————— Original Message-----

From G M Wodwell [mailto: gwoodwel | @wrc. org]

Sent: Friday, Decenmber 19, 2003 5:55 PM

To: Cceanngtinitiative, (ENV)

Cc: Allison Wite

Subj ect: Draft Principles Massachusetts COcean Managenent

M. Susan Tierney, Chair

Ccean Managenent Task Force

St at e House, Boston, Mass.
oceanngtinitiati ve@state. na. us

Dear Ms. Tierney,

I am a scientist concerned over 40 years with managenent of
conmon- property resources. | ampleased to have read the draft
principles for Massachusetts Ocean Managenent dated Decenber 2003 and
am struggling to neet your deadline. The schedul e has all owed very
little time for public review of a strangely inconplete docunent. The
cranmped schedul e opens a question as to the intent and purpose of the
principles that they nust be advanced so precipitously.

W& have the advantage of the recent Pew Conm ssion Report which
sets out quite conprehensive and reasonabl e objectives for managenent
of the coastal zone. They are obvious objectives. They are not well-
addressed in the draft principles.

The central issues in managenment of the coastal waters of the
Commonweal th and all other coastal states are also well stated in the
i ntroductory paragraphs in the Water Pollution Control Act Amendnents
of 1972 and subsequently as the restoration and protection of "the
physi cal, chenical, and biotic integrity of the nation's waters...".

Biotic integrity is the key, and it requires the attention of al
in preserving not only fish and fisheries but also the microbia
popul ations of plants and aninmals, and the higher plants of the coastal
zone. The protection involves protection from chenical changes,
pollution, in particular. The pollution derives from surface drai nage
and from bei ng washed out of the atnosphere. There are many sources and
types of pollution of course, not discussed here. | call attention to
t hose associated with fossil fuel transport and use, a major problem
Mercury pollution fromcoal-fired power plants is an especially
troubl esone issue in that the nercury in organic formis accunulated in
fish and birds and is a hazard to other organi sms including people.
These problens are not nentioned, although considerable effort goes to
attenpting to redefine jurisdictions.

In Recommendati on Nunber 5 a fee structure is advanced,
apparently designed to tax any conmercial uses of the coastal waters
such as the devel opnent of a wind farmor other offshore energy
devel opnents. You propose that fees be reserved for ocean-rel ated
purposes and not referred to the general fund. The fee structure can,
of course, be used to discourage, or even make inpossible, whol esone
of f shore devel opnents of energy that woul d be pollution-free and
enduring as opposed to our current fossil fuel sources.
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Item Nurmber 6 introduces esthetics as a mmjor consideration
I ntroduci ng esthetics while ignoring najor contributions to coasta
pollution seens to me to be a distortion of the public interest. Could
it be that this strange adventure is at the behest of limted special
interests? | find that recommendati on specialized, partial and
extremely difficult to inplenent objectively. | recomend that you drop
it.

Recomendations 7 & 8 call for increased opportunities for public
participation. One would not argue against that, but one woul d observe
that the opportunities for public participation in the devel opnent of
t hese recommendations are being limted. Are you serious? O, again,
partial ?

Recomendat i on Number 9 and subsequent recomendati ons deal with
t he accunul ation of data and nonitoring experience in the coastal zone.
A scientist would not usually argue agai nst such a purpose, but it can
of course, as all know well, be used to frustrate any action
what soever. In in view of the lack of attention to pollution of the
coastal zone with fossil fuels, various toxic substances associ at ed
with industrial releases and with shipping, and the effects of
i ncreased industrialization in that region, these itens and the
enphasi s on physical structures seemdistorted.

One is inpressed that this entire procedure is ainmed at
defl ecti ng one devel opnent, the proposed wi nd farm for Horseshoe Shoa
i n Nantucket Sound. That devel opnent shoul d be di scussed on its nerits,
including its contribution to avoiding further devel opnment of fossi
fuel resources and use that are already contam nating air and water and
 and on Cape Cod and throughout the coastal region of Massachusetts.

My suggestion is that if additional regulations for controlling
use of the coastal zone are appropriate, as they nmay be, a nuch nore
conpr ehensi ve revi ew be produced carefully referenced to existing
regul ati ons, both those of the Commonweal th and national regul ations,
and that the interests defined in recent reviews such as the Pew
Conmi ssion and the forthcom ng federal conm ssion be incorporated.

| suggest that this ad hoc effort be set aside until a throughly
responsi bl e and appropriately staffed and financed effort can be
nount ed. Meanwhil e, there is in place a conprehensive set of
over | appi ng requirenments for devel opnments in the coastal zone that
i nvol ve the preparation of an environmental inpact statement. That
procedure is underway and shoul d be endorsed. | have not seen evidence
that the procedure is inadequate. Quite the opposite. It has the
advantage of thirty years of experience behind it.

Yours truly,

CGeorge M Wodwel |

64 Church St.

Wbods Hol e Mass. 02543

gmwodwel | @wrc. org



