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RHODE ISLAND

INTRODUCTION

The Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) of
1982 (Public Law 97-348) established the
Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS), a
system of undeveloped coastal barriers along
the Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico coasts. This
atlas of coastal barriers in Rhode Island has
been prepared in accordance with Section 10
of CBRA (16 U.&%.C. 35%09), which states:

Sec. 10. Reports to Congress,

{a) In General.--Before the close of
the 3-year period beginning on the date
of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall prepare and submit to
the Committees a report regarding the
System.

(b} Consultation in Preparing Report.--
The Secretary shall prepare the report
required under subsection (a) in con-
sultation with the Governors of the
States in which System units are located
and with the coastal zone management
agencies of the States 1in which System
units are Tlocated and after providing
opportunity for, and considering, public
comment.

(c)} Report Content.--The report re-
quired under subsection {a) shall con-
tain--

(1) recommendations Tfor the con-
servation of fish, wildlife, and
other natural resources of the
System based on an evaluation and
comparison of all management alter-
natives, and combinations thereof,
such as State and local actions
(including wmanagement plans ap-
proved under the (oastal Zone Man-
agement Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1451
et seq.)), Federal actions (inciud-
ing acquisition for administration
as part of the National Wildlife
Refuge System), and initiatives by
private organizations and individ-
uals;

(2) recommendations for additions
to, or deletions from, the Coastal
Barrier Resources System, and for
modifications to the boundaries of
System units;

(3) a summary of the comments re-
ceived from the Governors of the
States, State coastal zone manage-
ment agencies, other government
officials, and the public regarding
the System; and

{(4) an analysis of the effects,
if any, that general revenue
sharing grants made under section
102 of the State and Local Fiscal
Assistance Amendments of 1972 (31
U.5.¢. 1221) have had on undevel-
oped coastal barviers.

Under the direction of the Assistant Secre-
tary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, this
report has been prepared by the Coastal
Barriers Study Group, a task force of pro-
fessionals representing the National Park
Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S.
Geological Survey, and other Departmental
offices.

This volume of the report contains delinega-
tions of the existing CBRS units in Rhode
Istand and delineations of additions to and
modifications of the CBRS in this State which
the Department of the Interior recommends to
the Congress for its consideration.

BACKGROUND

Contained within the 1,028 square miles of
Rhode Istand 1is Narragansett Bay, a large
bay and estuary that extends 28 miles inland
in the eastern part of the State. This arm
of the sea gives Rhode Island a much longer
shoreline than one would expect for a State
of its size. The bay has an extensive
shoreline and includes several large islands
of which Rhode Isiand, Conanicut Island, and
Prudence Island are the largest. Block
Istand, some 10 miles south of the mainiand
in the Atlantic Ocean, is also part of the
State. Most of the coastline consists of bay
barriers, spits, and, at a few locations,
rocky headlands. Within Narrangansett Bay
there are rocky shores, salt marshes, estu-
aries, and sand beaches.

After HNew Jersey, Rhode Island is the most
densely populated State (921 persons per
square mile) in the Nation. Even though the
State's population density is high, most of
its interior upland areas are rural and
forested, with a relatively sparse popu-
lation, except for the large urban area at
the head of Narranganseit Bay.

The State's natural resource base has changed
substantially over the centuries. In earlier
times, many of the State's forests were
cleared for agriculture. During the 20th
century, as Rhode Island became industrial-
jzed, many farms were abandoned and some have




returned to forest, Wetland plant com-
munities, rare in the State today, were once
very common, especially along the coast. Now
only 1.5 percent of the land area is classi-
fied as wetland. Significant amounts of
wetland have been consumed by urban develop-
ment. The most important natural resource in
Rhode Island 1is Narragansett Bay with its
extensive shoreline and its many coves and
bays, tidal flats, and marshes. The habitats
that Narragansett Bay provides for finfish,
shellfish, and waterfowl are extremely
important, yet many have been seriously
degraded. Salt marshes of cordgrass can be
found behind the coastal barriers and along
Narragansett Bay. The dune strand, typical
of southern New England, 1is dominated by
beach (rass, bayberry, beach plum, beach
heather, and other coastal shrubs.

Rhode Istand's natural resources support a
small forestry industry Ffor firewood, a
significant fishing dindustry, vrecreational
hunting and fishing, and some wmining.

Coastal industries include ship and boat
building, tourism, recreation, and marine
research. Marine manufacturing is also an

important part of this dindustrial base.
Ancient glaciation 1in the State provided
extensive deposits of sand and gravel which
today support the small mining findustry.
Much of the fil1l on which urban expansion
was built, especiatly in wetlands, came from
these glacial deposits. Gilacial materials
were also re-formed into the coastal barrier
system that fringes the Atlantic shore.
Block Istand, south of the mainland, owes its
origin to the glacial period, as do Martha's
Vineyard and Nantucket Island further east in
Massachusetts. Block Island has eroding sand
and gravel bluffs, as well as several sandy
beaches which are the results of previous
erosion. Though the uplands on Block Island
were farmed, traces of natural shrub and
heathland vegetation, and small woodlands of
black oak and pitch pine still exist.

COASTAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Rhode Island Coastal Resource Management

Until recent years, industrialization and
development took precedence over conservation
of c¢oastal resources (particularly salt
marshes and beaches). Even so, public use of
the coastal resources has long been a tradi-
tion among Rhode Islanders. The original
charter granted by King Charles II on July 8,
1633, gave all subjects in Rhode Island
Colony the free right to fish along the
coast. The Rhode Island Constitution of 1842
guaranteed this right, and it was further
strengthened in 1970 when Section 17 of the
Constitution was amended. The State has
established a number of parks along the
coast, some of them on prime coastal barrier
locations. One in particular was created by
the Governor on Quonochontaug Beach (opposite
Ninigret Pond) after the hurricanes of 1938
and 1954 destroyved the houses there.

In 1965, two laws were passed by the State
lTegislature to protect salt marshes. In
1971, the State's most effective coastal
law, the Coastal Resources Management Council

Act, was passed. The requirements of the
Federal Coastal Zone Management Act (PL

92-583) were incorporated into this 1971 act
(G.L.R.I. Title 47, Chapter 23, as amended,
Sections 1-16). The State’s act set up a
Council to administer the funds received
through Section 306 of the Federal Coastal
Zone Management  Act. This Council s
directly responsible to the Office of the
Governor and has all the authorities for the
management, planning, and operational
functions of the Coastal Zone Management
Act. The Council, appointed by  the
Governoy, Lieutenant Governor, and Speaker
of the House, 1is made up of 17 members,
including at least four officials from
communities of various sizes along the coast.

Rhode Island's coastal region is defined as
including all Tlands within approximately 1
mile of tidal waters {(the inner boundary of
the census tract bisected by a line drawn 1
mile inland from tidal waters). Several
towns and cities, therefore, fall entirely in
this zone. For permitting review, all
goastal towns fall within the boundary.

The Council has direct authority over the
entire shoreline and those activities that
will significantly affect the shore and tidal
waters. 1t has direct permitting authority
over all territorial sea, coastal wetlands,
physiographic features, and all directly
associated areas contiguous to, and neces-
sary to preserve the integrity of, such areas
and features. It also has direct permitting
authority over a number of specific activi-
ties wherever they occur 1in the State when
the Council finds a reasonable probability
that a proposal will:

{1} conflict with a Council manage-
ment plan or program,

(2) significantly damage the environ-
ment of the coastal region, or

{(3) make any area unsuitable for any
uses or activities to which it is
allocated by a Council plan or pro-
gram.

A1l State agencies are required to cooperate
and act consistently with the Council's plans
and programs for the coastal region. In
addition, the Council’s plans for the coastal
region are an elaboration of, and are fully
consistent with the State Guide Plan. New
comprehensive municipal plans must conform
with the State Guide Plan.

The Council has a detailed permit review
process and is the last step for an in-state
permitting procedure. It acts formally on an
application only when all local and other
State approvals have been obtained. Persons
proposing alterations along the shoreline are
informed by Council staff or by local author-
ities when a Council permit is required.
Relevant proposed Federal activities are
channeled to the Council for review by staff
at the Statewide Planning Program. Applica-
tions for any activities that may come under
Council jurisdiction are forwarded by other
State agencies to the Council for review.

The Council's regulations and actions have
been very effective in protecting the coastal
zone, especially coastal barriers. Council
regulations and policies have prevented both
damage to coastal wetlands and new residen-
tial development on previously undeveloped
barrier beaches. New structures on developed



barrier beaches have only been permitted when

stringent criteria were met.

no new building on

sand dunes.

There has been
The activi-~

ties most frequently denied continue to be

requests to build individual homes.

The following State regulations are in place

and fall within the

Councitl:

jurisdiction

of  the

Activities in Tidal Waters and Coastal

Ponds, adopted Sept. 1977.
Sand Dunes, 1974, amended 1975.

Beaches and Barrier Beaches, 1974,

amended 1975.

Cliffs, lLedges, Bluffs, Sept. 1977.

Coastal Wetlands, 1975,

Flood Hazard Areas, Sept. 1977.

Erosion Control Measures, Sept. 1977.

Aquaculture, Sept. 1977.

Areas in or Contiguous to Public

Beaches and Coastal Parks and

Historic Resources, Sept. 1977.

Areas in or Contiguous to Coastal

Conservation, Fisheries or Wildlife

Management Aveas, Public Rights of

Way and Public View Sites, Sept. 1977.

Private Sector Initiatives

Harbor Watch 1is a conservation group that

monitors coastal i
Before CBRA was enacted,

ssues in Rhode

Istand.

the group and the

Town of Little Compton had not considered
CBRS unit Sakonnet Harbor Beach as a coastal

barrier. Since then, the Town
amendment 1o preserve the barrier,

Town prohibited construction
square foot lot slated for intensive develop-
ment, Title to the site passed to the Town
during the week of June 22, 1984 ($23,000 was

raised by local residents

barrier).

EXISTING CBRS UNITS

passed an
and the

5,200

to protect the

A brief description of each existing Coastal
Barrier Resources System unit in Rhode Island

CBRS UNITS IN RHODE ISLAND

follows. Each unit 1is ddentified by its
1D code and name {(established by Congress in
1982) and the county in which it is located.

D01-Little Compton Ponds (Newport). This
unit consists of a cape and four bay barriers
fronting ponds of various sizes along the
south shore of Little Compton (Rhode Island)
facing the Atlantic Ocean. The cape 1is
Sakonnet Point which extends inte the Atlan-
tic on the eastern shore of the Sakonnet
River. The barriers are quite low and con-
sist primarily of cobbles and gravel. A few
have sand dunes, but most are without any
substantial dune formations. From east to
west these barriers are 5cuth Shore Beach on
Quicksand Pond, Briggs Beach and Briggs
Marsh, Long Pond, and Round Pond.

D02-Fogland Marsh (Newport). There are two
subunits in Fogland Marsh. Both are on the
Sakonnet River, one on the north and one on
the south side of High Hi11 Point near
Tiverton Four Corners. The northern sub-
unit, Fogland Point, in the Town in Tiverton,
is a barrier spit with an internal wetland.
The southern subunit, mostly in the Town of
Little Compton, 1is a marshland and bay
barrier at the entrance to Nongquit Pond. The
barrvier and marsh connect High Hill Point
and Wind Hil1.

DOZ2B~Prudence Istand Complex (Newport, Kent).

This unit consists of a number of barriers
including spits and bay barriers in
Marragansett Bay near Bristol. Two subunits
are on the northern part of Prudence Istand.
One consists of a small cape protecting an
interior pond called Sheep Pen Swamp opposite
Patience Island 1in Sheep Pen Cove. The
second is part of a tombolo system connecting
sections of Prudence Island and contains
beaches protecting Jenny Pond and Nag Pond
and their associated marshes. The other sub-
units are on Hog Island immediately south of
Bristol. The one to the west consists of a
spit and a smaller marsh island, and the one
to the south 1is a marshiand area behind a
narrow beach and spit system just east of
Southwest Point. The Marsh Point subunit is

ESTABLISHED BY CONGRESS, 1882

FTotal Fastland
Shoreline Area Area
Unit Name Unit ID Code County tength (miles) (acres) (acres)
Little Compton
Ponds Do1 Newport 2.9 1,358.4 284.8
fogland Marsh bo2 Newport 0.9 194.5 47.2
Prudence Isiand
Complex o2y Newport 3.6 300.5 53.0
Kent
W. Narragansett
Bay Complex Doze Washington 0.7 21.1 9.3
Card Ponds bDo3 Washington 0.7 128.2 65.7
Green Hill Beach Do4 Washington 0.8 250.2 64.4
East Beach Dos5 Washington 8.5 402. 4 74.0
Quonochontaug
Beach Dae6 Washington 1.8 414.2 121.7
Maschaug Ponds Do7 Washington 1.1 92.9 48.0
Napatree Bo8 Washington 1.3 1,184.0 120.1
Block Istand D09 Washington 3.4 434.9 _170.1

Totals:

17.7 4,791.3 1,058.3




a small cape on the north side of the mouth
of the Potowomut River. Narrow beaches
protect marshes and a small pond.

DO2C-West Narragansett Bay Complex (Washing-
ton). This unit contains two capes on the
western shore of West Narragansett Bay
Passage in North Kingstown. The southern
cape is called Casey Point and protects a
body of open water behind narrow beaches.
The northern cape 1is Greene Point, which

contains beaches, marshes, and some open
water.

D03-Card Ponds (Washington). This unit. is
composed of a bay barrier known as Browning
Beach on the east side of a narrow, temporary
tidal passage and Moonstone Beach on the west
side of the passage. The barrier protects
the open water and marshes of Card Ponds. [%
faces the Atlantic Ocean and 1is near the
village of Matunuck. The barrier has a
single dune ridge 10+ feet high.

D04-Green Hill Beach {(Washington). This wide,
low bay barrier across Green Hill pond has
been recently overwashed. It is located be-
tween developed uplands (Green Hi1Y on the
east and Charlestown Beach on the west) in
the Town of South Kingstown. Dunes are low
and scattered over the beach as a result of
overwashing during past storms. Washover
deposits are found 1in Green Hill Pond. The
unit alse includes small islands and spits
within the pond: Horseneck Point, Goose
Island, Jacob Island, and Hog Hill Istand,
plus two small spits in Flat Meadow Cove.

DOS-East Beach (Washington). This unit con-
sists of two subunits on the eastern end
of FEast Beach, a substantial bay barrier
consisting of a dune ridge, back-barrier
flats, and marshes that protect Ninigret
Pond. The unit fronts the Atiantic Ocean and
is in Charlestown. A dredged and jettied
inlet bisects the barrier at the site of an
old natural inlet opposite the U.5. MNaval
Reservation. The western subunit contains
beach, dunes, marshes, and a portien of
Governors Istand. The eastern subunit
includes beach, dunes, and a series of
marshes: Marshneck Point, Ward Island, and
Heather Island behind the existing inlet into
Ninigret Pond.

DO6-Quonochontaug Beach (Washington). This
large bay barrier connecting Weekapaug Point
and Quonochontaug Point protects Quonochon-
taug Pond. It is located mostly in the Town
of Westerly, but a small portion is 1in
Charlestown. The barrier consists of low
dunes, grassy flats, and marshes, with an
improved road running along the barrier to a
dredged opening called Quonochontaug Breach-
way, the site of a former natural inlet. The
western part of the barrier is called Weeka-
paug Beach and the eastern part in Charles-
town 1is called Quonochontaug Beach. This
barvier, along with others on the south shore
of Rhode Island, was severely overwashed
during the 1938 hurricane and major damage to
existing structures occurred. Hurricanes in
the 195%0's also passed over these barriers.
Today, natural dune vegetation and grasslands
grow where houses once stood.

DO7-Maschaug Ponds (Mashington). This bay
barrier, with a single dune ridge 10 feet
high, protects two ponds: Maschaug Pond to

the west and Little Maschaug Pond to the
east. It is on the Atlantic shore between
the Villages of Misquamicut to the east and
Watch Hill to the west. The unit is just
west of Misquamicut State Beach.

D0O8-Napatree (Washington). This wunit con-
tains two sections: Napatree Island and
Napatree Beach at the very southwestern
corner of Rhode Island, just west of Watch
Hi11. Napatree Island, also known as Sandy
Point, 1lies between Napatree Beach and
Stonington, Connecticut, and protects Little
Narragansett Bay. The southeastern end of
Napatree Island has shown substantial migra-
tion to the northeast during the past 20
years. In effect, it appears to be rotating
northeastward with 1its northwestern end
acting as a pivot. Napatree Beach 1is a
tombolo that also protects Little Marragan-
sett Bay. The tombolio is attached at its
eastern end to Watch Hill Point,

DO9-Block Island (Washington). This unit
consists of three subunits on the north and
northwest coasts of Block Island. The unit
protects OGreat Salt Pond, Sachem Pond, and
Middle Pond. The barriers front on Block
Island Sound. The northern part of the unit
is a cape called Beach Plum Neck. This area
consists of a vegetated dune field with
elevations between 10 and 20 feet. The
southwestern part of the unit, Gunners Hil1l,
consists of a spit with dunes up to 20 feet
and salt marshes behind. This spit is
separated from Harbor Neck to the south by a
Jjettied 1inlet 1dinto Great Salt Pond. This
area has been called Rhode Island's most
magnificent natural area because of its
significant ecological, geotogical, and
historical resources. Rare and endangered
plants and birds can be found there,
including the peregrine falcon and osprey.
It is regarded as one of the three most
unigque areas in North America for bird-
watching during the fall migration.

RECOMMENDED ADDITIONS AND MODIFICATIONS

The Department of the Interior recommends
that all undeveloped, unpretected coastal
barviers and associated aquatic habitat
identified 1in Rhode Island be added to the
CBRS. The DCI also recommends that otherwise
protected, undeveloped coastal harriers
be excluded from the CBRS. Portions of exist-
ing CBRS wunits D02 and DO2B are State-
protected and a portion of D03 is Federally
protected; D01 recommends these areas be
deleted from the CBRS. However, if any
otherwise protected, undeveloped coastal
barrier is ever made available for develop~
ment that is inconsistent with the purposes
of the CBRA, the DOI recommends that it then
be automatically dinctuded in the CBRS. A
complete discussion of D0OI's recommenda~
tions concerning otherwise protected,
undeveloped coastal barviers, inciuding sug-
gested guidelines for acceptable development,
appears in Volume 1. Maps of all otherwise
protected, undeveloped coastal barriers in
Rhode Island appear in the following section.
A table summarizing the Department's recom-
mendation on each unit or proposed unit
identified 1in Rhode Island follows this
discussion.




The Department of the Interior's recommenda-
tions were developed after full considera-
tion of the many public, State and Federal
agency, and Congressional comments on the
delineations in the Draft Report released in
March 1987.

The State of Rhode Island reviewed the 1987
Draft Report and made recommendations on most
of the existing and proposed CBRS units 1in
the State. The State supports a CBRS expan-
sion in Rhode Island but opposes excluding
otherwise protected coastal barriers from the
System. The State's positicns on individual
CBRS wunits are discussed 1in the following
section, interspersed with appropriate maps.
The State's positions on the DOI's general
recommendations are discussed in Volume 1.

The Department received 63 other comment
letters concerning Rhode Island. Most of the
general letters expressed support for the
CBRS expansion and opposition to excluding
otherwise protected coastal barriers in the

individual existing or proposed CBRS units
are discussed and reprinted in the following
section, interspersed with the appropriate
maps.

Forty-seven letters were received requesting
that Easton Beach and Pond be recommended for
addition to the CBRS. FEaston Beach was pro-
posed unit RI-05 in the 198% Draft National
Inventory. It was not included in DOI's
proposed recommendations in the 1987 Draft
Report because it is otherwise protected; it
is owned by the City of Newport and main-
tained as a recreation area. Easton Pond
is substantially modified and managed to
provide the City's water supply.

The State of
addition
Pond, to

Rhode Island supports the
of Easton Beach, but not Fastaen
the (CBRS. The City of Newport

opposes the addition of both areas. Because
Easton Beach 1is otherwise protected and
taston Pond is developed, D0l recommends

State. Substantive  comments  concerning neither be added to the CBRS.
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COASTAL BARRIERS IN RHODE ISLAND
Shore- Fast-
Unit Tine Total tand
ID b Congregs. Length Area o Area g
Code® Unit Name County Dist. (miles) (acres) {acres) Recommendation
DOl Little Compton Newport 1 3.1 1,718 281 Add new areas
Ponds to existing
CBRS unit;
modify boundary
in harbor to
meet DOI
criteria
RI-01 Brown Point Newport 1 0.5 48 12 Add to CBRS
boz Fogland Marsh Newport 1 0.4 104 14 South segment:
add wetlands
to existing
CBRS unit.
North segment
State pro-
tected; delete
from existing
CBRS unit
RI-02 Sapowet Point Newport 1 1.2 162 36 Add to CBRS
RI-02A  McCurry Point Newport 1 0.4 i5 7 Add to CBRS
RI-05 Easton Beach Newport 1 o L . Locally pro-
tected; not a
recommended
addition
RI-06 Almy Pond Newport 1 0.2 57 10 Add to CBRS

{continued)



SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

FOR COASTAL BARRIERS IN RHODE ISLAND (CONTINUED)

Shore- Fast-
Unit line Total 1and
1D a b Congre%s. Length Area Area
Code Unit Name County Nist. (miles) {acres) {acres) Recommendation?
RI-07 Hazards Beach Newport 1 0.2 41 11 Add to CBRS
Do2B Prudence Island Newport 1 6.4 927 215 Sheep Pen Swamp
Complex Kent segment of
Bristol existing CBRS
Washington 2 unit: State
protected;
delete from
CBRS. Add new
areas Lo
existing CBRS
unit
pozc West Washington 2 1. 145 43 Add Bissel Cove
Narragansett segment to
Bay Complex existing CBRS
unit
RI-08 Fox Hil1l Marsh Newport 2 0 72 4 Add to CBRS
RI-09 Bonnet Shores Washington 2 0 119 26 Add to CBRS
Beach
RI-10 Narragansett Washington 2 Q. 396 20 Add to CBRS
Beach
RI-11 Seaweed Beach Washington 2 0 22 6 Add to CBRS
003 Card Pands Washington 2 0. 105 51 Delete federally
protected (FWS)
refuge from
existing CBRS
unit
DO4 Green Hill Washington 2 0. 515 66 Add new area to
Beach existing CBRS
unit
DO5 East Beach Washington 2 1 1,033 113 Add wetlands and
western segment
of Charlestown
Beach to exist-
ing CBRS unit
BO6 Quonochontaug Washington 2 2 1,154 165 Add new area to
Beach existing CBRS
unit
no7 Maschaug Ponds Washington 2 1 93 48 No change to
existing CBRS
unit
pog Napatree Washington 2 1. 1,194 120 No change to

{(continued)

existing CBRS
unit



SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR COASTAL BARRIERS IN RHODE ISLAND (CONCLUDED)

Shore- Fast-
Unit line Total land
1D a b Congregs. Length Area o Area
Code Unit Name County Dist. {miles) {acres) (acres) Recommendation?
po9 Block Island Washington p 3.5 991 188 Add new area to
existing CBRS
unit
Total ~ CBRS as Recommended 2h.7 8,851 1,436
Existing CBRS i7.7 4,791 1,058
Net Change in CBRS +8.0  +4,060 + 378

3UNIT ID CODE - State initials (RI) plus a number identify a proposed new unit. An existing

unit is ddentified by the legal code letter (D) and number established by Congress in
1982.

bUNIT NAME - For proposed new units, this is a provisional name based on a prominent local

feature. For existing CBRS units, this is the Tegal name.
CCONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT - U.S. Congressional District in which unit is located.

dSHORELINE LENGTH =~ For existing units with additions or deletions, this length is for the
entire unit, as modified.

eTOTAL AREA - For existing units with additions or deletions, this area is for the entire
unit, as modified.
fFASTLAND AREA - This acreage is a rough estimate of the portion of the total area that is

above the mean high tide line (i.e., the non-wetland area). It is a very general
representation of the potentially developable land.

9RECOMMENDATION - A brief explanation of the Department's recommendations to Congress. For
more detailed explanations, see the following section. Abbreviations: FWS = Fish and
Wildlife Service, NPS = National Park Service, CBRS = Coastal Barrier Resources System.



STATE COMMENT

Department of Admitustranan
STATEWIDE PLANNING PROGRARM
263 MMeirose Street

Providence, Rhode island 02007

Joune 19, 1987

Coastal Barrisrs Study Croup
Natienal Park Service

U.5. Department of rhe Interior
Post Office Box 37127
Washington, DC 20013-7127

Dear Hembers of the Study Group:

Transmitted herewith ave five vopies of the "0fficial State Position™ on
the propesals by the Department of Interior under Section 10 of the Coastal
Barrier Resources Act. This pogition statement was adopted by the State Plan~
aing Council on June 1%, 1987,

Flease contact me Lf you need any further information on this matter.

Yours very truly,

/f/{aﬂfm

Paniel ¥. Varin
Secretary
State Flanping Council

DWV:icac
Enclosures: 5
cc:  Ron Ditriec, w/enclosure

P~ 1276

LETTER

STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND PROVIDENCE FLANTATIONS

OFFICIAL STATE POSITION
On the Depertmant of the Interior’s
Pursusnt to Section 18 of the
Caoaatal Barrier Resouraes Act of 1082

Adopted by the State Planning Councit
on Jung 11, 1587

DIVISION OF PLANNING
RHCDE [SLAND DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION
265 Melrose Strest
Providence, Rhode Island 062907
{40F) 277-2656

PREFACE

The Stste Plaming Council is designated by the Governor to adopt the an "Official
State Position” on proposals by the Department of the Interior in respenge to Seatien 10 of
the Coastal Barrier Resources System. These proposals were publised In the draft "Report
to Congress: (oastal Barrier Resources System, Executive Summary™ (March, 1987) and
the "Proposed Recommendtaions for Additions to or Deletions from the Coastal Barrier
Resources System, Volume 4, Rhode Island® (February, 1987).

T'his document presents the "Official State Positior” adepted by the State Planning
Councii oh June 11, 1987. A Hmited amount of background and descriptive material is
alse included. The process ieading to adoption of this position statement began in
December, 1983, Preliminary recommendations were forwarded Lo the Department of
the Interlor in January, 1884, and an interim "Officia) 5tate Positisn® on the Department's
"Draft Coastal Baerrier Inventory: Rhode Island” (January, 1985) and preliminary "Draft
Repori to the Congress™ {April, 1988) was adopted by the State Planning Council on June
13, 1985, That document contains additional infermation on the propuosals and the review
thereot,

Evaluation of the 1987 proposals inciuded diseussion at the State Planning Council
meetings on April § and May 14, and at meetings of the Couneil’s Technical Committee on
February §, May &, and June 5. Public workshops were held during the afternoon and
evening on May 12 in Portsmouth (for esst Bay residents} and May 14 in South Kingston
{for west Bay and south shore residents). Comments received are summarized in this
position statement. They are available in Tuli for inspection at the Meirose Street Glfice
of the Division of Pianning.

This repert was prepared by George W. Johnsen, Principal Planner and typed by Kim
A. Gelfuso, Woré Processing Typist.

L BACEGROUND

A.  Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1562

The Coastal Barrier Resouros Act (CBRA) of 1982 (Publie Law 87-348) established
the Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS), a system of undeveloped coastal barsiers
along the Atlantic and Gulf of Mexice coasts. Under the Acet barriers designated by
Congress as CBRS units become ineligible for most categories of federal actions, grants
atd flood Insurance that serve to stimulate or assist the development of presently
undeveloped or sparsely developed cosstal barriers. Certain exceptions are made 1o the
prohibition of federal expenditures for projecis which effect a link in a larger petwork,
development of energy resources, military, Cosst Guard, and navigation [acilities, fish
and wildiife and recreation projects, emergency actions, scientifie research and non-
structural shoreiine stabilization projects. ‘The act does not prohibit private development,
or development by state and local governments, of designiated sreas of federal assistance
is not invelved. :

B, Section 10 Study

Section 16 of the CBRA directs the Secretary of the Interior to "prepare snd submit
to the (congressicnsl) committees a report regarding the System". This study must
inciude recommendations for management siternatives that foster conservation of coastal
berriers and recommendations for additions, deletions, or modifications to the system of
areas designated in 1982,

Az the entity designated by the Governor te cepresent the State of Rhode Island in
the Section 10 study, the Statewide Planning Program has provided recommendations and
comments to the Departmant of the Interior {DOI} on severel oceasions during the course
of the study. In Januery, 1984, the State Planning Couneil recommended that 22 areas in
Rhode Istand be added to the CBRS, that nine additional sites be studied for possidle
tnelusion, and that the boundary of one site be slightly modified. Additionaily, tweo
management alternalives were recommended to strengthen the effect of the Act: (1)
Enclusion of the entire aguatic habitat associated witl designated barrier units (as opposed
to designation of only the land portion of m barrier), and (2) inclusion of a provision
allowing future designation of barrier areas which currently do nol meet the undeveloped
eriteria (fess than one stracture per five acres of land), but which qualify at some point in
the future after their development sistus is changed by s severe storm or any other
means.

“The initial draft of the section 10 study and maps showing proposed additiens to the
CBRS were released by DOI In the spring of 1385, Foliowing a public and stafl review
process, the State Planning Council sdopted, in June, 1985, & comprehensive set of
recommendations on the initatives of the draft study and maps of proposed CBRS
additions, In summary, this "Oflicie] State Position™

& Reitersted the State's previousty-expressed recommendation that all aquatic
habitat pssocigted with designated barrier ereas be included;

b. Reitersted the Siste's esrlier recommendation that as a matter of poliey,
presently developed areas de included in the CBRS if they are subjected to
significant sterm darmnage whick renders them undeveloped.

o, Recommended that cosstal barriers shorter than one-quarter mile in tength be
eligible for inclusion in the CBRS il specifically recommanded by a state.
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A, Supported the DO! proposal to include Rl “otherwise protected” coastal
parriers in the CBRS, conditioned upon 8 recommendstion that certain
development projects (limted expansion of reereationsl facilities and
highways, for exampie) remain eligible for funding if found to be in the public
interest and environmentally sound following review on a case-by-case basis,

e.  Recommented that Congress increase funding for federal and/or stsle
seqaisttion of caostal barrier properties, and for legisiative or administrative
changes which would require the General Services Adiinistration to give
*axceptional merit” status to federal surplus properties on cosstal barriers
facilitating their transferral without reimbursement to other governmental
entities for recreation, conservation and/or wildlife usage.

f. Supported, with some conditions and resommendations for slight boundary
changes, the proposals of DOI for the addition of 40 coastal barrier areas in
Rhode Island to the Coastal Barrier Resources System,

[ Opposed the DOl-recommended addition of vae coastal barrier in Rhode [sland
{Easton's Pond Barrier in Kewport) to the CBRS.

h. Recommended thet one ccastel barcier nol proposed by DO (MeCurry's Point
Portsmouth) be added to the CBRS,

L CURRENT PROPOSALS AND HECOMMENDATIONS

A.  Management Alternatives

The (draft) Report to the Congress; Coastal Barrier Hesources System {Executive
Summary) describes the options that DO} examined the prolection of designated coastal
barcier units, Those of primary (mportance to Rhode Isiend are summarized below and
presented with a state pesition:

1. Associsted Aquatie Habital:

DO! proposes that the original (1982) minimum delineation of aquatic habitat be
expanded to include all open water and wetlands ptolected by the barrier during severe
storm eonditions. This could include up to s one mile expanse of apen water and a five
mile expanse of marsh. In Rhode lsland, this proposal would have the effeet of including
more of the coastal pends and wetlands "ehind” the desigrated barrier. Rhode Island has
congistently pressed for an expanded delinition of "asocieled aguatic habitat” in is earlier
comements,

STATE POSITION: RHODE ISLAND SUPPORTS DOPS PROPOSAL TO INCLUDE ALL
ASSOCIATED AQUATIC HABITAT WITHIN THE DESIGNATED
AREA OF COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES SYSTEM UNITS,

2.  Secondary Barriers:

Sepondary barriers include those on large, well-defined embayments such a8
Narragansett Bay, They resemble sceanic barriers but are generally smeller and more
ephemeral. While several barriers were designated within Narrgansett Bay at the time of
the Act's pessage, many others were not, and there has been confusion over whether the
Aet was intended 1o apply to such partially sheltered barriers within embsyments, DOl
finds that the similarities between these barriers and oceanic barriers are compelling and
that they shoutd be added to the TBRS,

STATE POSITION: RHODE ISLAND SUPPORTS DOFs PROPOSAL THAT SECONDARY
BARRIERS BE INCLUDED IN THE CBRS.

3. "Otherwise Protected” Cosstal Barriers:

Congress initially exciuded from the CBRS undeveloped barriers which are "inciuded
within the boundaries of sn aren established under Federsl, Siate or local law, or held by 8
qualified arganization as defined in Section 170 (h}{3) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954, primarily for whdiife refuge, sanctuary, pecreational, or natural resource
conservalion purpeses”. In a 1987 report, and sgain in the initial draft of the Section 14
study and maps released in 1885, DOI advocated including “otherwise proteeted” coasial
parriet areas in the CBAS to enhance their long-term protection, to include privately-held
"inholdings™ wilhin protecied aress, and to remove the inconsistency in the treatment of
undeveloped constal berriers bused sotey upon their ownership status. in the current
draft, DOI retreats from the proposal that all otherwise protected sreas be Included,
proposing instead that only private inboldings within protecteq areas be Tincluded by
reference” in the CERS, and that any cozstel barrier properties held by private non-profit
conservetion groups be “automstically" included in the CUBRS (by some unspecified
mechanism), il the group ever proposes to seil the property for development fnconsisteat
with the purposes of the Aet.

Rhode Island has consistently supported the general principle of ineluding "otherwise
proteeted” coastsl barriers in the CBRS out of concern that ownership status of a
ptotected ared could change in ihe future, and mindful that some conceivable public
sector davelopments could be as §ll-advised and harmfyl as private sector development to
the resources of the cosstal barrier, DOIs identification of a number of state snd local
recreational beaches a5 CBRS candidates in 1985 did generate considerable concern over
the potentizl loss of federal assistance for the replacement and expansion of sueh
facilitles, The state's 1985 position attempted 1o balance these concerns sgalast the
desire to extend the protections of the Act to these areas by supporting their inclusion
while recommending that guidelines be established to permit the continued funding on &
case-by-case basis of expanded and new facilities which "serve a public interest" and are
Fenvironmentally sound”,

STATE POSITRON: HREODE ISLAND REITERATES 15 1885 POSITION SUPPORTING
INCLOSION OF "OTHERWISE PROTECTED® AREAS WITHIN THE
CHAS AS A GENERAL PRINCIPLE. RHODE ISLAWD ALSO RE-
COMMENDS AMENDMENT OF THE ACT TO EXPLICITLY ALLOW
AND ENCOURAGE CONTINUED FEDERAL PARTICIPATION IN
PROJECTS TO IMPROVE, REPLACE AND EXPAND EXISTING AND
PROVIDE NEW FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE FOUND
NHECESSARY TO ALLOW ACCESS AND ACCOMMODATE YISITORS
TO PUBLICLY-MANAGED CONSERVATION AND RECREATION
AREAS TO THE EXTERYT SUCH IMPROVEMENTS AND
EXPANSIONS ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE JURDOSES OFf TILE
ACT.

4. Federal Stewardship:

The ocurrent DOL proposal deseribes the utility of federal nmequisition as &
ponservation measure for constal barriers and documents past sccomplishments {nine
Matiohel Seasthore units and 50 National Wildlife Refuges nloag the Altiantic and Gulf
coasts), DOl recommends continued federal acquisition of coastal barrier properities
based upon A user fee financing contept, sueh As embodied in the recently enscted
Emergency Wetlands Resources Act. Rhode Island has previously supported expanded
fedarel *unding for federal, state, or local acquisition of cosstal barciers, and s.aff
believes that the DOT propossl for user-fee based sequisition does not go Isr enough.
Indecd, the recently released “Report of the President's Commission onr Americans
Outdoors” recommends a faderal commitment of § 1 billion per year [or expansion of
outdoot receeational opportunities for present and future generstions of Americans.
Legislative enactment of such & program could provide additionsl resources to acqguire
vulnerable cosstal barrier areas for recreational usage and wildiife protection, and
endorsement of such 8 proposal, at least conceptually, should be recommendad,

DOI also proposes thet excess federal property on coastal barciers which is not
eurrently in the CBRS, be included in the CBRS {if deemed sppropriate by DOL in
consultation with the General Services Administration) prior to its disposal. Rhode Island
hes previously recommended that such federal surplused land on coastal barriers te
considerad as having "exceptional merit” for transferral witheut reimbursement to federal
or state agencies for recreution or conservalion purposes.

STATE POSITION: RHODE ISLAND RECOMMENDS TO THE CONGRESS THAT
ACQUISITION ©OF UNDEVELOPED COASTAL EARRIERS 8E
EXPANDED WITHIN THE FRAMEWORK OF NEW FEDERAL
COMMITMENT TO PROVIDING FUNDS FOR ACQUIRING LAND
AN WATER RESOURCES NECESSARY TO ACCOMMODATE THE
NEEDS OF AMERICANS OF THE 215T CENTURY FOR ACCESS TO
AND ENJOYMENT OF THE GREAT OUTDOORS, A% I3
RECOMMENDED N THE HREPORT OF THE PRESIDENTS
COMMISSION,

RHODE ISLAND FPURTHER RECOMMENDS THAT THE GENERAL
SERVICES ADMINISTRATION'S PROPERTY DISPOSAL
PROCEDURES BE MODIFIED, LEGISLATIVELY IF NECES3ARY, TO
REQUIRE 'THE OFFERING OF SURPLUS FEDERAL LAND ON
DEVELOPED COASTAL BARRIERS FOR TRANSFERRAL AT
NOMINAL OR NO COST TO APPROPRIATE FEDERAL, STATE OR
LOCAL ENTITIES FOR RECREATIONAL OR WILDLIFE FURPOSES.

5. Procedure for Futore Designation of Presently Developed Arens:

DOTs draft report dess mot appear to directly sddress ihe question of whether the
Act should sllow or authorize a procedure for administrative designation of areas which
do not ewrrently meet the designation criteria because of theit developmenti status, but
which might at some future time, should their state of develnpment be reduced by s slorm
or some other oscurance {such as the conflagration that destroyed a large smusement
park/boardwalk on s coastul barvier in New Jersey in June). Having & history of storm-
induced transformsations of developed cosstal areas, Rhcde Island has vepeatedly argued
the need for provision of such & stand-by procedure. DOI, citing the compiexities involved
in applying the provisions of CBRS lo developed eoastal parriers, recommends that a joint
study be undertaken by DOI, FEMA, snd NOAA to develop o more comprehensive
approsch gddressing the guestion of redevelopment of coastal barriers following major
storms in view of sea level rise, erpsiom, environmental deterioration, and federal
subsidization issues.

STATE POSTITON: RHDOE ISLAND ENDORSES DOPS CALL FUR A SYUDY OF THE
BROAD IS5UF OF FPEDERAL INVOLVEMENT IN POST-STORM
REDEVELOPMENT OF COASTAL BARRIERS, WHILE
RECOMMENDING THAT STATES HAVING DEVELOPED COASTAL
BARRIERS BE REPRESENTED ON THE STUDY TASK FORCE OR
OTHERWISE INCLUDED IN THE 8TUDY EFFORT.

RHODE ISLAND ALSO RESTATES IT5 CALL FOR ESTABLISHMENT
OF A PROCEDURE UNDER THE CRBA TO ALLOW ADDITION OF
PRESENTLY DEVELOPED COASTAL BARRIER AREAS TO THE
COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES SYSTEM AT THE TIME
DEVELOPMENT CONINTIONS CHANGE.




8. The Coastal Barvier Resources System

A second componant of the Section 10 Study requires that the Department of the
Interior examine the Coastal Barrier Respurces System {CBRS), established by the
Congress at the time the 18w was enacted, and provide recommendations concerning
additions, deletions, or modifications to the areas designated.

‘This portion of the supplement considets the propesals affecting CBRS units in
Rhode sland, and provides recommendations for groups of uaits/eandidates where this is
feasitle,

1. Existing Designated Areas

& Unaffected by 1987 DOJ Proposals and No Public Comments Recelved:

Unit Name: Designstion; Logation:
Quicksand Pand Do Little Compton
Briggs Marsh jali}) Little Compton
Long Pond Dl Little Compton
Unit Name Designation: Location

Round Meadow Fond nat Little Compion
Hog island (2} Do Portsmouth
Prudenee fsland-Rack Doz Portsmouth
Marsh Point Dozs Warwick

Greene Point DazC North Kingstown
Casey Point bezc Horth Kingstown
Maschaug Ponds nar Westarly

1985 STATE POSITION: NONE
STATE POSITION: MO ACTION REQUIRED; DESIGNATION TO CONTIRUE IN EFFECT.

b) Propased ot Deletion frem ©BR3 by DOL

Unit Name: Designation: Location:
Fogland Point Dt ‘Tiverton
Prudence Isiand DB Portsmouth

{Sheep Pen Marsh}

DISCUSSION: These areas are proposed for deletion from the CBRE on the nasis of being
Hotherwise protected™ through state or loeal government pwnership. However, DOI is not
consistent in this regard, Other areas degignated in 1982 that ere also "otherwise
protected” are not proposed for deletion.

COMMENTS RECEIVED: Comments [rom the Avdubon Bociety of Rhode Isiang, the
Loague of Women Voters of Rhode Island, the Conservation Law Foundation of New
England, and Save the Bay all support the continued designation of otherwise protected
coasisl basrier areas as e general principie.

STATE POSITION: RHODE ISLAND'S POSITION ON DELETION OF THESE UNITS
REFLECTS THE POSITION TAKEN ON THE GENERAL QUESTION
OF INCLUSION OF OTHERWISE PROTECTED AREAS IN THE CBRS.
RHODE I3LAND OPPOSES THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR'S
PROPOSAL TO DELETE THESE UNITS.

e} Modification Proposed by Rthode lsland in 1985 but not Recommended by DOL;
Tomments Heceived

DOnit Hame: Designation: Lovation:
Sakonnet Harbor »at Little Compilon

1985 STATE POSITION: Rhode Island recommended that the boundary of this unit be
besed upon the best available geclogicel dats, to wit, the mapping prepared by Dr. Fon
ficothroyd. This recommendation would heve had the effeet of & slight reduction in the
size of the land and waler areas designated in the unit.

COMMENTS RECEIVED:

i The Town Council of Littte Compton reiterated its 1985 recommendation
eoncerning this unit,  (This position recommended that the boundary of the
anit be modified to conform with a line established by the Rhode isiand
Coastai Resources Management Council sepsrating waler use intensity
classifications of the harbar, end the landward projection of that line.)

i1, Harborwateh, inc. communicated its belief that acceptance of the Town
Council's recommended boundary change would permit development at_‘ a dock
and resuit in ehronie poliution and epvironmental degradation af the unit.

DISCUSSION: Refer to 1985 Official State Position, pages 17-20, in which ail pertinent
{ssues have besn ndequatety explored.

STATE POSITION: RHEGDE ISLAND AFFIRMS ITS 1985 RECOMMENDATION TRAT THE
AOUNDARY OF THIS UNIT BL BABED UPON THE BEST
AVAILABLE GEQLDGIC INFORMATION,

2 Candidate Areas

a}  Aress Recommended for nclusion by Rhode Island in 1385 and Endorsed by
DG In 1987 Dralf Study

Candidate Mame: Designation: Location:
Ship Pond Cove poi{sddition) Litile Compton
Bound Meadow Pond Do1{addition) Little Compton
Brown Poiat Al gl Littie Compton
Almy Brock D02{addition) Little Compton

friverton
Almy Pond RIGS Hewport
Hazards Beach {Lily Pond) RIOT Newpart
MeCurry Point RIOZA Portsmouth
Commen Pence Point DozBladdition} Portsmoutit
Wuasachuk Creek ne2B{addition) Barrington

T
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Naystt Point DO28{addition) Barrington
Mussel Bed Shoals Do2B(addition) Portsmouth
Gaspee Point DO2Bladdition) Warwick
Qeoupessatuxet Cove De2B{addition) Warwick
Baket Creek DO2B{addition} Warwick
Sendy Peint D2 B(addition) Warwiek
Pojac Point DO2B{addition) Horth Kingstown
Tibbets Creek DO2B{addition) North Kingstown
Bissel Cove DozCladdition} Horth Kingstown
Bonnet $hores Beach RIo% Narragansetl
Seaweed Beach Ril Harragansett
Green Hill Basch D04(addition) South Kingstown
Quonarhontaug Do (addition) Chartestown/Westerly

1985 STATE POSITION: Inclusicn of these arems in the CBRS, with seversl minor
boundary shanges recommended,

COMMENTS RECEIVED:

i The Town Couneil of Little Gompton reitierated its 1985 position opposing the
designation of Brown's Point.

i An attorney representing Hazards Beach, Ine. opposed designation of Hazards
Beach (Lily Pond} on the basis of its use s a recrestional facility, and the
sssertion that the Hazards Beaeh Tacilities have little or no impact upon the
adjacent marshes, and would probably not be significantly expanded in the
futurs,

it An individual affilisted with Hazards Beaeh, Inc., opposed inclusion of the
Hazards Beach, Ine. property within the Hazards Beach (Liy Pond) candidate
srea based upon the [act that Hazards Beach is backed by & large hill {rather
than the pond), and is thus not a part of the geologic barrier,

iv. An sttorney representing the Gooseberry Beach, Inc. reguested that the
Huzard Beaeh {Lily Fond} bairier not be designated, oding as justification the
state highwey traversing the barrier, the limnited water exchange between the
barrier pond and the ocean, and the assertion that Gooseberry Beach, presently
developed with recreational [acilities, is limited by deed restrictions to
continuad operation as a bathing besch.

v.  ‘fwo comments wers received from &n individusl representing the Common
Fence Point Improvement Associaton expressing concern and asking questions
relative to the designation process, the affect that the designstion of Common
Pence Point would have on eontinuation of federsl funding for a previously
approved mosquito control program, and whether potential future grants for
improvement of recreational facilities within the ares would be preciuded.

DISCUSSION:  5taf! feels that Hhode Island's previously-expressed {1985} position to
support the broades: legitimate applicability of the CBRA provisions 1o barrier areas in
the state, and consistency with the state’s recommendation relative to the inclusion of

state end locally-owned public recreational barrier aress should control the guestion of
whether privatety-owned areas with recreational feeilities are recommended,

A slight modification of the western boundary of the Hazards Beach (Lily Pond) candidate
unit was recommended by the State Planning Councit in its 1885 Officia} State Position.
This modifieation, which would have had the offect of including the Hazard Beach, Ine.
property w:t_hzn the ares proposed for CBRS designation, has not been aceepied by DOIL
Upon analysis of serial photography, and review of the public testimony, stafl supports
the delinertion of this unlt's boundaries &g currently proposed by DOI, as a reasonable
spproximation of the barrier's configuraiion.  (This delinealion appears to exclude the
structure and most of the property of Havard's Beach, Inc.)

Stpff, while cor_\tinuing te support designation of the Common Fence Point candidate ares,
wil rasp:.)ud via sepsrate correspondance to the questions raised by ihe commentor
representing the Common Fence Point Improvement Association.

STATE POSITION: RHODE ISLAND SUPPORTS THE INCLUSION OF THESE AREAS, AS
TEEY ARE DELINEATED IH THE (DRAFT) REPORT 0 THE
CONGRESS: COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES SYSTEM, VOLUME
4: RHODE ISLAND, {FEBRUARY, 1987), WiTHIN THE CBRS.

1] Areas Recommended for Inelusion by Rhode Istand in 1985, but Not
Recumm?nded by DOT in 1987, or Recommended with Subsianiially Modilied
Bourndaries frem the Delineations Endorsed by Rhode Isiand in 1585:

Candidate Name Designation: Location
Tunipus Pond kd fAttle Compton
Gepowet _Marsh Ri0z Tiverton ?
Ssndy Point hd Portsmouth
Second/Third Beachey hd Middletown

Rumstick Point/Jacobs Point 7

Prudence Is, - Providence
Point

Barrington/Warren

Portsmouth

Prudence Is. - Gull Point * Portgmouth
Conrimieut Point & Warwick
Fox Hill Marsh/

Mzoheral Cove Ri93 Jamestown
Narragansett Berch ane Narraganseit
Sund Hili Cove Beach « Marragansett
Fast Matunuck Beach @ Warragansett/South

Kingstown
‘Frustom Pond * South Kingstown
East Beach Di5{addition) Chariestown

Misquamicul Beach hd Wasterly
Hapatree Point/

Wateh Hill Cove i Westerly
Block Island/Great
Salt Pond Dod{addition} Hew Shorehiam

W Mot Included as candidate in 1887 DO draft. Hefer to 1385 preliminary DO
draft and 1985 official state position for designation code.

398_5 S?A:PE POSTTION: Rhode island endorsed the inelusion of these greas in the CBRS,
while noting that many of the sites inelude public zecrgationat beach lacilities, highway
segments, end other public facitities that should remain eligible for federal assistance on
n case-by-¢ase busis if public need and environmental conslstency criteria are met.




COMMENTS RECEIVED:

L The Planning Director of the City of Warwick roted the Planning Depactment's
coneern that the entire portion of the (proposed) Conimieut Point designation
had been dropped from consideration by DOI on the grounds tnat the area was
localiy protected. The City notes that while n portion of Conimicut Point is &
city park, the exciusion of sizable sreas of privately-heid developable tand on
the gouthern side of the point will encourage development, and reguests
r iderstion of designation of these areas,

fi. The Town of Middletown Conservation Commission comments that ihe
Sachuest Peint Barrier (Second ane Thied Beaches) should be reinstated in the
CBRE, and contests DOT's nssertion that the entire grea is federally-protected,

i, The Town Council of Little Compton rersserts its 1985 position opposing the
designation of Tunipus Beach on the grounds that the area is the town's
recreational beach,

iv. Easton's Point Agsociation, Inc. asserts that a major portion of the Sachuset
Point (Second and Third Beaches) Barrier is not federally protected (as stated
in the Draft DOL study), and supports inclusion in the CBRS as the *only hops

that the entire area will be uniformly considered and protected in the years
ahead”,

DISCUSSION: The deletion of these areas as candidates and discrepanciss between the
delineations proposed in 1985 and the present propossl appesr in all cages to result from
the application of DOTS new policy of not recommending the inclusion of "ptherwise
protected” barrier areas, As has been discussed previously, the "new" approsch confliols
with Rhode Island's 1985 recommendation on the general question of protected areas, and
wih the previous state recommendations for each (ol these) specilic aress, Application of
the new DOI “otherwise protected” exclusion rule has in many cases, as the comments
from the City of Warwick document, resulted in the dropping of unprotected (e.g. subject
to development) private land as well as the "otherwise protected® parcels.

STATE POSITION: RHODE ISLAND PROTESTS DOrS DELETION AND/OR .DRASTIC
MODIFICATION OF THE BOUNDARIES OF THESE CANDIDATE
AREAS AND RECOMMENDS THAT DO! REINSTATE THESE AREAS,
A3 THEY WERE DELINEATED IN THE JANUARY, 1965 COASTAL
BARRIER INVENTORY, FOR INCLUSION IN THE CBRS BY THE
CONGRESS.

e, Other Candidate Areas Upon which Comments were Received:

Candidate Name Locsation
Easton's Heach/Pond Hewport/Middletown

1885 BTATE POSITION: Khode Island recommended that ihis ares not be added o the
CBRS, on the grounds that the barvier had been significantly modified By human setivities
to serve important local purposes., ("It has been raised to form a dike proiscting Easton's
Pond. 1t is traversed by & four—lane divided road and utility lines, One or more
permanent struetires have been construcied on the beach. The ponds are an integrat part
of the newport water supply system and are mpnaged for this purpose rether than as

A0

aquatic habitat. This water supply system has serious guantity and quality problems that
are currently under study. The solutions ultimately devised can range from substantial
modification of Easton's Pond to Its abandonment as & surface reservoir, The avaiisbility
of federal funds to assist any improvements to the water system cannot be determined at
this lime, byt the opporutnity to use sueh assistunce should not be foreclosed. The State
Guide Plan recommends that existing supplies be mainigined whacever possible,"}

COMMENTS RECEIVED:

i The Mayor of Newport reitersted the City's (1885) pesition thet Easton's Beach
not be included in the CBRS. The City's position is that the development of
the barrier and the alteration of the ponds to accommodate the City's water
supoly render It ineligible for inelusion in the CBRS. The City alse feels that
DOT acted sppropriately in recommending that Easton's beach be dropped from
consideration because it was otherwise protected. While acknowledging that
the draft DOI study arroneously Msted the barrier as "state protected?, the
City recommends that this be corrected to "ocaily protected with no further
consideration necessary™. The City requests that the State Planning Council
teafirm its position tha! Easton's Beach not be included in the CBRS.

i, Easton's Beach and Pond Associstion, Inc., eiting overwhelming opition among
residents of Wewport an¢ Middietewn, strongly urges the State Plasning
Couneil to reconsider its former Officiat State Position and to recommend
that DO inclyde Easton's Beach and its two asseciated ponds within the CRES.
The Association submitted lengihy dotumentation including exhibits supporting
the faet that DOT acted erroneocusty in listing the area as "stale protected” in
the 1887 draft study; materials demonsirating the wildlife values of the
barriet’s ponds (e list of over 100 species of waterfowl and other birds
observed {requenting the pond); and excerpts from documents and studies
prepared by or for the City of Newpoet bolstering the Associaton's contention
that City ownership of the ares should not be construed B "protection®,
notably & 1984 consultant’s Master Plan for Newport Beach which presented &
range of options ranging from “do-nothing/minimal maintensnce” to a "ong-
term development” including construction of 8 public parking deck with upper
level commercial uses wad air rights development. The Associstion
acknowledges that the City is presently pursuing the study’s middle option—a
modest upgrading of existing publie beach facilities at Easton's Beach, but is
concerned about pressure for more intensive development in the future,

1H. Easton’s Point Association, Ine, requested that the State recommend inghusion
of Easton's Beach in the CBRS with & boundary configuration as recommended
in e stafl recommendation to the State Planning Council in 1985, (Note:
this configuration propesed the addition of the portion of the barrier situated
fn the Town of Middietown to the area proposed for designation.)

v, Beveral other interest groups including Save the Bay, Audubon Scciety of
Raede Tsland, and Conservation Law Foundation of New Engiand alse
specifieaily support inclusion ol Easton's Beaeh in the UBRS end urged the
state to so recommend to DOL

¥. Brief written statements of support for inclusion of Easton's Beach/Pond
within the CBRS were received from 20 individuals,
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vi. One written statement from an individusl opposed to designation of Easton’s
Beach/Pord on the grounds that the City has given a grest deal of
eonsideration to the capita) improvement needs of the beach facilities, he
fnct that the beach is locally protecied, and that the beach is moderately
geveloped.

DISCUSSION: Staff believes that the question of designation of Easton's aeaphmcﬂd
should pivot on two issues; whether the are could be designated. I}Mh questions sre
sdmittedly close, judgementat ealis. On the Tirsl question, the barrier sdmitiedly has
been substantislly modilied by man's activities and for man's purposes. ‘The test under the
Act and DOTs eriteris, however, is whether the effects of man's activities significantly
impede the barrier's geomorphic and ecologic processes.  Abseat detsiled field
investigation, DOI based its determinations on this point on the presence or sbsence of
four readily observable features: (a) extensive shoreline stabilization, (b) pervasive canal
eonstruction and meintenance, {¢) major dredging projects and erosion, and {d} extensive
eapitalized projects such as condominizms which evidence a commitment to siabilizstion
of the aren. On the basls of these criteris, stail conecludes that Easton’s Beach/Fond
should quatify for designation, a conelusion borne out of OI's identification and mapping
of the area in 1985,

FThe second question requires balancing the public interest in insuring long term protection
of area's resources and avoidance of unwise development in an extremely hazgrdous
location, against the City's very legitimate interest in protecting its investa‘r‘lenl in the
public facilities in the ares and Its ability for enhancing the sppropriate public usage of
the area’s resources in the future, Siaff believes that the langusge and the exceptions of
the Act which specifically suthorize maintenance, repair and replecement of public
recreationsl faeilities, and allow funding urder the Land and Water Conservation Fund
offer auflicient safeguards so as not lo undyly prejudice the City's opportunities to
continue to enjoy lederal participation in the modest upgrading program underwa_y at _z1s
Eastor’s Beach facilities should the area be designated & part of the CBRS. Designation
would tkely consirain federal participation in larger scale developments, and would
preclude federal flood insurence for private sector develapment on the barrier—
cohstraints thet should not be viewed as undersirable from the stendpoint of protecting
the bacrier's resources and avoiding undue flood risks. Supporting designation of the bea;zh
8150 vould be consiztent with the general policy sdvocstac oy Rhode Island that otherwise
protected areas be included In the CBRS.

The i{mportance of the ponds amssocisted with the barrier as the City's primary wale’r
supply reservoirs is s seperste matter, and a more significant ene for the Siate’s
consideration in staff3 opinion, Staff continues 1o believe that it is important not to
foreclose any possibilities of federsl involvement in eventual solutions to upgrade'm‘e
water supply sysiem which require continued reliance upon Easton's Pond. The City's
recent commitment to Imvest $i0 miltion in upgrading the water treatment piant
reinforces this congern,

POSITION: RHODE ISLAND SUPPORTS THE IRCLUSION OF THE LAND
STATE PORTION OF THE EASTONS BEACH BARAIER, INCLUDING THE
PORTION OF THE BARRIER SITUATED WITHIN MIDOLETOWN,
BUT RESERYVES ENDORSEMENT OF INCLUSION OF THE
ASSOCIATED AQUATIC HABITAT OF EASTONWS AND GRSEN END
PONDS UNITL LONG HANGE WATER SUPPLY PLANS AND
SOLUTIONS POR NEWPORT AND AQUIDNECK ISLAND HAVE
BEEN FORMULATED.

A map of the srea included in this recommendation follows.
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OTHER GENERAL COMMENT LETTERS

STATE OF RHODE (SLAND AND PROVIDENCE FLANTATIONS

Bepartment of Envronmental Manugement
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

9 Hayed Street

Providence, R 02508

Jume I3, 1987

Coastal Barrisrs Study Group
Mational Park Service

U8 Department of the Interior
PQ Bux 27127

Washington, DC 200)3-7127

Dear Sirs:

Thank you for providing the Svate of Rhode Island the
CppoOYtunity to review the U.S, bepartment of the
Interior's executive summary of the “Draft Report ta
Congress -- Coastal Barrier Rescurces System.” fThe
Honorable Edward D. DiFrete has requested that the R.I.
Department of Environmental ¥apagement comment on these
recommendations,

. Dur Department has reviewed the executive summary snd
finds the proposed recommendations to be well thought cut
and timely. We concur with the Department of Interior‘s
recomtendations, in gensral, but have further compents on
twa items, as follows:

I. “Otherwise Protected” Coastal Barriers, Item e
payge %,

Undeveloped coastal barriers thar are included within
the boundaries of an area established under Federal, State
or Ioczl law, or held by a gqualified {eonservation)
organization are ¢urrently exeluded from the CBRS. Since
approximately one-third of the Atisntic and Gulf coasts
falls into this protected category, it is our opinion that
this considerable resource merits the additional
protection afforded by the Coastal Barrier Resources Act,
The effectiveness of state and federal law in protecting
these bharriers differs from region to region, as do the
goals of conservation organizations. "Ctherwige
Protected™ coastal barriers should be included in the
CBRS, and waivers granted, when appropriate, to allow
Federal subsidies for development necessary to allow
access an§ aceomodate visitors to publicly-managed
congervation Qr recreation areas.

CONCERNING RHODE ISLAND

-2-

II. Conservation of Atlantic and Gulf Coast
Barriers: The Next Step, page 20.

The Rhode Island Department of Environmental
Management concurs with the Department of the Interior‘s
position that alternative guidelines must be developed foyr
reconstruction on bharrier beaches following storms and
hurricanes. This issue is one of the mast critical in the
management of coastal resocurces; federal guidelines
through legislation and policy should be in place to
prevent rgpevition of past problems. It seems inevitable
that developed barrier beaches will auffer catastrophic
Btorms in the future. In those areas where the
destruction resulting from suech storms demonstrates the
unsuitability of the barrier for redevelopment,
consideration should be given to including the area in the
CBRS and henceforth protecting iy as undeveloped.

Thank you for your congideration of our comment s,

Sincerely,

[t i, )

Robert L. Bendick, Jr.
Director

RLB:1mh

L30RS

co  Honerable Governor Edward DiPrete
Victor Bell

June 18, 1987

Coastal Barrier Study Group
U.S5. Departmwent of the Interior
National Park Service - 498
P.0. Box 37127

Washingten, BC  20013-7127

Dear Sirs:
The following comments are submitted to the Coastal Barriar

Study Group on behalf of Save The Bay, Inc,, Providence, Rhode
Island, regarding the Report Te £ongress: Coastal Barrier

Resources System, Proposed Recommendations for Adg:itlons to of

Deletions from the Coastal Barrier Resocurces System, Feb. 1987,
Vol.4, Rhode Island.

Qur prime concern is that a significant number of eligible
Barrier beaches in Rhode Island (11} are either being deleted
from the CBRS or are receiving no further consideration because
they are "otherwise protacted” by eithe: the state or local
government, In his 1982 "Report to Congress on Undeveloped
Coastal Barriers" the Secretary of the Interior recommended
that "otherwise protected® coastal basrierg be included in the
CBRS. Save The Bay strongly supports this recommendation - &ll
eligible "otheérwise protected® barrcier beaches should be
included in the CBRS.

Experience has shown that we can not necessarily depend on
the state, or especially not local government to provide
long~term protection to environmentally sensitive areas.
Pressures on state agenvies to increase fevenuss Lo support
recreational programs could possibly -sesult in expansion of
existing facilities at Stave beaches that may be contrary to
the long-term conservation of & bavsier beach., Addivionally,
although the Rhode Island Coastal Resources Management Progsam
places many zestrictions on developing b&::ie; beaches,_the
program does contain provisions for the granting of variances
and special exceptions for prohibited activities. Save The Bay
believes that neither state ownership or the (oastal Resources
Management Program guarentee long-term protection for these
fragile areas.

434 Semth Street Providence, Rhode [shind 92900.3732 - 431-272-3540
Prnied on Recycled Paper

Lotal protection is even move unstable, since local
policies and plans are susceptibie to change with sach local
election. A case in point is RI~05, Saston®s Beach, which is
incorractly ideatified in the report s being state protectad,
Easton's Beach is owned by the City of Newport, In the Newport

¥aster Beach Plan, which i3 an active long-term developmént

pian, six options are cutlined for Faston's Beach. The presgent
city council has undertaken & modest improvement program £or
the beach. However, futuse city councils could choose to
develop other options which include ronstruction of a $-hole
minil golf course, use of the Rotunda fur either a 350-seat
performing arts center oy full service vestawrant, or buiiding
a4 high-zise hotel including a public parking deck and upper
level commercial uses. Does “local protection®™ really afford a
coastal barrier sufficient long-tesm protection? The answer is
guite simply "Nol" Therefore, we strongly recommend that as a
general principle all eligible "otherwise protected” coastal
bazriers in Rhode Island be added b0 the CHRS.

Qur additional comments regarding the raport and the
Department of the Interior’s (DOI) proposals can be summarized
as follows:

1. We protest DOI's deletion and/or drastic modification of
the boundaries of the following candidate areas angd cecommend
that they reinstate these areas, as they were delineated in the
January 1985 Coastal Barrier Inventory:

Candidate Name Location
Tunipus Pond Littie Compton
Sepowet Harsh Tiverton

Sandy Point Portsmouth
Second/Thizd Beaches Middéletown
Rumstick Peint/Jacobs Point Barzington/wWazzen
Prudence s, - Providence Pt, Portsmouth
Prudence Is. - Gull Pr. Fortsmouth
Conimicut Foint Warwick

Pox Hill Mazsh/Macke:zal Cove Jamestown
Narragansett Beach Karzagansett
Sand Hill Cove Beach Naryragansett
Fzst Matunuck Beach Rarragansett

Trustom Pond South Kingstown

East Beach Charlestown
Misquamicut Beach Westerly
Napatree Pt./Watch Hill Cove Westerly
Block Is./Great Salt Pond ¥ew Shoerham




2. We suppoct DOI's proposal that secondary barcier
included in the CBRS., ¥ bassiess be

3. We support DOI's propesal to include all associaced
aguatie habitat within the designated area of a coastal barzier

urit,

4. We endorse DOI's call for a study of the broad issue of
fede;al involvement in post-storm regevelopment of coastal
barriers, and that states having developed coastal basziers be
inciuded in the study efforr,

5. We suppert the inclusion of the Great Lakes and the
Pacific Coast in the CBRS. These a-eas are plagued by sea and
lake level rises, flooding, wind-driven wave damage and
erosion. Therefore, it would he consistent to include these
areas in the system.

6. We oppose the deletion of military and Coast Guard Lands
from the system, We believe that military baryiezs need

protection Erom unnecessary development as much as ba-riers 5]
private lands,

7. We suppocst the DOI's proposal regarding the
cla:zf;ca;ion and strengthening of federal funding quidelines
and restrictions.

In eonclusion, Save The Bay believes that multiple jayers
of pretection ase the scundest approach to the long-term
protection of coastal barriers. It is only through their
inclus:on in the CBRS that we can be assured that these
environmentslly sensitive aveas will he quaranteed long-teIm
Lonservatlon and protection.

Sincerely,

< )7 C QQ

Trudy Coxe
Executive Dizector
Save The Bay, Inc.

LEAGUE OF WOMEN vV ERS OF RHODE ISLAND 677‘

k7 100 LAFAYETTE STREET, PAWTUCKET, At 02850
B 723-8730

723-1530
Moy 28, 1967
The Constal HSerrisr 3tudy Group
U:3. Departzent of vhe Intariar
Hetiocal Park Service, P.0. Box 37127
Wasningten, D.C. 20015-7127
B Propossd Changes ip DOI's Coustal Par.

rigr Resources 3yptem
Dear Birs: r

The Lsague of Women Voters of Rhopde fsiand wishes to comment on Willlam ¥,
Hom's *Uraft Report to Gongresss Coantal Parrisy Resources System/Bracutive Sum-
mry® published in March, 1957, by the Comstal Zarrier 3budy Group of she ULA.
Dopartawst of the Interior (horeaftar cslled A); and Eora's *Draft Awport to Con-
gresa: Constal Burriar Resources $yetem/Velums 4/FProponed Rwecamandationa far Ad-
ditlons %o or Delsticme from/the Cosstnl Farrier Aescurces System/Ahcdy Tsland.,."
publisnsd in Pebrusry, 1567, by the Coastel Barcier Study Group (nereafter called B).

¥a sre glad you propoes axpanding DCE's Coustal arrisr Rescurces Zystenm io
protact 1,156,585 nilea of ardeva lopsd shiorellns in the Usnitad Ztates 1s a whicls
{Ay p. 20) san 25,28 miles of unasvs lupad whoreilne in Rhode Islava (2, p. 7).

We alno_mra gisd you prepose to ineluds in the System: L} the agumtic habitats
mua;mtsd witn these yaorelinss (A, p.§, pera.5; B, p.5, mra.5) and 2} sscondary
barriers like thoss in Marragaasest By (A, p. &, pare.b s 5).

We urge you to taclvae Ia the DCL Syetem "stherwise protectsd® {Ay 2.5, pars.3
A% 899.; B, p.d, para.4 st aeq.) umievsloped cometsl barrisre aad their sasocisted
nouatic ascitates the maturs of the site--not it owngrahip-—ehould deterzine the
type and axteni of 1is developmani.

We also urge you ho previde for futurs designatisn of barriar arsms not Agw
mesting the "undeveloped® gariteria, wilch will maet them aftar a sevars storz or
other disestar dastroys 2 signilicant ameunt of the devalopmente oo thex (4, 5.25,
lawt para.; B, p. &, laot parn. s% 468G . ). i

We i 4he fhods Ieland Leagus of wWomsn Vetere are particularly intsrestsd in
the weuss relsed in Jocumenta A and 5 becausas

1) Qur zembers have werxed leng snd hard to protect assaibive ard oritleal arcas
from wmuitebls dovolopment;

2} Yo supporiss ime 1582 Aot co-aponsorsd by R.I. Semator Chafse wiicn presently
proilbita federal subwidies for develapmont anc meiss Plepd ineursnce uneveil-
abla along 666 milos of berriar beaghes on ine Atlantic and Gule comste; and

3} Rhoas Islani's vosstal comsunition ave under Lntense pressures [rom developers
who weat to bulld condoamisiume and warinsa on their watorfronts.—ses ias en-
closed articis from the April 12, i%E7, isaus of the Frovicénce Sumdey Jourmii.

Thank you for aclieiting our commarts.

eln for JU & DR owrs trul 3
LI TRV . P
coping tor .\JQéfftHfI. =atin, Pros.
Janiel ¥arin, Chisf, R.J. Statewids i )-\il.*&ﬂv-“‘j‘“ -
Plansing & Program AF Derwant Rxé}:\g, Fren. Briatol
Fllen Greiner, Chair, waser Issues, Lesgus of WYomen Voters
LWV-RY
c; F Conservation Law Foundation of Mow Engiand, Inc. 2

3 sy Street
Bosior: Massachusens
021062487

(6173 72,2540 May 29, 1887

Coasta) Barriers Study droup
U.8. Department of the Interior
National Park Service - 498
P.O. Box 37127

Washington, D.C. 20013-7127

Re: Draft Section 10 Report to Congress and Proposed
Recommendations for the Coastal Barrier Resources
Req. 2618-961%, March 25. 1887)..

Dear Sir/Madam:

The Conservation Law Foundation of New England, Inc. (CLF)
ig pleased to gubmit the following comments on the Coastal
Barriers Study Group’s Draft Report te Congress and its proposed
recommendations for additions ©o and deletions from the Ceastal
Barrier Rasources System (CBRS) and for conservaticon of the CRRS'
natural rescurces under Section 10 of the Coastal Barrier
Resources Act (CBRA). CLF is a non-profit, public interest,
envircnmental law organization dedicated to the conservation and
presarvation of New England‘s environment, including its coastal
resources.

CLF aiso submitted comments on the Coastal Barriers Study
Group‘s draft maps, definitions, and delineation criteria for the
CBRS in 1985. We attach a copy of these comments and incorporate
them by reference.

I. Propesed Recommendations for Additions te or Deletions
from.the CBRE

A. gegaraphig Scope

CLF supports the proposed inciusion of the Florida Keys,
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Isiands in the CBRS. The ecological
and mainland protection values of the barriers in these areas,
combined with the gevere develcpment pressures they are
experiencing, make their inclusion in the CBRS timely and
essential.

We are disappointed, however, by your decision not to
recommend the inclusion of the Great Lakes and Pacific Ceasts in
the UBRS, The initial inventory included 269 units from these
regiong. Barriers along these coasts perform the same beneficial

functions, provide similar fish and wildlife habitat, ang
experience the same storm damage/subsidized reconstruction cycles
a5 the rest of the nation’s coastal barriers., Their inclusion in
the CBRS would be consistent with both the interests enumerated
in the CBRA and the Department’s proposal to expand the
definition of a “coastal barrier® to include geological
formations that are different from the originally protected areas
of tha Atlantic and Gulf Coasts but function as coastal barriers
{wee Spction I.C below). We urge you to reconsider your decision
end to recommend inclusion of the Great lLakes and Pacific Coasts
in the CBRS.

B. Apsocisted Agustic Habitats

CLF welconmes the proposed recommendation e include all
assccliated aguatic habitats in the CBRS. Their inclusion would
recognize their inseparabiiity from the other parts of coastal
barrier ecosystems and eliminate the inconsistency between the
CBRA‘s definition of “undeveloped coastal barrier® (which
inciudes associated aguatic habitats)] and the extent of the
existing CBRS,

C. Secondary Barriers

As a Hew England organization, we are particularly pleased
te sEe the preposed recommendation to include secondary barriers
in the CBRS. Large embayments such as Long Island Sound,
Narragansett Bay, and Buzzards Bay in Massachusetts provide many
examples of secondary barriers, which, while generally smaller
than high-energy barriers exposed to the open ocean, hevertheless
perform all the functions of othar coastal barriers.

CLF gupports the inclusion of all eligikle "otherwise
protected” areas in the CBRS. To that end, we support the
proposed recommendation to include all privately owned areas
within conservation or recreation areas established by federal,
gtate, or local law (inholdings), in the CBRS, as well as any
land held for conservation purposes by private groups if the land
is laster sold for develepment. Morsover, we urge you to work
with Congress on developing your suggested amendment to the CBRA
that providss for guidelines to ald in determining whether
developsent in such inholdings is consistent with the interests
of the Act. However, we firely belisve that the propo;ed
recommendation does not go far enough, and that fnclusion of
#otherwise protected” arsas within the CBRS is desirable.

1t is not safe to aseume that all federally supported
projects in these "othervise protected” arsas will be consistent
with the consearvation goals of the CBRA. A prime exampis in New
England iz the Fish and Wildlife Service’s proposal several years
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age to build » large headguarters and vigitor center within the
Parker River Kational wildlife Refuge on Plum Island,
Massachusetts. It took a combination of lengthy negotiations
between the government and a coalition of environmantal groups
(in?lnding CLF}, congressicnal intervention, and financial
assistance from a private conservation organization to convince
the rish and Wildlife Service to site ite building at an off-
island location. A more current example is the proposal by the
Assateague Isiand National Seashore in Haryland to spend millions
of dollars on a beach nourishment project in an attempt to stop
erosion along the northern portion of the jsland -~ a project
with little chance of longetern success and whose primary
immediate beneficiaries will be private developars who want to
build in high-hazard Floodplain areas on the mainiand,

TGtherwisze protected® areas should be included in the CBRS,
with appropriate guidelines that alliow federal expenditures
within these areas buf restricts it to those projects that are
congistent with the interests of the CBRA.

E. Expansion of the Detinition of “Ceastsl Baprier®

We fully support an expanded definition of *ooastal barrier”
to include landforms that function as coastal barriers but ave
not composed entirely of unconsolidated sedipents. Among the
areas that would be added to the CBRS under the brosdened
definition are the yranitic bedrock outeroppings and glacial
deposits that are so common in New England.

¥. PFrpposed Additions/Deletions in New Enmland

As neted above, we have attached a copy of ouyr comments on
the 1985 draft maps, definitions, and delineation critewia.
Those comments contained detailed discussions of our views oty the
proposed additions and deletions to the CBAS in New England. We
ask you to refer to thoese comments, and offer the following
additional comments.

1. Maine

We reiterate our support for mawimum protection of coastal
barriers in Maine, particularly along the southern coast, wvhere
developrent pressurse ls greatest.

2. New Hampshive

¥We are informed by the New Hampshire Office of State
Planning that Wallis Sands Beach and Rye Harbor (KH-01 and NH-
02}, which were included in the 1985 inventory, have been
silminated from further consideration because they are alreagdy
developed, This differs frem the rmason given praviousiy by
Governer Sununu and the Office of State Planning for @liminating

4

thege units, i.e., that they are not coastal barriers {letter
from Governor John H. Sununu to Secretary Jameés Watt, March 21,
1%83; letter from David g. Scott, Acting Director, oftfice of
State Planning to J. Craig Potter, March 20, 1985). We sUggest
that the Coastal Barriers Study Group reexamine the availabie
information about these units and the reasons for eliminating
ther from further consideration.

The remaining units in the 1585 inventory (NH-03, NH-0Dé, and
NH~08) have evidently been excluded because they are *stherwise
protected.® Mr. Zceott’s 1985 comments on one of these areas,
Hampton Beach State Park (NH-05} referved to the consequences of
inclusion in the CBRS on “future development of the State Park.#

This underscores the importance of including such areas inm the
CHRS.

3. Massachusetis

CLF supports ail proposed recommendations for expansion of
the CBRS in Massachusstts, The decision to #xclude all
Futherwise protected® areas is felt strongly in the Commonwealth,
affecting such arveas #8 the Parker River National Wildlife Rafuge
{MA-02}), portions of the Cape Cod Natienal Seashore {(MA-17, MA~
18, MA-18, and MA-20), the Monomoy National Wildlife Refuge (MA-
21}, and Wagqueit Bay (C-1B).

4. Bhods Islang

We reiterate our support for maximum inclusion within the
CBRS, especially in the vicinlty of Little Compton and the
Sakonnet River, including Little Coupion Ponds {D-01), especially
Tunipus Pond and Briggs Marsh: Brown Point (RI-01), Fogland Marsh
{D-02); EBapowet Point {RI-02}; Sandy Point (RI-03)}; Almy Pond
(#I~06); Hazards Beach/Lily Pond (RY-07); Green Hill Beach (D~
O4); Emst Beachs/Chavlestown Beach (b-DS); and ¥isgquamicut Beach
(RI-14). We oppose any deletion from the Little Compton Ponds
unit (D-01}. In addition, we urge full inclusion of Easton’s
Pond (RI-08).

5. Gonnecticont

Onee again, we support full inclusion of sll identified
eligible areas in Connecticut, We echo the comments of the
Connecticut Cosstal Zone Management Program, which has called for
inclusion of all “otherwise protected” areas with appropriate
guidelines for allowable projects. Connecticut would especially
benefit from adoption of the proposed recommendation te include
gecondary barriers in the CBRS.

Buried in the draft report’s section on *Federal
Stewardship: The Acguisition Alternative”® is the proposed
recommendation that the areas currently included in the CBRS on
military and Coast Guard ifands be deleted. Ws reject this
propesal, and the underlying assumption that all militery
spending is essential for national security. Coastal barriers
owned by the military and the Coast Guard ave no different from
other undeveloped coastal barriers, and need and deserve just as
much protection frow unnecessary development, w; cuil on yc% to_
drop this proposed recommendation and keep the military and Coast
Guard on an equal footing with privats landowners and other
federal agencies. Envirommental laws should apply egually to all
parties, public and private.

B. Application of Section 5 Funding Prohibition t
Prois g Oubside " DL ” Batief Bno n

PR

CLF agrees with your conclusion that Sectionvs of the CBRA
prokibits fedaral Tinancial agsistance to sny projset that BEYVES
a CBRS unit, even if the project is located outside the CBRS unit
in guestion. We applaud your recogniticn that federal financial
assistance to such projects is inconsistent with the PRTPOSEs of
the CBRA, since they subsidize the very sort of coastal barrier
development that the CBRA seeks to discourage.

C. Deletion of the *Essential Link” Language of
Section. 6la) {3}

CLF supports the proposed recommendation to eliminate the
loophole grggided vy Section £{a){3) of the CBRA. We agree that
Section &(a)(6){F) better protects the interests of_the CBRA by
restricting the repair, replacement, or raconstruc?lon of roads
and other public facilities withirn the CBRE to projects that are
consistent with the conservetlon purposes of the CBRA.

CLF alsc supports the proposed recommendation to umepd
Section 6{a}(2) gg the CBRA to require tpat dredged material
disposal within the CBRS be conaistent with the conservation
goals of the CBRA. The anmendment would close another petential

loophole.
£. Deletion of the OMB Certification

d dget is
while we agree that the Gffice of Hanaggmant and B
ille-sguipped to monitor federal agency compliance with the CBRA

&

because it lacke the capability o audit agency spending, we do
not think that the solution is to eliminate the certification
regquirement entirely. We suggest that you instead recommend that
Congress asX the General Accounting Office, which is able to
audit expenditures, ¢o take on the certification vask.

Binceresly,

ft

Paul Hauge
Staff Scientist

/ph
encl.

e Governors and coastal zone management/state planning offices
of HMaine, Mew Hampshire, Messechusetts, Rhode Islang,
and Connecticut

Congressional delegations of Maine, New Hampshire,
Hassachusetts, Rhode Island, and Connecticut
National wildlife Federation
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Coastal Barriers Study Group
Deparemant of the Interior
National Parx Service

P.O. Box 37127

Washington, B.L. 20013.7127

BE: Comments on the Coastal Bartier Resources Aer--Section 10 Draft
Bepost to Congeess, 52 B igter 9618-9619

Bear Sir or Madam:

The Mational Wildlife Faderstion, the Natursl Resources Defanse
Council, the Coast Alliance. and the Oceahic Society are writing in
respoense to the Departmant of ths Interior'e Pedacal Register Motice
of March 23, 1987 solicitng comments on the Braft Reporti to
Copgrese: Coagtal Barrier Resources Syatem--Executive Sumhary.

Our organizations have a longtime interest in the conservation
of coartal barriers. The Watural Repources Defense Counci! was the
founding organizatien of the Barrier islands coalition in 1978,
Likewise, the National Wildlife Pederation, the Coast Alliance, ang
the Geeanic Soviety became members of that coalition in 1979 to help
seek protection of coastal bagriers.

Qur organizations have led efforte to pass legislation which
would consarve the natural tesources of cosstal barriers--first, the
Eiood insurance prohibition in the Omnibus Reconcilistion Act in
1981 and then. the Pederal tinancial prohivition in the Coastal
Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) in 1962. e continue to support the
goale of CHRA and sxpenslon of the Coaustal Berrier Resources System
{CHRS) throughout the United Stats and its territeries. 'The federal
governfisant ehould ot be subsidizicg Qevelopment in hazardous areas
which destroye productive cosstal sfoayvsbens, andangers the lives
and propesties of shoreline residents, and costs federal taxpayers
wiliigns of dollars wach year in flood lmsurance claims and disaster
relief.

The need for an expanded Coastal Bazrier Resoutces System in
which federal development subsidies ars prohibited im becoming
intreasingly ciitical is light of the pEojectad rise in ses levels
due to gilobal warming., As water leveis rige, uo will the costs of
protecting existing structures, the damages froe erosina and
Liopding, and the risk to human life and proparty. Uafortunstely,
however. development in these unstable coantal areas continues to
grow at & frighteaing pace. ®We feel sirongly, therefors, that it is
essential that the Department recommend maximum expansion of the
System to include the eligible aress on 21l of America’s ¢oasLs

before these sites are irrevocably committed to development. an
sppendix of specitie comsents on additions to and deletions from the
Syetem follow our general commente.

PROFQSED BECOMMENDATIONS FOBR ADD!TIONS TO
Of DELETIONS PAOM THE GBRE

We support tha Departmant's recompendation to expand the
Gefinition of a “cossial barzier" to include landforas which
functise as coastal barriers in Pretecying the mainland and adjacent
agustic habitate. even if they are not composed of unconeslidated
sediments as are barriere in the traditional definition. Vaee of
this expanded definitiom in delinesting CBRS unite i consietent
gith the conservation goals uf CHRA and would allow for the
inciusien of suck hew gaological forwations as andaveloped bsach
fotk, vewmentsd dunws, fringing BANGroves and apsociaied coral reefs,
¢henisrs, ¢iscontinuous ouiccops of bedrock, and cosrse glacial
deposits. Hince these aress serve the saze function as coastal
barriers and are as vulnersbie to davelopment pressure, gea level
tise, and stoim damage a8 tyaditionally-defined coantsl barriera, it
is appropriate that they zlso be progected within the Hyeten.

APPENDIN

COMMERYS ON SPECIFIC COASTAL BARRIER AREAS

The Harvional Wildlife Federation, the Natural Resources Defense
Council, the Coast Alliance, and the Qceanice Society endorse the
inclusion of all undeveloped roastal barriers identified by the
Deparement of Interior in the March 1885 inventory, as well as soma

addicional areas mentioned below, Following are our comments on
some of the specific areas.

Rhode Isliand

-Gl
We strongly oppose the deletion of any part of the D~01 unit in
Sakonnet Harbor a5 requessed by the Litkle Compton Town Council.

D09 Block Island

The natural rescurces of this unit are the basis for the Block
Igland tourist industry which is the rown of New Shoreham’s greatest
eronomic asset. Moreover, New Shoreham and the Hlock Island Trust
both strongly endorse the Department's proposed addition to ROY,

I-05 Eastons Beach

Alchough listed in the 1985 inventory, through an error Fastons
Beach was not recommended for inclusion in the 1987 draft report,
Thig unit is not protectes by the city of Newport or the State, as
previcusly was thought by the Department, and should be included
within the Svsatem.

We concur with the State Planning Council's tecommendation o
add McCurry's Point in Portsmouth to the System,

1592
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L mppomng the proposed addition of 1,010,648
new acres in the Coestal Barrier Resources System,
including areas in the Florids Keys, the U.8. Virgin
Talands, Puerto Rico, Marvlend, New Jersey, large
embeymenta, and adiacent aguatic habitats;

8 yrging the inclusion of the Grest Lakes and the
Pacifie coast in the Systeny;

@ opposing the deletion of militsry and Coast
Guard lands from the Constal Barrier Resources

System.
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STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND FROVIQENCE PLANTATIONS

Ciepariment af Admestranon

STATEW PLANNING PROCRAM
205 Meirose Street

Providence, Rhode bsiand 02907

April 14, 1547

Hr, Frank McGllvery, Chafrman
The Toaatal Barriers Study Group
Department of the Interior
Rational Park Hervice

Tost Office Box 37127
Washingtan, DO 20013-7127

Dear Frank:

The Easton's Beach awd Pond Association and Senator Chafee's Office have
requested that T write ¢o you conzerning the proposed recommendstion for
Taston's Beacl (Unir RI-D3% in the Draft Report to Congrese: Coastal Barrier
Rescurces System, Volwme 4).

In the "Swmeary of Proposed Mecommendations,”™ Easton's Beach is described
%3 "Ztate-protected; no further cownsideratien." This designation is".m BITOY.
The State Tlaaning Council's June 13, 1985, "Official State Position” recompended
that this area not be added to rhe Comstal Jarrier Ressurces System, but cim rea-
sons piven d1d not include protection by the Stete. 1 am enclesing pages 20 ar‘\d
21 from our 1983 report containing the full text of the State Planning Council's
position on this unft,

Easton’s Beach is traversed by s four-lane rosd that 4s funceiomally clss-
sifled s a principal arterial and is part of the State-maintained highway system.
Thiz doms not provide any degree of state prptection to this area, howewer. Both
the barrier and the ponds are ouned by zhe city of lewport, and our records dao
not show any property owned by the State of Bhode Islend within the area previously
delinested as RI-03.

As far as proposals is toctal sre concerned, we have briefed the Stace Planning
Council op your report and have scheluled two public workshops (see snclosed noticel,
e will assemble 3ll of the comments and suggestions for consideration by the State
Planning {puncil at 1ts meeting on Jume 11 apd will submit an "0fficisl State Posiw
vioa" to you prior te your Jume 24 deadline.

Yours 75’1.'5' truly,

zy
Fe é./'é@'l_
KVicac Daniel W. Varin
Encls:uzes Secretary-State Planning Council

cc: James Tobak, Tasten's Baath
and Fond Assoclation, w/enclosures
Jeff Fenton, Senatoy Chafee's Nffice, w/eaclosurea
Robert Bendick, RI TLM, w/enclosures
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THE CITY OF NEWPORT. RHODE ISLAND GIRI0

FHE CITY OF NEWPORT, RHODY ESLAND 92R19

May 1, 1987

June 17, 1987
Frank McGilvery, Chairman
Coastal Barriers Study Sroup
Department of the Interior

National Park Service Frank McGilvery, Chairman

P.0. Box 37127 Coasral Barriers Study Group

Washington, D.C. 20013~7127 Departm?nt of the Interior
National Park Service

Dear Mr. McGilvery: P.0. #Box 37127

Washington, D.C. 20013-73127
On  behalf of the City of Newport I would like to reaffirm the

City’s position that Easton's Beach should not be included in Dear Mr. MeGilvery:

Fhe  Coastal Barrier Resource System. It is our belief thar

Easton’s  Beach in Newport sheuld not bhe inciuded in the CERS for 9n behalf of the Ciry of Newporc I would like to express our
it is & major recreational facility with & sigoificant leve] of deap d%spleasure #s, Fo  what has occurred regarding Easton's
developrent including a four-lane State roadway. Beach in Newport as to its inclusion in the Coastal Barrier

Resources System.
In addirion, beyond the readway 4n  embankment exists which

Souaiiones masnn s Sond "t T prloaty basts for Tt Senport oo “The "CERSY "I fpz rEyment nor o faclude Easton's meach
. 5 a result, the t : ‘
significantly altered. neturs state has  been supported the recomwendation of the City of Newporr, This
BUPpOYL was transwmitted to the Stare Planning Council which also
For these reasens, and the fact that ir is locally protecred upparted the City's position. This was over the State Planning
the City of MNewport believes that your conclusiom that n& staff'y reﬁom@enéacion for inciusion; As 8 result, the "Official
furrber consideration as to the inclusion of Easton's Beach into g;atfn gig:d }sdlgazgs th?zswewPortRs Esstonés Beach ;hou}d not
the CBRE  was appropriate. However, we would like to peint out vere gl ar: ;h £ ? O?SIaf srrl?r esouree gscgw.STle r?aﬁoas
fhat 1o your summary, your proposed recommendation Gid state ear: ta eb eved or cevelopment exceeds CBRS lewels; an
that the beach was State protecred. In actuality it is tocally argument = cou e ride that Easton's is not @ trye barrier

protected,

beach; the principal function of the ares has changed, and the
State _Technical_ Committee and State Planning Council recognized
for your consideration in this macter. Ezﬁdngéi ?ts]?§i§§?$§25 concerns for securing emergency Federal

The Technical Committee and rhe Srate Planning Council have now
reversed their positions and have endorsed the State staff
recommendation to include Easton's Beach. The resulting
inconsistency  lIeaves the City in &n extremely difficulr
siruation. The issues and concerns have not changed, but now the
Btate Gfficial Plan is recomnending inclusion., We, therefore,
strongly recommernd that the original State position adopted on
June 13, 1985 be adhered to in that Easton's Beach should not be
included in the Coastal Barrier Resources System.

PGK/ Jed

in addition, as mentioned in my May 1, 1987 lectter to you, the
City concurs with the Departwent of Interior's position thatr if
locally or State protected, no further consideration for
inclusion is necessary. Easton's Besch is Iocally protected.

Newport - America'n Firnt Reaort Newpaort — Americea's First Resort

THE CiTY OF NEWPFORT. REODLE ISLAND 02840

Enclosed is a Resolution from the Ciry of Newport supporting
this position, We strongly recommend that the Department of
Irterior maintain the position estsblished in the report to Sume 76, 1987
Congress vegarding C(oastal Barrier Resource System published in
Fabruary 1987 which excluded Easston’s Beach from inclusion in
the Loastal Barrier System.

Thank you for your considerastion in this matter.
Frank HMcGilvery, Chajrman
Coastal Barriers Study Group
Department af the Iinterior
Racional Park Service

£, D. Box 37127

Washington, o.C. 20013-7127

Paty

Mayor .
Dear Mr. Gilvery;
PGK/ jed Enclosed is a copy of a letter presented at the public hea?ing
cesCongressional Delggatiom hald on June 25, 1987 by the Department of Commerce regarding
the Coastal Resources Manragement Program. Within the letter,
Enclosure the ity of Newport is reguesting support from both the CRMC

and the Department of Commerce in preventing an inconsistency
in how Easton's Beach is5 classified.

It is our wndersstanding that the Department of Commerce has a
represaentative on the Coastal Barriers Resources Study Group.
Kt the public hearing, the City asked that the Department of
Commerce’s representative on the study group receive a copy of
the submitted letter and support the City's position.

As Chairman of the Study Croup, you will be kepr informed of
all pertinent correspondence regarding Easton’s Beach,

/

PGK/bo

Newport — America’s First Reaovt




TIE CETY OF NEWPORT. RIKHIF I5LAND plbd: 201

June 24, 1987

The Cgagtql Resources Management Council and
The Division of Wacional Oceanic &
Armospheric Administration

Pepartment of Commerce

Gentlemen:

On  behalf of the City of New
nob b pett, T would like to express the
Eaty s endorsement of the State of Rhode Island Coas:a?pﬁesource
Eanagement Program as established in the document adopred by the
TEaStal Resou;:e Managerent Council in 1977 and revised in 1979
€ prograw  is therovgh and funcri r ri ithi Ciry
of Nehport? 8 ens properiy within the City

Q: the same time, the Ciry of Newport recuescs the supports af
agch the S;eae CRMC and the Departwent of Commerce in preven:
d inconsistency In how Easton’s Beact lBLanr s
classified. ’ f. o dn Rewpors,

g}fqan, the CRMC's maragement prograt, Tadle & indice
Easron’s Beach iz wmoderately developed or the westarn
and  on the eastern porcion it is idemtified as developed.

according  te the progran document, a moderztely develesed ach
1s one that 1s free of houses and/or commescial/industrial
buildings (excluding public utility lines) that coptain surfaced
roads, public recrestional structures and/or structural shote
line proteccion facilities. The City of Newport concurs with
this assessment of the western portion of Easton's Beach.

A developed_ beach containg houses snd/or commercial/industrial

struccuras  in  addition te surfaced roeds, structural shove 1inqe

protfection, and public recreational faciliries. Again, the City

;oncars with this assessment of the eastern portion of Easton's
each,

The dinconsistency occurs in  the recomnendarion by the State

Pianping Counell to include Eascon's HReach in the Coastal
Berrier Resources System. According to the Report te Congress by

Newpurt e Americun s Firat Redort

c?e US Deparrgent of the Interior in March, 1987
o the Coastal Barrier Resources Sysvtem Acr ix éo
undevelope cogstal barriers, federal

"the intent

giginggfznt tsuch a? dnat}onal flood insurance, US Army Corps of
SLruciurs evelopment projecrs g f i
£ constooiuotural i an ederal assistance
: : S8WeTr  SySlems water suppl
airports, highways, bridges and }etciesf“ PRIy systess,

Easton's Beach is not undevelo i

‘ ; ped, it is modararely deve
Fge western porcion  and developed on  the east:rh poigggg gg
identified in the Coasrsl Resources Management Program. The
inclusion of Easton's Besch would he inconsistent witﬁ the

intent of the Coastval Barri
(napproprsate. ey Resource System Act

éhe C}ty cf. Newport strongly disagrees with the inclusion of
2ston’s  Beach in the Coastal Barrier Resource System. Easton's
Beach is the only public beach in the City and is maintained for
the enjoyment of the citizens of Newport and the hundreds of
visitors who ceme to our city during the summer momths. Thisg
beach has  been a developed public facilicy for well éve:_
century and it should remsin as suech. ' B

The City Council feels that control of Newport's only publie
beachi should  vemain in the hands of local government and not bhe
@anﬁgn over  tn the coairal of governmenral departments
Washington. Decisions aifeccing whis beach are best made by
Eocgliywsle; 2t officials, who serve &t the p{easu;emof the
gg;;ggd.:esﬁdants Gl the community in which Easton’s Beach {s

Mavyol
PGH: jed iii//z//

co:Congressional Delggation

<"
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_i “ ' May 23, 1587
ey

L

Mr, Prsok B. ¥elfilvrsy
Cosstel Barriers Coordipstor
Ceoastal HBerrier Study Group
Eational Perk Service

2. Deparinent of the Inteyioy
F.G. Box 37137
Tashington, D.C. 20013w7127

Deapr . VeGilvrey: Re#: RI=-0% Newpsri, R.I,

In sccerd with your a2dvice on the telephone the first wessk of
April, we enclose a letter setting forth documerted evidence that
the Ccastsl Barrier officialiy known as Easten's Besch (unofficially
as Hewport Baach end FPirst Jeach) 1s not protected by either the
State of Rhode Island or by the City of Hewpoert. This fact would
indicata "lack of safeguards for sutomatic ipeclusion in the JHERS.®

The portfelis sontains letters frem high sfficiale in Siate
government, documents from city files, and supporiing articles which
conclusively indicate lack of meintenance and safeguard. Also in-
cluded are photographs taken withiln the past yesr wiich show the
extant of present recresiion buildings on the barrisr, and views of
the aquetic habitats between the barrier and the msinland. There
is also a history of former devélopment on the beseh with 1is even-
tual fonsy Ieland buildeup which wes deatroyed in 1938 by & hurrir
sane. (Photograph of before mnd after this event is included.)}

It is the ¢verwhelming conszenmus of the membership of our Assac
iatien, of the 800 members of Priends of the ¥aterfront, emd we De-
lieve of the majority of residente of Newport, that thesme aress be
included with the CBRS for protestion. Clesrly the imclusion of RI-0%
1z the proposed CBRS list te Coengress is & vital and necemsayy step 1o
prevant a repetition of the abevy deseribed dissatrous development at
Boze future time. gy

¥a agk taat the Study Grouwp carefully road snd review all the
sompliled documentation %o make possible the protectlen of our
bemutifel and fragile resource.

Sincersly,

VB e ) N

tharlotte ¥. Siwmens, Chalrmen

Constal Barrier Study Sroup--page 7

Documentaiion #l: [The Newsurd ¥aster Flan, & documeni endorsed by the
City Couneil in Degember 1972 sa a guidelins for ity plans and development,

iz skill in effest and refarred to in lestimony bafore the Zening Beard of
Revisw and regarding the passing of Ordimsncey or soning. The documant
states in part: {(Appropriste ssetions of the document attasked.)

wtt 4a impertant that s plan be demigned ac that 4% can remain valid
and useful when desirable aituatlions sppsar in the future which ars
not presently seen,,.Such policies form the offiloisl stditade of
the ity by virtus of the fact thet provisiony Tor a Plsn ars sad
Torth in the City Charter...This plse plsaces gresat enphsalsm oa
policies and their usefulnsss in determining fuiure divectitf...
The pulicy atatements either excourage or digsourags & particular
activity in = given ares. (pp L & 2}

"o discuse the sdequacy of the existing systewm in relation o nst~
tonal siandards is mesningless. Inetead the systsm is relsted to
4he spesific needs and deslres of Sewport,..What Le needsd, however,
is more intensd development of these (roareation) arsas. This la
especislly true with regard to Newpert Beach (Easton Basch).

vis part of revitallzaticn program for Eewpert Sesch, it le proposed
that a salt water pool and an ios rink be conatmuched. It ie felt
that the pool would iacresss use of the besch dusing times of unde-
gsirable ccesn swimming conditions and that the risk weuld provide
excellent off-season use for which thare is great demend.® (pp 22
ang 23}

Dosumentation #2: In Januery, L1984, the Clty of Newport Reersation
Tepartment and the ¥ewport City Council hired Urban Design Group in Provide

ence to develop a Newport Beach Naster Plam fer revitallzation strategles
for Esston's Jemch. An abbreviated Sigioricel Owepviaw of the report fol-
lows: The Tity of Newport hes over the years vxpleited the bemeh. In 1786
Eautonts Seach waa dezeded to the Cliy “Tor the common uss forever.” In 18350
the City gfranted the privilege %o & private growp to placs bathhousea on the
beach. In 1854 the stage was set for the Firat of seven loases to opsrate
the beach. “In epits of contirmsed dismatisfaction by the public and complainta
of inappropriste davelopmeni, the {ity Councll owsr these years contimued with
this policy.” {See Hintorical Overview, p, 16}

Hetween 1911-1912 ocutdatad faciililes wers demolished snd thers was come
struction of pavilisna, bathhouses, toileds, ho# water bathe snd a gonveniion
Hall,

“By 1922, under a lease with the Newport Deuch Asssclation, the Beach
had taken on the appearsnos of Coney Island with a roller-coaster, a
swimming pool, mmueswents, various rides, snd many soncenslons, 818....

™

; Temove from
incentives for new

and

in




Coagtal Barrier Study Group--page 3

"3t was & greet favorite of day trippers whe came by exeursion boat
fros New London, Providencs, and Psll River snd were trasnported
from the ¥aterfront by irolley car.m (Ibid, pp. 16 & 18)

"The dlsastrous hurricans of 1938 complotely Remslished the Bameh {zse
phote) and 1t was not umiil 1940 that $he Basch in it progent form
#a8 congtructed under the Works Progress Adminjateatics...

“In yeécent yesry, to defray opsrsting custa, the Cliy has entered inio
A numbar of leases of the Rotunde's second floor for mich uses ne a
discotheque snd indeor gol?, ata.

”

Horaver, due to its exposure to the weather, vandalism snd leek of
aalotenanis over the years has lad to the progressive detsrioratien
of the bulldings and heach facillties, compounding tha eatabliphoent
of businese uses on the Bemeh.™ (Ibid, p, 18)

Dogumentation #3: The following optiona were pregsuted by the Urban
Design Group An the Newport Mastey Basch Fiag:
i, 4 doenothing pomture with onegoing miaimal modndenance.

2, Demclitlon of nl} struciures and reverting baek %o nstural beech
exvironmant.

3. ¥odeat improvement progrmm coupled with an tnereese in Bepon Yasws.

4. 4 brosdening of computible uses in the ares to include Ter swamplse:
8 S=hele mint golf sourse, an Adventure Playground, develepusab
of related concesaionaires, uss of the Rotumda for either a 350
sent Pordorming Avts Cenlter or Pull Ssrvice Resteurant.

5. Long term development of aiy rights {high rise Wotel) over Bast
Parklng Yot (Psderal funde ave availablu for mied & dsvelopment)
ftneluding a publie parking deck and uppar lsvel commercial usss
with supporting psrking., Fature projsciions indients that the

City will have to maximize 3ta use of public land. (See drawing
attachsd.)

6, Hhould Emston’s Pond be excessed 5% part of Fewport's walsyr sysiew,
it would offar the (ity some asveage Top developuble lund, Afdite
tonal parking therefore could be providsd ism linear fegdien, buili
inte the leves aiong 1ta souihern bousdary. Fedestrdian scossy te
the Beach woulid da gained by an overpass acvoss Hemopisl Blvd,
(Ibid, pp. 20, 1%, 12 of the Report. 9ee drawiags attachsd.)

The present Uity Usunell has begun to develop Opties #31 however without
CBitS prosscilon future Oity Cowncils could oept to develop Optilens 4 and 5.
The Rewport Seach Mastey 2lan cortinues in madive City filss and fa » long-
term development plan. Option #6 is not prosensiy » threst, A Referendum
last year provided public funde for the cosmatewotion of & new Water Piltration
Plant on Eaaton‘s Pond wihich as o ressrveir for Newport water is nonetheless a
wildlife refuge with important negting end & habitat for over 100 identifiesd
speciss of water fowl and birds. {(Plsese vefer in provicus correspondencs)

.3

Conmial Barrier Study Uroup--puge 4

Fegks The City way be under fuburs pressure from she Tourdat and Qo
vortlon Authozrity to werve theiy soeds in teres of Besch parking, shope,
or copvanticn faollities. 7This neason the Wost Paslving Lot at the Beach will
be used for a parking shuttle %o the Herbor waterfront in exchange for $40,000
e 9s uevd for Beaech improvemenis.

Documentation: The T & ¢ mthorifsy "would be inlerastsd in sesieting
ine beach lmprovmments only 4f ths bemak was dsalgnated & stop on the
loop bur system with parking fov the loep bus riders.” (Soe levter o
Acting City ¥anager, dsted Dsvenber 26, 1966.)

"Becauss of fonding restrainta, 1% le ne longer pensible Yo conkimus
this renvvatincy program wilthout sasintancs from the Tourdss & Convenw
tion Authorlty. The contyibuiion by the T & ¢ would them be watohed
With & Land & Water Conservation Pund Grant. It 14 recomasndsd thas
340,000 Yo vequenied from the 2 & € to be makched with » L & ¥ ¢ Crant,

broviding $80,000 for renvvetlons.” (p. 43 Capitel Improvement Program,
198841692}

The above facts snd thely docusentstios isdleste that Baaton's Beagh
Cosatal Barrier is net protecied eguingy commoreisl development by the State
¢f Bhode fslend oy by the Sty of Wewport whoow long range Sesch Masteyr Plas
18 etill referved to in curremt snd projected Capitel Isprovemens Progrom
finencial pisanleg.  (See attashed schedulae fwllowing page §3.)

Furthersore, on page 1L of the Mmmcﬁ 1987 t Report ity Co &, the
2rd paragraph etates that Stste asd lscsl govsraments slec proiect coastal
barriors tut that urbanization pressure i sxepilng conmidarable affort to
devslop Jacul parks. In paragraph throe on the same page, 1t atates thaté
suck "protected” areas mey costaln ouly & singls developod area of bhathhiouses
and other faeilitivs to support bessheoriontad reereation. This describas
conditions at Beston’s Sesch. In the 4th peragraph the repsri states that
"Exclusion of theaw privesely protecied aress from the CERS imcreasss their
markat vallas,"

Undey Section D, "Cliherwians Protectsd” Conatal Bapgders, the Erogoaed
Recummendntion on page 1L states: "DOI proposes that all privetely cwaed
Properiy within & conservesion or recreation aren established by Pedaral,
State or loczl lew on an undaveloped vosatal barrler (inholdings) be
included by referense in the CBRS. And, on pags 12, in the same Fropesad
Bacommendniion, the last swnisnse states "Lasck of sa¥sguards, . would conmti~
tute fusdiffeation for autemsbis iLhelusmienm in the COBRY,™

Theretore, geologle wad developmental sriteris is sonsidared the fore-
BOAT rasson to include coastal barriers in tha CHES and no consideration

o

Cosstal Barrler Study Group--pags 5

can be given %o preasnt ownbrshlp or land use. Bitter expsrience haas shown
that publio ownerahip or "protection” canrot ve depended Upoer to kesp out
davelopment, & was ghown by The Naturs Couservanmcy's sals of Dog Tsland ia
Plorida whizh tan now be developed utilizing the Tull range of Pederal sub-
ajidies becsupe it wasz excliuded frowm thy UBRS.

Even akould so-t¢eiled "Ciharwipe Protscted” areap bs excluded sgainst
tha D0I's recommendstion, Zaston's 3eank and ite sssvclated aguatic habitatm
Easton and Sresn End Ponda should be includsd (Sea 19585 corvespondenne}
bacsuse nf the documsntary evidence that the barrisr has uo prolection undar
State or local lawe as et cuil sbove, and the Ters "Othsrwiasae Frotectad™
does not apply to RI-G5. Yhile the ponds comatitute & part of the ity water
supply, the additives used are nci deivimental to ths ponds ss & wildlife
refugs which 1s an important nesting arsa aad habitat, ALl menner of eild-
14fe has been particularly plentiful this year in both mawbers and spzcica,
411 such spspciated habitats are inseperabla paris of the coestal barrisy
pcosysten,” (p. 9 of the Heport) and the ponds serve to profect the mainiend
which iw heavlly pepulated an 2il sidea.

Te respectfully and strongly request that RI-0% Ue reinststed in lts
entire geelogie entity io yeour pending list to Jongrsss to corrsct its
misteken deletion. ™Me¢ alsc recommend thet all etheyr deletsd “"Otherwiae
Protectad” areas 1o Riode Isliand be rsinetsted with particular ewphesisg on
Sacond and Third beach barriers in Middletown which are not FPederally pro-
tected.

Sincareliy,

LZASTON'S 3BEACH & POND ASEOCIATION, 100,
LTy ey < - .M e

CQZ%UJiﬁzi‘ a?l %?2§}xnv¢¢x

Sharlotte ¥, Simons, Chalrman

172 Bustis Avenus
Newpory, RI 01840
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Calderon Howe, M1
B ANHANGALE AL REARDAT TADDE IS AND 02540
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Coastal kareisr Study Groap

Mational Fark Servaice

tnited Siates Department of the Interior
FLafl. Box E7127

Washington B, O, 2001%-73127

Y]

217 Tab T . 1WBT

Gentlaman:

fn @ pertanent resident of Newport, Rhode fslang, | wrlte to wrge
that um:t RI-00 (Esston Be ' ope rebsrned in the Coastal barrier
flesources Bystem ang be %0 designaied when the list 1s finelized
ang  sent to Conges 19 Jure. 11 wa= mistat anly aéﬁmm@drbv
Department  of  the  Intecsor bhat ths  srwes funit RI-0Ds
protectes b the stabte of Rhode Isiendl b most definirels

By protected, Acoording Lo rgnent end relilavle information
tLhe #.1. Department  of Environesntal  Management  and frram
Statewidy Flanmliag., Without arny protectiaon from @ighef ths State
or the {fivy of HNeweorb., this earticels area TRI-0S: ramgyos
Faghly vulneratb e to o ructive development that _would negate
the trul, "soastal Darrier” nature of thig part of Rhode Jlsland.

e,
“
Tours Bincerely. ; T //
"

alderan Adwe. 1IN
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Septembeyr 18, 1987

Frapk HeoGilivrey

Chairmen of Comstiel Barriers Study Group
Department of Interior

Kational Park Services

bO Box 37127

¥ashiogton, DC 2003137127

Dear #rank:

Is tts Jups 11, 1887 report, the Bhode Islsnsd Siste Plenning
Council made its formml recommendaiions gproviding the offlcial
state position on the Department of lanterior's Proposels Pursuant
$o Sectton 10 of the Coastal Berrier Resources Act of 1882,

Within ite formsl recommendatlons, the Council voted to
request that the DOI reccmmend to Congress the reinstatement of @
pumber of imporiant beach areas for inclusion In the Cosstsl
Barrier Rescurce System. Amorg the aress recompended wss the
Saaten's Beach/Pond sren located in Newport and Hiddletown.

I reguest that your Deperiment recommend to the Congress
that it grant Coastial Barriler besch protection status to Easton's
Beach, nlong with the other recommended Rhode Island areas, It
18 wy hope that your recommendatlons to the Congress will be
forthcoming in the aear fuiure and that such recommendations will
lend support to the need to provids protection status to these
vital bench nreas.

RICHARD a, LICHT
Ligutanaat Governor

RAL/ ju/fet
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The Honorable Donald P. Hodel
Sncretary of the Interior
Washington, D.C. 20240

. The Honorable Donald Paul BoSgly

Dear Mr. Secretary: Secretary of the Intaricr

It has been brought to my intention that there is some 3§E:§E:§2§ °§ éhe 2255;1°r
confusion regarding the present atatus of Easton's Beach in e ] o “F
Newport and Middletown, and its possible inclusion in the Coastal ..
Barrier Respurces System. Although there is a State-maintained Dear Mr. Secretary:
roadway traversing the barrier beach,'the ftate of Rhode Isiand e . . N e
does not own any tand on either the beach shde or the pond side 1 ar wriring Yo 2k you To assure ::?t the effl?seo
of the roadway. Both sides are owned by the City of Newport. iette; Erzz ?hew“Sgoéﬂfiogﬁtpg;;éreziEg;;“gzafigg“éffﬁzeto &
This lack of ownership precludes any possible State protection of gr:i?:ze Sﬂcézg‘u'ecefcer s enetur reviewn T 2
the barrier beach, which BOI has erronecusly claimed as the esou yELem, LVES - SR
reason for Easton's Beach exclusion from fhe Coastal Barrier - . e v . B Cane
Resources System. This misunderstanding was pointed out in an the r‘ae lstéeé'CE§:Bé?lez;rg:ﬁeifzzitftzgn?nEEﬁggt;ﬁ:mbzic“
April 14, 1987, letter by the Secretary of the State Planning i 'QWE?I} afré e vown o fiw o oach ane Batet besehn
Councll, Daniel H. Varin, to Prank McGilvrey, Chairman of the L G o e bonera] Dacr et i
Coastal Barriers Study Group. under the restrictions of the Coastal Raririer Rescurce

P
Eystem.
taston's Beach is uniguely sltuated as part of one of the

=y TR 2 1 ier = Brny
most scenic stretches of shoreline on the Fass Coast. It would T en 55 ang ”52 GETE:!‘S ﬁle %?ﬂfzfAtzaiiéié ?9%?:é?§e»}~ er .
be tragic if the fate of this unigque public resource was to be ghate and appreciste your eiiorts Lo p < G L et
determined on the basis of false information. I urge you to set CC?Sga: bafflef"beéhﬂﬁﬁ ffota§“ﬂeieﬁ5aéytgztei3??egg- Theze
the record straight, and to reconsider the inclusion of Faston's beaches are & precious natur Teseure s
Beach (Unit Ri-05} in the Coastal Barrier Resources System. preserved.
t i bl whi be )

gigi:gtzdsigﬁht;?saaxgigﬁﬁugz giieii:2;;§e hich should In thiz case, however, 1 believe that the beach falls
P ) under the protection of the City of Newport. As you Can see

Thank you for your consideration of this matter, from the enclosed letters, Newport is well able te plan anc

to provide adeguate IesoUrce management for the beach.
Sincerely yours,

Zér : R /<? z z Your assistance is appreciated.

CLAUDINE SCHNEIDER Ever sincerelys
/
St pmb / /h

Claiborne Pell

Enclosure
THIB BTATIONENY PREITED BN FARCR MADE With RICTYCLES FldRS




INDEX TO EXISTING AND PROPOSED
CBRS UNITS IN RHODE ISLAND

PROVIDENCE
@

RHODE ISLAND

GREENWICH®

O\NEWPORT

USER NOTE: To locate the map(s) of each existing and
proposed CBRS unit in this volume, consult the table on
the following page.

D0Y




MAPS DEPICTING EXISTING AND PROPOSED CBRS UKITS

Unit
iD USGS Topographic Map
Code Unit Name or Map Composite Page
Do1* Little Compton Ponds Sakonnet Point 24
Tiverton 27
Doz Fogland Marsh Tiverton 27
Dozp* Prudence Istand Complex Bristol 33
Fall River 34
East Greenwich 35
po2c West Narragansett Bay Complex Wickford 37
DO3 Card Ponds Kingston 39
DO4& Green Hi11 Beach Kingston 39
DO5 East Beach Quonochontaug 40
Do6 Quonochontaug Beach Quonochontaug 40
Watch Hi1l 41
bo7 Maschaug Ponds Watch Hill 41
Bog Napatree Watch Hil11 41
pog* Block Island Block Island 42
RI-D1 Brown Point Tiverton 27
RI-02 Sapowet Point Tiverton 27
RI-02A* McCurry Point Tiverton 27
RI-06* Almy Pond Newport 29
RI-07* Hazards Beach Newport 29
RI-08 Fox Hi11 Marsh Marragansett Pier 38
RI-09 Bonnet Shores Beach Narragansett Pier 38
RI~10 Narragansett Beach Narragansett Pier 38
RI-11 Seaweed Beach Narragansett Pier 38
*Public comment summaries and DOI responses follow unit maps.
MAPS DEPICTING OTHERWISE PROTECTED, MILITARY, AND
COAST GUARD LANDS ON UNDEVELOPED COASTAL BARRIERS*
USGS Topographic Map Coastal Barrier
or Map Composite Status Page
Sakonnet Point Federal, Local 24
Tiverton State, Local 27
Newport Federal, Local 29
Bristol State, Local 33
Narragansett Pier State, Local 38
Kingston Federal, State 39
Quonochontaug Federal, State 40
Watch Hill State, Local 41
Biock Island Federal, State, Local 42

*These maps are provided for finformation purposes only. DGI is not vecom-
mending the addition of these areas to the CBRS wunless they are made
available for development that is inconsistent with the CBRA purposes.



ADD

DELETE

EXCLUDED

FEDERAL

STATE

LOCAL

PRIVATE

MILITARY

COAST GUARD

MAP KEY
Existing CBRS units

Recommended additions to or dele-
tions from the CBRS

Military, Coast Guard, or otherwise
protected, undeveloped coastal
barrier

Area recommended for addition to
the CBRS

Area recommended for deletion from
the CEBRS

Area excluded from an existing or
proposed CBRS unit because it is
developed

Federally protected, undeveloped

coastal barrier; for dinformation
only
State protected, undeveloped

coastal bharvrier; for information
only

Locally protected, undevetoped
coastal barrier; for information
only

Privately protected, undeveloped
coastal barrier; for information
only

Undeveloped coastal barrier owned
by the military; for information
only

Undeveloped coastal barrier owned
by the Coast Guard; for information
only

Maps are arranged in geographic order from east

to west.



Report to Congress on the Coastal Barrier Resources System

N Solid lines depiet recommendations for additions 0 or deletions from
DEP Aﬁ'f:;ﬁr’f I:’FS Trﬁ?ﬁafﬁmon QUADRANGLE the Goastal Barrier Resources System. (Section 10 of P4, §7 - 348}
r
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pO1 - LITTLE COMPTON PONDS

State Position: The State of Rhode Island
requested the addition of two new bay
barriers to the existing CBRS unit. The
State also reguested a modification of the
existing unit boundary in Sakonnet Harbor to
better conform with the geologic criteria
defining a coastal barrier.

Other Comments: The Town Council of Little
Compton, through the State, also requested
the boundary modification in Sakonnet Harbor.
Two letters were received opposing this modi-
fication, betlieving it would allow develop-
ment of a dock and result in chronic pollu-
tion problems. Two Tletters requested the
addition of Tunipus Pond to the existing CBRS
unit,

Substantive letters concerning D01 are
reprinted below. See also letters number
622, 984, and 1282 reprinted in the General
Comment Letters section.

Response: DOl accepts the State's geologic
information supporting the boundary modifica-
tion 1in Sakonnet Harbor. Tunipus Pond is
otherwise protected; it 145 a town park.

DOI Recommendation: The D01 recommends add-
ing Little Pond Cove bay barrvier and the bay
barrier to the northeast to the existing CBRS
unit. The DOT also recommends modifying the
existing unit boundary in Sakennet Harbor to
better conform with DOI's geologic criteria.

HARBOR WATCH, INC
Box $34
Littie Compion, RI 2837

May 23, 15937
The Coastal Barriers Stedy Group
Department of the farerior
National Park Service
Box 37i27
Washington DC 20013-7(27

RE: Section 10 Review of the CBRA and DO1 (Little Compton Poads)
Ladies & Gentiemen:

Please Tind enclosed a copy of our May 23, 1987 letter (with 115 (we enclosures) ta
Daniel W. Varin, Associate Director, RI Department of Administration.

Thank you [or your consideration and Tor vour magnifisent efforts 1o prescrve our
Allantic coastal barriers.

ey G, 4.

/ohn W. Cutler, Ir.
Chairman

Enclosures: 3

HARBOR WATCH, INC
Box 934
Littte Compton, RY 52837

May 26, 1987
Mr Danict W. Varin
Associkte Director
Department of Administration
265 Melrose Srreet
Pravideace, RT 02947

RE: Sectlon 10 Review of the CHRA and DO! (Littie Compton Ponds)
Dear Mr Yarin:

Harbor Watch, Inc has reviewed the 1987 draft Report to Congress: Coastal Barrier
Resources System: Executive Summary and Volume € Rhode Isiand. We reaffirm our
letter 10 you dated May 3, 1985,

The draft Repors {vel 4, pg. 5} implies that the State, the Town and Harbor Watch
meds similar requests regarding Sakonnet Harbor Beach. The paragraph beginning
"The Town of Little Compton .. " should be corrected to read:

The State and Harbor Watch, Inc requested a minor modification of
the westorn CBRS boundary of Sakonnet Harbor Beachk {CBRS unit
oL, Littdg Compron Pords) to conform it to a “comservative® (ie.,
minimal) geologic barrier boundary established by % coastal geologist
and & professional engineer. The Town of Little Compton reguested
that a portion of undeveloped geologic barrier, which it plans 10
develop, be removed from this unit. The Department proposes no
recommendation to modify this boundary.

On May Z1, 19387 the Littie Compton Town Council by a 4-1 vote reaffirmed i
May 1, 1985 letter to you, which requested removal of Lots 429 and 430 from the
CBRS5. The Town Council's plan to sitc a dock on Lot 430 is documenicd by the
minutss of sty Fuly 7, 1983 mesting {copy ¢nclosed), This development would entsil
dredging, Tilling, wharfing, buikheading, and paving; once n place, it would
gencerate chronic petroleum hydrocarben spills, feaching of preservatives and heavy
metals, and sediment resuspension dangercusiy close to the wattr-exchange cuivert
serving ihe barricr's tidal marsh.  In kis letter of May 5, 1982 (copy enclosed),
marine biologist Dr Scott W, Nizon waraed that such chronic pollution might
wreak “real envirobmental degradation” upon the marsh.

We appreciate the fine work conducted by the Statewide Planning Program and by
the State Plamaing Council on ail phases of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act.

Sincerely,

/m ¥ cll, £

Jokn W. Cutler, Jr.
Chairmas
Enclosures: 2
ce: The Coastal Barricrs Study Gmup/
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Voted: That the Town founcil pursue with the State goverament, DEM and CRMC
afficials a clarification of whether SA water guality zegulations can be coordin-
nated with CRMC regula tions to facilitate the buildirg of a town dock in Sakonnet
Harbor, and that the Town Councll consuit with the environmentaiists, other towns
pecple and the Harbor Roard in their state consuitations and that one l_nemhe:: each
from the Town Council, Harbor Advisory Board, Fishermen's Apsociation, Harbor
Watch and Sakonnet Yacht Club meet with state officials.

Voted: That the Town Council endorse the Harbor Advisory Boards recommend-
&tion that Lot 430, after due consideration, provides the best site for a town
dock which could respond to the needs of fishermen, yachtsmen and towns peocple.

Voted: That the Town Councl) retain as itg position, its previous recommendd
ation that the limit of the barrier beach be moved from the northern boundary of
Lot 430 to the e‘uscerz\ boundary of Lot 429, until further information is available.

Voting in the negative - My, McKinnon

Voted: To call DOI and Senator Chafee’'s office reguesting an extenaion of
the Coastal Barrier Resourses Act comment period from July 15 to September 15,

1985,

Adjourned - 9325

Minutes
Meeting of July 2, 1985
Littie Compton Town Conachl

Attesty

Clerk

—
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the Goastal Barder Aesources System. (Section 10 of P.L. 97 - 348,
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RI-G2A - MCCURRY POINT

State Position: The State of Rhode Island

suggested and supports the addition of RI-02A
to the CBRS.

Other Comments: One letter endorsing the
State’s suggestion and supporting the addi-
tion of RI-02A was vreceived. This letter
is reprinted in the General Comment Letters
section (letter number 1282).

Response: McCurry Point fully qualifies as
an undeveloped unprotected coastal barrier
under DOI criteria.

DOI Recommendation: The DOI recommends add~

ing RI-02A to the CBRS.
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UNITED $TATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
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RI-06 ~ ALMY POND; RI-07 - HAZARDS BEACH

State Position: The State of Rhode Island

supports the addition of both RI-06 and
RI-67 to the CBRS.

Other Comments: The City of Newport wrote
opposing the addition of RI-06 and RI~07
to the CBRS, claiming both barriers are
partially developed. Five other letters
§Tso opposed the addition of RI-07 because
it serves as a recreational area. The
Tetters are reprinted below.

Response: Both Almy Pond and Harzards Beach
fully qualify as undeveloped, unprotected
coastal barriers under BOI criteria. Addi-
tion to the CBRS will not restrict recrea-
tional use of either barrier.

DOI Recommendation: The DOI recommends add-

ing both RI-06 and RI-07 to the CBRS.

895]

THE CITY OF NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 02840

June 13, 1987

Coastal Barriers Study Group
Department of The Interior
tational Park Service
P, Q. Box 37127
Washingten, D. C. 20013-7327
Gentleman:
At the meeung of the Council of the Ciry of Newpors, held on
June 10, 1987, the Councii adopted Rasolution 42-87 opposing the

inclusion of Gooseberry Beach, Hazards Beach (RI-07), and Almy

Pond (RI-06) in the Coastal Harrer Resource system.

Very truly vours,

dwz_d,;ﬁhzﬁWwwmw&-

Jzne A, MoManus, SMO

City Clerk

JAMF

Enclosure

Mewport — America’'s Firsi Resort

THE CITY OF NEWPORT

RESOLUTION
OF THE

COUNCIL
No, 42-87

WHEREAS . Soousberry Beach and Hazards Beach in the city of
Hewport are ine luded in  the sunmary of proposed
recommendations for coastal bsrriers in  Rhode Island
under Umit I.9. Code “RI-07" and the Unit name “Hazards
Beach.* as alss i Spouting Rock Beach Assoclation
(Bailey’s Beach! under Omit 3.5, Code TRI-06,7 Almy
Pond; and

WHERERS, these beaches are already partially developed with bath |
nouses and are maintained as bathing Seaches; and

WHEREAS, further development of thess besches is regulated by the
ahode Istand Coastal Rescurses Management Council: and

WHEREAS, these beaches provide an important recreational and
social facility for many Newporters snd have done so for
many years and intend to contifiue Lo be an important
resreational and social facility for many Newporters for
many ysars to cowe: and

WHEREAS . rheir designatisn as a coastal barrier under the Toastal
Barrier Respurce System may impalr the abilicy of
Gouseperry Beach, Hazards Beach, and Almy Pond (Spouting
Rock Beach Assoc.) to obtain flood insurance in the

| future. WNOW, TEEREFORE, BE IT

' mESOLVED: that the {ouncii of the City of Newport does hereby

i oppose  the inclusion of Gooseberry Beach and Haxards 1

t Beach (RI-DT) and Almy Pond {R1-06} in the Coastal
Barrier Ressurce Systas. AND BE IT FURTHER

iREsowsD: that copies of this resplution ba forvarded with letters

i tn gur State and Congressicnal legislators urging thes
te work and vote pot  to inciude Gooseberxy Beach angd
Bazargs Beach (RI-07) and Almy Pond (RI-06) within the !
Coastal Sarraer Hesource System. AND BE IT FURTHER ‘

' RESOLVED: that copies of thisx resclution also e forwarded to
Coastal Barriers Study Group of the U.5, Department of
rhe fnterior and the Rhode Island Statewide Planning
Committae.

WILLIAM D. NAGLE

IN COUNCIL

READ AND PASSED

U D onscs

Jafie R, HoManus, CHC
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CORCORAN, PECKHAM & Haves. P C Coastal Barrier Study Group
ATTOBRLYE AKD COUNMBELLORS AT LAW June 1%, 1987
CEORNED L(ONG WHASF & AMTRICAS CUP AVERUE
* 0 sox 388
NEwWPoAT R | 02840 If the beaches were inciuded in the Coastal Barrier
EDWARD 4 CORCORAN TELERMOHE 4012 47-0RTE WILLAR A RESHAAR Resourse System, fleod insurance becomes no lokger avaii-
PATRICH 5 4o Hares 19101943 able, it may deprive many citizens of this community of
?ﬂﬁf:éﬁﬁgrz recreational facilities that have existed for many years.
ADRERR T HOULMAN
P o mEn 9 On behalf of these beaches, I would urge you to change
SAMES T June 19, 1987 the recommendation and not include Hazard's Beach and
Jrraty 4 e Goaseberry Beach in the Coastal Barrier Resource System.
EwARD o TORCTRAM
Sincerely yours,
patrick O'N, Eayes, Jri& &
Coastal Barrier Study Group for Gooseberry Beach, Inc. and
Rational Park Service Hazard'a Beach, Inc.
¥.5. Department of the Interior
¥.0. Box 37127 PRJE. /mn
Washington, D,C. 20013-7127 EBnclosuze
ces  HMrs,. John T, Allan
Dear Coastal Barvier Study Group: Certified #P333664724

1 am enclosing herewith a certified copy of a Resolu-
tion from the Council of the city of Newport regarding the
inclusion of Hazard's Beach and Gooseberry Beach in the
Coastal Barrier Regource System. Both of these beaches are
located in the City of Newport, Rhode Island, They are
designated as RI-07 Hazard's Beach, Hewport County, First
Congressional District in the Summary of Proposed Recommenda-—
tions for Coastal Barciers in Rhode Island. 'These beaches
are already developed as bathing beaches and provide a
recreational and social facility for many citizeng in this
area. While they may have had the appeatance of coastal
barrier beaches when viewed on a map, an actual view will
indicate that they are already developed and not appropriate
for inclusion in the Coastal Barrier Resocurce Bystem,

Secondly, there is Iitile, if any, Interaction between
these beaches and the Lily Pend, the coastal pond which is
adjacent to them, The only direct contact between the pond
and the beach is an underground drain which drains the
overfilow from the Lily Pond ocut to the beaches,

Further, any additional development of Gooseberry Beach
and Rarard®s Beach, which is unlikely and not planned, is
reguiated by the Rbhode Island Coastal Resource Management
Council, and could only be done with the appropriate environ—
mental safequards.
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CHATRMARN,
BANKNG, FINANCE AND
URBAR AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

- SARCOUCTES G Shanl. sy

ETITUTONE Suri Ao
RGULATION AND iielMAsi

FEANAND J. ST GERMAIN
157 Darrmicy, Ri0ny HLang

1108 Raviean sisd ke
Wandmares, DC 20518
ton 1052254811

Congress of the Bnited Htates
Bous. of Representatives

Washington, BC 20515

04 s £ Foganr Birimng
Facnabinch, W DIHOD
o 4015288098

Tou Fast Teuomone
por W]

May 8, 1987

Mr. David Brown

Assistant to the Secretary and Director,

Dffica of Congressional and Legislative Affairs
Department of the Interior

18th an { Streets, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20240

Dear Mr. Brown:

on behalf of Mr. Patrick O'N., Hayes, Jr., I am requesting that
the Department of Interior reconsider their classification of
Gooseberry Beach as a Coastal Barrier Beach,

I have besn a long time supporter of policies that protect and
maintain the environment, but feel that there are no apparent benefits
dertved from the categorization of this shoreline as a Costal Bavrier
seach. Although, Gooseberry Beach reflects some typical attributes
reflective of a Coastal Barrier Beach, it beneficially serves the
community more as a recreational facility. Consequently, it is my
hope that you will give this matter the utmost consideration and a
mytual agreement regarding this issue can be reached.

Thank you for your attention in this matter.

Sincerely,

rn J. 5t Germain
ember of Congress

FI5tGikan
anclosure
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D02B ~ PRUDENCE ISLAND COMPLEX

State Position: The State of Rhod
P e Isiand Swamp is protected by th
gzgoszzﬁ;?e d;?et1on of Sﬁa?euprotect§d Sheep Island. As discussed ﬁrev;ZUS:;tetg;FDggo?z
onpon s fhe rsggt‘the ex1st1ng. gnlt, but not recommending that otherwis; protected
s e ;x g ion of the Conimicut Point barriers be included in the CBRS unless thay
e hoals areas to the unit. are made available for development that is

inconsi i
Other Comments: One Tetter was received stent with the CBRA purposes.

expressing concerns about whether all of the

2:h$rgize protected and dgve{oped areas were DOI Recommendation: The DOI recommends
prgpzszd Zzzgt§oth the eg15t1ng gnit and the deleting the Sheep Pen Swamp segment of the
itions. It is reprinted below. existing unit because it is protected by the
' State. The DOI also recommends addin th
?ﬁsgzzse. No developed areas are included Conimicut Point and Musselbed Shoals %reai
e recomnended additions. Sheep Pen to the existing CBRS unit

HEATE PLARNIRG COUHCIL

WORESHOP ON COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES ACT
BECTION 10 MAPSNTUDLY

May, 1987
NAME: Sara reale
ORGANIZATION:
ADDRESY: 1249 Anthony id  lercswouth Bl U787
FHONE: 41 OB3 val
QUESTIONS/
COMMENTS: 1.} Area o be added o rhe lrudence islamd Flan,on Comson

Fence roint,DOZB,.1s land held by a land trust. Have one owners of this wetland,
the Commen Fence Folnt |mprovement Associatietnbeen aobtliied of ohis
Propogal CONCRTDiNng Chell Propertys

2.3 1t appears that thelr are g Tew houses to be ancluded Ta t.e
CORon Fence ol Deaclt ar&a, CHOLR e baps ake Vely onciear.
TavE THE OWAGEs Of LHESE NOUSES LEOGn NOLIT1ed That theltl property
Fay De LRGLUGey 13 HE Prant

Presently there is g State funded mosquito control plan under way
in this area of Common Fence Foint. Would the designarion of
barrisr beach prevent the funding and continuation of this

3.

b

projece’
In this CFF area is also a baseball field, ¢nildrans playgroumi,

b,

pos

park areas, sng small frean water pomd. How would this barrier
beach designation affect these public areas? Would lnprovesonts
and maintainance be allowed o cnnvinve?
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State Position: The State of Rhode Island
supports the addition of associated aquatic
habitats to 0D0% and recommended Turther
additions of otherwise protected areas.

Other Comments: Two letters of support for
the additions to 009 were received. One
letter is reprinted below; the other appears
in the General Comment Letters section
{letter number 1282).

Response: The DOI is not recommending that
otherwise protected barriers be included
in the CBRS unless they are made available
for development that is inconsistent with the
CBRA purposes.

D01 Recommendation: The DOX recommends
adding the associated aguatic habitats to
the existing CBRS unit.

[583]

Town oF New SsorenAM
P.C. Drawer 220
Block Island, Rhode Island 02807

Block fsland Land Trust

(403] 4645558
THURTS®S: ®ay 27, 1987
Raiths A, Loeria Coastal Barriers Study Group
Doretky 4 Botihonskey National Park Service
Cyxthis W. Pegpas U. S. Dept. of the Interiox

P, 0. Bax 37127
Hubey Wader Qrosnawsy g gningbon, DO 20013-71127
Hadih Lang
Re: U.S8. Dept. of the Interior
ficastal Barriers System

Gantlemen:s

The Blogk  Island Land frust is a publie
ingtrumentality, authorized by the Rhode Ialand
legislature and the New Shoreham Town Council, that
acquires and manages open, agricueltural and shorefront
land for purposes of public access, recreatloen and
conservation. The Trust's activities are financed by a
2% fee imposed upon transfers of real property in New
Shoreham after October 1, 1986 and by gifts and grants.

The Block Iszland Land ‘frust strongly supports your
recomnendations to increase the amount of land included
in the Wational Cpastal Barrier Rescurces System. By
ingreasing from 439 %o 991 acres the amount of Hlock
Isiand land in this system, you would be greatly
assisting us in our efforts to protect environmentally
gengitive lands in our community.

pur town's greatest ecotomic asset is its natural
resources which are the primary attraction for wmoat
tourists/visitors 4o Bieck Island, which is the
smallest town in the smallest state in the United
States.

With Federal funds fot open space acquisition rapidly
disappearing we are trying to find sufficient state,
local and private Einancial resources to £ill the gap.
We urge you at the very least to push forward with this
proposed expansion of the Coasstal Barriers BResources
System. Doing so will at least withdraw the existing
Federal supsidy for mewers and roads in floodplains and
the Pederal floed insurance for development of these
fragile lands. The tourism and recreational boating

Coastal Barriers Study Group May 22, 1987
Natienal Park Service Page Two
U, 5. Dept. of the Interior

and fishing activities which form the basis of Block
Isiand's economy are largely dependent upon protection
of these wetlands, shorelands and floodplains,

Thank you for your consideration of cuy cancerna.

&.Uhcwx&,

forethy 5, Melluskey
Vice-Chalrman
Block Island Land Trusi

Sincersly,

DSM:KS
Enc- Map
N.¥.Times Article

es:  Town Touncil
Planning Board
Zoning Board
Conservation Commission
Governcr DiPrete
Senater John Chafee
Senator Claiborne Pell
Rep. Claudine Schneider
Robert L. Bendick, Jr.
Mr. Nat @Wiiliams
Mg, Eve Endicott
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