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P REPACE

The following report was prepared by a team of seven NIT and Har-
vard graduate students who selected Gloucester for a case study of
coastal zone management. The consequence of the Massachusetts Coastal
Zone Management  CZM! program for Gloucester was originally to have
been the focus of the effort, but it soon became clear that desi~ing
a local management system was a more salient topic, snd that is the
central concern of this report.

Clayton Carlisle arranged liaison with various agencies snd persons
in Gloucester. Daniel Calsno facilitated contacts through the state CZM
Office. Professor William Seifert arranged for MIT Sea Grant funding
for final report preparation snd reproduction. We owe thanks to them and
to all of the others who helped.

The student work has been only modestly edited, so it reflects
their own perceptions, based on very short exposure to Gloucester. How-
ever, the central recommendations deserve careful consideration, for they
could easily provide concepts useful to better managing Gloucester's most
salient physical resource, her shoreline.

Philip 5. Herr
Associate Professor



S UMMARY

This report presents the results of a semester spent studying harbor
management snd control systems. Seven students with various backgrounds
worked with Professor Philip Herr of the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology on the problems of coastal zone management and used the harbor of
Gloucester, Massachusetts, as a case study. The choice of Gloucester
grew, in part, out of the findings of the Gloucester Resource Study di-
rected by Professor William Seifert of MIT in 1973.

The focus of our study has not been the formation of a physical plan
for the harbor, but rather an investigation of how the demands being
placed on Gloucester Harbor might best be guided through changes in its
management structure. Three recommendations result from our study:

1. Formation of an Inner Harbor District Commission;

2. Establishment of an Inner Harbor District persd.t system; and

3. Establishment of a Coastal Management Zone permit system to
cover Gloucester's coastal areas outside the inner harbor.

The remainder of this introductory section will be devoted to a brief
summary of the demand on the harbor for fishing industry facilities, the
increasing demand in the area for recreational boating facilities, the
present harbor management system, and what is needed in a management sys-
tem in the future. Subsequent sections of the report will discuss demands
and existing management in amre detail, and several alternative management
schemes which were considered and determined to be insufficient to serve
Gloucester's needs. Then, our recommendations for management of the harbor
will be outlined.

The Fishin Indust

During the past ten years, the Gloucaster fresh dish industry hes under
gone a significant revival. yish landings have douh1ed snd the econosdc.
value of the catch has more than tripled. Further, Gloucester maintains
a good position relative to other New England ports in terms of future pros-
pects for landings. However, there is a need for an increase in the capa-
city of fish processing plants to accosmodate both present snd pro!ected
future landings. There is also a need for more and improved docking space
for f ishing vessels.

Increases in the number of fish processing plants will be difficult
for three reasons. First, Gloucester presently does not have the capacity
to supply the fresh water normally used by any additional processing plants,
so an alternative method such as dry processing would have to be used.
Second, Uquid ~aste discharged by any new plants might require costly pre-
treatment in order to be compatible with the proposed municipal waste treat-
ment plant. Third, even the number of parking spaces required for additional
plants will be a critical space-consusLLng concern in future proposals.



At this time, it is uncertain whether or how much effect the 200-
mile limit will have on the fresh fish industry. The predicted  and now
experienced! short-run catch increases give Little solid indication of
long-term sustainable yields for the most popular species or marketability
of the less popular ones formerly most heavily fished by the foreign
fleets. Offshore oil development may also affect the catch of some
species.

Recreational Boatin

is one of Massachusetts' most popular areas for
to the large number of well-protected harbors
of the rugged coastline. Gloucester's Inner
Annisquam River attract a considerable portion of

The Cape Ann region
recreational boating due
and the aesthetic appeal
Harbor and the navigable
this activity.

Facilities at existing marines are overtaxed and the area is in great
need of additional slips and moorings due to this present excess in demand
and pro]ected increases of 5X per year in boating activity.

However, from a financial standpoint, profits from marina operation
are very small in comparison to the gross revenues. To be economically
feasible, any new facility would have to be large-scale and include faci-
lities beyond storage, servicing, and retailing of boats. Facilities such
as restaurants, hotels, swimming pools, charter operations, boating instruc-
'tion, or waterfront residential development would be necessary to overcome
the unfavorable ratio of profits to gross revenues and to attract investors
willing to provide the capital. Marines make a positive contribution to
the city's economy and quality of life, but at least the economic contri-
bution is demonstrably far lower than that of the fishing industry with
which it competes for scarce harbor waterfront space.

Harbor Mana ement

There are several conclusions which can be drawn about the maze of
local agencies which make up the management system controlling Gloucester
Harbor. The following chart shows the general structure of local land-
Use decision-making agencies, as well as the relationship of these agencies
to state and federal ones. During the study, we looked at three types of
facility:

l. A fish processing plant on urban renewal land,

2. A fish processing plant on the state fish pier, and

3. A marina.

The activity level of the frozen fish industry in Gloucester is
expected to remain stable over the next few years. Since frozen fish
processors are not dependent upon the local supply, but rather on the inter-
national market, the 200-mile limit is not expected to have any signifi-
cant impact on frozen fish supply or processing.
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We chose these three because they are representative of the most likely
uses for land in the inner harbor, and the range of institutional con-
texts. No one agency has comprehensive decision-making authority over
all three uses. None of them is considered a "major" project under the
Gloucester Zoning Ordinance, so none would. receive a detailed cost/bene-
fit analysis by the City Council. Instead, decisions to a11ow fish pro-
cessing plants come under the jurisdiction of development authorities
with limited geographical scope, while the marina, essentially a private
development, will require a special permit from the Zoning Board of
Appeals, which has no involvement with fish processing proposals. None
of these three agencies is required to consult with the others.

The Housing Authority has created a plan for the urban renewal lands
under its jurisdiction. That plan is by its legal nature very difficult
to change. The plan already has the approval of HUD and the City Council.
To make any changes in the plan, all the original approving agencies must
reapprove the changes and those property owners who bought land within
the project boundaries subsequent to plan approval must agree � a next
to impossible requirement.

The Fish Pier Association leases the pier from the State and then sub-
leases it to operators of the facilities located thereon, based on the
Association's own judgment as ta what facilities should be located on the
pier.

The City Council is empowered to pass all zoning regulations. The
harbor is zoned general industrial, meaning that virtually all uses are
permitted, so zoning, as it is presently practiced, does not serve as a
means of deciding which uses are appropriate for a specialized resource
like the harbor. It is ironic that while the City Council has considerable
discretion in granting special permits for other uses, in relation to per-
mits for the three types of uses most important to and most likely to
happen in the harbor, the Council has only "back door" control through its
regulatory jurisdiction over fiLling and other lowlands alterations. Be-
cause of the number of projects which come under its review, the City
Council could be the pivotal land-use decision-making agency. However,
the Council has only very narrow environmental criteria stemming primarily
from the lowlands legislation on which to base its decisions.

Many of the other city agencies have very limited scope, making deci-
sions on only small parts of a total project. The Conservation Commission,
for example, could be a prime-mover behind protection of the environment
in the Gloucester area, as these commissions have been in some other areas.
However, both historically and at the present time, the Commission has
lacked strong policy support behind its decisions, and can only preclude,
not initiate.

Harbor Man ement Needs

Gloucester's waterfront areas, especially the Inner Harbor, have enor-
mous demands being placed on them with no systematic opportunity for public
policy to be decisive in making allocations. Demand for recreational boat-
ing facilities is high and dependable, while demand for expanded fish pro-



ceasing is somewhat uncertain. Under those circumstances, the private
land market may not resolve resource allocation on the great majority of
harborfront land which is privately owned in a way serving the best long-
range interests of the City. What is needed is an ongoing process which
will allow formation of responsible and well informed public policies on
coastal resource a1location, and means for implementing those policies in
a coordinated way.



HARBOR DEMANDS

FISHING INDUSTRY

The purpose of this section of the study is to assess the future
activity levels of the fishing industry in Gloucester and to establish
the resource demands that these activity levels imply. The types of re-
source demands considered include water supply, waste treatment, parking
space, and shipping access. The employment and economic impacts result-
ing from fishing and fishing-related activities are also discussed.

Our primary effort has been directed toward understanding what
possible effects the recently enacted 200-mile fishing limitation vill
have an the fresh fish industry of Gloucester. This issue appears to
be a key factor in determining the needs of the fresh fish industry for
additional waterfront space snd facilities'

Historical Back round

Endowed with an excellent. natural harbor, Gloucester has been a dom-
inant force in the American fishing industry since colonial times. First
settled in 1623, Gloucester attracted many European fishermen ta its
ideal location. Its proximity to Georges Bank  one of the most productive
fishing grounds in the world! and its well-protected, deep-channeled har-
bor has allowed Gloucester ta assume a leading role in the fishing industry
of the United States as well as the world,

By the middle of the twentieth century, however, ma]ar changes in
international fishing practices saw Gloucester's dominance threatened.
Foreign fishing fleets with lang-range capabilities, highly sophisticated
electronic equipment, and superior storage capacities began competing with
Gloucester and the other New England ports in the Northwest Atlantic.
While foreign fleets have en!oyed large increases in their annual landings,
the New England landings have declined. Prom 1960 to 1970, as an example,
the landings of fish snd shellfish in New England fell by nearly one-half.
More importantly, in the Northwest Atlantic, New England and Gloucester's
prime fishing area, the tatal U.S. portion of the catch had dropped from
98X ta 32K in the short span of 196S to 19j0.

In more recent years, however, the Gloucester fishing industry has
made an impressive comeback. During the past ten years fresh fish landings
in Gloucester have doubled and the economic value of the catch has more

than tripled. Optimism regarding the future prospects of the fishing
industry has further increased with the enactment of the 200~le fishing
limit. It is stiU. uncertain whether this optimism is warranted. Esti-
mates of the recovery time of the Georges Bank fishery vary greatly snd
some suggest that the resource may never f ully recover Substantial un-
certainties are also created by the possibility of off-shore oil develop-
ment and its potential deleterious effects on fish populations.



Fishin Fleet and Port Facilities

Since its high point in the 1930's Gloucester's fishing fleet has
dwindled from over 400 vessels to approximately 100 at the present time.
This trend has paralleled the general decline in fish landings. The
fleet is, for the most part, in poor condition. Many boats are oLd and
in need of repair, the majority having been constructed before 1950 '
As oLder boats are retired or lost at sea they have often not been re-
placed by newer craft. In addition, a significant number of the larger
fishing vessels have left Gloucester for other ports because of the de-
terioration of port: facilities and the relatively high costs af vessel
maintenance and support in Gloucester.

The number of piers providing dockage for fishing vessels has also
been on the decline. In the Inner Harbor, piers have decreased. from a
high of 75 to the present number of 18. Pier space has been lost to har-
bor filling operations, recreational boating activity, and general deteri-
oration. New port facilities in New Bedford and proposed fish pier im"
provements in Boston may result in a competitive disadvantage for Glouces-
ter unless the fleet and support facilities are upgraded.

There is, however, some cause for optimism. Title IX economic de-
veLopment funds have recently been made available to Gloucester. These
funds will make possible many needed improvements for the fishing industry.
The major elements of the funding program are construction of a new and
much needed freezer/cold storage facility, provision for increased docking
space for fishing vessels, and a revolving/guaranteed loan program with
which commercial fishermen can improve or replace their vessels or equip-
ment. Whether the Title IX project will fulfill future needs for
fishing-related vessel support facilities vill depend largely on the health
of the fisheries resource on Georges Bank.

Fish Processin

Fresh fish processing facilities have also suffered heavily during
the period of decline of the fishing industry in the 1950's and 1960's.
Between 1960 and 1970 the number of fish processing plants in Gloucester
fell from 30 to 12. Since 1969 landings of fresh fish have increased and
have, at times, exceeded the capacity of Gloucester's processing plants.
It has been reported that boats have been turned away on a number of
occasions during spring of 1977.

Many of the existing fresh fish processing plants are outdated and
in poor condition. Among the problems which face the fresh fish processors
are meeting the new OSHA  Occupational Safety and Health Act! requirements
and the cost of waste water treatment. At the present time some of the
fish processing plants are not in compliance with FDA and OSHA regulations
and are only being allowed to operate because of the economic hardship
that their shut-down would entail. Large capital investments are required
on the part of the fresh fish processors to correct these deficiencies.



The waste water treatment problem may also prove to be extremely
costly to the f ish processing industry. When operating at full capacity
the strength of Gloucester's fish processing wastes exceed those of the
rest of the city by more than a factor of ten. The Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act of 1972 calls for the pre-treatment of industrial wastes
destined for newly constructed municipal treatment facilities, and that
industries be assessed for their share of municipal waste water treatment
costs. These costs will significantly add to the expense of operating
fish processing plants in Gloucester, especially in the case of the
smaller, marginally profitable operations. The Urban Renewal II - Head
of the Harbor Proposal, if approved in its present form, will provide for
a much needed capacity expansion in the fresh fish processing industry.
The current proposal would expand fresh fish processing capacity by ten
million lbs./year, which is equivalent to approximately lOX of the present
processing capacity. This increase should meet present demand levels for
fresh fish processing. Once again, however, future needs for expansion
of the fresh fish processing industry will depend largly on the condition
of the fisheries resource.

Recent Trends

The recent landings in Gloucester, as well as the other New England
ports, is that of a gradual recovery from an all-time low in 1969. Table
la illustrates Gloucester's decline in the late sixties and its recovery
in the seventies. Gloucester's recovery by 1976 doubled the all-time low,
and more importantly tripled in value. Purthermore, this has all been
accomplished with such hardships as a  comparatively! smaller fleet,
fewer processing plants, and quota limitation...  See Table lb!

These figures indicate that Gloucester is enjoying a healthy growth
in landings, and is not experiencing as difficult times as many imply.

S ecies E hasie

Emphasis by species in Gloucester is characterized by diversity, as
opposed to the other two major ports of Boston and New Bedford. While the
other ports overwhelmingly emphasize the premium-value fish and shellfish
such as cod, haddock, yellowtail flounder and sea scallopsy Gloucester
maintains an emphasis on such other species as ocean perch, herring, pol-
lock, whiting, menhadden, and lobster. In addition, Gloucester also lands
a second emphasis of cod, haddock and white hake. Table 2 provides a
profile of the 1976 Gloucester landings by species and value.

Undet Utilized S ecies

The element of diversity in the Gloucester landings is an historic
characteristic which will prove valuable in times of regulation by quota,
or by tough competition within the industry. The fishermen of Gloucester
have always been willing to adapt to under-utilized species. When premium
fish such as cod, haddock and yellowtail flounder have been difficult to
land, Gloucester fishermen have been willing to switch to those which are
lower-valued such as pollock  long considered a "junk" fish!, whiting  a
fish of erratic supply! and herring.





� ll-

~s SISelSS SlllWAIS. Hltb tkNPINSS

�7!i O'OCti!

80kRS: htPQMt. NAgl}4. fi@t5KI8595%JCR



� 12�

While further research is not being suggested � or at least pur-
sued � there will be future opportunities for market expansion, espe-
cially as the possibility for quotas exist.

Under the new 200-mile fishing limitation the upper limits on fish
landings will be established by quotas set by the New England Fisheries
Management Council. These quotas will have profound effects upon the
future of the fishing industry. The Council, composed of representatives
of the region's coastal states, fishing industries and consumers, will
set its quota levels on the recommendations of the National Marine Fish-
eries Service's scientific experts. Examples of the quota levels for cod,
haddock and yellowtail flounder are shown in Table 3.

The effectiveness of the quota system as a device to restore the. de-
pleted fish stocks of Georges Bank will depend on many factors. Amang
these are the enforcement of the quota levels; the accuracy of the scien-
tific data upon which the quotas have been based; natural factors such as
the fertility of the fish population and weather conditions at critical
stages in the life cycle of particular species; and man-made effects such
as oil spills from tankers or offshore oil development.

There is general agreement that the 200-mile fishing limitation will
not have any major immediate effects. Most estimates range from three to
eight years as the probable amount of time it will take before any sus-
tained increases in fish landings. Due to the large number of uncertainties
involved it is extremely difficult to make any sort of valid projection of
what future landings for Gloucester will be.

One way to approach this problem is to base projections of future
landings on the quota levels themselves. This method yields approximate
upper level estimates of landings for species which have quota levels.

Table 3 shows the probable effects of the 1977 quotas on landings of
cod, haddock and yellowtail f2.ounder in Gloucester, three of the highest
value species. The results are based on the following assumptions:
Gloucester's share of the total New England catch of each of the species
will remain the same in 1977 as it was in 1976; that the full quota of
each species will be landed; and that the price per pound will remain
the same in 1977 as it was in 1976.

Based on the above assumptions these projections can only be con-
sidered to be approximate estimates, subject to a large degree of varia-
bility. However, they have some interesting implications. The 1977
quotas for cod and yellowtail flounder have been set below the levels
of the 1976 landings. This implies that Gloucester will land approxi-
mately 16 percent less cod in 1977 at an economic loss of about $600,000,
and approximately 40 percent less yellowtail flounder at a loss of about
$275,000. On the other hand, quota levels for haddock are set at higher
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levels than the 1976 landings resulting in a potential landing increase
of approximately ll percent with a $170,000 increase in value. These
figures illustrate to what extent the quota levels might affect the
growth of the fresh fish industry in Gloucester.

Frozen Fish

In contrast to fresh fish processing, the frozen fish processing in-
dustry haa been a more stable and healthy segment of Gloucester's economy.
This is partly due to the fact that the frozen fish processors are not
dependent on the erratic local fish supply but rather on the larger and
more stable international frozen-block market. The 200-mile fishing limit
is expected to have no significant impact upon the frozen fish industry.
Neither increases nor decreases in production activity levels in this
industry are expected in the forseeable future.

Any future expansion of the fish processing industry in Gloucester,
either fresh or frozen, would place heavy demands on both the fresh water
supply and the transportation system of the city. The city's water supply
capability is at present not sufficient to satisfy the demand of any addi-
tional conventional processing planta. Unless the water supply is aug-
mented, new processing plants would have to turn to "dry" processing, salt
water processing, or other fresh water conserving methods. The vast
majority of the shipping of Gloucester's domestic fish exports is accomp-
lished by truck. Roadways end parking facilities are taxed close to their
capacities by truck traffic in the Inner Harbor waterfront area. Any new
waterfront expansion of the fish processing industry would have to make
adequate provi.sions for parking and access to prevent increased truck con-
gestion.

Despite the general decline in fishing activity, fishing and fish pro-
cessing remains the economic mainstay af the Gloucester economy. These
activities account for 29X of Gloucester's payroll snd 25X of its direct
employment. Since 1960 the number of commercial fishermen in Gloucester
has declined by more than 500. Declines in employment have also been seen
in the fresh fish processing industry but these have generally been com-
pensated by increased employment in the frozen fish processing industry.
Total employment levels in fish processing  fresh snd frozen combined!
presently stand at about 1400 snd the number of fishermen stands at about
600 ~

Recent figures indicate that an increase in fresh fish processing
capacity of ten million lbs./year would generate approximately 500 jobs
in the city of Gloucester. Of these 500 jobs, 200 would be involved with
shore-side fish processing, 200 engaged in commercial fishing, and 100
workers in related service industry. These jobs would account for approx-
imately 4 million dollars in wages. A new processing facility capable of
handling ten million pounds of fish per year would contribute from $75,000
to $175,000 annually to Gloucester's tax revenues.
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Port Co etition

Gloucester's chief competition will come as it always has, from
the ports of Boston and New Bedford  see Table 4!. Each respective port
has its advantages such as: Boston has the great access and industrial
capacity of its harbor; New Bedford has recently constructed several new
fish processing plants; and Gloucester has diversified emphasis in its
landings.

These advantages will likely remain strong points in each port and
contribute to its possibilities for the future. Their disadvantages, how-
ever, are those areas which are most necessary to change. Boston and New
Bedford fishermen will no doubt begin to investigate other species, espe-
cially since several are at extremely low population levels and as quotas
are being considered. Gloucester, on the other hand, is in a more favor-
able position of having made this step, and seems more flexible to alter
its species emphasis as the need arises. However, Gloucester's disadvan-
tage lies in its present lack of adequate fish processing facilities.
Although the easiest to solve, Gloucester's ability to compete would be
severely hampered wit'hout the improvement of these facilities. It will be
the ports with the adequate processing plants which will be able to engoy
the expectations of the 200-mile fishing limitation � especially if ap-
propriate quotas are instituted. Furthermore, if appropriate quotas become
reality, because of the management strategy of 3-8 years to rebuild fish
populations, Gloucester would have time in which to adapt its facilities.

Fresh Fish

Activity Level. There is presently a great deal of optimism in Glou-
cester concerning the 200-mile fishing limitation~s anticipated effects
upon the fishing industry. At this time, however, it is unknown whether
this optimism is warranted; the future is uncertain. Such variables as
quota limitations, fish population dynamics, Gloucester's competitive
position relative to other New England ports snd off-shore oil develop-
ment, will determine the potential for growth in the Gloucester fishing
industry. There is, however, a need for an increase in the capacity of
fish processing plants to accommodate present landings. Should there be
an increase in landings, docking space is another area in which improve-
ments are needed.

Resource Demand. Gloucester presently does not have the capacity
to supply the fresh water requirements of any additional conventional
fish processing plants. This does not rule out alternative processing
techniques such as dry processing. Parking space and roadway systems
are currently heavily taxed in the Inner Harbor Waterfront area. Parking
and access for trucks will be a critical consideration in locating any
additional fresh or frozen fish processing plants in the waterfront area.
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Value to Gloucester Economy. An increase in fish processing capa-
city of 10,000,000 lbs./year would result in new tax, revenues to Glouces-
ter of $75,000-$175,000 per year. This development would generate 500
jobs �00 shoreside fish processing, 200 fishermen, and 100 miscellaneous
workers! and $4,000,000 in wages, This increase of 10 million lbs. repre-
sents 10K of the present processing capacity.

Frozen Fish

Activity Level. The 200-mile fishing limitation is expected to have
no significant impact upon the frozen fish industry in Gloucester. This
results from the fact that frozen fish processors are not dependent upon
the local supply but rather the international market. No significant in-
creases or decreases in activity are projected for the near future.
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RECREATIONAL BOATING

The Cape Ann region of northeastern Massachusetts  including Glouces-
ter, Rockport, Essex, Manchester, and Ipswich! has continued to be one of
the most populax areas for recreational boating in Massachusetts, owing
to its abundance of well-protected harbors and inlets in addition to the
aesthetics of the rugged coastline. Gloucester, in particular, with a
well-protected inner harbor snd navigable Annisquam River, is a site for
a considerable portion of this boating activity.

Boating season in Gloucester runs from April 15th to October 15th, as
defined by the summer berthing contracts for aust marines. The period of
heavy use, howevex', is confined to 16 weeks of the summer. Within the 16-
week period approximately 16,000 peopLe visit Gloucester for boating, or
roughly 4 percent of the 400,000 total visitors. Boating pro]ections for
Eastern Massachusetts are depicted in Figure 1.3

The results of a late 1976 State Coastal Zone Management  CZM! tele-
phone/air-photography tally of the number of craft within the Gloucester
area alone are listed below.4

Economics Research Associates  ERA!, Mar t Stud for Downtown
September 1976.

2 Fothergil, William R. and Jeanne V. Beekhuis, Buildin Tourism
May 1973, p. 75. Also, conversation with Harold Kris.r, April

McPherson, Roy Nick  ed.!, Gloucester Resource Stud, 1973, p.
4 Dan Calano in the State Coastal Zone Management Office.

Gloucester,

in Bourne,
4, 1977.

24.

Boating as a form of leisure is growing at a present rate of roughly
5 percent per annum throughout the United States. Presently, there are
about 47 million boating participants in the Nation, representing 9.5 mil-
lion recreational boats, The boating participants represent about 20 per-
cent of the total population of the country. These figures are independent
of the seasonability of boating  as some regions are able to maintain year-
round marine activities!, and represent the gross population of boating
en.thusiasts. Within the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, there are cuxrently
nearly 150,000 boats, of which 4000 are reported registered in the Cape Ann
region.l Registez'ed boats are not a good indicator of gross numbers of
boats, as the registration of boats in Massachusetts is Limited to motor-
boats of five horsepower or more, meaning that sailboats ax'e exempt from
state registration. In addition, large craft  basically business oriented!
are also not registered with the state, but are under the classification of
a "documented vessel," and are registered with the United States Coast
Guard.2
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PARTICIPANTS USER aATS

Source: Massachuset ts Department of Environmental Nanageaent

1975

1980

1985

l990

1995

2000

ReZR 30ATXnG PARTICIPATION

SCORP RZGXON V  EASTERN MASSACHUSPFX'S!

30! 599

32! 075

32!911

33y344

33! I40

34! 244

327�50

346,8y8

361,8>7

3gle848

378, llS

382
65
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BOAT REGISTRATION BY BOAT TYPE
IN THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS/l

1967, 1970, 1973, l976

Boat T e

Annual Growth
Rate in 3-
Year Period

Under 16 to 26 to 40 to
Year 16 Feet, 26 Feet 40 Feet 65 Feet Total

90,436446

503

1973 66,260 48,437 11,828 691

l976 N A. N A. N A. N A.

N.A. means not available.

+1 - Only boats with motors are registered in the state.

/2 July 1976 estimate by Massachusetts Division of Marine and
Recreational Vehicles.

Source: International Marine Expositions, Inc., State Boat Rer, s-
tration; Massachusetts Division of Marine and Recreational
Vehicles; and Economics Research Associates.

FLgare 2

1967 55,577 29,114

1970 59,237 37,961

5,299

6,850 104,551

127,216

146,000~2

5.2%

7.2%

4.9%
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1,671 ................vessels moored
642 ................vessels in marinas

1,830 ................vessels trailered  estimate!
600 ................vessels on waiting list

In addition to the question of slip and mooring space, we should
also consider the existing marinas of the region with respect to their
facilities to determine the type of marina facilities necessary for the
future. In order to accomplish this inventory of existing facilities,
types of marinas should be defined to ease discussion and future organisa-
tion.

Minimal Service Marina  MIN!: Services offered by this boat facility would
be limited to mooring/slips/fuel/drydock
accommodations. Repair of boats would be
confined to general maintenance, with no
major boat, repairs performed.

Medium Service Marina  MS!: This marina would have slip and/or mooring
and/or drydockage, and fueling as with MIN.
However, the MS would offer a repair service
dealing with much more major repairs in addi-
tion to general maintenance. The MS would also
include in its operation the sale of boats,
engines, and their accessories.

Full Service Marina  FS!; The full service marina would include all of
the elements of the MS, but also must include
another operation such as a restaurant, lounge,
hotel accommodations, swimming pool, charter
operations, instruction, residential accommodation.

5
ERA, op. cit. ~ p. VII-7.

30 percent of the boats li,sted above are owned by Gloucester city resi-
dents; the remainder are boats of people outside of the region  primarily
from Eastern Massachusetts!. Gloucester maintains roughly 52 percent of
the boating service facilitkes in the Cape Ann region, and consequently
retains 52 percent of the boats either in slips, moorings, or storage.
The Cape Ann region is currently in great need of additional boating faci-
lities  primarily slips and moorings! owing to the increase in boating
enthusiasts each year. Existing facilities are already taxed and in most
North Shore marinas there is a waiting list of up to 3 years in some in-
stances. There is an unquestionable demand for additional facilities.
The ERA Draft Market Stud for Gloucester  9/76! indicates that the net
demand for boat storage for Cape Ann in 1978 will be 555. Assuming that
Gloucester should take up 52 percent of the demand there is a projected
need by 1978 for storage for an additional 289 boats. Future projections
are presented in Figure 3, in addition to the already existing waiting list
of 600. Facilities to store on the order of 800 boats is not an unreason-
able demand for future planning.5



� 22-

DEMAND FOR MARINA FAC1LXTIES
CAPE ANN AREA~1

1976-198S

1976 1978 1980 1985

2 g 245 2 g 475 2 g 729 3 g 483Number of Resident, Boats in
Region+2

Number of Resident Boats Re-
quiring Marina Space+3 1,078 1,188 1,310 1,672

Total Boat Storage Demand/4 3,593 3,960 - 4,366 5,573

Less Estimated Existing Supply/5 3,40S 3,405 3,405 3,405

188

52%

Cumulative Demand for Boat Stor-
age Spaces in Gloucester

100

Approximate Annual Demand in
Years Shown

100 105 125

+1 Includes Ipswich in addition to Gloucester, Rockport, Man-
chester, and Essex.

~2 Boat population as calculated from Table VXI-3 assumed to grow
at 5% per year.

~3 Number of boats over 16 feet long; 48% in 1973.

+4 Assumes resident market accounts for 30 percent of total demand.

~5 Includes moorings and slips. Based on ERA interviews with
harbormasters and Boatin Almanac, 1976 Also includes 75
slip marina planned in Gloucester.

+6 Represents Gloucester's share of existing facilities. Since
these are nearly fully occupied, a 52 percent penetration rate
is conservative.

Source: Economics Research Associates.

Fleuve 3

Net Demand for Boat Storage

Portion Locating in Gloucester/6

555 961 2,1.68

52% 52% 52%

290 500 1,130
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Boatyard: The boatyard is concerned primarily with the repair
and maintenance of boats. The boatyard is often a
part of a marina as in the case of a FS or MS. With
the boatyard berthing is an auxiliary business.

Auxiliary Marina  A!: This marina could be any of the above marina types;
however, the marina itself is the supporting activity
of some larger business.

Private Marina  P!: The boat facility is for private business and not for
persanal boats.

As evidenced by Figure 4, there are very few large scale full service
marines in the Gloucester area. As a consequence, marina conception within
the Gloucester community has been limited to boating activity. Ecanomics
have implied that any new marina facility should be of a large scale  at a
minimum of 150 slips!, snd employ activities beyond the storage, servicing,
and retailing of boats. Studies of marines have shown that the net profit
fram a marina operation is very small in comparison to the gross revenue.
A typical gross income for a 150-slip marina would be on the order of
$300,000. The profit following expenses and taxes might run $9000.6 The
size of the marina s! involved in helping to alleviate the strain on the
existing marina facilities would be about 800 slips. I am assuming for
future discussion that the 800-boat demand will be taken up by two 400-slip
operations. My projection for future marina capacity is not based on a
solutian that would eliminate the need for more facilities, but rather
ta allow Gloucester to make use of its location to prevent the acquisition
of berthing space from becoming an impossibility. Realizing the unfavorable
ratio of profits to gross revenues, these new marinas should strive to cause

6 Cole, Bruce J., Marine Recreational Conference Boatin in New En land,
University of Rhode Island Sea Grant, 1973. Also, Fothergil, op.cit.,
p. 81.

There was a great deal of difficulty in obtaining accurate information re-
lating to numbers of slips and moorings, and types of activities carried
on in the individual marines. Studies done an the marina situation in the

Gloucester area contained distinct discrepancies, and time was such that a
thorough phone or personal investigation could not be conducted. Through
the process of elimination, we attempted to filter out the more accurate or
plausible data. Such data is listed in Figure 4. Note that there is a dis-
crepancy between the figures acquired through the state CZM office and the
capacity of boats calculated by marina information in Figure 4. Total
vessels in Gloucester waters  excluding trailered vehicles! is 2313 and the
maximum calculated capacity is 1230. Consequently I suspect that there is
a current over-taxing of the existing facilities. The effect of Brown's
racking of boats and overall dry storage was not taken into account. Even
with the addition of Brown's land storage capabilities the situation is
still one of overuse.
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an increase in this ratio. Several strategies could be employed. One of
the basic ones might be to shift the income distribution to that which
would favor an increased income without an increase in costs. Pigure 6
illustrates the current inconm situation of marines and boatyards in Mass-
achusetts, taken from a survey conducted by the University of Massachusetts
at Amherst for 1972 to 1973.7 Also included is a pie diagram of income
sources for the entire United States. The figures are fairly compatible.
The expanded function of a full service marina may help to offset the
seasonability of boating activity. Winter storage complements the boating
~eason and should be reinforced by other boating snd non-boating activities,
such as boat repairs, boat sales, restaurant, lounge, health facilities,
etc.

It may occur to the astute reader that there is an apparent contradic-
tion in the boating situation in Gloucester. While there is an unquestion-
able demand for boat storage facilities, it appears strange that the estab-
lishment of a marina is basically uneconomical. By interpretation it
appears that the reason for being uneconond.cal may lie in the fact that
slip fees for a new establishment will have to be competitive with existing
facilities  ca. $20! snd that new facilities will have to be in less conven-
ient locations than those presently in operation. Consequently, the estab-
lishment of a full service marina will play down the importance of slip
fees in favor of other operations. With amenities such as a clubhouse,
restaurant, or apartment, slip fees could be increased to perhaps present
a more promising financial picture.

The 5 percent per annum increase in boats without the construction of
new berthing facilities seems peculiar in that one would wonder where the
new boats are stored. Granted, the currently overtaxed facilities could
probably handle an additional number of boats; however, there will be a
point at which the lack of berthing space will prevent the number of new
boats from increasing at the present rate.

If slip prices were increased, it may be possible to cut the demand
for marina facilities. Likewise, with the restriction of marina facilities
to distinct areas, the inconvenience of new locations may deter new boat
purchases. However, by cutting back on the demand for additional facilities
through the use of economics, new boat dealers and brokers will bear the
brunt of the situation. The reality of marines raising prices to the extent
of cutting out the demand for their facilities is highly improbable, but
was mentioned to demonstrate that at some point the demand for boating
facilities could lose its inelasticity.

7
Storey, David A., The Massachusetts Marina and Boat ard Indust 1972-
1973, 1974, p. 50. Also, Adie, Donald W., Marines: A Workin Guide to
Their Develo ment and Desi, c. 1975, p. 289.
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Effects of E anded Facilities on the Gloucester Econo

Although there is an unquestionable need for additional marine fa-
cilities it is difficult to conceive of an investor who would tie up so
much money  $500-$2000 pex slip! in a facility that has such a low pro-
fits to gross revenue ratio. There is the option of seeking federal or
state money to help with the construction and maintenance of a marina.
It is evident that public enterprise's "profits" are not locked into
operating profits, but the potential economic impacts and newly created
moneys from the area influenced by the marina. Marines attract people of
reasonable income, and it can be assumed that with increased marina facil-
ities, income from outside sources could be brought into the ci.ty of
Gloucester by boat owning individuals. The largest boat owning economic
group in the United States was reported in 1972 to be of income between
$10,000 to $15,000; the next being from $15,000 to $25,000; the third
from people with income from $8,000 to $10,000. Those people of income
beyond $25,000 comprise a small segment of the boating population. These
figures say nothing as to the type of boats awned by individuals nor the
annual amount of money spent on boating activity by each economic group.

If we assume that the percentage of Gloucester residents owning boats,
using Gloucester marina facilities remains at 30 percent, an increase in
boating facilities will cause a corresponding rise in money that will be
brought into the Gloucester community. This increase in money to Glouces-
ter will not be limited to a clear and free influx of money, but will be
balanced by the outputs relating to supporting the additional facilities
which clearly vill come from outside the Gloucester area. Figure 7 illus-
trates a primary system of relationships with a typical marina operation.

Marinas themselves are not particularly labor intensive, averaging
roughly one person per ten boats through the year; however, the supporting
businesses relating to boating activities could support substantial addi-
tional labor, if there was created a demand for such services.9 Unemploy-
ment in Gloucester for the past few years is tabulated in Figure 8. Figure
8 compares unemployment in Gloucester to the employment picture for the
state snd nation. Note that the Gloucester figures are far above both the
state and national averages. Consequentlyg the generation of employment
through the secondary effects generated by increased boating capacity may
be sizeable, if salaries are such that it is worth one's while to work
rather than collect unemployment compensation. In order to get a handle
on the size of secondary effects, the multiplier could be used as an indi-
cator, as it is a measure of re-spending effects. We shall refer to
Professor Jack Devanney's remark that for an area of high unemployment,
the multiplier will be on the order of 1.25 to 1.30. We shall apply this
multiplier to the figures on the economic analysis calculated in the next
section.

8
Napoli, James Ja E Editor, Marine Recreational Conference Boatin in New
~En lead, New England Mardne Resources Programgea Gr,ant, March 1972.

9
Storey, p. 53.
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In speculating additional facilities for the Gloucester area, one
should clarify the demand based upon the usual 5 percent increase per
year of boaters with the demand that will be introduced if additiona', fa-
cilities are developed. Much as there exists a multiplier effect upon
dollars spent at a typical marina, there is also a multiplier relating to
the demand caused by the creation of additional facilities' A new marina
facility may cause boating accessory stores and bait and tackle stores to
expand their inventory to include smaller boats, thus adding to the demand
placed on marina facilities. Likewise, if people realize that a good marina
operation exists in Gloucester some may move their existing berthing loca-
tion to Gloucester. In a negative manner, with new marina facilities at
hand, those Gloucester residents who were hesitant to own a boat in the past
due to difficulty with slip space may enter the boating market, keeping in-
come exchanges within the Gloucester study area, and in some instances, by
increasing the percentage of Gloucester resident berthed boats, the effect
will be to cause a new outflow from the Gloucester area. Here we are deal-
ing with the marina's effect upon the income of all residents of Gloucester,
and our analysis should be insensitive to money exchanges within the Glou-
cester area, but concerned with the net inputs and outputs from that area.

Economic Anal sis

At this point I think it would be extremely helpful to discuss the al-
ternatives open to Gloucester with respect to recreational boating and their
relative economic impacts upon the city. As I view the situation, there are
basically three alternatives, given the constraints of marina business, and
the demand for additional boating facilities.

l. Remain the same without taking on any more boats.

2. Update existing boating establishments to increase capacity and
level of services.*

3. Create marina facilities  FS! to accommodate an additional 800 boats.

To begin my economic analysis I shall use alternative 1 as my baseline. The
accounts that can be attributed directly to boating as it exists are listed
below:

EXPENSES

Municip al
Non School Costs

Employment
Taxes

Personal Property
Excise

Real Estate

Profits

*Candeub, Fleissig and Associates field. survey indicated that 50 percent of
Gloucester's marina shoreline is deteriorated.

If we assuae the CZM boating figures to be correct, and the following assump-
tions, a gross estimate can be made of the marina's contribution to the muni-
cipal economy of Gloucester.
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Employment: Assume marina employment based on 1 man per 10 boats,
salaried at $9000/year. I am ignoring secondary employment
effects ~

Personal Property Taxes; Personal property taxes on boats is levied at
$81/$1000 of assessed value. In a phone conversation with a
member of the Glouceeter Board of Assessors, it became appa-
rent that clear notions of average boat valuations are un-
available. For this analysis boat valuation has been assumed
to be $700.

Excise Tax. Excise Tax is based on 1/3 of 1 percent of the value of the
boat; however, the boats generally contributing to excise taxes
are those of business boats, snd it will be assumed that the
contribution of excise taxes from recreational boats is negli-
gible.

Profits: With the lack of additional information assume marina profits
of $60 per boat.

Municipal Non-School Costs. 'For the analysis it is assumed that non-school
costs are equivalent to total tax levy minus the tax levy for
schools' Marina-related non-school costs can be determined by
a simple proportion between assessed value of marines and total
assessed value against marina related non-school costs and
total non-school costs.

Equation 1:

Marina Assessed Value Marina Related Non-School Costs
 Total! Assessed Value Total Non-School Costs

Using figures from fiscal 1976 �/1/75-6/30/76! acquired from the Glou-
cester Board of Assessors:

Total Assessed Value 181,217,720

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .. ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ .$ 14,533,660

~ ~ ~ ~ s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 6 505 715

Total Tax Lsvy ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
School Cos'ts ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
Non-School Costs

Real Estate Taxes: Marina land for real estate taxation is based upon
front-foot along the water's edge and depth back from the edge.
Assessment is obviously based upon the degree of improvement
and use of the land. Again with a conversation with the asses-
sors, I could not get a feel for the tax situation, with respect
to either average valuation, nor taxation rate. I shall assume
a taxation rate of 3 percent on property valued on the basis of
$300,000 per 150 boats.
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Applying Equation 1 to find marina-related non-school costs:

Marina-related non-school

18le217,720 $6s505a715 costs

For the analysis we assume that the marina-related non-school costs
vill increase in proportion to the taxes collected on the marina
s chemes.

It should be apparent that my gross economic analysis does not paint an
accurate picture of the net effect of the new marina development or marina
update in the Gloucester area. Host of the assumptions were based upon a
simple minded approach to the problem and have been developed to facilitate
discussion and computation rather than being precise. Information was dif-
ficult to gather and the analysis will be used as a basis for the ensuing
discussion.

The figures given to the employment contribution to the Gloucester eco-
nomy is not a net effect, as it does not reflect the net increase in income
available to the Gloucester community. If employment were to be analyzed
more accurately, it would note the generation of new jobs for the unemployed
only, rather than shifts in occupation, which may likely be the case in most
situations. In addition, the employment figure should be the difference in
the job salary and the velfare payments that would otherwise be given to
those occupied in the new jobs. It is very difficult to determine both how
many people will move from unemployed to employed versus those who will
simply change occupation, and also the net difference in unemployment com-
pensation and salary on a large scale. Gloucester is an area of relatively
high unemployment and low income as noted in Figures 10 and ll. Consequently,
it could be assumed that a high percentage of new jobs or jobs left by
those shifting into newly created marina positions would be taken by the
unemployed, barring the introduction of "outside" labor. However, the per-
centage of new jobs taken by the unemployed is difficult to predict. The
employment figures are based on the aurrent trends in marina management,
and the extent of a full service marina may vary significantly. If a full
service marina were established, with hotel, restaurant, and land recreation
facilities, more jobs would be created in proportion to the number of boats
than in a situation without labor intensive land based operations. Kith
updating existing marinas, there may not be an increase in the number of
men employed in a linear relationship to the number of boats docked, but
the ratio may decrease in favor of better management techniques.

The employment account also lacks the contribution of employment
created by secondary effects. The secondary effects are especiaLly diffi-
cult to predict, although I would expect that employment would increase
beyond the new marina facilities due to the marina.

The profits account, likewise, is based upon the existing situation
and could very well change with the introduction of more efficient manage-
ment, and more favorable profits to gross revenue ratio, accomplished by
diversified activities. A lounge may very well increase gross revenues
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EMPLOYMENT TRENDS

GLOUCESTER.EMPLOYMENT AREA~1
1970-1976

Total Total

1
Unemployment As

of Labor ForceLabor ForceYear*

6.61970 900

1971 9.2

7.81972

1973 7.75

1974 10.2

12.51975

1976

13. 9Jan.

Feb. 13.2

11.8Mar.

9.0Apr.

8.6May

Note: These figures are by place of residence and include persons
who work outside of the Gloucester employment area.

/1 Includes Gloucester, Rockport, Essex, and Manchester,

Source: Massachusetts Division of Employment Security; Overall Eco-
nomic Develo ment Plan, 1975, Overall Economic Development
Committee of Cape Ann, Inc.; and Economics Research Associates.

%gore 10

15,600

17,400

17,600

19,300

19~600

22,600

20,900

20,900

20,850

21,000

21,500

14,700

15,900

16,400

17,970

17,600

19,750

18,000

18,150

18,400

19il00

19,650

1,500

1,200

1,330

2,000

2,850

2,900

2,750

2,450

1,900

1,850
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without a corresponding increase in overhead costs. Also, improved facili-
ties may allow the marines to charge more to their clients for marina ser-
vice. With increased capacity, Gloucester may attract more of a transient
crowd, who may be prone to spend more money on a given day than those stay-
ing for a considerable length of time.

Personal property taxes on boats is difficult to estimate as the taxa-
tion system exists today. Taxation is imposed as of where the boat is on
January 1st. Consequently, pleasure craft are generally not in the water
at. that time of the year, and those living outside of the city of Gloucester
may have moved their boats out of the area. January is perhaps when there
is the smallest number of boats in the area, meaning that there is a con-
siderable portion of revenue that could be acquired if the taxation date
were to be moved to July, as is currently being proposed by Representative
Lane of Essex. Ny figures are based on total boats that would be in Glouces-
ter in a given boating season. I was unable to get winter figures from the
aasessment office in Gloucester, If Representative Lane's bill wins appro-
val, the revenues from personal property taxes will approach my figures in
the analysis. With July assessment~ taxation money  roughly 70 percent,
based upon 30 percent boat ownership by Gloucester residents! based on per-
sonal property taxes will experience in increase.l

Real estate tax figures are also deceptive in my study as I was unable
to get information with regard to property valuation from the assessor's
office. It is undoubtedly true that a marina development upon either under-
developed or deteriorated land will increase the property's valuation, hence
&crease the taxes; however, in order to get a net change in real estate taxes
it will be important to note the taxes presently being collected on the pro-
posed piece of property, and the taxation following the development, and the
difference between the two numbers will be the net effect on the Gloucester
economy. In addition, not knowing the land valuation will also preclude
Mowing how the marina will affect the land values of those parcels in prox-
imity to the new development, which would also have an effect upon net reve-
nues to Gloucester.

In my analysis I have assumed that municipal costs increase proportion-
ately with tax changes in development schemes; however, maintenance would
probably increase with increasing boat population, due to road wear, neces-
sity of improving road conditions, probability of pollution, policing, and
highway clean-up. The new facilities would require more water, which would
place more of a burden upon the already tenuous fresh water situation. Ia
addition, the new marina areas may require ad!oining waterways to be dredged.
The increase in municipal costs would not be constant throughout the three
alternatives. I do not have an estimate of the costs associated with the
maintenance activities, although I would not doubt that if a development
were to occur, Gloucester would incur additional operating expenses.

Hence, it can be said that although my economic analysis may appear to
show the differences between the existing conditions and two alternative

10 Phone conversation with Roger Edwards of the Board of Assessors, Glou-
ceeter, Nassachusetts, April 6, 1977.



situations, the figures would vary drastically depending upon the actual
situation that occurs. An analysis similar to the one performed could
be used to compare the economic effects of marines versus fish processing
on a given piece of property Co aid in future decision making. My analysis
while basically qualitative, was an attempt to bring out the subtleties of
large scale economic projections that should be considered to give a more
accurate picture of the effect of alternatives.

Side Effects

As a consequence of new end improved marina facilities there may be
incentive for existing facilities to either update their operations or cut
back on certain activities in the attempt to specialise and eystematise the
entire marina system in Gloucester, hopefully creating a more favorable cash
flow situation. In general, the addition of new and expended facilities will
probably have a beneficial effect on Gloucester by raising the level of boaC-
ting services found in the area. If conditions are favorable, boating en-
thusiasts may construct either seasonal or year round residences on a limited
scale ~ increasing Gloucester's personal property and real estate tax accounts.
Also with the addition of new facilities there will be, a corresponding in-
crease in harbor traffic, necessitating a more efficient harbor management
system. The extent to which these side effects can be predicted is quesion-
able and at this point only qualitative speculation is possible.

Marinas occupy both land end water areas and land to water ratios vary
depending upon the type of marina facility. For minimal service marines,
the. land Co water ratio is 1:1; for a medium service marina, 1.3:1; for full
service marines, 1.5:l. A University of Massachusetts study found the aver-
age marina in Massachusetts held 92 sunmer berths end 77 boats in winter
storage. The average marina took up 461 feet of shoreline, between a range
of 0 to 2400 feet, end used 5 acres of land and 3 acres of water. If we
assume that the average Gloucester boat requires 970 square feet of water
 based on 25 foot boats, as Kenneth Joyce's  Harbormaster! estimate of aver-
age boat length!, for the 800 slip marina we are requiring total square
footage on the order of 18 acres of water, end  assuming a full service
marina! 27 acres of lend.

Figure 12 shows typical calculations Chat could be run to determine land
end water areas. I believe Chat the calculated values are low. Recent
trends in marina design have involved using multi-stack boat storage, re-
ducing the necessary land and water space for boat storage, and providing pro-
tection to the boat from the weathering elements. These stacking facilities
are generally used for smaller craft  Figure 5! although facilities for larger
boats are in existence.ll

ll Isard, Walter, E lo ic-Economic Anal sis for Re ional Develo ment, c. 1972,
pp. 130,133. Also Storey, p. 43.
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SITE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE LARGE MARINA

Marina Size

Land Area
Land Area

TOTAL LAND AREA REQUIREMENT 136,400 sf
3-4 acres

272,810 sf
6-7 acres

Water Area
Water Area

10-20 ft. LOPE
20-30 ft. LOA
30-40 ft. LOA

50, 100
304,800
177,500

15% 8 835 s. f.
60% 8 1,270
25'5 N 1, 775

25,050
152,400

88,750

Boats

Docks 15% 9 89. 6
60% 9 109. 8
25% 8 136.0

10-20

20-30

30-40 ft.

5,376
26,352
13,600

2,688
13, 176

6,800

5,880 sf/boat
8,150 sf/boat

Moorings 25 ft. boats
35 ft. boats

1,000 2,000Launch ramp

TOTAL 'WATER AREA REQUIREMENT 289,864 sf 579,728 sf
6-7 acres 13-14 acre

* Parking area serves as outdoor winter storage area
** Not Recommended

/1 Length overall.
Source: Adie, "Marinas: A Working Guide to Their Development. and

Design", Isard, "Ecologic-Economic Analysis for Regional
Development", and Economics Research Associates.

Where 12

Parking
Outdoor Storage
Indoor Storage
Repairs
Boat and Motor Showroom
Marine Accessories Sales
Rest Rooms and Showers

Gear Storage
Administration Office
Dockmaster
Food and Bait. Sales
Fuel Sales

Restaurant

Other � 10% except parking

525 s. f.
200

100

15

12
200 sf/100 boats

6

2.25
1

i 1
1.5
0.5
1.5

10%

105,000

20,000
3,000
2,400

400

1,200
450
200

200
300

100
300

2,850

210,000

40,000
6,000
4,800

800

2,400
900

400

400

600

200
600

5,710
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The CZM office has estimated that there exist approximately 1830
trailexed boats that use Gloucester waters. Currently there are only 15
ramps in the North Shore area with 3 or 4 in Gloucester. Due to the heavy
usage of these ramps, there is a definite need for additional ramp facil-
ities. Ramps could be a source of income to Gloucester, especially if
adequate car parking facilities exist. Assuming that a double ramp has a
capacity of 70 boats per day, it is felt that 5 of these double ramps may
be necessary to take up future demands. The area for a double ramp, in-
cluding adequate parking facilities snd maneuvering space, is about 2-1/2
acxes. Provisions for fueling and lavatory facilities could be provided,
although these amenities will require additional staffing. The increased
use of ramp facilities will have consequences for fast food establishments,
service stations, and other supporting businesses.12

In the Phase I Marine Affairs Committee report, it was noted that:

Gloucester water areas are not fully utilized either to moor
additional pleasure craft or as a public source of income.
It is important, though that any development of pleasure boat-
ing facilities should take place outside of the inner harbor.
The inner harbor should be used for trade, commercial snd in-
dustrial purposes' 13

With the suggestion of the committee in mind, a new marina operation might
expand along the outer harbor or Annisquam River.

Adie, Donald W., Marines: A Worki Guide to Their Devel ment and. Desi
London Architectural Press, London, 197S.

Cole, Bruce J., Marine Recreation Conference Boatin in New En, and, Univ-
ersity of Rhode Island Sea Grant, University of Rhode Island Press,
Rhode Island, 1973.

Economic Research Associates, Market S d for Downtown Gloucester, Septem-
ber 1976.

Pothergil, William R. snd Jeanne V. Beekhuis, Buildin Tourism in Bourne,
May 1973.

Isard, Walter, Ecolo ic-Economic Anal sis for Re Zonal Develo ment, Free
Press, New York, 1972.

McPherson, Roy Nick  ed.!, Qloucester Resource Stud, M.I.T. Sea Grant,
M.I.T. Pxess, Cambridge, 1973.

12
Ieard, p. 174.

13
Cited in ERA, p. VII-13.



� 41�

Napoli, James J.  ed.!, Marine Recreational Conference Boatin in New
~gn land, New England Marine Resources Program, Ree Grant, March 1972.

Storey, David A., The Massachusetts Marina Boat ard Industr 1972-1973,
University of Massachusetts Press, Amherst, 1974e
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HARBOR MANAGEME NT

The objective of this chapter of the study is to identify which Local
agencies possess what kinds of authority over land use decisions in Glou-
cester's Inner Harbor. To discover these agencies we traced the steps
that three types of development would be required to take before construc-
tion could begin  see Figure 13!. The developments considered were a
frozen fish processing plant on urban renewal land, a fresh fish process-
ing plant on the State Fish Pier, and a marina on privately owned land.
These three developments were chosen because they seemed to be representa-
tive of those mostly Likely to occur in the Inner Harbor in the near future
and those most likely to have substantial economic and environmental impacts
on the city. The authority we were most interested in uncovering was a
broad project review authority � a review which asked the question, "does
it make sense, all things considered, to build this particular project in
the Inner Harbor, in this particular location7", coupled with authority to
make a "no" determination decisive.

What we found was that no one agency has review authority of this
nature over all three types of projects. The marina is subjected to this
sort of overall review only by the Zoning Board of Appeals. The frozen
fish processing plant or other development on urban renewal land is reviewed
comprehensively only by the Housing Authority. The fresh fish processing
plant, if on the State Fish Pier, is similarly reviewed by the Gloucester
Fish Pier Association and. the Housing Authority. The City Council, generally
an important actor in land use decisions in Gloucester, is limited to re-
viewing these three projects on relatively narrow grounds. Other city agen-
cies and officials in the Development Flow Chart, i.e., the Board of Health,
the Department of Public Works' the Conservation Commission, the Building
Inspector and the Harbormaster, all have similarly limited review authority.
To some, it was surprising to note the absence of some organizations from
the chart altogether, such as the Planning Board.

This chapter begins with a discussion of the Inner Harbor land use
regulation authorized by the Zoning Ordinance, proceeds ta a review of the
controls found in the two Waterfront Urban Renewal Plans, snd concludes with
a discussion of the development authority vested in the Gloucester Fish
Pier Association.

THE ZONING ORDINANCE

The zoning ordinance regulates land development in the Inner Harbor
in two ways: through the traditional zoning mechanism which excludes some
uses and allows others, and through a system involving several different
types of special permits.

Permitted Uses

The entire Inner Harbor, with the exception of Smith's Cove and parts
of Rocky Neck, is zoned I-l, General Industrial. This use classification



� 43�



is the least restrictive of all the zones, excluding only six primarily re-
creational uses, i.e., campgrounds, golf courses. Food processing and
storage establishments are allowed as of right anywhere in an I-1 zone.
Thus, the Zoning Ordinance would allow either fish processing plant to
locate anywhere in the Inner Harbor without careful scrutiny of its major
features, since, if a project involves a permitted use and complies with
building, plumbing and electrical codes, the Building Inspector is obliged
to grant the project a building permit. Ho locational considerations are
involved in such an automatic permit. This is somewhat worrisome, since
the city has a clear interest in plants' locations relative to each other
because this determines the ease/difficulty of providing them with waste
disposal and other public services. Of considerably more concern, however,
are the many, non-water dependent uses allowed of right in this waterfront
I-l zone, i.e., laundry and dry cleaning plants, automobile sales or rental
establishments, banks, single-family homes, all office buildings. Under
the present zoning system, none of these uses, choosing to locate in the
Inner Harbor, could be denied a building permit because the use was "inap-
propriate" for the waterfront. Thus, non-water dependent uses are allowed
to pre-empt watex dependents ones, While this traditional zoning approach
may adequately control development in the inland portions of an I-1 zone,
it hardly seems to be the best way to regulate development on scarce Inner
Harbor land.

In contrast to the mechanism described above, the different special
permit systems authorized by the Zoning Ordinance do provide for some over-
sight of development in the Inner Harbor. There are three different types
of permit systems:

1. Special Use Permits,
2. Permits for Major Projects, and
3. Lowlands Permits.

and the Zoning Board of Appeals with the City Council controlling the
majority  fifteen! of the twenty-three uses that require special permits
in an I-1 zone. The procedure for securing a special use permit from the
City Council involves the following steps:

l. The developer files application for a permit with the City Clerk
� the application includes a plot plan and a standard city form.

2. The City Clerk, at his discretion, may request other administra-
tive officials to review the application, particularly the City
Planner and the Building Inspector.

3. If the City Clerk determines the application is in order, he puts
it on the Council's agenda to allow for adequate public notice to
be given before the mandated public hearing.

sWater dependent uses are those uses which could not occur without proximity/
immediate access to a waterway. These uses are contrasted with uses enhanced
by their proximity to the water which includes almost all other uses.



4. After the public hearing, the Council has thirty days before
it is required to make its final decision.

Special use permits from the Zoning Board of Appeals involve a similar pro-
cedure except that applications are filed directly with the Board and an
opportunity for Planning Board and Board of Health conaultation is mandated.

In reviewing an application for a specia use permit, both the City
Council snd the Zoning Board of Appeals are supposed to examine how the
proposal affects six different factors:

1. the social, economic or community needs served by the proposal,
2. traffic flow snd safety,
3. adequacy of utilities and other public services,
4. neighborhood character and social structure,
5. qualities of the natural environment, snd
6. potential fiscal impact.  Z.O.s. 1.4.1.2 f!; 1.4.2 ~ 2 e!!

If the beneficial effects of the project outweigh the adverse effects, then
approval aan be granted. While the review requirements could result in care-
ful analysis of all special use permit applications, in fact, only the most
controversial proposals appear to receive this sort of detailed scrutiny.

Of our three most Likely harbor developments only the marina would be
subjected to the special use permit review. The only other truly water de-
pendent use reviewed under these provisions is marine storage and repair.
While the marina is reviewed by the Zoning Board of Appeals, the marine
storage and repair facilities are reviewed by the City Council. While the
criteria used for review  listed above! provide protection of the city' s
interests in a general way, they provide no criteria that take into account
the special nature of land development in the Inner Harbor.

basic steps described above, but with some important differences. The City
Clerk is required to refer the more extensive application to seven city
agencies, including the Planning Board.* The agencies are given twenty-one
days in which to make their comments, and the Council may not act until
this time has elapsed. In addition, the criteria for approval of major
projects are more detailed, aimed at mitigating the particular problems
associated with each type of use, i.e., rules governing shopping centers
specify the project's allowable effects on the city's traffic patterns and
volumes. Finally, only the City Council has authority to permit major pro-
j ects ~

None of the three most likely harbor developments are regulated by the
Ordinance's major project provisions. Indeed, no water dependent develop-
ment is considered to be a major project. Only hotels and motels with more

+Agencies to which a major project's application must be referred are:
the City Building Department, the Public Health Department, the Engineering
Department, the Public Works Department, the Fire Department, and the Con-
servation Commission.
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thea thirty units, a use enhanced by but not dependent upon proximity to
the water, shopping centers and multi-faad.ly dwellings exceeding a certain
size are required to pass muster for a major project review.

Wetlands. Unlike special use and major project permits, lowlands per-
mits  aad the similar marshlaads permits authorized by the General Ordin-
ances of the city! involve reviews with much more narrowly defined criteria.
The objective far the two permits is to protect and conserve the coastal
environment, particularly its shellfish resources. Receipt of a Lowlands
permit requires that a project comply with the provisions of Massachusetts
General Law Chapter L3l,s. 40 and Chapter 130.s.27A* aad that the project
be carried out so as to "conserve the shellfish aad other wildlife resoux'ces
of the City."  Z.O. 5.5.4! A Narshlaads permit, while not specifically de-
manding compliance with State statutes, requires a similar consideration of
effects on "certain i.rreplaceable wetlaads."  G.O. s.ll-l/2! Both permits
require public hearings. Although other city agencies aad officials are
consulted at the Council's discretion, particularly the Conservation Com-
mission, the authority to grant or deny a Lowlands/Marshlands permit rests
entirely with the City Council.

Although fish processiag and cooling facilities are permitted uses ia
areas zoaed General Industrial, these developments do require a City Council
permit because their construction is 1,ikely to involve any one of the fol.ow-
iag alteratioas of the shoreline:

l. removal, filling, dredging or building on any beak, marsh, swamp
or flat bordering on coastal waters  Z.O. s.5.5.4!;

2. obstructing, filling, dredging, excavating or changing the course
of any tidal water  G.O. s.ll-l/2!; or

3. filling, excavating, diking, bulkheading or rip-rapping within or
along the shore of any Harbor  Ibid.!.

Clearly the marina, ia addition to the Special Use permit from the Zoning
Board of Appeals, would also require a permit under the Lowlands and Marsh-
lands Ordinances. Thus, all three harbor projects are subject to review by
a single body, the City Council. Indeed, any harbor project, since it is
likely to involve soIM. alteration of the shoreline, would be subject to .
such review. Hawever, this review is focussed entirely on enviroaamntal
issues. If a project will not harm a wetland, the Council would seem to be
obliged to approve it, even though using Inner Harbor land for that particu-
lar project may not be in Gloucester's best interests.

To sum up, the authority granted under the present Zoning Ordinance
to regulate land development in the Inner Harbor is fragmented, incomplete
and generally inadequate. The Zoniag Board of AppeaLs and the City Coun-

*"to protect public/private water supplies, ground water or shellfish and
fishexies ~ to prevent storm damage or 'pollution' and to control floods"
 R f. 4!
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cil, without any mechanism for coordinating their decisions, review differ-
ent water dependent uses  boat docking and launching and marine storage and
repair facilities, respectively!. The two industrial uses of critical im-
portance Co the city's economy are subject to review by the city's chief
land use decision-making body only on narrow environmental grounds. No-
where in the Ordinance is provision made to allow consideration of land bor-
dering the Inner Harbor as a specialized resource. Rather, it is considered
as if it were no different from any other Genexal Industrial zone, a place.
where dry cleaners and fish processing plants are equally appropriate. The
question becomes, if the Zoning Ordinance provides inadequate land manage-
ment tools, what other controls are available't

THE HOUSING AUTHORITY

Roughly 30-40X of the land bordering the Inner Harbor has been included
in one or the other of the city's urban renewal projects. Development in
this sizeable portion of the Inner Harbor is governed by the terms of the
First and Second Waterfront projects' plans. The plans were developed in
1963 and 1971 by the Gloucester Housing Authority which is both the city' s
housing authority and urban renewal agency. The plans contain somewhat gen-
eral objectives  i.e., to eliminate and prevent blight! and more specific
design, structural and site plan requirements that all development within
the two areas must meet. While many of Che objectives could apply equa1ly
well to inland sites, several objectives, particularly those concerned with
public access and the fishing industry, recognize the special character of
the Inner Harbor waterfront.

The two plans are more restrictive than zoning in regulating what de-
velopment occurs where. Particular lots axe designated fox particular cate-
gories of uses. UR I, although allocating some land to exclusively commer-
cial uses, reserves 60X of the parcels owned by the Authority for industrial
and related commercial development. All thirteen, authority-owned parcels
in UR II are slotted for development as waterfront industrial sites.* Thus,
possibilities for using these portions of the Inner Harbor waterfront for
non-water dependent uses such as nursery schools, banks, and so on are elim-
inated, and priority given, for the most part, to a range of uses that are
water-dependent at least to some degree.

While this restriction of uses may be desirable, the procedures for
achieving it are not. Land development becomes a process of coloring in
blocks with approp riate uses ~ since the plan, as described in the study
~ummary, is extremely difficult to change and is in effect for a number of
years, UR I for 20 years and UR II for 30 years. No matter how far-sighted
snd perceptive the city's housing officials might have been, site specific
plans made in 1963 are sure to need modification by the time ten ox fifteen
years have passed. However, the procedural requirements, mandated by Federal
regulation  Ref. 9!, make any modifications nearly impossible.

+Industrial uses are uses "including but not limited to the landing, proces-
sing, storage and shipment of fish; the manufacture and repair of boats
and ships and shipboard machinery and equipment; the storage end sale, at
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An additional difficulty with che two plane ie that, although they
encompass a fair portion of the waterfront, they do not include the entire
Inner Harbor. Since the Housing Authority regulates essentially by own-
ing, it is doubtful whether broader geographic authority would be possible
or wise, given limited pubLic financial resources and the development slow-
down which seems to inevitably occur on publically owned lend.

Thus> while a decided improvement over the controls provided by soning,
the two urban renewal plans fall far short of en optimal harbor management
system. This is because of their Limited geographic scope and, most impor-
tantly, because of the extreae inflexibility built into the plane.

The Comeunit Pier Association

The Community Pier Association is an independent non-profit, publicly
appointed corporation in accordance with Chapter 252 of the Acts of the
Massachusetts Legislature for the year l954. The corporation operatee under
an irrevocable "deed of trust." The purpose of Che corporation is to lease
such apace as the Fish Pier and the facilities thereon from the Comaanwealth
and to operate the same for the benefit of those engaged in the fish snd
fishing industriee. In practice what it has done in the past ie to simply
lease space on the Pier to private enterprises end has not actually been
engaged in the fishing industry as an active participant.

The corporation is composed of ten members, nine appointed by the
Glouceeter Mayor, and one nonvoting member appointed by the Governor. All
have fixed terms of office but the man&ere of the corporation must vote to
seat en appointee.

It is the opinion of some that the intent as stated in its charter
and ite legal status give the Pier Association much more latitude for action
than it has exercised in the past. An example of this would be acting as
developer of Urban Renewal IX which is land adjacent to, but not a part of,
the Fish Pier. In addition, there ie the opinion that the original reason
for the Pier Association was to be an active member of the fishing industry.
The structure of the corporation whereby the corporation and all present
end future assets are dedicated to a trust with profits reinveeted seems
to support this. Some people feel that the Pier Association ie going to
attempt to move in Chat direction with the help of Title XX nancy to enlarge
and improve the pier.

There is some confusion in Gloucester over whether or not the City or
any of its bodies or instruments have authority over the Pier due to the

both retail end wholesale of petroleum products, fishing and boating gear
and supplies," end off-street parking, offices and warehouses related to
permitted uses.  UR Plan, 1963, p. 9! Waterfront industrial sites are
limited to the uses listed above plus "electric generating and distributing
stations, public access and public Landings, the serving of food and drink
in small restaurants which are designed to serve employees working in the
waterfront industrial area,"  UR Plan, 197l, p. 5!



-49-

fact that it is state owned. It seems clear that the City has jurisdiction
over private parties operating on the Pier. Therefore, since meet of the
facilities on the Pier were privately constructed, the City has regulatory
power  zoning, for example! over them and any future such private facilities.

Another facet of the City's control of the Fish Pier is evidenced by
the regulations governing money from the EDA which the Pier Association is
eligible for. Under these regulations, state and local  City Council!
approval of a proposal is needed before Federal approval is granted. The
influence of the mayor due to his power of appointment also cannot be over-
looked.
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INSUFFICIENT ALTERNATIVES

MASSACHUSETTS COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

This section of our report will discuss some of the alternative har-
bor management schemes which we concluded were not sufficient, by them-
se ives, to resolve the harbor use conf 1 icts and development issues which
Gloucester is now facing. These alternatives include:

1. reliance on the state's new Coastal Zone Management  CZM! pro-
gram;

2. creation of a "Gloucester Port Authority";

3. granting of some urban renewal development authority to the Com-
munity Pish Pier Association;

4. giving broader responsibilities to the Downtown Development Com-
mission or the City Council's subcommittee on Harbor Development.

The first alternative to be considered is use of the state's Coastal
Zone Management program as a device for making management and resource allo-
cation decisions on Gloucester's waterfront. In order to understand how the
program applies to Gloucester some background information on the Coastal
Zone Management Plan in Massachusetts is necessary. The federal Coastal
Zone Management Act was passed by Congress in 1972. The Act called for
states to establish, in the language of the Act, "management programs to
achieve wise use of land and water resources of the coastal zone giving
full consideration to ecological, historic, and aesthetic values as well as
needs for economic development."

During the past three years the Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management
staff, working closely with local citizens and public officials, have pro-
duced a state Coastal Zone Management Plan in accordance with the federal
legislation. At the present time the state Coastal Zone Management office
is in the process of submittting its plan to Washington for approval. The
plan is scheduled to go into effect early next year.

The broad policy objectives of this plan include protection and en-
hancement of the marine environment; protection and development of coastal
renewable resources such as fisheries; the elimination or amelioration of
coastal hazards; the improvement of the quantity and quality of recreational
opportunities; and the encouragement of water related. development in estab-
lished ports and harbors. The plan is designed to deal with only those
issues and problems which transcend local boundaries and require a state or
regional perspective. No attempt is made to interfere with the traditional
decision making roles of local communities.
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The state coastal zone management plan is perhaps unique among other
state environmental programs in that it requires the passage of no new
laws. Rather, the plan has opted to buil,d upon the existing management,
regulatory, and administrative framework. Thi.s concept is called "net-
working." It involves a better coordination of the multi.tude of presently
existing agencies, programs, and regulations which come to bear on the
coastal zone and it insures that development-related decisions made by
state and federal agencies will be consistent with the Coastal Zone Manage-
ment Plan's policy objectives ~

The CZM office's administration of its policy objectives will be car-
ried out in accordance with a set of resource maps which it has prepared with
the help of local citizens and public officials from all of the coastal towns
and cities. These maps will guide the CZK staff in the implementation of
its policies. The maps identify areas of critical concern along the entire
Massachusetts coast. The major official designations are the following:

L. Significant Resource Areas  SRA! which would include sites which
are important as fi.sheries resources, flood plains, wetlands,
recreational facilities, existing sea-related industrial or com-
mercial development, and other significant coastal resources.

2. Areas for Preservation or Restoration  APR! which are sites
whose conservation, recreational, ecological, or aesthetic values
are so important that their characteri.sties must be preserved or
restored.

3. Special Assistance Development Areas  SADA! which warrant special
planning and funding because of thei.r coastally related develop-
ment capabilities.

It should be clear that the CZM Plan in Massachusetts has been designed
to address broad i.ssues of environmental quality preservation, energy policy,
recreational uses, and development of ports and harbors for water-related
activities. One must realize that the Plan lacks the authority and detail
necessary to insure that specific waterfront developments in an area such
as Gloucester Harbor would be the zest appropriate use of the area's limited
waterfront and economic resources. For example, the Plan is not capable of
making decisions for Gloucester that would decide whether additional moor-
ing facilities should be built fox fishing trawlers or for pleasure boats.
In any case, Gloucester would probably prefer to make decisions such as
these locally.

This is not to say that the CZM program has no potenti,al for assisting
Gloucestex in the management of its coastal areas. The Massachusetts CZM
office provides four types of assistance of which Gloucester may wish to
take advantage. These ace'.

1 ~ Assistance in securing f ederal and s tate funds needed to carry
out specific development programs and projects which. meet the
policies and objectives of the CZM Plan;



2. Financing of feasibility studies and field investigations for
waterfront renewal, port snd harbor development, and dredge
disposal;

3. Technical assistance to provide needed marine biological, geo-
logical, hydrological, recreationaL, general land use planning
or legal expertise;

4. And finally, funding for energy siting impact studies.

In addition, Gloucester Harbor has been designated a "Special Assis-
tance Development Area"  SADA! because of its importance as a fishing port.
This designation improves the likelihood that Gloucester would receive
funds for harbor development and renewal feasibility studies and would
also assist Gloucester in receiving funds for certain projects such as
maintenance dredging of the harbor or the removal of derelicts.

A GLOUCESTER PORT AIJTHORITY

An alternative that usually gets suggested not only in Gloucester but
in most harbor communities as the answer to the problem is the creation of
a Port Authority. Arthur D. Little, Inc., recommended ta the City in a
L969 report that such a body would be a workable solution. It suggested
the establi.shment af an autonoaeus agency to manage the port and adjacent
publicLy awned Lands. The intent of this authority was to get needed port
facilities constructed.

There are many questions that such a Line of action raises. One is
whether another autonomous agency working in the Harbor  in addition to the
Housing Authority and the Community Pier Association! could adequately ad-
dress the problems i.t was intended to solve. The addition of another body
with an interest in the Harbor poses the question of whether this might
not make decisions snd subsequent implementation more difficult than they
already are.

There are two points that are the crux of the inadequacy of a Port
Authority to answer Gloucester's problem. The first is that if its major
intent would be to get needed facilities constructed, the creation of a
Port Authority may be unnecessary. It may be unnecessary because an agency
already exists in the Harbor that can accomplish this. That agency is the
Community Pier Association. During the course of our research we discovered
that the Pier Association is legally empowered to promote and physically
engage in the fishing industry. Provision of requi.site facilities would
easily fulfill this purpose,

The other shortcoming of a Port Authority is that it would operate
on only a part of the Harbor, leaving the remainder as it is. If the Harbor
is to be managed in a coherent and rational manner, the wisdom of separating
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management of selected port facilities f rom the rest of the Harbor snd
coastlands is questionable. The problems of Harbor resource allocation
are not j us t a prob lem of the Inner Harbor but conceivably cover the
entire Glouces ter coastline, including the Anni squam River. In short,
we must conclude that a Port Authority is not suf f icient for solving the
problems of Glouce ster Harbor as many believe i t to be.

LINKING HOUSING AUTHORITY PIER ASSOCIATION

The third solution we looked at that sometimes gets mentioned as a way
to resolve the problem of Harbor management is 8 arne kind of coaperative en-
deavor between the Housing Authority and the Pier Association. One way this
might work is to designate the Pier Association as the developer of Urban
Renewal II. Since UR II is located directly adj acent to the Fish Pier, this
idea has much merit . Margo Jones in her Master' s Thesis at NIT explores one
such proposed development t hat at tempts to tie these two pieces of Harbor
land together into a unified whale. While the concept is good and Gloucester
is urged to consider it, it falls short of solving the Harbor' s problems in
that i t would have an impact on only a smaLL portion of the total Inner
Harbor area which needs unified management.

Another management scheme involving b o th the Housing Authority and the
Pier Association that has been suggested would create a new organization
that would eliminate both the aforeamntioned agencies. This recognizes that
both 1adies are strong, influent ial par ties in the Harbor and attempts to
st re am1 inc the process of decision-~g. Howeve r, this solution is p rob-
ably not politically feasible and f rom what we ' ve learned of the Pier Asso-
ciation' s charter, legally hard to do. These questions aside, though, the
combined jurisdictions of both bodies would still only deal with a small
part of the area under consideration. For this reason, this alternative,
too, must be j udged as being an insuf f icient soLution.

OTHER EXISTING AGENCIES

Some have suggested utilizing two other exis ting agencies as the f ocus
for managing the Harbor. These are the City Council Subcommittee on Harbor
Development and the Downtown Development Commission. In the case of the
Subcommittee on Harbor Development, more responsibilities would be added to
it and it would become the prime reviewer of all Harbor activities. It is
not clear what effect if any this would have on the existing lines of auth-
ority and approval. The primary reason that we found it to be inappropriate
is that it is an ad ho c committee and is viewed as such. It is our feeling
that the pxoblem befare us clearly calls for a body with a sense of perma-
nence and stability snd that the success of the Harbor Development Subcom-
mit t ee would be hindexed by its inherent lack of this .

As for the expansion of the jurisdiction o f the Downtown Development
Commis sion, it is argued that since its area o f j uxisdi ction already encom-
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passes a good-sized segment of the waterfront, the DDC is the logical vehicle
to manage the Harbor. One obgection to this is that the present membership
of the DDC doesn't adequately reflect the full range of Harbor interests.
It is also strongly felt that the concerns of the Harbor and the concerns of
the DDC really represent two very different constituencies and that they
wouldn' t, be merged if either is to be effective. It must be realized, how-
ever, that the concerns of the DDC for that portion of the waterfront ad!s-
cent to the downtown area are legitimate concerns.

As will be seen, part of our proposal for managing the Harbor uses the
DDC as a model. Some would argue therefore that it would be more efficient
and less bureaucratic to simply give the task to them. For the reasons
stated above we do not think this to be a good idea. Furthermore, the bureau-
cracy would be minimized by the fact that both the DDC snd its Harbor equiva-
lent would use the same staff from the Planning Department, which would also
provide informal linkage between the work of the two. In addition, both
would be serving the same body, the City Council, in an advisory capacity.
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THE INNER HARBOR DISTRICT COMMISSION

The growth pressures and uncertainties surrounding Gloucester's
Inner Harbor indicate the need for a planning body to manage end coordinate
activities within that area. An effective planning body can ensure con-
sideration of the harbor within Gloucester's overall planning effort and
provide for the appropriate locationing of water-dependent land uses.
Avoiding undesirable impacts and integrating land uses can provide public
benefit from the Harbor's amenities.

We therefore recommend the establishment of an Inner Harbor District

Commission to plan and coordinate improvements and development within and
ad!scent to the Inner Harbor waters. The commission shou1d consist of 7
to 11 members, all of whom would be appointed by the mayor of the City of
Gloucester, with approval from the City Council. The commission members
wou1d be appointed in a manner creating staggered terms, and therefore, an
annual turnover in part of the commission membership. An example of this
system is to appoint 3 members for 3 years, 3 members for 2 years, and 3
members for 1 year, which composes a 9-member commission. Each year three
terms expire and three members are added. All of the commission members
should have various backgrounds and interests to provide the expertise nec-
essary for the planning and coordination of the Inner Harbor activities and
deve1opmen t.

The Inner Harbor District Commission should have the responsibility
and duty to:

l. Analyze harbor and shoreline situations;
2. Evaluate harbor conditions;
3. Identify problems;
4. Lead the community in solution identification; and
5. Coordinate  but not have authority over! improvements and develop-

ment within the district.

We suggest that the Harbor District Commission occupy a position parallel
and similar to the existing Downtown Development Commission. This will give
the harbor commission an advisory position within Gloucester's municipal
government that can work in one of two basic ways. As a purely advisory
body, the commission would provide expertise on harbor matters to decision
making agencies, either by request of that agency or self-initiated from
the commission. Alternatively, if the City chose a stronger system, anyone
initiating improvements and development within the district would be required
to consult the commission in the early stages of planning. In either case,
the commission would be available to provide expertise and advice to deci-
sion makers including: the Mayor, the City Council, the Fish Pier Associa-
tion, and the Housing Authority. As with the Downtown Development Commission,
the Inner Harbor District Commission may request the services and assistance
of municipal agencies and personnel at times when the commission requires
the assistance and advice of such boards and officials.



The commission's geographical area of concern would be called the
Inner Harbor District. This district would include water-dependent acti-
vities directly related to the Inner Harbor, as well as all land contigu-
ous to the Inner Harbor waters. An example of such a district is deline-
ated in an accompanying figure, and is bordered by East Main St. and
Rogers St., and including areas of Rocky Neck, Port Point, and the mouth
of the harbor. If and when the Inner Hazbor District overlaps the Down-
town Development District, the two planning bodies should advise jointly
either by concensus or individual reports.

There are numerous variations of structure and authority that can be
assigned to a commision and its district. The most important element is
a flexible planning organization having responsibilities and abilities to
produce advisory communication among all the municipal agencies.

AN INNER HARBOR DISTRICT PERMIT

Previous chapters have stressed the shortcomings of the present land
management system relative to the special concerns of the Inner Harbor
waterfront. The need for change in this present system is particularly
urgent given the increasingly strong development pressures of the recrea-
tional boating industry and the somewhat, uncertain demands for space of the
fresh fish industry. While the present system is limited in important re-
spects, it does contain the basic tools necessary for a more finely tuned
and flexible decisionmaking process. In this chapter, we describe a rela-
tively small adjustment to the present Zoning Ordinance which could effect
substantial improvements in Inner Harbor land managexmnt. The adjustment
essentially involves a consolidation in the City Council of overall per-
mitting authority for the Inner Harbor. The first portion of this chapter
explains the harbor permit system's basic structure. It then goes on to
provide some illustrative examples of cziteria to be used by the City
Council in deciding whether or not to grant a permit. The chapter concludes
with a discussion of two forms the permit might take in Gloucester in light
of the city's existing permit mechanisms.

Essentially all projects occurring within an "Inner Harbor District"
will be required to secure a special Harbor Permit from the City Council.
Such a permit system requires:

l. creation of a Harbor Overlay District;

2. expansion of the City Council's present scope of harbor project
review; and

3. creation of a set of review criteria fitted to the special needs
of the Inner Harbor.
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The Overlay District would have boundaries similar to those described
in the previous chapter on the Harbor District Commission. While leaving
present land regulations intact, the District would impose a single addi-
tional set of considerations, uniquely appropriate to waterfront develop-
ment, on all Inner Harbor land. An overlay approach has the clear political
advantage of avoiding removal of present regulatory authorities. In addi-
tion, since presently allowed uses can hardly be called restrictive, pre-
sent regulations are unlikely to hamper achievement of more narrowly defined
Harbor Objectives.

The City Council's present, exclusively environmental review of all
waterfront projects will be expanded to a total project review. The Council
will have authority to look at the merit of the proposal, to examine whether
that particular project is a good idea in that particular location at this
particular time, and if not, to reject it.

The review procedure will be implemented in two different stages: an
interim "emergency" phase to be implemented immediately, and a permanent
phase to be instituted within two years. The interim review process involves
a case by case review by the City Council of all developamnt occurring in the
Inner Harbor and exceeding a certain size or other specified threshold.
projects not exceeding the threshold would not be required to secure a Harbor
District Permit. The threshold should be set low enough to catch all pro-
posals that are likely to alter the harbor in significant ways, snd high
enough to screen out minor projects whose careful review would yield few
benefits while adding considerably to the Council's workload. For example,
the threshold could be set to include all new construction and all expansion
of present facilities, or all development using a certain number of feet of
waterfrontage. The criteria the Council would use in its review of a Harbor
Permit application would be a set of objectives aimed at specialized harbor
concerns as well as more general city concerns.

The rationale for sn interim review process is similar to rationales
for moratoriums � to give the city breathing room to seriously consider what
its objectives with respect to the harbor are and how best to define and
achieve those objectives. However, since continuing waterfront development
is critically important to the economic health of both the fishing industry
and the City, rather than a moratorium on all construction in the Inner
Harbor, we recommend instituting the above-described rough-hewn version of
the permanent permit system. This allows development: to proceed while en-
suring that it conforms to some general notions, embodied in the review's
Objectives, about what type of development is most desirable in the Inner
Harbor. Thus, public snd private interests are both well-served. In addi-
tion, the interim phase ensures that the final rules will be developed in a
dynamic context, that is, they will be formed out of the actual experience of
reviewing projects and trying to determine what compliance with the Objec-
tives means in specific, concrete terms. Thus, the permanent system is
likely to be more finely tuned and more easily implemented.

The permanent system will involve a review by the Building Inspector
of all projects occurring in the Inner Harbor District to determine whether
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or not they comply with a set of development rules to be developed during
the interim phase. If projects conform to these rules, the Huilding In-
spector will be authorized to grant approval. If a development fails to
conform to one or more of these rules, rather than being rejected, it may
undergo a review by the City Council, similar to the Council's review during
the interim phase, to determine whether or not the project meets the basic
Harbor District Objectives, even though it doesn' t, meet all the specific
rules. If it does, it may be allowed. The Harbor Development Rules will
be created so that if a proposal conforms to the Rules it will certainly
also meet the Objectives. The idea is to create a set of fail-safe rules,
rules that guarantee that the city's goals for the Inner Harbor will be
achieved.

Review Criteria

Objectives and
which can act

a list of objec-
objectives.
of decision rules

Although we believe that definition of Harbor District
Rules are best done in Gloucester, we have some suggestions
as a starting point for local initiatives. What follows is
tives and a list of decision-rules aiaad at achieving those
Order in the lists is not indicative of priority. The list
is not intended to be exhaustive, but merely illustrative.

Harbor District Objectives

Examples of objectives to which all development in the Inner Harbor
District might be asked to conform are to:

1. Promote expansion of economically productive water-dependent acti-
vities.

2. Improve Inner Harbor water quality and protect and enhance the
marine productivity of the Inner Harbor and its environs.

3. Develop additional opportunities for public waterfront access,
both visual and pedestrian.

Such a permanent Harbor Permit system has a number of distinct advan-
tages. It consolidates the presently fragmented authority over Inner Harbor
land use in one local body, the City Council. The authority provided to the
City Council is complete, being power to review all aspects of a development.
It provides a relatively automatic approval procedure for developments con-
forming to the Rules and, therefore, does not add unduly to the time required
to develop and implement a proposal. In fact, such a permit system may re-
duce this time since it provides developers with clear and fairly detailed
signals about what the city expects of all Inner Harbor development, rather
than those expectations being learned via an eleventh-hour veto by some city
agency. At the same time, since the city's objectives are also clear, the
system, through its case-by-case review, allows room for innovative approaches
to achieving the Objectives. Finally, in addition to all the above adminis-
trative advantages, the Harbor District Permit system provides a mechanism
to ensure that the Inner Harbor is treated as the specialized resource it is,
and that the best use will be made of its scarce and valuable land.
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4. Avoid further filling of the Inner Harbor unless essential to
achieving other objectives ~

S. Conserve the capacity of community facilities, such as roads,
sewers and the water supply, by promoting their efficient utili-
sation.

Harbor Development Rules

Examples of rules which, if met, might allow a development to proceed
without a special permit.

1. To promote water-dependent activities:

On parcels abutting a publicly maintained channel or basin of 20
feet depth or more, uses would have five priorities:

a. Fishing industry uses requiring waterfront location  berthing,
landing, processing, ship servicing, etc.!.

b. Other uses requiring waterfront location  e.g., marines! or
gaining economies from such location  e.g., industrial uses
receiving bulk goods by ship! ~

c. Other uses functionally supporting or supported by higher
priority uses.

d. Other uses which attract the public and expose harbor activities
to view  e.g., restaurants!.

e. All other uses.

A use would be allowed without special permit only if it were de-
monstrated that no higher-priority use could be anticipated for
development on the site within six years.

2. To improve water quality and marine productivity;

a. All surface runoff from parking and service areas ta be col-
lected and impurities removed by oil skimmers, suspended solid
settlement, and other necessary means before discharge to
harbor waters.

b. All local, state and federal discharge regulations to be com-
plied with.

3. To add to public waterfront access:

a. A view carridor of at least 1/4 of the width of the parcel must
be held free of structures which might otherwise obstruct views
of the waterfront from public ways.



b. All development shall allocate portions of their sites to
pedestrian pathways, leading from main streets to the water-
front, snd to public viewing areas, unless precluded by
safety considerations.

4. Avoid further filling of the Harbor:

a. Any water displacement below mean high water must be compen-
sated for by excavating between the high and low water mark
for a quantity of water equal to that displaced, or the city
shall be compensated at the rate of $5.00 per cubic yard dis-
placed.  Modeled on NGLA Chapter 91, s. 21!

5. To conserve community facility capacity:

a. If the average daily demand for city water exceeds 100 gallons
per 1,000 s.f. lot area, the facility will agree to pay triple
the water rates which the facility would otherwise face.

b. All facilities generating more than 24 automobile or 8 truck
parking-hours/acre/day shall provide on-site auto/truck parking
areas.

c. If the development's average daily demand on sewerage capacity
exceeds 100 gallons per 1,000 s.f. lot area, it will agree to
pay triple the sewer service charge otherwise applicable.

lication to Gloucester

The Harbor District Permit can be incorporated into the present Glou-
cester permit system in one of two ways: as an expansion of the special
use permit system or as a variation on the major project permit system.

The first approach involves simply expanding the City Council's pre-
sent special use permitting authority to cover all uses occuring in the
Inner Harbor. The steps the development follows after the Harbor Permit
is granted would remain the same, i.e., additional permits for compliance
with the local Building, Health, and Sanitary Codes would be issued separ-
ately by the individual city agencies charged with their enforcement.

Such an approach, while possessing the considerable advantages of
the Harbor Permit system discussed above, is vulnerable to the criticism
of increasing government regulation over private and, indeed public, land
development actions. It can be argued that this increase in regulatory
requirements further slows Inner Harbor developaent, an outcome which is
contrary to the city's best interests.

The second approach to implementing the Harbor Permit system, a varia-
tion on the present major project permit, answers this contention by further
streamlining the review process ~ Any project occurring in the Inner Harbor
would be considered a major project. Since the Council is presently man-
dated to consult with almost all development:-concerned city agencies before



� 62�

reaching a final decision on a major project, this mandate could be slightly
expanded to require that agencies submit recommendations for approval, mod-
ification or denial to the Council. Lese recommendations would be intended
to signal the action which individual agencies vill later take on permits
granted separately and farther down the line. Thus, the major project
approach almost creates a one-atop harbor permit, cutting red tape and pro-
tecting the special character of the Inner Harbor all in one fell stroke.
This approach has the additional advantage of making all concerned city
agencies a part of the decision at an earlier stage, when project plans are
altered most easily and inexpensively.

1. Conversation with Clayton Carlisle, Planning Director, City of Gloucester,
April 7, 1977.

2. City of Gloucester, General Ordinances, 1972.

3. City of Gloucester, Zonin Ordinance, 1976.

4. Dawson, Alexandra, Esq. and McGregor, Gregor I., Esq., Environmental Law,
Conservation Law Foundation of New England, Boston, 1975.

5. Inner Harbor District Plan Gloucester Massachusetts, for the Gloucester
Housing Authority by Candeub, Fleissig and Associates, January 1969.

6. Jones, Margo P., Encrustin the Rocks: Desi for Industrial Use Glouces-
ter Harbor, Master of Architecture Thesis, M.I.T., June 1976.

7. Massachusetts Coastal Zone Mana ement Preview, Massachusetts Executive
Office of Environmental Affairs, December 16, 1977.

8. Onset Desi Guidance, for the Wareham Office of Economic Development by
Philip B. Herr and. Associates, April 22, 1977.

9. Conversations with Dale Pope, Assistant to the Planning Director, City
of Gloucester, May 19 and 20, 1977.

10. Pro osal for Downtown. Clearin house Procedures, report to the Gloucester
City Council from the Downtown Development Commission, February ll, 1977.

11. Shoreline District, for the Bourne Planning Board by Philip B. Herr and
Associates, January 24, 1977.

12. Thompson, Kate, Innovative Techni ues for Controllin Local Land Use,
Harvard University, Graduate School of Design, Department of Landscape
Architecture, May 1975.

13. Urban Renewal Plan, Project No. Mass. R-33, City of Gloucester Housing
Authority, June 1963, as amended March 2, 1967.

14. Urban Renewal Plan, Project No. Mass. R-213, City of Gloucester Housing
Authority, 1971.
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A COASTAL MANAGEMENT ZONK

Due to Gloucester's direct dependence upon the sea and marine related
activities for its economic weLL being, it is important that guidelines be
established for regions beyond the inner harbor to insure that future de-
velopment will proceed consistent with the best interests of the city of
Gloucester. The area in close proximity to the water is an attractive re-
source snd holds potential for future development that could prove beneficial
to Gloucester in terms of revenues derived from real estate taxes and jobs
for the unemployed, if managed properly.

The current building permit procedure is confusing and in same instances
partial in the determination of a developer's eligibility to proceed with a
development. The procedure follows no acknowledgeable consistency in the
review process, end the objectives of the city for the area outside of the
inner harbor are unc1ear. Good developments may be hindered under the present
system, and detrimental development permitted, depending upon the disposition
of the decision makers. Future developments under the current system are
bound to result in an inefficient use of Gloucester's coastal resource.

Nechanism of Review

The following is a three-part proposal aimed at the creation of a mechanism
of review for building permits for regions beyond the inner harbor bordering
the coast.

1. The establishment of a Coastal Management Zone  CHZ! within which
the permitting process will apply.

2. The creation of a set of objectives and corresponding guidelines
to serve as a baseline against which the merits af a project will
be judged.

3. The drafting of specific rules predicated upon the objectives, to
serve as prescription for the developer and the permitting review
body.

Any develapment meeting all of the specific rules is automatically entitled to
the awarding of a building permit. Those developments meeting some, but not
all, of the specific rules are able to seek a Special Permit whose award is
contingent upon a demonstration that the development is consistent with the
objectives set forth, inspite of their non-coxrformsnce to specific rules.

The system of review described addresses the issue of expediency and con-
sistency in the review process, in addition to insuring that the well being
of Gloucester is a paramount concern in the decision making process.



COASTAL MANAGEMENT ZONE:

The region bordering the Atlantic Coastline of the
Municipality of Gloucester and the shoreline of the
Annisqusm River snd adjacent wetlands, excluding the
Inner Harbor is defined as the Coastal Management Zone.
The Coastal Management Zone  CMZ! will be consistent
with the coastal zone defined by the State Coastal Zone
Management Of fice.

De f ini tion:

Jurisdiction: The mechanism of building permit review described herein
will apply to the Coastal Management Zone as defined above.

ILLUSTRATIVE DESIGN OBJECTIVES AND GUIDELINES:

A. Facilitate in stimulating economic growth and reducing unemployment
with the efficient utilization of coastal resources.

1. Discourage developments of low labor intensiveness or low con-
struction value from preempting land in the Coastal Management
Zone

2. Stimulate far reaching economic impacts.

B. Protect Coastal Ecology: in particular avoid pollution or damage to
marine or wildlife inhabitants.

1. Prohibit water and air contamination.

2. Prohibit unnecessary destruction of wildlife niches.

3. Insure good ground conditions.

C. Maintain an intimate scale of development.

1. Prohibit buildings that are unrelated to humans or natural
settings'

2. Encourage innovation in building design.

3. Promote marine related reference in building design.

D. Permit access to the water's edge.

Enable citizens of Gloucester and outside conunities to use
marine facilities.

2. Permit coastal viewing from public roads.

3. Permit boat access.

ILLUSTRATIVE DESIGN OBJECTIVES AND RULES:

Facilitate in stimulating economic growth and reducing unemploy-
ment with the efficient utilization of coastal resources.+

A.

&he attempt here is to either generate income for the city through real estate
taxes or to insure that a project is labor intensive. The objective addresses
the definition of extensive land use.
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1. The development must meet one of the two standards:

a. Construction value per square foot is greater than or
equal to total Gloucester tsx revenue divided by total
municipal land area multiplied by a factor N, where N is
a factor dependent upon the nature of the establishment
and is to be determined in the Zoning Ordinance.

b ~ Number of employees per square foot of lot area is greater
than or equal to total Gloucester employed divided by total
municipal land ares, multiplied by a factor E, where H is
a factoz indicative of high density use, as defined by the
Council in adopting the Ordinance.

OR

The development must conform to at least one of the following
s tandards:

a. Non-Residential: construction value per square foot of lot
area is greater than or equal to a set square footage cost
multiplied by an inflation factor. The square footage cost
would be set in the Ordinance with the intent that the value
be indicative of a high land value.

b. Non-Residential; the number of employees pez acre of lot
area should be greater than or equal to a density set forth
by The Ordinance. The standard density should be consistent
with the densest land use broadly found in the Gloucester or
Eastern Massachusetts region.

c Residential: the number of dwelling units per acre should be
greater than or equal to a set number of dweU.ing units per
acre. The number of dwelling units used as a standard would
have to be indicative of what is considered at the time to

be fairly dense utilization of residential land space.

2. Marina projects should include either a hotel, apartment, or
restaurant as an integral part of the marina plan.

3. Marines should be designed to hald a minimum of 200 slips.

a. Smaller craft  less than 16 feet! must be stored in racks.

b. Adequate parking, as defined by industry standards, must
be demonstrated to exist on the marina premises.

B. protect Coastal Ecology: in particular to avoid pollution or damage
to marine or wildlife inhabitants.

1. Storm drainage must be either recharged on site or carried in
unaltered natural channels without increase in peak volumes.

2. Buildings built either on slopes or land adjacent to the water
must be provided with retaining walls.
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a. If the retaining wall should lie on impenetrable strata,
drains shall be provided to prevent the buildup of excess
back pressure.

3 I, Excavations shall be conducted so as not to disturb water
table levels beyond a radius of 75 feet from the excavation.

4. Dredging operations shall be designed so as not to alter flow
rates snd currents.

5 ~ Clearing shaU. be conducted removing vegetation from no more
than 75 feet beyond the construction area.

6. Waste disposal shall be designed so as not to contaminate adja-
cent water areas or subterranean aquifers.

7. Non-water liquid storage tanks shall not be constructed within
30 feet of a water body.

8. Industrial plants shall not emit smoke or particulate matter
into the atmosphere at a level beyond established clean air
standards.

9. Construction shall not involve the filling in of water areas of
more than 40 feet from current mean high water levels.

10. Site work shall not alter surface ~ster flow channels.

C. Maintain an intimate scale of development.

No building wall is continuous for more Chan 100 feet without a
"jog" or "setback" at least eight feet deep.

2 ~ Ko unbroken roof area exceeds 2000 square feet.

3 ~ Parking garages should be limited to a maximum height of 30 feet
above grade.

Parking shall include vegetative cover of walls exceeding 5 feet.

6 ~ Building floor height must be acknowledged by materials, shading
devices or fenestration schema.

Buildings should not occupy more than 70 percent of the site's
water f rontage.

7.

8. Marine related motifs shall be implemented in the development
design.

Walls enclosing the development cannot exceed 6 feet in height
and should maintain vegetative cover unless walls are to func-
tion as protection to the public from dangerous industrial acti-
vity.

D. Permit access to the water's edge.

All beachfront development must be accessible to the general
public.

Unglazed exterior wall areas shall not exceed 60 percenC of total
exterior wall area.



2. Excluding dangerous industrial operations, a public pathway
to the water must exist and should be clearly defined by
either a view corridor or signs.

3. That section of a perimeter site wall fronting the road should
not exceed 4 feet in height.

4. In commercial waterfront developments, berths should be pro-
vided for boat access.

5. Developments excluding dangerous industrial operations should
maintain a strip of land between the water's edge and building
of 30 feet or maintain at least half of the water frontage
open to pedestrian activity.

6. Marine-related developments should maintain at least one public
ramp with parking for trailered boats, as set by current indus-
try standards'

APPROVAL NOT RE UIRING A SPECIAL PERMIT:

Any development meeting all of the specific rules is automatically en-
titled to the awarding of a building permit. This permit is not the
only permit necessary for proceeding with development, as other types
of permits may be required depending upon the nature of the development.
The building inspector may require information in addition to that re-
quired to show conformance with the rules, if necessary in order to
determine consistency with the objectives.

APPROVAL RE UIRING A SPECIAL PERMIT:

Those developments meeting som, but not all, of the specific rules
are able to seek a Special Permit whose award is contingent upon a
demonstration that the development is consistent with the objectives
set forth, inspite of its departure from the specific rules.




