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I. EXECUTIVE SUNQNY AND RECOWENDATIONS

The broad purpose of this report is to examine the relation-

ship of port development and urban waterfront revitalization in

the United States. Increasingly, it has been recognized that port

authorities tend to maintain an isolatect position in the local

planning and development scene. Yet, it is also clear that both

ports and urban development interests have a compelling stake in

mix and type of land and water uses which cane to be located in

the urban waterfront.

In order to understand more thoroughly and explicity this

relationship, the Great aces and Marine Waters Center of the

University of Michigan at Ann Arbor received a grant from the

Maritime Administration of the U. S. Department of Commerce. A

study was undertaken which included review of ports and urban

waterfront revitalization literature, site visits to cities which

had taken innovative approaches to planning, and a nation-wide

survey of ports administrators and urban waterfront redevelopment

interests. The final stages of the writing of this report were

accomplished at the Center for Metropolitan Affairs  CMA! of the

College of Charleston, South Carolina, under the auspices of the

South Carolina Sea Grant Consortium, from materials and notes1

mostly collected during the main study.

1
The South Carolina Sea Grant Consortium is also supporting another

urban waterfront project at the 04k and judged this project to be in
support of that effort.



We have tried to treat the issues originally identified and to

provide some explanatory and illustrative materials. Readers are

cautioned not to expect a scholarly treatise, peppered with citations.

Rather it is our intent to provide a readable and informal discussion

based on information which is fairly well-known in the field. Those

who want more detailed information are advised to consult the references

in the Select Bibliography and at the end of each chapter.

This report is organized in seven major sections. Following this

summary is an overview of port development and urban waterfront revi-

talization, showing that ports have come to face competition for urban

space which is unparalleled in American history. Section III takes up

this theme of competition to discuss the port's demand for diminishing

land and water resources. Changing technologies have created a period

of dynamic tension, and five planning approaches are discussed as

possible ways to'minimize the negative impact of port growth in an "era

of limits". The fourth section focuses on the aims of urban water-

front revitalization, particularly as they relate to the dynamic relation-

ship between the port and the city, and summarizes some of the develop-

ment strategies which have been applied in an effort to attain a compatible

mix of maritime and non-maritime uses. The fifth section uses game

theoryto introduce the subject of interagency coordination and coopera-

tion by describing the "rules" and "pay-offs" of the port and urban

waterfront developers and by showing how communication between the



players can affect the amount of the total pay-off to both. 'Ifith

this background, planning approaches are re-examined with particular

reference to this capacity to unite various interests including

ports. Section Vl provides a brief summary of some of the fiscal

aspects of port development and urban waterfront revitalization,

with concluding camnents about how fiscal structures may intensify

the emerging trend for ports to become involved with the broader

issues of urban waterfront revitalization, providing public access

for a variety of uses. The final section of the text gives our

recanmendations for future research. The Appendices should be

considered as an important part of this report because they present

important factual information cutting across various topics.

One thing that our research has shown us that we are dealing

with a subject of infinite variety. The relationship of the port

and the city is bound up in geography, economy, politics, and

history. The kinds of problems vary with each individual co+malty,

as do the kinds of solutions which seem promising. However, we

have identified some problems and approaches which seem to be

fairly-widely applicable. Thus, we offer the following recommen-

dations for consideration of planners, developers, elected officials,

ports administrators,and others who are interested in the resolution

of port and urban waterfront revitalization interests:

'1. Urban areas should establish planning mechanisms which

address the needs of the port along with the maj or considerations

of urban waterfront revitalization. Federally-mandated structures



like Regional Planning Councils  or Councils of Governments! and

Coastal Zone Management may serve as a lead agency, perhaps securing

input from advisory bodies, or power may be invested in comprehensive

land use planning. Structures must be adapted to the institutional

characteristics of the cauaunity, but some means should be provided

for broad input and there should be adequate resources available

for meaningful analysis and information collection.  Sectim III.!

2. Planners should seek a compatible balance of maritime

and non-maritime uses, recognizing that many functions can be

enhanced by the presence of a working harbor. Shipping operations

can form the basis for a civic identity of the type which "Re-

naissance cities" seek to praaote. {Section IV.!

3. Site clearance and rebuilding should be considered as a

development approach when conditions have very greatly deteriorated.

However, such development should be undertaken with full consideration

of preservation of valuable structures and of urban neighborhoods.

{Section IV.!

4. Adaptive re-use should be made of facilities which have

become obsolete but which could serve some productive purpose.

However, sensitivity should be exercised to the issue of gentri-

fication and to the preservation of the building's original functional

context whenever possible.  Section IV.!

5. Port development of mixed-use facilities  organized either

as shared space or shared time! and waterfront parks are means by

which ports could maintain good public relations and use facilities



not needed for maritime functions, without sacrificing the Long-term

control of resources which may be needed in the future.  Section IV.!

6. Ports and other urban waterfront interests should engage

in cooperative planning in recognition of their interdependence and

close relationship. Through the camnunity's planning structure, and

through other channels, the port and other interests can learn each

other's language and goals to avoid later conflict and to arrive at

mutually-satisfactory development strategies.  Section V.!

7. Governments at all levels should examine the structure

of their fiscal relationships to ports to develop incentives for

ports to participate in urban waterfront projects which meet local

and regionaL needs.  Secti,on VI.!

8. Ports should consider community needs in resource management,

handling leases and property in such a way that public use will be

enhanced and other interests will not be induced to extend caapulsory

jurisdiction over the port in these matters.  Section VI.!



II: THE URBAN WATERFRONT IN TRANSITION: OVERVIEW OF PORT DEVEMPMENT

AND URBAN WATERFRONT REVITALIZATION

Ports in American histor

In the early history of the United States, the port city was where

all the important social, political, and economic farces converged. As

the commercial extension of mercantile Europe, the ports gave colonial

America its reason for being. Through the ports came the materials and

people which were essential to survival and growth. Through the ports

crops were converted into cash and the often-tenuous ties to civiliza-

tion were maintained. Ports were the hub of political, econcmic,

cultural, and population centers. All the major cities were seaports.

Because these cities owed their existence to the viability of the ports,

their inhabitants conceded to maritime interests a dominant position in

town life. Port developers did not have to compete with other potential

users for their position on the urban waterfront. A laissez-faire atti-

tude prevailed and port expansion was constrained only by the limits of

available capital and technology.

Gradually, however, this situation began to change. The inland ex-

pansion of the country inevitably meant that the old port cities declined

in relative, if not absolute, importance. As political autonomy and

economic development made the country more self-sufficient, the old ties

to Europe became less a matter of survival and more a question for

debate. For the first time since Columbus, American Isolationism became

at least a theoretical possibility. The Industrial Revolution intensi-

fied these emerging trends. Then, .he introduction of the railroad, and



later> of the automobile and the highway system, surface transportation

became not only possible but also economically competitive with water

routes for trade within the continent. In the old port cities, many

old facilities were abandoned or taken for other uses. A similar pro-

cess of abandonment acted upon the people who had worked in the maritime

industries of these cities. <1th land, water, and labor no longer

needed for shipping, industrialists found conditions well suited to the

conversion of port cities to factory towns.

Despite these changes, ports have always remained an important

part of the American economy, Ports and the maritime industries have

adapted to changing conditions and have expanded with the expanding

world wide population and economy. Although no longer enjoying the

all-powerful position they experienced in the Eighteenth Century, ports

have found an essential place in a complex transportation system. As

the United States has emerged as a leading supplier and consumer of the

world's production and resources, American ports have played a leading

role in distribution. As the economy has come to be dominated by in-

creasingly large and complex institutions, so too have port operations

become more systematic and complex.. No longer characterized as a l.oose

association of free-wheeling merchant adventurers, today's port functions

within a complex set of legal, institutional, economic, and technological

parameters. Local port authorities are now aware of responsibilities

not only to shippers, but also to the comaunity, region, and national

economy in which they operate. To balance these responsibilities and to

make decisions which will have impact for decades in the future, port

authoriti es use sophisticated tools from administration, economics,



policy analysis, engineering, and finance. They effectively integrate

various professional approaches and deal with a very elaborate regulatory

environment.

Varied users of waterfront resources

One aspect of this more complex environment is that ports face in-

creasing competition for the resources of the urban waterfront. As

port cities have become less dependent on maritime activities, they

have come to regard port operations as merely one among many alternative

uses of the waterfront. Not only do ports face competition with alter-

native commercial users--such as the manufacturing interests which

moved into many port cities in the early days of the industrial revolu-

tion--but also there is competition from a new constituency, from the

citizens themselves. Today it is easy to observe a new approach to the

allocation of space. In particular, we can note a dramatic expansion

of the roles of political institutions and community organizations in

articulating diverse interests and in making decisions about the types

and mix of activities which will be situated along the urban waterfront.

Concurrently with increased national attention to areas like urban

renewal, resource conservation, economic development, and historic pre-

servation, there has emerged a movement aimed at waterfront revitalizations;

ader this general label can be included a great variety of activities

directed to a great variety of purposes. A key theme is that of diver-

sity in use patterns, the creation of an urban water-related environ-

ment which would not be solely dedicated to the purposes of' any one

commercial interest but which would also meet the diverse needs of the



people who reside in the city or region. Another dominant theme is

that of citizen participation in securing access.not only to the

waterfront as the ultimate product but also to the planning process.

Typically, urban waterfront revitalization brings together a number

of actors in varying ways to work for often-contradictory, sometimes-

canplementary, purposes. Municipal officials may be interested in

balanced economic development to eliminate blight and increase the tax

base. Regional planners may be interested in resource conservation or

in jobs for the unemployed. Business interests may be concerned with

the effective and efficient location of their enterprises or of activi-

ties which support or enhance their activities. Citizens' groups may

join in to advocate for or against a given activity on the grads of

safety, aesthetics, or access. All of these actors operate within a

very complex and often fragmented milieu, which is, of course, affected

by decisions made outside of the bounds of the particular city or region

in question.

Public olic and the urban waterfront

Federal legislation indicates a strong commitment to many of the

aims of urban waterfront revitalization, regulating some types of acti-

vities and providing incentives to others. Through a large number of

programs and agencies, from Housing and Urban Development to the Depart-

ment of Interior, the U. S. government has often provided the funds

necessary to the realization of many revitalization ideas originating

at the l.ocal level. The Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as

amended, seeks to address the issues of conservation, preservation, and

public access in a coodinated and public way. As 16 U. S. C . 1451 states:



in light of competing demands and the urgent need to
protect and to give high priority to natural systems in the
coastal zone present state and local institutional arrange-
ments for planning and regulating land and water uses in
such areas are inadequate.

The key to more effective protection and use of the land and
water resources of the coastal zone is to encourage the
states to exercise their full authority over the lands and
waters of the coastal zone by assisting the states, in
cooperation with Federal and local governments and other
vitally affected interests, in developing land and water
use programs for the coastal zone, including unified policies,
criteria, standards, methods, and processes for dealing with
land and water use decisions of more than local significance,

Additionally, the federal government has, over the course of time,

continually reaffirmed its understanding of the importance of ports

to the national interest. Through such varied Departments as

Commerce and Defense and through other entities like the Army Corps

of Engineers, the U. S. has been deeply involved in the activities

of port operation.

Both federal policy and local policy-making in the areas of port

development and urban waterfront revitalization have been criticized

as fragmented and incoherent. Perhaps this situation is almost inevi-

table given the multiplicity of interests involved. Perhaps bargaining

within a range of institutional and legal constraints does in fact pro-

vide the fairest way to arrive at decisions. On the other hand, such

a process cannot reflect all the relevant interests unless they are

willing end able to participate in the decision process.

Port involvement in camauait decision makin

It is clear that ports have a very definite stake in the decisions

which affect the allocation and use of urban waterfront land.
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Obviously, as decisions are made on development projects which must

project far into the future, it is essential that the port have sane

degree of certainty that adequate land and water wilL be available. Also,

the port has an interest in whatever affects the community in which it

resides. Part of the potential for future development depends on the

cooperation and support of the surrounding community, and that coop-

eration may depend on good public relations and strategies for mutual

cooperation. Further, the port has an interest in the creation of a

community environment which will meet the varied needs of its employees

and which will be hospitable to those with whom it deals.

Yet, it is also clear that in some instances ports have not parti-

cipated in the decision processes relating to urban waterfront

redevelopment. This report will seek to understand the reasons for this

lack of participation. By describing the goals and contexts of both

port developnent and urban waterfront revitalization we hope to identify

barriers to cooperation and possible areas of common interest . By look-

ing at the experiences of caaaunities nation wide, we will discuss some

of the strategies which have been used to approach this problem.

Through such discussion, we hope to encourage other canraunities to im-

plement suitable approaches leading to the integration and reconcilation

of these two interests which are both so important and which are so

closely intertwined.

*The above discussion is intended to raise issues which will be de-
veloped later in this paper. Related discussions can be found in
Cowey �976! and in the Overview Section of the Committee on Urban
Waterfront Lands' �980! Urban Waterfront Lands.



III. COMPETITION ALONG THE WATERFRONT: THE PORT'S DEMAND FOR

DIMINISHING LAND AND WATER RESOURCES.

Im act of technolo ical chan e on orts

In the last few decades, the maritime industries have been pro-

foundly affected by technological innovations. These developments have

important consequences which ripple out to the whole range of port opera-

tions. In particular, ports are taking a new look at what kinds of

facilities will be needed in the future, and port development is re-

flecting fundamental changes in the amount and type of space demanded

for port operations. Such changes are often cited as bei~g nothing

short of revolutionary and have important implications not only for

ports but for the urban waterfront in general.

Much of this revolution can be attributed to changes in cargo han-

dling technology. By far the most significant development in recent

years was the introduction of containerization in the late 1950's by

the MacLean Trucking Company, This method and other alternatives to

the traditional break-bulk methods allow for much quicker loading and

unloading and greatly increase economies of scale. To handle the

larger ships which can take advantage of these economies of scale, larger

ports with deeper channels are required. Because cargo can be un-

loaded quicker than it is sent out, more back-up land is needed.

Containerization has already brought about huge amounts of capital

expansion, both to enlarge ports and to install the enormous lifts

and cranes needed to load the large cargo units, It is expected that

such capital investments will be only justified with a life span of
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approximately twenty years, and expansion has taken into account pro-

jected growth in cargo trade and the possibility of attracting trade

from canpetitive ports. Thus, the extent to which ports have canmitted

themselves to the new cargo handling methods is indeed significant.

It has been argued that competition has driven the ports into over-

expansion of facilities, beyond what could reasonably be expected to

be demanded by the volume of trade. Such a situation has not yet been

clearly observed; however, the possibility is real enough that ports

have become increasingly interested in long term planning and other

strategies to narrow the range of uncertainty and ensure the viability

of their expansion. The goal of such planning might be summed up by

a port administrator 's survey response  see Appendix II for discussion

of Survey! that he seeks "service, efficiency, competitive rates, and

speciality handling."

Not only has the technological revolution brought about an

expansion of existing port facilities, but it has also changed the

patterns of their distribution. Many old port facilities' shallow

channels and finger piers have become or seem likely to become obsolete.

Rather than adapt these facilities, many ports are electing to re-

locate their operations to other sites, often outside of the central

city, where land is more available or more suitable, Furthermore, the

new technologies' economics of scale encourage ships to stop at fewer

ports, unloading more at each port. In the short term, there is reason

for concern that this fact will lead to damaging competition and over-

supply of port facilities. In the long term, the trend may be toward



the concentration of facilities and regional ports which are large

enough and sufficiently well equipped to handle the new kind of trade

efficiently. Alternatively, it is possible that individual ports will

become specialists in one type of traffic, rather in the same manner

that the market in many consumer goods has come to be characterized by

monopolistic competition. In this type of industry, each firm pro-

duces a slightly different product, so that product differentiation,

rather than price, becomes the basis for competitive advantage. Thus,

historic rivals like San Francisco and Oakland would no longer engage

in direct price caapetition for a single kind of trade.

Im act on the urban waterfront

The impact on the urban waterfront is enormous. Obviously, the

tendency toward part expansion would add to the pressure on waterfront

resources which are already in great demand. For urban areas, problems

with crowding, congestion, and pollution may be exacerbated; expansion

into undeveloped areas may be severly constrained by environmental re-

gulations or inhibited by local waterfront plans. In contrast, the

tendency to relocate port facilities may free urban waterfront land

for other uses, or may repeat the processes of the Nineteenth and

Twentieth Centuries when port facilities were simply abandoned and

blight left behind. En either event, it is clear that the relationship

between the port and the urban waterfront is in a particularly impor-

tant period of transition. This period, like all periods of change, is

likely to be characterized by conflict and tension.

The basis for this conflict is the existence of many competing in-
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terests which all demand a part of the urban waterfront, as our Survey

 see Appendix II, figure IA] clearly indicates. Maritime activity

demands a very specific configuration of land to water, and, historically,

this function has been granted a predominant place. Ports also demand

a range of support services, particularly an adequate inland transporta-

tion network, which consume still more space. At the same time, other

interests demand space for activities which are dependent on, or could

be enhanced by, location on the urban waterfront. Recreation, open

space, private business, and community-oriented activities are among

the functions which might be traded off against port expansion. All of

this is acted out against a background of diminishing resources. The

severe effects of environmental degradation have already been experienced,

as when a river becomes unable to cleanse itself. As yet, there has

been no definitive institutional response to this "era of limits", but

a host of approaches have been applied to the allocation of scarce re-

sources and the minimization of the adverse impact of port expansion.

Plannin a roaches

One such approach is the re ional land use lanning cojmission with

servation and Development Conaaission  See Appendix I.F.!. In this frame-

work, a political mechanism is created to study the available land and

water resources and the demands upon them by various competing uses. With

such information the planner seeks the optimal mix of uses and allocation

of resources. Rather than considering individual sites in isolation, the

regional approach is to map out the whole area and consider each part in

relation to the whole. Uses are to be considered as part of an integrated
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system, and each activity is to be located with thought to positive or

negative impacts on other uses. In this framework, transportation net-

works and other integrating features, like topography and aesthetics,

are of paramount importance. Support facilities like parking are to

be located in a rational relationship to the anticipated demand. Re-

gional planning seeks to allow all possible uses to be considered

simultaneously with all available resources so that uses with the

most specific site requirements  e,g., those which are most heavily

water-dependent! would have priority for the use of those few sites

which meet their needs. Further, this approach should enable to the

community to set the overall limits for the growth of various activities,

to keep their impact within the range that the community can absorb.

However, in practice, this approach is not without problems. First,

any plan is only as good as the information from which it is derived.

The mere mapping of topographical features of waterfront lands or of

harbors may in many instances present enormous practical problems;

other issues, like the level of pollution which a c~ity is able

to tolerate, are of even greater difficulty because they depend on fund-

amental considerations of value about which there is not likely to be

coemLunity-wide consensus, Another set of problems relates to the amount

of control which is part of this approach. While police power is

needed to enforce the plan and assert the public interest over the

interests of individual actors, too much control will lead to rigidity

and red tape. Further, like all kinds of enforced comprcmises, the

result is likely to please no-one, leading to the political vulnera-
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bility of the planning effort.

A second approach is re ional coastal zone mana ement. Given

impetus by the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, the planning approach

seeks directly to balance needs for environraental preservation and

economic development in coastal areas, Derived from the environmental/

ecological movement, the Act originally focused on the preservation

of undeveloped coastal areas. However, in subsequent years, the pro-

cess came to be applied to urban waterfronts in recognition of the fact

that most coastal inhabitants live in cities and that the urban enviro-

nment must be addressed. Regional coastal zone management, used in

Baltimore  Appendix I.A.!, shares with other regional planning strate-

gies an emphasis on systems and interrelationships among component

parts. However, it is narrower than land use planning in that it is

concerned only with lands which fall into the pre-defined Coastal Zone.

Regional coastal zone management has the advantage of a clear focus

on some of the most important impacts of growth. Conversely, this

focus can be a hindrance in that coastal zone management may tend to

be isolated from other interests. Although established with clear man-

dates for caaaaunity participation, it may be handicapped by its re-

latively technical focus which creates a tendency for important interests

not to participate. Further, CZM plans typically are not related to

enforcement powers, so that there may be serious difficulties in

thei.r implementation. Even when states elect to create an enforcement

mechanism, like South Carolina's Coastal Council, such enforcement

usually acts only in the negative sense of exercising a permitting



authority, controlling the extent but not the nature of resources utili-

zation. Thus CZM is sometimes perceived as a regulatory rather than

planning instrument. As a survey respondent remarked about zoning, "it

is not good enough to create new uses-only to prevent abuses."

A third approach, used in Seattle, is local coastal lannin .

This approach shares the basic orientation of  and is sometimes

supported by grants fran! coastal zone management and has many of the

same weaknesses. The local focus means that system-wide planning

is not possible. While decisions are made at the local level, con-

ditions are often shaped at the regional level. Thus the approach has

fundamental problems as a way to minimize the negative impact of port

expansion on the comaunity. However, Se approach is probably not an

unmitigated disaster. It can be argued that it makes the task of

planning manageable by making it small. Local planners may reach the

camnunity more directly and attain a better understanding of that

camunity's interest. Further, the smaller planning body may fit better

with existing jurisdictional lines, facilitating relationships with

other local governmental units, such as city planning departments, and

strengthening the planning and control activities of all. In some

areas it is the only game in town. It seems fair to say that local coastal

zone planning is effective as a strategy to minimize the impact of port

expansion insofar as the local jurisdiction's territory reflects the

"natural" boundaries of the metropolitan area, or insofar as the parti-

cular locality is free from outside influences.

A fourth approach, used in the state of California, is the unified
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ort district with state coastal zone mana ement. The unified port

district is a geographical area in which port functions are controlled

by an autonomous board with members politically selected. The state

coastal zone management agency exercises planning and management func-

tions and administers various grants. The unified port acts as sponsor

for some CZM grants. The port district, as an autonomous local unit, is

in a position to hear and respond to local community interests. There

are built-in checks and balances. However, the strength of the unified

port district can mitigate against efforts to check port expansion.

State coastal zone management can easily be overwhelmed by the clout of

the numerous port districts. Although the unified port district is

likely to take some account of camanmity wishes, the fact remains that

its primary motivation is economic and that it must reflect market forces.

A fifth strategy is the bi-state re ional Land/water use lan.

This mechanism seeks to address the problems of port expansion when two

states, like Minnesota and Wisconsin  Appendix I.C.! and New York and

New Jersey, share a single harbor. In many ways, this approach resem-

bles regional land use planning, when the region may cross several

jurisdictional lines. However, the need to cross state lines presents

more complex organizational problems, Historically, the authorities

by which localities regulate their waterfronts emanate from the state,

and states have been extremely reluctant to surrender their sovereignty

to other entities. Thus the bi-state regional planning mechanism, esta-

blished by mutual agreement of two states in a process almost like

forming an international treaty, is likely to be quite limited in



authority, often existing only in an advisory capacity to the two states

without enforcement powers, of its own. Given the voluntary nature of

this association, there may be difficulties in curbing the tendency to-

ward competition between the states--the conflict between local and

regional interests--and to arrive at the level of expansion and growth

which best meets the needs of the region as a whole. In spite of these

difficulties, some states have elected to implement this mechanism be-

cause of the compelling interest in minimizing the negative effects

of port expansion, an effort which is often meaningful only at the regional

level. It seems likely that this approach will become more popular in

the future. As metropolitan areas continue to expand, the bi-state

city will become more common and the need to address interrelation-

ships which cross jurisdictions will be more acutely felt. Further,

the increasing role of the federal government is likely to encourage

this sort of arrangement. More and more, environmental standards are

being set at the national level and impetus is being given to localities

to conform with national standards in the utilization of federal funds.

Such emphasis at the national level could minimize inter-state con-

flict by setting the ground rules and thus serving to reduce the prac-

tical importance of the theory of state sovereignty. State govern-

ments may, of course, debate this contention.

Sumaary

In summary, we have seen that technological changes have spurred

port expansion and/or relocation in recent years, which have had a

profound effect on the urban waterfront. As concern with the quality
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of life for the urban resident has increased, coamamity interests

have become less willing to grant ports a dominant place on the urban

waterfront, Competition for scarce land and water resources is being

acted out against a complex regulatory environment. Five planning

approaches--the regional land use plan with police power, regional

coastal zone management, local coastal planning, the unified port

district with state coastal zone management, and the bi-state re-

gional land/water use plan--have been discussed as potential means

to minimize the negative impact of port expansion. All are imperfect

instruments, and depend on the merit of the information which reaches

them and the extent to which they are able to secure participation

from the interested parties. In particular it is essential that

planners understand the needs of the port and they they be able to

work closely with this major user of the urban waterfront in making

decisions about allocation and growth. It is arguable that only by

participating in the planning process can ports assure that they will

have access to the resources which they will need to maintain their

position in a period of port growth. Moreover, by failing to parti-

cipate, ports are missing opportunities to shape the direction of

the development of the urban waterfront.

A great deal of information on the port's demand for resources is
contained in the various port studies listed in the Select Biblio-
graphy. For planning approaches, see the cases in Appendix I. An
excellent discussion by Henry Marcus, et. al. on '"lee Impact of
Changes in Transportation TechnoIogy on the Use of land in Harbor
Areas" appears in Urban Waterfront Lands  Committee on Urban Water-
front Lands, I980! an relat issues are discussed throughout



that volume. See also Pithen, Knecht, and Brinson �979!, Panel
on Future Port Requirements of the United States [1979!, Committee
on the impact of Maritime Services on Local Populations �919! .



IV. REVITALIZATION OF THE URBAN WATERFRONT

Problems and issues

It is perhaps paradoxical that a period of growth in the

maritime industries should have brought about a deterioration of

conditions along the urban waterfront. However, a time of growth

is a time of change and change almost inevitably brings with i,t

friction and displacement of elements which had been well adapted

to conditions in the old order. In the last section, technological

innovations and competition were discussed as forces leading to

port expansion and increased pressure upon the finite resources of

the urban waterfront. However, as has already been mentioned, crowd-

ing is not the only way that changes in the shipping industry have

affected the urban waterfront. This section will discuss the

processes of abandonment and underutilization as they relate to urban

waterfront revitalization.

In cities throughout the United States, changes occur--sometimes

rapid and sometimes, as in Boston, developing over the course of

a century--in the kinds of land and equipment utilized; many

piers and warehouses have been allowed to decay or relegated

to non-maritime use. This underutilization presents a problem

to the local jurisdiction since land is not given to the optimal

use and the local economy suffers.

Another face of the same problem is the issue of blight.

Abandoned and non-productive facilities become eye-sores and

contribute to the general problem of urban decay which has long



been a big issue in American life. The city's center becomes

economically non-productive and is occupied by people and activities

which are too marginal or too poor to go anywhere else. A de-

pressed commercial sector keeps people in poverty, and deprived

citizenry are unable to support higher-level commercial activity.

The exodus of port activity to out-lying areas exacerbates the

problems created by highway-dependent suburbanization. In cities

which have traditionally depended on maritime activity, the problem

is crucial.

Deterioration of the urban waterfront also means a loss of

a part of America's heritage. When port cities lose their traditional

focus on the waterfront, when maritime activity no longer is the

basis f' or economic and social life, the community loses a link with

its past. Decay and inappropriate adaptation of maritime Facilities

can destroy buildings of architectural importance. In addition,

the character and flavor of the community can be distorted and the

sense of identity lost. Sites of historic events become unrecognizable,

and,without the maritime context, surviving structures no longer seem

to "make sense."

Of course these problems are typical of urban decay in many

cities, but they take on a special significance when a waterfront

is involved. Increasingly, city residents invest their waterfronts

with great symbolic significance and are beginning to see its vast

unrealized potential as a focus of community identity. Many community

activists see in the current period of change a unique opportunity to

do creative things with the urban waterfront, to open it up to a variety
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of uses for a variety of people. The new emphasis on access includes

access for such uses as fishing, boating, tourism, and swimming. It

also includes visual and aesthetic access, since the water may

offer a unique opportunity to experience open space and to view

the city from a distance.

Urban waterfront revitalization:mixed uses

Urban waterfront revitalization seeks to realize the full

potential of the waterfront as a commercial and social center.

"Renaissance" cities seek to preserve what is valued in their past

and social fabric while eliminating blight and improving access

and opportunity, To accomplish these aims, it is essential that

a compatible balance of maritime and non-maritime waterfront uses

be found. While many functions compete for a place on the waterfront,

many activities could be enhanced by the presence of viable port

operations. Not only are ports important to the economic revita-

lization of the waterfront, but they can also contribute to the

recreational and aesthetic goals. If properly integrated with other

activities, ships improve the view and contribute to opportunities

for public education. Host importantly, port operations fit into

the scheme as part of aliving heritage. Without the continued

prartice of maritime activity, much of historic preservation becomes

art i f ici a 1 and backward- looking�. Continued shipping operations o f f er

a much more genuine foundation for civic identity than would a

museum-waterfront, no matter how attractive and interesting the

monument to a maritime life now vanished.
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roaches to revitalization

Various approaches to development have been applied in an effort

to attain a compatible balance of maritime and non-maritime uses.

The first of these, site clearance and reconstruction, is generally

associated with urban renewal projects in the 1950's and 1960's. Urban

renewal policy at the federal. level grew incrementally from post-

war efforts to clear slums and eliminate substandard housing stock.

Later legislation emphasized renewal per se and based eligibility

for funds on the existence of a workable development plan. Such

plans typically included efforts to re-shape the central business

district, providing f' or a mix of such uses as housing, commercial

facilities, office space, recreation, and parking and roads. The

urban waterfront revitalization efforts of Boston and Baltimore

were spearheaded by federal. urban renewal funds. The impact of

this approach was particularly great on urban waterfronts since

these areas were typically the oldest and most dilapidated parts of

the city. Cities often took over un-used maritime facilities like

shipping offices, piers, and warehouses, cleared the land, and

turned it over to private developers for total rebuilding. Such

radical re-development had. the advantage of allowing for comprehensive

planning toward the goal of optimal land use. However, it came under

widespread attack because of this very canprehensiveness. The pro-

gram was criticized for destroying the social fabric of urban neigh-

borhoods. It was felt that middle-class planners failed to meet the

needs of all urban residents: the resulting developments typically
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were efforts of "gentrification" which rarely offered real benefits

to the poor. The jobs created were often for the highly skilled

and the housing inappropriate for the needs of the urban poor. Thus, the

program fell into political disrepute and was largely replaced in the

1970's by other development approaches and other policies, including

"New Federalism" programs like Community Development Block Grants

and Revenue Sharing.

A development strategy which has gained popularity in recent

years is ada tive re-use of existing facilities. This approach

has been applied in cities like Boston and Philadelphia where

historic preservation is a guiding principle and has received

national attention as a strategy for "Coamunity Conservation."

It can involve modernization of obsolete facilities or re-dedication

to entirely new functions, e.g. from warehouse to condominium or

from pier to restaurant, While this strategy has obvious merit

and is generally preferable to blight and underutilization, it is

far from perfect. Adaptive re-use, like the clear-and-rebuild

approach of urban renewal, can disrupt the lives of city dwellers

and destroy or gentrify" the social fabric. Further, it is less

welk suited than site clearance and reconstruction to comprehensive

planning and revitalization. Even the issue of historic preservation

is problemmatic. While adaptive re-use does make preservation

economically viable, there is always room for heated controversy

about the suitability and integrity of any single restoration. Many

preservationists feel that it is fruitless to preserve architecture

without preserving the functional context of the building. In all

of this, a key determinant is likely to be cost. As the cost of



28

new construction continues to rise relative to the cost of renno-

vation  a tendency which may be reinforced by current federal policy,

exactly as site clearance was encouraged by past incentives!,

adaptive re-use will receive increased attention from a broader

segment of the development canmunity.

The ort as mixed-use devel er

Historically, waterfront revitalization and the development

strategies discussed above have been characterized by leadership

from local government, with state, federal, and private involvement.

Port authorities generally have not been thought of as land de-

velopers. However, a broader concept of the port's role is beginn-

ing to emerge by which the port could take a leading role in de-

cision-making and in providing access for varying uses of the water-

front. Ccepatible with both urban renewal and adaptive re-use are two

strategies which are particularly premising for maritime interests

and others who have a stake in the urban waterfront: the port's

development of mixed-use facilities and of mini-parks.

Through mixed-use facilities, the port can permit greater public

access without displacing its own operations on the urban waterfront.»

Facilities which are only partly needed for port operations, like

passenger terminals, could be leased to other users which would share

maintenance costs without taking control away from the port, which

might want to retain the facility for possible future use. Such

shared use could be organized either by leasing space in partially-

used buildings or by leasing time in facilities which are not in

current use.



The same rationales are applied to land in the creation of

m~ini- arka. The Port of Oakland hat turned unneeded land into

small parks where people can enjoy the waterfront without inter-

fering with the operation of the port. The Port of San Diego

has planned viewing areas and walkways. The Port gets city help

with a maintenance problem and simultaneously maintains good public

relations. By making this land available to the community in the

short term, the port preserves control over the Iong range, insuring

itself against the possibility that future changes in technology

might make this land necessary once again, just as recent changes

have made it unnecessary. Such concessions can effectively defuse

community opposition by removing the provocative presence of un-used,

dilapidated, or inaccessible waterfront land which has so often

acted as a catalyst for community acti. on.

~Robbins, et.al., 19--. points out two possible pitfalls of these
approaches: implied dedication or adverse possession and liability.
We agree that these problems should be guarded against.

Again, the papers in Committee on Urban Waterfront Lands �980!
provide a great deal of useful information. Of particular relevance
to this chapter is the paper by Helen Manogue on "Citizen Groups:
New and Powerful Participants in Urban Waterfront Revitalization."
Caputo �976! gives an overview of urban policy. Robbins et al
�9--! discuss related subjects.



V. THE PORT AND URBAN WATERFRONT REVITALIZATION: INTERAGENCY

COORDINATION AND COOPERATION

The waterfront " arne"

We have already described the urban waterfront as the site

of valuable resources for which many interests are competing. No

longer enjoying its traditional position of hegemony, the port

is finding that it must deal with pressures from a number of uses

which demand some share of these resources. To understand the

nature of this competition it may be helpful to think of it as a

game, in which players seek to optimize pay-offs according to set

rules.

Game theory has as its most basic game the zero-sum game,

in which one player wins exactly what the other player loses.

There is a fixed amount of benefit to be won, and the players can

only compete against each other. In this game, the interests

are diametrically opposed and there is no reason for them to

collude or communicate. It is sometimes argued that the port

is involved in a zero-sum game with other community interests like

planners and regulators. In this White-hat /Black-hat approach, the

port is seen as bent on unlimited expansion, with a voracious

appetite for land on which to erect container facilities. The

planners and regulators are seen as being just as hungry for the

same land and determined to wrest its control from the port. From

this standpoint, there is absolutely no reason for the two players

to come together for a solution. In fact, it is to each player's



advantage to conceal whatever infoxmation he has about the possible

outcomes in the hope that the opponent will make a. mistake.

However, the use of a zero-sum game is patently inadequate

as a way to conceptualize the relationship between ports and urban

waterfront development interests. It leaves out the essential

fact that poxts and the other interests may be playing according

to significantly different rules and seeking fundamentally different

kinds of pay-offs. This complexity means that there exists a

Non-zero-sum game with the possibility of outcomes in which one

player wins more than the other loses, or in which both may gain

something. The amount of benefit which may be won is not fixed,

but the "size of the pie" may be affected by the various strategies

undertaken. Table I shows a hypothetical comparison of the pay-offs

and rules for two players, a port  A! and local urban waterfront

revitalization interests IB!, who may be vaguely understood to

represent planners, xegulators, and. elected officials. Even from

this greatly simplified list, it is clear that a free-form enviro-

nment-rich game in which the rules are extremely complex is invol.ved.

In fact, the rules are so complex that neither player can completely

understand them and most of the play consists of their interpretation

and discovery. Complexity is heightened by the facts that each

player's set of goals contains potential contradictions and the re-

lative weight or ranking of each goal is not explicity defined,

Without grappling with these difficulties, it is possible to

use these goal and rule structures as the basis for various scenarios



TABLE 1

PLAYER BPLAYER A

TABLE 2

IMPACT ON GOALS

/STRATEGY LA ERA
l 4 5

+ = - +

+ + � + + +

+ + + 4. +

+ + + = = +

I. Market incentives:
goal is profit

2. Rewards accrue directly
from beneficiaries

3. Serve maritime needs

4. Rules are individual-
istic/competitive

5. Resources should be used
to maximum profit

6. Institutional survival
depends on long-term
control of resources

1. Dump toxic wastes

2. Lease for mall
development

Create minipark

4. Leave vacant

5. City condems land
for planned
deve 1opment

I, Political incentives:
goal is pleasing constituency

2. Rewards accrue from non-
beneficiary grantors

3. Benefit diverse user groups

4. Rules are collectivist/
cooperative

5. Resources should be conserved

6. Institutional survival
depends on establishing
credibility with grantors



for port and urban waterfront activity. It should be emphasized

that the relationship between the two players is not conceptualized

as being strictly competitive; consequently, moves and countermoves

are not described but rather a single choice opportunity with various

possible strategies. In this "One Move Variable Outcome" game

 our coinage! either player may make the move, but the costs would be

great ta both if both do not acquiesce. Table 2 shows possible

strategies for vacant port land in the urban waterfront and whether

their implementation would have positive  +!, negative  -!, or

neutral  =! impact on the players' goals. Assuming equal weights for

all impacts, this example shows that the total amount of the pay-off

for both A and B is quite variable. Each player may want the optimal

pay-off, but given the need for consensus, there is room for agreement

in alternatives 2 and 3. The other strategies are too harmful for

one player or the other for their mutual acceptance. Clearly, comm-

unication between the two players is essential to reconcile the diff-

erences and to arrive at a move satisfactory to both. There is only

one move.

Real world c lexit

This simple formulation of the two interests involved in water-

front revitalization shows that without communicative planning there

would be a permanent state of impasse. In real life, conditions are

far more complex but the need for interagency cooperation is no less

apparent.



The hypothetical example assumes that both players have complete

knowledge of all the rules and goals, including those of the other

player. In actual fact, we know that such is not usually the case.

Port authorities of necessity lack complete information on all the

goals and constraints of the myriad interests involved in urban

waterfront revitalization, particularly since these interests are

in a continual state of flux. Likewise, local officials cannot be

totally aware of the needs of the Port. hluch of the information

upon which ports base their decisions is highly technical and reflects

a long experience with maritime matters. Planners and regulators

are involved in so many constituencies that it woul.d be impossible

for them to keep in touch with all the considerations which are

important to the port. Often, the two groups do not even share the

same vocabulary. As a survey respondent expressed it: "They who

regulate know precious little about ports, but they who are regulated

care damn little about regulation."

Furthermore, the game does not treat in any explicit fashion

the inter-dependency between port and community interests. For

instance,t1 e interest of urban waterfront planners, regulators, and

local officials in pleasing their constituencies and in benefiting

diverse user groups is partly dependent on meeting the needs of

the port, which is both a constituent and major user of the urban

waterfront, Similarly the fact that the port's institutional sur-

vival depends on long-term control of resources makes it somewhat
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disposed to accommodate other interests to maintain their long-term

goodwill. Thus, in real life, the interests' lack of caaplete

information, the goal structure, and the reward structure make it

in the interest of all participants to engage in cooperative

planning and management decision-making.

Institutional a roaches to coo erative lannin

The ways that such cooperative planning can be undertaken

are as varied as other conditions on the urban waterfront Ob-

viously, the appropriateness of any single mechanism depends on the

institutional framework in which it must fit. Our survey showed

that the number and variety oF jurisdictions and organi ations with

which ports deal in our nation vary greatly with individual

situations. Some ports indicate that they deal primarily with

groups like the Army Corps of Engineers, while others list a host

of local, regional, and state planning and regulatory agencies.

In some cases the authorities are so fragmented that a formal and

comprehensive means of communication does not seem feasible without

massive reorganization. In other areas, the interests are so

stable that informal communication seems an adequate approach,

However, most port areas have some sort of coordinated planning,

so the following discussion will focus on examples of institutional

frameworks in which ports have a potentially-important role.

'Re first such institutional approach, a regional lannin

authorit with olic ower, has already been described. It is

clear that ports should have a role in this kind of activity. The

regional and system-wide approach means that regional planners
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c omp 1 exmust take into account all competing uses and needs.

relationship of ports to other waterfront. features, the >Plucific

site requirements and connections with transportation et<ark s,

means that port planning is best done in the context of th<the total

urban systeeL. However, the very comprehensiveness of regioniona1

planning can make it unmanageable Planners may be i 11-equi'Pp«

to understand the technical needs of the port, including the nee

to keep a wide range of options open as a hedge against the

lt is up to the port to advocate for these needs. Such advocacy

is effective if undertaken in a obviously cooperative spix'it with

full recognition of other points of view and other interests. In

San Francisco  Appendix I.F.!, the regional planning authority

and port districts have established a joint advisory committee on

port development which ~orks closely with both interests for

mutually-acceptable developaent approaches. A variant af this

approach is the bi-state re ional land and water use lan p f Duluth

Superior  Appendix I.C.! with its Harbor Coordinating Coon<i 1.

A similar approach is Baltimore's re ional lannin council

with an advisa council on coastal affairs. This framework

seeks to caabine aspects of several review and planning activities

with the goals of coastal zone management. Less formm],

Francisco's approach, a Metropolitan Coastal Area Study

entify and analyze issues of broader than local concern

visory committee is to work with the various planning

coordinate mutually acceptable resolutions. An added



on the dissemination of information and expertise. In this framework,

ports have the opportunity to participate and communicate with

many of the interests and authorities which are involved in urban

waterfront planning. The voluntary and fluid nature of this associ-

ation has the advantage of compatibility with the existing instit-

utional framework: no one's turf is seriously threatened. However,

this same aspect means that system-wide planning and management

are more difficult to attain. The structure is as good as the

commitment and seriousness of the participants.

The unified ort district with state coastal zone mana ement

can be overlaid upon a limitless number of local institutional

patterns. It is potentially consistent with cooperation between

the port and other interests. The unified port district has a

great deal of power in the urban waterfront and is easily recognized

as a major actor.  See, e.g . Oakland, Appendix I.D., and San Diego

is a good example.! Likewise, state coastal zone management has

an important and clearly-defined mission which is closely related

to many aspects of development. The combination of these two

interests would be a powerful lead for other jurisdictions in the

waterfront region to follow. Of course, the fundamentally different

interests of the port district and coastal zone management could be

a major barrier preventing their cooperation. Competition is

particularly likely to ensue, with each party seeking a dominant

position with other jurisdictions,

It should be emphasized that because different areas of the

country have different political, legal, economic, and social



features affecting the relationships among ports authorities and

state, local, and federal agencies, these examples cannot be

offered as prescriptive solutions. Rather, they are organizational

alternatives with different degrees of responsibility and influence.

The role of the port authority varies.

Zn summary, it has been argued that the inter-dependency of ports

and the other interests on the urban waterfront makes cormunication

beneficial to all. Only by communication is it possible to assess

potential impacts to different groups and determine what trade-offs

need to be made. From the port's perspective, it is important to

participate in the formulation of plans and policies and articulate

needs early so that potential conflicts can be avoided. From an

institutional perspective, it is important that ports participate in

the administrative processes of implementation in order to minimize

conflict between other resource users and present or future port

facilities, to coordinate and facilitate the permit process, to

facilitate funding, etc. There are many structures within which

this process could function, meeting various caamunity needs. How-

ever the effective structures share such activities as consciousness

raising, the identification of concerned interests, feedback and

understanding, seeking comment and advice, responsiveness, and

continuity and timeliness. Many media which have traditionally

been used to inform could be applied to a two-way process of comm-

unication by which consensus can be built.



*On gaming, see Duke �974! and Shubik �975!. For planning
approaches see cases in Appendix I and the reference given.
"Rules" for ports and community interests are I.oosely adapted
from the sources given under Chapters III and IV.



VI. FINANCING THE URBAN WATERFRONT; APPROACHES TO JOINT PROJECTS

Our survey of port administrators and urban waterfront planners

 see Appendix II! indicates that lack of funding is seen as a major

barrier to the implementation of urban waterfront redevelopment

projects. The two groups agree that the lack of money to maintain

facilities is a fairly severe problem. In addition, port interests

feel that there is a serious lack of funds to revitalize and re-use

facilities. The community and planning groups agree, but to a

much lesser extent, perhaps because of their greater consciousness

of the availability of federal funds at a time when ports have

continued to rely on traditional revenue sources. This section

will describe how revenue structures can affect development and

will survey some of the methods used by both ports and community

groups to fund projects in urban waterf'ront revitalization, Add-

itional information is provided in the case materials  Appendix I!

and in the list of federal sources  Appendix III!.

Waterfront redevelopment projects have almost all been initiated

at the local level. The projects typically begin on a small scale,

like the creation of a small park or refurbishing one waterfront

structure, and are funded through Coemmity Oevelopment Block

Grants or through Revenue Sharing funds. As the initial project

develops, local officials tend to expand their vision to include

other sites and projects. The success of' the original project

serves to justify the use of additional CDBG and Revenue Sharing
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funds. Support is also secured through federal and state programs

like the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, the Economic

Development Administration, the Urban Development Action Grants,

HUD 701, and the National Endowment for the Arts. These sources

and occasional foundation support are used to lever additional

support from the public and private sectors for the expanding

program of waterfront redevelopment. As it becomes clear that

multiple resource bundles are available for waterfront-related

projects, communities show an ever-increasing tendency to tie

more formally individual waterfront development projects to

community-wide planning and management efforts,

Two examples can illustrate how federal and other grants c;~n

be the basis for the funding of urban waterfront projects. The

redevelopment project fax the Long Wharf area in Boston will receive

funding of $1.7 million from the U. S. Heritage Conservation and

Recreation Service and Boston's Community Block Gra~ts program.

The Western Waterfront Trail in the city of Duluth was funded in

much the same way, The land wa s donated by private industry, the

Burlington National Railway. The city received a trail development

grant of $137,500 from the state of Minnesota. The Conenmity

Development Block Grants from the federal government have provided

an additional $10,000.

Port Authorities generally take a quite different approach to

the financing of their activities. A major revenue source is

general obligation bonds, usually issued by the city  for unified
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port districts! or state to finance port activities. These bonds

are secured by the jurisdiction's power of taxation and are not

obligations of the port. Junior lien bonds are secured by a

surplus of revenues in a Ports Revenue fund. The port may finance

certain activities through the issuance of Certificates which are

secured by a pledge of income brought in from the facility so

financed . A large amount of many ports' operating costs are

financed through leasing agreements. Plant and equipment are held

for lease. Because all leases have been classified basically as

operating leases, all of the port's operating revenue comes from

these leased facilities. Certain terminal facilities are leased

under agreements which provide the tenants with special but not

exclusive use.

of the application of all of these funding techniques. It is

also important as an example of the role that ports can play in urban

waterfront revitalization, including the allocation of space to non-

maritime uses. The creation of mini-parks has already been de-

scribed as a technique by which the port can perform a community

service and prevent community opposition, while retaining ultimate

control of the land and the option of future use for port expansion.

Lease agreements offer another way to become profitably involved

with multiple uses. However, the most important point is that

Oakland has become involved. with urban waterfront revitalization

largely in response to the changing revenue structure in the state

of California.



California's Proposition 13 is merely the most famous mani-

festation of a general awareness that many local revenue sources,

like the property tax and sales tax, are approaching the limit

beyond which their exploitation would create public unrest and

counterproductive strain on community resources. One reaction

to this situation has been a shift of many traditionally-local

responsibilities to the federal government, as in Revenue Sharing

and the Community Development Block Grants. Another response has

been increased attention to those public agencies which generate

substantial amounts of revenue. From this standpoint, ports are

particularly attractive. Ports can operate as profitable business,

and in spite of their recent emphasis on capital expansion they

often find themselves with more cash on hand than they need .

Planners are understandably envious. Noted as one in our survey,

the "Port is rolling in money, it has virtually automatic...

levy...each year, not requiring voter approval." However, the

ports' reliance upon city or state bonding authority for the

issuance of their General Obligation Bonds makes them potentially

subject to some public control, as does their public and tax exempt

status. With the intensification of the fiscal squeeze on local

governments, it may be that local governments will become more

pressured to impose the power of the purse on those ports which

seem to be in such an advantageous position. A logical step would

be to require ports to invest some of their surplus capital in urban

waterfront revitalization projects. As this pressure increases



throughout the nation, many ports may find it expedient, as Oakland

already has, to launch urban waterfront projects of their own, on

their own terms, consistent with their own needs.

"For further information, see sources given under cases and other
appended materials. See also Panel and Future Port Requirements
of the U.S. �979!.



VII. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FlJIVRE RESEARCH

Our work leads us to feel that future investigation and work

could profitably address the following areas:

1. There should be more in-depth analysis of intergovernmental

activities to coordinate port and urban waterfront development

interests.

2. ln particular, there should be further study of the intricate

and creative methods which can be taken to financing urban

waterfront projects.

3. A model or set of models might be developed for integrated

local and regional planning for the medium or long-range.

Ports in particular have a need to anticipate needs and deve-

lopment opportunities, and both sets of interests have too

often been limited to a reactive rather than pro-active role.

4. The role of the federal government as a catalyst to the coor-

dination of port and urban development interests was

originally conceived as part of this study. However, we now

feel that this subject warrants separate treatment .

5. Ports have already recognized the need to balance lang-term

and short-term needs in planning. Additional work could treat

specifically the way long-term and short-term considerations

affect their relationships with planning and revitalization

interests.

6. A follow-up to our survey should be conducted with modifica-

tions reflecting our current. findings. The first stage would



be a general mail questionnaire, the items of which would be

adapted by use of content analysis of the current instrument.

More extensive efforts would be made to protect its validity

by securing a better response rate.

7. The next stage would be detailed case analysis of a small

number of ports and urban waterfront revitalization efforts.

Detailed information would be gathered about problems, con-

straints, and resources, with particular attention to

coordinative mechanisms. Dimensions along which cases might

be selected include: whether the port is stable or growing,

size of port and urban area, and the type of intergovernmentalj

planning arrangement.

8. A practical manual for port planners on how to work with urban

waterfront development interests could be produced. Content

would include planning jargon, description of planning agencies'

purposes, and management and development strategies.
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A. BALTIMORE, IlARY LAND

l'lith the advent of containerization the shoreline of Baltimore has

undergone much change in response to revolutionary changes in Balti-

more's shipping industry, Since the early 1960's over 600 acres  or

10't of the land in the City's coastal zone! have been devoted to con-

tainer handling. Decisions to continue and expand this trade will gen-

erate, along with required services, very real impacts on adjacent land

uses, communities, and the water quality of the harbor.

One of the major problems that results from port expansion is the

negative impact on the local jurisdiction. Although most port facilities

pay little or no taxes, they do require such services as police and

fire protection, sanitation, and road maintenance, which must be supplied

by the local jurisdiction. In addition, containerization has intensitied

local problems with traffic and air and noise pollution. Port expansion

also causes environmental and ecological problems. Landtill in harbor

areas has an impact on water quality and aquatic life. Runoff from

paved surfaces, production facilities, storages areas and ship discharge

all contribute to water pollution.

Because of the container revolution marine terminals have moved

to more spacious shoreline areas with ample backup space, leaving the

traditional waterfront area, Inner Harbor, with many vacant, under-

utilized, deteriorated, or obsolete buildings and piers. Another

major problem is competition among varying uses for waterfront land.

At present there are several non-water related industries occupying

prime shoreline. This underut:ilization presents a problem to the City.



This canpetition has hampered public access. The basic right to

public access had been reasserted by various Maryland court decisions

over the last few years. However, old restrictions on the public's

right to cross private waterf'ront property from public thoroughfares

limit the impact of these rulings. Furthermore, nearly all areas

which were historically open for public use have been closed off by

fences, buildings, and other structures. Most of the City' s

waterfront is zoned for industrial use, followed in importance by

commercial and/or residential use, and the remainder is federal park-

land C;Ft. McHenry! . The deterioration of the Inner Harbor area, with

its abandoned warehouses and piers, offered Baltimore the first large-

scale opportunity to create public access to the waterfront.

'The Baltimore Inner Harbor Project has developed the waterfront

area for several different purposes and has provided a wide range of

development opportunities, The city and federal governments are in-

vesting millions of dollars in shoreline improvements to transform

the water's edge, with parks and promenades to attract consumers,

office workers, and tourists. One part of the Inner Baltimore Pro-

ject is the restoration of the U.S.S. Constellation, the oldest

fighting warship of the Navy, which adds to the historic significance

of the harbor. The Baltimore waterfront project is also being aided

by the private sector. The Rause Company is constructing a $22 million

market with small ships and eating places in two glass pavilions on a

3.1 acre site along the North and Nest shores. The City has constructed

playing fields at the foot of Federal Hill for a variety of city-wide
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athletic and public events. A marina with slips for 158 private boats

has also been developed. The Baltimore Inner Harbor East projects

provide the area with a new Harbor Campus for the Community College of

Baltimore. In the fall of 1976 the first of 4,000 students enrolled

in liberal arts courses and workstudy programs related to the down-

town and maritime businesses. Thus the Baltimore Inner Harbor Project

promotes a vast array of usages of these waterfront lands.

The decision procedure of the Baltimore Inner Harbor development

combines the City, private business, citizen participation, and state

and federal agencies. An example of private business participation

is the selection of the Oxford Development Corporation of Lanah, Mary-

land to build a complex with at least 250 apartments as well as commer-

cial space. Other interactions can be seen in the City of Baltimore's

negotiations with a private business, Bore- Restaurant, to develop a

steak and seafood restaurant at the end of a new pier. The public

also has had an impact on the development. A clear example is the

Christ Lvtheran Church's construction of a complex containing a 220-

bed nursing home, 228 apartments for the elderly, and a public plaza,

with underground parking for 155 cars. The federal government has also

had a role in the development of the Baltimore waterfTont. In December

of l979, the Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond broke ground for a new

branch bank on a 8-acre site west of the Otterbin Homesteading area.

The funding of the Baltimore Inner Harbor Waterfront development

also combines federal, state, local, and private involvement. For ex-

ample, Project I, covering approximately 95 acres of land along three
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sides of the harbor basin, is estimated ultimately to cost $270 million,

of which $230 million will be private and institutional investments.

Public expenditures of $55 million have been committed to acquire and

clear the land and prepare it for development to create the new environ-

ment needed to attract massive private investment. Public funds include

federal grants amounting to $35 million  from such sources as the Eco-

nomic Development Administration, the Heritage Conservation and Recreation

Service and the Maritime Administration! and $l7 million approved by

City voters in 1966 and 1972. Another example of coordination between

the city and private business is the first phase of the Inner Harbor

West residential area. 'Ibe city selected the team of Harkins Develop-

ment of Silver Spring, Maryland, the National Corporation for Housing

Partnerships of Washington, D.C., and Louis Sauer Associates of Phila-

delphia to develop the Harbor West residential area. The voters appro-

ved $30 million City bond issue for construction in November of 1975.

A l99-unit high-rise for the elderly opened in June of 1980. Construc-

tion for the first 275 low-rise units of Market housing started in

September of 1979.

Baltimore is important as an example of cooperative planning. The

state of Maryland was funded by H.U.D. and the Office of Coastal Zone

Management as a pilot project for coordinating local and regional

governments' involvement in coastal resource management. Specifically,

it was to define the relationship between local and regional compre-

hensive land use planning and concepts developed by the state under

the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972. The Baltimore Metropolitan
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Coastal Area Study was the means by which local governments and the

Baltimore Regional Council were to evaluate, discuss, and resolve

coastal issues of local and regional concern. A Technical committee

was responsible for intergrating elements of CZM, HUD 701, and Water

Quality planning. It also provided a forum for state, regional, and

local interests to resolve problems and disseminate information to

government agencies, the advisory committee, and the public. The

Metropolitan Advisory Committee, through the Regional Planning Council,

was to: �! simplify and clarify communication between coastal

interests; �! identify and analyze issues of broader than local

concern and attempt to resolve them cooperatively on a regional

level to avoid later conflict and delay; �! provide a means of ex-

changing information and education between the public and coastal zone

managers; �! involve state and federal agencies in a metropolitan

approach to solving urban coastal problems; and �! aid in local

implementation of the goals, policies, and recommendations expressed in

the Maryland Coastal Management Program and the Baltimore Metropolitan

Coastal Area Study.

'Information pertaining to the Baltimore case has come from, "The
Port of Baltimore" by Lauy Reich and David Caroll." A discussion
on dz erent Land Use techniques are given in the report. There
is also an informative section on meeting the needs for public
access to the waterfront.

Other informative material that were used in the Baltimore case
can be viewed in the bibliography, Baltimore Metro ol'tan C t
Area Stud , 1978. Also, The Baltim



B. BOSTON, !MASSACHUSETTS

In the past, Boston's ports operated as public highways under a

laissez-faire economy. Today, ho~ever, ports operate more like public

utilities, demanding heavy public capital investments and subject to

heavy public regulation.

There have been several major problems in Boston's effort to rede-

velop its waterfront for more diverse uses. A major conflict exists

between the Port Authority's view and the views of the political parti-

cipants. For example, the South Boston Naval Annex has for some

time been viewed by many, including the authors of the state's Coastal

Zone Management Plan, as the best site in Boston Harbor for port deve-

lopment. It is an industrial area and has the water depth and 100 acres

of supporting backland which are desperately needed for port expansion.

Instead, the area is being used for a variety of non-maritime uses.

The political struggle into which the Property has sunk is an excellent

example of the worst kind of land use decisio~ making, The city is

unable to make long-term commitments to users who would develop the

site and benefit from its waterfront location because of continuing

negotiations with the Port Authority which wishes to build the seaport

Another problem is the animosity of the waterfront neighborhood toward

the redevelopment authority. The neighborhoods argue that, despite

the regional economic benefits, a seaport facility that consumes a large

area of land and produces a low job-to-acreage ratio would not be in

the best interest of their community. However, the members of that.

community would have to deal with the noise, congestion and pollution
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v~
generaged by a new facility. There is also a conflict pertaining to

recreational use of the waterfront lands: different areas of the Boston

Waterfront have different priorities for recreation, While the city

itself is eager to open the waterfront to extensive use, the costs

of building and maintaining parks are becoming an increasing pro-

blem in Boston as in other cities. There is also a problem in public

access to the waterfront which has become more in demand as water-

front areas have been redeveloped. In Boston, local residents have,g

been cut off from the water by either military facilities, as in

Charlestown, or by connnercial and industrial uses, as in East Boston,

Downtown and South Boston. Little by little the genral public 's

hopes for better public access have been largely reduced to those few

areas open to them when individual owners aIlow non-residents around

their properties. People moving into the high-income housing located

directly on the water are not inclined to allow the general public into

their front yards. They already view many of the attractions meant

to bring people to the waterfront as incompatible with their new lo-

cation. Another problem pertains particularly to Boston Harbor; the

problem of multiple jurisdictions. Studies have identified 130 govern-

mental organizations, federal, state and local, with jurisdiction over

some aspect of the harbor. This interjurisdictional conflict acts

as a stumbling block in the redevelopment of Boston Harbor.

An important issue in the development of Boston's waterfront is

the allocation of space among residential, maritime, other commercial,

industrial, and recreational uses. The area affected by redevelopment



have been used in various ways.

Massport, the port authority, is the largest single owner of harbor

property and is undergoing major expansion. A multi-million dollar

seaport has been launched. Investments of $12.3 million are going to-

ward the improvement of the Castle Island terminal. Construction of

a new container facility should be complete by 1981. Ten million

dollars, supplemented by federal grants, are being applied to the

revitalization of a fish pier and cold storage facilities to create

 according to a Port official! an estimated 800 jobs. At the Naval

Annex on Boston's South Side, Massport plans to fill 30 acres of marsh

land for cargo storage. Sixty-five acres will be filled for expansion

of Logan Airport. A 22-acre mixed commercial development will include

office buildings, a 500-room motel and conference center, a ferry

terminal, and marina.

The naval yard in Charlestown was one of the major areas of the

waterfront redevelopment program. From the start the City's strategy

was to take advantage of the site's waterfront location in planning

for its reuse. The resulting redevelopment includes the 23-acre Boston

National Historic Park, home of the USS Constitution, and a 16-acre

park that provides access to the harbor for Charlestown residents long

cut off from their waterfront. The remainder of the site is being

developed for mixed residential/commercial activities, to include l,200

new housing units, a 1,000 room hotel, and commercial office, loft and

light industrial space. The project represents a total public invest-

ment of $17 million. It is estimated by the Boston Redevelopment



Authority that when completed the redevelopment of the Charlestown

Naterfront will create 1,300 permanent jobs and $3 million in tax

revenues annually,

The decision procedure and the principal actors involved in the

determination of the use of the waterfront land are quite unique.

In the Boston project public action during the past decade has made

dramatic changes along Boston's Downtown waterfront. Initially

spurred by urban renewal in 1960, waterfront redevelopment continues

at a rapid pace. The interaction between the public, the city, md

the redevelopment authority can clearly be seen in the redevelopment

of Boston's North End. Residents were predominately working and

middle class. A large proportion were elderly. The neighborhoods

saw an opportunity to accommodate their needs for elderly housing,

for relief from the congestion that made moving through their double

parked streets impossible, for open space oriented to the elderly and

the remaining young families in the area, and for North End businessme~

to have a role in the financial rewards that such development would

bring. However, the original plan stressed luxury housing in high-rise

towers, hotels to serve tourists, an aquarium, museums, and a large

park. The waterfront would become exclusively for the well to do. The

usual problems with such areas in approvals for financing, demolition,

and utilities caused delay which gave the residents an opportunity

to form a line of action to stop the development. A suit was brought

by the waterfront residents and developers to restrain the Boston

Redevelopment Authority from proceeding with the original plan. In the

course of resolving the court suit, the North End became more aware



of what was happening in its own backyard and demanded a role in Down-

gown Waterfront redevelopment. As a result, the plan was redone with

extensive participation, this time by both the new waterfront residents

and those of the North End. The Downtown Waterfront plan deals with

the creation of 1,800 housing units in a newly renovated building,

an aquarium, a max'ina, new restaurants and a pier for harbor tour

boats.

Given the scope of the proposals for the Downtown Waterfront/

Fort Point Channel area, it is clear that implementation requires a

coordinated funding strategy. Many of the proposals are regional in

scope, benefiting people beyond the City of Boston. Responsibilities

for funding therefore must lie jointly with the federal and state

governments and as well as with the City. In addition, some proposals,

particularly those related to private development, will be the respon-

sibility of the private sector. Joint funding can be seen in the de-

velopment of the Long Wharf area in Boston. The improvements, totaling

$l7 million, will be funded by grants from the fedex.al Heritage Con-

servation and Recreation Service and Boston's Development Community

Block Grants  CDBG! program. Another project, establishing two

terminal facilities between Long and Central Wharves, will be imple-

mented by the State. Executive Office of Transportation and Construction

with Urban Systems funds and additional state bonding authorities for

improvement of harbor transportation facilities. Public areas to

connect access to the harbox'front are being funded by the federal

Hex'itage Conservation and Recreation Service. Examples include public



access from India Whax'f to Rowes Wharf, from Foster's Wharf to

the Northern Avenue Bridge, and other connection links along Fort

Point Channel.

Pressures for development of waterfront land in Boston are

likely to continue for a long time. Proposals will require decision

makers to address the issue of compatibility as industrial and non-

industrial uses co-exist on the waterfront and industrial port use

expands to more waterfront residential areas. Other issues which

will play a vital role in the use of waterfront lands revolve around

goals, priorities, and decision-making strategies. A great deal of

broad participation, negotiation, and compromise will be needed for

progress and a successful redevelopment.

*Much of this section is abstracted from W t
Commissioned Papers. P. 21-49. Related s
Boston Redevelopment Authority, Boston Harbors: Challenges

d f th 1980' . Fun ing strategies were

Information on Massport developments came from Brian Shee who is
with Massport.



C. DULUTH, MINNESOTA AND SUPERIOR, WISCONSIN

The Duluth-Superior Harbor Plan establishes the direction which

the public is to take in guiding the development and use of the harbor.

The plan sets forth policies for recreation, dredge disposal, industrial

development, natural resources, and similar concerns. The plan also

describes a preferred pattern for land use by designating areas for

general types of development. There have been several major problems

in the Duluth effort for redevelopment. A major environmental problem

is dredge disposal. This problem is two-fold. First, some of the

material is polluted and its disposal into Lake Superior or habor

waters is deemed water pollution. Second, much of the creation of land

through disposal has come at the expense of biologically-valuable

areas. Another problem relates to the ties between land and water use

along the waterfront. For instance, residential neighborhoods along

or near the water's edge can be expanded, taking space from water-

dependent uses like a marina.

There is also a conflict in the use of the waterfront for re-

creation: recreational access to the harbor is hampered by the lack

of boat landings. Another reason for tension is that, as the water

quality of the harbor improves because of new sewage treatment

facilities, greater numbers of people are attracted to the waterfront.

A major difficulty is transportation. There is a conflict between

the different modes of transportation around the Duluth waterfront

and bridges are the key problem area. This pxoblem detracts from the

coordinated effort to link access to the waterfront area. In the



future, demand for commercial, industrial and residential waterfront

land is expected to increase.

The overall goal is to maximize the value of all harbor resources

through the multiple and complementary use of the land and water. Ac-

cording to Duluth's harbor study, the sound use and development of the

Duluth-Superior waterfront area is based on multiple purposes:

efficiency.

�! Natural Resources - To maintain the existing significant wild-

life habitat, fisheries, and scenic views and to develop new areas in

these fields.

�! Residence � To strengthen existing residential areas and plan

new housing areas in a manner that preserves the beauty of the surround-

ing terrain and utilizes to the utmost advantage the waterfront location.

�! Recreation - To strengthen and expand the recreational

character of the harbor and to develop a system of public open spaces

and recreation areas that realizes the recreational potential of the

waterfront land.

�! ~Industr � To prmaote maritime industrial activities in those

portions of the harbor which are served by active deepwater channels.

�! Commerce - To develop commercial activities along the water-

front that will satisfy the needs of the metropolitan area and will

significantly benefit from a waterfront locatio~.

�! General � To develop the full potential of the waterfront

in accord with the unusual opportunities presented by the relationships



between the harbor, l,ake Superior, the operating port, the maritime

character, and the aesthetic qualities offered by water and view of

the surrounding area.

Decision-making and management has been complicated by the fact

that the harbor is shared by two states. Ho~ever, important strides

were made with the creation of the Duluth-Superior Harbor Coordinat-

ing Council  HCC!, an advisory body to the Metropolitan Interstate

Committee  MIC!, to coordinate existing management authoriti es re-

lative to the harbor redevelopment and to work toward the full imple-

mentation of the adopted plan for the Duluth-Superior harbor. Some

of the major actors of the HCC are U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,

Seaway Port Authority of Duluth-Superior, and Board of Harbor Comm-

issioners. Citizens are involved through representation of the movie

industry, environmental organizations, marine unions, waterfront

neighborhoods, and public interest committees. The powers of the

HCC are extremely limited because it is an advisory body to the MIC.

The powers of the MIC are:

 l! To direct the research studies, collections and analysis of
data, the preparation of plans, to guide the economic and
social development of the Duluth-Superior Metropolitan Area.
Program responsibilities will be specified in the work pro-
grams adopted by MIC and contractural obligations established
by NWRPC and ARDC. All policies and plans of the MIC will
be subject to review and comment by NNRPC and ARDC pursuant
to the Regional Development Act of Minnesota and the
Regional Planning Commission Law of Nisconsin and appro-
priate federal regulations.

�! To perform the federal grant review and coordinating function
for NNRPC and ARDC for the Duluth-Superior water area.



�! To review and comment upon all policies and plans provided
to the MIC by local units of government that have juris-
diction in the metropolitan area.

The funding for the Duluth-Superior waterfront development uses

a variety of sources. Some of the major federal agencies involved

are the U.S. Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, Coastal

Zone Management, and the Iiaritime Administration Office of Port and

Intermodel Development. A good example of one waterfront project

with a multiple interplay of funding is the Western Waterfront Trail.

Land was donated by private industry, the Burlington Northern Rail-

way, 'Ihe City of Duluth has received a grant of $137, 500 from the

State of Minnesota for trail development. Funds of $10,000 have

been allocated from federal Community Development grants.

*Much of the information about the Duluth-Superior area comes from
the Duluth Planning Commission, "The Western Waterfront Trail."
1979. Other references also cited zn x zograp y.
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D. OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA

Qarious Problems have affected the growth and development of the

Port oF Oakland. A major problem faced by the Port was the need for

land. The Port saw an opportunity in 1970 when the Bay Area Rapid

transit tube was built and spoil from the excavation became avail-

able for filling. However, due to growing public concern that the

Bay be preserved from over-fill, it was necessary to find other means

of creating useable space. A major step was the removal of old sheds,

warehouses, and industrial buildings between the rail lines and water-

front to create space for containerized cargo.

In the late 1960's the port began to address access and aesthetic

and recreational needs. A new Oakland Museum was built around the

port area. The Oakland Symphony moved into a renovated movie palace

and a new sports complex was also constructed. The port expansion

was the economic counterpart to the cultural boom in the city of

Oakland.

Many of the conflicts that are faced by the Port of Oakland seem

to be related to its proximity to San Francisco Bay. Oakland's lack

of early development was basically the result of its location. How-

ever, as time passed, Oakland became one of the world's major

containership ports and largest on the Pacific coast. Its trade in

containerized cargo has grown from 365,000 tons in l965 to over

7,300,000 tons in 1977. Oakland now shares with Seattle, Los

Angeles, and Long Beach the Pacific Coast leadership in general

cargo tonage.



Much of Oakland's waterfront is devoted to the continual develop-

ment of marine terminals. The port of Oakland is exceptionally well

suited to containership terminals and has taken advantage of this

fact. The trend of maritime commerce on the Pacific Coast is such

that the Port of Oakland will require additional facilities for

containerized cargo to maintain and improve its competitive position.

The continuous development of the Metropolita~ Oakland Inter-

national Airport is a major goal of the Port of Oakland. The airport

is an important regional center and now produces about 35% of the

gross revenues available for the Port's revenue bonds. Another major

use of waterfront land is the Port of Oakland's leasing property for

industrial and commercial use. The Properties Department has more

than 250 leases and licenses agreements in effect which it is

estimated about $8.5 million in revenues for the Port. Thus these

leasing agreements play a vital role for the Port of Oakland.

The Port of Oakland is often cited for the leading role it has

taken in providing public access to the waterfront. Near some of the

busiest containership terminals in the world, the Port owns and

maintains Port view Park �4 acres! and Middle harbor park �.83 acre!

which have facilities for swimaing, fishing, and picnics. Another

park, Estuary park, is leased from the port for a nominal fee and

maintained by the city. It has the only public boat ramp on the Oak-

land estuary.

The City of Oakland has operated a public harbor to serve water-

borne commerce since its incorporation in l851. Management of the



Port has been in the hands of the Board of Port CoIIaissions since 1927.

The Port of Oakland is an independent agency of the City of Oakland,

California, with jurisdiction over the port area. It is responsible

for the operation of city-owned harbor and airport facilities and

it has exclusive control of all Port revenues and proceeds of all

bond sales for harbor and airport improvements. The Board of Port

Commissioners is empowered to issue revenue bonds for harbor and

airport improvements under provisions of the Oakland City Charter

approved by the voters. The seven Commissioners are appointed for

4-year staggered terms by the City Council upon nomination by the

Major and serve without compensation. 'Ihis major decision-making

as well as executive department of the Port of Oakland must approve

all policies affective the operation and maintenance of the Port.

Given the importance of the unified port district to the community,

the Board of Port Commissioners has a major impact on the urban

waterfront.

The Port of Oakland is financed primarily through Revenue

Bonds, Junior Lien Bonds, Certificates, and leasing. The city of

Oakland has issued two series of general obligation bonds to finance

Port activities: $9,784,000 of 1925 Harbor Improvement Bonds and

$10,000,000 of 1955 Airport Bonds. In l957 the Port began to use

revenue bonds to finance the construction of certain revenue pro-

ducing facilities. These facilities included overall port development

and the Oakland international Airport. These 1957 Revenue Bonds are



66

secured by the gross revenues of all project facilities and by the

net revenues of all existing facilities.

Under agreement with the Economic Development Administration of

the U.S. Department of Commerce, the Port has issued $9,719,000 of

1966 Revenue Bonds secured by a lien on Surplus Revenues in the Port

Revenue Fund. Proceeds of these bonds, together with EDA grants of

$14, l78,300 were applied. to the development of the 7th Street Marine

Terminal, 30 acres of the Port's industrial park, and airport construc-

tion.

The Port may finance certain kinds of development of the issuance

of Certificates, each series secured by income from the lease of the

facilities so financed. For example, in 1965, an issue of $800,000

was sold to construct a golf course on Port property leased to the

City of Oakland; $465,000 of this debt is now outstanding. It is

important to note that Port revenue bonds do not have a lien or

rental payments pledged to the certificates.

A means of financing which was mentioned earlier is the leasing

of major portions of the Port's properties. These leases generally

provide for minimum rentals, and certain preferential assignments

provide for both minimum and maximum rentals.

Much of this section information has come from a report on the
Port of Oakland, 1957 Revenue Bonds, 1979. A complete description
of various unding strategies were explained.

Other information that was part of this case came from Port
of Oakland Public Relations Department. This information provided



a view of the different type projects the Port is involved in. Other
sources cite bibliogiaphy, Urban 'Waterfront Lands, A Tale of Two Ports.



E. PHI LADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA

Penn's Landing in Philadelphia is a good example of community in-

volvement in urban waterfront revitalization. The plan for Penn's

Landing was developed in the 1960's as part of the clearance and recon-

struction of Society Hill, The city cleared old piers and added fill

to create 12 acres for private development. The project also included

7 acres for public use which included a museum and A acres of parking.

Along with the land fill came the creation of a 15-acre waterfront

lake. Initial land fill was funded by the city and state at a cost

of $17 million. In addition, $20 million have been spent for site

improvements such as utilities, paving, landscaping, lighting, roads,

and marine facilities.

There have been several major problems in Philadelphia's efforts

to redevelop their waterfront lands. The first is public access. In-

terstate-95, linking cities along the eastern seaboard, is almost com-

plete. One unopened section separates Society Hill from the waterfront

at ?enn's Landing, which aggravates problems of access because developers

were reluctant to commit themselves to construction timetables because

of the difficulty in attracting tenants. Another problem confronting

the Philadelphia Waterfront deals with the construction of a museum,

the Park of History Orientation building, which includes a 555-seat

auditorium that can be used for multiple purposes. The Legislature

has refused to furnish the money for staff or exhibits that would allow

the completed museum to open. There is also a problem because the



outboat basin was not designed to provide adequate shelter from the

wakes of passing commercial vessels. The choppiness of the basin's

waters has discouraged recreational boaters frcm typing-up when

visiting historic Philadelphia.

Philadelphia' s waterfront lands are used for industrial and

commercial development as well as for recreation. The port of Phil-

adelphia plays an important role in land use in Philadelphia County.

Only 17't of the waterfront is undeveloped. The port is responsible

for 22% of the waterfront used for part-related commercial and resid-

ential uses, such as transportation and industrial cooling.

Plans call for the restoration of existing waterfront parks to

their full value. A new federal program would allow the smaller

neighborhood parks once again to serve recreational needs. The Phil-

adelphia Waterfront project uses the multi-use development technique,

by which recreational areas are used as an important part of comm-

ercial and industrial development. Under this procedure small

facilities are attached to or developed with larger private ventures.

This procedure seems especially appropriate and feasible when com-

bined. with a "land write-down" program presently underway in Phil-

adelphia. This marketing strategy has been advertised nationally as

the "Philadelphia Land Rush" and allows the Philadelphia Industrial

Development Corporation to sell city owned land below market price

when industries make certain promises concerning numbers of jobs per

acre. This technique of the multiple use development can work in

several ways. Public use areas can be dedicated to local or retained



in private ownership. In either case, the public benefits from the

improved access, and industry also benefits from improved public

relations.

Decision making in the Penn's Landing Project is a joint under-

taking of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the City of Philadelphia

Department of Commerce and the Pennsylvania General State Authority.

The $37 million site development and improvement costs have been

shared by the city, state, and federal governments. The city and

state will remain partners and plan to lease the site on a long-term

basis to a private developer. The Penn's Landing Corporation was

formed to coordinate the development of the project. The Old Phil-

adelphia Development Corporation had established an impressive record

during the development of Society Hill. Ihe responsibility for

project management, governmental coordination and developer selection

rest with the Penn's Landing Corporation. An Advisory Committee has

been established with citizen, governmental, and corporate repre-

sentation.

Funding of the Philadelphia waterfront is shared by the Phila-

delphia Department of Commerce and the Pennsylvania General State

Authority. The project's public improvements have been financed

through state and city bonds. Other funds will come from the federal

government. For example, in order to restore existing waterfront

parks, Philadelphia has received a grant under the

federal Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Program of l978, by which

the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service funds maintenance
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and restoration of urban parks in areas of a low economic base.

'I%us, the Philadelphia Waterfront project is being funded by a

coalition of federal, state and local governments, along with the

investments of both the private and public sectors.

*Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commissio~, "Philadelphia
Waterfront Profile" l978. This draft provides a over all look at
the developments of existing projects and projects that are
still in the planning process along the Philadelphia Waterfront.



F. SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

San Francisco suffers from many of the same problems that other

port communities face. An important factor in recent land-use con-

flicts is what has been called the mystique of San Francisco Bay.

Over the years that unquantifiable influence has been a determinant

of waterfront land use as potent as any economic factor. For example,

during the 1970's several private developments were proposed for

the Northeastern Waterfront area but were halted because they would

have adversely affected the view of the Bay.

A major problem faced by San Francisco is competition among

varying uses of waterfront space such as open space, military, port,

industrial, and commercial. Even though shipping remains an important

economic factor, changes in transportation technology contributed

to a decline relative to Oakland's container facilities. The North=

eastern Waterfront continues to be used for traditional break-bulk

cargo handling and shipping-related activities and is characterized

by vacant and dilapidated piers and under-utilized land. The

trend in recent years toward economic growth in the commercial, re-

sidential, and tourist sectors has increased the higher income

people's demand for housing, This gentrification causes acute

problems for those in lower income groups who are displaced from

occupation of the urban waterfront. The problem is exacerbated

by high costs of land, the demand for land for industrial expansion,

and traffic congestion.



Another problem is the need for increased open space and re-

creation. The Pacific Ocean, San Francisco Bay and their shore-

lines are extremely important natural resources with considerable

potential for open space and water-oriented recreation. However,

this potential has yet to be realized. Despite the fact that a

sizeable proportion of the shoreline is publicly owned, access to

the water, except for the ocean, is sporadic and limited. Very

little of the eastern shoreline and northern waterfront has been

developed for recreation and open space. These problems must be

addressed within environmental, ecological, legal and instutional

constraints.

The uses of San Francisco's extensive shoreline are very diverse.

The western edge, from the ocean to Fort Mason, a natural beach, is

accessible to the public as part of the Golden Gate National Recreat-

ional Park area. South of China Basin, the Central and Southern

Waterfronts are industrial and the location of major new shipping

activities. The Northeastern Waterfront, between Broadway and China

Basin and adjacent to the Financial District, is the most urbanized

port of the City and also the location of port facilities.

Plans for the future envision the continuation of break-bulk

shipping in the Northeastern Waterfrontand development of new port

facilities in the Central and Southern Waterfront. Lands no longer

needed for maritime purposes in the Northeastern Waterfront will be

reserved for open space and water oriented recreation. Barriers,

particularly the Embarcadero Roadway, will be removed to reintegrate

the waterfront with the fabric of the City. The maritime character and

historic continuity of the area are to be preserved. At the Ferry



Building, a major transit center will provide a terminus to Market

Street and serve as a major entryway to the City from the water. In

contrast, a recreational pier adjacent to open water would be de-

veloped in the pier 3-7 area.

South of the Ferry Building, plans call for a mixed use activity

center with a waterfront park, hotels, restaurants, and plaza. Part

of North China Basin would continue as shipping areas, while other

parts which are vacant and in bad condition would be developed as a

full service marina and small boat harbor. A~other waterfront park

is to be created at the terminus of the Embarcadero Roadway.

After more than a century of spontaneous harbor growth, the past

decade has seen a confusing plethora of plans, counterplans, and

amended plans by various jurisdictions. The City of San Francisco

adopted a Northern Waterfront Plan in l969--the same year that the Bay

Conservation and Development Commission's plan for the entire bay was

adopted. The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Comm-

ission, founded in 1965, is considered to be the first agency in the

U. S. specifically established to assurae authority over a major

coastal resource that overlapped multiple jurisdictions. At the sarae

time the Port and the Redevelopment Agency, which controlled ex-

tensive upland property, had plans of their own. In l971, the City

Planning Cormission and the Port Cmmission presented revised water-

front plans, and a separate analysis was presented by the Citizens

Waterfront Advisory Committee established by the BGDC to help make

BCDC's own specific waterfront plan. In 1975, BCDC's "Special Area



Plan-San Francisco Waterfront" conflicted with the City's Northern

Waterfront Plan, so both the City Planning Commission and BCDC

worked to coordinate their planning, assisted by still another

citizens's committee called the Northern Waterfront Planning

Advisory Committee. In January 1977, the two plans were reconciled.

Narrowing the focus, the San Francisco Supervisors called for a

detailed survey of Northeastern property and an action plan, including

cost estimates. The survey was a joint project of three agencies:

the City Planning Department, the Redevelopment Agency, and the Port

of San Francisco, assisted by yet another citizen's committee, the

Northeastern Waterfront Advisory Committee. In February 1979, the

preliminary report reflected certain unresolved controversies.

Special attention has been given to port planning. In May of

1978, the Metropolitan Transit Commission and the San Francisco

Bay Conservation and Development Commission entered into an under-

standing providing for a joint Seaport Advisory Commission. It re-

presents the hITC, the BCDC, the Association of Bay Area Governments,

Cal. Trans., the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Maritime Admin-

istration, the Bay Area Council, the Save San Francisco Bay Assoc-

iation, and the six bay area ports. Its purpose is to advise the MTC

and the BCOC on the development of a Seaport Plan for the nine bay

area counties.

Several funding sounces are available to finance public improve-

ments. Local sources include tax anticipation bonds, state Pro-

position J funds  for acquiring open space!, general obligation bonds,
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and revenue bonds. State programs include the Harbors and Watercraft

Revolving Fund  Department of Navigation and Ocean Development!, the

Land and Water Conservation Fund  Bureau of Outdoor Recreation through

the State Department of Parks and Recreation!, various park and open

space grant programs, and the California Housing Finance Agency.

Several federal sources of funding could be used, like HUD Community

Development Block Grants and Section 8 Housing Assistance, the

Economic Development Administration  Department of Commerce!,

Historic Preservation Grants  Department of Interior!, and the

Urban Mass Transportation Administration  Department of Transportation!.

"Tnformation pertaining to the San Francisco case has come from.
Department of San Francisco Planning. Northeastern Survey. 1979.
Also a discussion on the role of San Francisco Port, as compared
to the Oakland Porg i.s pointed out in Urban Waterfront l.ands.
papers dealing with the Tale of Two Ports. p.
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SUMMARY OF PRELIMINARY SURVEY RESULTS

To gather information about the opportunities and constraints af-

fecting the consolidation of port and urban waterfront redevelopment

interests, a mail survey was sent to ports administrators and urban

waterfront redevelopment interests in September of 1979.

The survey instrument asked respondents to identify their organiza-

tions' function, legal status, and territory. The next set of questions

asked for a list of federal, state, regional, local, and private agen-

cies which take a leading role in financing, planning, implementing,

and managing waterfront development pxojects in the area. Two sets

of questions asked for a ranking  from very severe to no pxoblem! of

given physical and institutional problems and followed up with open-

ended questions on the specific nature of the problem, bow it is being

addressed, and what other approaches need to be taken, either within

the existing institutional framework or with institutional change. Other

open-ended items asked about financing capital improvement projects

and competition from nearby ports.

The 20 responses received were geographically dispersed and included

10 from ports administrators. The others represented a number of dif-

ferent coaaamity interests, including planners and coastal zone managers.

Few respondents answered the open-ended questions. Accordingly, these

items have been used informally in this report to i.dentify issues and

to provide examples of some ideas. Howevex, it is possible that future

work will include a more sophisticated content analysis, which might

lead to hypotheses for future testing.



Of course the small number of total responses would make efforts

to generalize beyond the survey group of very doubtful validity. How-

ever, our analysis of the closed-ended questions suggests some thoughts

which we present as a basis for further discussion. Figures lA and

IB display the results of the two survey items in which respondents

were asked to rank the severity of given physical and institutional

problems. Ne have broken the responses into two categories: port

and other  which includes community/planning/regulatory organizations!.

Thus we can look at the supposed differences of perception and interest

around which much of this paper revolves.

Generally, the port authorities see all problems as more severe

than do the planning-type organizations. 'Ihe Finding could suggest

that ports tend to be more reactive or that their expectations, per-

haps based on historic conditions of dominance, are for a less problem-

filled environment. In the question set on physical problems  Figure

lA!, the only problem which the coaaaunity/planning groups seem to

consider more severe than do the ports is the pressure for recreational

use of and public access to the developed waterfront. In the set of

institutional questions  Figure IB!, there is also just one problem

perceived as more severe by the community/planning groups: over-

lapping and conflicting policies or regulations from different inter-

governmental groups. In other areas, there is either very little

difference or the ports consider the problem to be more severe. As

Figure IA shows, major issues of apparent divergence are in press~re

for maritime and industrial use for undeveloped land, pressure for
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non-water-dependent commercial and residential use of the developed

waterfront, pressure for recreational use of and public access to

the undeveloped waterfront, the lack of undeveloped waterfront for

port expansion, the lack of funding to revitalize/'re-use facilities,

and impediments to the use of new technologies. In the institutional

questions  Figure LB!, there is divergence in all areas except for

conflicting or vague state policies and regulations, discontinuity

between planners, decision-makers, and managers, and lack of local

policy on comprehensive goals and objectives on the use of waterfront

space  which is not seen as a major problem by either group! .

In summary, for many questions, the survey supports the ides that

ports have different interests and needs. However, there is also some

common ground. As the graphs most clearly illustrate, ports and other

groups act within a very similar set of constraints. The two lines

follow very similar paths. However, our findings suggest that ports

see most problems as being more severe than do other actors on the

urban waterfront. We may speculate that this perception and the port's

greater dissatisfaction with conditions may be related to the port's

tendency toward non-participation in community planning and decision-

making. This non-participation might not on!y exacerbate its sub-

j ective sense of having lost control of development on the urban water-

front but might also lead to a set of decisions and events objectively

less favorable to the port than to those interests which had been in-

volved in the planning process.



FIGURE IA

81SURVEY RESPONDENTS' RANKING OF PHYSICAL PROBLEMS

Survey
Item 6 Severit of roblem*Problem

Increasing pressure for
maritime/industrial use

front

Increasing pressure for
maritime/industrial use
along d velo ed waterfront

Increasing pressure for
non-water dependent ccm-
mercial/residential use

front

Increasing pressure for
non-water dependent com-
mercial/residential use
along d~evelo ed water-
front

Increasing pressure for
recreational use/public
access along undevelo
waterfront

Increasing pressure for
recreational use/public
access along ~develo ed
waterfront

Lack of available land for
port expansion along deve-
~lo ed waterfront

Obsolete facilities

Lack of money to maintain
faci Iiti es

Lack of money to revitalize
re-use facilities

Impediments to the use of
new technologies for im-
provement/expansion
facility

K.

*5= very,
problem;

severe problem; 4=severe problem; ~moderate problem; 2=slightI 4
1=no problem;

= port respondents

other respondents  includes community/planning/regulator agencies!
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FIGURE 18

SURVEY RESPOQ!EHTS' RANKING OF INSTITUTIONAL PROBLEMS

Survey
Item 9 Severity of robl em*Prob 1 em

Permit coordination between
port 5 urban waterfront
interests

A.

Coordination of multiple
agencies' planning for port
g urban waterfront develop-
ment

Coordination between port 6
waterfront development in-
terests

Conflicting/vague Federal
policies or regulations

Conflicting/vague State
policies or regulations

Overlapping/conflicting poli-
cies or regulations from dif-
Ferent intergovernmental unit

Discontinuity between those
who plan, those who decide,
those who manage the water-
front

Lack of local policy on com-
prehensive goals 5 objec-
tives for use of waterfront
space

Lack of adequate communica-
tion between private 5 public
sectors

port respondents

other respondents  includes community/planning/regulator agencies!

*S very severe problems; 4 = severe problem; 3 = moderate problem;
2 = slight problem; 1 = no problem
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FUNDING SOURCES FOR PORT AND URBAN WATERFRONT REDEVELOPMENT PR UECTS

This appendix is a compilation of various federal agencies  pro-

grams! which are currently active funding sources for waterfront areas.

Program descriptions are provided where possible. The list presented

here is by no means exhaustive. State agencies are not considered due

to the number and variety of programs peculiar to each state. Add-

itional sources, including private foundation funding sources, can be

found in the original publication entitled "Reviving the Urban

Waterfront" by Partners for Livable Places, National Endowment for

the Arts, md Office of Coastal Zone Management.
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Coeeerce Department - Economic Development Administration

Economic Development-Business Development Assis tance

Acquisition of fixed assets, site preparation and
bui I d i ng rehabilitation

To encourage indust'rial and conmercial expans ion in
designated areas by providing financial assistance to
businesses that create new permanent jobs, expand or
establish plants in redeve'lopment areas for projects
that cannot be financed through banks or other private
lending institutions.

Primary Focus

Direct Loans; Guaranteed/Insured LoansType of Assistance

Who Can Apply? Individuals, private or public corporations or Indian
Tribes

EDA Regional Office or Paul J. O'Neiii, Office of
Business Development, Economic Development Administra-
tion, Department of Conmerce, Washington, D .C . 20230 .

Contact and Address

Public Morks and Economic Development Act of 1965;
Public Law 89-136, as amended; 42 U.S.C. 3142, 3171.

Authorization, Regu-
lations, Guidelines
and Literature

"EDA Business Development Loans - @ho Can Borrow-
How to Apply."

Comnerce Department - Economic Development AdministrationName of Department

Name of Program Economic Development-Grants and Loans for Publ ic Morks
and Development Faci 1 i ties

Total Pub i i c Projects-Acquisition, Construction
Roads, Sewers, Port Faci'I it les

Funding Categories

Primary Focus

Type of Assistance

Mho Can Apply'

Proj ect G rants

State or local governments, indian Tribes, private
and public nonprofit organizations

EDA regional office or Charles Coss, Director, Office
of Pub 1 i c Morks, Economic Deve lopment Admini st rat ion,
De pa r tmen t of Conme rce, Mash in g ton, D. C. 202 30.

Contact and Address

Name o f De pa r t men t

Name of Program

Funding Categories

To assist
needed to
growth In
growth is
phasls on

in the construction of publ ic faci 1 i ties
initiate and encourage long term economic
designated geographic areas where economic
'lagging behind the rest of the Nation. Em-
increas ing pri vate i nvestment in the area.



Authorization, Regu-
lations, Guidelines,
and Literature

Title 13 CFR Chapter ill, " Building ConInunities with
Jobs," EOA, "Grants and Loans for Public Works and
Development Facilities," EDA. "Qualified Areas under
the Pub'lic Works and Economic Development Act of 1965,"
"Guide for Overall Economic Development Programs,"
"Economic Development, Directory of Approved Projects ."

Coneerce Department � Economi c Deve lopment
Administration

Name of Department

Grants to States for Supplemental and Basic Funding
of Titles, I, II, III, IV and IX Activities �04
Grants!

Name of Program

Construction of Pub'Iic Facilities and Business
Development Loans

Funding Categories

To provl de funds which enable Governors to select
projects which will assist in the construction of
public facilities and other projects which meet the
criteria of' Tit les I, I I, I I I, I V and IX and are
needed to initiate or enhance lang-term economic
growth in areas of their state where economic growth
i s lagging.

Primary Focus

Project Grants, Di rect LoansType of Assistance

Who Can Appl y7 State and Local Governments, indian Tribes, private
and public nonprofit organizations. Corporations
and associations organized for profit are eligible
only for business development loans.

Regional EDA Off ice or E'conomic Development Admini s-
t rat ion, Department of Conmerce, Washington, D. C.
2O230/Charles Coss, Director, Of f ice of Publ ic Works/
Glenn S. Wa iden, D irector, Of f i ce of Bus iness Develop-
ment.

Con ta ct and Address

Publ ic Works and Economic Development Act of 1965,
Public Law 89-136; as amended; 42 U.S.C. 3131, 3132,
3141, 3142, 3153.

Authorization, Regu-
lations, Guide lines
and Literature

Code of Federal Regulations, Title 13, Chapter ill,
Part 312  published also in the Federal Register,
Vol. 39, No. 220, November 13, 1974!; "EDA Grants for
Public Works and Development Facilities", "EDA Busi-
ness Development Loans--Who Can Borrow--How to Apply-"

Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965; Pub l ic
Law 89-136, as amended; 42 U. S.C. 3131, 3132, 3135,
3141, 3171.



Project GrantsType of Assistance

Who Can Apply7

Contact and Address

Authorization, Regu-
lations, Guidelines
and Literature

Name of Department

Name of Program

Funding Categories

P r ima ry Focus

Type of Assistance

Who Can Apply7

Project Grants

Contact and Address

Name o f Depa r tmen t

Name of Program

Funding Categories

Primary Focus

Comnerce Department-Economic Development Administration

Economic Development-Public Works Impact Projects

Construction of publ ic facilities

To provide irnnediate useful work to unemployed and under-
ernployed persons in designated project areas

State and local gove rnments, Indi an Tr ibes, p r i vate
and publ ic nonprofit organizations

EDA Reg i ona 1 Of f i ces or Char 1 es Coss, D i rector, Of f i ce
of Publ ic Works, Economic Development Administration,
Department of Connnerce, Washington, O.C. 20230.

Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965; Public
Law 89- 136, as amended; 42 U.S.C. 3131, 3135

Building Cormunities with Jobs, EDA: "Grants and Loans
for Public Works and Development Facilities, EDA":
Title 13, Code of Federal Regulations, Chapter II I,
''Qual I f ied Areas under the Publ i c Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965." Guides fo Overall Economic
Development Programs, Directory of Approved Projects.

Commerce Department, Economic Development Administration

Econcnn Ic Development-Special Economic Development and
Adjustment Assistance Program

Planning, rent supplerrent, mortgage payment assistance,
technical assistance, public facilities, pub'Iic services
and business development.

To provide special Economic Development and Adjustment
Assistance Programs to help State and local areas meet
special needs arising from actua'I or threatened unem-
ployrnent as a result of economic dislocation or other
severe changes in economic assistance.

State and local governments, Indian tribes and pri vate
and public nonprofit organizations.

EDA Regional Office or Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Economi c Development Operat ions, Department of Commerce,
Washington, D. C. 20230



88

Author i za t I on, Reg ul a-
tions, Guidelines, and
Li terature

Type of Assistance

Who Can Apply7

Contact and Address

Author i zat i on, Reg�-
ul� i ons, Gui de 1 ines,
and Literature

Name of Department

Type of Assistance Project Grants

Name of Department

Name of Program

Funding Categories

Primary Focus

Name of Program

Funding Categories

Pr lmary Focus

Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965,
Pub I i c Lab 89-136, as amended: 42 U. S. C. 3241, 3243,
and 3245

13 CFR 308, further guldel ines and I iterature to be
I s sued

Conlnerce Department, Economic Development Administration

Econom'fc Development - Technical Assistance

Technical Assistance

To solve problems of economic growth in EDA-designated
geographic areas and other areas of substantial need
through administrative and demonstration project grants,
feasibi lity studies, management and operational assistance,
and other studies.

Project Grants  Contracts!; Dissemination of Technical
Information

Most goes to private, nonprof it groups or State and
loca'I government.

EDA Regional Offices or Israel M. Balll, Director,
Office of Technical Assistance, Economic Development
Administration, Department of Conrnerce, Washington,
D.C. 20230.

Public Works and Economic Development Act of 19651
Public Law 89-136, as amended; 42 U.S.C. 3151, 3I52

Leaflet entitled "EDA Technicai Assistance, What Is It,
How to Apply."

ConIserce Department, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

Coastal Zone Management Program Development �0$!

Planning

To assist any coastal state in the development of a
management progran for the land and water resources
of its coastai zone.



Who Can Applyl

Contact and Address

Nam* of Department

Project Grants

Contact and Address

Au tho r i zat i on, Regu-
lat ions, Guidel ines
and Literature

Name of Program

Fund i ng Ca t ego r i es

Pr lrnary Focus

Type of Assistance

Who Can Apply?

Authorization, Regu-
lations, Guidelines
and Literature

Name of Department

Name of Program

States in, or bordering on, the Atlantic, Pacif ic, or
Arctic Ocean, the Gulf of Mexico, Long island Sound,
or one or more of the Great Lakes.

Director, Office of Coasta I Zone Management, National
Oceani c and Atmos pher i c Admin 1 st rat ion, Depa rtment of
Cornrrerce, 3300 Whi tehaven Street, N,W., Page Bldg.
No. I, Room 324, Washington, D.C. 20235.

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, Section 306;
Public Law 92-583; Coastal Zone Management Act
Amendments of 1976, Section 306; Public Law 94-370.

15 CFR Pa rt 920; G ran ts Managerren t Manua I for G rants
under the Coastal Zone Management Act

Corrmerce Department, Nat ional Oceani c and Atmospheric
Admini st rat ion

Coastai Zone Management Program Administrat ion

Administration

To assist states in administering the Coastal Zone
Management program that has been approved by the
Secretary of Conlnerce

Any coasta I s tate whose Coastal Zone Management program
has been approved by the Secretary of CorrInerce

Director, Office of Coastal Zone Management, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Department of
Commerce, Page SIdg. No. l, Room 324, 3300 Wh I tehaven
Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20235.

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, Section 306; Public
Law 92-583; Coastal Zone Management Act Amendments of
1976, Section 306; Public Law 94-370.

Grants Management Manual for Grants under the Coastal
Zone Management Act.

ConInerce Department-Mari time Adrnini strat ion

Development and Promotion of Ports and in,terrnodal
Transportat ion
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Fund i ng Cat ego r i es

Primary Focus

Type of Assistance

Mho Can Apply'

Contact and Address

Authorization, Regu-
lations, Guidelines
and Literature

Authorization, Regu-
lations, Guidelines,
and Literature

Name of Department

Name of Program

Funding Categories

Primary Focus

Type of Assistance

Mho Can Apply?

Contact and Address

Technical assistance to Port Authori ties, governments,
private industry and Individuals

To promote and plan for the development and utilization
of ports and port faci I i ties, and intermodal transporta-
tion; to provide technical advice to Government agencies,
private industry and State and municipal governments.

Adv I sory Serv i ces, Techni ca 1 Information

State and Local Governments; individuals, organizations,
companies, etc.

Reg i on a 1 Ma r i t i me Admi n i s t rat I on Of f i ce or Armour S.
Armstrong, Director, Office of Port and Intermodal
Development, Mari t ime Admini st rat ion, Department of
Commerce, Mashington, D. C. 20230.

Ti tie V of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended;
Pub I i c Law 74-835, as amended: 46 U. S. C. I 151-1 I 6 I .

Maritime Administration-General Order 11 �6 CFR 251!.

Coenunity Services Administration

Corenunity Economic Development

Business, investment and Development

Provision of seed money that wi'll spur more investment
in an area and/or make a profit for the local develop-
rnent corporation. Emphasis on helping the poor.

Grant with 104 local matching share

Local Conmunity Development Corporations

James V. Dig i I io, PI arming, Des i gn and Eva lua ti on
Division, Off ice of Economic Development, Conrnuni ty
Services Administrat ion, 1200 19th Street, N.M.,
Mashington, D.C. 20506.

Economic Opportuni ty Act of 1964, as amended by the
Communi ty Services Act of 1974, Title Vi I, Sections
701, et seq., Pubiic Law 93-644; 42 U.S.C. 298lb.

Guidelines, Office of Economic Development/CSA.
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Gene ra 1 Se rv i ces Admi n i s t rat i onName of Department

Name of Program Office of Real Property-l.egacy of the Parks Program
Disposal of Federal Surplus Real Property

Funding Categories

Primary Focus

Land Donation

Give excess Federal Government property to be developed
for the benefit of the area

Type of Assistance

@ho Can Apply7

Land

Local government or planning agencies can make General
Services aware that excess 'land exists, or land is
found through General Services review of its holdings.

Assistant Corrmrissioner, Office of Real Property, Public
Buildings Service, General Services Administration,
Mashington, D.C. 20405

Contact and Address

Section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949, 63 Stat. 385, as amended, 40 U.S.C.
484; Section 13 g! of the Surplus Property Act of 1944,
as amended, 50 U.S.C. App. 1622 g!; Public Law 80-537,
62 Stat. 240, as amended, 16 U. S.C. 667b"d; Section
414 of Public Law 9 l-152, 83 Stat. 400, as amended,
40 U.S.C. 484b; and Section 2 18 of Public l.aw 91-646,
84 Stat. 1902, 42 U.S.C. 4638.

Authorization, Regu-
lations, Guidelines,
and Literature

"Disposal of Surplus Real Property"; 41 CFR i01-47,
Utilization and Disposal of Real Property

Department of Housing and Urban DevelopmentName of Department

Name of Program Community Development Block Grants/Discretionary
Grants  Small Cities!

Funding Categories

To assist conmruni ties in providing decent housing and
a suitable l iving environment, and expanded economic
opportuni ties, principal ly for persons of 'low and moderate
income.

Primary Focus

1 y pe of Ass i stance Project Grants

Acquisition, rehabil i tation or construction of certain
public works faci 1 i ties and improvements, site prepara-
tion, housing rehabii itation, code enforcements, relocation
payments and assi stance, administrative expenses, economic
development, and crxnp'let ing existing urban renewal
projects.



Mho Can App I y 7

Contact and Address

Authorization, Regu-
lations, Guide lines
and Literature

Type of Assistance

Mho Can Apply7

Formula Grants

Contact and Address

Author I zat ion, Regu-
lations, Guide lines
and Literature

Primary Focus

Name of Department

Name of Program

Funding Categories

Primary Focus

Name of Department

Name of Program

Funding Categories

State and local uni ts of Government except Enti tlement
ci ties.

HUD Area Office or Conmuni ty Planning and Development,
451 7th St rect, S. W., Mash ington, D. C. 204'IO.

Title I of the Housing and Community Development Act
of 1974, Public Law 93-383, 42 U.S.C. 530 1-5317.

Administrative Reguiations for Cortmunity Development
Block Grants, 24 CFR 570.

Department of Housing and Urban Development

Conmunity Development Block Grants-Entitlement Grants

Acquisition, Construction an4 Improvements

Helping low and moderate income people and/or preventing
slums and blight  blight prevention can be in either
residential or non-residential neighborhoods!.

Entitlement cities get a set amount of money each year
to spend at their discretion as long as it is on projects
which fit the primary focus

Housing and Urban Development Area Office or Community
Planning and Development, 451 7th Street, S.M.
Mashington, D.C. 20410.

Title I of t' he Housing and Coarnunity Development Act of
1974, Pubi ic Law 93-383, 42 U.S.C. 5301-53I7.

Administrative Regulations for Cceeunity Development
Block Grants, 24 CFR 570

Department of Mousing and Urban Development

Urban Development Action Grants

Acquisition, Construction, improvements and Relocation
of Business

To leverage private investments for residential or
commerc i a 1 developments



24 CFR 570. 450 Of f.

Funding Categories

Primary Focus

Contact and Address

Type of Assi stance

Who Can Apply7

Contact and Address

Author i zat ion, Regu-
lations, Guidelines
and Literature

Name of Department

Name of Program

Type of Assistance

Who Can Apply7

Author i zat ion, Regu-
iat ions, Gui de I ines
and Literature

Project Grants

Distressed cities and distressed urban counties

Department of Housing and Urban Development Area Office
or Office of Urban Development Action Grants, Conlnunity
Planning and Development, HUD 451 7th Street, S.W.,
Washington, D. C. 20410.

Title I of the Housing and Community Development Act
of l974, Public Law 93-383, 42 U.S.C. 5301-5317, as
amended by Title I of the Housing and Conmunl ty Develop-
ment Act of 1977, Section I10, Pubi ic Law 93-128,
42 U.S.C. 5304.

interior Department - Bureau of Land Management

Public Land for Recreation, Pub l ic Purposes and
Historic Honuments

Public 'land for lease or purchase for health, educational,
public recreation, historical monuments, and other
recreational purposes.

To permit available public land to be leased or
acquired for historical monuments, recreation and
public purposes.

Sale, Exchange, or Donation of Property and Goods.

Federal, State and Local instrumentalities and govern-
ments, non-profit associations and non-profit
corporat tons,

Bureau of Land Management Regional Offices or Division
of Lands and Real ty, Bureau o f Land Management, Depa rt-
ment of the Interior, Room 3649, Washington, D.C. 2G240.

Recreation and Public Purposes Act of dune 14, 1926,
as amended; 43 U.S.C. 869, 869-4, as amended by 90
Stat. 2759-60.

Tit le 43, Code of Federal Regulations, subparts 2740
and 2912, Circular 2307.
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Name of Department

Name of Program

Name of Department

P r I ma ry Focus

Project Grants

Funding Categories

Primary Focus

Type of Assistance

Who Can Apply?

Contact and Address

Author i zat i on, Regu-
lationss, Guidelines
and Literature

Name of Program

Funding Categories

Type of Assistance

Who Can Apply?

Interior Department - Heri tage Conservat ion and
Recrea t Ion Serv i ce

Disposal of Federal Surplus Real Property for Ports,
Recreation and Historic Honuments  Surplus Property
Program!

Land for public parks and recreation use

To dispose of surplus Federal real property for public
ports and recreation use and for historic monument use

Advisory Services and Counseling

State and Local Governments

HCRS Regional Directors or Chief, Division of Techni cai
Se rv i ces, Her i tage Conservat i on and Recrea t i on Serv i ce,
Department of the Interior, Washington, D.C. 20240

Section 203 of the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949; 63 Stat. 385 as amended; 40 U.S.C.
484.

"Disposal of Surplus Real Property" published by the
General Services Administration

Interior Department - Heri tage Conservation and
Recreatlan Service

Historic Preservation Grants-in-Aid

Planning, staff salaries, equipment, materials and
travel necessary to accompl ish the purposes of the
prog ram.

To expand and maintain the National Register of
Historic Places -- districts, sites, buildings,
structures and objects significant in American
history, architecture, archeology and culture at
the national, state and local levels.

National Trust for Historic Preservation, and State
and Territories as defined in the National Historic

Preservation Act operating programs administered by a
State Historic Preservation Officer appointed by the
Gove mar.



State Historic Preservation Off ices <>r Chief,
Office of Archeology and Historic Pr~.servation,
Heri tage Conservation and Recreat ion Service,
Department of the Inter ior, Washington, D. C. 20240.

Contact and Address

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966;
Public Law 89-665; 16 U.S.C. 470, amended by
Public Law 94-442.

Authorizat ion, Regu-
lations, Guidelines
and Li terature

"The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Acqui-
sition and Development Projects"  avai lab le upon request
from the Department of the Interior, Heritage Conserva-
tion and Recreation Service, Office of Archeo'logy and
Historic Preservation, Washington, D.C.

Interior Department - Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service

Name of Department

Outdoor Recreation-Acquisition, Development and
Planning

Name of Program

Acquisition and development of faci1 it les not
operation and maintenance.

Funding Categor les

To acqui re and develop outdoor recreat ion faci I i t les.
Priori ty consideration general ly i s given to projects
serving urban populations.

P r ima ry Focus

Type of Assistance

Mho Can Apply?

Project Grants

The State agency designated as responsible for the
preparation and maintenance of the Statewi de Compre-
hensivee Outdoor Recreation Plan . The State agency
can apply on the behalf of local governments.

Regional HCRS Office or Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service, Department of the Interior,
Mashington, O.C. 20240. Contact: Robert A. Ritsch,
Rm. 121, South Interior Building.

Contact and Address

Authorization, Regu-
lations, Guidelines
and Literature

Outdoor Recreation Grants-in-Aid Hanual  Government
Printing Office!. "The Land and Mater Conservation
Fund Act of 1965, as Amended". Digest of Federal
Outdoor Recreation Programs and Recreation-Related
Environmental Programs."  Government Printing Office!
"Private Assistance in Outdoor Recreation. "

'16 U.S.C. 1-4 et seq. Land and Mater Conservation Fund
Act of 1965; Public Law 88-578; 78 Stat. 897; as amended
by Public Law 90-401  82 Stat. 354!; Public Law 91-485
 84 Stat. 1084!; Public Law 91-308  84 Stat. 410!;
Public Law 92-347  86 Stat. 460!; Public Law 93-81
 87 Stat. 178!; Public Law 94-422  90 Stat. 1313!; and
Pub 1 i c Law 95-42  91 Stat. 2 10} .
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Name of Department

Primary Focus

Type of Assistance

Anyone may apply

Name o f De pa rtmen t

Name of Program

Name of Program

Funding Categories

Mho Can Apply7

Contact and Address

Author i zat ton, Regu-
1 at ions, Gui de I ines
and Literature

Fund I ng Categori es

Primary Focus

Type of Assistance

Who Can Apply7

Contact and Address

Author ization, Regu-
lations, Guidelines
and Literature

Interior Department - Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service

Outdoor Recreat ion-Technica'I Ass is tance

Technical Information for planning, developing,
managing and financing recreation programs

To promote programs which meet public need for
recreation and related environmental quality.

Advisory Services, Counseling and Technical
Informat ion

HCRS Reg ional Off ice or Chief, Division of Technical
Servi ces, He r i tage Conserva t i on and Recrea t i on Service,
Department of the Interior, Mashington, D.C. 20240

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation Organic Act; Public
Lab 88-29; 77 Stat. 49; l6 U.S. C. 1-3. Act of
June 23, 1936 �9 5 ta t, 1894! .

"Outdoor Recreation Action" Government Printing
Office "Private Assistance in Outdoor Recreation."

National Foundation on the Arts and the Humani ties-
National Endowment for the Arts.

Promotion of the Arts-Archi tecture, Planning and Des ign
Cul tura 1 Fac i 1 I t i es Prog ram

Planning, Design and Technica I Research

To assist in the planning and design of exemplary
cultural faci1 i ties, and to encourage the conwnitment
of 'loca'I public and private funds to carry out projects.

Grant

Loca I g roups

Di rector, Archi tecture, Planning, and Des ign Program
National Endowment for the Arts, 2401 E. Street, N.M.
Mashing ton ~ D. C. 20506.

National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities Act
of 1965, Public Law 89-209 as amended by Publ ic Law
90-348, Pub I i c Law 91-346, Pub 1 i c Law 93-133, and
Publ ic Law 94-462; 20 U.S. C. 951 et seq.

"National Endowment for the Arts, Guide to Programs"
and "Architecture, Planning and Design Guidelines"



Name of Department

Name of Program

Planning and Design Only

Type of Ass i stance

Wh o Can App l y 7

Contact and Address

Name of Department

Funding Categories

Primary Focus

Authorization, Regu-
lations, Guidelines
and Literature

Name of Program

Funding Categories

Primary Focus

Type of Assistance

@ho Can Apply7

Contact and Address

Nationa'i Foundation on the Arts and the Hurnani t ies-
National Endowment for the Arts

Promotion of the Arts-Architecture, Planning and
Design-Livable Cities Program

To encourage comnuni ties to introduce exemplary design
as an integral part of their planning processes

Grant  can be used as matching funds to other
Federal sources!

Organi zat ions w i th tax-exempt stat us under sect ion
l70 c! of the lRS Code

Director, Architecture, Planning, and Design Program,
National Endowment for the Arts, 2401 E Street, N.'M.,
Mashington, D.C. 20506.

National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities Act
of 1965, Publ ic Law 89-209 as amended by Publ ic Law
90-348, Pub 1 i c Law 91-346, Pub l i c Law 93-133, and
Public Law 94"462; 20 U.S.C. 951 et seq.

"National Endowment for the Arts, Guide to Programs"
and "Architecture, Planning and Design Guidelines"

Department of Transportation-Federal Highway
Administration

Functional Replacement Program

Total Cost of Replacement of Public Buildings

Replace Structures in Publ ic Ownership that are
Destroyed through Development of the Federal
Highway System

Grant

Local government or planning authorities

State Highway Commission. Located in State Capital
or Federal Highway Administrator, Federal Highway
Administration, Washington, D-C. 20570.



23 CFR "Highways"

Name of Department

23 CFR "Highways"

Name of Department

Donation of Land

Authorization, Regu-
lations, Guidelines
and Literature

Name of Program

Funding Categories

P r ima ry Focus

Type of Assistance

Who Can Apply 7

Contact and Address

Authorization, Regu-
lations, Guidelines
and Literature

Name of Program

Funding Categories

PI Ima I y Focus

Type of Ass istance

Who Can App 1 y 7

Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973; Pub/ic Law 93-87;
Ti tie 23 U.S. Code as amended; Federal-Aid Highway
Amendments of 1974; Public Law 93-643; Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1976, Public Law 94-280.

Department of Transportation-Federal Highway
Administration

Joint Devel opment Prog ram

Planning and implementation of landscape plans

Landscaping and beautification around Federal Aid
Systems roads

Grant

Local government or planning authorities

State Highway Corrrnisslon. Located in State Capital
or Federal Highway Administrator, Federal Highway
Administration, Washington, D.C. 20570.

Federa I-A i d Hi ghway Act of 1973; Pub 1 I c Law 93-87;
Ti tie 23 U.S. Code as amended; Federal-Aid Highway
Amendments of 1974; Pubi ic Law 93-643; Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1976, Pub i ic Law 94-280.

Department of' Transportation-Federa I Hi ghway
Admi ni st rat ion

P roper ty Acqu I s i t i on D i v i s i on

Dona t ion and Aequi s i t ion of I and

Roads included in the Federal Aid System. When right-
of-way 'land is si tttng idle, it can be turned back to
the city for sale or for free at the discretion of the
Federal Highway Administration.

Anyone, publ ic organizations are more 1 ikely to
receive land for free.
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Contact and Address

23 CFR "Hfghways"

Name of Department

Urban Mass Trans i t Authority

Contact and Address

Authorization, Regu-
lations, Guidelines
and Literature

Name of Program

funding Categories

Primary Focus

Type of Assistance

Who Can Apply7

Authorization, Regu-
lations, Guidelfnes
and Literature

State Highway Conmfss ion. Located in State Capital
or Federal Highway Administrator, Federal Highway
Administrat ion, Washington, D. C. 20570.

Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973; Public Law 93-87;
Title 23 U.S. Code as unended; Federal-Aid Hiqhway
Amendments of 1974; Public Law 93-643; Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1976. Public Law 94-280.

Department of Transportation-Federal Highway
Administration

Aequi s 1 t ion, construct ion, reconstruct ion and
1 mprovemen t s

Mass Transit Projects  also People movers, boats, etc.!

Grant

Local Government, Loca'1 Transit Authority, Metropolitan
Planning Authority

State Highway Conlnfssfon. Located in State Capital or
Associate Administrator, Office of Transft Assistance,
Urban Mass Trans it Admfnistration, 400 7th Street, S .W.,
Washington, D.C. 20590

Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964; Public Law 88-365,
as amended through February 5, '1976; 49 U.S.C. 1601
et seq.

49 CFR 601.2; "Program Information for Capftal Grants
and Technical Studies Grants." "Guidelines for Project
Admfn lstrat ion."
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