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INTRODUCTION

The Rhode Island coast is distinguished by estuaries and
brackish ponds, sand dunes and barrier beaches, fertile agricul-
tural soils and productive wildlife habitats. The state's
coastal zone includes both the urban waterfront of Providence
and the traditional rural environment of Washington and Newport
Counties. Because of Rhode Island's small area (less than that
of the average county in the United States) and high population
density, the state's shoreline is in great demand by nearly all
of its residents. Many are either dependent economically upon,
or enjoy the recreational use of, the resources of the coast.
However, the people of Rhode Island have long recognized the
threat to those resources from their excessive or unwise use,
and the consequent impact on the aesthetic, social, economic
and environmental well-being of the entire state.

In that light, Rhode Island achieved national pre-eminence
in 1971 with the creation by the State Legislature of the Coastal
Resources Management Council (CRMC) (Rhode Island General Laws
4-23-1). Formation of the council was recommended by the Governor's
Committee on the Coastal Zone which was appointed in 1969 to study
possible mechanisms for managing the state's coastal zone. The
creation of the Committee was spurred by a report of The Natural
Resources Group, an organization of concerned citizens, which
clearly documented the absence of an adequate coastal management
policy and the clear threat to the state's coastal resources
from increasing development pressure.1

The Act creating the CRMC served as a precursor to the
federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (CZMA) (P.L. 92-583)
which was enacted to address the growing awareness of coastal
resource use conflicts in all coastal states. In accordance with
the general guidelines provided in 15 CFR 920.50 for the prepar-
ation of state coastal management plans, Rhode Island became, in
1973, one of the first states to receive a planning grant under
Section 305 of the federal statute. The Rhode Island Coastal
Resources Management Program (RICRMP) was adopted by the CRMC on



Mareh 14, 1978, and was approved by the federal 0Office of Coastal
Zone Management (OCZM) on May 12 of that year.

The substantive goals of the CZMA are very broad: Section
303 establishes a national policy to "...preserve, protect, develop
and where possible, to restore or enhance..."” the resources of the
coastal zone. This broad mandate has led to disagreements over the
extent to which the CZMA was intended to balance the divergent
interests present in the coastal zone. Those interests include
the assessment of environmental protection requirements versus
economic needs, long-term versus short-term costs and benefits,
and the differing interests and perspectives of various levels of
government. Opponents of this balancing role believe that the Act,
as originally passed, was intended to be first and foremost an
environmental protection statute, and that the major emphasis
should be on the preservation of such prime coastal resources as
wetlands, beaches, dunes and barrier islands.2

In the present analysis, the position is taken that the
pre-eminent responsibility of the CZMA, and, hence, of the con-
stituent state coastal management programs, is indeed the protec-
tion of the environment. In that respect, the protection afforded
coastal resources by the RICRMP is less effective than it could
and should be. .

Barrier beaches, salt marshes, coastal ponds, sea cliffs,
erosion-prone bluffs and conservation areas have been designated
as Geographical Areas of Particular Concern (GAPC) and Areas for
Preservation and Restoration (APR) by the University of Rhode
Island Coastal Resources Center (CRC). The inventorying of those
resources was required as part of the Planning and Development
phase of the federal coastal program in order to express a degree
of statewide concern about those areas, and to direct the state,
through the CRMC, toward implementing policies for their protec-
tion and proper management.3 However, while the RICRMP recog-
nizes those areas, it does not include specific requirements or
guidelines for their proteection. Instead, they are included within
general resource categories. Persons seeking building permits must

only comply with general RICRMP regulations regardless of whether



the area has been designated as an APR or a GAPC.)4 It is specif-

ieally stated in the RICRMP that:

1) The program will not have zoning controls or powers.
These will remain the responsibility of the local
government.

2) The program does not regulate single family homes or
control sprawl unless they have a direct impact on
coastal resources.

3) The program will not stop all development on altered
or developed barrier beaches.

4) The program does not propose increased public acqui-
sition of recreation facilities other than those areas
proposed in the Bay Islands Park Plan.

5) It is not a growth management program, however the
program does direct growth away from some key coastal
resourees.

The RICRMP is thus a "negative" management structure in which
undesirable action is simply restricted, rather than a "posi-
tive" structure in which inappropriate action is constructively
discouraged while appropriate action is encouraged.

Chief among the inadequacies of the RICRMP are its fail-
ure to provide zoning regulations or guidelines and its refusal
to affirmatively manage growth in the coastal zone. Local
zoning powers and traditional home rule, which are jealously
guarded in Rhode Island as throughout New England, were domi-
nant factors in the formulation of the RICRMP. Zoning rationale
varies from town to town where the only requirement is that a
zoning ordinance be consistent with itself.6 The result is
that resource allocation is carried out on the local level and
that development is considered on an ad hoc basis.

A further cause of the RICRMP's ineffectiveness is
the indiscriminate land and water use classification system
originally assigned to coastal resources by the CRMC. Those
designations provide inadequate recognition of sensitive
natural areas. To correct that oversight, the Coastal
Resources Center has proposed to the Council revised clas-
sification guidelines for water resource uses. The clas-

sification "multiple use recreation" was originally applied



to all coastal ponds and tidal waters except those ponds which
were totally or largely undeveloped. The latter were clas-
sified "conservation/low intensity use". Under the proposed
reclassification, the "multiple use recreation" designation
will be eliminated and the "conservation/low intensity use"
classification broken down into two categories: "conserva-
tion" and "low intensity recreation". This scheme will
facilitate the protection of the ponds' estuarine ecosystems
by limiting permissible recreational activity to low use
levels, and through the designation of a greater number of
restricted conservation areas. Areas of ponds currently
subject to heavier use will be designated as suitable for
"high intensity rec¢reation," thereby directiing that activity
away from less suitable waters7 (see Figure 1).

Robert Knecht, former Assistant Administrator of OCZIM,
noted that comprehensive coastal programs which were developed
hurriedly resulted in "broad brush" approaches to resources
management. Issues were not treated with specificity ade-
quate to provide a clear indication of how particular resour-
ces were to be treated or how use of certain areas was to be

8

restricted.” Rhode Island's plan was not developed hurriedly,
but as previously described, was one of the earliest in the na-
tion to be formulated and approved. Consequently, management
issues which have since gained recognition in other states

were not fully defined or anticipated. Indeed, that fact was
recognized by the framers of the RICRMP, who stated in the
document's introduction that "...the planning process has

[not been] finished...;" that "...elements of the Program will
have to be refined in the future..."

Rhode Island, however, is not unique among coastal
states in facing this situation. Sarah Chasis of the Natural
Resources Defense Council wrote that, "The problems facing the
coast greatly outstrip the management tools which have been
developed. Improvement and strengthening of coastal zone pro-
grams are essential if we are to ensure the continued viability

of cur nagion's coast."9 Therefore, the gbjective of the
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Figure 1. Proposed reclassification of South Shore water resource uses.
Source: University of Rhode Island Coastal Resources Center.



present investigation is to examine alternative management
strategies which may provide more effective protection for

Rhode Island's coastal resources.

THE STUDY AREA

The focus of this analysis includes the coastal com-
munities of Washington County (Westerly, Charlestown, South
Kingstown, Narragansett and North Kingstown) extending from
the shore inland to U.S. Route 1, and encompassing the Narrow
River estuary in North Kingstown. The area is known colloqui-
ally as the South Shore. It is geographically and demographi-
cally distinct from the remainder of the state's coastal zone.
The coastal towns of Washington County have been subject in
the past to, and are expected to experience in the future, much
higher rates of population growth than are the coastal com-
munities of any other county in Rhode Island (see Figure 2).10

Significant portions of the South Shore remain unde-
veloped or exist as open space. Large tracts of prime agri-
cultural soils and soils of statewide importance11 are
still actively farmed. The extensive coastal ponds present
along the length of the southern Rhode Island shore are unique
on the New England coast. The ponds are former depressional
areas in the glacial outwash from the recessional Charlestown
morraine which was deposited during the Wisconsin glaciation
approximately 20,000 to 16,000 years ago. They have respon-
ded to subsequent sea level changes and barrier beach dynamics
to become estuarine complexes. The ponds receive fresh water
input from the small streams which drain the morraine.1

A constant estuarine condition is maintined in several
ponds by permanent breachways constructed for boat access.

The salinity in other ponds varies with the periodic breach-
ing of the adjacent barrier beaches by storm activity. The
ponds and barrier beaches, located on the Atlantic flyway,

provide important habitat for migratory as well as resident



Bristol
County

Kent County*

Newport
Countv

Providence
County*

Jdachingtan
County*

State Total

POPULATION GROWTH:

1960-1990

1960 1970 % Increase 1975 1980 % Increase 1980 1990 % Increase
27,200 46,000 23.65% 45,600 46,800 2.63% 46,300 49,400 5.55%
74,600 93,300 . 25.06% 96,900 100,000 3.2 % 100,900 106,200 6.2 %
81,400 94,200 15.72% 78,800 87,000 10.4 % 87,700 95,600 9.88%

397,200 378,600 - 4,68% 365,600 344,500 - 5.77% 324,500 326,600 -5.19%
£1,100 74,400 45,59% 69,810 78,700 12.75% 78,700 92,200 17.15%
10.5:% 0.90% 35 %

* Includes only coastal communities.

Figure 2.

Past and projected population growth in the coastal cammmnities
of Rhode Island counties.

Source: See note 3.



shorebirds and waterfowl. The surrounding uplands, in various
stages of succession, support many species of small mammals
and resident and migratory songbirds. Several rare and endan-

gered birds (king rail Rallus elegans, sora Poranza carolina,

long-billed marsh wren Cistothorus palustris, and bobolink

Dolichonyx oryzivorus) and one rare species of wild rye

13

(Elymus canadensis) have been recorded in the area.

In addition to the coastal ponds, the Narrow, or Pet-
taquamscutt, River estuary flows through North Kingstown,
South Kingstown and Narragansett. The Narrow River will be
described in greater detail later in this paper.

A number of other sensitive barrier beach and wetland
areas are proposed for reclassification by the CRC as dis-
cussed in the introduction. These include lands adjacent to
the Quonochontaug and Charlestown breachways in Charlestown,
and the Jerusalem and Galilee marshes in South Kingstown and
e Additionally, the Rhode Island Department
of Environmental Management has established the South Shore

Narragansett.

Management Area consisting, to date, of three parcels within

the coastal zone in which existing agricultural and open space

uses will be maintained for game management.

DISCUSSION

Existing Coastal Resources

Management Alternatives

The hypothesis to be tested in this investigation,
based on the objective stated above, concerns the feasibility
of establishing a regional resource planning and management
commission on the South Shore.

The inadequate resource protection discussed by Kenneth
Paine, Executive Director of the Rhode Island League of Cities
and Towns, is evidenced by the inconsistent zoning from town

to town on the South Shore of sensitive natural areas.15



Barrier beaches in Westerly, Charlestown and Narragansett are
zoned for residential development, as is the entirety of the
Narrow River watershed. South Kingstown has established a High
Flood Danger (HFD) Zone, prohibiting all 24-hour occupancy

on both developed and undeveloped barrier beaches in that
town. However, the statute has been successfully challenged

in two court cases, Annicelli v. South Kingstown and Zeppa
16

v. South Kingstown.

North Kingstown and South Kingstown zone as "public"
existing publicly owned land, but neither they nor any other
towns provide zoning protection for publicly held open space.
North Kingstown has, however, implemented innovative "overlay
districts" to protect areas with severe development constraints.
As defined in the North Kingstown zoning ordinance, overlay
districts "...establish additional requirements for the pri-
mary zoning districts based on specific hazards and problems
outlined in the soil interpretation tables prepared by the
U.S. Department of Agriculture's Soil Conservation Service,
and in the report of the U.S. Geological Survey on ground
water resources."17 Westerly employs agricultural zoning in
certain areas, but, rather than promoting agricultural land
use, that designation simply creates a holding area in which
large lot zoning is enforced only until more intensive devel-

18

opment is desired. Existing zoning on the South Shore is

shown in Figure 3.

Sorensen discussed the conflicts between local and
state planning processes such as those between the RICRMP and
the local zoning ordinances on the South Shore. He observed
that:

...advocates of local government sovereignty usu-

ally resort to ideologies of home rule, local autonomy
and government that is close to the people. Advocates
of local government control argue for a decentralized
approach to planning in which cities and counties would
initiate and implement land use programs. Regional and
state plans would be a collection of local government
plans (the so-called "bottom-up" approach). A decen-
tralized bottom-up arrangement would tend to promote
public participation, public access and governmental
responsiveness.
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Advocates of a strong state role in land use
planning argue for a centralized or "top-down" ap-
proach. Under this arrangement state agencies estab-
lish policies as a basis for state development and
implementation of land use plans at the local govern-
ment level. A centralized top-down approach would
favor governmental efficiency, professionalism, and
the use of advanced technologieﬁgin addition to pro-
viding a statewide perspective.

This conflict is, no doubt, the reason why the proposed
state-local land management bill has not passed the Rhode
Island Legislature, and why the RICRMP lacks zoning regula-
tions. As a means of overcoming this problem, Scott has sug-
gested the institution of "collaborative planning," involving

both levels of government.20

Sorensen explained that collab-
orative planning is a compromise between the centralized top-
down and decentralized bottom-up approaches. It is designed
to involve cities and counties significantly without relying
on them so heavily that important regional and state goals
are compromised. The five key components of the collaborative
planning process (CPP), and the extent to which existing state
management programs are an expression of that process, are
illustrated in Figure M.21

The assemblage and integration through the CPP of
various state and local guidelines into a single specific
local land use plan provides a mechanism by which those with
stakes in coastal resource development and conservation can
predict with greater certainty how their interests will be
affected. The impacts of local plans, the authority for the
development of which remains within the local government,
would be evaluated in context with measures and standards
derived from the objectives and policies of the state's pro-
gram, in this case a revised and more effective RICRMP.

As can be seen in Figure 4, Rhode Island presently
lacks the local management plans envisioned by Sorensen,
as well as most of the other components of the CPP. This may
be attributed both to home rule and to a perceived lack of
need for regional plans within so small a state. Yet, in view

of the aforementioned inadequacies in the state's present
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Mandatory Local Comprehensive Planning

California 1947, 1965 b 4 x X

Arizona 1971 X X

Colorado 1972 x x x x

Rhode Island 1972 X b4

Nevada 1973 b4 X x

Oregon 1969, 1973 X x b4 x X

South Dakota 1974 b 4 x

Virginia 1975 x x x

Idaho 1975 X b4 X

Wyoming 1975 X X X

Montana 1975 X b4 b4

Florida 1975 x X x X

Nebraska 1975 X X

Shorelands or Coastal Zone Management

Wisconsin 1966 g x x x x

Minnesota 1969 X x X x

Michigan 1970 x X

Rhode Island 1971 x

Vermont 1971 ST x x x
Washington 1971 x X x x x
Maine 1971 x x x x
Delaware 1972 x
Alabama 1973 x x
North Carolina 1974 b4 x x x x
Hawaii 1975 x x x
Montana 1975 x X x
California 1976 X x X x x
Alaska 1977 x x x x

x X X x x

South Carolina 1977

Figure 4. The extent to which state mandatory local camprehensive
planning programs or shoreland management programs are
an expression of the collaborative planning process.
Source: See note 19.

B
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resource management structure, it would appear that a region-
al approach deserves consideration.

In this context, two regional management strategies
which have been developed in areas physically, demographi-
cally and socioeconomically similar to coastal Washington
County will be examined in this paper. They are:

1) The North County Local Coastal Program, Monterey
County, California, and

2) Great Britain's coastal planning policies and
Heritage Coast Program.

A third program will be analyzed which incorporates elements
of both the California and British programs, and which is
indicative of the applicability of those strategies in Rhode
Island:

3) A Plan for the Narrow River Watershed.
These programs involve the application of state and national
management guidelines at the local and regional levels. They
are thus examples of the collaborative planning process des-
cribed by Sorensen. The three programs will not be described
in their entirety; rather, specific mechanisms will be selec-
ted from each which pertain to resource management issues on
the South Shore. Provisions which closely approximate exis-

ting Rhode Island policies will not be discussed.

North County Local Coastal Program

The California Coastal Act was passed by the State
Legislature in 1976 and came into effect on January 1, 1977.
The Act established a framework for resolving conflicts among
competing uses for limited coastal lands. The highest pri-
ority is placed upon the preservation and protection of nat-
ural resources including environmentally sensitive habitat
areas, i.e., wetlands, dunes, and other areas with rare,
endangered or threatened plant and animal life. In the case
of sensitive habitats, only uses dependent on these resources
are allowed within such areas. For agricultural land, the
intent of the Act is to keep the maximum amount of prime

land in production. On lands not suited for agricultural
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use, coastal-dependent development has the highest priority.
Public recreational uses have priority in coastal sites which
are not habitat areas and not needed for coastal-dependent
uses., Visitor-serving commercial recreation has priority

over private residential, general industrial and general
commercial development.

The goals and policies of the Coastal Act are to be
carried out by local governments through a process of com-
prehensive and coordinated land use planning known as the
Local Coastal Program (LCP). Upon certification of its LCP
by the Regional and State Coastal Commissions, the local
government assumes full permit authority for development
within the coastal zone; the State Coastal Commission will
continue to exercise permit Jjurisdiction over development
in the state tidelands. The State Commission is required to
review at least once every five years the progress of local
governments in carrying out the Coastal Act.23 The Cali-
fornia Coastal Plan is described by Bardach as an example of
an effectively functioning collaborative planning process:
"[The California Coastal Plan]...exploits the current ideo-
logical trend in favor of decentralization and localism. It
neutralizes some of the anti- (state coastal) plan arguments
that one might have expected from the local government
lobby."zu

Each of California's fifteen coastal counties is
required to prepare an LCP. The LCP for Monterey County has
been developed in three phases. In Phase I, coastal planning
issues have been identified and defined as potential con-
flicts between Coastal Act policies and existing conditions,
plans and proposed uses. This phase was completed and adopted
by the county in June 1978, and approved by the Coastal
Commission in April 1979. The Coastal Land Use Plan was pre-
pared in Phase II. An implementation program, Phase III, is
currently in preparation.

The coastal zone of Monterey County was divided into

four segments for the purpose of plan preparation. North
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Monterey County is similar in character to Rhode Island's
South Shore. The majority of land in the North County is in
open space, agricultural or low-density, rural residential
use. Extensive areas are either uncultivated or undeveloped.
The coastline of the North County along Monterey Bay consists
of broad beaches, including three state beaches, dunes and

a heavily developed sand spit. The North County includes an
extensive estuarine area: the wetland area of Elkhorn Slough,
one of California's principal remaining estuaries, has been
designated a National Estuarine Sanctuary and the remainder a
National Wildlife Refuge. Other smaller sloughs and wetlands
also contain biologically important habitats.

Agriculture (primarily row crops) is the principal
ecconomic activity in the North County, which includes part
of the fertile Salinas Valley. Commercial development in the
area is of low intensity and is centered in the fishing port
of Moss Landing, which is similar in size and character to
Galilee in Narragansett. Industrial uses are also concentrated
in Moss Landing. These include fish and shellfish processing,
boat building, a Pacific Gas and Electric fossil fuel power
plant, and the Kaiser magnesia and refractory brick factory.

The North County LCP has as its highest priority the
protection and preservation of valuable natural resources.
The management issues and policies which are addressed in
that context and which might provide more effective manage-
ment in Rhode Island follow:<>

Visual Resources

The Coastal Act requires the protection of
scenic coastal resources. Particularly susceptible
to visual damage due to inappropriate development are
beaches, dunes, the low areas adjacent to the sloughs,
and ridgelines. All of these areas are highly visible
from long distances; they rely on unbroken horizontal
lines for continuity. These areas, in addition to
wooded hills and slopes adjacent to scenic corridors

should be zoned for scenic conservation treatment. Only



-16-

recreation and low-intensity residential uses that are
compatible with the scenic character of the area should
be allowed. Scenic or conservation easements should be
required in conjunction with subdivision construction
in wooded ridge, hill and slope areas. Agricultural
uses on flat or rolling land should be preserved as a
productive and visual resource.

Highways, roads and waterways of high visual
quality should be officially designated as State Scenic
Highways, County Scenic Roads and Scenic Waterways. No
uses or development should be allowed adjacent to scenic
corridors which are visually intrusive or which detract
from their character. Where highly sensitive scenic areas
cannot be effectively protected through public regula-
tion, that land should be considered for acquisition by
public or private agencies or organizations equipped to
properly manage such areas.

Environmentally Sensitive Habitats

Environmentally sensitive habitats are described
in the LCP as areas in which plant or animal life or
their habitats are rare or especially valuable because
of their special nature or role in an ecosystem, and
which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human
activities and developments. The principal policies for
the protection of these habitats are:

1) Land uses within or adjacent to environmentally sen-
sitive habitats shall be compatible with the long-term
maintenance of the resource. New land uses must incor-
porate all site planning and design features needed to
minimize or avoid habitat impacts, and must not estab-
lish a precedent for continued land development which,
on a cumulative basis, could degrade the resource.

New subdivisions shall be allowed only at densities
compatible with the protection of these resources.

2) To protect environmentally sensitive habitats and the

wildlife values associated with large areas of un-



3)

4)

5)

6)
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disturbed habitat, the County should retain signifi-
cant and, where possible, contiguous areas of undis-
turbed land for low intensity recreation, education
or resource-conservation use. Clustering of building
sites in the least environmentally sensitive areas
should be encouraged where appropriate.

Field surveys by qualified individuals or agencies
shall be required in order to determine precise lo-
catiofrs for private or public development, and to
recommend mitigating measures to ensure protection

of any sensitive habitat(s) present.

The County shall ensure the protection of environmen-
tally sensitive habitats through deed restrictions or
dedications of permanent conservation easements.
Where land divisions or developments are proposed,
such restrictions or easements shall be established
through the development review process. Where devel-
opment has already occurred in areas supporting sen-
sitive habitats, property owners should be encouraged
to voluntarily establish conservation easements or
deed restrictions.

A comprehensive natural resource and water basin
managenment plan should be prepared for the North
County. The plan should include recommendations for
monitoring residential and industrial runoff, regu-
lation of discharges into coastal wetlands and stream
courses, instream flow protection, regulation of
spoils disposal, and development of best management
practices for control of non-point discharge and
erosion. All appropriate public agencies should par-
ticipate in the management plan.

Where management and regulation techniques are not
sufficient to protect endangered environmentally sen-
sitive resources, public or private acquisition of
land or water areas representative of each of the

identified habitat areas should be encouraged by the
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County.
Water Resources and Water Quality
Ground water capacity is not generally a subject

of concern in Rhode Island as it is in drought-prone

California. Yet public water supplies reached critical

levels in New Jersey, New York and Connecticut in 1980.

This issue, then, deserves attention in Rhode Island, as

well. Management policies for the North County include:

1) A County ground water study should be conducted by
the U. 8. Geological Survey or other qualified or-
ganizations to determine the safe yield of ground
water supplies.

2) An ordinance should be drafted by the County to
phase development at a level compatible with the
availabilty of ground water supplies. Other sources
of water should be investigated.

3) An on-site waste water management program should be
initiated by the County to provide for public or pri-
vate monitoring, maintenance and replacement services,

4) Agricultural runoff should be monitored and tech-
niques established through a County Agricultural
Management Program to reduce pesticide and nitrate
content.

Agriculture

Agriculture is a traditional coastal activity
in the North County. It has contributed substantially
to the region's economy, pattern of employment and way
of life. Open space and the scenic quality of the land-
scape have been preserved as the result of agricultural
land use. Farming, of course, does not play as important
a role in Rhode Island's economy, but it is a valuable
reminder of the heritage and character of the South
Shore. In both areas, prime agricultural soils are
threatened as residential development and land specula-
tion raise the property values and taxes of farmland.
Agricultural management policies include:
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The County shall develop, in coordination with other
appropriate public and private agencies, a compre-
hensive agricultural management plan for existing

and future agricultural uses. The goal of the plan
would be protection of long-term agricultural pro-
duction, ground water availability and water quality.
Agricultural land use shall be classified according
to a three level system as follows:

Agricultural Preservation: prime and productive

agricultural land. Division shall be permitted only
when it does not adversely affect the land's long-
term agricultural viability. Subdivision or conver-
sion of Agricultural Preservation farmland for non-
agricultural use shall be permitted only where
there is an overriding need to protect the public
health and safety or where the land is needed to
infill existing developed areas.

Agricultural Conservation: small parcels of prime

agricultural soils not within or adjacent to desig-
nated Agricultural Preservation areas, or lands pre-
served through enrollment in legislated tax incentive
programs such as California's Williamson Act.26
Subdivision or conversion of Agricultural Conserva-
tion lands shall be allowed only under limited cir-
cumstances to accomodate orderly growth and benefit
the public welfare.

Rural Residential: property under very low density

residential use. Agricultural use is encouraged in
areas of mixed residential and agricultural uses.
Well defined buffer zones, obtained through scenic
or conservation easements, should be established ad-
Jacent to farming areas to protect agriculture from
impacts of, and mitigate its effects upon, incompat-
ible adjacent development.

Aquaculture

The development of aquaculture is encouraged
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as a priority economic, research and educational activ-

ity within the coastal zone. That development must, how-

ever, be consistent with the requirements of recreation-
al boating, commercial and recreational fishing, and
wildlife and water resources protection. Management
policies for aquaculture in the North County include:

1) Aquaculture activities shall not be permitted which
require major dredging or filling, or other signif-
icant alteration of coastal wetlands, streams or
shorelines.

2) Aquaculture activities shall not be permitted in
established public shellfish-gathering grounds or in
areas with important stands of submerged vegetion.

3) Aquaculture shall not interfere with navigation or
with established public access to the shoreline.

4) The County should support the formation of an Aqua-
culture Advisory Committee to foster the exchange
of information and advice between interested public
agencies and citizens.

Land Use and Development

Development within the North County coastal zone
shall be consistent with the use designations indicated
in Figure 5. Many of the management policies relating
to those designations have been discussed. Additional
provisions include:

1) Special Treatment Areas are to be established so as
to facilitate a comprehensive planned approach to-
ward developing industrial and high intensity uses.
These areas are designated for intensive levels of
development so that other rural areas may experience
lower development concentrations. Therefore, maxi-
mum use of the site should be made while protecting
against adverse impacts.

2) Residential development at medium to high densities
shall be concentrated in areas with adequate sewer,

water and transportation services. These developments
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shall be constructed within established urban/rural
boundaries before additional land is designated for
concentrated development.

Low-density residential areas should be located in
rural areas where an essentially residential charac-
ter exists. These areas should be developed and in-
filled to the extent allowed by site and cumulative
impact constraints allow before Rural Residential
areas are designated for low-density residential
development.

The County shall encourage the improvement, rehabil-
itation and expansion of low- and moderate-income
housing. The County shall provide means to expedite
projects which demonstrate innovative ways to imple-
ment housing policy.

The State should aquire privately-owned dune areas
which are offered for sale, with the goal of linking
them with present publicly owned dunes under an
overall recreation management and development plan,
Carrying capacities of estuarine, wetland and upland
areas designated as suitable for conditional recre-
ational development should be determined and should
not be exceeded.

A system of recreational hiking trails and bridle
paths should be developed.

Development that would threaten rare and endangered
plant and animal species in Resource Conservation

areas shall not be allowed.

Public Access

The California Coastal Act ensures the right

of the public to shoreline access consistent with the

protection and preservation of coastal resources.

Management policies related to public access include:

1) Existing major access areas, whether in public or

private ownership, should be permanently protected

for long-term use. They shall be improved where
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necessary and managed properly by designated public
agencies or private, non-profit organizations.

2) Improved access shall be provided through deductions
in conjunction with new residential or commercial
development where there is a history of public use
or where there are desirable and suitable access
destination points that are not adequately served
by other adjacent accessways.

3) New development should not encroach on well estab-
lished accessways nor preclude future provision of
access.

4) Educational displays alerting visitors to the fragile
nature of dune and wetland environments should be
posted at major access areas to them. Public educa-
tion should be encouraged through communications media
and programs in schools.

5) Recreational hiking trails and bridle paths, pro-
posed in the section on land use and development,
should be located out of public view and should
blend in with the surrounding environment and nat-
ural terrain features where possible. However, the
location of trailheads should be apparent to the
public and situated to facilitate supervision,

6) Construction of trails should ensure that environ-
mentally sensitive habitats are protected from over-
use. Trails along river and stream corridors should
be sited and designed to avoid impacts to riparian
vegetation, wildlife and water quality. Measures
include, but are not limited to, control of runoff
and erosion, contouring and siting of trails to con-
form to the natural topography, and separation and
screening from important areas.

7) Access trails to intertidal areas should be sited
to spread the zone of public use in appropriate
areas, rather than concentrate it in a small area.

8) An important factor in the management of public
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access is the provision pf parking facilities.

Policies regarding parking include:

a) The provision of parking, including the access
road to the parking site, should not encroach
upon a major shoreline destination or access
area.

b) Improvement of parking facilities should entail
minimum disturbance and should have minimal im-
pact upon environmentally sensitive resources.

¢) The number of parking spaces provided should
correspond to the capacity of the shoreline des-
tination point as determined by its size, the
sensitivity of the resources, and by the type(s)
and intensity of uses appropriate for the area.

Administration and Implementation

The North County LCP is to be used as a long-
range guide by County and State Agencies in all deci-
sions relating to conservation, management and devel-
opment on the coast. The County shall assume primary
responsibility for administering the plan as it affects
private land use. The County, and in some cases other
Jurisdictions, will need to develop and adopt a series
of ordinances, procedures or agreements in addition to
the land use plan itself in order to implement the
Land Use Plan Map (Figure 5) and policies. The major
implementation measures include:

1) Rezoning. Rezoning of the North County will be neces-
sary in order to reflect the uses, densities and
locations of the Land Use Map.

2) Development permits. All development in the coastal
zone will be required to obtain a development per-
mit from the County. Approval will be based on dem-
onstrated compliance with the plan and all its
provisions.

3) Site plan review. Projects applying for a coastal

permit will undergo a comprehensive site plan re-
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view to determine the consistency of the proposal
with the LCP.

4) Performance standards. Environmental performance
standards are incorporated in the LCP as specific
policies designed to protect riparian and forest
areas, wildlife habitats and other sensitive concerns.
As the carrying capacities of the coastal areas are
determined through improvement in the data base and
available information, the policies will be refined
to include qualified performance standards.

5) Growth management. A growth management program phas-
ing residential and, where appropriate, commercial
and industrial, development should be instituted
based upon natural resources protection, water avail-
ability, and public facilities capacity constraints.
Development and subdivision proposals would be pro-
cessed at set periods during the year.

The North County Local Coastal Program also advocates
as mechanisms for maintaining agricultural and open space land
use, the transfer of development rights or credits, conserva-
tion and scenic easements, public and private acquisition, and
the establishment of land trusts. These methods will be dis-
cussed in the fimal sestion of this paper with speelific refer-
ence to Rhode Island's South Shore.

Great Britain's Coastal Planning Policies

and Heritage Coast Program

The second management structure which will be examined
for its possible contribution to the protection of coastal
resources on the South Shore is that of Great Britain's coastal
planning policies. The coast of England and Wales offers a great
variety of scenery. Its complex of geological formations pro-
duces, over relatively short distances, sandy bays and coves,
shingle beaches, estuaries and offshore islands. Some 687
miles (25 percent) of the coast is either substantially devel-

27

oped or earmarked for development, compared with 11 percent
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of Britain's inland area. Of the remaining 2,054 miles of
coast, much of the scenery, although good, is not regarded as
being of high quality. Since 1945, the demands for energy and
recreational facilities and tourist accomodations have placed
great pressure on the coast. 1In most cases the national
interest, or lack of alternative locations, has led to its
development.29
Britains's present management and planning policies
for the coast are embodied in three documents which were pro-
duced by the Countryside Commission, formerly the National

Parks Commission: The Coasts of England and Wales: Measure-

ments of Use, Protection and Development (1968); The Planning

of the Coastline: A report on a study of coastal preservation

and development in England and Wales (1970); and The Coastal

Heritage: A conservation poilicy for coasts of high quality

scenery (1970). These policy studies superceded the Coast
Protection Act of 1949, which had proven ineffective in pre-
venting the continued erosion of the coastal environment.

The management programs set forth in those documents
were initiated because of the opposition of planning author-
ities at the national level to the "blanket" protection pol-
icies and uniform zoning regulations which had been imposed
by some coastal counties., Uniform regulations were necessarily
applied indiscriminately to coastal resources and were often
negative. Furthermore, in order to expedite those policies,
county governments chose to define essential development in
very broad terms. County Councils adopted "resolution poli-
cies" arrived at by Council resolution rather than through a
consistent development plan. As a result, planning decisions
were made on an ad hoc basis: while obviously unsatisfac-
tory schemes were rejected, the attrition of stretches of un-
spoiled coastline by the slow accumulation of piecemeal
development was not prevented.30

The system of coastal planning which was consequently
instituted by the Countryside Commission differentiates bet-

ween separate policy areas and combines development control
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with positive proposals for utilizing and conserving the un-
developed coast. According to this concept, uniform develop-
ment control policies may be applied generally to a variety of
potential areas, but management policies must relate specifi-
cally to each locality.

Recreational use of protected land may be promoted, and
development pressure reduced, through aquisition and "manage-
ment agreements." The management agreement is intended to com-
pensate the landowner for any financial losses entailed through
its implementation while enabling the planning authority to
make laws and appoint wardens to enforce them. The agree-
ment may thus overcome possible conflicts between the inten-
tions of the owner and those of the planning authority. Man-
agement agreements have involved private owners and the For-
estry Commission, Nature Conservancy and National Park Planning
Authorities.

The management plan established by the Countryside

Commission in The Planning of the Coastline involves subdi-

viding the coast into homogeneous areas for policy purposes.
The document states:

Ideally each separate area or zone should be a broad
stretch of ccast and hinterland which can be distin-
guished from its surroundings by its scenic qualities
and topography, by its value for scientific research
or its particular suitability for certain land use
functions, existing or potential, and because these
factors give rise to policies within the area which

do not necessarily apply outside. It is essential

that policies for these coastal zones should avoid the
error of many existing protective policies: that is,
to start by prohibiting all but essentiaal develop-
ment and undermine this protection by a very loose
definition of the development that will be permitted.
Policy statements for c¢oastal areas should provide
positive guidance on all matters relating to the31
future use and physical development of the land.

Facilities should be provided for a range of recreational
activities from solitary to intensive use. Taking positive
steps to meet recreational needs is, in the opinion of the
Countryside Commission, the only realistic way to secure long-

term conservation of the coast.
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Coordinating the management actions of publiec, quasi-
public and private landowners, including farming interests, is
important to the success of the Commission's conservation
policy. Principal landholding bodies, aided by the skills and
manpower of voluntary organizations active in the field, should
have a voice in the formulation of countryside and coastal
polices. Local planning authorities, responsible for that
coordination, should be served by an officer qualified and ex-
perienced in rural conservation and the management of country-
side resources.

The policies which have been described provide the basis
for Britain's coastal management plans. A two-tier management
system has been developed consisting of "structure plans"
and "local plans." Structure plans are statements of general
policy, indicating broad planning strategy. They are mandatory,
requiring central government approval. In order to prevent
reversion to ad hoc resolution policies, which occurred
under previous broad-based management programs, local plan-
ning authorities are encouraged to prepare the second-tier
local plans which show policies in greater detail. Because
they are prepared by local planning authorities, the plans
normally will receive local approval. The Minister of Housing
and Local Government can, however, require the production of
local plans where he considers them essential.

Priority in the preparation of local plans should be
given to areas which are under pressure for development and
where there will be greater need for control and for public
understanding of policies. It is in such places that a local
plan with its more detailed and articulated policies will
achieve the greatest benefits. In areas where there is no
pressing need for a local plan for purposes other than coastal
conservation, it will be possible to prepare a "subject plan,”
i.e., a local plan dealing with that particular subject
only.32

In The Planning of the Coastline, the Countryside

Commission observed that some stretches of Britain's coast,
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where the scenery by national standards was of the highest
order, merited special attention. Such areas were likely to
be increasingly threatened by development and recreation
pressure greater than that experienced in the larger National
Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Accordingly,
such areas have been protected through the establishment of
a nationwide system of Heritage Coasts. As of 1977, 34 Heritage
Coasts, including 730 miles of the undeveloped coastline of
England and Wales, had been designated (see Figure 6). These
are areas of exceptional scenic quality which are represen-
tative of the whole of the British coast rather than local
or regional features. While they are substantially undevel-
oped, certain small settlements are included in order to se-
cure comprehensive planning. The areas are named Heritage
Coasts to ensure that the heritage of the nation's coastline
is protected from development and its consequences.
The two main planning objectives of these coasts are:
1) to conserve in its natural state, as far as possi-
ble, the quality of the coastal scenery through
careful management, and
2) to facilitate and enhance their enjoyment by the
public through the promotion and encouragement of
recreational activities consistent with the conser-
vation of fine natural scener‘y.33
It is the philosophy of the Countryside Commission
that some development for which a coastal site is essential
must be accomodated on the coast; to deny the need for a
coastal site, where such a need can be proved to exist, in
order to preserve undeveloped coastline simply because it is
undeveloped, defeats the objectives of conservation. The man-
agement policy for the Heritage Coasts accepts the need to
accomodate those pressures that can be met without conflic-
ting with the conservation of the environment. It also im-
plies, wherever possible, the full use of coastal resources
in conjunction with a strictly enforced development policy.
This should exclude completely from vulnerable areas those
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forms of development (including some recreational activites)
which, by reason of noise, scale, traffic, or damage to the
habitat, would be totally incompatible.

The average Heritage Coast is 21 miles long and extends
inland one mile. It is thus similar in size to the South
Shore coastal zone. Four separate categories of coast,
requiring different management techniques, are identified in
the Heritage Coast program. Those categories are also char-
acteristic of the South Shore.

First are those areas in early stages of defacement as
the result of insensitive planning. Areas of this type on
the South Shore include the cluttered summer cottage develop-
ments in Matunuck and Point Judith, and the developed barrier
beaches in Charlestown and Westerly. Second are the rela-
tively unspoiled stretches with limited road access. Such
areas are distinctly vulnerable to any road improvements
which would attract more vehicles. The remaining undeveloped
barrier beaches on the Rhode Island coast, the landward
shores of the coastal ponds, and the shoreline of the Narrow
River meet this criterion. The third category comprises
coastal heritage features of outstanding national (regional
in relation to the South Shore) significance, including
cultural and historic attractions both natural and manmade.
The Gilbert Stuart Birthplace and Casey Farm in the Narrow
River watershed, the higtoric grist wmill loeated on the
Mill Pond str;im in South Kingstown, and the Jireh Bull

Garrison site merit such consideration. The fourth type

of coast includes those areas already in some form of public
or quasi-public ownership. These areas offer the greatest
scope for creative management. Within such areas, public
access should be limited only to the extent necessary to
effectively protect the environment. Indeed, significant
public interest (including financial support for management
and acquisition) may be generated as a result of increased
access. Applicable properties on the South Shore include the

Ninigret and Trustom Pond National Wildlife Refuges; the
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Galilee, Jerusalem and Succotash marsh areas, and the Quon-
ochontaug and Charlestown breachway areas which are presently
managed by the Rhode Island Department of Environmental
Management (DEM); and DEM's South Shore Management Areas in
South Kingstown which are maintained as open space for game
management.

The management policies prescribed for the Heritage

Coasts are based upon two fundamental principles:

1) Determination of the intensity of use and of the
optimum capacity above which the pressures on the
environment will be so great as to cause serious
damage. The carrying capacity of a resource is
considered in terms of ecological and visual effects
on the environment arising from the number of people
present and their activities. The determination of
what is an acceptable capacity for any particular
resource will depend on three factors: (1) the
tolerable degree of ecological disturbance, (2) the
desired level of solitude or of acceptable visual
intrusion, and (3) the available funds for invest-
ment in management.

2) Determination of management zones in those parts
of a Heritage Coast outside of existing settle-
ments, based on different intensities of use. The
three zones suggested by the Countryside Commission
are:

Intensive zones, consisting chiefly of the more

popular beachs and other major recreational centers
catering to large numbers of people. Permitted uses,
which are of a simple nature only, include swimming,
sunbathing, walking, sightseeing and picnicing. Ac-
tivities which detract from these forms of recreation
would not be allowed. The heavily used beach areas
of Washington County fit this category.

Remote zones, which aim to maintain selected stretches

of relatively inaccessible and unspoiled coast free
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from vehicles. Fragile habitats should be protected
from damage caused by vehicles and large numbers of
people. Such areas should provide solitude for people
who prefer quiet recreational activities. An area
fitting this category on the South Shore could be
Moonstone beach which borders the Rhode Island Audu-
bon Society's Moonstone Waterfowl Refuge.
Transitional zones, consisting of the remainder of

the Heritage Coast outside of existing settlements.
Recreational and service facilities should be grouped
in selected locations so as to cause the least dam-
age to the environment. A reasonable degree of road
access should be provided, but stretches between
transitional zones should remain undeveloped. Activ-
ities, including scenic viewpoints, should be pro-
vided for visitors who are not prepared to walk any
great distance from their cars.

The full range of possible recreational activities
allowed within the three zones is shown in the model Chart of
Acceptable Activities (Figure 7).

The principal objectives underlying Britain's management
of its Heritage Coasts have been outlined. The policies through
which those objectives are to be achieved are categorized as
follows:

Land Use and Development

In order to be effective, the management of a
Heritage Coast must be closely allied to a firm policy
of land use and development control wihin the statutory
planning framework. That policy should conserve the
special quality of the landscape, safeguard features
of scientific interest, and support agriculture, for-
estry and simple forms of recreation in such a way that
they do not conflict with one another. Any non-recre-
ational uses other than these should be prohibited un-
less the specific siting within the Heritage Coast is

manifestly in the national interest. Environmentally



CHART OF ACCEPTABLE ACTIVITTIES

Remote Transitional Intensive
Activity Zones Zones Zones
Beach games B A A
Camping (motorised) D o} Cc
Camping (lightweight) (o4 B B
Canoeing c A B
Cycling Cc A B

Field Studies, nature study and

Sea Angling
Swimming
Sailing

Sand Yachting
Skin Diving
Sunbathing
Surfing
Walking
Water Ski-ing
Wildfowling

Outdoor Educzticn
Flying model airc:arnt
Golf
Motor sports
Picnicking
Playing portable radios
Pleasure Motoring
.Pony Trekking
Potholing

Power Boating

Riding horses

Rock and Cliff Ciivuin
Rowing
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Figure 7.

indicates the zone or zones within which the activity is considered most appro-
priate and in which its promotion or development should be encouraged.

indicates a zone within which the activity itself is acceptable, but for various
reasons (for example the need for car parks, buildings or structures which would
themselves be inappropriate in the zone concerned, or because of the limitations
of the zone itself) is not the ideal location and no steps need be taken to promote
the activity.

indicates a zone within which the activity, subject to certain safeguards, may be
appropriate on a limited scale. Acceptability will depend on the nature of the
locality and the scale of the activity envisaged. Steps need not be taken to promote
the activity.

indicates a zone within which the activity is wholly inappropriate and should be
resisted, This category includes activities characterised by excessive noise or
disturbanc.. ar those which require large tracts of land or water for satisfactory

Source: See note 27.

- A

Model chart of acceptable activities in a Heritage Coast.
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appropriate siting and design standards should be imposed
on any new development. Where possible, all buildings

and facilities should be grouped at or close to estab-
lished centers.

In the absence of special provisions controlling
development in some Heritage Coast jurisdictions, local
planning authorities have resolved land use conflicts
by working closely with developers, landowners, far-
mers and other interested parties through Countryside
advisory committees. In this way, a local planning auth-
ority may be able to achieve a degree of cooperation
which might not have been possible through the enforce-
ment of stricter measures.

The policy governing recreational development
should be threefold: first, to encourage those activi-
ties which rely wholly or mainly on the natural re-
sources of the coast and have little or no impact on
the landscape; second, to confine those activities
which are likely to conflict with each other to speci-
fied parts of the coast to reduce or eliminate this
confliet; and third, to discourage and resist the in-
troduction of activities which are likely to damage
the character or scenery of the Heritage Coast. The
determination of what are acceptable activities should
be based on the nature of the management zones previ-
ously describred. The model Chart of Acceptable Acti-
vities (Figure 7) illustrates one method of achieving
this.

Access

The means of access provided within a Heritage
Coast include roadways, parking facilities, footpaths,
bridlepaths and open country. The degree of public
access is a key factor in the levels of use within the
Coast areas. The concept of optimum capacity is likely
to succeed only as a result of the careful management

of all recreationists in accordance with an agreed ac-



b i

cess policy. Specific provisions of that policy include:
1) Vehicular Access and Parking Facilities. Road cap-

acities and widths should be related to the accep-
table levels of use (the carrying capacity) of the
resources to which they give access. The provision
of parking spaces, particularly in remote or tran-
sitional zones, should also be related to acceptable
aggregate capacity. Siting and design standards
should be imposed on parking lot construction.

2) Footpaths and Bridlepaths. The routing of footpaths
is an effective way to regulate the intensity of use

in a Heritage Coast. Paths should, however, divert
walkers away from fragile habitats. Routes should be
provided along the lines of interesting natural
features, particularly hill ridges, valleys and
rivers. Paths should be adequately marked and made
known to the visiting public. The cheapest and sim-
plest way of keeping paths open and unobstructed is
by encouraging their regular use. Possible locations
of trails on the South Shore were discussed in re-
lation to the California Local Coastal Program.

3) Access from the Sea. Boat access should be con-

trolled in accordance with the described management
zones. Local bylaws may be desirable to confine
direct access to related points, and to specify the
type of vessel (motorized vs. nonmotorized), and
permitted noise levels within each zone. This cri-
terion has been considered by the Rhode Island
Coastal Resources Center as a method of regulating
recreational use of coastal ponds on the South Shore.
Provision of Recreational Facilities

Supporting facilities for recreational activi-
ties should be provided only where necessary and approp-
riate according to the model Chart of Acceptable Acti-
vities (Figure 7). The range and scale of facilities

envisioned for a Heritage Coast are illustrated in a
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model Facilities Provision Chart (Figure 8). New facil-
ities should adhere to environmental siting and design
standards. They should be deliberately grouped at prin-
cipal focal points and should not be scattered through-
out the Heritage Coast. Existing facilities should also
be resited and grouped if necessary. Close contact with
local landowners, public agencies and other bodies is
essential to this effort.

Landscape Improvement

Management policy regarding landscape quality
in Heritage Coasts should be coordinated between con-
cerned public agencies, local planning authorities and
landowners. Measures which may be taken to improve the
landscape include the burying or rerouting of overhead
electric and telephone cables, and the redesign or re-
moval of obsolete or unnecessary buildings and signs.
Information and Interpretation

The Countryside Commission envisioned a variety
of information and interpretive facilities for Heritage
Coasts, similar to those found in American national
parks, informing visitors of recreational opportunities
and supporting facilities. Promotion of resource use
would conform to the designated management zones. The
projected facilities include:

1) A central, or perhaps several, Coastal Information
Visitors' Centers, providing exhibitions and dis-
plays, lectures and film shows, and demonstrations
of local activities and natural history. A center
of this type, focussing on coastal ecosystems, was
recently proposed as a part of the possible revi-
talization of Marina Park in South Kingstown.35

Other possible locations might include the Narrow

River watershed and/or either Ninigret or Trustom

Pond National Wildlife Refuge, and Galilee, where

the focus could be on the Rhode Island fishing

industry.
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2) A visitor's map showing the features and facilities
within the Heritage Coast should be available to
the public at various locations throughout the area.
Stationary interpretive maps and displays should be
located at natural and man-made focal points. Meas-
ures of this kind could be particularly applicable
on the South Shore. .

3) Self-guided nature trails focusing on marine biol-
ogy or geology. These could be developed in con-
junction with the footpaths which were described.

4) Warden service. The provision of warden service 1is
regarded as essential for a Heritage Coast. War-
dens would be available to advise visitors on all
aspects and features of the area, including the
reasons for and methods of managing and conserving
the landscape. The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
personnel who manage the Ninigret and Trustom Pond
National Wildlife Refuges might fill this role.

Implementation

Many of the policies which have been described
for the Heritage Coasts may be implemented under exis-
ting British legislation. It is assumed by the Country-
side Commission that the local planning authority
would be the most effective body in managing the day-
to-day control of land use and development within the
Heritage Coast area. The Commission also recommended,
however, that a special planning committee be appoin-
ted to effectuate the objectives of the Heritage Coast.
The committee should include, and maintain an effective
liason with, government officials, landowners, farmers,
voluntary organizations, amenity societies and others
concerned with conservation and recreation interests.
It is anticipated that the good will generated by such
consultation will enable local planning authorities to
obtain more readily the agreement of private landowners

and others for carrying out specific management objec-
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tives. An appointed Conservation Officer would be re-
sponsible for coordinating policies. Wardens, as previ-
ously described, would carry out the practical tasks of
management.

Planning objectives may be achieved in certain
instances through management agreements such as those
discussed in relation to general coastal planning. In
other situations, public or quasi-public acquisition
may be the only effective long-term safeguard. Usually,
however, a management agreement is likely to prove the
cheapest and most effective way of securing objectives
which cannot be obtained by planning controls. Manage-
ment agreements are also much more acceptable than
compulsory acquisition. Comprehensive legislation to
enable public authorities to make positive agreements
with private owners and, where necessary, to bind suc-
cessors in title, is recommended by the Countryside
Commission.

A Plan for the Narrow River Watershed

California's Local Coastal Program, as has been shown,
places highest priority upon the protection and preservation
of natural resources, specifically, environmentally sensitive
habitat areas. Great Britain's planning policies place an
equal degree of emphasis upon maximum recreational utiliza-
tion of coastal resources within the limits of necessary envi-
ronmental protection, i.e., the multiple use concept. A third
program which will be examined for its applicability to re-
source management on the South Shore is the Plan for the Narrow
River Watershed (hereafter referred to as the Narrow River
Plan, the Watershed Plan, or the Plan). The Narrow River Plan
embodies elements of both the California and British programs,
thus occupying a middle ground between the extremes of those
two concepts.

The Tri-Town Narrow River Planning Committee was cre-
ated by the towns of South Kingstown, North Kingstown and
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Narragansett in 1975 to sponsor the development of a compre-
36

The
Committee commissioned A Plan for the Narrow River Watershed
which was produced in 1976 by RIVER LANDSCAPES, a joint ven-
ture of Roy Mann Associates, Inc., and Moriece & Gary, Inc,,

hensive land use plan for the Narrow River watershed.

of Cambridge, Massachusetts.

In 1981 the three towns created by resolution the
Narrow River Watershed Council. At the time of this writing,
the Council was expected to become functional in the fall of
1981. The Council will be an advisory body. While its creation
was proposed in the 1976 Watershed Plan, the provisions of the
Plan, which was designed to address the management issues con-
fronting three of the five South Shore communities, offers in-
sight into the applicability of the California and British con-
cepts in Rhode Island. The attitudes of the Watershed Council
and the South Shore governments toward the Plan provide an
indication of the feasibility of establishing an innovative
regional resource planning and management authority including
all of the coastal communities of Washington County.

The Narrow River i1s a drowned river estuary typical of
the northeast coast of the United States. The river valley
was created by pre-glacial geologic processes and by the later
deposition of glacial outwash sediments which eventually formed
the river's southern and northern watersheds. The valley was
subsequently inundated by ocean waters as the sea level rose,
thus creating the present estuarine ecosystem. Fresh water
enters the Narrow River via the Mattatuxet River, which flows
into the estuary from the north, and from other small streams
throughout the watershed.

The Narrow River and its watershed provide habitat for
a variety of wildlife species. The river supports shellfish
and functions as a nursery and overwintering area for finfish.
Approximately 250 acres of salt marsh in the lower river area
have remained largely intact but are threatened by continuing
storm water runoff and by incremental dredging and filling

which has been allowed in the past. Water quality in the river
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has been affected by high coliform counts caused by suspected
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local septic system failures, by storm water runoff, sed-
iment discharge from cleared upland areas, and potential ur-
ban and highway runoff. Soil and slope characteristics
within the watershed dictate moderate and severe limitations
for septic system installation.

The natural features of the river and watershed are
of great aesthetic as well as ecological value. Dominant
aesthic resources include hill ridges, the floodplain, upland
edges of wetlands, water/land edges and woodlands. Development
within the watershed includes discrete townships and suburban
and rural settlements. Highest densities occur in South Kings-
town and Narragansett in the middle river area. The Narrow
River offers a variety of recreational activities, including
boating, fishing, shellfishing and swimming.

The objective of the Plan is to use to positive advan-
tage the scenic, ecological and recreational resources of the
river in the planning and management of future watershed
development. The management policies proposed by the Tri-Town
Planning Committee were outlined according to the following
management issues:

Growth Management

Future growth should be guided to suitable
locations and minimized in areas inappropriate for
development. Methods proposed for managing future
development include:

1) Village Centers. Existing developed areas could

become the focal points for most future development
in the watershed, providing residential, commer-
cial and recreational facilities. This objective
could be achieved through zoning and subdivision
regulations recently enacted in South Kingstown38
and Narragansett39 allowing cluster development.
Cluster zoning provides for the preservation
of open space within a community while permitting

development of the normal number of housing units
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allowed under pertinent subdivision regulations.
The original lot size on a given parcel is reduced,
thereby enabling the concentration of units in a
segment of that parcel. The remaining acreage is
maintained as open space for the residents of the
cluster development. Both South Kingstown and Nar-
ragansett require that 20 percent of any parcel on
which dwellings are clustered, exclusive of road-
ways be retained as open space.

Planned Unit Developments (PUDs) should also
be established. PUDs allow the integration of resi-
dential and commercial uses, thereby reducing re-
quired capital investments in roads, utilities and
other community services. These development schemes
are specifically intended to retain and preserve
existing open space within the development area.
Developments will be subject to environmentally
appropriate siting and design standards.

Open Space. Open space and scenic amenities can

be maximized by limiting development in outlying
areas. Both traditional zoning methods and innova-
tive land management programs are suggested in the
Watershed Plan as a means of controlling development
outside of village centers. Low density residential
development (two-acre zoning) alone or in combina-
tion with cluster development provides the most
restrictive controls possible within the context of
traditional zoning. Any future revision of zoning
regulations by individual towns could render land
management in ad jacent towns less effective.

A relatively recent means of land management
suggested in the Plan is that of the transfer of
development rights (TDR). TDR might be used within
the Narrow River watershed in order to establish the
proposed village centers. Under TDR, owners of agri-
cultural or open space land zoned for development
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who wish to develop their property would be entitled
to construct that project within a designated devel-
opment district purchased by the town, or to sell
that development right to a third party. In this
way, the landowner will receive the same income he
anticipated from building on his own property, the
town will receive property tax revenue that it would
otherwise have foregone under restrictive zoning
provisions such as exclusive agricultural zoning,
and the open space land will be preserved for the
benefit of all residents. (Loss of tax revenue is
often a deterrent to the implementation of more re-
strictive zoning.)

Another, although expensive, means of land man-
agement proposed for the Watershed is land banking.
This mechanism involves the public or quasi-public
acquisition of property in order to prevent unwanted
future development. Deed restrictions or lease
agreements may then be applied to the sale and devel-
opment of that land. However, the loss of municipal
tax revenues in the interim, in addition to the sub-
stantial initial cash outlay required, may be an
important deterrent to implementation.

eloping Open Space, Recreational, Scientific

and

Educational Resources

and
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The Planning Committee envisioned a recreational
educational role for the Narrow River and proposed
establishment of public park areas in the upper
lower parts of the estuary, to be linked through

reational activities invloving the river corridor
well.

Encouragement of non-motorized boating was
ommended for the park areas. In those areas open to
orized craft, speed limits would be imposed in order
prevent conflicts with non-motorized boats and with

-boating recreational uses of the river and its
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shoreline. Any channel modification to alleviate nat-
ural shoaling and increase boat access would be

allowed only after careful environmental impact review.
The Committee proposed the construction of hiking, bi-
cycling and nature trails beside the river and through
upland areas using existing roads or utility rights-of-
way.

The scientific value of the Narrow River estu-
ary was also recognized by the Committee. The contin-
uation and expansion of scientific study and other
educational uses of the river's natural resources is
a primary goal of the Watershed Plan.

Public acquisition of full or partial interest
in land was considered by the Planning Committee to
be the principal means of reserving open space for
public recreational or educational facilities. Public
acquisition of full interest ("purchase in-fee-simple")
is, however, expensive and often results in the re-
duction of municipal tax revenues. For those reasons,
"less-than-fee-simple" methods of acquisition were
recommended by the Committee. These include easements
and covenants, land trusts, and preferential tax treat-
ment. Additionally, private "pre-acquisition" organiza-
tions may assist in land preservation by purchasing
endangered property and holding it until the appropri-
ate public agency is able to assume title to the land.

Scenic and natural areas can be protected on
a long-term basis through restrictive easements and
covenants, applied to property titles, prohibiting or
limiting development. Such agreements may also be de-
signed to encourage appropriate recreational develop-
ment. Easements and covenants, which are voluntary,
afford property owners tax deductions on their federal
income tax returns. The Committee urged that voluntary
agreements of this kind be solicited by state and local

officials. Land trusts, which likewise provide prop-
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erty owners with federal income tax deductions, are
non-profit organizations established to preserve land
through acquisition or dedication of full or partial
interest in land. Preferential tax treatment may also
be provided to land owners as an incentive to maintain
land in agricultural or open space use through legis-
lated programs such as the Rhode Island Farm, Forest
and Open Space Act, revised 1980. These and similar
programs will be discussed in greater detail in the
final section of this report.

Floodplain Zoning. Specifiec floodplain zoning, more

restrictive than that which presently exists, was
proposed by the Committee as a means of controlling
future development and assuring maintenance of open
space adjacent to the river. Additionally, a long-
term program of voluntary and assisted housing re-
location out of the floodplain was recommended.

Environmental Management

In order to protect sensitive watershed resour-
ces, the Committee recommended "special district zon-
ing" which would allow only open space uses in areas of
(1) coastal floodplains, (2) erodible shallow and wet
soils, (3) steep and long slopes and bluff areas, and
(4) water/land and wetland edges.

Coastal floodplain zoning should not only re-
quire the floodproofing of structures and prohibit the
use of septic systems, but should restrict future de-
velopment in the 100-year floodplain to open space
uses. The Planning Committee recommended stricter sep-
tic system specifications based on soil suitability and
applied individually by the towns, including the re-
quirement of technical site plan reviews for development
on erodible, shallow or wet soils. North Kingstown's
overlay districting was suggested as a model program.
Comprehensive planning, including consideration of

sanitary and storm water sewers, was viewed as the most
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effective implementing mechanism for these measures.
Appearance and Design

The Tri-Town Committee recommended the acquisi-
tion of scenic easements as the most effective means
of protecting woodland areas. Cutting and trimming
standards were proposed in order to maintain existing
canopy trees. The promotion of forest management under
the Farm, Forest and Open Space Act, revised 1980, was
also advised. Acquisition of scenic easements was rec-
ommended along scenic highways and secondary roads.
Easements may prohibit future obstruction of views by
vegetation, buildings and signs. Existing road mainten-
ance programs should be used to selectively clear shrub
vegetation to reveal stone walls, woodlands, road can-
opy trees and views of the river. Measures similar to
these have been successfully implemented along the
Merritt Parkway in Connecticut.”o Further, specific
stretches might be officially designated as scenic
roadways and highways. Aesthetic design and siting
standards and site plan reviews should also be re-
quired for boat docks and shore protection facilities.
Organizational Considerations

The Plan for the Narrow River Watershed called
for the active participation of residents, local govern-
ments and state agencies. The Planning Committee pro-
posed the establishement of a permanent inter-town
commission to deal with watershed issues, utilizing as
a basis existing intergovernmental processes. The
Narrow River Watershed Council was established in 1981
to fulfill that role.

The creation of a joint state-local commission
to guide implementation of the Plan was also recommen-
ded. Local regulation of watershed development would
be monitored by the commission and appealed through
local zoning boards of appeal. The commission could be
empowered to acquire and hold land, and could be pro-
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vided a permanent source of revenue (perhaps bonding)
to finance land acquisition.

Applicability of the Three Management Strategies

to South Shore Coastal Resources

It is recognized in the By-Laws of the Narrow River
Watershed Council that "...the conservation, utilization, de-
velopment, management and control of the Narrow River Water-
shed under a regional council will bring the greatest benefits
to the [individual] town[s] and regional population." It is
further stated in the By-Laws that:

",..the purpose [of the Council is to promote and
provide for] the perpetuation of the watershed's value
to all, to develop recommendations for ratification by
member towns, to influence local, state and federal
policies to address regional concerns, and more speci-
fically, to appoint a Narrow River Advisory Commission
to develop and effectuate the plans and policies of the
the Council.

The goal of the Narrow River Watershed Coun-
cil is to provide for a joint exercise by the member
towns of their sovereignty in the common interests of
the people of the region and to strengthen local self-
government capabilities to work in a coordinated manner
towards theuqullest realization of the Narrow River
Watershed."

The resolutions of South Kingstown, North Kingstown
and Narragansett creating the Narrow River Watershed Council
recognize the prior preparation of the Plan for the Narrow
River Watershed and the desires of each town to effectuate
many of the objectives of the Plan. The Council, however,
is in no way bound to the Plan. Nevertheless, the attitude
of Council members and other local officials to the Plan
which, again, includes policies common to both the California
and British management programs, provides an indication of
the applicability of innovative management techniques on the
South Shore.

In this regard, officials associated with planning in
the three towns were questioned about the liklihood of the
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planning and management measures proposed in the Plan for the
Narrow River Watershed being implemented in those towns. The
same questions were asked of officials in the remaining South
Shore towns, Charlestown and Westerly, as part of the effort
to determine the feasibility of establishing a regional plan-
ning commission for all of coastal Washington County. Wes-
terly officials were unable to comment on the Watershed Plan
or on the proposals contained ther‘ein.42
When the Watershed Council becomes operational in the
fall of 1981, it is expected to assume a progressive position
in addressing the management issues faced within the Water-

shed area.43’44

To this effect, the village center concept,
central to all three programs, is considered an effective
i o South

Kingstown and Narragansett have recently adopted cluster zon-

method of development control for the Watershed.

ing provisions which would allow concentration of development
in village centers. North Kingstowns's overlay districts would

a7

allow similar control. The construction of shopping cen-

ters is seen as an inducement to the concentration of both

residential and commercial development within the Water'shed.48
The deep resistance to condominiums and apartments which was
evident on Ege South Shore as recently as 1976, is apparently

decreasing. Such a change could lead to increased accep-
tance of planned unit developments (PUDs). In Charlestown,
which does not presently have a cluster zoning ordinance,
cluster development is considered a desirable planning ob-
jective in order to protect the aquifers lying beneath that
town.50
The preservation of farmland and open space is the
cornerstone of the California Local Coastal Program. Its im-
portance on the British coast in areas where recreational de-
velopment would be harmful to the environment is emphasized
in that country's planning policies. It is integral, as well,
to the Plan for the Narrow River Watershed for the reason that
agricultural and open space land are seriously threatened

throughout the South Shore:



-50-

Land use in the towns of Narragansett, South Kingstown
and Westerly was recorded in 1970 and 1977. During that per-
iod, forest and wetlands acreage increased 9 percent while
residential use decreased 10 percent. However, during the
same period, intensive agricultural activities decreased 11
percent and extensive and open farming decreased 54 percent.
It is those open agricultural areas which are most desirable
for subdivision because of their deep soils, slight slopes
and resistance to erosion. Although residential acreage
declined during the early 1970s, any economic revitalization
in the future would subject that abandoned agricultural land
to severe development pressure. In fact, "other" wurban
acreage, presumably commercial development, increased 71
percent from 1970 to 1971.51

Additionally, owners of open space land, which is
taxed at fair market value, i.e., highest potential use, of-
ten find that the tax burden is too costly to continue using
their land for low intensity uses such as farming, forestry
and open space. These high taxes often force the conversion
of land to industrial, commercial, residential or other high

intensity use.” |

In 1973, Rhode Island property taxes aver-
aged 29.1 percent of farm income, compared with the national
average of 8.1 percent. Only Massachusetts, New York and New

Jersey had higher tax rates.Su

That pressure will increase
substantially as a result of scheduled property revaluations
on the South Shore.

Presently North Kingstown has a policy of open space
zoning. However, those lands designated as open space are, in
actuality, parcels which are publicly owned by either local,

e

state or federal interests. South Kingstown employs sim-

ilar distrieting, referred to in that town as "publie" zon-
ing.56 Areas so designated in the South Kingstown coastal
zone include Trustom Pond National Wildlife Refuge, Jerusalem
salt marsh and Marina Park on upper Point Judith Pond. While
these areas are protected by such status, open space zoning

is not utilized under these circumstances to define pro-
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jected open space land use, or to preserve privately held
farmland or open space. Open space zoning is not employed
in Narragansett because of that town's small area. Instead,
Narragansett has chosen to maintain several large undeveloped
parcels within its boundaries through public acquisition.57
In Charlestown, open space zoning is viewed as a promising
mechanism for land management, to be considered in the devel-
opment of that town's Comprehensive Plan.58
Preservation of private open space or agricultural
land in these towns must, at this time, be pursued through
the Rhode Island Farm, Forest and Open Space Act, revised
1980. The Act, originally passed by the State Legislature in
1968, is a voluntary use value assessment program. Under the
revised program, farm, forest or open space land is assessed
according only to the production value of the land after cap-
italization. In return, the land owner must agree to maintain
his property in its existing condition, and is subject to a
land use change penalty tax if he converts that property to
intensive use at a future date. Designation of farmland, for
which a minimum of five acres is required, is made by the
Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management, thereby
circumventing the refusal of some tax assessors to comply with
the 1968 Act. The town is further prevented from altering the
use value assessment by the Board of Assessment Review, any
decision of which may be appealed to the county Superior

Court.6o’61’62

This program is very similar in purpose and
operation to the Williamson Act (Land Conservation Act) dis-
cussed in reference to the North County Local Coastal Pro-
gr‘am.63’6u

A second state program designed to achieve these ends
is the Purchase of Development Rights program which was passed
nearly unanimously by the Rhode Island State Legislature in
early 1981. The Legislature has appropriated $2,000,000 for
Fiscal Year 1982 to organize an administrative commission
and to establish operating rules and regulations for the pro-

gram, Under tentative procedures, the state would pay to the
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land owner the difference between the development value and
the agricultural value of the property, which is to be main-
tained in agricultural use. Funds will be raised through gen-
eral revenue bonds and will be allocated according to soils
type, with no minimum or maximum acreage limit. Preservation
of the prime agricultural soils of the South Shore is a pri-
mary objective of the new progr‘am.65
Another mechanism which has been discussed for pro-
tecting these lands is the transfer of development rights
(TDR). TDR is similar to the Purchase of Development Rights
program but is conducted largely within the private sector.
The mechanism for implementing TDR was described in the pre-
vious section of this report. TDR, which was advocated in
both the California and Narrow River plans, was also recently
proposed for implementation in South Kingstown.66 It is re-
garded as a potentially effective form of land use management
in North Kingstown, although the location of a suitable devel-

67

opment district has not been considered. Narragansett is

the smallest of the towns in area on the South Shore and does
not have any acreage for such a development district.68 Thus,
opportunities for implementation of TDR within the Narrow
River watershed appear limited at this time. Officials in
Charlestown, where a variety of management policies are being
examined in preparation for the development of that town's
Comprehensive Plan, are, however, interested in the TDR con-

cept.69

Adoption of TDR by Charlestown and South Kingstown
could provide an incentive for similar action in other South
Shore communities.

Agricultural and open space land may also be set aside
through various forms of acquisition. Acquisition in-fee-simple
involves the purchase of property rights in toto and is thus
an expensive means of land preservation. Less-than-fee-simple
acquisition of those property rights necessary only to main-
tain the land in its existing condition is, therefore, more
commonly employed. Less-than-fee-simple options include the
purchase of development rights by a municipality or the state,
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and the purchase of conservation and scenic easements. Two
organizations, most notably, have aquired property on the
South Shore through outright purchase: The The Rhode Island
Department of Environmental Management established the South
Shore Management area through fee-simple acquisition.70 The
Rhode Island Audubon Society also established the 115 acre
Moonstone Waterfowl Refuge, which includes part of Trustom
Pond and its watershed, through outright purchase.
Organizations wishing but unable to purchase land for
conservation purposes may be assisted by pre-acquisition
agencies such as The Nature Conservancy (TNC) and the Trust
for Public Lands (TPL). Acquisition of land by government
agencies is often delayed by the lack of immediate funding
or by lengthy but required administrative procedures. The ex-
pansion of Trustom Pond National Wildlife Refuge by the U. S.

Fish and Wildlife Service, for example, requires Congressional

approval and is presently subject to federal budget negotia-

tion. Because the threat of development adjacent to the refuge

is imminent, TNC and TPL, both private, non-profit organiza-

tions, have considered acquiring and holding that threatened

property until the Fish and Wildlife Service is able to assume

title.71’72

Additionally, agencies interested in acquiring ecolog-
ically sensitive areas may purchase land through "bargain
sales.”" A bargain sale is advantageous to both the purchasing
agency and the landowner. The purchaser is able to acquire
valuable property that it could not have afforded at its fair

market value. The landowner may deduct the difference between

the fair market value and the bargain sale price from his fed-
eral income taxes and is subject to reduced capital gains tax.

b

Endangered land has also been protected from development

through its acquisition by neighboring landownwers. In 1969,

homeowners in Prospect Heights, Illinois, were unexpectedly

confronted with the imminent filling and subdivision of a sci-
entifically and aesthetically valuable freshwater wetland sit-
uated in their neighborhood. With the guidance of a knowledge-
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able lawyer, owners of property adjacent to the wetland incor-
porated themselves as the Hillcrest Homeowners Association and
raised the necessary funds to purchase the threatened property.
The Association later sold one acre of the fifteen-acre wetland
for a private homesite. In so doing, the Association recouped
the entire purchase price of the wetland.74 The Friends of
Trustom Pond, recently organized in response to the proposed
subdivision of property adjacent to that National Wildlife

Ref‘uge,75

may be able to exercise similar influence.

Local land trusts, which were disccussed in the Plan
for the Narrow River Watershed, offer an additional voluntary
means of resource protection. Independent land trusts have
been successfully established in all of the other New England

states.76

The local land trust is a non-profit, tax-exempt
organization managed by an elected group of local volunteers
and enabling widespread public participation. If the trust is
disolved at a future date, the property will revert to another
tax-exempt conservation organization, as required by law. Con-
tributions to the trust are tax-deductible under Internal Rev-
enue Service ruling.77’78
Floodplain zoning, proposed in the Plan for the Narrow
River Watershed, is also a principle component of the Cali-
fornia Local Coastal Program. Narragansett, Charlestown and
Westerly presently adhere to the guidelines of the National
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The NFIP requires only that
certain design standards be applied to construction within
the flood plain, specifically, that that the living areas of
residences be at or above the 100-year flood level.79 Cur-
rent Flood Insurance Agency storm surge level calculation
methodology is being revised to more accurately account for

wave set-up and run—up.8O

North Kingstown's overlay distric-
ting places certain limitations on flood plain development,
however, flood plain acreage in North Kingstown associated
with the Narrow River is minimal and is effectively protected

81

by required large-lot zoning. South Kingstown's High Flood

Danger Zone prohibits all 24-hour occupancy on both developed



and undeveloped barrier beaches. The HFD zoning is, however,
presently being tested in court. In the case of Zeppa v.

South Kingstown regarding construction of a house on Green

Hill Beach, the HFD zoning was found in Washington County
Superior Court to be an indirect confiscation of property
without compensation and, therefore, unconstitutional. A pre-
vious case, Annicelli v. South Kingstown, is on appeal to

the State Supreme Court to reverse the municipal denial of a
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barrier beach building permit. Despite the controversy
surrounding South Kingstown's HFD zoning, the town of Charles-
town is willing to consider the same type of restrictive flood
plain zoning for inclusion in its Comprehensive Plan.83
A bill, sponsored by Senator John Chaffee of Rhode
Island, to eliminate NFIP subsidization of reconstruction of
buildings located on barrier beaches is currently before the
U. S. Congress. The elimination of flood insurance may make
HFD zoning more effective or even unnecessary: the desire to
build in the HFD zone should be reduced or, hopefully, elim-
inated in the absence of such guaranteed subsidization.
Perhaps the most controversial proposal in the Plan for
the Narrow River Watershed involves the voluntary and assis-
ted relocation of houses out of the flood plain. Such action
would not be particularly beneficial to North Kingstown, again
because of the limited flood plain area and existing large-lot

84

zoning in that town. The legal and funding problems incum-

bent in such relocation are of concern in Nar‘r‘agansett.85
Other towns share these reservations while acknowledging the
environmental benefits of eliminating flood plain development.
However, the abolition of flood insurance may also generate
greater interest in housing relocation.

The Watershed Plan also called for the formation of
watershed protective zoning districts defined by soil and
slope conditions. Development in areas of shallow bedrock and
water tables or high erosion potential within those districts
would be subject to site plan review, as required for North

86

Kingstown's overlay districts. The concept of a consis-
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tent land use plan based on soil conditions is also of inter-
est to Charlestown officials.S’

An important component of the California, British and
Narrow River plans is the provision of public access. The
British policy coordinating road width and parking facilities
with resource carrying capacity was not addressed in the Plan
for the Narrow River Watershed. Construction of new beach ac-
cess roads on the South Shore is probably unlikely, although
the concept might effectively be applied to parking lot con-
struction or expansion.

The development of recreational trails is a facet of
the California and British programs which is particularly ap-
plicable to all of the South Shore. Footpaths, bridlepaths and
educational nature trails along the Narrow River shoreline and
its watershed were suggested in the Watershed Plan. They might
also be constructed around and between the coastal ponds. Access
of this type can contribute significantly to the awareness of
area residents of the value of those resources. These access-
ways must, of course, be constructed in accordance with approp-
riate environmental safeguards. The most effective means of
establishing public trails in the Narrow River area may be
through voluntary action of landowners. Residents who may be
interested in allowing public access on or over their property
may also be reluctant to give control of accessways to municipal
authorities because of anticipated inadequate trail maintenance
by the town. Instead, those landowners may be willing to work
individually or together to maintain trails.88 Alternatively,
control of trails could be donated or dedicated to conserva-
tion organizations such as the Audubon Society or The Nature
Conservancy, which would subsequently be responsible for their

maintenance.
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CONCLUSIONS

It is apparent that many of the land use policies and
management tools which have been applied successfully in Cali-
fornia and Great Britain are acceptable in Rhode Island within
the defined management structure proposed for the Narrow River
watershed. The motivation for the formation of the Narrow
River Watershed Council by North Kingstown, South Kingstown
and Narragansett derives in large part from the fact that the
Narrow River estuary is contiguous between the three towns.
They share not only the scenic and recreational resources of
the estuary, but also the responsibility for its wise use and
the consequences of its improper management.

The objective of this investigation has been to examine
the feasibility of establishing a regional South Shore plan-
ning commission, drawing on the pertinent principles and
policies of the three management programs which have been dis-
cussed. The fact that all five towns are not physically linked
by a contiguous system such as that described above has been
cited as an obstacle to the establishment of any unified re-
gional planning body.89 In fact, the towns do share common
concerns. All of the South Shore communities are endowed with
coastal ponds and estuaries, fragile dune and beach habitats,
and fertile outwash plain. Quonochontaug Pond is divided be-
tween Westerly and Charlestown, and access to Green Hill Pond
in South Kingstown is gained through the Charlestown breach-
way and Ninigret Pond in Charlestown. Property damage on
South Shore beaches will be inflicted indiscriminately across
town borders by the next hurricane to strike the New England
coast. All communities have suffered losses in agricultural
land use during the last decade and, consequently, will face
the threat of increased urbanization in the future, as indi-
cated by the projected population increases for coastal Wash-
ing County presented in Figure 2.

The formation of the Narrow River Watershed Council
indicates local recognition of, and determination to address,
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that threat. The enthusiasm in Charlestown for many of the
proposals of the Plan for the Narrow River Watrershedgo in-
dicates acceptance of the regional management concept by towns
outside the Narrow River watershed. Through the implementa-
tion of consistent regional planning policies, the high sce-
nic and environmental quality of the South Shore, which has
remained intact because of the region's physical isolation
from the urbanized cities to the north, would be preserved.
Consistent open space and farmland preservation policies
would protect the heritage of the region and would insure
the viability of agriculture as an economic base in all com-
munities. If the Watershed Council is successful in its mis-
sion, even greater interest in regional planning may be seen
in the other towns.

A number of planning measures which reflect the poli-
cies discussed in this paper are already available to the
South Shore and may serve as a foundation for regional manage-
ment action. Principally, the communities should adopt collec-
tively those individual town zoning ordinances which are most
effective in the protection of coastal resources. These in-
clude the cluster zoning ordinances of South Kingstown and
Narragansett. Open space zoning, or overlay districts such as
those in North Kingstown, could likewise be adopted in all
towns. Beaches and barrier beaches, both developed and unde-
veloped, may be better protected by uniform zoning policies
similar to South Kingstown's High Flood Danger districting.
Alternatively, the possible repeal of National Flood Insur-
ance may open the way for other area-wide flood control leg-
islation. All towns presently have construction and design
standards, although these might be reviewed and revised, if
necessary, to impose a maximum degree of consistency.

One of the cornerstones of the California Local Coastal
Program is the provision of low- and moderate-income housing
in any residential development. The South Shore communities
address this need in various ways. The Town of Narragansett

Zoning Ordinance includes a special exception for multi-fam-
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ily dwellings. Westerly subscribes to Section 8 of the U. S.
Housing Act of 1937 (P.L. 73-479) which provides low-income
residents with rent assistance through subsisdies to land-
lor'ds.9‘l North Kingstown is a participant in the Community
Development Block Grant program as provided by the Housing
and Community Development Act of 1974 (P.L. 92-383).92
this program, grants are available to small cities (less than

Under

50,000 population) for a variety of revitalization purposes.
However, only South Kingstown advocates (as a premise to its
zoning ordinance) the promotion of a "...maximum choice of
housing opportunities for all economic and social groups."
Adoption and implementation of a similar policy by the other
communities on the South Shore would inspire greater apprec-
iation of the region's resources by all groups through their
shared responsibility for following necessary management
policies.

The state-local land management bill which has gone
before the State Legislature a number of times but has failed
to win approval would provide planning mechanisms to be ap-

plied regionally. Narragansett and South Kingstown favored

93,94

that legislation. North Kingstown initially opposed

the bill because too much land use control would have been

removed from local authorities
the bill's defeat state-wide.)
generated for the more limited
in this paper.

The policies which have

.95 (This was the reason for

Support might, however, be

county-wide program suggested

been discussed as applicable

within such a regional program would contribute to implemen-~

tation of the collaborative planning

96

process described by Sor-
ensen. Official sources of support
the

has established on-going scientific studies and environmental

for regional cooperation
presently exist in Rhode Island: Coastal Resources Center
education programs involving the coastal ponds of Narragansett,
South Kingstown and Charlestown. Expansion of research activ-
ities either by the CRC or by other departments of the Uni-

versity of Rhode Island to include the coastal ponds of Wes-
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terly and the Narrow River would provide the necessary infor-
mation base for a county-wide regional planning program.

The communities are empowered to form inter-town coun-
cils under the provisions of the Rhode Island Council of Gov-
ernments Bill of 1964. The bill enabled the formation of the
Coalition of Coastal Communities and Towns, and may be applied
to the Narrow River Watershed Council. However, there is no
existing enabling legislation in Rhode Island for the estab-
lishment of regional planning bodies, and no regional organ-
izations have been formed.97 The Joint Municipal Planning
Commission legislation (R.I.G.L. 45-22.1) was intended to al-
low town planning boards to act together, but it has not been
employed in any formal organizational arrangement.98 The most
effective enabling legislation for watershed commissions would
be the "Rivers" bill which has been passed by the State Leg-
islature but has not entered into force.99 Enforcement of
this legislation should be encouraged, and additional enabling
legislation for a South Shore Planning Commission should be
proposed.

The role of a planning agency should include the
involvement of that body's constituents in the formulation
and implementation of policy. The planning process should be
positive, encouraging appropriate resource use, and not
strictly regulatory. The planning authority should provide
landowners with information and management techniques to en-
able them to protect the environment. Resource carrying ca-
pacities, mitigation measures, and necessary development
prohibitions may be more effectively enforced if appropriate
and responsible development is encouraged. The California
Local Coastal Program and the British coastal planning poli-
cies provide functioning examples of this cooperative pro-
cess. The Coastal Resources Center's proposed resource use
classification revisions are an effective contribution to
this effort. Within such a management arrangement, the ad-
versary relationship which often exists between planning

authorities and landowners can be avoided.
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