
Summary of Survey Results  
Communities Protecting Drinking Water Sources 

Current Challenges, New Strategies for RI Municipal Officials 
December 1, 2011  

 
Forty-five persons attended this workshop and twenty-nine (64%) completed 

this survey.  The means for questions numbered 4-7 all ranked near to 4.5, 
indicating that the majority of attendees found this workshop to be both relevant and 
meaningful to them. Overall, the written responses were positive and indicated that 
the diversity of speakers and topics appealed to the attendees. Importantly, at least 
ten attendees indicated that the knowledge gained in this workshop would directly 
affect their efforts to protect water quality (via outreach, regulatory review and 
potential changes to local ordinances). 
 
 
 
Demographics: 

Affiliation Percent Attendance 
Private Sector 6.67 3 
Municipal 37.78 17 
Public Water System 8.89 4 
State or Fed. 26.67 12 
Nonprofit 6.67 3 
Other 13.33 6 

 
Questions 4-8: 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

1 
2 3 4 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 
Mean 

4. This workshop 
was relevant and 
practical for my 
work. 

0 0 2 11 16 4.48 

5. I will be able to 
use what I learned in 
this workshop. 

0 0 2 13 14 4.41 

6.  I am better 
prepared to protect 
drinking water 
sources. 

0 0 2 10 17 4.52 

7. I plan to share the 
information I learned 
with others. 

0 0 2 9 18 4.55 
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8.  What was the most useful part of the program? 
 
 A total of 24 participants answered this question. The attendees’ comments 
varied greatly, and likely reflect the diversity of professions and interests present at 
the workshop.  Virtually all of the topics covered by the speakers were identified by 
at least one attendee as the most useful aspect of the program, indicating the 
diversity of topics appealed to a wide audience and “there was something for 
everyone”. Specific topics identified by the attendees as being the most useful 
included groundwater flow and modeling, affordable housing and comprehensive 
permits, local ordinances, public and private well comparison, and state planning. 
 
 
Actual Responses: 
 

• The presentations were informative- good discussion and time for interaction 
• Learning about the various partners, players, and resources out there to help 

with source water protection. I will be bringing many of these ideas back to 
New York State! 

• Learning about the modeling that is being prepared. Hearing about the 
groundwater investigations and what to know about yield testing.  

• All 
• Affordable housing comprehensive permit discussion 
• Actual examples-plans and ordinance, stories 
• Water table ordinance, ordinance review 
•  Diversity of presenters (perspectives) and their topics (yet how they all tied it 

to drinking water supplies) 
• All except below (costs of public water vs. private wells) 
• Managing stormwater, affordable housing, North Kingstown-Tim Cranston 
• Affordable housing discussion 
• Input from local planners 
• The structure and topics chosen worked well together to provide information 

on all the different aspects of drinking water protection 
• Information on local zoning ordinances 
• Balancing safe water supply and affordable housing –Nancy Letendre and 

Tim Cranston, what works in North Kingstown. Bob Ferrari.  
• Private sector reps and town level planners sharing their experience 
• What’s working section 
• Public-private well comparison 
• Public well/private well planning/cost analysis 
• Nancy Hess, Planning for Source Water Protection 
• Groundwater flow and protection areas 
• State planning 
• Private well info, prospect of 2030, water regs and density discussion 
• Greater education for me about source water protection issues on private 

property, especially relating to development 
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9. What was the least useful part of the program? 

 
Most of the participants chose not to answer this question. Six attendees 

said none of the program was least useful/non-applicable or that all of it was 
useful.  The others responses varied widely and included affordable housing, 
public and private well discussion, and groundwater flow. Interestingly, some of 
the topics the attendees commented on in this question as being least useful 
were identified by others as being most useful in the previous question. Again, it 
is likely that the comments reflect the diversity of attendees’ professions and 
interests and some topics were simply more relevant and meaningful to some 
attendees than others.  

 
 
Actual Responses: 
 

• Last presentation was not useful to me- program went on long and interest 
flagged. Panel could have been better used.  

• None (4) 
• Costs of public water vs. private wells 
• Speakers went over on time 
• All were useful  
• Groundwater flow and well head protection 
• Affordable housing (but I’m not city/town official who has to deal with 

residential development) 
• Not applicable 
• Balancing safe water with affordable housing 
• Discussion on individual well development  
• Stormwater construction 
• The morning session had a lot of powerpoint presentations in a row- would 

have been good to break it up with some discussions as in the afternoon 
 
 
 
10.  How do you plan to use the information presented today, and is there 
anything you will do differently? 

 
Twenty, or approximately 2/3, of the attendees responded to this 

question. The responses were generally positive and ranged from a general 
increase in knowledge to urging potential changes in local 
regulations/ordinances.  At least ten attendees indicated that the knowledge 
gained in this workshop would directly affect their efforts to protect water 
quality (via outreach, regulatory review and potential changes to local 
ordinances). 
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Actual Responses: 
 

• Incorporate info into my work with private well owners 
• We’re working on creating a source water outreach program- I will look into 

resources available in New York and the goal is to run a similar workshop for 
our partners 

• With subdivision applications- to look at them more in terms of impact to the 
area and in cluster developments in terms of proximity of wells and septic 
systems 

• Protect groundwater/river quality, legal and legislative approach  
• I feel more educated on water issues 
• Propose some changes 
• Take to committee and town 
• Better define the groundwater-to-surface water connection within our 

watershed 
• Share with co-workers, advice to municipalities 
• Maybe North Kingstown three prong system in S.R.W. 
• Will do a presentation at next (West Greenwich Conservation Commission) 

meeting- will use information from this presentation in my excavating 
business 

• Use examples presented in communities I work with 
• Incorporate in our regulations and ordinances 
• More time for networking- but a longer day would be needed 
• General FYI- will add relevant information to stormwater work 
• Urge changes (positive) in my communities regulations 
• In my line of work reviewing septic system permits for RIDEM 
• Share with planner and engineer 
• As South Kingstown progresses with their plans we (URI Utilities 

Department) try to participate in that development  
• Expect to gradually become more involved with watershed protection and 

planning on the 2/3 of our (Providence Water) public drinking supply 
watershed that is privately owned. Also, will be helpful in discussion with 
fellow professionals and peers.  
 

 
 
 
11. To improve source water protection: 
 
 
 

A. I would like assistance and/or more information on the following 
issue (s) 

 
Nine attendees answered this question. As in previous questions, the 
responses were varied and likely reflect individual interests and professions, 
however, some broad topic areas may be identified and considered for future 
workshops (e.g., planning, regulatory, and pollutants). 
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Actual Responses: 
 

• Limitation on chemical fertilizers, change to brining for highway de-
icing 

• Examples of overlay zones 
• More info on new technologies for stormwater/drainage 
• Phosphorus! Sources (related to land use), OWST: which 

address/mitigate, I feel too much emphasis is on nitrogen 
• Chemicals /hormones in groundwater how and who 

measures/regulates these? Filtration? 
• Protect Charlestown against bad comprehensive permits 
• Legal 
• How to know about what to require on the local level  
• Plans and guidance- have these been successful?  

 
 
 

B. I would like to offer assistance in reviewing materials developed 
from this workshop (Please specify topics) 
 

 
Three attendees are interested in reviewing materials developed form the 
workshop, including Ross Adrian, PRWA, Rich Blodgett, Providence Water 
and Dave Lamb, URI. Specific topics are listed below.   

 
 

Actual Responses: 
 

• Hydrogeology  (Ross Adrian, PRWA) 
• Watershed protection plan reviews (Richard Blodgett, Providence 

Water) 
• Offer to work with Statewide planning (Dave Lamb, URI) 

 
 
 

10. Additional comments welcome 
 

Eleven attendees provided additional comments, the majority of which 
thanked the planning committee for their work in creating this workshop. For 
additional comments, see below.  
 
 
Actual Responses: 
 

• I hope we have as many knowledgeable and dynamic speakers in 
our region! 

• Thank you! 
• A little more time needed for Q/A  and legal. Overall, best I have ever 

been to! 
• While it may be sensitive, but I think it is important to understand 

whether or not the state agencies give variances to the 
recommended ordinance changes and if not how to prepare to 
enforce higher standards 
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• Thank you. Good opportunity for discussion with others working to 
protect water quality 

• Thank you for the opportunity! 
• Thanks to Lorraine and all of the presenters! 
• Excellent and informative day- thank you! 
• Fabulous job organizing a diverse set of speakers and attendees 
• Good workshop and very informative, nice place for a workshop 
• How ordinances on land and water might be changes based on 

possible climate change 
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