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Preface

The Office of Coastal Zone Management, with the cooperation of the
Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, is pleased to present this
guide in the hope that it encourages communities to take a new look at their
waterfronts.

Waterfront space has the potential for serving varied uses in settings made
attractive by their proximity to water. Housing, shops, parks, and museums,
for example, all can prosper on waterfronts as can port facilities and
industry.

A number of national interests are served by current waterfront
redevelopment around the country. In addition to providing expanded
recreational sites, waterfronts can also be the locations for new jobs,
revitalized neighborhoods, and the preservation of historic structures.

The emphasis in the guide is on the desirability of teamwork among private
developers, citizens, and public officials in waterfront projects for the
maximum public benefit. In addition, our agencies are particularly
interested in encouraging, wherever feasible, the maximum amount of
public access to the shore.

Because waterfronts have great attractions for varied uses, both public and
private, the task of selecting the best possible mixture of uses of these areas
is complicated and often controversial. Good faith efforts by all concerned
will be necessary to achieve new, lively waterfront areas in our
communities. It is toward that end that we have written this guide,
containing what we hope are concrete, practical suggestions on how to
bring this about.

Michael Glazer Chris Therral Delaporte

Office of Coastal Zone Management Heritage Conservation and

National Oceanic and Recreation Servce
Atmospheric Administration U.S. Department of the Interior

U.S. Department of Commerce



Background

Until recently, urban waterfront
areas were one of America’s most
neglected resources. Once thriving,
they fell into disuse and disrepair as
economic and technological changes
occurred.

Waterfronts have been identified in
a number of studies over the years
as areas with great redevelopment
potential. Among these reports (see
bibliography for complete listing)
are:

e ‘‘Waterfront Renewal,”” Wisconsin

Department of Resource Develop-
ment, 1966;

® Arthur Cotton Moore, ‘‘Bright
Breathing Edges of City Life—
Planning for Amenity Benefits of
Urban Water Resources,’”” Depart-
ment of the Interior, 1971.

Recent publications include:

e “‘Urban Waterfronts,”’ entire issue,

Progressive Architecture, June
1975;

® “‘Reviving the Urban Waterfront,”
Partners for Livable Places (with the
Office of Coastal Zone Management
and National Endowment for the
Arts), fall, 1979;

® “‘On the Waterfront,”” Planning,
November, 1979;

e “‘Urban Waterfront Revitalization:
The Role of Recreation and Herit-
age,”’” Volumes One and Two,
Heritage Conservation and Recrea-
tion Service, Department of the
Interior, November 1979; and

® “‘Small Seaports,”” The Conserva-
tion Foundation, December 1979.

The National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration’s Office of
Coastal Zone Management, De-
partment of Commerce; and the
Heritage Conservation and Recrea-
tion Service (HCRS) of the Depart-
ment of the Interior both recognize
the potential of urban waterfronts.

During 1978, HCRS began a study
of waterfront projects around the
country, with a particular emphasis
on those with potential for recrea-
tional use or historic preservation.
This study was a followup of an ear-
lier report on urban recreation by
the Interior Department that iden-
tified waterfronts as one of the key
areas for providing enhanced rec-
reational opportunities for city
dwellers. A partial summary of the
waterfront study is included as
Appendix C.

In 1978 NOAA'’s Coastal Zone Man-
agement Program selected wa-
terfront redevelopment as one of
four general areas to receive em-
phasis in its funding of states with
approved coastal zone management
programs. Prior to this, the office
had experimented with demonstra-
tion grants to 35 cities and towns for
waterfront planning and engineering
studies.

Both the Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service and the Office of
Coastal Zone Management have
sponsored and participated in sev-
eral meetings on waterfront rede-
velopment to make their programs
as responsive as possible to wa-
terfront initiatives.

A working-level interagency Urban
Waterfront Action Group was
formed in mid-1979 by representa-
tives of 10 federal agencies plus the
National Trust for Historic Preserva-
tion, Partners for Livable Places,
National League of Cities, and the
U.S. Conference of Mayors. A list of
participants who serve as initial
points of contact for their agencies is
included as Appendix D. The
group’s role is to provide informa-
tion on and facilitate the delivery of
federal assistance to communities.
The group will also examine pro-
grams to see if more effective ways
of delivering federal services can be
put into practice.



How to Use the Guide

Acknowledgments

The focus of the guide is on
implementation—translating a plan
into action—rather than on for-
mulating or designing waterfront
renewal.

The key decision that must be made
by both private interests and public
bodies is what the character of the
waterfront should be. Hard bar-
gaining may well occur over the
amount and kind of commercial or
industrial activity that will take place,
or how much valuable property will
be given to residential or recrea-
tional uses. The assumption is that
these decisions will be made as part
of the local planning process, sub-
ject to a variety of political
considerations.

The guide does not presume to ad-
vise a community what mix of uses
is appropriate for its waterfront. It is
intended instead to help city offi-
cials, leaders of citizen groups, and
private developers who want to
bring about change in their commu-
nity’s waterfront. The language is
nontechnical.

One of its major purposes is to con-
vey ideas about the wide range of
developments that can comprise
waterfront renewal projects, and the
varied sources of governmental aid
that might be used.

The guide is organized to cover the
different management structures
that could be employed by a city,
the mixture of zoning and districting
techniques that can be used, land
acquisition methods, incentives to
involve private interests, and a dis-
cussion of the types of federal as-
sistance that are available.

The selected case studies used
throughout the guide are illustrative
and are not intended to suggest the
full range of possible waterfront
projects.

Waterfront redevelopment will and
should reflect the special cultural,
geographic, political, and economic
situation of each city or town. The
tools outlined in this guide will natu-
rally have to be adapted to reflect
these factors. The reader should
consider which of these tools is most
appropriate for his or her particular
situation, and will then use the cited
references to obtain additional
information.

The authors are indebted to a large
number of persons who have con-
tributed to this guide.

In each of the case study com-
munities there was at least one
person who gave time to provide
material and then to check the
draft manuscript for accuracy. Re-
viewers of the document are
numerous. Many persons re-
sponded to a proposed outline of
the report circulated in the summer
of 1979. A first draft of the guide
was distributed in the fall and was
commented on by a number, some
in great detail. A final draft went to
yet another group of reviewers in
December.

To all who took time to comment
by phone or letter, we are deeply
appreciative. Major sections of the
guide have been rewritten, a dif-
ferent organization is provided,
and new segments are included as
a result of the comments received.

Of all the persons assisting with this
report, we wish to give special
thanks to one individual, Robert
W. Knecht. As the Assistant Ad-
ministrator of the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration
for Coastal Zone Management until
January 1, 1980, and the leader of
the program since its inception, he
was a strong backer of com-
munities interested in their wa-
terfronts. He saw this as a fertile
area in which the coastal zone pro-
gram together with other federal
agencies could make significant
contributions to the well-being of
many people. He was the original
supporter of this publication and
was the key person responsible for
its inception.

Ann Breen Cowey
Robert Kaye
Richard O’Connor
Richard Rigby
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Waterfronts Today




Waterfront Potential

A number of factors came together
in the late 1970s to spur urban wa-
terfront revitalization. The nation’s
effort to clean up its waterways,
begun in earnest in the mid-1970s,
is beginning to pay off. The success
means that once fetid waterfront
areas are becoming cleaner and land
along the water’s edge is suddenly
more usable.

In addition, tax benefits for struc-
tures placed on the National Regis-
ter of Historic Places have helped
encourage creative reuse of old
buildings. Likewise, the rising costs
of new construction make conver-
sion of existing structures econom-
ically attractive. Waterfronts often
possess unique opportunities to
reuse older structures. Perhaps
best-known is the Ghirardelli Square
project in San Francisco. At a cost of
approximately $10 million, a turn-
of-the-century chocolate factory was
transformed into a shopping and
restaurant complex. The Faneuil
Hall/Quincy Market restoration in
Boston, adjoining the waterfront, is
a more recent example.

Coinciding with the increasing at-
tractiveness of ‘‘adaptive reuse’’ or
preservation of older structures is
the “‘back-to-the-city”” movement,
intensified by gasoline shortages in
the 1970s. The trend toward in-city
living has attracted young people,
retired people, and others interested
in the amenities and convenience of
city living. Waterfront locations are
prime attractions for new or con-
verted residences and offices near
city and town centers.

Competing with such uses of wa-
terfront property is the recognized
need for expanded recreational op-
portunities for city residents. This
point was acknowledged by Con-
gress in 1976, when it ordered a
study of urban recreation needs.
Presently, there is an increasing em-
phasis in federal, state, and city rec-
reation programs to use available
land, such as waterfronts, to provide
open space and parks where people
live.

Enjoying the new Quincy Market on the
Boston waterfront.

Waterfront Features

Customarily the term ‘‘urban wa-
terfront’’ is taken to mean the port
areas of large metropolitan regions
on the nation’s coast or major rivers.
San Francisco, Long Beach, St.
Louis, Detroit, Boston, New Or-
leans, and Baltimore come to mind.
In fact, however, the term ‘‘urban
waterfronts’’ is much more inclusive.
Small resort towns with busy har-
bors, commercial fishing towns,
many medium-sized cities, as well as
communities located on bays or
channels miles from the ocean,
should be included.

In this guide, the term ‘‘urban wa-
terfront”” will be used broadly.
Communities with populations well
under 50,000 are considered be-
cause the problems of and potentials
for waterfront revitalization exist
here as well as in larger urban areas.

Waterfronts vary enormously in type
and character as well as in size and
age. Some port cities such as
Charleston, S.C., and Savannabh,
Ga., owe much of their current at-
tractiveness to the restored beauty
of their early days in American his-
tory. Other ports such as Oakland,
Cal., are big, bustling, and brand
new.

Among the many factors that con-
tribute to the unique character of
each waterfront and which must be
taken into account when examining
redevelopment possibilities are:

Geographic Location

e Waterfronts are located on coasts,
along rivers, at the terminus of ship-
ping channels, or alongside bays
leading inland from the ocean.
While an obvious geographic fact,
the difference between a river and
an ocean site will affect engineering,
design, and type of construction in
new projects. (Coastal sites have to
take into account ocean storms and
the corrosive effect of salt water, for
instance).

Size

e Differences in size affect strategies
of urban waterfront revitalization.
Waterfront sections can be compact,
neatly carved out of one section of a
city or town, as in Alexandria, Va.,
or they can sprawl for miles along
two or more rivers that form the
principal geographic feature of an
area, as in Wilmington, Del., and
Charleston, S.C.

Scale

® Projects will also differ vastly in
scale. They can be as small as the
replacement of rotting pilings with a
single, boat-launching ramp—from
this small beginning the City of Bal-
timore plans to begin redevelop-
ment of its Middle Branch area—or
as large as its well-known Inner
Harbor site. At Grand Street in
Brooklyn, N.Y., a former ferry
landing —turned junkyard was re-
claimed and turned into a small
neighborhood park.

Heritage

® Many waterfronts contain historic
structures or uses. This can enhance
the attractiveness for investors,
given the possible tax breaks on
designated historic buildings, and
help develop tourism. The maritime
heritage of old seaports and ships
has sparked renewed public interest,
as witnessed by the crowds visiting
the “‘tall ships’ during the Bicenten-
nial. Furthermore, the possible tax
breaks on designated historical
buildings rehabilitated for income-
producing uses makes such renova-
tion attractive to investors.

Use

® Many waterfronts are heavily in-
dustrialized, reflecting either current
activity or the past port-related
functions. Other waterfronts, how-
ever, may be exclusively resort
communities with harbors for plea-
sure craft and perhaps commercial
fishing vessels. More commonly,
waterfronts reflect a mixture of uses.
The pattern of existing land uses on
a waterfront is important in deter-
mining future redevelopment. That
pattern can easily pose problems.
For example, historic use in a high-
density industrial area makes con-
version to residential and commer-
cial uses a complex task, especially if
the area has an unsavory reputation.
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In the foreground, the Pier 39 marina and
shops, a major tourist attraction on San
Francisco’s waterfront.
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Recreation

® Recreational opportunities abound
along waterfronts, whether they are
now industrial, mixed use, or aban-
doned. With the prospect of cleaner
waters in many areas, due to recent
public investments in pollution con-
trol facilities, the public’s stake in
using and protecting waterfronts is
high.

Development

® Underused waterfront areas repre-
sent major community assets. Their
disposition, therefore, can be ex-
pected to be of major interest to pri-
vate investors, public officials, citizen
groups, and the general public.
Projects of whatever dimension will
have to balance the various interests
that are sure to influence plans to
improve or bring about waterfront
redevelopment.

Increased interest in waterfronts is
often accompanied by higher prop-
erty values along the rivers and
shores of the country and increased
competition for their use. This
means most suggestions for renewal,
redevelopment, or other investment
in waterfronts may run into con-
troversy. Public interest groups will
want greater access and more space
for recreation of one sort or another.
Private property owners will natu-
rally want to maximize return on an
investment they might contemplate,
arguing that this will increase tax
revenues for the community. These
objectives are not incompatible;
they suggest divergent views that
have to be considered.

New York Port Authority

Ships unloading in New York Harbor.



Redevelopment
Difficulties

While there are examples of suc-
cessful waterfront development
projects in all sections of the coun-
try, some of which date back to the
1930s, there should be no illusion
about the ease of beginning or ex-
panding similar efforts elsewhere.
Boston’s Quincy Market renewal
and waterfront revival took 15 years
to complete. Baltimore began in the
late 1950s with a central city urban
renewal that then spread to its wa-
terfront. It is years away from com-
pletion. Seattle is still grappling with
how to tie its waterfront to a revived
downtown.

Beyond the inherent difficulties of
any major public-private city re-
newal or redevelopment project,
waterfronts present several prob-
lems what are unique or serve to
compound problems elsewhere.

Finance

e Financing waterfront projects,
whether small, single-purpose efforts
or major, multi-acre redevelop-
ments, poses special difficulties. Pri-
vate investors may be reluctant to
risk a venture because the area may
have an unsavory reputation or be
in an especially deteriorated condi-
tion. City officials likewise may be
hesitant to spend major sums for
improved services and facilities in
unproven sections.

Conflicts

® Conlflicts among varying interests
over what use to make of wa-
terfronts can be intense, perhaps
more so than in other areas of a city.
Industrial users may resist efforts to
recast waterfront sections into shop-
ping and residential areas. Residents
may be disturbed at the thought of
higher-priced restored housing,
fearing displacement of older, often
poorer, residents by the more
affluent.

Underutilization

e Waterfronts currently serve many
cities and towns as convenient
dumping grounds. Refuse, staging
areas for overseas shipment, tank
farms, lumber yards, and city lots for
towed cars all have found waterfront
areas convenient. Redevelopment
means new locations will have to be
found for such uses.

Derelict piers in North Bergen. N.J.

Government Jurisdictions

® Government jurisdictions in wa-
terfronts are more complicated than
elsewhere, because the presence of
water introduces additional and
overlapping government agencies
and regulations. For instance, in
Baltimore Harbor there are 30 state,
local, and federal government agen-
cies involved in various aspects of
decisions about that area.

Age

® The rundown condition of buiid-
ings and municipal facilities in many
older waterfronts is made worse by
problems with bulkheading along
the shore or with rotting piers and
pilings. These conditions present
expenses and hazards unique to the
waterfront. Piers have been rebuilt
and converted, at major cost, to
provide such attractions as Pier 39
in San Francisco, and Seattle’s wa-
terfront park/aquarium site. Compe-
tition among cities for public funds
to repair bulkheads or install shore
protection devices is intense.

Pollution

® Despite the trend toward cleaner
water in general, pollution problems
remain. The difficulty of dealing with
runoff from construction and other
non-point sources of pollution
complicates efforts to clean up
water ways.

Ownership

® Ownership of waterfront land may
be more tangled than in other sec-
tions of a community. Waterfronts
generally are in older sections,
creating title problems, and the
presence of railroad and utility rights
of way adds further complications.
Sometimes there is difficulty in de-
termining the demarcation between
public and private property, espe-
cially if the shoreline has shifted
over the years. Alexandria, Va., has
a long-standing dispute with the
federal government over ownership
of the waterfront along the Potomac
River.

11
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Seattle’s Central Waterfront Park, central business district to the left.

Public Access—
A Special Issue

The complicated question of the
public’s right to have ready access to
the water deserves special attention
as a key issue in waterfront rede-
velopment. The advent of generally
cleaner waters, at public expense,
raises a basic question: Who should
reap the benefits of these improved
waterways, private development
interests, the public at large, or
some mixture of the two? If a deci-
sion is made favoring widespread
public use of the water’s edge, the
question quickly becomes one of
how that use is to be financed, since
public holdings of waterfront terri-
tory are limited.

12

States have different laws affecting
the line near the water’s edge where
private ownership stops and public
ownership begins. These laws are
often in flux, subject to legislative
action or court rulings.

A number of compromise solutions
seem to be winning increasing favor
in various jurisdictions. Many com-
munities are using their zoning (or
landfill) permit authority to win con-
cessions from developers of wa-
terfront lands to allow public access.
In Wilmington, Del., for example, it
is proposed that 20-foot strips along
the Brandywine and Christina Rivers
be obtained from industries locating
there. In San Francisco, the Bay
Conservation and Development
Commission has for years used its

Robert Kaye

permitting authority to require pro-
vision of direct public access to the
bay waters. The shoreline manage-
ment program developed by Seattle
uses permits to preserve visual ac-
cess throughout the city.

The growing trend is toward
multiple-use projects, where more
than one major type of land use oc-
curs in a specific area. Often these
projects include activities previously
considered incompatible. Ways are
being found, for instance, to provide
the public with opportunities to view
cargo-handling operations in a har-
bor, as at the Port of Seattle.



Some waterfront sections combine
older industrial activities with newer
public attractions. Baltimore’s new
aquarium is located beside a former
generating plant that will be con-
verted to a hotel, which in turn is lo-
cated near traditional port facilities.

Complicated legal questions are in-
volved in deciding about providing
access. The shore may be in public
ownership, but only up to a certain
point, such as the normal high tide
mark. This means that the territory
in public ownership will be under
water twice a day in coastal areas,
effectively limiting the public’s ac-
cess. Owners of private property
adjacent to public shorelines often

< 1 -
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The nation’s premier lakefront park: Chicago.

i~

object to having the general public
stream across their land to the
shore. In many cities and towns
there are frequent cases of trespass
as citizens cross whatever property is
in their way to get to the waterfront.

Even in communities where the
shore is “‘public,” there are ques-
tions of access: Should ‘‘outsiders™
be allowed to use the facilities,
should they pay, and should resi-
dents be given preference?

Waterfront redevelopinent has a
major obligation to meet the public’s
need for increased recreational op-
portunities in cities and towns. As
new projects are developed, access
can be built into the design. The
projects can also provide the occa-
sion for clarifying public ownership
of shoreside territory. In return for
public investment in support of re-
development projects, parks, public
piers, or marina facilities can be in-
corporated into approved private
ventures. Or, a local permit re-
quirement can be made contingent
on private provision of access to
what is unmistakably in the public
ownership, the water of the nation’s
rivers and coasts. As always, care
must be taken so that there is no
“taking’’ of private property without
compensation.

13
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Management Structures
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Some of the most difficult problems
in urban waterfront revitalization re-
sult from complicated and frag-
mented institutional arrangements.
Urban waterfronts are subject to
multiple jurisdictions and overlap-
ping governmental responsibilities,
more so than other areas. For
example, an independent port au-
thority may control shipping opera-
tions and associated land based
support facilities on the waterfront.
The state may own and control
submerged lands offshore, while the
city planning department may in-
clude the port areas as part of its
comprehensive plan. The U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers controls permits
for dredging, and the Environmental
Protection Agency has extensive
regulatory influence on coastal and
riverine development. State coastal
zone management programs may
add regulatory control and permit
approval requirements.

Apart from problems with gov-
ernmental jurisdiction, local de-
velopment agencies and private in-
vestors may encounter a number of
other difficulties in implementing
waterfront projects. Obtaining suffi-
cient investment capital to finance
an entire project is a major obstacle.
Waterfront redevelopment often re-
quires unique, high initial capital
outlays for bulkheads or pier im-
provements. Local governments
may have difficulty raising the
necessary funds and face stiff com-
petition in acquiring federal aid.

Because of the need to work closely
with investors and because of high
costs involved, some communities
have selected alternative organiza-
tional structures to implement and
manage their waterfront projects.
These management structures can
be more efficient than traditional
local government approaches of
working with private financial and
development interests.

Baltimore's new Inner Harbor dominated by
the World Trade Center on right. Two
shopping plazas have been added in the
center since this aerial shot was taken.

Rouse Co.

This chapter examines some of the
alternative management structures
that have been used successfully to
bring about waterfront redevelop-
ment more efficiently. Case studies
will show how alternative manage-
ment structures can be used, under
the proper circumstances, to facili-
tate both large- and small-scale wa-
terfront projects.

Each of these management struc-
tures has certain advantages and
disadvantages that will apply differ-

ently according to the local situation.

A key factor in establishing a differ-
ent governmental apparatus is
whether sufficient political lead-
ership and support exist, since a
transfer of some power and respon-
sibility will probably be involved in
creating the new structures. Wide-
spread appreciation for the wa-
terfront and its potential will have to
exist before such a major change is
possible. Local officials, in selec-
tively tailoring the tools to fit their
situation, will need to investigate
thoroughly the positive and negative
implications of each approach.

Waterfront Management
Councils (Commissions)

Waterfront councils are special pur-
pose government bodies formed
specifically for the purpose of deal-
ing with coastal areas. This type of
management structure is created
when circumstances arise that re-
quire a separate government body,
in addition to and independent of
existing agencies.

1
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Councils may be regional, encom-
passing multi-county or multi-
township areas, or they may be lim-
ited to a single municipality or dis-
trict. State enabling legislation is
usually required.

Waterfront councils are empowered
to control land use and development
within their zones of jurisdiction.
Land use planning studies, en-
vironmental assessments, shoreline
access plans, and waterfront de-
velopment proposals are common
examples of planning functions fre-
quently assumed by these councils.

Councils also assume a regulatory
function as part of their manage-
ment responsibilities. This is usually
in the form of a permit that is re-
quired before a land owner can sig-
nificantly alter shorefront property.
The permit mechanism provides the
council with a powerful tool for
guiding development in the coastal
zone.

Some of the most successful coun-
cils and commissions, as in Rhode
Island, have utilized a mixture of
representatives from all levels of
government, private business, and
citizen groups. The approach of in-
cluding a broad cross section of
interests allows a council to avoid
charges of elitism or special interest
dominance. The San Frnacisco Bay
Conservation and Development
Commission is perhaps the best
example of this type of structure.

Girls at play in waterfront park at Balti-
more’s Inner Harbor adjoining the
downtown business and financial district.
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San Francisco Bay

Conservation and Development Commission

The San Francisco Bay Conserva-
tion and Development Commission
(BCDC) is a prime example of a re-
gional waterfront commission that
has helped protect the natural re-
sources of waterfront areas and as-
sure that developers provide public
access. The commission maintains
substantial control over land uses
along the shoreline, including much
of the bay area’s wetlands and salt
marshes. In addition, the commis-
sion has developed a comprehen-
sive planning process aimed at
maximizing public access to the
shorefront and wetland areas where
appropriate.

While unique to San Francisco Bay,
the commission has elements that
could be employed elsewhere, al-
though the political difficulty of es-
tablishing effective waterfront com-
missions such as BCDC should not
be underestimated.

Background

BCDC was created in the 1960s by
the efforts of a well organized citi-
zens group intent on stopping the
filling of San Francisco Bay. A study
published in 1959 by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers showed a high
rate of fill, as well as a chronic ac-
cess problem. Less than one percent
of the 1,000 miles of bay shoreline
was open to the public. A grassroots
citizens’ movement called the Save
San Francisco Bay Association was
formed to publicize the problem to
bay area residents. A study commis-
sion was created by the state legis-
lature to investigate the problems of
the bay and make recommendation
for their solution. In 1965, the study
group proposed the establishment of
a commission to prepare and im-
plement a plan for the protection of
the bay. Later that year, BCDC was
formally created by the legislature.

f. ) o '!r'v =) ot o
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In 1969, after study and review, the
Bay Plan and associated legislation
gave BCDC permanent status and
control over land use and develop-
ment around San Francisco Bay.

Organization

BCDC is a 27-member commission
comprised of members with a broad
range of backgrounds, affiliations,
and interests. The commission con-
sists of a representative from each of
the nine counties surrounding the
bay, which includes the City of San
Francisco; five state agencies; seven
members from the general public;
and four from the Association of Bay
Area Governments. Two federal
representatives also serve on the
commission, but do not vote on
permit applications.

Music in the foreground against the background of boats in San Francisco’s waterfront.

The focus of BCDC'’s effort to date
has been in administering permit
applications for bay shoreline de-
velopments. This is a direct proce-
dure involving application by a de-
veloper, review by the staff and
commission, a public hearing, and
finally a vote by the full commission.
The permit from the commission is
in addition to whatever other per-
mits may be required.
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Results

The permit process has allowed
BCDC to greatly control filling of
San Francisco Bay. The average an-
nual rate has dropped from 1,500
acres a year in 1940 to the current
rate of about 30 acres a year. Some
permits require developers to re-
claim wetlands and marshes as a
tradeoff for allowing landfill. These
“‘mitigating measures’’ have resulted
in a net increase of 4.6 acres of
wetlands and marshes and 21.4
acres of public access land.

Each permit application also is re-
viewed by the commission to deter-
mine the amount of public access
that can be included in a develop-
ment proposal. The commission has
the power to require access to the
actual permit site, or it can substitute
a requirement for provision of ac-
cess at another location that is better
suited to the public’s needs. In addi-
tion to the permit process, a
mechanism called Special Area
Plans has been created so that
BCDC and individual local govern-
ments can jointly plan for special
waterfront areas.

Contact:

San Francisco Bay Conservation
and Development Commission
30 Van Ness Ave., Room 2011
San Francisco, Ca. 94102

(415) 557-3686

References:

“The BCDC Experience as a
Coastal Manager,”” Alan R. Pendle-
ton and Charles R. Roberts. Coastal
Zone '78. American Society of Civil
Engineers, 1978

‘A Public Access Plan for San Fran-
cisco Bay,”” Kent E. Watson.
Coastal Zone '78. American Society
of Civil Engineers, 1978.

Rhode Island Coastal
Resources Managment Council

The Rhode Island Coastal Re-
sources Management Council is a
17-member citizens council estab-
lished in 1973 by the state legisla-
ture to manage the state’s coastal
lands and waters.

The council has direct authority over
all activities between the mean high
water mark and the three-mile limit
of the state’s territorial sea, plus
coastal wetlands, physiographic
features, and all directly related
contiguous areas. Council permits
are required for coastal activities
after all other state and local permits
have been given. The council also
reviews permits for other coastal ac-
tivities: power generation, desalini-
zation plants, chemical or petroleum
processing, mineral extraction,
shoreline protection facilities, sew-
age treatment plants, and solid
waste disposal including private
septic systems.

The council’'s mandate is to *‘pre-
serve, protect, develop, and where
possible restore the coastal re-
sources of the state for this and suc-
ceeding generations through com-
prehensive and coordinated long
range planning and management.”

The 17 members are appointed for
varying terms. Seven are private
citizens; eight are from local and
state governments. The directors of
the state departments of natural re-
sources and health serve ex-officio.
The council currently processes 125
to 150 permits a year. Since 1977,
more than one-third of all applica-
tions have been for the construction
of docks, piers, boat ramps, or
floats.

One of the council's most difficult
and controversial decisions involved
the building of homes on barrier
beaches. The council’s original reg-
ulations prohibited all building on
barrier beaches in the state, but the
law was struck down in court. A re-
vised version of the law permitted
construction on already developed
barrier beaches, but prohibited ex-
pansion to beaches that were unde-
veloped in 1974—about one-half of
the state’s beaches. The revised
regulations restricted all forms of
development on the beach face, as
well as on dunes and wetlands.

Because the state is small, there is
often considerable exchange be-
tween applicants and the regulatory
body as a proposed project is drawn
up and a permit application pre-
pared. If a project is clearly incon-
sistent with council policies and reg-
ulations, the applicant is urged to
abandon or reconsider the proposal
without going through the permit
process. The conditions attached to
permits vary depending on the type
of project. Common conditions
stipulate when and how dredge
materials should be disposed and
require that wetlands not be dam-
aged. All structures must be placed
above mean high water and no
wastes can be discharged into tidal
waters.

Contact:

Rhode Island Coastal Resources
Management Council

80 Park Street

Providence, R.I. 02907

(401) 277-2476

17



Quasi-Public (Non-Profit)

Development Corporation £ "% Cage Study

The quasi-public organization has
proven successful where traditional
public efforts to guide development
have not worked satisfactorily. Its
primary purpose is to create a flexi-
ble organization that operates sepa-
rately from a public redevelopment
agency, but under the general guid-
ance of local government. In some
cases, such an organization can ac-
commodate the special interests of
local governments, the private sec-
tor, and various community groups
more easily than can a traditional
department of local government.
Also, private corporation status al-
lows a management group to as-
sume an unaligned, third party role
in negotiations between local offi-
cials and developers. In this way,
differences in goals and policies can
be negotiated while projects con-
tinue to be managed with a
minimum of confusion, conflict, and
delay.

Development corporations must
register with a state corporation
commission in the same way that
groups legally incorporate. Non-
profit status provides tax benefits.
After the corporation is approved, it
may execute a contract with a local
government in which planning and
management responsibilities are de-
fined. The degree of autonomy
granted the private corporation will
vary depending on the nature of the
project and state’s enabling statutes.
Frequently, the corporation will as-
sume all responsibilities that are
commonly performed by a local
community development agency.
An example of a non-profit, quasi-
public development corporation is
Charles Center-Inner Harbor Man-
agement in Baltimore.
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Richard Rigby

Charles Center-Inner Harbor
Management, Inc.: Baltimore, Maryland

Baltimore's Inner Harbor playground.

Charles Center was the first in a
series of urban revitalization propos-
als that have been implemented by
the City of Baltimore in the past 20
years. In all, over $700 million in
public and private investment have
been committed for one of the most
successful urban renewal efforts in
the nation. A broad spectrum of
facilities is represented, including of-
fice buildings, shops, restaurants,
hotels, theatres, apartments, parks,
a community college, federal court-
house, nursing center, housing for
the elderly, a convention center, sci-
ence museum, and marina.

Beginning in 1959 with the 33-acre
Charles Center downtown de-
velopment project, the City of Bal-
timore began a massive $180 million
renewal effort in the heart of the
city. Charles Center was one of the
first experiments in mixed-use urban
development, bringing together a
variety of commercial enterprises,
office space, entertainment facilities,
hotel accommodations, and parking
in one planned development pack-
age. The project has been the pro-
totype for many similar efforts.




Six years later, the second phase of
the overall downtown redevelop-
ment proposal began in Baltimore's
central waterfront, at the site known
as the Inner Harbor. This portion of
the renewal effort is a multi-stage
program for revitalization of the en-
tire downtown waterfront. The inner
harbor adjoins and will be con-
nected to Charles Center through a
system of pedestrian overpasses.

Several projects have been com-
pleted, including the World Trade
Center designed by .M. Pei, a wa-
terfront promenade, playing fields, a
park and playground area, a marina,
and a science center designed by
Edward Durell Stone. Nearby are
three major office buildings and a
variety of other commercial, resi-
dential, and industrial land uses.
Under construction are an
aquarium, a 500-room Hyatt Re-
gency hotel, an $18 million mar-
ketplace of restaurants and shops,
the first of 250 townhouses, a 300-
room hotel recycled from an old
electric generating plant, and hous-
ing on two piers.

Management History

The Charles Center project was
originally controlled by the Charles
Center Management Office, an in-
dependent management group es-
tablished in 1959 to oversee con-
struction of the downtown project.
The office was run by an influential,
retired department store executive
on a dollar-a-year personal services
contract, with a skeleton administra-
tive staff for aid in planning and
legal assistance. Much of the plan-
ning was accomplished by the man-
agement office, subject to approval
by the local planning council.

Inner Harbor
Development

As proposals for the Inner Harbor
surfaced in the 1960s, public offi-
cials decided to capitalize on the
benefits offered by a private man-
agement group as demonstrated
with Charles Center. The Charles
Center Management Office was ex-
panded to become Charles
Center-Inner Harbor Management,
Inc., a private, non-profit
organizaton.

Charles Center-Inner Harbor Man-
agement operates on a contract with
the City of Baltimore that allows it
considerable freedom in planning
and management for development
around the Inner Harbor. However,
the corporation takes all policy di-
rection from and is officially respon-
sible to the commissioner of the De-
partment of Housing and Commu-
nity Development. The management
corporation works closely with pub-
lic and private agencies, including

vy
Rouse Co.

U.S.S. Constellation in the background, visitors enjoying one of
the Baltimore waterfront's ubiquitous summer festivals.
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Taking a rest along Baltimore’s waterfront park.

the city planning department, the
Offstreet Parking Commission, the
Department of Transit and Traffic,
the Baltimore Economic Develop-
ment Corporation, and other com-
munity groups.

Results

By the mid 1980s, the Inner Harbor
will be substantially redeveloped.
with an exciting mix of commercial,
industrial, residential, and recrea-
tional uses in a picturesque setting.
Thousands of jobs have been
created, millions of dollars in tax
revenues generated, and significant
amounts of housing and public ac-
cess made available. The quasi-
public approach was used success-
fully to stimulate confidence in the
value of inner city reinvestment by
the private sector. This, in turn, has
promoted private interest in other
nearby areas of the central city, such
as Federal Hill and Fells Point, now
entering the first stages of
redevelopment.

Contact:

Charles Center-Inner Harbor Man-
agement, Inc.

1444 World Trade Center

Baltimore, Md.

(301) 837-0862

References:

Briefings on Development—An Ac-
tion Guide, P.A.C.E., Inc.
Cambridge, Mass.

Coordinated Urban Economic De-
velopment National Council for
Urban Economic Development
Washington, D.C. 1978

Richard Rigby

One of the most useful functions of
the corporation is selecting develop-
ers and facilitating the operation of
public and private construction in
the Inner Harbor. As a private in-
termediary group, the corporation
acts as a liaison between city officials
and private contractors to expedite
construction and keep projects on
schedule. In addition, the chairman
of the corporation is a prominent
leader in the business community.
This has resulted in a high degree of
cooperation with local financial in-
stitutions and other private interests.
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Joint Public-Private
Development Venture

In many cases, neither local gov-
ernments nor the private sector.
acting independently. will have suf-
ficient financial resources to turn a
proposed development into a com-
pleted project A joint public-private
venture is an alternative that can be
used.

Public and private groups work as
partners, under a contractual
agreement, to contribute different
portions of a proposed develop-
ment. Freemason Harbour in Nor-
folk, Va., is a prime example of how
the public and private sectors can
work together to accomplish mutu-
ally advantageous social and eco-
nomic goals.

ey
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Freemason Harbour: Norfolk, Virginia
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Tazewell St.

Map showing the Harbour Square redevelopment area in Norfolk. Shaded areas are the
streets and sidewalks to be improved during the first phase of renewal. Numbers refer to
parking spaces. Structures are dark blue. Public access is provided around the project’s

waterfront edge.

Norfolk's urban waterfront revitali-
zation efforts have centered around
Freemason Harbour, a multiple-use
waterfront project that is a joint
venture developed by the Norfolk
Redevelopment and Housing Au-
thority, the Oliver T. Carr Co., and
Chessie Resources, Inc.

The 25-acre downtown waterfront
site has been abandoned since the
late 1960s. It is bound on the north
by the West Freemason Street His-
toric District and on the east by the
downtown Granby Mall, a commer-
cial revitalization project. The site
includes eight buildings originally
used for mercantile warehousing,
three piers, and a large molasses
storage tank.

Freemason Harbour
Associates

The Freemason Harbour project
began in 1973. when the Norfolk
Redevelopment and Housing Au-
thority (NRHA) announced plans for
a neighborhood development pro-
gram that included portions of the
central city waterfront. At that time,
representatives from Chessie Re-
sources, a subsidiary of the Chessie
railroad, expressed interest in rede-
veloping its waterfront properties
that formed a large portion of the
area under consideration.
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Norfolk Redevelopment and Housing Authority

The first townhouses. part of the plans to transform a portion
of Norfolk's underused waterfront.

Originally, Chessie wanted to de-
velop the site on its own, but
realized that the massive costs in-
volved in providing the necessary
public facilities, principally parking,
street improvements, and bulk-
heading, made it advantageous to
work with NRHA. The authority, on
the other hand, at first wanted to
purchase the property from the rail-
road for its own development, but
also realized that the combined cost
of land construction made this goal
unreachable. The parties agreed that
a combined effort represented a
better course of action.

The authority and the railroad de-
cided to proceed as a joint venture,
and divided the cost of a preliminary
planning study with 65 percent borne
by the authority. In August 1975, Ar-
thur Cotton Moore Associates com-
pleted the initial plan for the site,

Norfolk Redevelopment and Housing Authority
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which involved an elaborate eight-
phase proposal. Local financial inter-
ests expressed concern over several
elements of the plan, and there was
disagreement over the accuracy of the
market analysis.

Oliver T. Carr Co., a large Wash-
ington, D.C., development firm,
contracted in 1975 to conduct fur-
ther marketing studies. Following
the collaboration of Carr and the
project coordinator, Barton Meyers
Associates, the public and private
aspects of the plan were redefined.
A new land use concept was de-
veloped without the originally pro-
posed large marina, with less hous-
ing, commercial space, and parking,
and with greater public access to the
waterfront.

In 1976, the city, Carr, and Chessie
signed an agreement forming
Freemason Harbour Associates to
implement the new proposal, the
Freemason Harbour/Harbour
Square master development plan. In
a separate, more specific agreement
with NRHA, Freemason Harbour
Associates agreed to finance its por-
tion of the project from private
sources; the redevelopment author-
ity uses a variety of sources includ-
ing Community Development Block
Grant money, other federal funds
from the Department of Housing
and Urban Development’s Urban
Development Action Grant Pro-
gram, and revenue bonds. The au-
thority agreed to purchase 19 acres
of land owned by Chessie Re-
sources, combine it with its own six
acres, and lease it back to Freema-
son Harbour Associates. This ar-
rangement requires the private de-
velopers to obtain financing only for
construction of the buildings on the
site. The city benefits because it
collects rent directly from the leases.
Previously, the owners paid prop-
erty taxes that went to the state.

A synopsis of the most important
aspects of phase two of the agree-
ment follows. The complete agree-
ment is included as Appendix E.

e Norfolk Redevelopment and
Housing Authority will provide street
improvements, utility relocation and
installation, landscaping, bulkhead-
ing and related marine work, and
park and beautification work.

® Freemason Harbour Associates
agreed to construct and/or rehabili-
tate a 195,113-square-foot resi-
dential condominum project, con-
sisting of 7,800 square feet of acces-
sory retail space and 94 residential
units. Total cost is estimated at $6.9
million.

e NRHA will construct an enclosed,
104-space parking garage at an es-
timated cost of $772.500. Owner-
ship of the garage will be retained
by NRHA, but spaces will be leased
to owners of the condominium units.

® NRHA retains a 60-year renewa-
ble ground lease for site improve-
ments on the developed parcels and
will collect a monthly payment from
each of the condominium owners.

Financing

The total cost of the project is esti-
mated to be $120 million of which
$93 million will come from private
sources and $27 million is public.
Private costs are for 842 con-
dominiums and apartments and
193,960 square feet of commercial
space. The estimated total public
cost includes $5.5 million in streets
and utilities, $3.7 million in land ac-
quisition, $9.5 million in parking
facilities, $5.1 million in marine
work, and $3.2 million in various
related activities such as planning,
demolition, dredging, relocation,
and landscaping.

Results

As of December 1979, phase one of
the master plan was completed.
Twenty townhouses ranging in price
from $82.000 to $130,000 are oc-
cupied and the supporting site im-
provements completed. Progress on
phase two has begun with bulkhead
improvements to one pier, as well as
street and utility improvements. Re-
habilitation of the warehouses into
condominiums and commercial
space is slated for early 1980.

In April 1979, the Norfolk Rede-
velopment and Housing Authority
received a $1.06 million Urban De-
velopment Action Grant from the
Department of Housing and Urban
Development to provide street im-
provements, landscaping, detailed
engineering work, and utility instal-
lation.

Contact:

Norfolk Redevelopment and Hous-
ing Authority

Box 968

Norfolk, Va. 23501

(804) 623-1111

Reference:

Freemason Harbour/Harbour
Square Master Development Plan,
Norfolk Redevelopment and Hous-
ing Authority, Oliver T. Carr Co.
and Barton Meyers Associates.
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Port Authorities

Port Authorities are an established
management structure common in
commercial harbors throughout the
nation. In most cases, these are
special-purpose public agencies spe-
cifically created to manage local port
operations. Port authorities normally
have broad legal powers, including
bonding authority and eminent do-
main, and often function as entities
separate from local government.
They are created either by state
legislation as state-level departments
or as independent special authorites.

A port authority serves as an overall
management structure, with respon-
sibility for publicly-owned port ter-
minals, as well as regulatory control
over privately-owned operations. In
addition, a port will have land use
planning authority for properties
within its jurisdiction.

Looking out at the Newport, R.1.,
waterfront.
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The importance of port authorities in
waterfront redevelopment has in-
creased in recent years, because
they have expanded their jurisdic-
tions to include activities outside the
traditional water-borne transporta-
tion emphasis, including airports,
bridges and office buildings. These
investments often endow a port au-
thority with major financial re-
sources. Many ports now control
vast acreages along coastal and
riverine waterfronts. The combination
of broad legal authority, fiscal
strength, and substantial political in-
fluence gives port authorities signifi-
cant resources for urban waterfront
redevelopment.

Ports traditionally have been limited
to heavy industrial land uses, such
as cargo handling and manufactur-
ing, while retail, commercial and
recreational uses, and general public
access traditionally have been
viewed as inappropriate in port
areas. Until recently, there has been
little thought given to the potential
for varied uses of the abandoned or
underutilized land owned by a port
authority.

However, port authorities in Balti-
more, New York-New Jersey, Seat-
tle, Oakland, and Boston are taking
steps to expand their focus to in-
clude some multiple-use elements.
An ambitious example of a mixed-
use waterfront redevelopment pro-
posed by a port authority is at the
Commonwealth Pier Five/Boston
Fish Pier in Boston Harbor.

Ann Breen Cowey
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Massachusetts Port Authority: Commonwealth Pier
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