
From: pryor.margherita@epamail.epa.gov 
Sent: Wednesday, March 03, 2004 8:48 AM 
To: Peter August 
Cc: Adams.Lois@epamail.epa.gov 
Subject: personal observations on commission process 
 
 
 
 
 
Pete --- Yesterday's meeting left me with the disturbing perception that 
the commission is winging its way through this effort, without clear 
expectations for the commission members' job over the next couple weeks, 
and without a clear path for their participation.  It will be difficult 
to get high-level, meaningful input if people believe they're going to 
sit through another two hours of apparently incomplete reports.  It was 
not a good sign that certain commissioners either didn't show up at all, 
or came late and then left early; it's another bad sign that the 
intergovernmental panel has apparently already selected a group of 
individuals to investigate a bi-state agreement without any discussion 
by the full commission or even report to the full commission.  The 
apparent lack of both engagement and transparency signals real problems 
for the success of the commission. 
 
However, I think a couple more immediate issues need to be addressed if 
we expect to give the Governor any useful input from this exercise: 1) 
the synthesis and writing of the report to be presented to the 
commission for their review, 2) a better system for incorporating and 
responding to reviewer comments, and 3) the structure of the next 
commission meeting. 
 
1)    It is my understanding that the communications panel will be 
responsible for preparing a consolidated report for the full 
commission's review.  Without precluding a full discussion by the 
commission, the steering committee and the panels still have an 
obligation to focus the commission on developing actionable 
recommendations.  I believe this means there must be some analysis 
across the reports, including providing options for synthesizing and 
prioritizing individual panel results, as a way to help the commission 
develop a coherent report.  Accompanying the panel reports with such an 
analysis would not replace a full discussion but rather would help move 
it more quickly to the substance of the recommendations.  Based on its 
membership and the charge for which it was convened, I'm not convinced 
that the communications panel is the right group for this effort.  They 
will be very needed to communicate the issues --- including finding 
appropriate ways to present the reports and get feedback ---- but I 
think the substance of the issues first needs to be the product of 
analysis by a writing team or other representative group with greater 
background in the material.  It would be a disaster to simply re-package 
the panel reports for format.  If that's all that is envisioned, don't 
waste anyone's time.  Just staple the reports together and hope that 
commission members will read them. 
 
2)    A few people yesterday wanted to provide comments.  It's still not 
clear how that will be done.   The response seemed to be that the five 
panel chairs who reported yesterday will have taken notes during the 
meeting and will "consider" them as necessary in developing the final 



reports, which are to be completed some time this week.   Then, some 
time between the end of this week and March 15,  a consolidated report 
will emerge for review by the full commission.  The report will be 
posted on the govcomm website.  The process after that appears 
uncharted.  Commission members will have their say on March 24, but how 
the public can comment and who will respond to those comments is an 
unanswered question.  The track record for public input in this process 
isn't encouraging.  Comments and nominations provided in response to the 
first commission meeting don't seem to have been much considered or even 
acknowledged. 
 
3)    Because of the deadline for the commission to report its findings 
by the end of March, it's critical to organize the next meeting as a 
working session, not a listening-to-reports session.  A successful 
meeting will depend very much on the ability of the commissioners to 
digest the panel reports, look across the individual panel 
recommendations to find commonalities and/or inconsistencies, and 
together determine what should be forwarded to the Governor as their 
report.   The analysis suggested above could help this process by 
identifying clusters of high priority/synergistic actions.  These 
clusters could serve to organize discussants into smaller groups whose 
findings can then be brought to the whole group for comment and 
ratification.  And by the way, real interaction likely will require more 
than the two hours we normally assign to the process. 
 
Not to be cynical (who, me!?), but unless we address the issues upfront, 
the credibility of this process will suffer. 
 
Please note these are my personal observations, not comments from EPA as 
a commission member.  They reflect my intense interest in seeing this 
effort succeed and in seizing the convergence of interest on the part of 
the General Assembly, the Governor, and the public as a unique 
opportunity to preserve and restore all that is best about Rhode Island. 
I would be happy to discuss these comments with you further.  And yes, I 
volunteer to be part of a writing team. 
 
 
Margherita Pryor (CRI) 
EPA -- New England 
One Congress Street 
Boston MA  02114 
617-918-1597 
617-918-2064 (FAX) 
pryor.margherita@ epa.gov 
 
Send lawyers, guns, and money. Warren Zevon 
 



MegKerr.txt
From: Meg Kerr [megkerr@cox.net]
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2004 4:38 PM
To: James Boyd
Cc: Margherita Pryor; Sandra Whitehouse; Peter August; Chip Young; Kelly
Woodward; Richard Ribb (gso)
Subject: Commnents on Commission Report

Jim, Chip and Pete -
First of all -- you are doing a great job with the Commission. Writing a
report from 10 individual committee reports, and then writing the final
report by  committee, is a huge challenge and I commend all involved.

I have not thoroughly read all the panel reports, but I do have some
editorial comments on the draft commission report and some substantive
comments as well. You can, of course, take them or leave them.

I am working from the version of the report that was posted on the web this
weekend.

EDITORIAL
I think that in places the report is difficult to read and understand and
contains coded "policy - speak". If we want the Governor's staff to read and
act on the report, I think we should simplify the language - it will "punch
up" the message.
Here are a few examples -
Pg. 1  "This information will allow for continual, results-oriented
performance assessments, feeding an adaptive management plan that responds
to the Bay's neeeds, and that makes the public aware of...."
AND
"Implementing short- and long-term investment strategies maximizing the
Bay's resources to benefit the public through wise develoment and
envrionemtnally sensitive strategic planning"
AND
pg. 2 "This science-based analysis was presented to other panels who must
suggest what actions must be taken to deal with issues of ongoing
assessment, governance and financing to ensure that the recommendations can
be effectively carried out"

That is enough to make my point. I suggest that perhaps an outside editor -- 
Sue Kennedy is super, Monica, etc. could help. Chip is excellent as well,
but you may be to close to it at this point to really read it as an
outsider.

CONTENT
pg. 1 -- third bullet. You list the emphasis of the restoration program as
"seagrass, salt marshes and fisheries" but on pg. 14 the restoration program
includes riparian buffer restoration, greenspace protection, fish passage
(perhaps embedded in  the word fisheries, but I think it should be
explicit). I would encourage you to add a few categoies to the executive
summary that embrace the freshwater restoration.

pg 1/2 -- I mentioned this at the meeting today. The House Bay Trust
identifies Coordination as a huge issue in the current management of
Narragansett Bay and recommends the creation of a Coordination Team. The
Governor's report is virtually silent on this issue - it doesn't recognize
the Bay Trust recommendation and it doesn't acknowledge WITHIN RHODE ISLAND
coordination as a current issue (except around monitoring). The
recommendations on "making it happen" would lead the reader to believe that
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MegKerr.txt
coordination with neighboring states is the only coordination issue.
The members of the Bay Trust commission (which included Fred Vincent (Bob
Ballou was his alternate), Save the Bay (John Torgan), Ken Kubic, Virginia
Lee, Mike Tikoin, Mike McMahon, etc. as well as Reps Naughton, Ginaitt,
Giannini, Crowley and Long) unanimously supported the recommendations of the
House Bay Trust. I think it would be foolish to ignore both the coordination
problem (or the historic difficulties of coordination), and  the Bay Trust
recommendations -- even if they are mentioned as a starting point for the
inter-governmental coordination panel deliberations.

pg. 5. This may seem picky - but I think the map is very weak. Perhaps it is
just a place holder. To be useful, I think it needs a RI state boundary and
readable labels for the rivers. I would also recommend sub-watershed lines.

Table I B (pg. 14) DEM has produced a plan for anadromous fish restoration
"Strategic Plan for the Restoration of Anadromous Fishes to Rhode Island
Coastal Streams". (which was referenced several times at the Commission
meeting when the panels reported their findings) It might be worth
referencing the plan in this table, or at least in an appendix. This will be
a critical plan for freshwater fish restoration.

 Pg 15 -- Investment strategies -- I certainly don't disagree with the
recommendations, but there are several "quieter" projects that link economic
development to river restoration -- the Woonasqautucket Greenway project is
certainly one -- the Saugatucket Heritage Corridor Coalition's long standing
work on developing a walkway along the river and eventually spurring
downtown revitailization that features the river is another. I think these
small projects deserve note lest they be forgotten with a focus on the large
coastal develeopment projects on Aquidneck Island, Quonset and Providence.

pg. 15-16 -- The reports mentions shoreline access for fishermen, but as far
as I can see, the report is silent on the issue of marina development,
recreational bay use and potential conflicts between commercial fisheries
and commercial recreational development.

Again -- you have done a great job with a very challenging assignment. I
hope my comments are helpful as you pull the report together for the final
report to the Governor.

Meg
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March 25, 2004 

The Honorable J. Joseph Garrahy, Chairman 
Narragansett Bay and Watershed Planning Commission 
Coastal Institute 
University of  Rhode Island 
 
 Re: Draft Phase I Report 

Dear Governor Garrahy: 

As requested, I hereby submit my comments on the draft Phase I report in writing.  Let me 
begin by making clear that these comments, while largely critical, are intended to be constructive; and 
by acknowledging that it is much easier to criticize than to write a report of  this nature.  I commend 
commission members and staff  who are putting in much time to respond to Governor Carcieri’s 
charges. I commend you and professor August on your efforts to manage the complex process, 
including the almost-impossible-to-manage commission meetings. 

Having said that, I also urge you to consider whether this process is going to meet the 
expectations, not so much of  various commission members, but of  the Governor and in particular 
of  the public.  The last thing Rhode Island needs is another restatement of  what we already know: 
that Narragansett Bay has serious problems and lots of  programs and organizations dealing with 
them in one way or another.  The challenge for the commission is not how to refine the restatement, 
by adding the most recent data or by modifying language to make it more politically correct.  
Yesterday’s commission meeting seemed to be largely that: making sure that the report was acceptable 
to its “authors,” rather than making sure that the report provides the audience, i.e. the Governor, the 
General Assembly and the public, with the clearest picture possible of  why we have failed to date to 
reverse the trend of  degradation and what we are going to do differently this time. 

The challenge is to break radically with the pattern that has frustrated so many advocates,  
government leaders and constituents alike: a perpetual cycle of  plans that do not get implemented, 
and a proliferation of  organizations and initiatives that produce incremental change at a snail’s pace in 
a fragmented fashion.  The challenge is to deny to the people and agencies who have presided over 
this failure the right to do it all over again.  That may sound harsh, and it is only fair to point out that 
many of  these people and agencies were not given the resources or the political back-up to do what 
they wanted to do.  Others, however, have become more focused on their own survival and status 
than on delivering the results the people of  Rhode Island have a right to expect.  It is almost natural, 
in a perverse sense, that bureaucratic and political thinking comes to dominate the process, and that 
endless wordsmithing only produces vague and flowery language that accommodates everybody but 
presents hardly any new insights, let alone commitment to specific change and results. 

The draft report is disappointing.  While it summarizes much relevant information in a 
concise manner, hardly any of  that information is new.  While it suggests that there is much to be 
done immediately, it fails to specify, with a few exceptions, actions beyond what agencies and 
organizations are already doing.  Most importantly, perhaps, the report makes no reference 
whatsoever to the timeframes included in Governor Carcieri’s executive order.  Instead, the report 
seems to reflect a reluctance to commit to timeframes and specific outcomes due to concerns about 
lacking resources. 
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The most glaring examples are the recommendation to establish a Bay Assessment and 
Response Team (BART) by executive order, and the lack of  recommendations regarding a Bay 
Islands Park.  As to the former, the Governor’s earlier executive order already called for the response 
team to be established, by January of  2004!  Ignoring that timeframe and insisting on another 
executive order is simply not responsive.  Furthermore, making the Governor responsible for 
mobilizing the team each time is the exact opposite of  what is needed, which is that agencies once 
and for all learn to act as a team on their own, instead of  having to be told by others.  Regarding the 
Bay Islands Park, the Governor asked for a feasibility study by March 2004.  As was noted yesterday, 
the draft report fails to recommend any concrete steps and seems to suggest instead that the whole 
idea is questionable.  When that was not acceptable to some, and when it was pointed out that there 
are in fact resources available to do some serious work (such as rehabilitating the T-dock on the 
southern tip of  Prudence Island), someone suggested that perhaps a feasibility study should be 
undertaken!  If  this is how we respond to executive orders, we’re in trouble. 

Concerns about inadequate resources are legitimate.  The illegitimate, bureaucratic response, 
however, is to adopt a “no can do” posture, and to obscure the issues rather than dissect them in 
broad daylight.  Good examples are the challenging issues of  wastewater treatment improvements 
and storm water management.  The draft report fails to present explicit choices, such as whether to 
pursue more aggressive nutrient reduction at major facilities like the ones managed by the 
Narragansett Bay Commission.  This notwithstanding the fact that Governor Carcieri essentially 
demanded to know why we should not press for these further reductions if  these are in fact the 
largest sources of  nutrient loading to the Bay.  The report instead calls for “completion” of  upgrades 
as already planned.  That means as planned for the last several years.  That means not changing 
anything even though we’ve had the fish and clams kills, and horrific odor episodes, last summer to 
shake us awake.  That means that bureaucrats are running the show, complaining that business as 
usual is already too expensive and that we, therefore, cannot afford to recommend change.   What is 
needed is a non-bureaucratic analysis of  how much nutrient reduction we will get out of  already 
planned upgrades and by when, how much that is likely to reduce hypoxia in the Bay or not, whether 
it is technically feasible to make larger or faster reductions, what that would cost taking into account 
all options to reduce cost, etc.  That analysis could then be the basis of  at least one part of  the 
strategic nutrient reduction plan the Governor hoped to see by April 2004. 

Another part of  that strategic plan needs to address storm water.  Here again, the draft 
report fails to address the harsh truth, which is that (1) storm water is one of  the greatest 
contributors to nutrient and bacteria loading to the Bay and (b) neither the State nor cities and towns 
are anywhere near having adequate storm water programs.  As was pointed out yesterday, we are at 
least a year behind in implementing the original federal mandate that calls for municipal storm water 
management plans to be approved by the State.  These are plans that contain only the minimum 
measures required by federal law, not necessarily plans that, based on accurate data about local 
sources and discharges of  runoff, articulate measures that will restore receiving waters to applicable 
water quality standards.  Collectively, we are 20 years behind in meeting the Clean Water Act’s goal of  
fishable and swimmable waters; yet, we quibble about whether the State has the authority or moral 
right to push municipalities (and other responsible parties like the Department of  Transportation) to 
get serious about controlling runoff.  By the way, you cannot wordsmith your way out of  this one by 
adding the assurance that DEM will act “consistent with the Clean Water Act,” a phrase that only 
adds insult to injury for those lamenting the lack of  progress over the last several decades. 

Again, the issue of  resources is used as a bureaucratic excuse not to recommend more 
radical action.  The Governor’s bond proposal to fund water programs is being referred to as if  it is 
the solution.  While that proposal deserves praise and legislative support, there is no analysis in the 
report of  how much funding would actually go to implementation of  storm water controls.  The fact 
is that the money will only scratch the surface of  what it will cost to collect data, evaluate sources and 
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remedial options, and construct or otherwise implement improvements.  That cost can only be 
minimized by an all-out effort to coordinate and streamline public as well as private sector activities, 
from data collection to strategic planning at the local and drainage basin levels, from engineering to 
permitting. 

Permitting, unfortunately, is still too often part of  the problem instead of  the solution.  It is 
problematic that environmental restoration projects are held up in large part by an exhaustive and 
frequently exhausting environmental review and approval process.  While permittees (and their 
lawyers and consultants) share some of  the blame for delays that can run into years, there is an urgent 
need to streamline the regulatory process so as to expedite improvements that are desperately needed, 
be they upgrades of  sewage treatment facilities or habitat restoration projects.  The report should set 
ambitious goals for agencies like DEM and CRMC to reduce their individual and joint processes to 
timeframes that are consistent with the goals and objectives of  the strategic plans the Governor has 
asked for. 

Arguably, the call for permit streamlining should also be driven by proposals for sustainable 
economic activity on and around the Bay.  Unfortunately, the draft report once again demonstrates 
that there is no economic program for Narragansett Bay and that, therefore, improving the Bay’s 
conditions will remain a lower priority, environmental agenda.  The report makes vague references to 
waterfront redevelopment, marine tourism, marine trades and marine biosciences, and identifies as 
“necessary steps” the “outlining” of  plans and specific goals at some unspecified point in the future.  
The report does seem to recognize fisheries as an economic issue, but also reaches the low point of  
vagueness and lack of  commitment in such meaningless recommendations as “protect and support 
fisheries for commercial and recreational use” and “continue cooperation and dialogue that can lead 
to increased aquaculture production.”  What on earth does this mean?  What about economic 
development funding for data collection and research that can improve productivity of  habitat and 
gear?  What about creating fish processing capacity at Quonset Point and positioning the State for the 
recovery of  many marine species (instead of  letting infrastructure and jobs go to neighboring states, 
as we have done repeatedly in the past)?  And why was the one concrete proposal, by fishermen, to 
evaluate expansion of  shellfishing for both economic and environmental (water quality) benefits, lost 
in the shuffle? 

Finally, the report utterly fails to recognize the watershed dimension of  both the problems 
and the solutions that need to be addressed.  Governor Carcieri was clear that he wants watershed-
wide action, including interstate cooperation.  The recent Senate report placed a similar emphasis on 
the need to use an ecosystem model.  And everybody knows that the Bay is only as healthy as its 
tributaries are, those tributaries will not be clean unless they are protected from their source waters to 
the entry points into the Bay, and such protection cannot be effective unless we get much more 
serious about source reduction, including environmentally sound land use practices.  Maybe the 
commission intends to address this dimension in a later “phase.”  In doing so, however, it misses an 
opportunity to frame the issues correctly, engage watershed partners that are ready and waiting to be 
involved, and empower the watershed programs that are currently struggling due to, not just a lack of  
resources but a lack of  statutory mandate and both political and budgetary priority.  These are the 
very programs that offer the most hope and opportunity for coordination and partnering between the 
public and private sector, local, state and federal governments, interstate cooperation, etc.  They can 
help us reduce cost and enhance our chances to attract additional, federal or nonprofit, funding.  If  
this flaw cannot be remedied in the final Phase I report, it must be addressed “immediately” 
thereafter. 

In the beginning of  this letter, I mentioned exceptions.  I would count the specific 
recommendations relating to habitat protection and data management among the positives of  this 
draft report.  Please add a specific endorsement of  legislation to establish a steady revenue source, in 
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the form of  a trust fund started with a one-time transfer from the OSPAR account.  The comment 
that this program is already being funded by the General Assembly is misleading.  Annual 
appropriations are unpredictable and as such do not allow for the long term planning and design that 
these types of  projects require (just like land acquisitions have a long lead time during which the 
availability of  money is a key factor in keeping the parties at the table).  With the heightened 
awareness since last summer, and given certain changes in the Legislature, this might actually be the 
year in which we can finally get this legislation passed (at no net cost). 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments.  I hope you will share them with 
commission members and accept them for what they are intended to be: constructive criticism.  As 
you already know, I will be available, if  need be, to assist in turning recommendations and criticisms 
into the kind of  work plan the Bay really needs.  I wish you and the commission much success in this 
endeavor.  

Sincerely, 

Jan H. Reitsma 
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To: <jboyd@gso.uri.edu> 
From: "Caroline Karp" <ckarp@brown.edu> 
Subject: RE: Updated DRAFT Governor's Commission report 
Date: Wed, 24 Mar 2004 00:42:22 -0500 
----- 
25 March 2004 
 
Mr. James Boyd 
Narragansett Bay & Watershed Planning Commission 
Coastal Institute, Box 39 
URI Narragansett Bay Campus 
Narragansett, RI 02882 
 
SUBJECT: Comments on the Revised Draft of the Phase I Strategic Work 
Plan (dated Mar 23d) 
 
Dear Jim,  
I offer the following questions and comments on the Revised Draft of the 
Phase I Strategic Work plan (dated Mar 23d). I hope they are of some use 
before the various Panels complete their work on Phase I. 
 
The (Draft) Strategic Work Plan does not appear to address the following 
issues and might, as a result, miss an opportunity to anticipate rather 
than react to some existing problems for the Bay and its tributary waters. 
These issues include: 
 
* Addressing the role that various smart growth techniques,  
Combined with an emphasis on investment in the urban core, could play in 
reducing the effects of sprawling development on Bay habitat and water quality 
for both states. (The Revised Draft seems to emphasize restoration of coastal 
habitats and economically valuable resources rather than address 
patterns and promoters of growth in the Bay watershed.) 
 
* Restricting out of basin transfers of freshwater to and from the 
Narragansett Bay basin. (See the SWRB's WAPAC recommendations which 
could be incorporated by reference to the extent they address many strongly 
related hydrologic and water quality issues.)   
 
* Protecting the diversity of non-commercially important native  
Fish and wildlife resources of the Bay and its tributary watershed for the 
benefit of all citizens. (Page 14 has a goal that might capture this 
issue except that the Draft currently emphasizes commercially and 
recreationally important species.) 
 
* Addressing the intentional introduction or release of non-native 
species to RI waters. The habitat panel could address sale of non-native 
aquatic plants by RI and mail order nurseries. The fisheries and 
aquaculture panel could (should) consider legislation regarding cultivation and 
accidental release of non-native species. 
 
* Emphasizing opportunities for pollution prevention and source 
reduction in addition to technology-based treatment. (See MA Toxics Use 
Reduction Project and RI Hazardous Waste Reduction Program.) 
 
* Considering ways to anticipate and address potential water  
quality, ecological and human health effects associated with discharges of 
toxics such as mercury from local industries and utilities, and domestic 



discharges of personal care products, antibiotics and pharmaceuticals to RI 
waters tributary to the Bay. (See USGS' 2003 study of 133 streams in U.S.) 
 
* Promoting inter-jurisdictional enforcement of environmental protection and 
fish and wildlife laws.  
 
I also have a couple of specific comments as follows. 
 
P. 1 Executive Summary 
1. The 1st action item calls for proceeding with ongoing 
technology-based efforts to reduce nutrient, CSO and stormwater inputs to Upper 
Narragansett Bay. This raises two questions and a comment: 
 -  How will point source controls for nutrients and bacteria 
contribute to achieving "fishable, swimmable standards" in Upper 
Narragansett Bay, i.e., how many more days could the Upper Bay be open 
To fishing and swimming than it is now IF the State undertook these 
Priority actions? In other words, would the State commit itself to these actions 
If the Upper Bay met "fishable, swimmable" standards 90 more days, 30 more 
Days or fewer than 10 more days than it is on average today during the summer 
months?  
 
 - Why is Upper Narragansett Bay identified as the State's  
Highest priority vis a vis nutrients and pathogens? This question seems relevant 
For at least two reasons. The fish kill in Greenwich Bay was partly 
Attributed to excessive nutrient inputs and led to the Commission. Second, 
Continuing industrial, commercial, residential and thermal discharges at the 
head of the Bay, as well as legacy effects associated with the industrial 
history of the Upper Bay will need to be addressed in addition to nitrogen and 
fecal inputs to achieve "fishable, swimmable" standards in the Upper Bay.  
 
 - Restoration is significantly more expensive than prevention  
if the costs of sewering, CSO abatement, de-nitrification, and new disinfection 
technology are added up. Where are the smart growth recommendations that 
could help to minimize nutrient, fecal and toxics loads to the Bay and 
its tributary watershed?  
 
Best regards as always, 
 
Caroline A. Karp 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



To: <jboyd@gso.uri.edu> 
From: "Caroline Karp" <Caroline_Karp@brown.edu> 
Subject: another pair of comments 
Date: Thu, 25 Mar 2004 15:27:26 -0500 
----- 
26 March 2004 
 
 
 
Mr. James Boyd 
Narragansett Bay & Watershed Planning Commission 
Coastal Institute, Box 39 
URI Narragansett Bay Campus 
Narragansett, RI 02882 
 
SUBJECT: Comments on the Revised Draft of the Phase I Strategic Work 
Plan (dated Mar 23d)  
 
 
 
Dear Jim,  
 
I offer the following comments on the Revised Draft of the Phase I 
Strategic Work plan (dated Mar 23d). I hope they are of some use before the 
Various Panels complete their work on Phase I. 
 
Add the following bullet on Page 1. Executive Summary: 
 
* Complete and implement plans intended to manage growth and 
growth-related impacts in the Greenwich Bay basin as the highest 
priority. Several important efforts, including WWTF upgrades, sewering and 
CRMC's SAM Planning process are under way. These efforts deserve continued 
support form all constituencies. Additional efforts that should be undertaken as 
high priorities include but are not limited to: 
 
-          Immediate commencement of a sustainable baseline monitoring 
Plan for Greenwich Bay to help identify sources of nutrients and fecal 
contamination to the Bay; 
 
-          Mandating and enforcing sewer tie-ins and participation in 
wastewater management districts; 
 
-          Developing, maintaining and enforcing pump-out stations and 
signage at all marinas in the basin; 
 
-          Proceeding with efforts to re-establish vegetative buffers 
And aquatic habitat.  
 
  
 
Revise the recommendations in Table 1A on Page 13 in the column labeled 
"How" to read: 
 
* Evaluate changes in effluent characteristics and associated  
Water quality impacts of the ongoing nutrient removal upgrades at the East 
Greenwich, Bucklin Point and Warwick wastewater treatment facilities in 
order to decide whether and how to proceed with nutrient removal at 



other facilities.  
 
* Evaluate changes in water quality associated with Pase I os the  
CSO abatement project before proceeding with Pahse 2.  
 
  
 
  
 
Best regards as always, 
 
  
 
  
 
Caroline A. Karp 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 



�x Commission Recommendation: Plan to reduce nutrients and bacteria to the 
Narragansett Bay watershed 
The WAP recommendations include the need for reuse and recycling of water and 
wastewater. Implementation of these programs would provide reduced needs for wastewater 
treatment as well as provide a source of water for certain industrial and other non-potable 
uses. In addition, The Commission’s report refers to the impact of land use on water quality.  
The WAP includes recommendations that outline a watershed-based “water budget” 
development process to provide municipalities with a land use decision-making tool that 
includes water availability as a prime focus. This approach will be defined by a WAP 
Implementation Team over the next year. 
 

�x Commission Recommendation: Ensure that the existing gaging network is kept 
operational and, if necessary, enhanced to provide broader geographic coverage 
At present, there are 20 streamflow gaging stations in place in the state. The WAP 
recommendations call for continuation of these gaging stations as well as the development 
of a statewide streamflow gaging network. A Streamflow Work Group has been established 
as a partnership between the WRB, the DEM and the USGS and is in the process of 
defining an enhanced statewide streamflow gaging network as well as a five-year 
development and funding needs program. 

 
�x Commission Recommendation: The formation of a Rhode Island Monitoring Council 

to develop a comprehensive monitoring plan. 
The WRB is using a USGS-developed NEWUDS database that could provide a source of 
data input to other state environmental databases. The Commission-recommended 
Monitoring Panel is required to develop a plan by the end of 2004 with an annual budget for 
the next five years. The development of this plan and budget should be coordinated with 
WRB and its program and funding needs for a database and streamflow gaging network. 
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