might lead to absorbtion of the CRMC into a
larger organizational structure. Recent statements indicate this will not be the case.
See "Environmental Agency Has Its Problems," Providence Sunday Journal, 6 March 1977,
sec. C, pp C-1, C-7.




BIBLIOGRAPHY

Act of Oct. 27, 1972, 16 U.S.C., Sections 1451-64; amended P.L. 94-370, 90 Stat.
1013-33, July 26, 1976

An Act Creating A Coastal Resources Management Council and Making An Appropriation
Therefor, H2440 (Sub "B"), Enacted by Rhode Island General Assembly, January
Session A.D. 1971.

An Act To Create A Jamestown Water Front Authority and To Provide For Its Power
and Dut1es, S. 724, Enacted by Rhode Island General Assembly, April 29, 1964.

California Coastal Zone Conservation Commission. California Coastal Plan. Sacra-
mento: California Coastal Zone Conservation Commission, 1975,

Coastal Zone Management Institute. Coasta] Zone Management: The Process of Program
Development. Sandwich, Mass.: Coastal Zone Management Institute, 1974.

Commission on Marine Science, Engineering, and Resources. OQOur Nation and The
Sea. Washington, D.C.: Commission on Marine Science, 1969.

Dolliver, James. "The State Role In Coastal Zone Management." Proceedings of The
Conference On Organizing and Managing The Coastal Zone. Washington, D.C.:
Council of State Governments, 1973. pp. 41-58.

Ducsik, Dennis W. Shoreline For The Public. Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press, c. 1974.

"Environmental Agency Has Its Problems." Providence Sunday Journal, 6 March 1977.
sec. C, pp. C-1, C-7.

Halliwell, William A. Assistant Administrator, Town of Barrington. Interview.
26 January 1977,

Halliwell, William A. Letter to Robert F. Greene, 31 January 1977.
Halliwell, William A. Personal Communication to Robert F. Greene, 18 February 1977.

Materne, Douglas W. Member, Town of Barrington Conservation Commission. Interview.
4 March 1977.

McLean, C. Robert. Town Council President, Charlestown, R.I. Interview. 18
February 1977.

Miner, William W. Member, Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Council;
Chairman, Jamestown, R.I. Water Front Authority. Interview. 25 January 1977.

Montereci, Orestes P. Town Planner, Town of North Kingstown. Interview. 2 February
1977.



69

Power, Garrett. “The Federal Role In Coastal Development." In Federal Environmental

Law, pp. 792-843. Edited by Erica L. Dolgin and Thomas G. P. Guilbert. St.
Paul, Minn.: West Publishing Co., 1974.

Prager, Anna. Town Planner. Town of South Kingstown, R.I. Interview. 24 March
1977.

Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Council. Rhode Island Coastal Zone Man-
agement Program (Draft). Providence, R.I.: R.I. Coastal Resources Man-
agement Council, 1976.

Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Council. Coastal Resources Management
Council Policies and Regulations. Providence, R.I.: R.I. Coastal Resources
Management Council, 1974.

Rhode Island Constitution. Article XXVIII.

Rhode Island Development Council. Rhode Island Cities and Towns Monographs: Bar-
rington. Providence, R.I.: R.I. Development Council, 1976.

Rhode Island Development Council. Rhode Island Cities and Towns Monographs:
Charlestown. Providence, R.I.: R.I. Development Council, 1973.

Rhode Island Development Council. Rhode Island Cities and Towns Monographs:
Jamestown. Providence, R.I.: R.I. Development Council, 1974.

Rhode Island Development Council. Rhode Island Cities and Towns Monographs:
North Kingstown. Providence, R.I.: R.I. Development Council, 1975.

Rhode Island General Laws. Reenactment of 1970. Title 45.

Roelke, Mary Elizabeth. Member, Town of Barrington Conservation Commission. Inter-
view. 4 March 1977.

Schiedler, Robert J. Town Manager, Barrington, R.I. Interview, 26 January 1977.

Simon, James D. Chairman, Town of Barrington Conservation Commission. Interview.
4 March 1977.

Smith, Michael F. Town Council President, Jamestown, R.I. Interview. 25 January
1977.

Sutton, Robert W., Jr. "Forms of Government In Rhode Island." In Rhode Island
Local Government: Past, Present, Future, pp. 24-38. Edited by Robert
W. Sutton, Jr. Kingston, R.I.: University of Rhode Island Bureau of
Government Research, 1974.

Sutton, Robert W., Jr. Town Administrator, Jamestown, R.I. Interview. 25
January 1977.



70

Sutton, Robert W., Jr. "Local Government Reorganization: The Need For Executive
Leadership." In Rhode Island Local Government: Past, Present, Future,
pp. 147-152. Edited by Robert W. Sutton, Jr. Kingston, R.I.: University
of Rhode Island Bureau of Government Research, 1974.

Sutton, Robert W., Jr. "Land Use -- The Public Interest and Green Hi1l Beach."
In Un1vers1ty of Rhode Island Bureau of Government Research News]etter,
vol-. XIV, pp. 1-4. Edited by Anna G. Haggerty. Kingston, R.I.: Univer-
sity of Rhode Island Bureau of Government Research, 1973.

Syed, Anwar. The Political Theory of American Local Government. New York: Random
House, c. 1966.

Torrance, Constance. Member, Town of Barrington Conservation Commission. Inter-
view. 4 March 1977.

Town of Barrington. Annual Report: 1975. Barrington, R.I.: Town of Barrington,
1976.

Town of Barrington. Offering Circular of The Town of Barrington Relating To
$10,000,000 General Obligation Bonds. Barrington, R.I.: Town of
Barrington, 1976. p. 6.

Town of Jamestown. Proposed Home Rule Charter For The Town of Jamestown. James-
town, R.I.: Town of Jamestown, 1974. p. 35.

Town of North Kingstown. Annual Report: 1974. North Kingstown, R.I.: Town of
North Kingstown, 1975.

University of Rhode Island Bureau of Government Research. Organization and Admini-
stration of Local Government In Charlestown, Rhode Island. Kingston, R.I.:
University of Rhode Island Bureau of Government Research, 1976.

U.S. Congress. Senate. S. Rep. 92-753, 92nd Cong., 2d sess., 1972.

OTHER REFERENCES

In addition to the material cited above, the following references proved
of value in preparing this research.

General

Blair, George S. American Local Government. New York: Harper and Row, c. 1964.

Coduri, Joseph E. Local Government: Home Rule Charters in Rhode Island. Kingston,
R.I.: U.R.I. Bureau of Government Research, 1973.




7

Rhode Island Statewide Planning Program. Proposed Land Management Bill: Summary
and Draft Text. Providence, R.I.: R.I. Statewide Planning Program, 1976.

University of Rhode Island Coastal Resources Center. Rhode Island Barrier Beaches:
Reports and Recommendations at The Community Level. Vol. 11. Kingston,
R.I.: University of Rhode Island, Marine Tech. Rpt. no. 4.

University of Rhode Island Marine Experiment Station. Coastal and Offshore Environ-
mental Inventory: Cape Hatteras To Nantucket Shoals. Kingston, R.I.:
University of Rhode Island, Occasional Publication Number 6.

Varin, Daniel W. "The Rhode Island Coastal Zone: Resource Management and Politi-
cal Realities." Proceedings: The New England Coastal Zone Management
Conference, April 28-29, 1970. Durham, N.H.: New England Center For
Continuing Education, 1970. pp. 128-133.

Barrington

Town of Barrington. Council - Manager Charter. Barrington, R.I.: Town of
Barrington, Rev. of 1974,

Town of Barrington. Ordinances. Barrington, R.I.: Town of Barrington, Reprinted
and Amended to May 1, 1974.
Charlestown

Rhode Island Department of Community Affairs. Charlestown Planning Analysis.
Providence: R.I.: R.I. Department of Community Affairs, 1969.

Rhode Island Department of Community Affairs. Comprehensive Community Plan.
Providence, R.I.: R.I. Department of Community Affiars, 1971.

Rhode Island Department of Community Affairs. Recreation, Conservation, Open
Space Conservation Plan. Providence, R.I.: R.I. Department of Community
Affairs, undated.

Rhode Island Development Council. Charlestown Planning Inventory. Providence,
R.I.: R.I. Development Council, 1968.

Rhode Island Statewide Planning Program. Economic Growth Center Planning Study:
Westerly, Charlestown, Hopkington, Richmond. Providence, R.I.: R.I.
Statewide Planning Program, 1972.

Town of Charlestown. An Ordinance Relating To The Construction, Altering, Repairing,
Moving, and Placing of Buildings and Structures in The Town of Charlestown,

as amended, April 14, 1969.

Town of Charlestown. An Ordinance In Relation To Sub-Division of Land in The
Town of Charlestown, April 8, 1963. ' o




RN

-
;

(

TR TR LT N RS R W

Laaian e adcl S

72

Town of Charlestown. An Ordinance In Relation To Zoning, July 8, 1974.

Jamestown

Rhode Island Development Council. Jamestown Zoning Study. Providence, R.I.:
R.I. Development Council, undated.

Rhode Island Development Council. Land Use Analysis: Jamestown, R.I. Providence,
R.I.: R.I. Development Council, 1959.

Rhode Island Development Council. Recreation Study: Jamestown, R.I.: Providence,
R.I.: R.I. Development Council, 1960.

North Kingstown

Rhode Island Development Council. Economic Base Study: North Kingstown.
Providence, R.I.: R.I. Development Council, undated.

Rhode Island Development Council. Industrial and Commercial Location Study:
North Kingstown, R.I. Providence, R.I.: R.I. Development Council, 1960.

Rhode Island Development Council. Wickford Harbor Study. Providence, R.I.:
R.I. Development Council, 1960.

Town of North Kingstown. Adopted Charter For The Town of North Kingstown, as
amended, November 3, 1970.

Town of North Kingstown. An Ordinance Creating A Conservation Commission,
September 11, 1961.




