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Fortified with governance



Governance History Project Objectives

ÔReview and identify past government practices and responses to the 

changing ecological health of the Narragansett Bay watershed

ÔDocument and summarize these responses by developing a detailed timeline 

and collection of digitized materials

ÔAnalyze the materials to draw insights about changes in network governance

ÔProduce a report which concisely documents the governance history, presents 

a framework to understand how the changes in network governance occurred, 

and identifies attributes that contribute to healthy network governance 

processes

ÔDocumented the methodology used to complete the governance analysis and 

provide recommendations with respect to its possible utilization to examine the 

governance in other watershed settings
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Deliverables

Ô Detailed timeline with 1,558 entries 

organized using a Microsoft Excel 

spreadsheet

Ô Eleven governance stories that were used 

to help develop the timeline

Ô Master Bibliography that includes 1,350 

entries , tagged as either copyrighted or not

Ô Digital archive of documents collected as 

part of the data collection effort containing 

approximately 125,724 pages of searchable 

digital material (Adobe PDF files )
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Our approach
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What exists onto timelines & library

Summary Stories to distill

Governance Response Analysis

Methodology and Lessons Learned to 

replicate in other jurisdictions



Ô Summary 
timeline in a 
format that 
can be 
displayed 
and 
maintained 
on a website
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Ôhttp://www.narragansettwatershedhistory.org



Detailed Timeline
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Detailed Timeline
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Summary Stories

ÔEleven governance stories were used to develop the timeline.  

The reflective essays were used to synthesize the data 

contained in the report 
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Ô Walter Sheaõs1947 plan "A Sensible Approach to a Complicated 

Problem"

Ô Before and after the Narragansett Bay CCMP òall struggled to attain 

a workable bi -regional governance perspective and operationsó

Ô Blackstone River òcombined pollution control and economic 

developmentó

Ô NERBCand the Level B Plan òa cautionary tale on regional 

approachesó

Ô Watershed stewardship in the Taunton River and Mount Hope Bay 

òemergence of civic associationsó
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Ô Open space and regional land capability planning òevents in both Massachusetts and 

Rhode Island proved the reality to be otherwiseó  

Ô Section 208 planning òa useful but odd requirement of the Clean Water Actó

Ô TMDLs  òunanticipated impacts on a changing bay ecosystemó

Ô Mercury TMDL and the history of metals impacting Narragansett Bay òregional 

cooperationó

Ô Before and after the 2003 Greenwich Bay fish kill òambitions may outstrip source, non-

point controlsó

Ô History of Fields Point and the NBC òA tale of two successes, a century apartó

Summary Stories



Summary of Our Analysis
Ô Network governance is not a new phenomena with examples dating back to the 

late 1800s

Ô There is an amazingly rich, if not long forgotten history of Bay governance that 

predates the reconfiguration of the governance system that occurred in the 1970s

Ô The changing patterns of IGR between federal -state -local officials are similar to 

those occurring in other policy areas over time

Ô Network governance is a dynamic and changing process, but change happens 

slowly in an incremental, path dependent fashion

Ô Complex governance system today necessitates pragmatic, strategic, and 

collaborative approaches to address shared problems

Ô It will be difficult to fundamentally transform existing programs given the 
interconnected and interdependent nature of the governance system 
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Intergovernmental Relations (IGR)

Ô Things that happens between two or more governments, or between levels of the 

same government

Ô Network governance is a mechanism for shaping, changing, or managing IGR

Ô Deil Wright (1978, 1988) first identified the changing patterns of IGR  

Ô The patterns of IGR associated with programs upon their adoption stays with them 
as a result of statutory construction, funding relationships, program requirements, 

etc. unless the statute gets modified in a significant way

Ô Some EPA CWA programs have a pattern of IGR exemplified by programs developed in 1972 

while those established with the 1987 amendments have a very different set of IGR 

Ô State-local officials are then left to work with a wide range of federal programs 

established and operating under very different patterns of IGR

Ô Programs developed by state governments also exemplify different patterns of IGR
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Intergovernmental Relations (IGR)

Ô IGR 1: Conflict and Early Network Development 19 th Century ð1930s

Ô IGR 2: Cooperation, Concentration, and Continued Infrastructure 
Expansion 1930s to 1950s

Ô IGR 3: Creative Expansion of Federal Planning 1950s ð1970s

Ô IGR 4: Competition and Devolution 1970s ð1980s

Ô IGR 5: Contraction: Aid Cuts and Mandates 1980s ð1990s

Ô IGR 6: Creative Era Programs During Period of Contraction 1990s ð
early 2000s

Ô IGR 7: Pragmatism and Collaborative Management 1990s - Present
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IGR 1: Conflict and Early Network Development
19th Century ð1930s

Ô Conflicts during this period were the result of an imprecise specification of the limits 

of federal, state, and local authority

ÔRhode Island is a Dillonõs rule

Ô Massachusetts is home rule

Ô Operating assumption was largely that the authorities of federal, state, and local 

officials were mutually exclusive

ÔWhose responsibility was waste water treatment?  

Ô It was largely viewed as a local public health problem

Ô Search to sort out roles, specify boundaries of authority between levels of 

government, and to find the one political jurisdiction that performed functions best 
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Conflict and Early Network Development
19th Century ð1930s
Ô By 1854, City of Providence had its second Cholera epidemic in 5 years and Edwin 

Snow, the Superintendent of Health described the river as 

Ôòfilthy as any common sewer, and the stench arising from it at times pervades the whole 

neighborhood. . . . At any time, dogs, cats, and hogs may be seen in the water in every 

stage of decomposition .ó

Ô While the public health issues were of concern to state officials, the problems and 

solutions were largely considered to be local responsibilities

Ô Providence, RI and Worcester, MA represent the wide range of local responses to 

these public health issues

Ô States had limited impact on changing local behavior and mostly focused on 
documenting the problem with studies

Ô Federal government funds its first study in 1928
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IGR 2: Cooperation , Concentration, and Continued 

Infrastructure Expansion
1930s to 1950s

Ô The 1930s marks a shift towards more cooperative approaches to problem solving

Ô Response to economic distress of the great depression and World War II

Ô Civilian defense, war rationing, etc. stimulated cooperative federal -state -local efforts

Ô National Resources Planning Board (NRPB) in 1933, dozen new grant -in-aid programs

Ô Recognition that the federal government has an important role to play in 

addressing local problems (e.g., New Deal era programs)

Ô Recognition that there were central shared and often overlapping functions of all 

three levels of government

Ô 1940s and 1950s IGR becomes increasingly specific, focused, and highly functional
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Cooperation, Concentration, and Continued 

Infrastructure Expansion
1930s to 1950s

Ô 1929 - New England Regional Planning Commission (NERPC)

Ô 1935 -Governor Green òmodernizesó state government

Ô 1936 ðNRPB releases report and recommends an interstate compact

Ô 1946 ð1961 the number of federal grant -in-aid programs nearly doubles

Ô Federal funding of deferred maintenance as a result of WW II

Ô Lot of post -war construction of WWTFs and significant state bonds to help finance

Ô Federal expenditures subsidized and incentivized suburbanization

Ô Professionalism, òneutral competenceó, and the emergence of a professional state 

dominate public service by the 1950s
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Cooperation, Concentration, and Continued 

Infrastructure Expansion
1930s to 1950s

Ô 1947 ðShea Report

Ô 1947 ðRI approves the Blackstone Valley District Commission

Ô 1948 ðNew England Interstate Water Pollution Control Compact (NEIWPCC) 

Ô 1950 ðNew England New York Inter -Agency Committee (NENYIAC) ðraised new 

issues beyond water quality

Ô 1955 ðNENYIAC releases òGold Bookó recommending a wide range of water 

quality improvements in the basin

Ô Cooperative efforts were concentrated and selectively channeled and 

programmatic and functional connections were vertically solidified and supported  

by professionals at the federal -state -local officials level
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Existing
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NYNEIAC

òGold Bookó
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Conditions 

in 1946
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Conditions 

Likely as 

Result of 

Walter 

Shea Plan




