




























October 10, 2014 
 
Office of Coastal Zone Management 
Attn: Kathryn Glenn, North Shore Regional Coordinator 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 800 
Boston MA 02114-2136 

 
Dear Kathryn: 
 
In this letter, I would like to reiterate and amplify on my oral comments at the public 
hearing on September 22nd in Gloucester, and add some additional thoughts as well.  
Here is a link to the comments, in order that they may be given full review: 
http://youtu.be/_3fsDpOwoN4 
 
In particular, I would like to address:  the flawed public process in Gloucester; lack 
of clarity on public benefit issues; excessive regulatory flexibility in the plan; and 
insufficient commitment by the City of Gloucester to supporting and investing in 
water dependent industrial uses of the Harbor. 
 
Flawed Public Process 
 
It should be noted that the two citizens who had attended all the meetings of the 
Harbor Plan Committee requested a two-week extension before the City submitted 
the Harbor Plan to CZM, so that the public would have an adequate opportunity to 
learn about and provide public comments to the City.   The City declined to provide 
this additional time.   As I described in my oral comments, public engagement in the 
development of the Plan was completely inadequate and lacking in transparency: 

 The last meeting for the public at large was held before the final plan was 
available for review; 

 Public notification of the meeting was late and inadequate (no articles in the 
newspaper, for example, that explained the Plan and invited the public to 
participate); 

 No minutes of Harbor Plan Committee meetings were available to the public; 
 The data on waterfront properties, percent waterfront industrial use (WDIU) 

vs. supporting use, etc. were not made available to citizens, when requested, 
and messages from City staff were that “raw data, charts, and tables” would 
be “confusing” to the public, so only a simple narrative text was needed.   It 
might be pointed out that the text included only part of the data that was 
necessary to track WDIU, etc. 

 Materials made available to the public were selectively edited, and key 
information important to public review was excluded.   Specifically, the City 
did post presentations by consultants on the City website, but did not include 
all the slides from presentations.   In particular, a presentation by Tom 
Skinner included several slides related to substitute provisions, special 
public destination projects, and transfer of development rights, along with 

http://youtu.be/_3fsDpOwoN4


pictures of major mixed-use developments along the waterfront in Boston.   
These slides were in hand-outs, but were not included in the posting on the 
City website.   Parenthetically, these provisions could create the most 
difficulty, if utilized, for the continued existence of WDIUs in the harbor; 

 At the September 22nd hearing, the City’s consultants put up a slide 
suggesting that uses, such as hotels or schools, would not be allowed in the 
MI uplands, while the actual submitted Harbor Plan stated that they would 
not be allowed “unless considered accessory to a WDIU”.    Here is the 
problem.  The consultants failed to state that this was a significant change 
and leaves open the questions:  “who can the public trust?  What will the final 
Plan state?   Why was it not made clear at the public hearing that this change 
was being made?” 

 By all accounts, virtually no one in the City has read the Harbor Plan and, if 
they have skimmed it, are unable to answer correctly such fundamental 
questions as:  “is supporting use still a requirement in the local marine 
industrial zone or ‘uplands’?”.    This lack of understanding of the Plan is 
directly attributable to two factors:  the Plan itself is a lengthy, “blizzard” of 
bland and fine-sounding text, where the key regulatory flexibility provisions 
are scattered and partial and, in effect, “hidden”; and, neither the City nor 
CZM have attempted to provide a straightforward explanation to the public 
as to the full implications of proposed regulatory changes; 

 When told what the Plan actually entails, members of the public, along with 
Harbor Plan Committee members, agree that flexibility provisions in the Plan 
are excessive; 

 All public comments at Harbor Plan Committee meetings were summarily 
ignored; 

 Repeated requests to provide “scenario analysis” of how typical properties 
(particularly with uplands) could potentially use all of the varied regulatory 
flexibility provisions (or “loopholes”) to be allowed to build non-WDIU 
projects were ignored. 

It should be clear, in summary, that the public process and review of the proposed 
Gloucester Harbor Plan failed in multiple and extraordinary ways to meet any 
standards of public engagement and transparency. 
 
Public Benefit Standards Not Met 
 
If the City attempts to make the argument that a “public benefit” standard has been 
met with provisions for regulatory flexibility that would allow for new hotels, 
restaurants, shops, and galleries, I would categorically object to this.   The City’s 
consultant, Kevin Hively, at several presentations made the point that wage rates in 
the marine industrial sector are substantially higher than wage rates in the visitor 
economy.   By a multiple of two to four times as much, according to his data and 
labor market data from the state.   And yet, this fact went over time from being a 
major point in his presentation to being a minor statement hidden in the plan. 
 



Similarly, Kevin Hively pointed out repeatedly that the fishing industry would 
benefit from more “value-added production” and branding (which would be targets 
of future investment), while sectors like marine technology and ocean science, since 
they are currently rare in Gloucester Harbor, would only happen with “serendipity”.  
This economic development principle, that growth happens by diversification and 
strengthening of the industry that is already in the community and not by trying to 
attract something new, was also brought to the City by the U.S. Department of 
Commerce Economic Development Administration – both in its federal-state 
interagency site visit three years ago and in its background materials when it 
funded the first maritime summit. 
 
Nevertheless, the City reorganized priorities in the Plan to suggest that ocean 
observation, unmanned undersea vehicles, marine biotech, and marine resources 
such as wind were predominant over fisheries and seafood.    
 
The Plan also suggests that the public has recommended an “esplanade of galleries, 
hotels, restaurants, and retail shops” along the waterfront.   This is not factually 
correct.   While this language appeared earlier in the 2009 Plan, a careful reading of 
transcripts and notes from the various Listening Post sessions and public meetings 
surrounding harbor consultant reports suggest no such thing.    
 
Excessive Regulatory Flexibility 
 
The 2009 Harbor Plan, which dealt with virtually the entire inner harbor, did 
include a number of regulatory flexibility provisions, that would open up more 
supporting and non-WDIUs, including such measures as 50% supporting use, 
transfer of development rights, mitigation fees for non-WDIU, etc.  But, 2009 Plan 
Committee members understood this to be appropriate for the larger DPA area, 
including sections that were struggling with identifying WDIU uses. 
 
It is vital to acknowledge that the situation in the Harbor has changed dramatically 
with the removal of most of the East Gloucester waterfront from the DPA.  And, 
2009 Committee members are now stating that even the regulatory flexibility 
provisions incorporated into the 2014 Plan are excessive for what remains of the 
DPA. 
 
The 2009 provisions have also been supplemented by additional drastic measures 
in the 2014 plan, including a completely new way of calculating DPA acreage for 
purposes of meeting a required WDIU percentage, jettisoning of any supporting use 
limitation in the MI uplands, and provisions for hotels and schools, etc. if “accessory 
to WDIU”. 
 
As described in my original comments to the City, this totality of regulatory 
flexibility provisions is radically excessive.    A thorough discussion by the 
community of what all this could mean for a very significant change in uses and 
ownership in the harbor was never held.   It is my confident belief, based on 



extensive conversations in the community and the comments and letters being 
submitted, that the Gloucester community would be in stringent opposition to these 
regulatory provisions. 
 
It should also be repeated.   There was a lack of transparency about regulatory 
changes (as described above), these changes or their ramifications were never 
explained to the Harbor Plan Committee or to the public, and “scenario analyses” 
about what individual property owners would be allowed to do, as requested by 
citizens, were never provided. 
 
Failure to Meet Standards of a Harbor Plan 
 
As the New England School of Law has pointed out in their 2009 report, Designated 
Port Areas:  A Manual for Lawyers, the intent of a community’s Harbor Plan is to 
provide for some flexibility in return for a commitment of investment in WDIUs. 
 
Given the history since 2009, there is no reason for any confidence whatsoever in 
the intentions or capacity of City government to do so.  The 2009 Harbor Plan did 
describe the need for fishing industry investments, such as value-added product 
development and wastewater pretreatment, but none of these recommendations 
were ever pursued by the City.  Indeed, the only significant investments sought by 
the City of Gloucester in the last few years were in support of a waterfront hotel and 
a “Harbortown” cultural district, and a Harborwalk and public art project. 
While the Plan vaguely describes the potential hiring of new Community 
Development staff to 
 
Given this past history, it is completely inappropriate to assume that going forward 
the City will follow through on its commitments, such as they described in the 
Harbor Plan, to seek investments in the fishing industry and other WDIUs.  
Extraordinary flexibility should not be granted because the City makes vague 
promises. 
 
Failure to Meet Standards of State Regulations  
 
In addition to failure to meet standards of public process and public benefit reviews, 
the Harbor Plan violates clear language of the DPA regulations, including the 
calculation of percentage of WDIU based on the entire acreage, including filled 
tidelands AND uplands under MI zoning, inclusion of accessory uses for hotels and 
schools, etc. and generally, insufficient attention to the need to provide appropriate 
buffers and to disallow “non-compatible” uses adjacent to WDIUs. 
 
In summary, the current plan is riddled with confusing language and contains illegal 
provisions, fails to reflect accurately the public benefits to or public views of the 
community of Gloucester, was systematically hidden from full public review, and in 
totality opens the door for a radical transformation of Gloucester Harbor into 
tourism and speculative real estate development.   In particular, the continued 



viability of the fishing industry and related marine industrial uses would be severely 
threatened, to the detriment of the community and of the Commonwealth, by these 
provisions. 
 
I urge the Commonwealth to reject the Harbor Plan as it now stands and to reengage 
the community in a genuine and factual discussion of how the vision and purposes 
of the DPA will be maintained and strengthened in Gloucester Harbor. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Valerie I. Nelson, PhD 
7 Sunset Point Road 
Gloucester, MA 01930 
 
Attachment:   Comments to City on June 30, 2014 
  



To:   Gloucester Harbor Plan Committee 
From:   Valerie Nelson 
Re:   Comments on Draft 2014 Harbor Plan 
Date:   June 30, 2014 
 
I would like, at the outset, to request a minimum two-week extension of the public 
comment period to provide more time for citizens of Gloucester to review and 
consider the changes and likely impacts of the draft 2014 Harbor Plan on the 
working waterfront and the community more generally.   The Plan, as posted on the 
City’s website, is not complete (appendices and other background materials are not 
included) and significant portions of the Plan were not presented at the City’s prior 
two public briefings and Q&A sessions, nor discussed in Harbor Plan Committee 
meetings.  Important related provisions are not described in the Plan.  The latest in 
climate-change related hazard mapping and guidance has not been incorporated 
into planning.  The comment period has spanned the time of St. Peter’s Fiesta, when 
most fishing industry and waterfront businesses and workers are involved in a 
near-week of events and have not had the time to review documents.  There should 
be no headlong rush to finish the review and comment period at the end of an 18-
month review process, when so much complex material is presented in this 
document that has not been seen before in the process, particularly when the 
Commonwealth is not operating under any deadline and prefers that the community 
at large understands and backs the Plan prior to its own review.  A Gloucester 
Conversations educational forum conflicted with the public hearing several weeks 
ago and was canceled, but should be rescheduled before the Plan is finalized.  If such 
an arrangement cannot be made within two weeks, then the public comment period 
should be extended further. 
 
While reserving the right to file additional comments upon availability of a full and 
complete draft, I will submit the following general reflections and 
recommendations: 
 

1. While prior to the 2009 Harbor Plan, waterfront property owners had some 
just cause to suggest that DPA requirements were overly restrictive and 
compromised their capacity to invest in and maintain a profitable business, 
this 2014 Harbor Plan goes much too far in the opposite direction, in 
providing extraordinary leeway for property owners to engage in non-
marine industrial and incompatible development that has the capacity over 
time to undermine completely the viability of the working port. 

2. In this massive push for “flexibility”, the City has now improperly identified 
the core structural dynamics in the spotty and sporadic decline and lack of 
investment in waterfront properties (it is important to note that many 
waterfront properties have been improved and rebuilt in recent years).  The 
thesis of the draft Plan is essentially that DPA regulations have overly-
restricted businesses to marine industrial uses that were defined decades 
ago and that are out of date, and that the primary engine for investment in 



most of the DPA will be from massive private financing and expansion of 
supporting, accessory, and new uses. 

3. Property owners have also, in the midst of “flexibility” discussions and 
creation of a Hotel Overlay District in the local Marine Industrial zone, 
engaged in a speculative holding pattern, failing to invest in marine industrial 
work or to sell their properties to other viable MI businesses, in the hopes 
that they or new owners might, in time, be largely freed to pursue higher-
profit non-marine industrial development. 

4. A more accurate assessment is that the cause of the chronic disinvestment 
and speculative paralysis in some properties in the harbor is the City’s and 
Commonwealth’s failure to commit in recent years to a strong marine 
industrial port.  The answer is not radical new flexibility for supporting uses, 
but rather a strong resolve and focus by the City and the Commonwealth to 
invest strategically in infrastructure and other economic development 
strategies, as identified in the City’s recent Port Recovery and Revitalization 
Plan and to stabilize the working waterfront and tamp down speculative 
holdings by committing to a full ten year’s before the next Harbor Plan is 
submitted (not five years). 

5. What is largely missing from the report is a recognition that federal, state, 
and local governments have largely abrogated their responsibilities in the 
harbor to provide what numerous plans have called for over the years:  
public infrastructure investments, including in wastewater pretreatment; 
public research and development capacity, product development, training, 
technical assistance, and other economic development programs; reasonable 
terms of financing for pier, buildings and equipment repairs and 
reconstruction; assistance with sustainable fisheries policy advocacy that 
would stabilize the fishing industry, including boats and processors. 

6. To the degree that there has been City advocacy and state investment in the 
harbor in the last five years, projects have nearly universally been targeted at 
non-marine industrial uses, for example with a total of several millions of 
dollars in state grants for:   a playground, a Harborwalk, cultural districts, 
hotel-related water, wastewater, and stormwater infrastructure and roads; 
and boulevard repair.  In contrast, only a few tens of thousands of dollars 
have gone into marine industrial or fishing industry projects, such as: 
additional dockage at the State Fish Pier; and a green boat-building project.  

7. The DPA’s boundary review taking East Gloucester out of the DPA extended 
extraordinary room for potential expansion of recreational boating, tourism, 
hotels and condominiums, etc. for the visitor-based economy.   It is vital to 
preserve as much space as possible for marine industrial usage in what 
remains of the DPA, not facilitate a wholesale conversion of all of the port to 
these kinds of uses.  It should also be remember that the tourism economy 
depends on marine industrial use, particularly in the fishing industry, 
remaining a valuable asset in Gloucester’s draw for tourists looking for an 
authentic working waterfront, which is increasingly rare along the coast. 

 



The primary foci of the 2014 Harbor Plan should be, first, on an economic 
development strategy of investment in marine industrial development, including the 
fishing industry, in particular, and, second, in recognition of the removal of East 
Gloucester from the DPA to reduce or remove regulatory flexibility provisions that 
would open the door further for non-marine industrial development in what 
remains of the DPA. 
 
The list of “flexibility” provisions in the current draft is excessive.  Pages 49-53, in 
particular, contain the following sections: 
 
Establishes a presumption that 100% WDIUs continue on the following properties: 

 The State Fish Pier 
 The U.S. Coast Guard facility 
 The portion of the Cruiseport that is within Chapter 91 jurisdiction 
 All DPA roadways 
 All pile-support piers 

 
This plan does not preclude the aggregation of parcels, or a process using transfer of 
development rights, to achieve the same goals. 
 
Two components for further local zoning changes are recommended in this plan.   
First, the local zoning restriction that no more than 50% of any property in the 
Marine Industrial district can be supporting commercial use is no longer a required 
component of the MHP and DPA Master Plan. 
 
The City commits to MI zoning in the upland portion of the DPA that, at a minimum, 
excludes new developments or conversions, unless considered accessory to a WDIU, 
for (1) housing units and other residential facilities; (2) hotels, motels, and other 
facilities for transient lodging; (3) hospitals, nursing homes, and other care facilities; 
and (4) day-care centers, primary schools, and secondary schools, or other schools 
unrelated to maritime trades or marine science and technology.  (This provision 
could provide virtually unlimited permitting for development such as a Cruiseport 
or charter boat-related hotel, for example.) 
 
If a project site does not have existing water-dependent industrial uses on-site, DEP 
will consider commensurate investment in on-site waterfront infrastructure or an 
appropriate contribution to the Gloucester Port Maintenance and Improvement 
Fund as mitigation.  (This provision was used for permitting of The Brewery, along 
with the questionable assertion that there was no other potential marine industrial 
use for the property.) 
 
Other potential “flexibility” approaches that, in effect, waive marine industrial or 
water-dependent use requirements were presented at a harbor plan committee 
meeting and include provisions for a public-purpose project, such as a Fishermen’s 
Wharf, under which various normal regulatory requirements would be waived. 



I cannot find any minutes on this particular presentation on the City website and 
view this omission as a serious gap in the report, from the perspective of public 
comment.  As I recall, three flexibility provisions were described, including public-
purpose projects, transfer of development rights, and one other that I cannot find in 
my own notes or on the City’s website. 
 
Finally, a state technical advisory group is considering new provisions for allowing 
supporting uses on docks and up to nine recreational boats per property, if 
approved in a City’s harbor plan in the future. 
 
In totality, these waivers and flexibility provisions would likely allow a massive 
conversion of large swaths of harbor property to non-marine industrial uses, in 
particular in the tourism, hotel, and visitor-based economy, which is known to be a 
threat to working waterfronts when built in close proximity.     
 
It is also problematic that the draft 2014 Harbor Plan contains language in a vision 
statement, such as the following:   “Bustling maritime commerce requires hotels, 
restaurants, and retail shops for the workers and the many visitors who seek the 
experiential connection to a vibrant working waterfront and visitor amenities.  
Along the waterfront an esplanade weaves in and along and through the myriad 
industries and commerce.   Artists open galleries in nooks and crannies on Main 
Street and along the esplanade when they can afford it.  Shops fill in the gaps along 
Rogers Street as businesses look to grow and the waterfront has become the logical 
edge of the downtown.” 
 
I believe that on closer examination there has never been anything remotely similar 
to the concept of an “esplanade” with new hotels, restaurants, and retail shops along 
the waterfront discussed favorably by the public.  Listening posts and earlier plans 
referred to the need for public access, but not to a completely transformed visitor 
economy right on the waterfront.    
 
In brief and preliminary summary, I would make the following recommendations: 
 

 
1. Extend the comment period for a minimum of two weeks – work with 

Gloucester Conversations to arrange for an educational forum and, 
depending on the date, extend the comment period beyond that forum 

2. provide to the public the full data set used to calculate amount of allowable 
supporting use and exclude Coast Guard station and roads from the 
calculation (as 100% marine industrial or water-dependent)  

3. study climate change hazards and recommendations, as in MA CZM “no 
adverse impact” reports, and implications for the harbor – even the new 
FEMA maps are not considered sufficient for this kind of analysis.  If 
relatively soon the rising seas and storm surges will be taking over more of 
Chapter 91 filled tidelands, then it is essential that MI zone and uplands be 
available for marine industrial use and not converted to the visitor economy. 



4. present to the public the National Working Waterfront toolkit and other 
guidance on harbor economic development investments  

5. revisit the community vision for the Harbor, including in listening posts, Mt. 
Auburn report, and other community discussions, including in Port Recovery 
and Revitalization Plan to make sure that there is not a tilt in the Plan away 
from fishing industry and marine science/technology uses 

6. prepare “scenario” analysis – what would be the totality of conversion to 
non-marine industrial uses that would be facilitated by the summation of all 
“flexibility” provision in the draft Plan 

7. based on this analysis, rebalance the amount of “flexibility” allowed in the 
Plan by removing some the of earlier and the new sections 

8. maintain the restriction on amount of supporting use in the Marine Industrial 
zone (after recalculation, not to exceed 50% as the estimate for now) 

9. drop the 3-step provision, which allows for such uses as restaurants, as long 
as there are payments to a mitigation fund 

10. extend the period for a new harbor plan to 10 years 
11. review the proposed institutional arrangements, including increased 

Community Development Department staff, and commit to the creation of a 
“new entity” as recommended in the Plan. 

 
I am submitting these comments by what I presume may be a 5:00 p.m. deadline on 
June 30th, but again, look forward to continued public education and analysis of this 
new complex plan. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Valerie I. Nelson, PhD 
7 Sunset Point Road 
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Tom Gillett 

5 Howard Rd 
Gloucester, MA 01930 

  
  
  
October 2, 2014 
  
Office of Coastal Zone Management 
Attn: Kathryn Glenn, North Shore Regional Coordinator 
251 Causeway Street, Suite 800 
Boston MA 02114-2136 
  
Dear Ms. Glenn: 
  
I am writing to express my full support of the 2014 Gloucester Municipal Harbor Plan and DPA Master 
Plan. 
  
The Plan continues the direction laid out in the 2009 Plan and continues the City’s core commitment to 
its fishing industry as it weathers the current disaster. The Plan supports interim support for the fleet 
and essential hub services, improved and more responsive methods of stock assessment, and expansion 
into sustainable food system networks. In addition, the Plan presents a detailed economic opportunity 
analysis of emerging maritime industries. 
  
The Plan continues protections of the DPA and appropriate supporting uses while clarifying jurisdiction 
and will help move investment in the working waterfront forward. 
  
I request the Secretary of the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs approve the Plan as 
submitted. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
  
  

https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB%2fu75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFJAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB%2fu75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFJAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB%2fu75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFJAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFJAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFJAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFJAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFJAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFJAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFJAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFJAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFJAAAJ
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Tom Gillett 
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Basic Premises of Harbor-Economic Development

• Community Economic Development is an exercise in optimism, looking for and developing

opportunities for jobs- and tax-base creation, typically in collaboration with private-sector and other

public-sector partners.

• Any community's ̀ Harbor Plan' should reflect a similar approach, addressing past and ongoing

marine-industrial and marine-scientific challenges along with respective emerging opportunities

under the premise of protecting and enhancing jobs- and tax-base assets.

• A ̀Harbor-Plan' for Gloucester should attempt to leverage existing infrastructural assets

developed over decades and centuries of private and public enterprise, by drawing on existing

economic, intellectual and political connections in an unambiguous pursuit to protect and grow if not

multiply the jobs- and tax-base that ̀ America' Oldest Seaport' has produced to establish and support

this 391 year old community.

• Since a Port without boats is just a cove, design and construction of boats to match demands

across a broad range of purposes and changing circumstances over time is essential for a port's

economic viability.

• Gloucester —together with Essex —has been central in the pursuit of excellence inboat-design,

boat-building as the basis for the well-documented extraordinarily successful Commercial Fishing

Industry across much of the history of the North-East. Less broadly-known we've typically built for

our Regional Coastal Transportation as well.

• Today, Gloucester is the last Full-Service Hub-Port for the Gulf of Maine.

• Up un#il this ̀ Harbor Plan of 2014', Gloucester Harbor has had along-standing body of zoning-

provisions to support both fleet-operations along with requisite uplands ventures, all based on a

broad range of skilled man-power to support and develop further its various commercial fleets.

• One central element o~ Harbor Economic Development for this Hub-Port thus is to keep a

watchful eye on the economic and increasingly the ecological viability of the fleets that support the

Port of Gloucester.

• Inherent in and to retain and re-expand local capability to design, build and maintain at least key-

elements of this broad range of craft.

• Coastal Zone Management depends on a sound foundation of public and private stakeholders at

the table around a given issue around public policy, such as the development and then final

assessment of a Harbor Plan.

• In the business of designing boats since 1952, Phil Bolger &Friends. Inc. is one .such stakeholder.

As laid out below, we have engaged extensively and far beyond the ̀ call of duty' .with the emerging

need to boost this port's fortunes and thus reputation as a Go-To destination for Ocean-Centric

Commerce. This body of work contrasts sharply with the ambitions of 2014 ̀Harbor Plan'.
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A. We are ̀ Phil Bolger &Friends Inc.' of Gloucester -Boat-Design since 1952

A. 1. 62 years a Working Waterfront business:
This office has formally produced boat-designs out of Gloucester since 1952, with less structured efforts preceding 1952
by several years.
By now over 680 designs have been completed, with the majority actually constructed and used.
Most have been built custom one-off, with a number of designs produced industrially in larger numbers here and abroad,
using a range ofconstruction-methods and materials. They were designed, built, and used for fishing, science,
pleasure, governmental purposes etc.

A. 2. Since March of 1948 a steady flow of publications in many periodicals here and abroad:
Based on this growing body of design work, an ongoing series of publications —including on directly related subjects —
began actually with the March 1948 issue of THE RUDDER magazine, then a leading glossy national monthly
magazine. The topic then was "Transport- and Fishing-Craft of the Greater Tokyo-Bay Working Waterfront'.
Across now over 600 articles in Quarterlies, Monthlies, Bi-Weeklies here in the US and abroad our work has been
in public view and discussion for over 66 years now -and is ongoing.

A. 3. 6 Books with global publishing house McGraw-Hill —with more in the works:
That public profile led international publishing-giant McGraw-Hill to initiate the first of what would over several
decades become a series of 6 books by Phil Bolger on this design-work out of Gloucester. More are in production.
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A 4 Our lamest Design — aLead-Actress in a Movie seen World-Wide:
Our Design #225 of the 115-foot,13,000 square-feet of sail, 450-tons for the 24-gun three-masted square-rigger

frigate "H.M.S. Rose" became the lead actress in the 2003 20~h Century-Fox Movie "Master and Commander"

also starring Russell Crowe and Paul Bethany.
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A. 5. Work for the US Naw (USl~ and the US Marine Corps (USMC):
That public track-record of work in turn led in the 1970s to the US Navy requesting a first of then a modest sequence
of consultancies, including requiring classified work.

By 2002 a new and now ongoing series of consultancies with USN emerged, now touching on matters for USMC as
well, as these links document:

t~,.1~4 ''-"- ,; f„ _(} i I~~r~cin__~— ' __" was lead-authored by me, Susanne

Altenburger, widow to Phil Bolger since 2009, on work we did together here at PB&F, here endorsed and explicitly

supported by CDR Bosworth of Naval Sea Systems Command and CPT./Prof. Junge of the Naval War College.

( PROCEEDINGS, July 2014, pp. 60-64)

- This in turn led to USMGCommandant General Amos discussing implicitly our work at this conference in February' 14:

c r "~ '~~ I L,IYviQ

- Four months later Commandant Amos explicitly focuses on our work as 1 out of 4 projects he wants to see much
work done on in this June'14 article: htti~r:/Iww - ,~. _mad . '. ~. eedinQsl2Q1~-f76/brici~in~-our-si~cface_

_~-~. (PROCEEDINGS, June 2014, pp. 20-25)

This so far is the highest honor for this Small Business serving and working on Gloucester's Working Waterfront.

Here are the covers of the issues of the USNI PROCEEDINGS referred to. And see the attached articles.
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B. As one of Gloucester's Oldest Waterfront Businesses we've defined and

pursued over the last 12 years several significant initiatives to boost Gloucester's

Port-Economic Viability. Thinking and Hands-On Work —Made in Gloucester

B 1 Work for the US Naw and the US Marine Corps with an Eve on brining related Jobs to

Gloucester's Inner Harbor:
- a.) The intellectual and conceptual work on a range of projects for USN/USMC as already referred to above

under A.S. USMC-Commandant General Amos's perspective touches upon a potential Acquisition-Program that

would exceed $2 Billion. PB&F's interest leas been to see considered locally {zow to put Gloucester into a position

across the next 3-S years to become a plausible credible Bidder on at least a share of that production program.

- SACPAS-3 —with PB&F bringing to this Working Waterfront an offer for Collaboration between USN and the

City of Gloucester. This has been a very unorthodox experiment to prove whether non-boatbuilders could build this

39'x T5"boat.
- PB&F produced a new design, oversaw and hands-on engaged in her construction, and has seen her through all the ups

and downs of this experiment. As the visuals below document, that experiment was indeed successful.

- In full public view this construction also demonstrated design- and construction-principles that would guide the

design and construction of an advanced 21-st century low-carbon fishing-craft as well. (see also the attachment)
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B. 2. Work for and with the Commercial Fishing Industry towards a 21St-century Low-Carbon
Fishing-Fleet:
Concurrent with this Navy work, we engaged since Summer of 2002 in an extensive effort to help Gloucester's
Commercial Fishing Fleet and thus our Working Waterfront. We've invested over 3000 unpaid hours in our
PRO BONO efforts to
- examine the regulatory dictates that have so damaged the fleet's commercial and ecological viability,
- discussed realities with vessel-owners, operators, and crews, (see the attached List of supporters)
- discussed these realities with owners and staff of shore-side supporting industries such as marine railways, ice-house,
seafood-brokers etc.
- listened in and testified at local, regional and even national fora since 2003, with Phil Bolger &Friends Inc. being the
sole Small Business form the North East to be invited to give a presentation before 18 nations at the Nov.l4-17'10
first International NOAA/LTN-FAO/WorldBank Conference in Seattle on ̀ Energy Use in Commercial Fishing".
(see the attachment with the. Abstract of our presentation)

Below an excerpt of our first national exposure on this issue via the Sept. '04 issue of the fishing-industry's leading
monthly NATIONAL FISHERMAN:

aon,,;rc~AK 
-.JtFE2En411EW

ESIGt~lS C~~ THE FllTll

And we developed in-house and then offered for consideration a growing range of design-concepts to illustrate our
best thinking towards the smartest 21.-century fleet to potently address the ecological, economic and the politicaU
regulatory demands that would come to do so much damage on this Port's and Community's economy since 2002.

Beyond the publications in various fisheries periodicals we've accumulated by now a 17-chapter narrative in a non-
~sheries monthly which in the context of our design-efforts and position-pieces is by now enough for amid-size book
on this decade+-effort.

As one of longest continuously-existing businesses on Gloucester's Working Waterfront and from afleet-technical and
thus fleet-structural perspective, here a summary of our understanding as developed across many papers, presentations,
articles, Comments on Fisheries Policies as also recorded in the Federal Register:
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Here our Commercial Fishing Fleet-focus in highly-compressed format:

2.a. AFleet-Structure based on Parameters of the 1970 and ̀80s:

Over many decades the Daily Practice and corresponding Governance in this Commercial Fishing Fleet was based on

cheap fuel for vessels-&-raw-materials and daily/annual operations on the one hand, and the idea of a seemingly

endless fish-resource to pay for expenses and profits on the other hand. Fishing boats and thus fleets were built to

those principles, with most vessels typically expected to work at least 2-3 decades. Inevitably, both operational and

respective regulatory assumptions would indeed come to be reflected in the fleet's physical structure, thus inevitably

defined in its operational profile for decades to come deep into this new century.

2 b Regulatory Constraints freezing the fleet in aHigh-Carbon Fleet-Structure and thus -Operations:

As came to eventually be document in the phenomenon of apparent'Overfishing' of certain species, regulations emerged

to restrict the fleet's fishing-effort in order to allow the recovery of the affected sectors of seafood harvesting. In the

Ground-Fish Industry for instance several regulatory concepts were deemed appropriate to address that challenge. Two

major approaches would come to be applied in parallel:

2.c. 1. Basic Intentions: Limits on the Fleet's Relative Growth-Potential.

Federal Permits to go fishing commercially would limit any associated vessel in three significant ways:

- L the given vessel's length,
- 2, the vessel-engine's current horsepower,

- 3. the vessel's current 'volume-tonnage'.
The underlying assumption was that limiting the 'size' of any vessel would limit the overall technically-possible 'lethality'

to the fish-resource, thus presumable protecting the fish-stock from ever larger vessels.

2 c 2 Basic Intentions: Limits on the Annual Effective Fishing-Action.

Spatial, temporal and finally quantitative limits were initiated in various forms and intensity by federal and regional

bodies of regulatory controls to protect the overall viable size of the resource and thus its natural reproduction a fisheries.

2 d Destructive Results• Incoherent Federal and Regional ̀ High-Carbon' Policies and Consequences

Taken together these regulations have fostered /tistorically unprecedented Higlt-Carbon Fleet Attributes and

Operations:
- For instance, item c.l.) prohibits outright any exploration of long-&-lean - at same weight ! -hull-geometries

that would allow low-carbon operations by leveraging the laws of physics, but without any damage to the resource.

As a matter of the Laws of Physics and thus fundamental Boat- and Ship-Design-Principles any given vessel's 'Size' is

actually its Weight! Experience has demonstrated in general that the operationally most efficient vessel-geometries

would tend to be Long-For-The-Given-Weight, as reflected in the de facto global consensus on the hull-geometries

deemed desirable in both commercial transports and especially naval-vessels where speed, range and efficiencies are

paramount requirements. In comparison to shorter-&-wider hulls (regulation-limited), long-&-lean per-same-weight

hull-shapes simply run faster per given weight at typically less power, ar require even less power for the same speed

carrying the same weight - be it cargo, people or fish.

- Item c.2.) has often fostered high-speed/high-power (- high-carbon ! !)types to catch fast, the most, wherever allowed.

This regulatory High-Carbon Dictate stands in direct conflict will: any principles of ecological fisheries

management.' Without the technical flexibility allowed by regulation to build the greenest fisleing boats, no chance

existed to at least reduce that daily economic burden.

2 e Additional Challenges• 350% Fuel-Cost Inflation from $1.10.- to $3.85. /gal between ̀ 99 and 10 ̀14

Without innovation allowed on any level in pursuit of a Low, if not Least- Carbon Commercial Fishing Fleet,

adding this massive cost-factor has damaged the fleet's and thus the port's viability disproportionately.

This level of inflation is about 10-fold that of the average economy across those 15 years. No fisherman has seen a

commensurate increase in the price for the catch at the dock, with prices apparently even stagnating in certain cases.
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2.f. Economic Realities: Just a Few Hard Numbers from our Technical Perspective

on the Unavoidable Long-Term Vessel-Economical Consequences under $2.5/gal, $4.-/gal and $5.-/gal using one current

local H ib17-C~rbc~n type under the ̀ High-Carbon Regulatory Dictates, and a matching Low-Carbon Type under

ecologically-correct regulations we'd offer for comparison:
- Fib-type (cry 4o26GI'FI (o~- 1.46~I~C) - t SOOhrs = 6390ga1s Annual Consumption

- LC-type @ 1,13GI'1t~ (o►• 6,671i~II'G) - 1500hrs = 1695ga1s Annual Consumption
rid-~y~~ Annual Cost @ 1994-level $1.1.- = ~7,029m-, @ $2.5.- _ ~l5,975e , @ $4.- =X25,560.-, @ $5: _ ~31,95~.-

I,C'~type Annual Cost @ 1994-level $1.1.- _ ~1,~65.~, @ $2.5: _ ~ 4,237°-, @ $4.- _ $ 6g70O.-q @ $5.- _ ~ ~,475m~

- Per Hours of Annual Operation, the Cost-Savings of LGcraft over current HC-types also illustrates the mid-term

protection from energy-price spikes:

All this has left this Port's Commercial Fishing Fleet in a state of persistent High-Carbon
stagnation, with not even experimentation towards lower-carbon opportunities tallowed by
regional and federal regulators: No industry that is forced to technically remain on the 70s and

SOs will be able to support any 21St century Port-Economy.

2.~. Here is a compressed time-line of this extensive effort since the Summer of 2002:

PB&F has engaged the challenge with in-house discussions, concept-studies, in-office conversations with fishermen in

regards to needs, workflow ergonomics aboard, differences between HGty~es and LC-types via sketches, studies,

numbers, publications.
Here the 12-years 3000+ pro-bono hours effort in short form:

- 2002-12 3-digit number discussions with ship-borne and shore-side stakeholders on Gloucester's Working Waterfront.

- by Spring 2003 going public for the first time testifying before the New England Fisheries Management Council,

- nation-wide coverage in the Sept.2004 issue of NATIONAL FISHERMAN,
- Dec.2004 workshop with fishers, academics, ENGOs and NMFS staff at the Gloucester Maritime Heritage Center,

- Invite by ECOTRUST of Canada to a Nov.2006 6-day Field-Trip to Vancouver B.C. and Vancouver Island.

- 2007 Petition-gathering of some 60 signatures from Gloucester fishers and shore-side industry-stakeholders.

- Dec.2007 Feature in'FISHERMAN LIFE' monthly.
- March 2008 Endorsement by New England's CONSERVATION LAW FOUNDATION. (attached)

- June 2008 Endorsement by OCEAN ALLIANCE. (attached)
-Aug. 2008 COMMERCIAL FISHERIES NEWS feature.
- Oct. 2008 Endorsement by GLOUCESTER'S MAYOR CAROLYN KIRK. (attached)

- Feb. 2010 Endorsement by CAPE ANN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. (attached)

- Nov. 2010 PB&F was the sole Small Business from the North East asked to give a presentation at the

first International Conference'Energy Use in Commercial Fishing' in Seattle ll/14-17/'10 convened by NOAA,

UN-FAO, World Bank with 18 nations attending.
- Marclt 2011 start of construction of the experimenta139'x7'S" SACPAS-3 type already discussed earlier.

- May 2012 Endorsement by the GLOUCESTER FISHERIES COMMISSION. (attached)

- December 12~', 2012 a WHITEPAPER for CAPT. Mark Ablondi at NOAA Silver Springs MD: "Towards

Research and Development of Least Carbon Fishing Vessels". (attached)

- Sept.'14 Commentary by PB&F on the "Vessel Baseline Draft Omnibus Amendment" to Magnussen-Stevens,

the national legislation governing the commercial fishing fleet. (attached)

2.i. Some Progress on the Federal and Regional Levels —with or without PB&F's efforts:

- NOAA has recently appointed an Eco-System Based Fis/teries Management (EBFM) Specialist at NOAA in

Woods Hole.
- The New England Fisheries Management Council has just formed its own first such EBFM Committee with its first

meeting recently.
- NOAA on the federal level has recently confirmed in writing that indeed the Fleet itself must be part of any

EBFM-efforts...
- NOAA/NMFS is in the first stages of the process of allowing gradual improvements towards lower-carbon vessel-

geometries we've advocated for since 2003. (see attachment: Vessel Baseline OMNIBUS Amendment).
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B 3 Leveraging the City/State-owned I4-C2 property between Rogers Street and Harbor

Cove on the Inner Harbor as amini-industrial park to support aShip-Yard/Vocational

Technical Facility to pursue Low-Carbon Fishing- and other Commercial Proiects

— a 21St-century Focus

In the context of the City's call to the community on what to do with the city and state-co-owned property known as I4-

C2 at 63 Rogers Street right downtown on the Inner Harbor, we submitted December 15~' 2010 a 19-page well-illustrated

proposal of Dec. 15, 2010 along with a later 4-page version. This proposal was conceived by Phil Bolger &Friends

Inc. (PB&F), Boat-Designers of Gloucester since 1952 and drawn by Michael David Rubin, Harvard-trained

Architect &Planner, CSULEED-AP, also of Gloucester and along-serving volunteer on our planning- and

permitting boards.
The proposal features four functions:

- 1. A 21St-century boat-building facility organized on market-economic principles.

- 2. A matching vocational-technical 'department onsite to train the next generation in a range of ocean-centric trades.

- 3. Via a glazed Mezzanine over the shop-floor, awell-protected public viewing area to attract local and regional

observers of people building boats, and thus likely attracting future clients as well.

- 4. Covering the hangar-like open floor-plan of the shop, awell-braced snow-load correct roof-structure would during

the rest of the years allow use as a Downtown Community Roof-Top Garden for a broad range of social and artistic

functions.
This proposal reflects all regulatory site-dictates.

Here are excerpt from our perspective:

"Owning I4-C2 is a unique opportunity for this community to demonstrate unambiguously to the world that Gloucester

is indeed aPort-Economy moving forward in the 21st-century. Between down-town and the harbor, and with its broad

footprint featuring over 220-feet of working waterfront right on Harbor Cove, it is Gloucester's best location for a

dedicated marine-industrial and marine-scientific 'Ocean Innovation Campus'. Here in the Port's heart, ocean-centered

jobs-training, all levels of related research, and most importantly well-paying full-time jobs have to be pursued with

determination by all of us.

~li
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"From Governor Patrick's emphasis. on boosting vocational- and community-college training to our schools' growing

STEM-curriculum (Science, Technology, Engineering, Math), the' I4-C2 Ocean Innovation-Campus' would offer a

dense ocean-industrial cluster of concurrent vocational and commercial work actually unique in this Commonwealth.

"For sound fiscal sustainability, a significant part of the site would be dedicated to building advanced fuel-efficient
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boats, first for the nation's fishing-operations, then whale-watching and party-fishing-boat owners, governmental
research-craft, and finally this the world's largest pleasure-boat market.

"Drawing on these industrial man-power demands and its opportunities for direct hands-on full-immersion training, that
site could become the North Shore Voke's andlor aCommunity-College's 'Saltwater-Campus ; offering right on this
Working Waterfront a broad ocean-centric curriculum for internships, apprenticeships, life-long careers - a facility
unique in Massachusetts.

"For starters, our I9-C2 parcel happens to be the only property on the harbor with a foot print that allows this Port to
build modern high-efficiency hulls that are long and lean for their weight. None of the other 4 marine railways
(Rocky Neck, Rose's, G.M., Montgomery's) are interested in or would have the physical foot-print or facilities to build
21.-century boats to match our local fleet demands.

To address the market-needs just in the Port alone in the Fishing and Whale-Watching industries to replace the
current carrying-capability with much less fuel-intensive models they would measure up to 150 lean feet in length with
at most 30-feet in beam, this requires an open unobstructed shop-floor plan of near 180- by near 120-feet to allow
multiple smaller and larger projects to proceed side-by-side. Using a version of Rose Marine's approach, I4-C2 would
not need amarine-railway and only launch hulls via a platform and only at high tide, not impacting the existing
commercial fishing-craft marina.

"On this main-level all industrial and vocational activities take place with class-rooms and sub-assembly shops to the
'west' and materials- and hardware-stowage to the east. -The marine-industrial trades involved are boat-building in a
range of materials, gasoline and diesel and hybrid propulsion systems, hydraulics, electrics, painting, glazing,
electronics, etc. Plus science-related skill-sets etc.

"Across all four building-levels there are facilities for tourists to observe all stages of building boats, two
office/laboratory-suites, and of course the yard administrative offices. On the large roof-structure a Community Roof-
Top Garden would serve visitors, residents, and workers.. alike, full of volunteer-based botanical displays, art-
installations, small performance spaces and solid security after hours -all overlooking the harbor. We could see our
visual artists community adorn this industrial building on all sides with murals depicting Gloucester's maritime history,
or fishing-vessel types since colonial times...

"This Innovation Magnet on I4-C2 would attract like-minded scientists and entrepreneurs to Gloucester and
produce multiple spin-off ventures on now under-utilized properties along the Inner Harbor, eventually making
Gloucester a ̀ Go-To' ocean-centric commercial and scientific destination where you'd exchange 5- to 7+-digit
payments for advanced craft and scientific expertise.

And right on the Harbor Walk, it would indeed be a Working-Port Tourism Destination unique on the East-
Coast...."

" How to get this off the ground ?
We have many vital political, legal and fiscal elements already in place:
"- As early as 2007 many in the local fist:ing-fleet expressed the need to prototype and then build for local and later
regional customers modern fishing craft able to be productive in times of rising fuel-cost and constructing regulatory
provisions. (see attachment)

"- Mayor Kirk l:ad understood the path to revitalize this port as far back as October 2008 when she stated
unambiguously"... this City must lead in the development oflow-carbon footprint resource-sustaining operation of
commercial fishing craft and our port. Only a fleet and a port prepared for the 21st century will be able to prosper...(...)
I am writing this letter as an expression of support for the Sustainable Commercial Craft Project developed by Phil
Bolger and Susanne Altenburger of PB&F Inc. Boat Designers of Gloucester." (see attachment)

"- The Cape Ann Chamber of Commerce came to agree with Iter perspective when it stated in February 2010: "The
commercial fleet-must move toward operational economies that secure and grow employment and strengthen the tax-
base of our port. Establishing operational sustainability requires prototyping and rigorous testing of several sizes of
commercial craft... (...) The Cape Ann Chamber of Commerce supports the Sustainable Commercial Craft Project by
PB&F..." (see attachment)



"- By May 2012 the newly re-established Gloucester Fislseries Commission put the serious challenge to this port as

follows: "Faced with many threats including rising costs of fuel, the fishing industry of Gloucester and our City must

lead in the development of low-carbon operations of our commercial fishing vessels.(...) The Gloucester Fisheries

Commission endorses the PB&F Sustainable Commercial Craft Project' and encourages you to do the same." (see

attachment)

"-And on October 16th 2012, during her Keynote Address at the Gulf of Maine Research Institute's Conference on

Innovations in Fisheries ;Mayor Kirk mentioned the recent model of collaboration between the Federal Government

(the Navy) the State, the City and PB&F in order to distribute fiscal burdens and the inherent risks of the experiment of

building a modest but advanced boat with local untrained labor.

"- After 40 years of waiting, owning the I4-C2 lot as our public property entitles us under the benefits of MA's.

DPA to a much greater steady grant funding-stream than ever before to boost this Port's fortunes. And this City-

&-State partnership would draw in Federal resources as well.

"Therefore, to maximize this unique opportunity of I4-C2, we all must put our weight into pulling together a broad

coalition oflike-minded state, federal and private agencies to pool resources and build this vital port-infrastructure

project.

"'The Ocean Innovation Campus' would permanently link Voc-Tech-and -Science Training witlt on-going Ocean-

Centric Commerce and -Science to support itself with a growing client-base ordering boats, and drawing on ocean-

centered expertise -all based on Ocean-Centric Skills with deep roots in Gloucester's education system and our

distinct Culture of Working the Ocean since 1623 !"

S. 4. SUMMARY of our Efforts:
This outline of projects constitutes a broad range of productive engagements with various challenges facing this Port-

Community -generated here in Gloucester for Gloucester.
This body of documented work by this (now) Woman-Owned Small Business exceeds in

- depth,
- quality,
- diversity
political potency

and
- comprehensiveness
any such efforts generated by Harbor Development Director Sarah Garcia in her many years on City of Gloucester pay-

roll. In fact, it may in fact exceed as well the combined efforts of the Community Development Department.

Phil Bolger &Friends along with a good number of ̀feriends' saw a range of challenges, and then pursued solutions -

just about all of them in public view. This work stands in stark contrast to what has been produced as the 2014

Gloucester Hasrbor, now before the Stare via CZM for approval.



C. With this 2014 Gloucester Harbor-Plan - NO Comprehensive Engagement

with any these Central Challenges

In this Harbor-Plan,
- none of these Challenges are reflected with any substance,
- are thus not addressed with effective measures,
- with our extensive efforts here at PB&F across 12 years explicitly excluded by both Ms. Sarah Garcia on City-
payroll along with the well-paid Consultant Kevin Hively of Ninigret Partners.

Both have been explicitly kept informed about of work this far, including the recent developments in the
USN/[7SMC areas of our work.

And at least Garcia has lived in Gloucester (?) long enough to understand the basics of what the Department of
Commerce has declared an ̀ Economic Disaster', meaning numbers that don't match, with resulting economics
that won't support this port-economy...

Quite independent from our particular perspective at PB&F as one senior Small Business on this waterfront, to
summarize the challenges facing this Harbor-Plan:
- a) Locally we can only help to support Sustainable Fish-resource-Management, based on stock-assessment and
emerging Eco-System knowledge, with a lot of effort and funding having been invested into this, with so far with
remarkably uncertain results•,
- b) However, as America's Oldest Seaport we must pursue a Sustainable Fleet-Structure, based on Least-Carbon
Vessel-Economics and Fleet-Practices based on innovation so far impossible to pursue under the current assumptions
and rules,
- c) And this would have to go hand-in-hand with a Sustainable Shore-Side Infrastructure.

Instead, Hively &Garcia do not seem to /rave any interest in actually pursuing the obvious —transforming the Fishing

Fleet into a 21St-century example of smart, scientific and determined progress.

C. 1. Instead, Breezy Visions by the Garcia-& Hively School of Port Economics —versus Hard
unarguable Challenges and Opportunities facing America's Oldest Seaport in 2014

a.) In Chapter 4 of the DRAFT headed "An Opportunity Analysis for the Maritime Economy", neither Garcia nor

Hively begin to even touch upon the central
- political,
- ecological,
- economic,
- port re-developmental
and perhaps most importantly
- reputational opportunities for Gloucester inherent in any decisive TRANSITION from ~ I-Ii~h-Carboe~ to a I,ow-
Carbon Fleet.

They appear to have at best a very limited, f-actured understanding about the basics of the industry's challenges as they
have emerged — a remarkable spectacle in light of what they are both billing to the City's tax-coffers. In fact, it is my
understanding that Garcia has been paid out of the State's Seaport Council funding.

As a consequence, the,Garcia-&-Hively Model explicitly ignores what has made this Port an economy, with
neither showing any insights on the obvious next steps after major regulatory and political failures to manage the
fleet.

b.) Seemingly rather ̀ personal' visions of Garcia-&-Hively are presented instead:

- Attracting (lost ?) scientists by teaching them about the existence of Gloucester (1623-....),



- an idea that mostly depends upon people withdrawing funding fi^om other research-institutions to somehow redirect

them to Gloucester -highly unlikely with constricting research budgets at well-established and politically deeply-

entrenched institutions ̀ elsewhere',

- that assumes breezily that a fine well-sculpted ̀ Research Building' on I4-C2 without any market place economics to

support it will have folks migrate here anyway,

- that assumes that this distinctly non-economic proposition could somehow be funded by the public without any hard

chances of fiscal returns,

that as a matter of the obvious intellectually necessary environment they would not need to be surrounded by a thriving

least-carbon working-fleet doing all sort of work beyond fishing...

- in perhaps the fond hopes that these ̀ resident scientists' will eventually think ̀ grand thoughts' —such as towards

reducing the carbon-footprint of the fishing industry...

This reads like random clippings from some paper's weekend-edition's Science' Addendum.

c.) Under Item 4.1., the Garcia-&-Hively Model appears
- to dismiss (again) the role of urgently-needed innovation in marine-industrial context of an old port with a 30-

40-years old ailing and disintegrating fleet, in order to attract other dynamic ocean-centric innovators,

- to understand little of e.g. the universe of ROi~ design, construction and testing for which beyond a fine up-country

office and construction-shop you typically need no more than a small or large trailer, a crane or a launching ramp into

fresh or salt-water -and thus most assuredly not afull-service harbor,

- under 4.1.2. to be preoccupied with the idea that Gloucester has not always been ̀ on the map' for decision-makers —

such as for ̀ Ocean-Observation - to migrate here, or not,

- under 4.1.3. that local ventures by actual marine-industrial and —scientific ̀ Doers (!) —not some ̀planners —have

actually been pursuing such works since near the beginning of the economic enterprise that came to be known around

the world as Gloucester, such as today NEPTUNE's HARVEST, or earlier GOOD HARBOR FILLET/PROTEUS etc. —

all without high-priced ̀ consultants' to tell them ̀what's up' ...

- to continue under item 4.1.4. "Fisheries and Seafood" (barely 1 page out of this ̀ Plan') the unfocussed approach

of the earlier "2014 Ground~sh Port Recovery and Revitalization Plan'd of again ignoring the core -the actual

fleet and its ecology and economics — amidst a bulging grab-bag of ̀41 items of importance' but without aclear-cut

grasp and thus zero potent policies to address The Obvious here in this Port-Economy,

- to have discovered ̀ Tourism' under 4.1.5. -actually quite well-understood in these parts since at least the arrival

of the railroad in 1848 to compete with coastal steamers, several thousand hotel-beds available at one point, then with

the arrival of Rte 128, etc.

C 2 Anv potent Focus somewhere in these Slim Pickings in Items 4.2. and 4.3. under these

most Personal Definitions of Policv-`Leadership' ??

The G-&-H model does shine in pointing out some obvious realities — as so many others of their discoveries' -mostly

already well-familiar by the enterprising folks on and along this Harbor, such as the significant role of the Port-Economy

in this City's economics in general. We even see numbers quoted, such as numbers of employees ! Realities indeed.

Some of these numbers would suggest the opportunity to at last demonstrate unambiguous focus by Garcia-&-Hively

with this ̀ Plan' However, as this ̀ Plan' lays down before CZM, the City and history, Garcia and Hively's ̀ preferences'

of seeing ̀ their realities' keep bot/i from pursuing the ̀ obvious'



a.) Mr. Hively repeatedly dwelled in his presentations and in this ̀ Plan' on the (well-known) reality that the US
Navy's Office of Naval Research (ONR) is indeed likely the most potent marine-scientific/marine-industriaUmarine-

technological funding source, citing $4.7 billion annually versus the largest ̀ civilian' such budget by the National

Science Foundation with 1.673 billion.
Tfiis would suggest a solid engagement policy wide folks out of that US Navy and thus also tfie ONR environment.

However, on the SACPAS-3 project — a collaborative effort between the US Navy, Phil Bolger &Friends (us') the

City and the State -
- Ms. Garcia decided to not attend any of the 4 meetings with Z/S Navy leaders and staffers during that Project.

- She never visited the Project in her official capacity.
- She refused to engage with PB&F when challenges emerged during the SACPAS-3 project.

- When asked after another Harbor-Plan Meeting, she appeared to have no clear understanding of either the focus of

the collaborative experiment, nor was even up on basic budgetary matters.

Ms. Garcia's personal ̀priorities' in dismissing those 4 occasions here in Gloucester —plus others in DC - to build

a relationship with USN folks out of DC did do significant damage to the SACPAS-3 schedule and budget.
Her persistent attitude of disrespect signalled (speaking for the City ?) her disinterest in these folks coming to

Gloucester with a collaborative effort on their minds. Without ̀Harbor Planning Director' Garcia showing any interest .

Garcia de facto abandoned SACPAS-3.
In fact, her absence at these project-vital meetings signaled a sudden indifference of this Administration in terms of

this growing relationship with USN after the initial significant commitment to it. After the Navy had boosted the
funding, the City did not contribute its .further share to the progress of the project. Finally the Navy would not be in a
position —under federal budget-cuts, Sequestration etc. — to add further to the project.
Only private funding did allow SACPAS-3 to be completed, with now the City nor USN ever in a position to actually trst

the craft. The Experiment has been successful. It's financing and oversight by the City via Harbor-Plan Director

Garcia failed in a very damaging fashion.

In light of Ms. Garcia's incapacity to professionally attend to this modest project, and then Mr. Hively's denial of

its existence altogether (see C.2.c. below) it is this no surprise to thus end no reference in this ̀ Plan' to either the

USN-presence in Gloucester since 2002, nor any plausible proposals on how to have USN attempt again to

collaborate with the City.
And yet here in this ̀ Plan' we read about fond hopes towards building good relationships with US Navy's ONR ?!

It thus would seem that the Garcia-&-Hively model of Port-Development has already failed in just this series of
quadruple+ example of odd priorities...

Indeed, why should USN or USMC return to Gloucester with any harbor-development opportunities ?

If you cannot stick with a small collaborative project, no others will be likely.

b.) As an outside ̀ professional' Mr. Hively appears to reflect similar ̀ personal preferences' when last September

'13 with unyielding conviction he strained across one hour in the attempt to convince PB&F over the phone that

neither the Navy has been to Gloucester in decades, nor that anyone was building boats here... a most peculiar idea

to hear forcefully put forwards as ̀ fact' by this well-paid consultant. In fact, another IISN/PB&F meeting would be

l:eld by late September...

What other hard realities would he be willing to argue with in this literally ̀ Quixotic' approach to consulting for
this old Port-Community ?! At that point in time in business for 61 years, PB&F was indeed hands-on (!) executing

PB&F's custom-design for this collaborative SACPAS-3 Project for the Navy —incidentally glow-carbon boat-building

exercise in its own right.

Two astonishing Conclusions by Consultant Hively:
2.c.: Mr. Hively had apparently not done any homework on all the elements of this modest port-community -nor was

he apparently briefed by Garcia that we've been doing this work since 1952, across 600+ articles, 6 books, lots of

contributions to the paper, etc.... with SACPAS-3 by then already twice on the Front-page of our Gloucester Daily

Times, with one story featuring Congressman Tierney in the picture discussing the growing project with PB&F.



And yet, Mr. Hively refused acceptance of that community-wide well-known reality.

2. d.) In a similar hard-to-follow quirk, Mr. Hively appears to have brought another firm conviction to this

consultancy for Gloucester. During direct communications and his public expressions, he appears absolutely certain

that you'd need much more land than Gloucester has ever had available on the Inner Harbor since it was settled,

to build any boats for our and other fleets commercially —never mind that we've had at least 5locations on which

boat were built in this town in recent memory. Again no homework done ??

He postulated a minimum of at least 5 acres, if not 10-20 (!), before any consideration should be given to the idea of

building an advanced low-carbon fishing-fleet for Gloucester. His firmly held belief is that since we have no such

property on the Inner Harbor, we surely cannot build any such fleet here....which thus structures his ̀ Harbor-

Plan' right through its peculiar conclusions:
- Hence no Voc-Tech angle for our young generation to explore building, fitting out and launching the most advanced

fishing-fleet.
- Hence his physically facing SACPAS-3 fully-visible ̀ in 3-D' -and still arguing against her existence.

- Hence his musings about the (for him very distant) ONR on the one hand, without then seeing on the other the

immediate link between US Navy's SACPAS-3 collaborative offer to tfte City as a first modest step, as Mayor Kirk

once put it.

Mr. Hively's very personal preferences notwithstanding, three very different examples of commercial boat-yards

building long and heavy working-craft shall sufffce to illustrate that Hively's ̀ text-book' wisdom may indeed be

far from the actual reality of the Working Waterfront here and elsewhere on New England's shores:

-1. Essex, MA, for decades past its prime being the most productive center of fishing-craft building on the East-Coast if

not anywhere on this continent, even today would have challenges to find adequate acreage to then use Mr. Hively's

reasoning to build anything but dories and trailer-boats at best. And yet the largest fishing-schooners —longer than the

large Gloucester Draggers today -were built in that well-protected spot on the edge of the Great Marsh, for decades and

centuries actually.

- 2. Somerset, MA: Gladdin-Hearn is a contemporary and successful builder of ferries, pilot-boats, working-types,

specializing in aluminum construction. Their location is a very tortured S-shaped piece ofreal-estate between a modest

residential neighborhood and asewage-plant, with just enough water-frontage to launch boats of up to 160-feet in length.

It measures under 5 acres, with anet-coverage of building-sheds only about 25%larger than that proposed for the ̀ I4-C2

Ocean-Innovation Campus' boat-building facility. It does all its work on that property.

3. East Boothbay, ME: Washburn &Doughty are well-known for their specialty of building primarily steel harbor-

tugs on that 3.5 acre property. After a massive fire, the facility was redesigned and modernized, with much of that

property now for parking and optional outside materials- and hull-elements-storage -and just a single shed about the size

of the proposed I4-C2 facility.

Tie I4-C2 project here in Gloucester would leverage the 1.8 acre waterfront property for the assembly and

launching of large and thus not road-transportable craft, with its production-process working in tandem with an

uplands-facility in one of our industrial parks, where noisy, dangerous work could be done under best conditions in

preparation of all the pieces that make for a large structure like that. Then these individual pieces — a kit essentially —

would be brought to I4-C2 ready to be assembled into a whole hull, until launch into Harbor Cove - with a great public

party. This way, direct replacements of older high-carbon types in our fishing-, whale-watching- and

governmental fleets could be built under advanced low-carbon design-, construction- and operational principles.

If anyone would have tolerated this nonsensical attitude, following Mr. Hively's perspective, the central

contribution of ̀too small' Essex to the North-West Atlantic Fishing industry should not have been possible.

Nor should the efforts and performance of the Somerset folks, nor those at the East Bootbay enterprise ever been deemed

`acceptable' by this consultant in light of their ̀ improbable' and ̀ unproductive' property-size and -layout - or so his

textbook would claim....

Therefore, judging by this ̀ Harbor Plan' for America's Oldest Seaport, in his most sincerely-held consulting expertise,

we are simply not to see a modern fleet, nor should we even begin to think of building it ourselves... And as far as



he is concerned -that is that !
This sort of ̀thinking' would seem to put what remains of our Fleet into its final stage of ruination, while it also

preemptively outsources jobs neither Garcia has so far proven to be able to bring here; nor Hively would likely
seem able to attract with this ̀ Plan'.

Of course, instead of text-book wisdom and snippets from FORTUNE magazine, folks in those locations mentioned
above - as we have here in Gloucester since 1623 -used what they had, rolled up their sleeves and scoffed at the
know-it-alls who will eventually disappear over the horizon anyway, once serious work begins in earnest...
And so may we here in Gloucester, engaging the demands of the 215-century..

D. Conclusions

D. 1. Formalities and Pseudo-Formalities:

a.) Much more could said, for instance, about petty ̀ formal' matters such as
- the near intolerable ̀ planning' format under Garcia's dictate —with (nominal Committee Chair) Richard Noonan
always submitting to full compliance - to limit actual public input to the least amount controllable,
- the absence from formal consideration, such as via presentations, of the full spectrum of voices —such as ours,
- the peculiarities of the online/e-mail notifications of up-coming meetings often only going out at the very second the
meeting is actually getting underway, and with the City's website at times being almost as unpredictable in terms of
change of meeting-location for instance, etc.
- etc, etc.

b ). Or the not-so-petty formal facts that
- that only 2 members of the Commission — lx Fisherman and lx Fish-Processor/advanced fish-waste processor -
actually had water-dependent business on the Harbor,
- that 5 other members at least were real-estate-business driven, including cases whose property would be directly
enhanced by the new Harbor-Plan.

The claim that this plan is "community-based" may seem formally so, but is substantively distinctly misleading
when water-dependent business are in a tiny minority on the board to develop a ̀ Harbor-Plan', with other folks
of inherently limited insights on the Port-Economy in the vast majority.

Many serious ̀ players', such as this business, were never in a position to be either on the board no could even give
formal presentations before it as a matter of public input on the record.

c) :Then - as on other ̀ summarizing' documents before -there are the sudden appearances of subject-matters in
this Plan that seem to have never been discussed at any meeting to anyone's memory and notes, such as the
- well-appointed Harbor Super-Committee as on page 6 and Section 6.1. , or the
- de facto unhinging of the DPA's protections against Hotel, Condos etc. by the rather large ̀ back-door'
under Section 5.2.3,
ar the
- Port Maintenance and Improvement Fund...
etc., eta

Other Critics of this aspect of this Harbor-Plan do address these issues at much greater detail in their Comments to CZM.



D. 2. Odd quite personal ̀Garcia-&-Hively Rationalities' offered as ̀ Best Professional

Thinking' for America's Oldest Seaport —only 9 years before our 400th anniversary

This ̀ Harbor-Plan' seems driven by the apparent Urge to

- deny Well-Publicized Realities,
along with
- equally indecipherable ̀ Preferences' based on ̀Personal Visions' drawing on unknown if not unknowable

references...

The ̀Plan' as submitted seems nice enough to read, with pretty lay-out touches and an overall appearance of

`thoroughness'. And yet, as it is presented to CZM, the community and the world of observers and potential

investors, it may come to be closer to matters requiring some form of ̀sympathy' than usually assumed in sober

discussions around a public policy document:

a.) The example of just the utter dismissal of the needs of the Fleet or just the denial of our extensive work alone

seem to demonstrate Garcia's and Hively's apparent limitations to record, then categorize, then assess to possibly

finally leverage well-documented hard realities
By not engaging the obvious challenges and leveraging what we have, this ̀ Plan' violates our Past, and Present,

while casaally dismissing any arm and ̀shovel-ready' Low-Carbon Future for ourselves and then the next

generations, thus throwing away the central Port-Recovery tool any port and any fleet must focus on.

b.) The unfortunate combination of the peculiar (personal) approaches brought to this project by Garcia and Hively

and their ̀ agenda' — as documented in the refusal to accept the realities in our fleets and the inherent rich range of

obvious economic development opportunities -have overwhelmed any plausible chance with this ̀ Plan' to produce a

viable port-economic matrix upon which to build a thriving future. This ̀ Plan' is a strange display of a very

idiosyncratic definition of ̀professional services' in full public view, which will likely be the source of much

discussion for years to come as an example of not serving America's Oldest Seaport in its desperate time of

serious needs.

c.) Instead -apparently reflecting the (relative ?) reach of its authors - it is an under-ambitious narrow-base real-

estate manipulation tool exercise without much more focus than the apparent intent to further weaken the

Commonwealth's DPA-protections of the limited Waterfrontage we have left in this State. And that is of no

`service' to anyone in this community.

As Garcia and Hively should know, Gloucester has made it across nearly 400 years of mostly thriving economic

performance by engaging in the obvious challenges and opportunities, often turning those problems into profitable

chances to boost this local economy's fortunes. This Harbor-Plan DRAFT reflects little of that spirit, appearing

limited to snippets of the science-supplement of some weekend-edition —rather than hard unarguable economic

and ecological analysis and thus emerging opportunities.

So it would seem that under the "Hively-&-Garcia Model of Gloucester-Development" the Commercial Fishing

Fleet will still not receive any unambiguous support by this community, to at long last move into the 21ST-century

of Port-Economics and thus re-emerging fleet and port—sustainability —all based on resource-sustainability.

And that will make for bad politics in-town and observations from without for years to come.

The most public of ways to turn off potential investors you'd actually want here, is to let the Fishing Industry

Disaster continue without stirring afinger — as this ̀ Plan' clearly proposes:

- It is one thing to simply not know what to do about our Port-Economy with our Fleets at the center of it.

- But it is quite another to explicitly refuse to engage in the obvious, and to never explore how far towards

`recovery' this it might go.

Based on serious work in that forum since 2002 —actually since well before Ms. Garcia even went to school to

study Community-Development - ,this Small Business ̀ Phil Bolger &Friends' of Gloucester has succeeded to get

its indeed ̀ best thinking' into rather high levels of defense-deliberations. And as General Amos chose to structure

his argument, our work is indeed mentioned at greater length than the ONR-project following ours... ! All visible



online at USNI.org, and in the body of attachments of this printed version of the CZM Commentary.

Therefore, discarding soon (and often !) the urgent gospel of dark self-limitations proffered across a year now by
`Garcia-&-Hively', Gloucester is certainly able to leverage ̀ shovel-ready' local ̀ can-dd attitude and many other
such opportunities as well. There is no doubt, that with what Gloucester already has, we sure can do better than
Garcia-&-Hively appear to be able to...

Sarah Garcia laas petty well czl~eacl,~ self-defined laer te~aure here a~a town -with rao
doubt to his surprise Kevin Hively experiencing his ̀ share' of ̀this thinking' with
his name now associated with it.

However, for both the community; our elected and appointed officials and of course
our State Agencies from CZM over DMF to DEEA, the accelerating risk of losing
the Fleet by omissions, thus de facto giving up on Gloucester's Working Waterfront
altogether, will not be the historic record anyone would want to see pinned on
themselves for good !!

This ̀Plan' is nowhere near ̀best thinking' by any stretch of available
imagination —and for the budget invested
It is in fact a tragic example of embarrassing ̀ personal' matters, apparent

challenges that should have none of the broad damaging impact on this
community's future this Plan ̀ as is' will have.

Both Sarah Garcia and Kevin Hively have left this City for good months ago...





[ I II ~~i ~ . ~ ~ ~ ;,t ~ ~ ~~~~.1~~1~ 1~~~ I~
.~ -, --- - - -~ _ -a-t ~ ,- ~ ~ r ,,

~~ 
~~ ~~ ,,

I ~ ~,

- °~ ~~~
- -_- - ,~, _ _

;,

.: ~,

~~ ~ 
- - ,~

~~ .~

D

D

~, n

I~ side t~ : e N~ev~r
w e ~u~r~t~ Sit ~a=teg~y~,

. : a'~

„'~a'~

.~ hi~pb~i~l~din ~uee~ =

~ h.a lnl~e: ;~ .s, S a► I u t i o r~ s
:n t~hde W~es~ ~ ~ci~f~i.

~ ~' e
4 i

~~ d

+e



u.3. NRV.~L I~VSTITIJTE Sinre 1313 VVVVI~Y.USNLC7FiG

--~ .r~rl~tp~rtde, t forum. of rya S~?. S..ruit ~s July 2073 b'o~ 13Ji'.r~,?.~y

`1FE 11.5. f~taval Instihrte is a pritrate, self-suppartin~, not-for-profit
:rafessiUnai ~ocicry tf~at pu4fishes f'raceedrr~~s a part of the open
':r~rna it ~~~air~L~ins for the Sea Ser+rices. The Na~ral Institute ;s not an
rency of the U.S. ~o+lerno~ent; the opinions expressed ire tE~ese pages

;~a the personal vieUvs of tie auiho~s.

~ :, p

})

Dcean Governance in the High North
= ?3r A~talrarsrrclor l~cn~i~l Sutt~~i c~nd
Rear r~rlr,3ira1 F_'arr 7'linr~~crs, USCG

`~~itk~ the. regio~a ern the ti~c:rgu of t~ccorriin£ n~ne~; imporeru~t stn
!wstlin; than ever., tote Arctic Cr~ullcil is ubs~>lut~ly cruci~~L

When the !ce Melts
?,'~ f.`F,nartrerti~icr Pt~u.I F: C'c«~ejxi~~eic~, 1 ~5+1'; Lieurr<nn,ar (:vinne
'r~rrf~ t~~rt1'r!It1'. (d.5.~1,; c~rr;tl Cc~tr~ti~~t FTcrcr7{a Ru.rcoc, LISA

4 f (ere`s lt~hat the. ne~v ,'~r~ti~ str~te~;y ttteatts zirid f~c~tia- [Ei~. ?~;,tt

~ ~~i-d C_o~€s~ C.;~~ard caa~ tc:un tip to c~~i~l~lt~ ~~ith rcyuirei~~citts.

Arci~c ~~~bfespea~?
i 1~~° ~'frrLsr4~rr~ ~~ ~t~~i~~€'e

nr> r'lrctic Mates' rerit~ttttl trtititary lxiildups spell s~fe[i~ ~tuil
~eci~rifv, ~r are [he}' staking out ~ialiouail-suti{ereign[~a (aims`:'

i
' The Cold, Hartl Realities of Arctic Shipping
t ~'~~~ ~teplteri ~1~1. Ccrrrfict

~ 1.es5 icc iGi tltc region means mc~i~e open sca lanes. spawtiiitg
tiev,~ ale of international t~~ariCimc i;ommrrce. tiG'e~l, tyoe r~a;illti

~#;~-"aa-

;t~,,,~

r ~~` ̂ t~ r

Sea Power in the Western Pacific
j I??~!?ct.~id C: f3t~trtj~~°rl

Tt~e. LTnit~d SlaCes shooLd make miiritime-~e~uriiy

,~, co~peraeon Gvit'h C.hinaa~~trtaf itti c>~;~.ru11 EastAsi~

sLCaIL'~y.

Sera[ ~tss~ult: ~ Meet-~ieadiness Problem
lip` lie~ir i~tlrrrrcrJ~~.V~ar1(tcr lle;~l, ~,nd l~,;ir Ise-~;c~~. ~~.1:~1`

~T`Ete i,nun~i~aii~~ c,i ~u~~~Iuc[ rnu:;t 6.= ~lariticti rt~iri,~i«Ir

piii~~ciuin * ~e.~~u.~f har.~s~ni~~i~[ ~~~,es to ~ii.in~c ihL ~ul~ur~°.

A Navy Shipt~uilding Plan that Works
E31> St~~,~~~;t Pn.rrlt.;l

<I The ~~I1 lii~~h-~~ntl 3D-year ~~l:~n iti cle~~[ined to be eoitsiste.nil4~

'O~'er'bud~*et_,~u the ~I~.tv~i ~t~«uld cc~~~si.lcr Lhctia ~Itcrn;~u~'e~.

--
A Landing Craft for the 21st Century

13t Stt,stttti < 1(t~~i~I~~r~ tt ~ L~~.~it+,irnr<~c i 11r~ ,~iz~~~l Pn.e~.rc,rU;.

,~f ~. -~~,.~,. ~:~~ ~ ~-
::i, ~ „~ i,s r

:•~ ~ ,P
~;" ~;s i~l::

UStb` (}'2et.~, ctrrC(C~.~ rr~!i llrcl~~ral /a~~._,e, (J:V

£~jld []c~~V f~~i stjnl~_Il~ii7~ c~~rn~~l~tcl~ rjitteren[. }lu<<,~ ab~,ur a

n~v.° t~iility craft ~7ltiT t4lds a}~ lii~~ a ti~~;i~~ .ar~i~y kn~t:;2

~~ Don't Give Up the Ship(s)!
F~~ C'c>ttvr~ct~~cfei~J~~krt 1 C.'lua~ Iir,~,:1 \~,~s~

Gnm;it~ne~i urtcf~r~~aYer rehirlr~ are not capal~!~. a~ lead not

yet; of 1'ep~lGiii~ the ul~! t»inc-counterme;i~~ur~~; ve.s~els.

i

~'.VL`J.USIIi.p Y~~

f-

0 ~~ Q

'~

■ r~

~ 1'

PHIS TD'S D ER ~'~. ~~.~.~~~~
The ~anadiare Coasf Guard`s heavy ~;~~
Arctic icebreaker Louis' S~ fit-Laurent ~ ' ~,?;T~' L _ .~ur::~,,,n~ ,~ .,,,
folfowsapatFtc~tb~ihe U.S. Coast ; ~ ~-,~„~~ ~:,,_,
Guardice6reakcrXea/y(WAGB•2~) ~'~~~~~ ~ ~`-~.
dnr~ng research ofthe North Altiieric~n `~ ~ ~ ~.~ ~~.; ~ ~ ~~” , ,.
eonfinentaf shelf. Our special section on ry v~~,~."~ '~ ;~i
the current end fuhire state of the Arctic " ~'`'~'~ "~ ~'
region beginsan page 18. U:S: BOAST ~ ;,
GUARD {PATRICK KELLEY ~ ' "`Fug
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By Susanra~ Altenburger; Commander Michael Bosworth, U.S. Navy
~Retiredj; and Captain Michael Junge, U.S. iVavy

The ald landing craft utility {LCUy is tc~o small and tam
stow far today`s amphibious landings. Here`s a pro~t~see~
SUCC4550t'—with a new, outside-the-box design.

he I~~a~=y reeds a ne~~~, 21st-centurt~ landing crsiC~
utility (I,Gt1)—the kind of Flexible, shalla~~~-draft,
fast-movzng c~r~o carrier re~lnired for jutting NSa-
rine Ci~r}~s taz7~ks a~7d arttrored vchicic~ ~~shcjre c3ui~_

i~~ ~ rraodcrn-day am~~hibious 1~3al~ing.
T'c~ he sure, t~cllnol~~ical breakthrot;ghs l~~il•e Qit~e~~

~y~~rf~~~iie~~: ~~ ~~ric~e arra}~ cif c~E~tiuris 1'~~r tr<rn~}~artjn;~

~~,rso~~nel <~~~~3 ~~1ui~i3icnt di~i•it~~ t}ie first ~v~ttiL. <~F tin
~Zt»~~~~i~ioia~ l~ndin~. '1'he LC~C. {laait~ing cr~i't, ~~ir

cushion) and the MU 2'~. tiFtrc~tor airci•~ft are the. new-
est~ ~iciditions. 'I'lie Na~~y i5 modcrnixing m;~ny of t}l~:
ol~lcr v,~oi•1<harses in its arlYphibious fleet, fz~om the :~~'14'
(arr~phi6it~us aszanit vehicle) tc~ the LHi7-L L..H~-6 a~ld
LYE) 17. ~~nd t~~ctic~ such a~ vertical e~i~~cic7~~mcnt u~:ir~,
3ai~~ ti~~T~bcrs o!~ I~eli~cc,~~ter•s ~a~~~ ~~rvvz,~i c,FP~~~:,titi~e for'
lii7~x~c~ ope.~-<jtians. 1»ci~~cl, a3t~ +~tf~zi• ii~itiiy z.~~n ~~i~itch
tl~e U~lted ~t~te~' i't~r num~~e~~s, t~cl~a~c~lc74~~, ~,r hrc.~iclti~
i~f~ expel'ieitce.
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1 his r~ncler[nt~ shoaars t#~e prt~~osed lan[ling craft utility-Euldiny {LCt~-F)
i;~7de€ wau, Keith spaE~sans e~end~tl fur added stabil6fy. The aufhors
argue tGiai a new,.. Ear€~er, faster landin€~ staff [s needed bec~t~se Marne
corps tanks and ot[twr equipment era 6eearning tna hig and fiea~y for
91te iraUitio[tal ~GEI. In the Uack~rout~[~ are an ar~pt~i6iuus ass~uit snip
(LH[!p, kvith anntl~Qr L~U-~ folding its stern-ramp and bo~v t~eiar~ being
taken ak~oard the larger vessel.

Ltncler c-uixe~at 4jo~t~~in~., ~~m~hihio~.is <tssE+ull~::ire carri~.d

out Ley a I~~Iarin~ .~xpecliei~r~ary Unit t ~EI1 U) e~nba~~kec~ as

part cif a Navy ~~»p1l i~iou5 k~~dy C rou}~ (;\RG j consist-

in~ cif ,2a ~ztnphihious ~~ias~ult ship, muldp~~•posr. (LHD),

and tv~~o amphibious t~'a~as~c7rts—=tn amphibious dock

lartrli~~g 5}aip (1.,ST~) tai' a3l~phil~iouti trut~5p<rrt ~vcic {LPDj.

Sl:ertic may veil a k. ~vhy cio we ni.ccJ ~ir~ylhir~~= ~tiUr~`?

New Threats, New Ghallenges
Rut tlle_ pi~t~ue itin'[ c~uiLe so corn[c~rtin~ il~ v~yu co~z~p~'~

tl~e capaLilitics ~f ttie eoi-~~lit c1~c~ic~5 ~~~tinst the I~4afxn~~

Ccn-~s' n~ccLs fc»- (aunctii~ig aieipttiL7iou~ ~~pe~rati~us. Wtlil~

~?.S €cnx:~.s 1~~e~~r.n't n1c~t~ntec[ ate}= lame-sc~tlt: ~imphit>it~us at-

[acl:s in r~~eilt c~~c~c#es, tl~eG~ l~;t~:z keen c~lle.~ on re~eatecily,

r niis~iU~kti itar~,~;ir~~ I'~c~r~l cc~~nt~aY to ~i,ast~t'reEief, d~plo5~i~

a ~~ic~e ~u~-~r~° cy[: ec~«i~rciet~t .fact ia~}=l~r<~cfi, ~n C}~i capacitti'>

eli~.} Etrs~ tacin~ ~~eE~ ~~sF'nittteri'i<. w'~'tt-Far~ El~reatti trorn rc~Eie

st~~cs ar~r3 t~e~4tile in;,ui~~nt t~Ec~:sr iu~~r of n=~ieka t~o~~~ ~x~i~~~~~
a~c:etis t<? prec:isicrt-~tiiclecf' r~~c;t~catti, aCillr.~y, {~lc~rtarti ~~lct mi~-

sil~s, ~l~ng Gv~t~ stiot~t aid ca~ic`I-c~~~~~, anti~hi~~ tiu~a~?t~n that

~~-cf~ ici~; tlic.n~ tiv~itkt aE~ti acc~55 at~ci ~u•cci deni~~( (A~IAL?i ra~>a-

bTliiies. [n ~OOE~, ic~r ~x~~7~ple, non-stag actor Hei,hc~l~ah firc~zl

z~n lratiia~l-Eiuilt C:-~t~2 ,i~<~inst tin Israeli Saar 5 ccarvc.(te..

~'hc p~~~sibility <~i' l~ein~ 17il-by sucFi weapons i~ pushing uur

l~r~e ~~ml~hibious tiu~~~~n•t 4hi}~s Pnr~hcr out to sea—a~~~ i❑
tt~e pxi7cess r~lakil~ the .jah t~t~ g~tti~i~ Pram Che ships tc~ the.

bc:~~ch even mot daunting; and prec~u-ic>~is.

Nlareover, ti~,~hethc.r ;~ 1V~~~~ii~~ ~x~~i:c~itior~:u}~ C?zit (MEt:)

faces z'e~ulars or ir~-egtilars, t~le~ vei~ic:le_~ it~~~st likely' to

Siaa'vive on the battlefield r~41~Ure typi~u~ly are tl~~ lleavi-

est arm<~r•~~ [r~i~kcd duel ~~~hrciccl vchicl~.:s such <<s tanks

and personnel carriers. 1`et, the increasing tivei~ht aT our

nc~4~ armarcd vel~icle.s c,I'tcri c~ci~ecis tti~ agility of our ai~~_

~tE~i~ t~~ndin;_-er~ft Eo c.ai-ry tti~rn firom the: suppa~9, ships t.o

tilt. beach. ̀T~e pic~dc~lii7g seed of [h~ At1V-7 Amphibious

;~~:~~ult ~'cl~icle. arici flee hirtl fuel cons~ti~tE~tint~ of the ~0-

knc}[ ~.~ A~. ai~c1 flit l~rnitecl I ~,t)f~C)-pc~uncl external lii't o[

eh~~ c.on-~L,a~-~c~aci~d ~~f~~ ~~ C~s~rey' tiltco~c~r aircraft are all

~I~~IIL~IiiIlt[ I~LCflCtll Illlklfik~IUIiS.

Thy ~°Zari~te C'«rps t}rne~s~hr iI_ ltad ~r ~~~rti~l ~rflu~~c~n

in rho hi~~*1 -Cec121~c~It~~t~ ~~~~erlit cy~ar-} I..i~rtztin~ 4'ehic[e

t:FFt,~;}, lout tl~e: T:3eF'~nsc I'ac~~arti7~~tt~ c~inc~.{eet the prt~~ect

iii ~~Cl E 1 ~r~ favor cif rek«i~tzishiE~g the .~A'4'' and gF•ocEirin

a cheaper r~ix~~~hibia~is C'c~m[~at Vehicle (~~C't~). Asa re-

sutt, t~da}~'a heavy-tiff cnp~tbiliry depends pritrilt~ily ~n

the 50-;~e,~ir-ald 1(i1C1-cl~iss T~CU duel related 1zi~adil~y croft,

v~~hict~ are slaw and aren't designed to make the most ~f

its khc ~upl~~~rt ships' ~O-3'oc>t-wide «~~11 decks. Tlie current

I.C;1J mews{n•cs 135 Ccct try 3(1 lei:t, c~~irries 1(iQ tons to

1St? taus at _j~r~t ~ai~cler l I l~~c~fs anti r~t}Uires a nice-foot

ct~~th t~ ~Upe►~ate.

l~eplaeir~g tt~e LCt~G end ~~7+~Glass LG!!
Plan~ict~s have l~n~ e~~~asic~ered xeplaeirxg~k[ie LC~1C

~~nd t}~e.T.C[J~ifi1~ ~~ith upel~.ttccl ci~ign5 SucEt Ei5 j~i~~nin=

inonol~.~ills ~~t' zt►l~r~~d, high-~~a~vered :sir-ct~sC~ic~n e~.cl~-

t~r~lci:?;y. The I,CA(~'s ~r~ste~~~eci t~e~~lace-ri~cT7t_ the Shi~~-[a-

.~,hnre Cc,i3nector (`iSC), i~ ~imil~u• eo die T~C'AC: in speed

end cat•ryin~ ca~acity~, with sli~htly~ better Fuel consump-

tin~t. And tlae successor to the LCU-1b10 reportedly olj'Ers

the i,ime hi~fl, the S~inc sl~ccd. end the 5amt: c~p~~bility as

the ~.uri~ent znc7clel, wit} ups;~t~d el~crr~uics end strc~ngzr

steel. F3tit aeitlier de5irr~ ca}~itaii~es ~n the kind oi' break-

tl~r~3~.lgh ct»~c~;pis ~n~1 ic:ctar~<~iagies t}iat ~vcaulcl rr~alcn tae

successcar lending c~ral't more effective and affordable. Anci

uveji with the ~1~1V-22 t~sprey, the N~~ry and Marine Cjorps

still hick lh~ kia~~l t~f Fast, hez~vy-lifit cap~itiility naedecl to

transport :i m~d~rn-cia~F €is~a~ilt fore ashore.

tie prapc>s~ <~ L~ivdina f~raft Ltility-N~lclin~ (LC.I1-F F.

Tt►~~ innovative da~i~;n ~~~nuld provide Che t~i~l~er spGcci,
larder payI~acl cap~c~i_t~~, gr~arer iiie~ zf~iciencv etnd better

E~~ac;ti-lacidir~~ ~~t~ilih,~ neecie~ tU ~iiltill today's ~t►x~~~l~~.l~i~,us
fearer: rec~uirezner~ts, yet the ~.F_".C'-F ~:c~ulci ha ~olcied i.t~ tc> fit

neatly into tlae stattdarcl Nell ticks cif the m~jc~i- xrrl~hib c3¢s

~.r~Etspi~ir s~ti~s, Tt7~ ne.~= l.C'U-I~ rr•~t~ld ~e l~~.s~cf ~n E► nc~v~:.i
~:c~r~c:el>t----~~ fizlc~in* i~~nciint~ ~r~t~i~l~:v~to~red ht~ tt~e te.<<n~ c~I'

tli~ Iat~ szi~alf-t~c~at. ~-lesi~ne~- f~hil l3nl~er amci Sulctnne ~1[ten..

l~ur~,er a1~ I't~i1 tic>I~~t• ~: Frie~ids. "I'h~ ttnorthc~~tc~x cc~ntigu-

r.itie~n is de5i;~nc>d to take ~ic1v<tnlaru of a~c~-c~lc~ ra«II-s~~eccl

~~c~m~firy tc> ~~ro~~ide a madc.rn-day lauciin~ cirifC that, ~~~heri

ex~~aaded to iti folr3-out length, ctut get motes speed for tie

hc~rscpc~t~jci• than ccmv~~riticm,~l LCLT.

Lilo a Swiss Army Knife
Tn drztev~n~=5 i11u5~ratin~ l~ae, fo~tii«g p~-occ:ss, the pro-

pose.c~ LCL'-T' pr~tc~type lt~oks soit~ethta~ 3ike ra 54~~itis

Arr~~y knii~~—~~~it~~ its ends tc~~c~in~ both o~it~c~rd and in-

~~ard. ~~,~ticn (1~~: bc~~ti ~'t~~:s iritt~ the: +u~ike.~°, Cite mostly empty

b~tiv duel .stern i~iotltiles ~u•~ falded tit tea extend Y.he lei}nth

ui' the ~~~ss~l (gee clrz~«~it~~ oti ~ie~t ~a~e) and i~lcreas~ her

ir~~xirritrrr~ hull s~~~:~1. V!,'iti~ a boat len~ih of 270 feet, s~

beam of 2? feet, and a clr~ft of ~.7 fe:~t, the LCU-F ~~~rlld

~.~lt'ry ul~ to ?tl0 tons of ~ers~nnel and equipment ai ~~

speed ilk tc~ hln~crst ?Q ]<nc~t~—a I~ir hatter perl'c~rrnance

then the c~irrent I_.~ U-161 ~~-c.lz~::s cr~Ft~ (see: tal~ie can pas,~t~

fry.). Besides adtiin~ tc~ tl~z. le.nrth c~i~ ttic; i~c.~~ l~tn~lin~ ~.ra1t,

the. }3'ir~~;ecl m~~~i~~e~ ~~eow~ielc a w~F~e~c-pi~rcir~u l~a~ ai1E1 a

st~rt~ r~tn~~~ fr7r the I.('[1-l~ rind g 4~e it ~dc1~c~ eii~~lac;ern~~it

t~~ su~~~~~r[ tl~e 4vei^ht cat the. ~~essel's cru'yc~.

~~'hci~ t(le T.C`I-F is tits~~veci abc7~irci a w411-deck st~i~,

with its; bc~~v and stern mo~~u]es folcie.~3 hack c>ti~er the main

hu11, it measures 143 feet lc~n~, :'2 feet wide and lf).S

fret 1~igti—a parka~~ that fiCs neatly fait ~taul[iplesj into

the stancla~•d ~,~~ll clerks ~f the Ivati~y'ti existing amphibi-

c~us ships. ltideeci, most cif the sup~~rt slips could c~i7-yJ

at l~.ztsi t~vo LGCt-Fs its tlteia~ ti~~ell dicks, aiad the reci,ntly

~ra:v~~.~ias,i.ory PRc>C:L~F:DINcIs • sy



r,,

1C~7~1—~l~ss daft is a~uk~~~ardly sized, and ends ula ~vastiri~

♦laluril~le s1~aG~ ~Lioatcl ~uriphibiaus traias~c3rt slli~s._)
T ~~;r~`~ l~ov~= tl~e LCtJ-F wou7c~ ~~°ork:

I'r~P-Ir~~~cli~~~~~ ~hcr I:CL`-F fca~• co~~lluat. In ~inti~:.~~~azio~l ~f

~3 lZot lai d n~—i.e., +.iot ~ training criiisc—the. l~'I~L7'w i~e-

licles ~n~i ~:qui~~rnent a~•~ ~~rz-dc~r~tl~~~3 <~ntc~ tFir, I..G['-1~ iram

s}1c~Fe~si~le ba.~e or Zane of tl~~ yew i~pbil~ Izt~di»~ ~~9~~-

f~rnis ('I' iV1L~'sj.'1'he unfolcl~d l~ndin~ craft eases its ttera~

into positic7i~, and tl~e combat ti~ehicics are backed
lts cargo ~~y,
y~ to rill «lie~~
the LCI7-F' i~
:~;d ti~~lil, t~rz
p cif its main
c~nta tlic arn-
}us 1.~nt~in<~
car t~'~~n~~c~ri
i) ~tti f]ssi~*nt:tl
e ~~c~sitic~n ~~'
its f1~sl~ end
''~cust~r-s. Prc-
~= tl~a I.C'U F
~~r~tiu~z ~c~r
vault i~tis iUn
up p~~ect~t~
pit-vel~i~le
~e capacit}F

C'.c`~G~] Ot t~l~

ai]]~11I~1~~15

? S~ll~ti.

v. Once the.

~ibious ship's
~O-GbI1LI.O~ ~ L'C~

(c7llCj t~1113 ICS

end each of
tionzil Icn~th.
tEie tip~~n~cans
l;~fc ~~f at~~ut
C(1111~?3.1 ~Clltl

ls~.d Ca~I~T offi

nidship~ z»ie
C711~Et" 3llT1~1T-

ll'171, ~~l~T}1 f.?t

~lC ~-1710A Ilt~ Cj

LAG 2t 11~'C3-3711~~

94%QLI~C~ C(Jl7]~

1[J1)0211'(j E1R11-

`~

aia-cr~tf't tiveit~x~n~ syr~tt~tns in the r~~ir, from ~~tu~round~y~~,~
hzlicopt~rs, and trc~i~~ carri~~~-t~asc:~1 i"it~;cl-~~,~n~ ~ii~~craf[.

L.ct~rclirz~. L~~.c<tu~e of its nni~su~] c:z~ntigt~r~3tic~i3. ti~~ L~~L~-1~
~t°could rzc~uire are uncc~n~•eniiot~~l I ~n~ n~. Just u~•i:r tli~ l~t~-
rizt~r~ ~i'ari~ tli~ ~c~icFi, the I_C~-F ~~i~~l~ t«rn its sly;~~-~-an~~
t~~ t}3c: l~eac:}~ <ii~d atc.cc(ertile stern-tirsi. ~t~'ith its t~elticlas anti

F~ JUty 2013 1v~4~Sh+.us~ti.p1Y,~



~~~c:~tpcans nc~w fatin~~ the 4hcx•~. ~3cfore e.neerin4~; the scErF-
r~xn~. tEle ~st~~~~l, car Ehe. s~tft-n-~ar~h tirl2l ri~~~c•, it r~.tc~acts its
pr~~-~i~iG=~s and n3e~ves tit u~? tc~ ten k nets using E~ set cif thisl
~F(~-cic,~E~c; €n~pi~ a~td titca•~7 ~h~•~~~t~E•::, cEr~~~fn,~ jEt~~ ~.5 feet.

t`lr~ rlt~ 1~ecrclr. E}nG~ tfle. [,(:U-I~ ~-i;aehrs dle shore, it
di~c~~rs its st€;rn cai~z~. E~n~i opeu:; its car~u date ai~ci re~tr-
i~av room-tttitcl~, anti per~c~iii~el ~►ncl .c{uipn~ti~t use thE: stern
ranee t~.~ ~~t ~cshc~re. pith its h~~ti= <~lrexd~~ fa ing 5eawarc{,
ttie L~~-P uses its two thrusters to iri~vz off` the b~~eel~
~fnE~l the pa•ol~-clriv~.s pan b~. I~~verec3 again fc~r ~hr: run beck
to t ae L,1-II) ~r ether ampliibiaus transport slip.

Return to tf~e ARG. Back offshore, the I.eL;-F rr.rnains
ut~folde~l, retracts the prop-ciriv~s and c~nter5 they arnphibi-
ous support. ship's ~z=ell deck stern first undea~ its hero flush
thrtasters to receive the next lead of I~~IBU combat grid
supp~~rt ~quiT~rxie~7t ar~c~l troops. The mediurza tactical v~.-
h~iclz replace~nze~lt (MTVR.) 6~6 ~~ith ?0-foot container.

c»~ ck~e l~ font gall rough terrain cont~inzr h~nclier prt~-
trucle. rhrou~h r}~e afCer•-c~~r•~;n-Liay's sldit~b ~~o~~f. T.o~~~~~~
~l~tri }ZL} ~r~ ~~ehcl~5, sltckt
n ; ~~`'-(ay-~s ~atld 1(J-tit`- I Os,
rick «utsi~Ic, t~r~ i~~s Stern.

t~ti~~ c~~~~e~~t r~~.Z~ti~~s ~nm~
~;i«1f-acc7rni«s: I~e4i~r~in
tf~c~• I:C'~~-F tee h~~ci te>w~~r~~i
tk~U ~?eael~ aL 2C! kttti~ts
m~~ns ~c~uil~j~in~~ it ~a{ith
~~ «~a~T~.-piGrciet~ i~ow °tend
tc7r;~c>in~ tEl~ trriditiui~a!
6~:1~~~-ramp d~ac teas hecc~t~~e
an it~oti i~ ~'~Urlci W~3r LI-
~ra nlot~i~;s. So tl~e nc;w
Itin~lin~ craft w~>~ildn'l he.
ca~aE~le of cirivc-tl~rou~h
c~p~r~rtiori. But its <<bility
to beck <mlo t6c hG~ich and
use its stern-rxi~np n7ore
dean enal<es up Per thee.

Single First Wave
t it AIIG that ~;om}~ri~~s c~i~e LHD (with

thrF:e- T_.C,~Cs on k~~rix~d) rznd t.~'o 1.5I~-~!G
tcarryin~ a ~lazer~ I:~.0-['s) c~~il~i ~1e~lo~
i~ farces ~0 15 shnc~e si_el~ it~se~tio~~ p~i~ts. 'I`[~~e c.~~mt~i«a~ic~iz
~~~nijd en~ibie tit: ~'IFL1'S full ̀ rc~uricl-ccsmk~~it cE~ttii~lemenE

t~f i~•Iarir~e~, ~1~nt wit~l their tanks ~n~~l ~ers~rnnel carriers, tc
~•ri~~e ter~etl~e~~ as a sit~dl~ ~r~t wa~~e ac~cl pr~c~ed ir~i.aa~ct iai-
rt~e:~li~u~l~~ ~ti~it~l~e~t tv~xitin~ for e<ic}t t~th~~• c~« ~~r ►lesr the sl~c~re.

'I~l~e ~~~dition ~~f the I..C:C.1-I~ ~1s€~ wc4~ilii E~a~'e the z~~~~y

fi~sr• ~i<,nificailt ctiac~~es iii the ~~lanr~iny anel ~;~:~cutic,i~ cif
am~~t~ihi«us assault l~i~idin~;s.'11~c nc~~~ ~res4~1'4 I~i;~h heavy-
lift s~~zed, t-a~~ge, and uun~ber c~~~ hu[1s ~~=~ilable would

vatitf_y ex}~~E~c~ ci~5k-te>-d~~~c>il maneuv~;rin~-~iistunces. Tl~e
~Emphibic~us sup~crrt sips ectulcl :;Lay offsFi~~re pit touch
saf~.r c~istai~ces—I00, 150 anti ec~en 2{]~ n~utic~l miles

fcc~nt shc~rc—E~u~ enou~li ko c;~ade a~iver5aries' missiles.

\~v'itt~ such a la~•;~*~ .t sault~radiu , ttae ~~lttrine, units wouict
h~ Better at~le t~ hide their inteiiricrns trc~~n enet~ly farces.

~1t tine ~ai~~- tini~, tacrti~~~~er, ilista~lc~s e~os~r to I~t~ ~lau-
ti~~l mile, ~fic}ulcl pi~~~ difficulties fi~T• ¢lte ce~~1t}aa~-1c~~rlecl

;~H <inc~ L!H hel'rc~~tezas. ~~°hick t~~~ c~J1~ can't carry°

et~ou4h i~zl to n~~tke sttctt t~`~~s ~z~d take dart i~~ tl~~ fat€le
ai:;c~. ~n~, passible. ;;c~(utic>~z ~vt~u[d l~<ev~ the Pz~lc~5 ~1~ c~~t

the. T~III~ an€i fc~r c~tia ref rtlein t~ Ianci on tEle stat~iiized
stern-cieUlc cif Uach LCI -E~ right Ott ti c enc of its u~~lalc~-
in~ process. Thy LC'I~-F cc>ul~l thus carry c~nc A~~ nr UH

held until the Force is much closer tt~ slic~re—~ plan that

~~~~uld leave the hel~~s ~ti~iti~ z»ough fuel to cacr~F out theia-
~ss~ul[ aclicanti. Anc~thc;r is lc~ keep cmc or t4vo I_CTJ-F's
near the shore t~ s~r~e as for~~artl refueling platforms for

clte helc~s until shore-baseii i-c iielin~ facilikics are in dace:

T}3esc~ c~~iac~pts r~c~uirc I"cirth~r stucl~r ~in~3 cx~~rirncntzili~~n.
L)istlnces of more tlY~n 1t~0 n~acical miles from the Beech

~ru~ll~l ~xczecl file capability of LCt'1Cs and SSCs as tuell,

since bot}7 ~~s5e~~ c~utlsuttie l~~rge aic~~uiits of I'tar~I ri~ic) t~a~~e.

sl~c~rte~~ c1~ ~s than c1~e LGU-~ ~v~~ild♦ In sxiGl~ cases, the
I;CI_?-Fs a~uld }ze a~ i~neci t~ carry the hea~ti~r lc~ric~s ~ncl

~~c~ssi}~l}= pec~~jicie ~~at-tial reftiPlny~ tar the C_f'ACs at~d SS(e t.

~s ~ver~~o~» i_i~ tize G~i~7~Ilit~~us operations ~c~inr~~iir~ty

l:iti,4~.~;, tl~crc are ph~s5t.s ~c~cl r~lic~uses ~c~ ~E~F E~rndi~~~ cr~rFt.

~'4'[~t~t~~~e~• its: c~tfi~E- acivant€~~~s, the T.C~Li-~' can't ~cassiCily

rnatel~ th ; 4tl-ki7c7t speed cal' k~i~ LC~AC anc~ i~~ ~r~iquc E~e~er-
lh~-[each ~agability. But the. LCAC ~tntl SSC can't caE-ry

as muc(i Eor pis lcmg ~~ clist<tnc~ as the LC'U-F €;stn.

Part of a Family
~~'~• suggest that to provi~-le Che most klexibility and tl~e

highest likelihood of ~iissioil s~.lccess the i~Iati~y estat~lish

4vw•~~:.usn~.urg Prtvc~~nINcs • 63

A cuEaway drawing shows the proposed LCU-F (from the stern-ramp) wiih an Abrams M1A2
tank in the cargo space and personnel passageways on each side. The design is intended
to carry larger vehicles and more personnel than traditional LCUs can accamn~odate.



A 7ai~e o1 Tuua LCUs

an SSC and T,CU-F "f<~m ly of amphibious [i~;hter~ e"
(F(7AI,) tlr~i includes lauding ~r~ft Frith complementary
capabilities. A FU11L of SSC:s anti LCU-F ft~r any zinal~-
~ous I.CU-X of n~cciiu3n seed, heavy lc~ac~ e~tj~abilit}=)
~3c,t~lc1 ~31-o'r~ict~ both full a3~a}~l~ihious capability and ~u}~-
~t~in~ial first-3~~ate capability at ~~rtr~iau rali~cs. Ncitl~cr i
its `Toc>~i a~ the c~nc~~ ire ih~ar specific str~n~ths, bLat c.~ic.l~
:~i,ili itiiti~.if~ti this cithE:T'S tii~e~~ i~e~s,

:•3nuthcz ;id~~nncane~ {an~~; the tir~t ~t~a1°~ cif tl~e <i~n~hil -
t~~~s as~a~lt is c»~er. ~h~ ~.CU-F could yuickl~~ be r~~o~li~-
t»et3 tc~ ser~~c ~s ;r 7~,~04 g~illm~ conll~ai tat~lcer or ~t~~ ~~~
insh~r~ fire-support ~,l~tf'onn for severa3 si;~-ti~bc, ~4~~trii~~.
Corps 13IMAIZS rc~c~et ~~-~ille:a•y sy~5kezns ter ats related
l2-ti~t~~ MLCt:S. Beyond a~nl~hi~iaus oper~tioiis LCL`-F
could c3epioy pis a helo- and smell—craft--t;quipp~d l~ioitier
ship for special forces gperatit~ns, or .engage in pir~cy-
in~erdiction—xll clratnatically incic~~~sing its tactical ~~Cility
to the Navy.
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1'airina t13~ LCU-F ~~,-ith the hula-spc:ec3 air-cushion
LC'r~C/SSCs ~~rc~uld ~~ive the Nay=y-Marizie C'aipc Term an
unpar<~lleled cu}~at~ility fvr 1:Zst arnpi~ibious ] itt from well over
~11~ hurizon. AmE~l~ilaicsus assault ca~~ability r•e~nains cane at
t~~e t3istin~~3isl~ii~4 acjvanta~es c~P the CJnitetl ~t~ttes n~~~ritimc.
tt»ci~s, buc it c<~a~ nn loiig~r Ei~ ~ngl~. }~ur~~ase, ex~>iic~, r~~- ~::.~;-
~~ei~sis=e. 7"~i~. L~~.~-f-' is oa~~ p~t~r~ii~il ~t>luti~~n_

Ms. AIle~l~urger and #h~ safe Pl~i~ Bolger deveto~Et~ ih~ .Cll-~= ~s fi1aE
princi~ats of the ~iesig~ firm Phil $olger and F~~~~n~s Ine., in G~oacester,
Massachusetts. 99~1is. Atten6urger note 13~ads the #lm~.

Commander Bnswor#h is deputy group director of the Chief Technp3-
ot~y ~lfice of tl~e Naval Sea Systems Command. Previously, he tivas
program manager of Ship and Force Arch~tectnre Concepts (SFAC~, an
advanced research and rlevelapment program managed by Nausea.
SFAC chartered the study an this topic.

Captain Junge is a processor of joint military operations at the Naval
War Goltege. Ne served ~s commanding officer of the USS Whidbey
Island (LSQ-4'1).
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Thee r.ue ear-pativered aircraft carrier is the ultirnale sibnature of An~e~ica's military

rni~h~. P~4u~~~tir~~~~r~ Ingalls Industries' ~Hll}—N~w~ort f~{e~~vs Shi~_,b~_iil~ii~~,k,7 d;~~isiF,r7 ist~~

sale s~ipk~uilr~~r capable cif tau (dire tF~ese h~g~ly complex., tecl~i~~~~io~ icE~lly a~:.jv~nced

N~~fy ships. Tt7e First three sl~ip~ in the ~~~w class, Gerald 1~. Fc~rct (C~£N 78 ~, .1c~ rr

K~x7r~~c~~ (CVN 19}, aril Errt~r~rise (CVf~i 8~~ aild subse~~u~~~t c~r~~s to €c~llcsw, ~v~ll each

serve Ri~neric~ for at lest 50 years. The hard class, designed to sigr~ificantE~r reduca
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total ownership cost, will be the most flexible and capable demonstration of U.S.

iorwaa~d presence and power projection around tf~~e world, ~uitiple desigr7 enhancements

~~~vill result in increased combat ewer and flexibility for future technology ins~rtic~n while

red~icing manpower' ar~d operating cast, Hil is proud to build the slips fihat provide

Americars with tie global presence and securifiy v~1e need—rnow ar~d in the future.
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~s Industries

Har•rl' Stuff Done Right

~` Hllndustries ~ Huntington Ingalls 1nUustries
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COMMENT & DISCUS510N

~einvenf the Fifth Qemed
Serviee, Quickly

The LCS Games Continue

~~.

A Landing Graf# for the
Zest Century

Hormone Treatment
for PT~D

• ~.

~: ~
r

ISP.P. ,:. lietve and .1. C}nlb~w, p. 2B, and tel.:
I'~lr~ar, rp. 89-55, Flugust 2Qfi3 Proce~dingsi

~rrtrttc~r~il~r7`icw^nrr1. b'lvi~; [C1 ~L.r;.ti~

Res~rti~e—I ~rould tike I~, cni~~~t ,~

statement made in the articEe Uy~ (.aptaitti

I~To~~re anal L.ieuteilai~t Dc~Jhc~w>: The I~~-

E~seGnent ~~(~ Hon~cl<<ntl SecuA~it}~ (D~I~I,

c~trrenk}e~ has t~vc~ organic nir con~Ponei7ts.

n+~t three. Le~:~cy Custtams t`lvia#ion a~3d

Bc~rcier P~ilr~l .-~vativn «ere ~c~mt~in~d

unrier 1I.5. t:ustom~ end B<~r~ca- ~-'rotec-

tic>ai ~;L131-') in 2(lQK under C.".i31'-,pia•. '1'h~

rutrtk~ iced ,~ruup is currently I<no~vn its

C'13F'—C31i~cr i~f 4ir an~i Nlari~z (()a1ti2;1;

t~~i~7 trains, or~aniz~s, aa~~ egtrip~ n3ore

than ~0~ t7ii=iy~ter~ietian ~igen~s (CIA) ~uuc~

uFferat s mare Ch€~n ?ClU <iircrtifi.

Tl~e ~r~um~nt for cenrr~lizin~ L7H~;-

111~111t11I1~ 1V1a1tF01I Y~SOtI1GCS Wltlllil kllU

U.S. Coast Cru=irct eu save; cost is fl~iweci.

fa~l~~'s missions suppnet ctist~ms enfnrce-

ment stud int~esti~~~tive sup~~vet, ov~rlaud

and ~E•ii:hin the l ttc~r-als. The Cc~ust Guac~'s

CC(J£3.115I~'~. 7111S~ig771 'hFlCj 3[IT~7gl-ItECS C~C~R'T

a~Ic~u~~ fvr ftz€ focus or the capacity n~ce~-

ti~ry to parry c~uC C'BP missions.

tk'ith regariis tc~ cast: Saving~, C'BP'

~~I,~s sex~vc~ its f~cIerat i~~en(s in a lean

lain-cnfrn•ccma~t cc~nsu•uct. Th~s~ =MIAs

join C.I3F as cr~mmerci~il ~ilt~t fully rdtee~

b}r the Federal A~~istian ~1~minisfratian

the;; ~~~ill ~4re~~ lhc; vast majcirity cif lF~ei

'?t) year ,eri~ ce in the ~cackp i, b~csu e

CBP c~oe~ nUt l~a~•e the sHei-tU~rrlst~Ure-it~~tr

7ULQ~liSIDti C)~ 'rd ~Ccli.~i Clt~37 W.~ [1ttF`il~ i~Sti~kl17 CI Lr

ti(1T1. ,~ ~:i~tlSC {L1LiTi~ ~it'~i~C~C SS~1~1 ti~)~ tld

ai~uut ten }ears in a flight station cl ~iic~g

his car Iler ~;~t~re~r.

!t is alsa interestinC to noCe that ~th~i•

la~~r-earl'arc~rn~nt t~rganizations hairs tlis-

tiuct avizdic~n ~raricll~s. For exalnp~~, the

D~.partn~enc of .lustice has three i~r~e ail

brinches at the Federal Bitr~au of Inves-

~;¢atioii, the. C.S. Ivlarstl~is Seevi~c_ a~icf

the E?c-u~ Gnfar6emcnt ~ge~~e}F: Eai~cri-

encc. Gt~iihi-n the L}c.Partnz~nt of I?ci';~r~:;e

leas clearly ~emc~~sera[ec~ the. need l;uc tt~e~

sc~•viccs tc~ have tl7cir own air c~rmpc7n~~~~~

to support d~eir n~issi~~ns anti n~5t tc~r~=

strict them by ;~ea~raph}~. L7H5 i~~nries

,ire hest sr:rvecl ley se~~cr~tt air cc>m~c~ncntfi

Savin~;ti ~vi1L i~ut b~~ ,~<<ined b~' simple c(i-

vi~.li~i~~ thc5c <tir branchc~, in[c~ lai~il :~ttd

nt~~,ritin~r ~~r~~U~~;, ~riC1 ntu:~T in~~~(~rC:itli.

L11lSS[Ull5 ~.VL<< CIOt ~~[ C~i)Ll c`.

[rlry S[1~Ict 1[ ~4':~ ~tltlltllII~` tf} L'~2C1

(. iptaitt Ht~tivc an[f LicuC~ tiFittt I3~1-

bo~:v st:~r~~ Yfi~if "~ntiie.i~1 nF common-sei~~e

cc~llal~nr~ti~_~n—such r;s ic3e~~til,,in,_ a

s~itued hull form that cuu~cl be rn~..~lifi~;~l

fir the sj~ccific mis~,inn rcgiiirci~~cn1~, of

tvst~5~ ~vrce_ :»iil cn~~ld hi ~~rnduccd ;if

l~i,ll-~~ulumc?lc~~~;-unil ~~osl—thr nxLl~~n i~

ax~vr hiudcncd ~~~i~J~ 11ir~c highly ~-~Pcn~i~.~c

~ro~lu~tion lines {o~~e~t~tm« ~~r relsti~,°el~r

7(~~.~< volutuell any( tlirrc ~n~iyue inaiuLc

ntinie.-mitl-tiuPTl,,~ arehi~cc~urcti, ~~v<<~ti~i~,

billin>>s ~,f d~~llars in the prc~rz<s,"'l~hiti is

Et[c excalleril euuup(c ~~1~ ~~:~li~~ ~u~~iiy Auii.ri-

eattSrlt;ver seerii ~o ~~ir~~ <<bout thelin.tn-'

vial problems thr U.S. N~~~: ~ tace~. 1-~or al[

the ~+✓luiuit~ .~u~l rzupin~ aEiuut the tiQirific:
COitaCC{u~~i~c:•~ ~~f~ Scyi~csh'LiliCin, it~ti Irtt'C~

~a make- n c1.,e thnr the N,~~~•,~ need; more

Itlonep For invrc ships ~~~i1cn t~utE h;tvc

st~c.fi E~r~~~t~:irti~~ a~ fEtc ~>r~~hlcrn-~il~:~~.~ic~1

I'rtti~r~l c~mhr~t shi~~ (1 l`.S}.

`I'Ftink ;[l,otil h~~~~ miii:h m~~i7t~v c~>i~l~:l

ha~~c been s~n~c~l ft~ a ~umm~in hull ~i~~:l

a cammni~ ship t~~erc used for h~,rh the

ICS ~ro_~r;~ni ., i~~~~ll .i~ fhc C'~~:~:((~usu~~l'~-

~tiiiiimnl-ticcunlV cutler. N~~1 only tivi~i_tl~l

~~~~, h~ivc prc~duc~d ~~ far m~~rcilc~il~lc and

vers~~lile 11~~1 oP ships;. hug [liru~i~Ih ~ht

a-~;~ tia~.in ~ti r:uli~.:e~l b~~° I~~i~~in~~ a a~ni-

~tiian Dull ~~ve ~>rc~b~~bly~ lvnii(d have bean

cibl4 lu ~i~iu:tll~~ i~uil~l nrr~r~~ ;hips. Now e~°~

liieealfl I~uve Lhr~-~ ~il`(~cr~r~t lti~Eic~ ~)itihip~

tli~~ 4rl r:lY~ ill"G tl~~ 1'ti7 ~~Ll f~i t0[t:d'~ elf f7~~ t~~1t

~h~ LC:S ~c~ucr}~t will ~a;orl.. Iii I„cC; d1~i'~

~iru t z~tuuber oC ~~~~~~rniu~.; si~tis that the;

Whole Lt;S [:plc s;r<t~r~ is << [1is~stt:t•, all ~~f

thas~ pourt: v~~ ce~~~~red by Mr. P~,fmn~

in }its cc~Iuuiu.

taut ~Yiticn all of the ,hnrlComin~s of

the L('S. ~'it°c.n <<ll ni the nrastE;CI tint.

tYttd n~~ouk~y ~,=:ilh this p~~z~~ram, ttt~ Ivey

y~Tc~ rion ~stiEl is: 4Viil :fie: ;t~~~rk in baril[~”

`fh~° LC~`S i; h~,~inriEu f~~ lor~k :i Int fikc

th~~ ~~1~] t,~Uliccrui.crs ~hc Ru~,,~1 V~:iti~~

6~~d _~~.~in~: ini~~ 1~~wld Vvar 1. I~hr~~ ~~;~.r~

fiul~~x~~i:it tc:~ he able Ln r,ulfi~~h( arivtl~in~T

Sniall~r than a 1>.ittla~rui~,c~- ~uir_t Lie ably

Lt~ tun ~~,ua~~ frurn au~~~hir~~ bi~s,rr than

t$em_ ~1n~i ho~z; did Ihai c<~~ncepl ~~'ork nu[

$ ~ Septemher~'[li;i v,ti~rr~ u;ri.on1



`~r the Royal I~'avy ~vlien s~ malty b~l-

ll~cruisers ~~•ere lt>til ut Jutland'? Wo~`sc,

d~7~s anyb«~y remember what l~a~apened

io ibe thea--a~itdaYed battte.cririsar R~IS

R~;~¢rlse ~3~h~n ~i techat~logizally ad-

~~-::n<:ed ct~ezl{~nn fake il~~~ air}~7a»e ~uas

t ~ ~~l ~a,_'ainst i~ Icy t3a~ lapaoese in tiL'orld

~~~~i~ IT? ~Pt~e LCD is much timallea thin

'hc ,~1d-tine b~attlecruise3-s, bet die idea

s~ ems to be tha saii~e. and it loc~lcs like

~.~~e are ~l~~ome~l t~ repeal pass n~iisttikes

,~~m~jdti~ made by ~thzr navies.

And yct, noliody is held acroui~ltible

1~~i the LCS nies~, and the onlp~ ttiin~ t}te

~~a~~~ sc~n~s to ~v~nt is enoa•e m~~t7ey to

F:~~cp tl~e ~>r~graiu goitl~, tliicE to this clay.

~C~~l~~1~~` ~~~4N

nobc,cly has made rt c«rr~pellin~; case fir

i~~h.~~ we need Y~vo versions of the (.L'.S. lt's

al~ottt tiiile tl~e'~tavy setups whining alaout

i~eeclin~ nture money rind starts ~ctCin~

hUtter results with the adequate fields it

ahead}= leas.

1' « 1' t s 1 r

(See S. Altenbur~er, tvt. Bosvra~th, azicl M.
Judge, gyp, 60-64, July 2013 !'tacecdirtgs)

olofael Utcvicl C'. firrtnect U 5..h1a-

ri~ac: l~~or>s (lietrrc:c~), p~ofe:ss~~r

tI,,,S. ;~FnGr~t1 1~'nr- C'ullFgc+—IT was 1 plea

sure to see a ~~ec~i~~fi~lal lrezi like tauci-

~,~~

ing craft oettii~~ i3ubltcatic~ti s~~ace in

Ps•acP~~lirx~s. I a~~pls3tici the autt~or~ far

pro~~idin~ a~rofes~ianal_ het serious criti-

cisin of die state oi` the naval servi~cs'

ability to ~nvcc tiliip-to-shoes (STS).

The anacl~rc~nistic n~it~i~~e of pn~- ct~rreait

capt7bilities means we ~p~rate w•itkz tl~;~

wine speeJJran:,=e as oua- ~a•a~ac3fati~ers in

]9~~3. ~eSpite the in~rt.ciihle ~aj~al~ility

of the F4[T Corsair, ~1t~ one demands the

c~e~[ ~~i~eratiun of fi~hlers mirror this

historic aircraft instead of the ['-35. }`et,

naval lead~is arz quite hippy to advocate

a replacement for the amphibi~~us cc~rnbat

COMMENT ~ QISCUSSIflN Con#. on page 82
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vehicle and landing craft, utility (LCli)

that would mire the naval se~-vic.es' STS

capabiti~yr in_ the sarx~e slo~~~, tihc~r~-~r~in~e

transit chic is most vulnerable lt~ [he ver~~

threat, anti-scc~sslarea c{eni~~t (:~21~L)},

th~it is the major coiiceri~ in the 21st c-~n-

turti~. The authors nuke a great c~ise [o

hriEi~ this argucr~ent to tha fiac~fi•t~nt of

n~tv71-procurumenc discussions.

l ~~~t~uld question the 1~.ithoes' hypoth-

esis c}f the value of their cX'aft, however,

Fi°ani the ~ers~eeki~~a oP "beep It Simple."

T'he "Stvi s army knife" design i~ ini:rcc~-

ibly- c~in~~lic~ted ti-a¢~ bath ~ ~e~?J~;<~neAtt

as ~~ell ~~s an em~1Q~•iue~it perspect~~°e.

Tl~c. rctjuircmc~if ~o ~inf~~9d both t on° acid

stc rn c:om~7oE~c:nt ~3fter l~~~vin~* the ti~~ell

deck will tike timi, ez•e.i~ ifi it alti.a}°s

e+•c~rk~ correctly. [ ycieseion il' the. ccm~-

~lic~ted titling of dle t~vo seationw to tl~e

lull cnuld be ~~cec~n~plislaed in am}~ seti

state. Simple maintenance Problem; in

retractable k~r~~~~eller drives would create

challenges frv~tl which lltere tivould be

nc~ rec<rver_y. "Che aulhorti dre di~mitisive

of the diftirulti~~ in the shiFt from ran-

nin~; foitivarrl tc~ turning aro~mcl and ~;oin~?

:`stern first' ko the heath. t;oordinating

ctn~rent landing craft th~it do nat lave to

spilt J ~C) decrees lv tnak~ ~ latading is

alriad_y a serif~its challenge.'I`hi~; c~~m~Zli-

eated d~sigi~ ci~~s ~2t'er acidiCioi~al speed

aunt lift, but r~nly of t~ margin<<I ~le~re~.

'1'hi trfi~~siC Cin~e wined trc>rn the incre~~se

to ?0 1c»ots c~~ould be Lest tip kr,~ corr~-

~licatic~ns of "trnfolclin ;" and spi~~irig

~~round fo (and. Finally, this one-trick

p~n~= «aulci hac~e little ~~tility ill ally rata

u~~ iriissiaci E~fte1' d~p<irtiilg tl~~~~re.11 deLk

bevorld beiii~ a t~nkcz~.

Tecixaolo~*5~ today dogs offer ~lter-

~cii~ir~es i~ overcame the real fla«r~ of

curt•c~~i S'TS iuoti~cn~~~~r idcnnficd b}~

the siuthors. r\ r-ti~1~~c>rtcd-~-cs el (t~S~,f}

tccht~c~lu4y uati ~?i-c~i'iiic la3da~t~; cc-aft

t~f timil<ia• lift c~pahiliY}= as i:ha cur-

ret~t LC C), seeds over St) knetc. zu~~l ~~

t+~vo-foot drat'l. ASVti arc employed b),

the R~.issians in die C'.rispian Sea, wieh

;teat simplicit}+ and bt}w ram}~s. Smaller

vcrsivns can be a~ivt•rnounted, ~ilic~tiv-

ing landin~~ Pe~rcea u~ be deli~~er~d ~~%ith

spe.ec~l iii a sinGle w~i~;•e. 'Chzse vessels

could execute security, caurtt~r-drug,

and 1~lc~ckxde missions k~irh no reci~n-

i'ipuratinn. Ranges of 2~Q nautical .miles

~rr~vide the necess~~ry stan~c~tl- in the

A21r1D environment.

The nava€ sen~ice4 need S`FS c~~rability

for ttre '~ls~ century°. The a€~tha~rs clearly

arEiculate the ret~uirern~nt ~~ is dime to lis-

t~n to them a~n~i proce~r~ Iztndin<_• crntt that

~~uallel t[ie F-3~ aeid riot the ~4C~.

Horm~n~ ~'r~~tment
fir PTSD
{See P. R., It~artin, pP. 79-80, rtiugust 2013
Pf~C~~ij!!1{JS}

n~~r~7rn Jurr~ttta~ut L. t)fn~ia ~?:J': tl4xt~y

Rr>snr°~c ('Ret~rr_r~)—t am ~~urte l~ai~~~

to s~:u tlli~ a~~tic]e ad~lr~ssin~ a ̀'~rY ini~oi--'

tant i55ue. 1 <i~17, h~~e~te~~er, cc~nfu5et3 a: fo

t~=h?~ "the adre~lal fatigue syndrome" anc~

bici~idenfiial l~«rtrione-tr~aCmrnL ll~~[~tp5:'

were inclitded.BoYh arahi~*.hly contT<7-

versiat acid w«uld require tremei~d<,usly

1~1r~re ztnd expensive trials Cv prcave t~teu

efficacy. ~v~n with this ! di7ubc eittr~r sicl~

in ehese controversies waulc~ ever agree:

on a~nV~iin~. ;;

~ ., . ,,~,

i ~ ~

.:;t : s,~ :-,:z

-, ~ I ~ ..
~. ~~

~_ ~, ~,~ ; ] n~L: i ~}> in t11eI~1Stc~ , N ~,~~ it ti~~l~>~ Ati~(~ci~itiotl.is opCn tC~ ~n~t\1~'l~:ilti 11~tCrcti~c~l iI3

p °- ~.,~: ~~ il~~ ~,ir.s< <<,i`i„n c~f;,nrn. , ~I 11: ; n ~ r.:~~t, i ~her,l~rps ~~t~e renc~vr~,~?~ .tiinuall-.~ ~tin~~~n~ ehe
i~~.,' _ -

~..'t~i i ~~ ~ ~ ~`~' ic;~ltti al,+. 11'SIr~7'~, 1~'~~1 ;~ tililf ~ ~l~~IIV' (~ULtIL~_~7'G'~ vYTCfjUI'cC~ ~lr~l7l;:.,lul1 Cil lli[i :.

_ ~ ~ ~i~~:~n i(~ v~sse~s,'Anclioi~l'v'~tw1i ~~~~,~rr<~rl~. ^~,cwslett~r; in~vi~a~.~~,~i ~:.~ ~t~~n~t~~sc~ciatior~

~niuu.i: ~ ~iif~°.ic~n~~ ._n~ tii~ ,~i~ir.t.~ct'i~~u ~,i ~~~i~,~ti~i~ ~1~nii ,~ ~c help+ii= ~u j~[~sez~~e ~ttistot'iG

~~lv', C-ua~;~_Ciu..id, aoi! ~>tl~Uc.,la pc, ~~,ta~~~~~ruudi,~ tl~lc~~~l~d t(~~i~ n.: iur~-',~

1 wish io become a member of the Please make checks ~ayahle to: Historic Naval ships Ass~ciatiaii

Historie Naval Ships As~oci.afEor~. `Name

• Regular X35 (U_S.} Street_
• Friend $85 (U.S.} City
• Batton $16~ ~U.S.~ State/F'roc~ince Zip/Pastel bode
4ife $50D (EI.S.} Email address
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COMMENT &DISCUSSION

~~+ « c~

`S~[~l~eC CVNt,

Neglected Intelligence:
The Japanese in the
Solomons Gampai~n

.~g.

A Landing Graft far
the 2~sf Century

,~),~. 82

Qon't Give Up the Ship{s~!

Learning From IEDs

`S~mper CV~~'
(See S. C. Tru~~~~r, ~. 10, Sentemt~er 2413
Pr occedir~gs)

~r3rritnrarecfEr PhrfliCr ~` PaurrceTle, U.S':

~'~cck~~~~Ur. ̀ ~'tu~c~r'~; cali~m~~, IFkc its

h~iFtle-crti~ ~itl~, w~~s land ern ematic~n and

shunt c~u facts. Several irEz~orfant. ~~3ints

were left or~t.

`L'he recurrire~ and non-recun-in~T casts

fur the F<~rd-clasp aircraft c~~rrier ec>ntinuc

to clirr~b ~u~d may t~: a ~o~riiihutin~ fact«r r3s

the eurre~ac adrninist~acic~n considers ~-ed~c-

ink, the Flzet i~ ~i~~fil operational c<~rriecs- ~~

~'un~ressiot~a( Research Servi~~ rePi~n_ in-

clicate~ the Jt,]az H: Kenr~c~t~,~ (('.~'N ; ~~? o: ill

4c~st X11:3 billi~ti <x~ici the ~z~tei~~~-isr l'V

80;1 ~~' ll cyst a13 ~3 billion, ftu• ~,arater ~fuut

the X9:5 billion j+er chip claiyr~ed. 13a~ t<xus-

ing nn payl~~ads uisiea~i of the pl~tta~•~ns teat

daliver them, tl~e U,S. Navy rzi~~r be at~le t~

escape having its fate tied to the es~alatin;~

costs of ~i~~craft end couriers,

ifi the Jctr~f~'s assetisrt~et~t is curr~ct ar~d

C.'hiila'4 C?P-21 missile employs ~ cluster

oi' tlecheGte ~~rnete~f`ors, cl~scr~rvers and

sEibi~~ar-ines 4~~il1 15c far Icss villxtcr~bl

thztn an aircraft carrier c~verl~id ~Fi~E~ thn-

skiniiec] airerali and ex~rcisecl pe~.5cinn ;l oil

tug t~peii ~ligh~ eiect~_ The aircraft: earriec'ti

si~ni~c~mtly~ hi~~h signature maketi it f.~r

z~sier to locai~, target, and liil. with a seeking

w~zapon. Mare important, [he aircraft ca~ri~r

repre;~entti a si~niticdnt ct~neentrcttion of

capabilities intt~ a sing*,le E~latit>rrn, creaking

atn invitiii~r t<u~et ant] d hritlle It>rce. This

~z~lu~rat~ility f~rGes d~.srrnvers ~nci cruisers

tc~ ciefenil ifi, tier ~~lsit74 i~~~ir ~ffecti>>eness zap

oilier ntssiou tu'.a.~, ia~clta~3i~~~~ tri3ce.

it is #rt e tt~~t lnc~kin~ ~+t~ck «pith ~t cl~a~•

e~~e en;~hli=s one to see f3rtli~r ;the i3, The

uust~ke ~f.#he "B~itleshi}~s Forever°, club

was nc~t. h:~ving a cica~• anderat~ndin~ ~f the

technological encl operational fo~~ces d~Yving

flieir elf~;tiveness. Let us nit make tliG s~urie-

mistralcc;; t~da~~ i~c;~~~r~{in~ the aircraft earner.

N~g~ect~d Intelligence:
The Japanese ~n the
~alo~no~s Campaign
t;See J. Pradr~s. ~~+. 6G—i1, ~ugus~ 2€5!3
Proceed~nc~sj

~1-n~ McltNcrrney ,St~►r~c time aka I
l cli~l my ttiesi ; on i}ie Wc>rl~l t'Var II

Saicmor~s campaign, spe~itic211~; wlaae

were, the factors lea~lin~ t~ ~'lnlerican

naval f~t~ces' tac:cicai success car

failure in indivie~ual batCt~s°? VV"ith tl~e

recent 41ecl~ssiti~.ation c~~ the "Clltra"

e€`f'urts, I nattual~y t~c~~e~ ~t~' rl~~ I~ket~

im~ace ref this ~c~v tttc~Iiscrice c>rt the

d~i;i~~<~na~is~lti~i~ ea~~bi[itu of rtine~ can

cc~mmandcrs Icck~.d' in Tlie vial~nt f~Eette4

for the wafers of Iran Botto~7~ S~r~; the

; iot, and even fri~•thea• ncs~th to 4'ella

Covello and 7Colon~l a~~gzr~ ~~7hile I

Pcsuri~l certain insc~in~es wherrAlncrican

c~~n~rnandi;r, likely used iJlti:i info-~~cepts

[n ~fak,z forc~.~,_ I found litCle~ ciiCect

~vi~~rtice Unit tlictic F~ru~~icl~~l thc~i~ ti

rclia6l~ asl~~anta+*e- in rniin~crin;T J~ipancse

eft~~~"ts Cc~ znuc~e ~~~~ittiin tl~~area. t reached

if~is- ~,o~ielusio~i •after reviewing the

cicclas:;ifie~l Ul~ra intzrcepts and rcalizin~=

that the processing ~f Lhe int~rm~tion

and its sr~bse~~uent trzinyTr~ission ~c~ the

Cact.it;al c~~~~n~ntinder:~ took tt~c~ Icing to be~

of much v31t~e t~ them.

'~'h~~~e were Gert~itrly° proee~lur~l

dift~cultias iii li<indlin~ the ~igitty

classiti€=d and se~~siti ~•e l lira data; ~n~l

I~r. Pr~cia~' vbserv~t can that cl~ere Ewa

a ~ene~~al 3apancs~ ~nsti_euti~~naL rtn~[

cuEtural rcliictance to e~t~: o« tactical

intelligence m~~}r have ti~pl c;t! Cc~ tlie;

American commanders as cvcll. [n ~7~~5r

c<isz, the. essential questing is ~vf~eTkter

or nbt eve Piave co~-reet~d the problem of

~t~legtt<ztel}° integraliA~g signals, cr~~ptotc~~y;

ar o[her~~ise "~p~cial intelligence"

into cur tctcticul piannina ~iiul de.~ision

~r~iikin~. 7`c3 c~~ntend; nnl as ~*~cll ati «rc

shc~~l~ h~3rr~ 1~}•r no~~~. Alfhc~u~*h pzcial-

intelli~en~e ci~t~~IYnt~nts Suitt ftit:iliti~s

~r~ iti~re tvidel~~ ~lis~aersed tt~r<,u;_=hc>~at the

Fleet. I clo nit believe char t~etical-I~~~et

comra~ai~ders a~~reciate the iittpctct that

information n~~ail~blG from higher-level

intc[li~cnce sotiz~ce~ can have can their

iinznecii~Ye plaunn~g zind operations. Thy

intelligence cumm~uiity, ~ti1Fie-G I consider

to be u~tcl cri=~~eers as weft as infarrnatiEin-

apc~r•aticsi~s csfti.^.ors (ci~Ypco~c~~isCs). ir~ii ~~

«r~dc I~aeiler to brii~~ Cf~eic ~Cc~€r~r~cc~~Fz -~u~t

insi=ht~ iijto tE}e flag ~lc5ts antl tacri~:<il

t`la~Y ec~mma~ld ceneer~ of the Fi~e~, an~j

lint. ott~cers need to see Cfte t~~suurcc=~ cjf

the in6clligenc~ 4voritl ~s [h~ira Cap use uti

they hunch a~yer the, ch~rr table ~r tactical

cfispl~ly. "

$ t~ctcsber2013 wvrw.usni.~ry



A Landing Craft for the
21st Century
(See S. Altenburger, Nl. Bnstivorlit, and M_
Junge, pp. fiQ-(i4, July 2073; and D. C. Fuquea,
pp. 9, 82, September 2G13 Proczedings)

~xsarure r1tlenUin•ger—'The Landing

C~~~ilt, 1Jtilliy-~oldin~ (1.~1_I-~ is an

❑nc~rth~c~ox pa•opasal indeed. Colcinel

l~ugnezi is oot a3one in raising certain con-

~_erns. Howe~aer, in tcrrns of hydraulic cir-

tiuits, elecimmechnniccils, and articx~latic~n,-

th~ LL'li-F is Qialy about ~s complex as a

~~eLl-equi~pcd multifnnctian hec~hoe or

ccrt.iin types cif higher-level firm equip-

~neni—surely r~~ tuore deirtat~diu~ than

die 1~Iarine Cams' joint-attack bridge or

Another View

it,~; high-~peedihi~,h-m«f~ilit~~ 8xS crane..

for exaiuple.

\~~ith her stabili~.in~?/folding/unfolding

ra~~id movements t~~ia siuiplc tinge-axes

aa'oss ?5--t$O degrees}, puwc,red 6y

a~n~,le ~,4Q0 die~;el-electric horsep~wec,
the I.C1I-F is certainly m~ich leis com-

plex than unfolding an MV-`l2 Osprey on

an ~mplaibious-at~ault ;hip's flight deck.

The I.CU-F's commercial off-tha-shelf

drive-train is well established in

ran~,c cif sm111er and larger pou~cr rat-

in~s, and irj a geomet~~y offeri»g <<twut

daub3z the redundancy of both an 1.CI1

ur a l.indinK crtfl, air cushion (i.C~Cj,
Colonel Puquea's assiii~xptioi» abi~ut

"~tkitiitnal" dins fra~n much hi;hzr

LCU-[~ speed (ly kiiats r~rsu~ the

LCCf's 11 knots) rcfiec[ ~railitional,

very short-ranzre ship-to-shore proto-

cols. 13ut from a mettium distance oP,

sty, lf)q miles n~~cr t6c: harizo~~, rak-

ing 15 minutes to untold and theu pro-

ceedint at 19 knots hauling 2Q0 ions

~~f Marine Cot17s nssuull load is ahnnt

equal to addit7g 5 miles m that c~ist:~3ice,
all part of the approximately 6.a~hot~r

time frame allotted 1'or disert~harka-

tiuii, uiiColding, hi~.h-speed cruising,

COMMEiVT &DISCUSSION Cont. on page 84

U.~. Nt~`~tll, IN~T~Tj.1T~ Cl3~ie:.4!)\4 .I;unes St.a~ridis. C~SIv (ReL): Vice Cftvir; VADM Nancy ftru~vi7, IfSN (Rec),
RAD61 past Bo~cler, IISN fKeLj, VADRi F'ccer H. Daly, iISN (Ret.i, VAD\•] Dirk 1. I)~sl~bink, USNR (Ret.1,~3tJARn of DtRt3CTORS 

CSI Dnu~la5 C., Dc~nds, USVIC, I,.tCUer Wulloce C. Grrgsou, US~7C fRc~t.j, C,~YT Karl Hasslinger, USN (Roi.l,

2g i R'c~i~o Kn., Anr,~roi.~s, Mll 2x.}02 ADA4 Tim Ka;iling, USN (R~~~.), 17r. l,~cl< London, CAl'T, USN (Fe4?, C'APT have ~4cFnilnn~L USN.
]"r t.: (4tn} ztiS-6i u~ • l~nx: (q[o) 29S-ia9t A4CFOCG V`lucent ~V. PnUun, USCC (Rc~.}. C.APT Cordan Van Hook. USN tRet_l,

+~~~j~tv,~ts~ti.ne<, Ap~~soxs: RADM Wili9;un K 11oian, USN, R13ML, Joseph Servidio, USCC{, ~;tiGcn Robcit S. Wnislc, llSh1C'

.ni~t~a.~lsni_or9 Nkucl-.f-:n~NcaS ~ 9



cr~Mnnc~v r ~~ ~iscussio~v co;,t. rrorr~ gage ~

near-inshore lit~il reversal, high-sj~c,ecl as much cor7~l~at-harc~~c~ire ~vei~lit,'n~r u~h~~ ~t71~~~ ~~ ~~~ a]~~~~$i~

<ni cea st:ite41 {fnerden~tall̀~~tl thia~ ava« ld burnppic~tlle~hcid lt~u.5 t ziFenclu«nce_~1ncl ~~~~1~1~~ I-~~~ ~G~~

1e~ty°e I3 hc~4~rs be Fore the second, h~a~~y- the mt~re conner.~ors ~€re availtirlc, the tSee .J. R. CraFg, Grp. fiB %1. lus~~ 2Q13; surd

IiFt ~~avc t~rrives with coitibat stt~~pot~t.~) greaten- the rapacity t~~ tleliv~r the A'1a_ T. S. RQynQftis, PP. 5~~~~, A,ugtt=a~2~J13

Sn there. ~,vnulci ah~~ays be enough .sct~- ring e.xpeditic~n~u~y° «cut's tMEt,T's7 °`tiP of 
~'r~ceedings)

room—t~~ell out t~~' shar< ~ic1r< sen.,nr-- tl~~. spear" dra once slant, attd still t~c'ablc ~°r~- I'~trch~~l Ue thou ~.~;s~c r~.~ ,ntiet~.~~,_

;:ie~r—free a U.S. I~ri~y h~lmsn~an to do to zibsorh 1c~c~e5 ~vith~~it l~re.~kiu~~ i-hc ~(:~,iniu:in,1~E;, G~~u~ :ui,_1 C~~s~i~,lds both

a 9t?-degree hard tei't ur i•i~ht to a cicacl het~v4~-lift 91~i~-try-4hare chain of ~E~~apai~l. a~Yee tin [h~= hri~~h~ fut~n~c tf~at u~~~1~.,nn~~1

Stop ani3 t« thin do a matc.hin~ ~)~-ire- "I'h~ LC:I;~-FttCriiall~' UtPCrs d~ ftzCtU t`t~rce tutdeiwat~r ~ehi~les (l!~~Vsi have, in mine

~?ree lucn to r..-~tccel~rate, ~7~~~~ stern- E~aultiplicatian by delivering this; much cou~lc:rniru~ur<~ (~~((_'NI;. Eiut the:}~ rho ~~

first—a S-minute ~~ian~iivCi, perhaps. ~iIEU ca~nbility in vie fii:st-~~~=ati-e nta- tlivr~<<~: Conirnan~lcr lt~vn~~l~ls~ cc»i~cpluall~

Lnudin~ LC_'AC and LC.CT have. hats tci neuv~r. Hit rnanGr c~th~~ r~~~z~-A~~EI~T~r~1~[~~3 ar~~u~s l~~r t"atl ~,p,ed at~c~~~i ~.~~lri~ l;~:ti'

tuna tuc~uod niftier ~~n tb~ beach t`_I C'~~CI usas rc'ere utt:ty indi~.<tt~:~-~ in oGtt- ,iuly ar- d~~>e[c~~i~tt~~ilt atlit asa~c. C'am~~~.:~n~ter ('rii~~,

nr in the surf' or~~ t;LCLT,i at likely the ti~lr.. cizn~er tlti~ tr,;t,~!s << ~•uascrvativ~ c~i;z

t»nst tactically dan~ernus time ~~~ eleitie f~'t~r the $:~ t~itlicx7 ~c~ t caf l}~e i11-latec3 for r~tt iiinr the 4,rc~~~•ri ~1('~1 ~-;ur(ac~

to Che ~~d~ei,~u~~. Iu s~~tt~k contrast, the ~~pzc~ition~a~y~ (~a~~*Mina* ~~ehi~le pru~,na~at_ ves~~ls n~uii such tin-~c r~<; l iU~rs ha~.e tl~ie.

Lt'Ii-I-' agFro~ichc;s the shore 4vith << tli~conlplet~ L.CL;-Ffl~~rnu~hTltati~~ h+een uiid~t~tut~clta~aUilil~` ~u ii~ily r~pla~~e them.

minima! air draft of I U-tt~nt height by txiilt, ~n°ifli fnnilin~ left to up~~ude t~1~ stnl- T agree 4~titli t:ommandcr Re~~nul~l~ that

~'?,.Cocrt b~1cu, atrivir~g stern first with ~,~~rt.4A1'-~7 am~hibi{~u4-assaultv~~iicle ~rlc ~r(TVs hati~~ a l~ig fnYiu-e in i~~1CI~~1. end th~:~

19ari«e wi;tipon~ Eacit~~ tt~e beach ~u~id mute ti~te. Gan-ied Ship-to-shnre ~y the ongoinwdcvelopt~icntel~urt5,ln_,ut~lcontinu~

her sharp ho~~ faring; sc.a~t~ar~L r~ad~~ tf~ LCU-F, its modt:st s~~e~cl tifl~ut in it~lantl .nt ~Il passible sre~~l. E~ptrieoc.c: ~u ~ I~~i~,

d~par~ Full-po~~Eer straight .jl~ieact. svater~ wot~id serve perfectly ~~ell, wLiile hods=ever, ha41~~~~~n exiren~el~~ rlisa~~pointins.

Finalt~~, nn tzir~-suFap~irted-vessel a7nc~pt the r1RG ~~emG~ins- ~ie[ter ~rote~tecC fr~in I''crha~,~ thcr~ i~ << f~_~ ~,ii fivm the Li~i

can fit iEi as E~~ang numbers in <~rnphibi- shore cicicnses b5: kespii~c_ i~ fvr Fi~,t~arrc} tlxc time ~=,~c ~r;~nsi~i~me~i the i~,r~:.~--fr~.sm iht

c~r~s re~~iy-arou~ (r1R~;l well deck, carry h~ri7on. p<<~ r—Iti~~re~in ~'~':n mine ~,~~t~l:,cr-c~~- an
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GQ Bridging Qur SiErface-Connector Gap
/3r Geuerccl lrifrtes L':~ln~s. G`S~IIC

The ~5tt~ Commandant oY the P~larine Carps offers a look nt the

suture bf L~:S. sea-based operations and ~-etting NI<~rii~~s ashore.

26 Use Single-Purpose Warships in the littorals
Br Cnptairz Wnyr:e P. Hugf:es Js:, USN {Ret.)

Tl~e world's coastal regions are just too hazardous for large

muitipupase destroyers. The Nary needs another option.

~~ The Pillars of submarine Sa4ety
Bt' Recrr- Ac{rrairzr( ~lrficFia~t Jabaley, ~,'.SIV

Tie sinkfn~ Qf the CSS H. L, Hcc,rzle~• 150 }3ears aQo was onl}' ehe

~~~inflic~~ of chaiten~es ~uhn~ariners ha.~e has to address.

The E[~rnf fgr ~ul[~Speeiru~ ~OSVV

Ti ~ ern ~!~rz«~1~ cat ~.~tisu~~ntarine ~~=ac~'u~ ercc3cr~ect b~ ~a~°~~

ica~lershEp 4~~ a~ ';a~-e s[aQd the test t~f ti:

,,w,.

s,

~~# Recapture Wide-~4rea Antisubmarine Warfare
By Lieutenant C'omrtzander R_ymi Lilley, ~1SN

Modex-n submarines have eotten quieter, anti the Davy needs to

broaden its ASW search-capability game accordingly.

CAPSTONE ESSAY BNNERS

5~ Semper Deep!
By ~risig~i Atexantler Yaclzciiiiri, USN

A su•ong sense of tradition, compelling missions, and a dedicated

community attracted this midshipman eo submaz~ines.

5~ The Timeless Piavai 0(ficee
Big Ensign Gartcanc! Ghristopttes tai. LrSiv

r~ necFly cornmissic~ned ensign faces many of the same Ie~dership

cl~~[lesi=es and learning car.~~s as aloe nu~ht have a c~nec~ry acv.

Lessons for LEeutenants
~'4' .~ECOFtf~ ~EG'dttL'tIAFtF .~~ffk2"~€iC ~t[f'!"dL', ~.~d~~

T4 ~ffeeEic-el} teacl [base w°irh more ekpe~enee„ junior officers in

today's ibtarine Carps must prioritize Iearning.

~~ [s fhe Sun SefFing an the Greyhound?
By Erzsi;ra Artcly Felix, U.SN

The C-2 has served as the Navy's carrier on-board delivery

aircraft for 50 years, but its clays may be numbered.

SPECIALS

~ Looking Uut Uver the Prom9sed Land:
The U.S. Naval losfitute Proceedings 188a-9889

By Captnin Prater• M. Sivart~, USN (Ret.)

A ling-time nav11 analyst reviews 1 pivotal decade of discourse in

the pages of this magazine.

7~ ̀A Project So Unique'
By A. Denis Clift

One hero of the D-Day invasion 70 years ago u+as a naval officer

4~~lie~ had caissons n2oved across the channel for artificial harbors_

~. °~.

;~~~~
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EDITC?R'S PAGE

~ ~ s mast readers doubtless know, the Naval Institute has

`~ ~`'~, numerous outlets for content in addition to Proceed-

.~ings, whefher ~t be our sister pub(ieatian Naval History;

ttte US\C Nec~~s site. gar E~bust b~Qa. or [1~e nen-

erable Laval Institute Press. Bu[ the one that we

share ~t unique relationship with is our conferences

branch. A~tan~ a Pr-uceedings article over the years

has pro~~ided the inspiration for a panel session at a

subsequent canference. Indeed, one can say that the

pagcS of Piz~ceerlirig.s "come to life" at these events.

But sometimes it works tl~e oU~er swap ar•aund; Yaa,

svitil comments made d~irin~ a panel gi~inC impetus

tc~ an article.

This past February's GS~II-AFCLA \~V"cs~

confer~~~~c in San 3~)ie:ra once a~~iin featured a Sca

Service leadea~s town-halt discussign, with Vice Chief

ol~ Naval C)perations .'~dmiriil i~~ark E. Ferguson I[I.

Commandant of the Coast Guard ~Admiral IZobc,r[ J.

Pape .Ir.; and D4ttri~e Corps Con~rna~~dant Gericral

lairzes 7=..Amos participating. and modertited by

Institute CEC Vice Admiral Peet Daty. General

F1tt~os re~nnrkcd that_ d•a~~ on fhe vital_ imp«r[snce of

surf ace councctors [n the Carps. anti ~ti~e thought tl~~~

souit~led Gke a hne idea t~or an article.

Ganeral ;Amos a~r~ed, anil so he re[utins [o our

pates this month with a look ae the cliall~n~*es,

ai~~i pro~uisin_ pe~ssihiLities, 01 sea-based po«~er

projection for today's and tomorro«•'s Nagy—lbiarine

Corps team. After more. than a decade of focus on

the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. the Sea Sen~ices

iic~w face a t~~urld oP ne~n~ strategic imperatives

cullin~~ ibr Un old and time-h~~norecl a~~~~a1 c~1P16i1i[v:

~nnphihious operati~,ns. "Surl~~ce c~~iiue~tors that era

self-dcolo~~uble and cap.ible el lo~i_~ ~~~~cn-~~~atcr

trciiisiis are estizn~ial.'~ tlic Commandant says, wind

prigposes se~~eral i~ptions for use by Ii~c Corps. But

lie roams, "We need to cl~a~~ge the p<u~idigna here anc3

not limit our thought to how we do business today:'

Nat=a] Postgraduate School professor Captain

Wayne P. kIughes Jr. has a different surface capability

on his mind. He advocates the use of numerous

affordaHle S711a1e-purpose warships in dangerous

littoral waters and argues drat they are superior

to the expensive o~~en-ocean multipurpose vessels

cypi~aliy used there. "Multipurpose ~~arships made

sense 25 years a~;o, and they will continue to be best

in situ~ti~ns in which the threat of attaelc is small,"

he acknv«'ledmes. SuC such aafet_y is no lodger a

riven. Using the coacepc of sale« ~quatiuns. he

demonsc~•ates hon~ unstable situations res~clt ~el~en the

staying power oi' a combat formation is small. "`Ships

for tighting in the littorals are a niche capability to

fill a void;' he reasons. "They should be numerous,

yet take only a small budget fraction:'

144eanwllile, the submarine community has

acs share of concerns as ~~~ell, from Safety to

ensuring continued proficiettcy at critical tasks.

Rear Admiral ~4ichaei E_ 7aUaley Jr., Deputy

C~~mmander for Lndersea ~'Varfare, traces the roots

of the U.S. Submarine Force's safety initiatives: the

Quality Assurance Submarine Safely program, the

Deep Submergence S~~stems Scope of Certification

program, and tI~e Fl~r-b}~-Wire Snip Control

S~~stein prograzn. Tile first ttivo were deg>eiopec~ in

respanse to traffic aacidznts that ~4curred within

the 13st 57 years, iilcludin~ the 3oss of tl~~ USS

Thr-esl~er (SSA'-593} in 1 63. Hosi~ever, the need

#or submar•inz safety prednt~s those 2Uth-cej~tur;,~

tragedies, as a close look ai the eve~~ts leddin~ tc~

the Confederate submersible H~ L. Hzrnle~* sin}:in

three times reveals. "Today's challenge ... i~ to

maintain the standards established by submarine

safety programs," Admiral Jabaley explains_ "T13e

supreme sacrifice of those who went do~r~n t~•ath

the TIu•eslter and other submarines can best be

honored by never letting it happen again:'

The demands of the Cold War honed tIae U.S.

Navy's antisubmarine-warfare capability to a

heiahcened degree. It vas an essential weapon in

deterring the undersea s[~enanigans of the Soviet

Union. But with the demise of the Soviet threlt,

ASW fell b~~ the wayside, too. The attention paid

to this warfare specialty ebbed Ind f2~l~~ed in the

ensuing years, and nobod}~ knows that better than .

retired iVavy Captain Bill Tati. He looks back to

2005, when he and a group of approximately I.5

other officers carne up with ten antisubmarine

"threads" The term aseti tea desci~itle tlaeni ti~as

::Full-Sp~ctruin ASS'':' ~s 1~~ clstails the ti~re~ds

here one b~ one, it becomes ab~~it~i~~ treat all 0#

them still apply tuclay.

Lieutenant Camin~nder Ityt~n Li11ey «could t~aree.

tiv~rrying that "the Na1~~•'s abili#~F to effect~~•el~-

search ~ Iarge area of ocean for a submarine his

eroded:' He notes that othzrs liave stepped in to fill

Che void left by tl~~ Soviets, and Elie snbnaaranes of

today are far less acoustically obvious than the boats

of yesteryear. The time to recapture America's ~vide-

area ASW search capability is now, lie writes. While

the U.S. Navy may still lead the world in undersea

warfare, he clutions that "its ASW forces 3~ave not

kept pace with t11e threat and are Facing a pofential

~vai~fightin~ gap just as the nation turns its atcendon

to the chatlznsinU Asia-Pacific region:'

~/ ~
~~s/~ ~/

Y {
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(n a I~~'W $~~~t~~~~ ~'~~~C0~~11~11t, ~~~' 
coult~~it~~~enls brit also simultaneously preparing i~or an un-

certain fdture—and we must do so in the most affordable

~at"1172$~ a~l~l~y ~0 ~X~@dI~lOU$ly ~2t 211anner. In 1anu~_iry 2U12, President Barack Obanii high-
Ii~hfedour riatian's shifting priori~ie~ when l~eannotinced

people and equipment ashore maybe a renewed emphasis on the ~s~~i-Pacific region as thz "tide
of ~var i~ ~eeeding" it~A~gl~anist~n. T1iis metaphor could

more impartan~ than ever. Emerging ~icrt have been more apropos: nor ot~15= are c ur straterric
priorities shifting tvLla~~i~ a rnaritime region. l~~~t ~~ ~ Ire

~lao~ms and teehnalogies promise a~~~~« ~~~~;,~~,~~ rh~r tl~~ ~,>;~z« s~1~~~ ~5. ~~~t~ ~~~~~ r<«~1~~~.
a rear[time nation.

~4 ~~ ~C~. ~G~~~~~~~$~ ' 
Tiv ongh~ittt otu hitor}~~ naval forces have anli~ ipat~e!

aid adapted to meet the challenges of a❑ e~~er-ch~n«irtg
s~aaiegic em~ir~ninei~t_ Perhaps one o£ the most ~i~ui~i-

he L nited States. and amore spe~ittcatI~x the I?ep~rt- cant e~ oluti~.ins occt~rre~d :after the .allied carzpaign in the

meat ~f I~efeclse., has entered a period in ~uhieh ~?ardanell~s Mailed on she beaches of Uallipoli in G~i~orid

same c€ifficult ehaices mast h~ n~a~~ re~ardin~ our R~'ar L In i[s ~=.~a6_e. a con:~nsiys e~ner~~cl that an~pt~ib cus

na~ianal seeuriry strate~p and the- mi[ieary capabiFi- as~auit~ co~tli~ not succeed 1~ain~t iudusrriat-aye d~fe,lse~.

ties required to execuCe it_ Co~sequentiy~, now is the time Despise rlus, a ~rc~up of coi~rrarian 1~iarine Corps ai d Na~~y

we niusC stay focused an not oaly completing our current ofticers belie~,ed it ova, a ~~i~ible and necessary capability.

2~ •June 2014 
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Landing Craft Utility (LCU} 7666 enters the well
deck of the USS Denver(LPU-9)inihe Last
China Sea on 19 April. While the current LGU
class displays the requisite surface-connector
capabilities, next-wave LCUs now in fhe
canseptuai stage have the potential "to provide
the higher speed, larger payload capacity,
greater fuel eNiciency, and better heach-landing
aUifiiy needed fo fulfill todays amphibious farce
requirements.''

'i.~-~m~-f '~ r -

1Vlari~ies and sailors today continue to search for ~~~ays
to use the sea as an operational sanctuary from which they
can stage forces, strike and maneuver, and support combat
forces ashore. VVe understand the difficulties end chal-
lenges therein, and we welcome both internal debates and
external ideas about how this sk~ould test k~e accomplished.
~1~e have made ~~~reat strides in modernizing si<rnificant
parts of our ±o;ee for these mistiions_ bu[ ~i'e tntist fr?cu:;
nn ~cquirin~ coiinector~•. pla~form~. and ocher support
necess~u~~~ tc~ execute these ty{?es ~}: operations ~~~~ith cur
P~~t~re ~torce_ Atnphibio~s operations remain oursiUnature
specialt~~, and as sticil, tfley will continue ~o shape [he ~~~tz~
~i-e operate ~oin~ funi~~~rd. just as they ha~~e tLic~ttghout

the ~Oth and ea~~ly ?1st c~nturie;.

A Resent l~pproach

F#~ ~~ ~.'~ t ~~
Ei ~~ t ~ ~ ~~~~~ ~ ~~

~€ ~. ,

~~4 -
~ l

F ~ 9~3a ~ n

-.~ -,~~

c . -.. ̂  ~ 
~~M1 .. T•

-~ "' ~ y -~ _„

~'- ~`~~ ~

to ~ postwar enti•iroiimen[ of lean bud;eYs and isolatioi~is~

se~ltimei~t. they peesisted in ~heii~ efforts a~lc3 as ~i result

perfcete~l both the doctrine and techniques for modern

~irnphibioiis operations. This ~~~ould pro~~e viCal for Allied

operations in the Pacific. Eiuopean, ni~d Mediterranean

tlzeaters during ~~orld ~Vai~ II tas v✓ell ~s in the au~ph~b~ous
assault at Inchon during the Korean W~u.

In the decades Chat fo11Qw~:ci, Marines acid slilors, using

the emerging capabilities of the helicopter, vertical/short

takeoff-and-landing a~~iation, and the air-cushioned landing

craft (LCAC), developed and refined a concept for future

operations that we now•describe as Operational Maneuver

~ from the Sea (OMFTS): The Nary—Marine Corps team

further adapted the tenets of maneuver warfare to those

of amphibious operations by advancing the concepts of

Q~IFTS and Ship to Objectiti~e 141aneu~~er (STOIvI}. Ap-

~ivin~ these concepts in 2001. [be na~Fal forces of Task

j ~c~rce ?S ~zre the Fuse cony°entional forces to strike a blo:~~

against the Taliban ciiirinQ Opera#ion Enduring Freedom.

;M'VJiK.iJSill.O?~

j

i
1------ ____------ ---

Ainericaii naval Forces lave conducted sea-based opera-

Cioi~s acid lave projected power from the sea since 3~~larines

landed from con~~crted merchtu~t ships of the Continen-

[al Navy at Ne~~~ Pro~~idence 'in tl~e Bahamas on ~ iti~larcl~

1776. O.i~e lL~ul~lred and sixty-nine }'cars later, the art of

amphibious ~~arfare seemed to- have reached its peak widz

the massive late-war assaults on Iwo lima and Okinawa

in 1945. However, nearly 75 years later, both technology
and czeative thought have continued to evolve, providing
opportunities for ~ioteworthy advancements in sea-basing
capabilities. Concepts like Expeditionary Maneuver War-
fare and the future vision for how we design and develop
our force, the recently signed and approved Expeditionary
Force 21, are but two recent examples that represent tl~e
innovative anc~ adaptive calture of Marines.

Tod iv. Nlmines ai d sailor ~ are a ci itical e]eiaent cif the

nation :efforts to reruain a stat7iliun~= ~~lobal force. I3y pro-

~~idinR constant, ~~i~ibie przti.a~e and unparalleled respon-

si~~enes~. ~larrnzs Niote~t a~~d a~~ ii~ce oui nation'~ m~ii[ime

and economic int~ie,ts. ~I~hc~~. in tandem ~i~ith other cicplc~}'cd

nti~~c~l and joint forces, enable ttz~ free t1o~~~ of conunerce and

protect vigil sea line. of communication inn ~~i~(iich the L~.S,

and ~?lobal economic vitality defends. Ho~~e~~e~r, these esseo~

tial arteries, ~~~hicii cai~ry~ n~~t?z~e thin 90 percent of the ~i-orld'~

tr~ide, iemain r~ulnarable to disr~~l?tion ll~ the 3 Lst ce~~tiu~,~. 7'l~e

"~e«~~ none" of extremism_ econonvc ~lisriiption, and social

cl~aiige eenerate ne~~4 potential secarity tl~i'cats at an ~tcc:el-

e~~atin~ pace. 1~~ced ~~~idi perpe[u~il contlict, instr.~bilit}~, and

htunanitarian c[isaslers, <unphibious forces must reAnain ready

~md capable of quickly and cf[ccLively Projecting American

int]ue~ce, at any time and an}' place..

The unpredictability of tomorro~~'s security challenges

is clearly counterbalanced by the core competencies of a

sea-based Marine Air-Ground Task Farce (MAGTF}. The

MAGTP is the nation's expeditionary force in readiness,
and responding to crisis is its purpose. M~uines are or~a-
nized, trained, and equipped to operate at and from die sea
as part of the naval team to "en~a~e. respond, end ~roj-
zct." Consegaendy, ~mphibiaus task. forces and embarked

~I~GTFs ruu~inel~~ conduct missions requirin¢ them to e7r-

~'ROC~£1lL~lt"iS ~ ~~
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~cc,~e G~ith a aide set of part~7~rs, force sotid relationships

across cultural barriers, end prc~nlata tt~piomatic access—ali

~hil~ r~c~i~inin~ prepared ~c~ r~esp~rzd to eases ai d ~r-c~~ect

power from. the sea on a moment's notice.

Given today's environm~nf, there is an incfeased em-

phasis an the geographic combata~it corrmlanders' (GCC)

requirements for security cooperation and crisis respo~ise.

From 2007 to 201 L GCC demand for paired amphibious

ready groups and Marine Expeditionary Units (MEUs)

increased $6 percent, and the want far independent am-

phibious slips increased >3 percent. ~~~hen steady-state

requirements are factored in tiuith the need far an assault

echelon of Lift, the aggregate requuem~nt far exceeds the 33

ships agreed to several yews ago. ~dditionall}r, budgetary

a = re' arsit~tining :MEN and'~tfiei~
n~t,the~seabase a~;~as":̀

- -- ,~~Y .~:~

constraints foresee the ~seal'Year 201= provramr~led tt>rce

leveLo~~3~ s~i~ docur~ eo`3~ blr FI' 15. torcin~ us to Ehi~k

di~ere~tly abate ho~.~` we d~pl~»~ ~md e:~~plc}} our farces.

We ~nusi renzairt flex~b~,~ while. still pro~~iding., r~acE~,

rapidty deployable, tasl~-az-ganiz.c:d sir-~ ound fore~s. ~e

also need to be able to eampasite from forward-c~eptoyed

and/or rapidly cTepioyable farces with the ability to aerate

in contested environments and project power ashore. A~

such, our old construct of "deploy as Marine Expedition-

ary $rigades (MEBs), fight as a' Marine Expeditionary

Force (MEF)" became obsolete. We had to become more

efficient with our forces. iVio~~in~ forward, we look to de-

ployed MEUs, special-purpose (SPj MAGTFs, or other

task-organized farces for the answer.

2Z •June 2014 
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Sea-Based and Ready

_:~

rig 
~`~~~~~~~,~' ... ~

~~ ~ 1

~~~~t ;~,~,~

~';,~' r~ .',~ ~~ ~ ~r,,~ : ~.:
~~~~x

— 
~..

~~s stated in Expeditionary Foie 2f, Marinas wi11 "de-

~)o}' ~s SPNIAG"1'Ts attd ivlEUs t'or ~tead}~-state angagement

activities and crisis r~e.sponse, composite them into an MEF3

for more significant crises rind coi7tinge~zcies. al~~l ex~~and

the ~~1EB info an M~F to fight major opeia~ions v1~I c~uz~-

paiRus °" Ca-ilical to Chic irotion is beinc able to ~t~gregate

and opc~~ate 1'~~om a sea base. 'Phis is where we gain ma~ci-

niuiu el6eie~~cy aild flexibility. Forces can be reconfigured

for a ~~~ide array of missions Ind operations while retaining

tl~e abilitu to conduct sea control and power projection.

'I~he see base minimizes the need to build u~ logistics a~-

s~~ts ashi~z~. reduces the operational der~~tnd for s~'~tiegic

sealift anti a~rli~t cap~L~ilities, and permits flie fot-itiard
po~itionin~ of joint forces for iiiunediate emplo~~inent.
Sea-based forces include numca~ous platForms, such

as amphibious-~vai~Pare sh~~s, p~~eposiTioning ships, ar~d
~~eilicxl and sutfi~ace connec Logs. AS the tllteaC conUIIues to

develop, these forces will becume even more relevant than
today, bat they must adapt to the changing environment.
As most future crises will likely be conducted under the
umbrella of a 4videly proliferated, acciu-ate and integrated
~u~ti-access/area-denial threat, the sea base will be re-
quired fo operate farther from shore. We. kno~y CUc(ay that
a coinbii~atioii o1' iutc.grated acquisition sy~tem5, preci io❑
~uid~nce. and co~istal-defen~~ eiu~se missii~s ctin ncces-
sitate initial stvldoff distances as f~u~ out a~ 1Q0 i~autic~~l
nines. [Jltimatel~s, mission success foresees a rec~itireinent
that enables the employment of contested, disag~re~ated,
dist~•ibuted, and dispersed forces maneuvering fion3 the
sea base to secure entry pornts. This allows an expedi-
tious increase of combat power ashore while providing
for the quick introduction of. follow-on forces to maintain
momentum and expand the area of operarion. Accoid-
in~ly, the need for connectors, landing craft, amphibious
vehicles, any] snips ~vit11 the capability and capacity to
operate ii1 this enviromnet~t becomes critical.
fur current contingcne of amphibious warships

consists of three basic classes: the larga amphi~ious-
assault ships (LHAs and LHDs), the.amphibious trans-
pnrt docks (LPDs), and the dock landing ships (LSDs).
f1ll of these vessals are designed to pz~ovide command,
employment, sustainment, and the ability to offload our
force using a variety of connectors, both vertical and
surFace. Another critical element t~f the sea base is our
Maritii~ie Prepositionina Force and its ships. Within
this category we ha~~e our nloblz ]andii~g piaitornis
(MLPs), l~r~e ni~t~vm-~peett rt~ll-anlr~]-aff ~L~+1SR)
aid c3rt~-cargo ~~id ammunition ships t~' OKs. T
r~KRs, anr3 T AKEs). These prepasitio~ing slips held
our equipment and supplies at sea s~acla that the}r pan

be moved rapidly ashore. Hawever, without adequate
means tc, yet our people and cyuipmet~[ ashot~e, the
ability fo accoi7ip~isl~ our mission ~~uickly dimi~iis[~es.

Toda}~, theme is a si~niFic~in[ dap in the planned suzCace-
connector fleet inventor~~ from F1' 17 to FY 26 that, in

conjunction v,~i~h our amphibious-ship shortfalls, will

significantly limit the capacity for 2m~hibious opera-
tions acid must uat be al7o4ved to widen.

The Need far Change
The Joint Operational Access Concept acknowledges

that "n~ai~taz~~ing and expanding operational access
may require entry of land forces into hostile territory

foz• a numbez of reasons. These may range from Iim-
ited-objective attacks, such as raids to eluninate land-
based threats to friendly air and naval foz~ces, to seizing
a lodgmeut for a sustained land campaign."'- The future
securitti~ environment ~~~ill continue to demand a ford
i-Ilut i, na~~al in cl~a:a~t~r anal capable of conductin«
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~mphlbious <i~c.racions. At the core of this environment

is a coc~~ested ai~~ diverse area where the sea and Iand

mere—[he littorals— ;here more than 80 percent of the

world's population currently resides. A significant littoral

dimension to future joint operations is apparent, requir-

in~ an afloat, multi-capable, rapid-response force wiCh the

capability at~d capacity to respond across multiple domains

and the full. range of military operaCions.

In<tl~e last fetiv decades, there have been sign scant

acl~~aricemeuts in t1~e tivay~ and mewls a1~<iilable to con-

eEt~ct amphibious oper~i~[ons. Capabilities iealized due tct

nioderniz~Cions in i~Iaiine a~iatian are prime examples

and represent the type of innovation we must hate in nor

surface tleet of connectors. In much the same way the

MV-22B has greatly expanded the amphibious farces`

litcora2 maneuver optzons, so must our future surface

cc~nn~etc~rs. TodaS, the MV-22B, coupiec~ with LCACs

nt~ht have a s ~~nifreant impact and must be ~onsdererl.

Current eonnectar-acquisition al~jecti~es anc~' surface

movement asErare are driven primar l}~ by the number of

a~elI-deck spots in the ami~hibi~us-slop n~rentory: ~'e need

to change the paradigm here and nit limit aiu thought

to how we do business today. Expanded sea-based con-

cepts would benefit from a connector fleet apart from

those expected to be carried in amphibious shipping. For

instance, connector elements husbanded and tethered to

MLPs, or otherwise forward-deployed in key locations

could augment those required directly for amphibious

operations. These connectors or commercial alternative

platforms could also augment the fleet durinc amphibious

operations, greatl; speeding throu hput from the maririme

assembly lreas in the ouCer-sea echelons, white quickly

closing the distances and building combat power ashore.

5u~face conn~etors th~~t Ire se(f~-deployable ~md ca~~able

~..
~~<

-.~ ~~ 
P

_',~ ,.: s

~ _ ~- - ti

_- _, ~ .,:
~=

This u{fro heavy-lift amphibious connector (UHAC) is a 4/10-scale concept demonskrator that weighs in at a "lean" 
38 #ons. The lull-scale craft, not

yet built, is projected fo hit 20 knots at sea and 6e capable of carrying three'tanks. As Generat'Amns n6serues, "the
re are compelling emerginy

technologies and capa6itities That could prove to be game-changers and sfiou(d 6e explored. Platforms such ~s the IJHAC .
.. provide a glimpse of

what the future holds."

operating from a modernized amphihious fleet, address

some at the capability gaps, but nc~t atl. We notice an

iml~eilance developing out of this jrowing capability gap

that. must be addressed, paa~ticularly as t[~e future secu-

riry environment foresees a~i incxeased requirement for

areatar speed rang, and lietoral-mac~euver capability

~roni ship ~o shore. Sia~;plg ptit, o~~r curre.nt and proposed

~t,~f~~ee connector in~~elitor~~ does ❑ot ~Y~eet the eurretit
or #i~tui-e requiremei~C quid <tbi{in to ntane~~~.r ~r~m in-

a~ased r~ul~~ ~e}~ond the threat.

Fu#ore Requirements, Future Strategy

«ith our recent focus on the wars in Iraq anfl Afghani-

stan, necessar}~ improvements in amphibious operations

have tagged. Today, the naval services have a program fir

surface connectors, but its capability and capacity goals

require updaCing. 'The fundamentll operatinb concepts and

~~tilization strategies far connector programs require a fresh

look from a wartighting perspective. Emergiz~Q technolo-

~ies and poteurial game-changing operakioi~al consideral~ons

of long open-water transits ~iie essential. While the exist-

ing landing craft utility (LCli} currently has this capabiliCy,

other connector designs that combing the capacity/.self-sup-

portabiIit}r of the LCU with iY►e high speedy associated with
the LC~~ are readi~v a~~aillble aid a€'fE~rd~ble. Even thQuah

the Ioaming eonne~tor shor€fall and iriacurtty of ttie L.CA~

strip-to-shore connector prt~grain suggest it sha~ld not be c3is-

ri~pted, the LCU-replacement (Su~tainment &Surface C€?~1-

ziectnr [~C~-Recapitalization) peaar~m re~resea~ ~ key ents~t

point for a Iar~er ape~-~tTan~11~ i-e~e~rint connector ~ipabilitti=_

1suture concepts should incretise the operational f1e_tihil-

it~~, at-~ca 5ui~vii'ai~ility, cap<Zcit)`. and )a~~di~,s options of

the ampl~ibi~~us force b~; ~rolid~n~ the capabil7~}~ co cum-

rncnec am~~l~ibiotis operations i~roni ~re<i~ei distances otl-

sla~re than previc~usls~ considered. ~~ng-term development

must be focused on maturing naval-connector technology

while seekiixg sea-basing concepts that include alternative

connectors and employment concepts (i.e„ STOM and

OMPT5) in order to support sea-based operations across

the threat spectnYm. We must also explore near-term fixes
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such as engineering changes to current programs of record

that will help bridge tl~e gap to the "connector after next: '

In much the same way we have proposed a ramp modifi-

cation for the ten joint high-speed vessels (JHSVs) in oLu

current program of record—giving them a rea-state three

ramp that will support the "splash" of self-deploying am-

phfbious vzhicles—we must similarly assess the feasibility

for enhaaeement ac~•oss all our existing programs. At the

enci of the day. we must take a renewed look at current

and 'leap-ahead" technologies to ensure we address both

near- anc~ Icjng-term connector deficiencies.

T~~~r instaii~e, the landing catanti~ir;ui lL-GAT) is an in-

uu~~ati~~e-, fast shore-con~ec[in~ concept developed b~~ the

I-~rench a~itl prQduce~ in the lini[ecl 5taies. It is currently

uperat~d from ~~rell-decks of French LPDILF~ID ~~ss~ls to

meet over-the-horizon logistics and force-prajeccin~ require-

rnents. The I..-CAT is designed to fit u~itbin the miziim.zed

space provided. in existing weIl-tied: spaces, provides full

roll-onJroll-~fF capacities, and opens sea door-to-door lo-

aistics. The L-CAT has a capacity sinular to the LCAC,

~md can travel aY 20-plus knots, but it feat~ires 201~ours of

endurance and can be deployed up to 200 miles from shore.

Anc~Che~~ ileiv capability (in the ex~erimcnt~tioz~ phase)

is tl~e ulera l~e~av}~-lifC amp]~ibious connector (UHAC)_ The

UHAC. is a concept connector being designed t~ provide a

heavy-lift capability that is able to transport large aniounts

of cargo and/or troops from sea to shore, or directly from

the sea to au objective area. It is expected to provide an

over-the-beach caplbility with three tunes tl~e payload

of the LCAC as well as three or .more times tt~e obstacle

clearance of the LCAC. The UI~C is L~eing designed to

carry 210 shart tons at a speed exceeding 20 knots.

:fin altern~itive antcept~.~al craft ~n~ith iTs pedigree in the

~LCU-1610 class is die LC L (F). ~initi design ~~as de~c~~ibed

~n~ Prorec~fm,,~.i in the summer of ?(713 (;~e ~.~ L.anclin~T

Cr~ii~( for tine ?1st Century:' bt° Susanne alleiiburoei: Conl-

~nauder '~Iich~iel Bos~~~ortl~. U.S_ ~a~~v (Retiredj:~and C.ap-

i iin l-lichael .Tonga CJ.S. Navy, JuIY ~Ol j. p~~. fi0 6d-j ~md

uirantl~s oily e?~isCS i~l PowerPoinL, LuT apPe~a~ ~~orLhS= of

rurihei examination. [t promises to pit>> ide ~l~a higher speed,

l~irger payload capacity, bre~ter fuel efficiency, and better

beaC•h-landing abi~i~y needed to f~~llill ~eday's ampl~ibious-

fc~rce req~luealents, yet the_ LCU (F) eouic3 6c hydrautie~lly°

fr~ided in a "`tran~~f~rmer-like" m~mncr to ~ht ne~ldy info the

st~md~ard ~,vc.11-decks of major amphiLious transport slops. Ill

theory_ conceptual cc>rinectors like ~tlis could also be flexible

enough to ag~re~ate via noncom~entional means, similar to

hov,~ 4ve brii~~ lighterage into diealer via container 51~i~~,ti

today. Additionally, the I,CU (N) is e.i~visioned to carry up

to 200 toms of persi>unel and ec3uipmeot ar a speed of alrnosc

~Q knits—an improvement of more th~~in 20 tons end 1U

l~nots when comparing it to ille LCli-1610 class.

Last1~~, a craft in a different class thae bears further aual-

ysis and consideration is the T-CFUIFT being developed by

pfftec of Naval Research. "Phis is a lager vessel desired

for i~itra-theater lift or as a sea-base connector, much like

file 7HSV, but urith one key= difference: It can land on a

www.usni.~rg

beach. This craft is projected to have 300-704 tons of lift
capacity and travel at 40 knots. This capability coupled
with the speed and versatility of the smaller connectors

could be a significant force multiplier in a distributed lii~-

taral maneuver environment, especially in the movement

of non-self-deploying combat vehicles.

Innova#ing to Win
In much the same way we have traveled in the past, our

institutional course into the future will nat be a straiQl~L

line. There have been and hill continue to be obstacles
that requires slibht deviations. We can expect the s~.r~ie in

our con~eptcial an~i pragrarnr~a#~c environments. H stor3~ is
replete »ith examples cif l~ou,~ our na1a1 forces innc~vatecl

opera[ionali~T and tecI~naln~ cally tc~ Ktin_ Thy adse~t of
sea-based aviation, expecli~iQnan= amphil~i~us capabii-

ties, undersea ~~ai~fare, and irregular uTarfare in complex

litkozal environments were all disruptive innoti~ario~~s that

took tune, experimentation, and initiative to fiill}~ exploit.
As the ~tafion rebalances its military to ~e~v strate«ies and

ne4v levels ol~ defense investment, the Navy—A~tariz~e Corp

team will play an even crcatei~ role in forward presence,
regional deterrence rind building ttic Poun~tations of collec-

tive security for the 171oba1 maritune commons. fur ability

to swiltly respond to the demands of major contingencies

will continue ea make us an indispensable capability of the

joint force, and it is imperative to maintain that standard.

Today's anti tomorrow's security cnvironmenYs require

a reshaping of the NTarine Corps wide an emphasis on the

growing demand for steady-seate activaCies and crisis re-

sponse. To be the 1-i~ll[ farce in the i~i~~Lit price al [lle right

time, we must adjust our cap~ibili~~= ~i~itli focus on improving

our abtLiCy to deploy, employ, and sustain as an expedition-

ary force. A critical e~inponeilt to this «-ill he ow ability to

i~to~~e ~uicl Sutitiiri people and eq~iipment a,here. Thereiorti.

ensuiin~ tl~e l~~eal~h and co~iCinued capabiliCy and capac~c~~

impxo~ai~~ents of connector pro~ran~s is ~n essential interest

for b~~tJi the iVlaaine Corps ~~nd the N1vy.

Vdl~~e the ~~c~~~ntia{ for the proct~reanent c~~ entu~Iy ~z~ev

fleets Qf coa3nectors is n~lrkely in t~da~=°s ~isc~ ~~viran-

Tnent, there are campellir~g emer~in~ technologies and ca-

pabilities that could prove. to be game-changers and should

be explored. Platforms such a~ ~1~c UHAC, LCU (~), and

L-CAC are just a fe~~~ examples that provide a glimpse ot~

~vhaC the fiitut~c holds. Tlvs is a dialogue 1 am dcvotec~ to

and oue in which I challenge industry, academi~l, and our

na~ral service to iiirfher develop. We are in a pe~rioa that de-

mauds i~novat~oz~, ~u~d as such, we need to take a h~ud look

at our' connector s~aCe~y and erisurc it is fi~timed by sound

~raYfighting anal}psis. VJe must ~~ep up our co~necCoi`s cane

for the Luture ~~~t~ile ensuring owe mii~imunz combat-c~ipacity

r~equire~nei~t for today is maintained.

1. Expeditionary Force 21, v~wva.defenseinnovationmarketplace.mil/resources/EF21_
Capstone_Concept 12_Mar_2014%20(signed).pdf.
2. Joint Operational Access Cor+cept (Washington,. DC: Department of Defense 2012), 6.

General Amos is Commandant of the Marine Corps.
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Gloucester is "_~merica's Oldest Sea~art", f~rundeci in 1523 bt ~islaermen to be ciase to particularly ferule fishing ~r~rantis.
tiinc~ ttici3 iiiosi ot~ih~ ,bore-line around the I~r~er Harbar has matured inic~ Gloucester's oldest ~~ad I~rg~ct fKilly-zoned antl -~ermitied
Lndustri~l Part{ based primarily on Commercial I~ishin~ ~jnd its assoeiatacl industries. As n profitably-I~c:~ted high-tialui economic asset it is
one of on(g four commercial ports so designated :end protected by the Cornmernweaith of R1assaehusetCs.

In recent y'cars Glouccsicr's Inner harbor has ht~tl to tibsorb pa6il'ul red~icl.ion cif income fond Uius job- mid la.~-base dui ~u ~rrior ~isherics'
~r~~cticcs ~~nd resultin~ dr-a~conian red=ulatio~s in s~y~~~ori ufresoin~ce-rcbuilding. We erc n~~~r ~t the depth ol~th4sc harsh limits im Uiis Ilcet.
- Ii is time to examine all fccht~ical opportunikies to up£rnde ~~essel-and tishinQ-technolo~Y to n+rrlch rc$ource-sustain~bility in an u~~c of
sl~uclily increasing fuel cost, Moat-6uildins± cost. fishing-gear cost. and cost of living in and ?round U~iis Purt.
It is time to prepare tl~e Park's infrastructure to prot'rtabty sul~nort the scicntiiically-proiecteci Multiulication of Fishing Potential.

! Only ad~•anced approaches to SustAinable Fishing and this harbor's infrasrrucYure will support the re-eitter~ceere of tfie 11ect and Ehus
rr-estrrf:Iishrnerrt of the solid commercial ~~iability of this port to steadily grow its jabs- and fix-u:ise tnr tl~e City ?

~1'e Yherefore support here and no~t~ (4umnTcr'07) the Federa/and Slate Cttrrrfing of a Series of G~perimental TishinQ-C:r•it't in C'Inucester
under tl~e guidance of Gloucester's owo Senior B~.~t-I7esianer Philip C'. Bolger (in business sincc'S? sip bocaks) in order to present to
fishermen xnd incubate in the Inner Harhor'a~-eener' and ttfus rnorc sustainable business-opt~nrtunitiese. Yhil Rc,(gcr E~ro{,~„~s
I, "Co use~adti~anced Principles of'f~reen' Desitin, -Construcrion and -Operation to test and demonstrate a broad varict~~ «I~sai~ai~Ic

~~~e~>cl-conii~urruion~ - inc}udin~~ the in~~e,ti~ation ofsail-power in a Irrhrici-~?r«puLrian ~onte~t -that leatmz significantly enh~nred fnel-
ec~nam~. advanced applications of renet~able resources, and irhich support sustainable end ~~rnfitabte fishing-meth~~ds.

2. To ~dcance 1`essei-Safety !~y developin<~ h7rd u~~sink~bilin~. enhancin~n st~~hili~v. and reining a1~~~rt>~7riaTe zrgoi~omicr_

3, That oniS° the disciplined Pursuit of ̀Greenest` Approaches t~ Fishing will held recol~~r c}estructier pglic~`-conflicts ~e~~,~~~ia the f1~ei~
its reaul~t~rs, anti the ene~ironniental ~i•:~tch-clap groups ~nonitt~ri~~h i~o1h, fa~at~rin~ i~~stc~d n~oi•e ~~roducti~•e con~3er:atii~n,

~. 'Tot@us incubate tl~e Read+~nl of Cc~r~irrtc~rein~ Bnrrt-Biaildii~g tliai will cr~ntril~ute su~isirr~tlt'r~l v~rCue-rrtlt~irt~ ~1lari~e-~r~~3~a~tri;~! L sc d~
Gaoacester's Inner Harbor. 47% of the current i1e~t ofifishing boats yeas rent built on Cape inn - a serious Inss of busine~~'

~. To £osier steady :end thus profitable su~~~31y oCye;~r-round aa~i seasonal species iaoclings at the pic~•s of a broad vaa•iety iaf Ir~cal
processors who unitte-arl~f to this catch under :j tiveil-promoted Gloucestez•-based name-brand as a symbol of I~i~;l~l~°-ci~ai~etl
Pishin~ Ste~vardshi~~ ~~t'fering Sustainable C~u:~lity to the local, regional, and national consumer.

6. T~ upgr;~de fhe Inner Narbor's 4~alue-adding potential b~~ ~upportin; multiple fish-proecssing f.~cilitie~ through:
a.j a stationan~ ~~~~ mobile pre-treatment pl;~nt, or a salt=propelled fish-processing waste-water cullection-barge thsA di~~xiscs cif7'-shrn~c.
V.} a railwa~a-siding off the ~~t[~TA eracks alongside Route 727 to Rockport a~ the 'greeneck' fsist shipment offish-Erroduct containers.

rill Flits is predicted t~~ ;ignitieandE~ cn(iantc the ln~cr I larboa's rna~ ine-industrial commerce-base to :~ssur-e sustaina6ilih~ of Loth the resouree,
the fleet..~nd this ~ort~ has4d «n laroaci Iacal r~~an~ rship ai~diver,e t~usinesse. properties. c;ntrcprcncuriail skills and dri~~c.

The andersig~ecl nblich~ support this proposal as timel~~ and essential for the fuf~Ere of this ~aort, vitsl fir t(te sustainabilih df the fleet,
and ~mderst~tnd t69t this compref~ensive perspective goes unaddressed by~ ndier organizations Qf researe6 an[I anah~sis_
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Please shore rout supE~~~rt Cot phi, initiativC ~~~ith your t'riends ~jnc1 ask sham tc~ up~i~rt this ~~~apormnit}~ tcs stren~~ther~ t)Q~r I'«rt.

Tlris prrepusal I~r Philip ~. Ba1Qer rind Friends tric. emrrgv~l iu dre fnll of _00~ us rr ~rre bona e_rpre~srnn ~~J ei~~ic c~ c•r~rpnrate respansrtrilili~ !fir-ct Uzi irur »r~,e
t,rc.crrr~c~l:A~~zr.3.Y)? Ira t)alc~ /irau'n. alien <'nntnuntih' f)t~i~ulnpiur~n~ Dir.~c'Inrla- Ire ('ih~f~JCi/nirre.v~~r nerd ~~~rsanu/.~f.~~.cislnn[ rn ,IYy~r~i•Jnln~ l;i~lf. h~> ~~((;-rrtl 'll ,irr+r.
~~l lri.c o~ter~iion uir J<»rnGu t• 3_?'a •O3. II e ~esli~ecl in pe~r.crm n~u/ irrltiug chn ing .-huei~rlurei~! 13 heurin~.c. ,A',1770,~V.~f 1. F/S'NC2t /. (~1~ ~un~r~_ia~~~ .cpani Nt/rt•.r inrc~;i~ii~v~-
ifi~iu ~~nd?(IUgf ~rnrcic Jur !!ie I)9il),~ cclilion (p. -t?(~. ruNinq iI one c~(' "~00~!'.c 73es1 Rlens" ('~llt)Sl..Ls r~/~/ ~/(1-1 Vationul :llarim~ /~i,rher~~~.i S'~ r~vcr hu.e ujjcred a
rle•rliculec! 12e.sem•c•A<e I)er~t/npurenl Ji.clNitQ permr~ for t/ri.r prq%erl. .9I1(ncnl a~~d remit' regi<~nul /i.c/~c>rre,r-cl~ie%i huvrt h<~en ~q~/~ro~tchc d. (hr ~Vnv.'f 'l)S thc~ (;/nricesir~r
l)arh~ Ti~uev.lecrh~rcd a 3/)(1O + u~r~rr( cn7ic~le orr p. ; t / L //,s Gce~r a 'Jllltrs efrorl sn /ur. IVri/~,4~~; I:F us a~ G~ : Illtnrllr .~7reet. C,;/nlrcer~e~•.:1 /.~I /11 ~l.3ll. 1~~; !.A' J-,4 ?~4?-l.,' /9.





Grr~~~~iii:;r Lisp vfSruppQrters (as of 6101/OS) of P/til I3r~l~er & Frr'e~z~ls`Sustni~rnble Cc»nl~rercial Fisl:r~r~ d'essel Prc~ ec~
NrUfessionai Fishermen ~~+rterlflperators

~i)fi`ti;~ ! 1~1\. t3rucl, T' 1~' „Sir~icft~ f3..,

I31:(s1\'~`. 8.1~.. F:~? "Katlirvn 1 eig17"
13I2~\~'1~;_ A~~'illi:~m~G.IV, FlV "f:illim~.~n~~"
(3RC4VI:K. Chris. t-YV "i"nir• Ff'i~~~l"
BIZISSOh. 12uzer. 1=/V
G1:1~\~1:AIN. Oout. P`N "Labor /~r I'~~in"

111GGIT~S. t3rian. ~!V "7'obt~.~lnn~•
t.~liVL. Jams
t_IL3R(3. Pctcr, 1=?V "CnbK~rel"
~4ARC1;1NO. Day id. F=~~ "Harc! _I fer-c(zc7rzc(rse'
t1~icP.O[31~. rindre~~~,
~~~C)NC)t?LLt). Jos4ph. P?~~ „?~rtly t'lP'
~4~~RSG Cumniy_ (2etit-ed Gilln~tiin~ OwnerlC.apt.
~tlllvl7~ William, FN "rVever,Scrfi~~ecC'
NC~VELI.C7. Sam, f N "~'aj~t. Nave(lo"
ORL:~NDO..loscph. F/V "Pcr~lre Pio"
POR~!'ER. t~um. I'iV "Susan kimherfy"
Rf\Y~~t(7N[~. Charles, FlV °firister~ & ;1=iicl7ae/'"
RiTvCi. it°tart:
RI~~St). '~~lntico A.. Fir "Jes~phif~~°. FIV "Pat~•iot„
RliSSU. Sah~atare. Retired Dra~~er C3~i~neriCapt.
til IER~iA'd. Rascl 1.. FN "Lacft~Jat~e•'
KKR(?13~C~1_ 1~~'illi;~n. Ffl~' "Tc~r~rs„
~ILb'r1. I~ant~all R~_. F;~ ".A'ea=~r5"alis~ied"
~~ r~~t r;i.:~tii~. i~~ti~,a
\~='O~1Sf)\.:`1ril~ar, F1V "EriAc~~9~at"

Prt~fessional C'antainsJCrew
C'1(>Ll~c). ~ct~astino. F~V "d-9ae•izCirace"
t'RIV`~-~t,Lf)_ .Ar~ti~nio. Deckh~nd. Fl~~ ,'.41nr•i~ Cr~~ce"'
DF 4 C)S~1'I'__ A1i~hacl, Captainf$temman~
FL=~iiF:~~I~Y. 14ichael, Sternman. EN "I;ntfrrcn Lei:*h"
FYRBEKG. Pc~ec Cre~vfVe;Sef f~laintenance
~1.~~VN. ~~tikc, 978-5'_1-Qt)O9. CaptainlSternman
R,aGUS;~, i~gike. Dockhand, F1V "LciclrJa~ee"
ti6ARS. Jiimcti. Retired ('ishermui
S1~C)NC. Josa~~l1. Crc~nJ~c~al:
`I'F1Yl,OR. Richrxrd. Crew
TOGNnY,l,I..Pttul. Deckhatttd. I~N ",ldarie Gr•acc"
V([':[R;\. titutthe~v. Captain 1=/V "Harvester"

~e3+• England Enti~iranmen#ai.~dv°oc~e~ {3r~~niz~tian
P~i.r 5hzlle~. \'i~~-Prcai~i~~~i. ~1:~~,a~clau~~:tts ~~c9~+~t:~c~
CO`5ER1'AT10~ti L~~~' FOL":\t~~'i'Ifl'.\
w°9t1~ a 3t30rC1$ ?-gage ~.etter of ~ffiei~l C.L~=-E~~do~s~.nacnt

Ahout this 'Green' C'ommer•ciai Tishint Boat Araicct:
l~°e have dra~~•n si~me 64Q boat-designs gut ~f Gloucester since 195?
with over b00 arUcl~s and 6 books published. t~s a ci~~ic ctercis~ art
responsibility ~~e ti1v~ pushed Pro-13cmo this I.on-C'arbun-Footprint
Sustainable Cammc,rcial Fishing Bost prai4et since 1 1102

With the recent C;LF-endorsement at~d tliz ,ro~~~in~ fist ot~ supponiti°e
lishermen «~e no~v hive pulled nt~nr together t~vo t~er~pectives shat onl~~
a icy+- gears aQo fouaid each other across strong lines of uhilosoohical
and r~utaton~ division. CI,F no~~° suppar'ts the local il~ek's interest in
"C',reei~est' Commercial Piahino-Vessel Design and I'rofotyping -
Contien~atian La~~~ f oundation fully supports your el7brts to t~il:e this

visi~an in~t~ serious research and dcvclopment p(~ase...(... y (VJe) mould
he pleased to surpon your ettarly in any ~vay possible."

\With this proiecY. ~3lnuces[er's fleet is able to maximia~.this rlre
opportunifl~ to find financial, political and reeulatory ~uppQrt 1'c~r its
Future as the first ad~~anced flow-carbon foot-t~rint Fishi~~ Fieet.

• ~n fhe state level. Senator Bruee "[arr :end Re~resentati~~e
:~ntf~ony l'erg~ f3av~ e~amiaied tour proposal anal art purs~~ii3g
~pti~ns to find ai leas[ party ~f it~

• [n[raduced 1~~~ Rip_ ~fon~' ~~er~a. t~ Lienler~ant ~~kernor Tim
tViurrati »~e h:~vc s~~areel ~9~iail~d m~ie3•i~1 ~~°i11a him in i~~ cua~te~t
of Isis l~adersh3p-rc~l~ ~fihe Sea~por# Caur~cil_

• tte{~. Tony Verg;~ wrote ~ Let#er ~f E~atlorsenaent (311~r~}~j its
C~n~ress~nsn Bohn Tierrae~°_

• t)n thz federal Ie~-el_ ~~~e tes~ilied ~i a 'March 'i)? l~earin~ ar+
s1°Iarine Safety in Vew Sedi~rd called by Congrescroan Ba~-ne~T
Frank. His ~~1'Iicc then produce8 ~~ initiative to support Qur efl`~rt
tlirou~h safety-rcl<ited Funding in the current Coat Guard
Rcautl~orizatiun [till. His office recenti}~ stated o~~er the phone
that it would explicitly support our application for s:~id
funding.

• 1`he offices ol'(1.5. Senators Ted liennedy and Jottn Iterrt~ eauil
hay e aSul(}=-documeiltcd pr~jcct-Gle and reported to study it.

ShoresiJe Stakeiia(ders
L3R0\4~~!. Iiathrvn. Gardner f=isherman's \~~ife
C1A2~1~~91'1 r\R(U. Vito. Restaivanteur
CU,l~i~A9Ir!GS. Damon 6.. Anaval Architect, ~41T (rot.)
L)E?:~f[R_ Si~ven. Insurance r~~ent,
G.A(2L:\l~lO_ Jo~~ph E., t~;'riterJllistorian
C;ILLtS. 12r~bert J. Bank Vice-President(private citizen)
CUS"I f\V ti()N. Viking, "Gloucester Marine rt~iil~~~a~~
('ompany". C3en. €~~ta~aager
J~H*JS~)~l_ T~iana, "Gloiacest~r M~u•ine Railway Company". L3aolck~eper
l~t~v't~7l~A~l~r\. t.enny. "Gloucester 1 ic~us~lS~ven Se~u 4'4'1~arC. C)wner
i,l~l,)l t1 l',<\, \1i~hael. "Gloucester t{ouselSevc~~ Seas t~'l~arl', t~~l~ner
~ik~llit_1R1)_ K. Scott. President."C~pe Pond icy Co.''
\1{)!:I'~_ (:~~x~st.~,rtiat;`Pl~t~tn~iapher
F'LC'KI ~ ~\•1. 1~~~1te3-_ {es) Cite ~'oancillac
PC~I~T)1 \ll;R. Leon.A4aster Shipwright
ItlCF1C~v. <~~«li~~e}~. Pra~sidcn~."Gloucester t~9aritim~ HE.ritag~ f'enier'
RC?SC 1~1.. Pr￼uik. Gzneral Manager "Rose Oil".
SI1FLnON. ~~1ark. Captain/~4~~rina Operator

1~3. tiF(GRfvI~~N, Christine, ~t~',A4anager; "North-East Seafood
Coalition"

Supporting Local, Regional, end 1'~I_ational Publications:
- First industr~~-~+~id~r"nation-~vid~ publicity ~n thc carl~~ stakes oi`thi~
project in ~AT(()N,~C~ FISHEIth9F\N oP~eptemb~r'0=1. ~~ -12 fl:
- "My View" pers~~etive b~~ u~ ~n thc; Future oYGluuc~4ter's [iarbor as
published in thz GLOUCCST~R DAILY "t'1~9E~ ~>f 1 lt?(,ff~~, p. Al L
- Short hlurb of our presznce at an international lisl~eries Rear-s~ecit~lis-t
c~onf~rsnce (ICES 200b) in Baton. captured b~~ CC);~1~71;RCIAL
F ISIIER[ES NEW S of December'Ofi, p~ 1 ~A tl;~
- C'ooperation with cau7mei~cial fishing and Gonservtatian 6cai7am~{
proponents (ECt~TRUST CA1~1.-1DA) in F1S~lI~Rl~ir1'~! L1F~ pl'
I)ecen3bzr'07, p.2t~ R. {$ritish C'~lu~aj6ia prflvu~cizal i~7zlusir~ m7"2~ia~~b
- ~ r~~att in +cur ~tTor~s its the Ic~tai ~yui~ ~lerzt e~ d~~ 'i~~i~y `I"ices' in
the 11"ESI~F.Kt,I"'~I ~\'S til~Bec~mtkr 2l). C~?. pia Its-11. ~~tic~-C"i}~ ;
Dail)' an C~ancouver l~l~~d_ B_C_)-
- GI~OI'CESTE#t t).=111,1' T1~tL5 0!'>:'?i {Y8. ~.11)...Iukin ~;t~~a' ic>
the see".

f'~rth-coming supporting articles 6ti~ C;l~~uce stir's ~?~~~n ~'eier f'n~bot i~~
COMMERt'lAL FISHERIES ~,(;~WS and an "Ebbc4~Fl~~v" place b}~ hi~~i
in the GDT. -----------------------------------------------

Cumpilcd b~ Phil Bolger~CSusannc Alten6urgcr (F3aatdesigners), 6G Atlantic St., Glouu~ster, hEvscd on a 6-year project to prepare the [fool Ir~r ~i5in, fl~el-cast
ac th4 resu~nc~ is reco~erin~; sea GDT'imes a/27lOA, p. (Q. '~40 tisherme~~ support us plus ?b-or-so shoreside st~ilcholders tool. waterfront-e~~~ncrs.(t1hi01 /08)





~tarelz ti, ?()i)8

Phil t3~l~er

Susanne :~1Rnbtu-~~,r

Phil (3~l~er & Fri~i~ds, Inc. L~aat D~si~ n~~~s

P.0 . ~c~~ 1209

Cab ;~ll<iril[c St~
CGl~uces[cr, l~t.~ 019;(1-1G`?7

L7ear Pfeil and ~uszu~ne:

"C~hank _you for st~arin~ your ideas ~°ith us about potential ne~~~ directions far the Ne~v

En~1~~nd Iisl~i~1~ Il~et, While it is premature to reach any conclusions about tl~e role lh~ vessels

yuu hG~v~ designed il~ight flay in the regional fisllin~ [1e4t ii~1 tl~e ? l'` ezntiu-y~, ~~e co~l~pletedy

t~~~-c,c tivith yc~u that m~rlcet and ~~~orld cire~mislances ha~~e shifted to stick a degree fi~~at the l~lture

~l~~~ll~3~gcs tl~frl Ne~~° E»gland 1-~sh~rn~e~~ lace will ~~ shaped byv a tlifiereni s~i o1'f~~tc~~-s tl~a~~ their

}~r~:cl~ccssurs faced. Tl~e ~~isi~~~ that vc~tr h~~~F~ sit fo~~tl~ of ~i lijhtel-, n~~i-e ~~i~~}~t~~t~le, ~ncl s<~fca-

fisl~in4~ p1~~iCc~rn~ that has lo~ti~c~~ capital a~~~i o~~ej-atin~ costs is ~~oi-th ex~~l~rin~; ,is a m~.an~ To~~

mceti~~~; il~~s~ ch~lle~~ges. Conseri=~tion Lt~~rx ~'~~~nc~aiior~ Fully su~~oi-ts ~lor~~- i:1~Ic~~-is icy 1~~1.e tl~i~

vision i»tc~ a serious research anal d~~~elc~pme~~t }~1~ase so that tl~e l~e~~efits of ~=u~ar~~r~~osal can 1~~.

~~ss~sse~3 and u~~cle:~-sto~d ~i~orc tl~~rou~l~ly b~~ regio~lal lish~rn~~n.

~I~hc. m~de~-~~ ~-oundt~sh fleet i~~ N~~~- C'n~,la~~d ~~+~as enabled ley the cxtei~sivc: federal

g~~~~~crim~ent grant and su}~sidy programs of the 19$0's that encauraged fislze~711en t~ t~uilc~ bi~~el-

ttncl mo~~e, pc~~~~rful boats. ~~~I~ilz there ~t~e many ~~~I~o, in i~indsight, n~~~~ question fete uitimat~

~~~isdc~m of that initiative in li~~ht a('the over-capitalization of the N~~~ [ n~l~ii~d flee,( relative io

(ish 3~~~~rld~~k~ce anti reprocli~cti~~~, tl~~ cGu-r~nl im~~elitor}~ cif 11i~h-Iloi-s~~ower, s~~el ti~essels retleets

tl~~ suce.ess of that 1'~deraI eltort. NataUl~~; tt~e i.urrent Ne~~~ En~la~ld t7eet ~~r~~s built at a time

~uh~n fuel casts «sere t~~~~ a~ld ~fim~te ch~~1~e ~~~~zs not eve» a topic cif sp~culG~tian.

Circumsfztnces ]1a~re changed sig~lificar~[ly. The mana~emznt sS~ste~» i~as improved sc~ that

e.lCc~rt is bein« increasingly Gonst~-ained tc~ more appcopri~~te levels ~<<ith tl~e res~~lt that the

industry is legs able to s~ipport the costs of fisl~in~ ~~n iulsustain~bl}~ tii~h catch levels. At the

sane time, ~17e cysts c~~ «peratin~ a fishing boat have n~ultipli~~l, 2~rin~arily as tl~~: result of s~~i-in+~

l~~ie.1 e~~aenses. ~illlii~ }~rice~ for tish to t1~c, b~~r~t lave been 510~~-•1~F ri~i~~g iiurin~ this sa~li~ iin~e

f~-zi~1~~. ~1~~ v~~ria~le costs of i~tcl~i~~~ ti~ose 1`~sl~ h~~=~ ine3-eased much 1~1ore ra}~i~l~T. Tl~e. resizli is

c1~cli~~ia~4_~ }~rotital~ilit~' fc~r i~~cli~ilu~l r~~~e~~~~tioa~s c~-e» as ti~la p~~~ulations r-~b~~~~~cl. Gi~~~,~3 t~~

F.~~l~al~t~l ~~z.ii~anci ft~t~ i~~el anc~ st~~l, tl~erc is l til~ 1il ~lil~c~c~~ iliat the ~~~~-~-i:~at l~i~~~~ ~i~~t~ z-~1~ta~,ai

c~~~~s~~-t~ctic~~~ r~n~l fuel co~~~t~~3l~tion a~~~ e~~er likely io r~i~~~-i-i to ~~~i~ic~i~s lc~~~,ls.

.greet, ~.rzi_ ~ I~, ~ , ~~, ` t r,1 ~ Et - -, - 3 t max: ~d~° ~':;-fi1C ~C1



CONSERVATION LAW FOUNC~ATION

It seems to us that there ~tre t~.~~o options in these circuinstar~c~s. Fishing effort can be

cansolic~atecl ~~~itt~ fever boats a~1d people catchuzg iTlcre oftlle ~~sh, creaCin~ iner~~se~

ef~cieticies of a~~eration. This has already teen happening ov~r~ the Bast dccacie and the rec~~~t

efforts to lai7n s~etat-s in tl~e groui~di-lsh i~~dustr~r ~~~ill facilit~tt~e that consc~lici~tion e re❑ ti~ore ovet-
tirnc:. T"he sec;on~~i c~~ati~ii ane~ tl~~~ only ~~~tion that relay k~e availaC~ic; to t6ie s~~~aile~~, coastal

fishui~~la~l—is to rec~l~~ee costs. Wtule ~~e az~e not in a positiotl to d~.t~ri~Zine ~~l~elhe~r the clesi~~s

you a~-e ~dva►1eir~~ ire tt1~ on(~ car even the lest nlea~ls of reclueing cysts far tishcrt~ne~~ i►1 the
l~~c~k alld dill stet Meets, they ai-e cei~tai711~~ ~=~oi~tla ~xploriri~.

The second structural ch~inge since the 198U's is global ~vaia~ling. We find the vision you

offer oi' "greening" a significant sc~menl of tl~e New England fleet to be very attr~~ctive from tl~e

pers}~eetive of reducing diesel Iilel c~ns~uuption. ~~e-have not attempted to estiil~atE fuel

co»stim}~tio~~ In t11is sector but believe that it is siga~ifica»t. If yo~it• designs ~r t~tl~er c~esigl~s that

are bfised a~~ sil~~ilar ~~z-ineiples a~•e functionally viable fi-o~n a fisl~ei~~Zai~'s perspecti~~e and reduce

fuel consumE~li~u significantly, they 17~~y form tl~e b~rsis for a "green ~'7eet" that could reduce.

re~icanal greea~house aas emissions end, peeha~~s, form ille b~isis of a mai•lcetina effort built around

sustainable I~all~estil~g pr~lciices.

Finrtll_y, we also appreciate aucl applaud your elforts to re~~abilitate the GloLicestel- boat

In~ildin~ tradition. bVhile it is ha.r-c~ to imagine that this region will ever ►-eca~tui-e any compei~tive

ad~~~altages ~ti~ith aspect to steel hull boat construction, there are a YI~u~~ber of yat-ds that are well

situatzci to ~c~ut- colzs~-~rotiozi te~.Ilnigcies. Iildc.ed= nla~~y fishermen the~nsel~~~s are likely to Ll~ve

snore than acE~c~aate skills to build their apt=n vessel. ~Itllou~ll ex~~erience ~rewents lis from [~ein~

s€~~z~~ri~ze at~o~zt a~~~;' pras~~ects oFa rebirth c~FGloucaster's m~ritinZe Zieritage, ~~-e a~~pi~uti your

c~~~ti~~~is~li.

~~'~ cldn't ha~~e to tell either• of you that this is cil~hi[1 battle can alt ~ioi~ts. There- ~s al~n~a_ys

trcn7unclo~ts resistance to cllan~e a~~d what you are suggesting is raclieat change by any l~~easure.

Ncvei~thcicss, your ideas arc u~al~e intuitive sense, rind the cost effecii~fe oppor~uniti~s tk~at yaa

aie trying to create for new entrtults to the ~sl~ery and for- the si7~allet~ scale coastal fishet-~net7 are

important. The next l ey action in our view i5 to yet a prototype vessel bt~ili so tllai Cshe1-men can

assess the design and utlderstan~ its perCoi7l~ance better. To that end, we would love to see some

of the LNG mitigation funding that has, come to Gloucester or the fccieral "disaster" funding be

used to tale some of your i~3eas from the drar~ril~~ l~oarc~ to the Gvater. Ultimately, perll~tps we ca~~

tool. forward to ~u~otl7er federal sut~sidy ~~rogra~7~ that ~v~uld enable ~i restructuring of the ctiirre»t

tle~t to one that could be con~pe[itive, s~ifc, r,fFicieni, and "free»" in ille fittl~re.

Again, ~l~anlc you for- asking our ~piniorl about yont- project. We. wish you the best oI' luck

~vitl lis effort and ~ti~ai~ld be pleased to sapport your eCloi~ts i~l any way possible.

Slbc~re y,

,~
~- __~'

F'~.te~~ Slle.11~~~
l°rice President and 1~I~~ssrlchusctt d~~ocacy C.entei~

CLF: "Protecting New England's Environment"
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Monday, June 9, 2008

Bonrd of Trustees
Phil Bolger c~ Friends Inc.

Patrick Stewart Boat designers
Hor:a•aryChairman 

6~ I~t1c~T1~1C S~Teet.

Roger Payne, Ph.D. pO BOX Z ZO~
Founder and Prestderu

~louces~er lOiIA
Jefliey Kunz -Chairman 

01930.
Thomas Tills
Vice-Chairman
iLfetcalf &Eddy

Ronald Christensen, Ph.D.
Secretary
EntropyLi»~ited DO~r ~T. Bolger &Friends,

Iain Kerr— UP/CEO

t~Ve have spol~en many times over the last two years about your vessel
Andrew worse
=Q;~ YoJ~~ ~~ designs a:~d yoa~r commitment to rne~t the challenge of creating sustainable

~~,,so~: B~~P~ fishing vessels.

Richazd Delaney
'rovincetoivn Centerfor 1Vlore thaa~ just your innava~ive designs I admire the persistence and passion
Coastal Studies

you and your team put into this project.
Sylvia Earle, Ph.D.
D,O.L.R.

Sarah Haney Keep up the good work —Frith the price of fuel skyrocketing, there is no
Ontario, Canada

betrter time to embrace your ideas. I wish you ever success with this
Lisa Harrow
SeaC/urnge Institute worthwhile endeavor.
Tim Krochuk
GRT Capital Fa~~tnefs, LLC

Sincerely
Thomas Lovejoy, Ph.D.
The H. Joht7 Heinz IIF /"enter

Michael MainelIi
7JYen Limited, UK ~'

Bill and Dorofhy McSweeny
Washington, DC fain ]Kerr
Eleanor MerrIli
.~rnoirl, MD

Jerry and Ant Moss
Los ~ngeies, CA

Patrick Woods
h~ass Audubats

Ocean Alliance 191 Weston load Lincol~i, Massachusetts 417!3 Tel: 781-259-0 23 Fax: 701-259-023





City Hall

Nine Dale Avenue

Gloucester, Iv1A 0193Q

(3~'FICE 4F THE MAYOR

~Jct~i~er 29, 2005

To ~Vli~n3 It ililay Coucanl:

'r~L 978-281-97p0

~nx 978-287-9738

ckirk@.ci.gloucester. ma.us

I ai7~ «jriting this letter as a~~ expression of sup~~ort for tlae "Sustainable Coznxi~ercial Craft Project" d~veloned ~y
Phil Bolger anti Susanne Alteilburger of Phil Bolger &Friends, 1nc., Boat Designers of GiQucester.

Gloucester's port economy, fouiaded and still based ~~rit~iarily ors fishing, is under serious stress due to the decline
in tlae resource;. UG~r tax and jobs base ha~~e already suffered seriot►sly with immediate effects on the City of
Gloucesee►-'s budget. To maintain the steady supply ~f seafood to this port and the nation, this City musi lead in
the developme~~t of low-carbon footprint resource-sustaining operation of coizlmercial f skiing era#t and of our
port. Oi71y a fleet and a part ~repaxed fo~-the 21s̀  cenh~ry will be able to prosper, once resource sust~inability is
assured.

There is a razed to address tGvo major challenges: rising energy costs and tl7e fact that the fishing indt►st~y is tl~e
last industry forced by statute to remain energy inefficient, Phil Balber ~. friends, Inc. (PB3cF} is proposing to
d~sig~~ and Uuild several prototypes to pursue 3 SO% reduction i~ diesel fuel consamptian and e;cplore rene«table
energy and hybrid propulsion systems for our diverse fisheries. Since the summer of 20Q2, P~&F have de~Teloped
this project toiv~rds conceptual integrity «rhicl~ has now attracted broad-based support b}~ our fleet -from
labstern~~n to dta~ger c~~tains -and ecological advocacy grc~u~s such as Ca~rservtt!io~i L~1a~ Fouixr~atzr~~~ ane~
G~cvcrrr ~Ilitcrrce. T1~e Glr~zrcester- 11%ft~f-~eir~Pe Heritn~e Ce~rrer~ Sias agreed #o sez its bflat-s~~a~ used far tl~e smaller
~rotc~[~=pes' construction with full regularly-scheduled pubic access to Ile project for the inciustr~~ aaad oar
~om~3~~~31ity.

B}r addi~ig anotljer major marine industry, it is Doped to reinvigorate America's oldest n7arine ~~dustria] port.
PB&F plans to wild these boats on the working waterfront, as most sizes of tf~ese vessels —leaner and loner
than tl~e cu~7ent "obese" types —dictate their cons~-siction might on the Harbor, as road hauling beco3nes
prohibitive. Across tFie growing number of specialized yards, conu~~~rcial boatbi~iiding far this market affer-s
apprenticesl~i~as to our students and oppoi~tuilities for life-long careers at good wages ;n a.n i~Idustry based on
sustaivability of the resource and tJae deniai~ds for• nlat~l~i~~g craft.

Reestablishing Gloucester-eased vessel ~~nsttuction re-emphasizes tht; opportunities of value-adding lzaibor-
de}~eudent venh~res such as seafood-processi~lg for brad detz~aiid and specialty needs. Processinb catch rigl~ti
out oPthe vessels eliminates quality losses anti transportation cost of shipping uni~~lproved product, a lcey
advantage to stn-vive in the market-place. I~esigiiing and fes#ing these vessels ~vzll demonstrate lean
geoi»etries with ~~iinimized'cai•bon footprint' and should trigger the elimination ofpet-sistent regulatory road-
blocks against enerby efficiencies across the fleet.

Gloucester assumes tl~a lead in establzshing the sustainability of fishing, as ot~r fort depends on it.

Sinc~,rc~y, ~~

;!~.` ̀a , f ,/;
~. ~~, lr ~
Carolyn A~
~rta}~or





1. CAPE AI~N CHAMBER ~F COMMERCE
' Serving Gioucesfer, Rockport, Essex & Manches#er-by-the-Sea

February 4, 2Q10

To Whom it May Concern:

The Cape Ann Chamber of Commerce supports the Sustainable Commercial Craft Project developed by
the late Phil Bolger and Susanne Altenburger of Phil Bolger &Friends, Inc,{PB&F).

PB&F have worked in the design of boats since 1952, building an extensive published track-record of
designing craft from 401bs to over 450 tons, including a number of commercial inshore and oFFshore
fishing craft. I have personally been aware of this work since the 1970s due to professional connections
to boat and ship-building first in the Great Lakes Region and later here in the northeast.

As 'America's Oldest Seaport', Gloucester's port economy, founded and still based primarily on fishing,
has suffered serious decline in jobs- and tax-base due to resource management challenges. As a
consequence, many inner harbor enterprises and commercial properties have underperFormed for owners
and the community alike.

In addition, energy cost increases for water-borne commerce in general negatively impacts every aspect
of seaborne commerce. In fact, beyond camm~rcial fishing, tourism-related enterprises such as whale-
wafiching, excursion-tours, charter-operations, fierries, and private and in$t~tutional crafit are all affecteeci.
Declining global energy resources will further exacerbate the problems we face today.

To address these major economic challenges, PB&F has raised awareness and gathered increasing
support for the need to revive commercial boat building in Gloucester by offering advanced 'low-carbon`
commercial boat designs. Drawing on their extensive design experience, they have developed a
sustainable design approach to address these economic and ecological challenges.

In 2008 the first entry-level design was built here in Gloucester and then commercially Fshed during
2009. National Fisherman and Commercial Fisheries News have reported favorably on the project.' The
United States Navy has engaged the company to pursue the construction of a patrol-craft prototype here
in Gloucester in cooperation with the City.

The commercial fleet must move toward operational economies that secure and grow employment and
strengthen the tax base in our parts. Establishing operational sustainabil"rty requires prototyping and
rigorous testing of several sizes of commercial craft.

Public funding far research and development of fuel efficient, cost-effective craft will help our fishing
industry to survive and create jobs and economic development for the region and the Commonwealth.

1 urge support of Phil Bolger &Friends' Sustainable Commercial Craft Project.

Sincerely,

Bob Hastings, Executive Di` ecto

33 Ct~MMERCIAL STREET ( GLOUCESTER, MASSACHUSETTS 01930 U.S.A.-- — - _ — _TEL 978-7.83-1601 ( FAX 978-283-474Q ~ EMAIL info~capeannchamber.com ( www.CapeAnnCh~mber.com www.CapeAnnVacations.com
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Improvii7g Efficiency and Technological

_~~ ===:
Innovations from a Giobaf Perspective

The Energy Use rn Fisheries Symposium wilt provide e forum for commercial and recreational fishermen.

processor's, engineers, boat and engine Developers, aquaculturists, fisheries managers, administrators,

scientists, and others firom around the world to meet and address both the direct and indirect effects of
energy costs related to fisheries. A particular emphasis of the symposium tivill be the transfer of energy-

related information between developed and developing countries and across industry sectors. We invite
interested parties with experience in energy efficiency in fisheries anti aquaculture to submit abstracts

far oral presentations or posters and proposals for special sessions. Detailed submission guidelines can

be found at www.energyfish.nmfs.noaa.gov.

5~~~~~1 ~~~~~~~5

_ Proposals should be relevant to the conference themes but can he on topics of special interest with

particular relevance to current issues, new methodologies, or other topics, that merit sessions with a

special format or concentrated focus.

oral Pr~~~~ti ; ~. a 2.r~ ~~~t~r~

Abstracts should refer'to the following conference themes related to energy use in commercial and

recreational fisheries, aquacuiture operations, and the processing anti marketing of fish with emphasis

on improved efficiency and technological innovations:

• Increased profits by reducing energy costs

Reducing the carbon footprint of fisheries and aquaculture production on the environment

• Near and over the horizon energy saving technologies to reduce energy costs

• Regulatory changes to reduce energy costs and greenhouse gas emissions

•Alternative fuels and distribution systems to reduce energy demands

• Changes in boat, power plant, and gear design to increase fuel efficiencies

=r ~

~' ~ ~ i~ .

www.energyfish.nmfs.noaa.gov

Those needing EARLY confirmed acceptance decisions and those proposing special sessions may

submit proposals by April 30, 201q with acceptance decisions sentby May 3Q 2010. Abstracts for oral
presentations and posters will be accepted through July 1, 2010, with acceptance decisions sent by

August 1, 2010.

Additional information aboutttie symposium, including abstract submission guidelines, can refound at
the symposium website: www.energyFish.nmfs.noaa.gov.

VOAA Fi9herles Service, MO.AA National Sea Grant College Program, P~cifie States Marine Fisheries Commission, Pacific Marine Expo,

and the Wodd Bank with teohnlcal participation frooi the U\ Foo6 and Agriculture Organisation (FA6}.





ON THE ECOLOGIT
O►F DESIGNING SUSTAINABLE FISHING-CRA~'~['

Susanne Altenburger, Philip C. Bolger {1927-2009)
Phil Bolger ~ Friends, lna. Boat-Designers since I ~~2, C~1ouc~stzr, MA, U.S.A, pl~ill~olger<<i,~comcast.net

Abstract: This is an attempt to soberly assess what are
the multiple challenges of Industry-Sustainability. The
challenges suggest to us, desi;ming craft since I952 out ofi
Gloucester, MA -America's oldest Fishii~~ port -that there
is indeed an 'Ecology of rishin~ Craft Qesign'.

Keywords: Tripod of St~stainability, least-carbon
operations, Smart-Sizing, ecosystem-based management.

1. BEYOND HULLS AND SYSTEMS

Designing 'Sustainable Fishinb Crag' hoes beyond an
exclusive focus on advanced hull-shapes, materials, and
specialized systems. Resource-ecology, shoreline and
under-ti~vatei• geography, established socio-ece~nomics of
industry-infrastructure. and ot'coursc regulation all matter
in tl~z design-process.

The 'Ecology of Fishing-Craft Design' is an inextricable
man-made ~airt of the ecology ~f the resource, once the
resourcz is subject to industrial harvest. The attempt to
~ove~7i that process is maturing as ̀ Eco-System-based
Fisheries Management'(EBFM). Over the years nay {late)
husband and I had come to understand that this much
referred to regulatory ambition (~,BFM) must actually be
seen as rewiring a stable three-element foundation to be
eoncepritally coherent and indeed 'sustainable'.

2. THE 'TRIPC?D OF SUSTAINASIL[TY':

Its tlu-ee elements are:
- [,eg 1. Sustainable Resource-Management, based on
stock-assessment and emerging Eco-System kno~vled~e;
Leg 2. Sustainable Eleet-Structure, based an Least-

Carbon Vessel-Economics and f leet-Practices;
- Leg 3. Sustainable Shore-Side Infrastructure typically
in socio-economically well-evolved communities.

4. Extant Haul-OuC and Boatbuilding Intrastructnre for at
Vest moderate size in/offshore craft.
- 5. Community Socioeconomics based on many Small
Locally-Owned Operations.
6. Myriad of owners' initiatives favors evolution towa►•ds

Sustainability.
7. Fuel-cost and resotnce-ecology dictate Least- Carbon

Operational Principles
8. Higlt-Carbon Fishing limited to certain species only.

- 9. 'Smart-Sizing the craft will be imperative.
- 10. High Flexibility to tat'get diverse species will be vital.
- 11. Sustainable Hull-Materials will proaressively~matter.

4, WHAT AB~UT'CCONOMIES OF SCALE'

Proposals based on "economies of scale" are ts~pically higl}I~-
capitalized, cerltrall}~-managed operations rui~nina much fe~i~~r
numbers of lamer so-called 'State-of-tlie-Art' vessels. Oi~e~3
highly specialized they are deemed more'ef~cient'. Some cite
'Ease' ofRegulatoiy Fishing C~nirols b}~ drastically limiting
all 'players' involved. It typically means de facto
'Corporatization' of the Industl•y end usually privatizatian of
the publicly-owned seafood resource.

But that large-boat fleet's efficiency' leas liabilities:
- It is perpehtally at risk ofunder-responsiveness to
conunercial 1'isl~ing's inherent uncertainties.
- It is less suited for small ports near fishing-grounds, and will
typically face longer steaming-distances once nearby
resources are depleted.
- Politically, corporate employees differ substantially from
owner-operators rooted in community-dynamics.
- Advanced resource-detection electronics are becoming
affordable and useable aboard even smaller craft.
- At $5/gal consolidated specialized fleets might have
growing proUlems operating.

5. CONCEPTUALIZING SUSTAINABLE FISHING
CRAFT FOR THE NORTH-EAST OF THE U.S.

3, DEFINII'~IG OPERATI4N~L'EFFiCI~ItiTC.Y'

W'itllin that Framework many hard realities wide Sustainable
Fishing Craft Desib
- 1. For the US market a futuT•e of SS/dal for diesel.
-'. The unp~rfance of Shortest Steaming-Distances to the
Fishing Grounds.
- 3. The relevance of many'Old Growth' Fishing
~.ommunities near that resource.

In 3002 eve had noticed hrn~r a pervasive re~ulatai-~ focus!
preference for length-based liini#atians had prt~tluced ~ fleet-
protile unprecedentedly wide-and-heavy-for-its-length and
unavoidably friel-ia~tensive to operate. 1'l~is status glto ~~arks
with cheap fuel and abundant resource -not where catch is
limited under sustainability targets and ~~~hile fuel-cast rises.
We proposed t~ use ubiquitous travel-lifts to establish hard

hull-weight numbers of the cun-ent fleet. A Fishins Permit by



length or tivei~l~t apart fi~om horsepower limits would aUo~u

owners ar~d ciesi~ners to explore all sorts of hull-
cor~figurations on the same or less ~~eiUht, from lean mono-

hulls to multi-hull layouts, many pushed zlang by modest
~ropu(sive-po~tiFer -fossil, bic~ «r 4~~ind.

~~ ~

l _~•— ~ ~ _

Figure 1. Precedent: Reconfigured ex-WWI US-Now

Submarine-Chasers fished for decades out of Gloucester,

110'x l5"S"x 150,OOOlbs x 3x220hp t i4lcts

with 7:1 length-to-beam-AWL ratio.
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Figure ?. PB&F Offshore Type of 30,C)OOlbs capacity/

60,000lbs disp., 70' x 14' x 220hp s l lkts, S:1 ratio

~;.~ e

Figure ~. PB&F Light Trailer-able Inshore Type ~~+ith 2000tbs

capacity, 31' ~ 7'8" x I 1 >hp r ?7kts, 4.6: l ratio

6. D~CP INTO 2010 A SYSTEMIC RESISTANCE TO

THIS COMPREHEIVSlVG PEf25PECT(VE

Beyand talking to local fishermen and policy-Leaders i~fe used

local. regional, national print-media to disseminate this
thinking. Many concept-studies and a full design ar ttivo

emerged in response to input from the fleet here and
else~i-here. Fe~i~ ENGQs were responsiti~e, the i~~ajorit}~
indifferent. G~~}lile by Z0~7 60 local fishers and. port stakz-
halders agreed. ind~tst~•y-[coders never resonated.

B} May ?0 l0 a dramatic new North-East refutation kno~~~n

as Amendment 16 initiated a shift towards a Catch Shams
System based on permanent privatization of the public gr~-~und

fish resource into many fewer 'consolida-ted' hands. Resisted

by the brass-root inajarity of the industry and mast Mayors,

leading proponents PEW and EDF found industry-leaders'

support. Despite fuel- and hardware-cost multiplication and

ailing ports, 'Tripod' Leg ?. and 3. are still not reflected in
Amendment l b -with the Resaarce (Leg l .) thus put at

perpetual risk as tivell.

7. AN ELUSIVE FC(~LQGY

Mast damming is that mindset's influence ever elected anc3
appointed policy-makers w}io assume such laws to be the best-
possibie 'state of the art'-thinking -without airy preparation of

the fleet for $5/gal or explicit protection of the via6iliry of

shore-side fishing-industrial infrastructure.
Thus by late 2010 there is no Low-Carbon Vessel R.&D

Program running in the North-East, nor anywhere in the U.S.

to correcrdecades of such poor public policy.
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Early 2Q~~ we offered the first of a series of testimonials

before the Ne~~v England Fisheries Management Council.



Fisheries Commission
City of Gloucester

\~ ^~' www. laucester-ma, ov 
Re resentin the interests o 197 active commercial~~~ s~'~4 ~0̂  David Bergeron, Cha~ ~ 9 f

~A~~~~' ~~1~) 6so-ss4s fishing vessels in America's oldest seaport.

May 31, 2012

To Whom It May Concern:

The Gloucester Fisheries Commission, representing the fishing industry of America's oldest fishing port,
fully supports the "Sustainable Commercial Craft Project" developed by Phil Bolger &Friends, Inc, boat
designers of Gloucester.

Gloucester's port economy was founded upon our fishing industry, and this proud tradition continues to be
the economic engine of our working waterfront. Faced with many threats including rising costs of fuel, the
fishing industry of Gloucester and our City must lead in the development, of low-carbon operations of our
commercial fishing vessels. It is essential for our fleet to prepare for the energy realities of the 21St century
and find sustainable and economically viable fuel and energy solutions.

Phil Bolger &Friends, Inc. (PB&F) is proposing to design and build several prototypes to pursue a 50%
reduction in diesel fuel consumption and explore renewable energy and hybrid propulsion systems for our
diverse fisheries. Since 2002, PB&F have developed this project towards conceptual integrity which has now
attracted broad-based support by our fleet and organizations such as the Conservation Law Foundation and
Ocean Alliance.

Much in the same way that local processing of seafood landed locally would lower energy needs to prepare
product for the market, the local construction of vessels would keep costs lower as hauling vessels over roads
becomes prohibitive, and most sizes of these vessels dictate their construction on the harbor. As such PB&F
plans to build these boats on Gloucester's working waterfront. Local commercial boatbuilding also offers
apprenticeships to our students and opportunities for life long careers at good wages in industry based on
sustainability and the inescapable economics for a more fuel efficient craft in fishing and other marine
industries.

Moreover re-establishing Gloucester-based vessel innovation and construction emphasizes once again the
opportunities of value-added ventures in the working harbor such as seafood processing. Designing and
testing these vessels will demonstrate lean geometries with a minimized ̀ carbon footprint' and should trigger
the elimination of regulatory road blocks against energy efficiencies across the fleet.
The Gloucester Fisheries Commission endorses the PB&F "Sustainable Commercial Craft Project" and
encourages others to do the same.

Sincerely,

The City of Gloucester Fisheries Commission

The Gloucester Fisheries Commission was established in 1956 by act of the Massnchusetis Legislnture ns an advisory body to the City of
Gloucester on all matters related to the commercial fishing industry. 1 he Commissiwt currently cottsists of 10 members notninntecl 6y the Mayor

and wnfirmed by the Ciry Council.

David Bergeron BG Brown Al Cottone Joseph Orlmido
Mark Ring Sefatia Romeo-Theken Angela Sanfilippo
Gus Sanfilippo Bruce To6ey Paul Vitale
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A Whitepape~

The Persistent Legacy of High-Carbon Assumptions in the Governance

and thus Practices of the Commercial Fishing Fleet in the North-East,

producing pervasive Destructive Socio-Economic and Ecological Results
by

Susanne Altenbu~geN of Phil BolgeN &Friends Inc. (12/12/12 Mk.2.1)

Abstract: 1.- An extended pattern of regulatory
dictates has resulted in a Commercial Fishing Fleet
that remains structurally and operationally mired in
high-carbon parameters once based on 1970s-'80s-era
cheap fuel and ample fish-resource-availability -none

of which hold true any longer.
2.- While harshly-enforced regulations prohibited any
'natural' evolution of fishing-craft and operations to

match this mounting challenge, the industry has been

exposed to deal with a 380% diesel-cost inflation from

late-90s $1.1.- to currently $4.2.-/gal = 26.5%/year.

3.- Still., no federal, state nor public or private
academic research &development has taken place into

defining and prototyping 21 st-century loly-carbon

commercial fishing craft.
4.- It seems that only we at PB&F have since 2002

undertakes at substantial cost the only one such effort

with an extended public track-record in word and print
both raising awareness of this growing calamity and

pushing to see hvo modest related hulls built.
S.- This dictated arrest of development towards much

'greener' types has added sigrr'ificantly to the 'Economic
Disaster' recently declared in the North-East Ground-
Fish Fleet and thus its shore-side communities.
6.- Next to ensuring the sustainability of the fzsh-
resource, laying the groundwork towards a 'Least-
Carbort Fleet' must be the major management ambition.
7.- To that end PB&Fpropose to set aside a 1-1.5%
share of the actual/'net' Relief-Budget slated for the
North-East to fund design, construction, extensive
testing and demonstrating to the Fleet in New England
of one IS,000Ibs(light) inshore-type, one 4Q000lbs
(light) offshore-type, and one 80, OOOIbs type to cover
much of the fleet's basic needs. This would at long last
establish an advanced Low-Carbon 21 st-century fleet-
economic and -ecological baseline upon which then to
craft coherent ecosystem-based fisheries policies.
8.- With concurrent regulatory adjustments to support
such types, this knowledge-base would allow the fleet to
migrate to these craft to reestablish both fleet- and
Seafood-Supply Sustairrability - in part leveraging
re focused extant NMFS industry-support programs.

Over many decades the Daily Practice and corresponding Governance in this Commercial Fishing Fleet was based on

cheap fuel for vessels-&-raw-materials and daily/annual operations on the one hand, and the idea of a seemingly endless

fish-resource to pay for expenses and profits on the other hand. Fishing boats and thus fleets were built to those

principles, with most vessels typically expected to work at least 2-3 decades. Inevitably, both operational and respective

regulatory assumptions would indeed come to be reflected in the fleet's physical structure thus inevitably defined in its

operational profile for decades to come deep into this new century.

Efforts towards Controllin~'Over~shin~'
As science however came to eventually document the phenomenon of apparent'Overfishing' of certain species,

regulations emerged to restrict the fleet's fishing-effort in order to allow the recovery of the affected sectors of seafood

harvesting. In the Ground-Fish Industry for instance several regulatory concepts were deemed appropriate to address

that challenge. Two major approaches would come to be applied in parallel:
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A.) Limits on the fleet's relative growth-potential.
Federal Permits to go fishing commercially would limit any associated vessel in three significant ways:
- 1. the given vessel's length,
- 2. the vessel-engine's current horsepower,
- 3. the vessel's current volume-tonnage'.
Should a vessel have to be retired ar otherwise disposed of, the new vessel could not exceed the old vessel's length,
horsepower, or tonnage by any more than amaximum of cone-time 10%increase. The underlying assumption was that
limiting the 'size' of any vessel would limit the overall technically-possible 'lethality' to the fish-resource, thus
presumable protecting the fish-stock from ever larger vessels.

B.) Limits on the Annual Effective Fishing-Action.
Spatial and temporal limits were initiated in various forms and intensity
- 1. Permanent and'Rolling' Closures would keep certain quite sizable areas of the ocean out of bounds to fishing to
allow the fish-stocks to rebuild in the protection of the vast swatches ofocean-territory over whatever time nature
requires.
2. So-called Days-At-Sea (DAS) regimes would use a formula to limit the actual days and even hours any fishing-craft

could be operating fishing commercially every calendar-year.

High-Carbon Regulatory Consequences
Several of these regulations have fostered High-Carbon Fleet Attributes and Operations:

- A.1. would freeze the given vessel-length under the erroneous assumption that the vessel's length equals its 'size'.
However, as a matter of the Laws of Physics and thus fundamental Boat- and Ship-Design-Principles any given

vessel's 'Size' is actually its Weight! Experience has demonstrated in general that the operationally most efficient vessel-
geometries would tend to be Long-For-The-Given-Weight, as reflected in the de facto global consensus on the hull-
geometries deemed desirable in both commercial shipping- and especially naval-vessels where speed and range are
paramount requirements. In comparison to shorter-&-wider hulls (regulation-limited), long-&-lean per-same-weight
hull-shapes simply run faster per given weight at typically less power, or require even less power for the same speed
carrying the same weight - be it cargo, people or fish.

- B.2. dictated higher-speed-centric and thus high-horsepower/high fuel-burn operational practices that favored the
extant craft that could go fastest within the A.1-through A.3. limitations, with inevitable cases of de jure illegal but near-
undetectable engine-modifications towards higher speed yet.

'Catch Share' Regimes can not be successfully based on this High-Carbon Fleet-Structure
After many years of increasingly effective self-policing, alongside regulatory enforcement,'certain key-species though
did not come to reflect recovery-rates that scientific modeling had predicted. Thus the'Catch Share' notion of Privatizing
the Public Fish-Resource was developed and put into regulatory dictate under the assumption thaf owning' the fish-
resource would somehow motivate the fishing-fleet towards fish-resource-sustainability. But without addressing any of
the hard fleet-structural high-carbon legacy, this conceptually thus inherently incomplete regulatory model fails as well.

The Mid-to-Long-Term Hard Structural'Hi~h-Carbon' Results

For the Ground-Fish Industry:
- Harshly-enforced A.-type restrictions effectively Shut-Down any otherwise Natural Industrial Evolution towards
more fuel-efficient and thus lower-carbon hull-geometries.
High-Speed-centric B.2-type dictates only added to the carbon-intensity of routine operations.

For the sizable New England States) and Federal Lobster-Industry:
-Due to the long-standing practices as a matter of economic necessity of using a given boat-type across various fisheries
through the seasonal and regulatory variations of the year or regulatory periods, that fleet has inevitably often acquired
quite similar high-carbon' vessel-attributes and operational practices, de facto multiplying the damage of ill-
considered regulations in one fisheries across others as well !
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A Long-Term Bi-Partisan Destructive ReQulatory High-Carbon Legacy
Between the projected life-span of each fishing-boat and the disastrous momentum of regulatorily-prohibited fleet-

evolution towards lower-carbon opportunities the Fieet in the Northeast - in fact across many sectors across the nation -

we have by 2012 arrived at a persistent High-Carbon Fleet-Structure and Operational Parameters that neither

the Bush nor the Obama-Administration have taken measures to mitigate against.

Just about every other fossil fuel-intensive industry has sought to upgrade its hardware- and operational profile towards

greater fuel-efficiencies, often with indirect and direct public support through measures ranging from tax-incentives and

grant-funding to extensive R-&-D in-house and via partnerships with universities etc. into advanced options.

In stark contrast, this commercial fishing industry remains frozen in this remarkably-backwards state of potentially

catastrophic exposure to rising fuel-cost and thus cost for hull-materials such as steel, aluminum, fiberglass, wire, rope,

paint, Tube-oil, grease, and the rising likelihood of dedicated statutory penalties for Carbon-Overuse, however defined -

all before factoring in the cost of ice, transportation of the fish to processing and then to the market etc. etc.

As it presents itself to the world today in its High-Carbon Fleet-Profile, this industry suffers from the most serious

political embarrassment of having a Deep Fleet-Structural Liability against ever appearing any time soon as the

'Stewarts of the Fish-Resource' via low-carbon vessel-attributes and matching fishing-methods.

Since its current Fleet-Structure violates fundamental basics of any definitions of'Sustainability', this industry as it

stands by late 2012 can not be integrated into any regulatory efforts towards 'Eco-System-based Fisheries Management'.

And yet, signatures by the fleet here in Gloucester and now the Fisheries Commission indicate that individual

fishermen would indeed strongly favor vessel-economic 'sustainability', as the typical mom-&-pop operations-model

has served the market so well due to its agility in response to the vagaries of weather, market, ecological cycles and

regulations. (For more on this see p. 4-5)
Here are some hard numbers as a 'Reality-Check'.

Diesel Fuel Cost multiplied by 380% from a 1990s ulateau of $1.1/dal to $4.2/gal in late 2012
• In 1994 Diesel-Fuel cost around $1.10.- per gallon and would stay near that level until June 1999 when it began to

move upwards towards $1.75.- by early December 2000 to drop again towards $1.30.- by early 2002

• Between mid-2002 and late 2012 New England Diesel-Fuel prices rose from around $1.40.- to apeak-cost by June

2008 of $4.88.- back down to $2.39.- by May 2011 and gradually up again to $4.22 by early December 2012.

Across well over 15 years diesel-fuel expenses grew by over 380% - without a matching increase in fish-prices !

How does the ~~~ '~~~`~c°bc~-Reality Compare with one projected I~o~~-Cat-bota Future ?
To illustrate the economic benefits of shifting from Length to Weight as the primary hull-size defining regulation, here

one currently active High-Carbon craft (~ [~~) as compared to a 21 st-century Low-Carbon craft concept (LC}.

Both examples are for commercial (already lower-carbon fishing-methods-based Gill-Netting/Long-

Lining/Lobstering/ Jigging/Rod-&-Reel fishing duty.
[Stern-Dragging/Scalloping is a much more energy-intensive approach to fishing with its own technical challenges

towards achieving LC-status -and yet reasonably addressable as well under the approach laid out here!]

Several Notes on the Data below:
- For easier faster reading, the ~-c ci and ~~•een numbers and text will offer the short form realities !

- They are'desk-top' quality, reflecting personal practical experience and historic data on low-power craft.

Deeply rooted in $ lJgal assumptions, the I-{C-tyg3e constitutes a particularly profligate example of the effects of

High-Carbon-reflexes borne of decades of under-development and outright stagnation induced.by Length-based
regulatory constraints. Compare FIB' tca ~ COs-e~•~ czar and LC to state-of-tt►e-art Hybrid cars
[Spec.-Sheet Turbo-Charged Diesel-Engine Efficiency Assumption:0.397bs/hr/hp at peak torque,0.381bs/hr/hp WOT (Wide Open Throttle);

U.S. Gallon of #2 Diesel = 7.251bs; GaAons per hours=GPH; Miles per Hour= MPG (all numbers rounded uEnvards)J
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- ~~5' ~~~a gale is a representative smaller inshore Day-boat measuring 32'xll'x15.0001bs x300HP xl5kts light.

Carrying Capacity in actual use is 10.0001bs iced fish on deck (no fish-hold available) for 25.000lbs @ 7.6kts.

Imo( ~x~ ~l~ is a notional inshore/offshore Day-/Trip-boat measuring 50'x 10' Beam x15.0001bs x75HP x9.2kts.

Carrying Capacity is closer to 15.000lbs in ash-hold plus some on deck, for 30.000lbs all-up weight @ 9kts.

(From personal experience the projected 75HP is a conservative approach to this lean hull-geometry per given weight.)

Here is one legacy of B.2. "Days-at-Sea Regulation" -type operational dictates prohibiting I,C-types:

• GOING OUT Empty maximizing the given hull's speed
Gallons per Hour (GPH) of Operation (assuming 50% WOT during transit and high-idle during net-hauling)

'~C~-ry~>~; 7.5a a

I~C-type: 4.bmn b~~rning 1.~7 gals - 2.331i'~~~ {with 30mins ̀~lli;lg per• hr deep ~;ed negligible) = ta~zt>rox, 2.1 ~,Paj

Consumption per Equal Distance 7.Snm: ~ ~
(30 min @ I Slits of HC~ Ian:= 3. _ ~

Corrected Time to travel same Distance: 1 ~C"
L,{, = 49m~

,__ 4~~G=2.2~~~f~ci~iicy/mile

COMING IN w/Full-Load Catch. Note how the short, wider, deeper ~ 1('-t~ ~~e hull suffers in full-load condition

vs. the slender LC-type:
Ffl'-t~ ~3e at 25.000 Ibs total weight cannot make I Skts(.~), perhaps lOkts WOT @ 15.73gals/hr =

I~Gtype at 30.000 lbs total weight (with greater capacity!) will make 9.2kts WOT@ 3.93 gals/hr = _~3 ~ii'~

Consumption per Equal Distance: t iC' i m ~ ~n
LC==1e97 gal~l4,5~~ (x1.1￼5nn~) = 2,17~~1s = 2,3IV~I~~ = 3,59x efficieazcy~ar~ile

Corrected Time to travel same Distance: C' = 30mins to travel S nm LC = 33.5mins to travel S nm

• Averaging these MPG: 1 versus LC-type =.2.24ti~IPG = 2.81x efficiency per mile traveled.

• Most Fuel-Efficient Speed for both per Distance @Full Load ( , ~,C: 30.00d~lbs) @ 'Unity Speed':
- ~I<'- 9~y~~: 1.1 x X32' waterline length = 6,23i~~s usisat~ ~)l l-I~ = a..,., , ,.a'~
- LG'I'ype: 1.1 x X47' waterline length = 7.541cts using 24HP =10 3 KPH ￼ b.67 1~1I'G = 4.57x efficiency/mile !

This unarguable Daily Damage to each business's economics seems very hard to justify from any regulatory

perspective. How a particular business would attempt to make up for this dictated constant loss could range from only

returning to port with the most lucrative species - at whatever by-catch discards - to 'grey-zone' boat/gear manipulations.

The Unavoidable Long-Term Vessel-Economical Consequences under $2.5/gal, $4.-/dal and $5.-/gal:

Per Hours of Annual Operation the Cost-Savings of I,C-craFt over current ~ ~~'-t4 ~~e s also illustrates the mid-term

protection from price-spikes:
_ ~ ~ ,> ~~~ ~, ~ ~~ _) 5{a{ Annual Consumption

- I,~'-` y~a~ r~=~ 1>13~PIi (caz~ 60.7" _ ~) - 15(JO'~.= l69`_:~is Annual Consumption
Annual Cost @ 1994-level $1.1: = r -~ @ $2.5: ~~ ~.-, @ $4.- _ -, @ $5.-
Annual Cost @ 1994-level $1.1: _ ;~1,~659-, @ $2.5.- _ ~ 4,2374-, @ $4: _ ~ 6,7 )>-, @ $5: _ ~ ~,~_ 759-

Conclusions•
-1. Classifying vessels in various Codes by Weight is imperative to the evolution towards I~~:-ty}~~ efficiencies.

- 2. In aSpeed-Independent regulatory system freed from False Definitions of 'Size', the most favorable vessel-

economics would be determined by MPG at the most efficient hull-speed-to power-to-load interaction in the context

of enhanced vessel-safety, work-ergonomics, systems-reliability and fundamental economic affordability.

- 3. Therefore tl~~ 1,~:~~yp~ will be the sole viable approach to cope with the concurrent realities of limited and

uncertain access to the ash-resource due to Climate Change and the full range of rising Energy-related Expenses.

Note: These numbers do not reflect additional options to further push towards 'Least-Carbon' geometries/propulsion.

Note: LC's lover-F3P drive-train will cost less than half in initial cost and always less in maintenance &repair.

Note: We'd expect the I_,C-type's advantage over to degrade some in hazsh operating conditions
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In light of these compelling data-points, who is leading towards aLow-Carbon Commercial

Fishing Fleet-Structure in 2012 ?~
Well into the 21st century there are few industrial ventures dependent upon liquid fossil fuel which have not seriously

pursued a range of efforts to reduce their operation's exposure to fuel-cost increases.
Working since 1952 out of'America's Oldest Seaport', PB&F unambiguously engaged the challenge head-on by 2002.

PB&F's Efforts towards Low-Carbon Ogtions for the Commercial Fishing Fleet in Gloucester

Since the Summer of 2002 PB&F has engaged the challenge with in-house discussions, concept-studies, in-office

conversations with fishermen in regards to needs, workflow ergonomics aboard, differences between HC-types and LC-

types via sketches, studies, numbers, publications. Here the l0+years 2700+ pro-bono hours effort in short form:

- 2002-12 3-digit number discussions with ship-borne and shore-side stakeholders on Gloucester's Working Waterfront.

- by Spring 2003 going public for the first time testifying before the New England Fisheries Management Council,

- nation-wide coverage in the Sept.2004 issue of NATIONAL FISHERMAN,

- Dec.2004 workshop with fishers, academics, ENGOs and NMFS staff at the Gloucester Maritime Heritage Center,

- Invite by ECOTRUST of Canada to a Nov.2006 6-day Field-Trip to Vancouver B.C. and Vancouver Island.

- 2007 Petition-gathering of some 60 signatures from Gloucester fishers and shore-side industry-stakeholders.

- Dec.2007 Feature in 'FISHERMAN LIFE' monthly.

- March 2008 Endorsement by New England's CONSERVATION LAW FOiJNDATION.

- June 2008 Endorsement by OCEAN ALLIANCE.

- Aug. 2008 COMMERCIAL FISHERIES NEWS feature.

- Oct. 2008 Endorsement by GLOUCESTER'S MAYOR CAROLI'N KIRK.

- Feb. 2010 Endorsement by CAPE ANN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE.

- Nov. 2010 PB&F was the sole Small Business from the North East asked to give a presentation at the

first International Conference'Energy Use in Commercial Fishing' in Seattle 11/14-17/'10 convened by NOAA,

LJN-FAO, World Bank with 18 nations attending. We presented the perspective outlined below on p.6ff.

- March 2011 start of construction of an experimenta139'x7'S" boat-Type for the US Navy in collaboration with the

City of Gloucester and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts' Division of Marine Fisheries which -once USN has

completed testing -will own the craft as likely their greenest marine-biological research-craft.

This effort demonstrated design and construction-principles with direct relevance to R&D towards

Low-Carbon Fishing Craft !

-May 2012 Endorsement by the GLOUCESTER FISHERIES COMMISSION.

For context - US-Navy collaboration with PB&F: By mid-2002 the US Navy hired PB&F to consult on a number of

challenges and produced advanced design-concepts to unusual requirements - a productive relationship on-going today.

By late 2012 despite the obvious need in the Fleet -and PB&F's efforts -there still is no R&D anywhere

in the North-East or the Nation towards making this fleet-structure much less carbon-intensive and thus more

economically, socio-economically and of course ecologically sustainable -despite the progressively unarguably dire
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economic realities. By late 2012 the North-East Ground-Fisheries was declared a Federal Economic bisaster.

The following industry-'players' have persistently proven non-resonant with the unarguable urgency for such work.

These typically very vocal 'players' have each an extended track-record of never voicing or publishing initiatives
or recommendations or any form of position in favor of the idea of a fleet-structurally'Sustainable Fishing Fleet'.

As far back as 2003 the IJN stated that any type of Bco-System-based Fisheries Management' has to include the

'anthropogenic' elements in the fish-resource's eco-system, i.e, the fishing-fleet -plus by now likely man-made effects of

climate change. The following organizations however have typically insisted on keeping the conversation focused on

just the status of the fish-resource and respective access to it by the fishing-fleet and its infrastructure. Therefore no

proposals to integrate R&D into least-carbon fishing-craft and respective supporting incentives for the Fleet were

ever integrated into debate and regulatory provisions that have so severely affected the fleet and its communities

Reflecting an apparently pervasive philosophical preoccupation with pretty much just the ash-resource only:
- No support by NOAA in Silver Springs MD nor the Gloucester office of the National Marine Fisheries Service NMFS.
- No interest at the New England Fisheries Management Council (NEFMC), whether under John Pappalardo, his
predecessors or successors, with the exception of certain few individual Council Members.

- No interest even at the NEFMC's Science &Statistical Committee (.~?).

In the regional (and national !) academic/research arena again there seems to be not even any technical curiosity (?!).
- No interest at the North East SEAGRf1NT system and apparently no other sister-organization elsewhere either.
- No interest at MIT, UMASS/SMAST, UCONN, IIRI, UNH, UME etc.
- No Interest at NOAA's Woods Hole oceanic research facility.

No interest amongst leading national Environmental Non-Governmental Organizations (ENGOs) either:
- No interest at PEW.
- No interest at EDF.
- No interest at OCEANA etc. etc They neither show interest in Low-Carbon Approaches nor coherent 'management'.

While senior members support the PB&F effort Gloucester's NORTH-EAST SEAFOOD COALITION won't engage.

Only MA's Division of Marine Fisheries has shared in a 4 party collaboration on asomewhat-related PB&F project.

Thus, by late 2012 there still is no dedicated project neither here in the North-East nor nationally to take on R-&-D

opportunities towards a range of low-carbon approaches.
In Summary, without any apparent attention to the Sustainability of the water-borne industrial backbone -the

Fishing Fleet itself -much of any political and scientific energy is applied to what amounts to just one half of what

actually makes for aFishing-Industry ! With this fractured ambition, this disaster was indeed likely to occur...

PB&F's Comprehensive Low-Carbon Approach to 'Eco-Svstem-based Fisheries Management'

1. Beyond Hulls and Systems
The challenge ofdeveloping aLow-Carbon Commercial Fishing Fleet by designing'Sustainable Fishing-Craft' goes

beyond the exclusive focus on advanced hull-shapes, materials, and specialized systems. Fish-resource-ecology,
shoreline and under-water geography, established socio-economics of industry-infrastructure, and of course regulation all

matter in addressing this challenge and thus indeed the design-process as well.
Whether High-Carbon- or Low-Carbon-based, the Commercial Fishing Fleet is an inextricable man-made

part of the ecology of the fish-resource, once the fsh-resource is subject to industrial harvest. The attempt to
govern that process is indeed maturing as ̀ Eco-System-based Fisheries Management'. Over the years PB&F had

come to understand that this much referred-to regulatory ambition must actually be seen as requiring a stable

Three-Element Foundation to be conceptually coherent and thus indeed 'sustainable' on its own proclaimed terms.
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2. The'Tripod of Sustainability':
Its three elements are:
- Leg 1. Sustainable Fish-resource-Management, based on stock-assessment and emerging Eco-System knowledge;

- Leg 2. Sustainable Fleet-Structure, based on Least-Carbon Vessel-Economics and Fleet-Practices;
- Leg 3. Sustainable Shore-Side Infrastructure typically in socio-economically well-evolved communities.

3. Defining Operational'Efficiency'
Within that Framework many hard realities guide Sustainable Fishing Craft Design
1. For the US market a future of $5/gal for diesel.

- 2. The importance of Shortest Steaming-Distances to the Fishing Grounds.

- 3. The corresponding importance of 'Old Growth' Fishing Communities near thatfish-resource.

- 4. Extant Haul-Out and Boatbuilding Infrastructure for at best moderate size in- and off-shore craft.

- 5. Community Socioeconomics based on many nimble since Small Locally-Owned Operations.

- 6: Myriad of owners' initiatives favors Evolution towards Sustainability.

- 7. Fuel-cost and fish-resource-ecology dictate Least-Carbon Operational Principles from Catch to Plate.

- 8. High-Carbon Fishing limited to certain species only.

- 9. 'Smart-Sizing the craft will be imperative.

- 10. High Flexibility to target diverse species will be vital.

- 11. Sustainable Hull-Materials will progressively matter.

4. What about'Economies-of-Scale' Models of Industry-Organization?
Proposals based on "economies of scale" are typically highly-capitalized, centrally-managed operations running much
fewer numbers of larger so-called 'State-of-the-Art' vessels. O$en highly specialized they are deemed more 'efficient'.
Some cite 'Ease' of Regulatory Fishing-Controls by drastically limiting all 'players' involved. It typically means de facto
'Corporatization' of the Industry and usually de facto privatization of the publicly-owned seafood resource.

But that large-boat fleet's 'efficiency' has liabilities:
- It is perpetually at risk ofunder-responsiveness to commercial fishing's inherent uncertainties.
- It is less suited for small ports near fishing-grounds, and will typically face longer steaming-distances once nearby ,

stocks depleted.
= Politically, corporate employees differ substantially from owner-operators rooted in community-dynamics.
- Advanced fish-detection electronics are becoming affordable and useable aboard even smaller craft.

- At $5/gal consolidated specialized fleets might have growing problems operating in that overall context.

5. Conceptualizing Sustainable Fishing Craft for the North-East of the U.S.
Since the pervasive regulatory focus/preference for length-based limitations has produced afleet-profile unprecedentedly

wide-and-heavy-for-its-length and unavoidably fuel-intensive to operate. This status quo works with cheap fuel and

abundant fish stocks -not when catch is limited under sustainability targets with fuel-cost rising as it did in recent years.

Since 2002 we proposed to use ubiquitous travel-lifts to establish hard hull-weight numbers of the current fleet. A

Fishing-Permit by length or weight apart from horsepower limits would allow owners and designers to explore all sorts
ofhull-configurations on the same or less weight, from lean mono-hulls to multi-hull layouts, many pushed along by

modest propulsive-power -fossil, bio or wind.
Fortunately the North-East's rich history of fishing-craft evolution offers solid examples of what we'd now call 'Low-
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Carbon' hull- and drive-train geometries. Significantly updated for much greater safety, current ergonomic dictates,
using more modern materials and construction-methods, and leveraging contemporary propulsion-options, a 21st-century
Low-Carbon Commercial Fishing-Craft is within immediate reach - de facto 'Shovel-Ready'.

6. Towards Establishing aLow-Carbon 21st.-century Fleet-Economic and -Ecological Baseline.
A Three-Element Approach

PB&F proposes to set aside a 1-1.5%share of what would be the actual/net Disaster-Relief-Budget slated for
the North-East. This would fund the R&D-Process of design, construction, extensive testing here in
Gloucester, MA and then demonstrating to the Fleet in New England of one 15,000lbs(light) inshore-type,
one 40,000lbs (light) offshore-type, and one 80,000lbs (light) type to cover much of the fleet's basic needs.

• Concurrently, within the context of scientifically strictly-defined catch-limits, it would take a comprehensive
purging of numerous high-carbon assumptions-based regulatory obstacles across several Federal Codes that
have so deeply damaged the Fleet's ecological and economic sustainability and thus its respective homeports'
socio-economics. Without such low-carbon-supporting regulatory adjustments - no new types could operate.

Based on this first evolutionary wave, the fleet would be able to consider rapidly migrating towards such
types to reestablish both fleet and seafood-supply sustainability - in part leveraging extant NMFS-programs.

Next to ensuring the Sustainability of the Fish-Resource, establishing a 'Least-Carbon Fleet' must be a co-equal
Fisheries-Management ambition.

As a consequence of this destructive 'High-Carbon' Public-Policy Legacy, it will indeed take publicly-funded R&D
to begin to correct its pervasive ills -whether out of the NOAH/NMFS budget or about 1-1.5% of the (net) Disaster-
Relief Budget headed to these parts.
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Comment
on

Omnibus Amendment to Simplify Vessel Baselines
(DRAFT published July'14 2014)

by
Susanne Altenbu~geN of Phil Bolger &Friends Inc. (PB&F) (09/22/14)

- 1. Who are we ?
Since 1952 we have been in the business of designing boat with the Archive featuring plans for craft ranging in size
of between 401bs and 1.050.0001bs, 5'6" to 270', for human-power, sail, inboard- and outboard-power,, steam,
gasoline, diesel, in a range of materials from conventional wooden-construction over various types of wood-
composite, solid and cored fiberglass, ferro-cement, steel and aluminum. Clients include children, commercial
operators, yachtsmen, research-institutions, governmental agencies:

With the first national exposure actually in a glossy national periodical in March of 1948, a growing number of
publications has by come to include well over 600 such articles on our work in about every format, mostly for
North-American readership, with certain efforts by and in overseas periodicals as well. That significant output led to
McGraw-Hill proposing the first of what would be a series of 6 books on our work starting in 1972. More
manuscripts are in the process of editing.
For more, examine for instance WII~IPEDIA: htt~://en.wii<ipedia.ar~/wild/Phil Balser

This body of work led in 2002 the US Navy to reach to us —with Phil Bolger then at 74 years of age (!) - to consider
resumption of an earlier modest series ofUSN-sponsored (USN) consultancies then reaching back several decades.
This time however, a much denser sequence of work would come to emerge.

Some of our thinking was substantial enough to recently see very public support by an active-duty USN CAPT
and Prof. at the Naval War College in Newport RI along with a retired CDR, now amid-level civilian technologist
at USN's Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA). In co-authorship with me, Susanne Altenburger of PB&F as
the Lead-Author, this article on PB&F's proposal for an advanced medium-speed heavy-lift assault landing-craft,
named LCU-F, appeared in the top-level Monthly on matters US Navy, US Marine Corps (USMC) and US Coast
Guard (USCG) -the "PROCEEDINGS of the US Naval Institute". Here is the link to our piece in the July' 13 issue
htt~:/iwww.usni.or~{magazines/proceedings/2013-C}7/lar€din~-craft-21st-century Also GOOGLE ̀ LCI~F'.

This presentation to the USN/USMC community then resulted in the direct personal attention by the Commandant
of USMC, General Amos, explicitly referring to our work as one of four projects to focus further attention on.
htta:/1www.usni.or~Ima~azines/graceedin~s/2014-06lbrid~in~-our-surface-connector-~aq
Our thinking has thus reached the di~•ect personal and fully publicized attention of one of the highest level of
decision-makers in the Pentagon -the boss of the Marines, the Commandant.

2. Whv would we want to comment on this Vessel Baselines Amendment ?
As our civilian published record reflects — only a good fraction of our actual output - ,we've had opportunity to
design a range of Inshore- and Offshore Fishing-Craft, along with several marine-scientific research-craft.

Since the Summer of 2002 PB&F has been concerned with the emerging deterioration in the economics of our
local fishing-fleet here in Gloucester, MA and its impact-upon the port's economy and thus our jobs- and tax-base.
Examining the local, then regional inshore and offshore fleet we became increasingly alarmed at the growing
disconnect between the inherent task of any level of ̀Ecosystem-Based Fisheries Management' (EBFM) and the
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actual technical state of the fleet.
We learned that distinct regulatory assumption had caused the increasing ̀ carbon-intensity' of each operation

while (remarkably !) explicitly prohibiting most forms of innovation towards lesser carbon-intensity. These

regulatory assumptions were Length, ̀Tonnage', Horsepower. As forma~lated since the mid-90s and then legally

enforced, there assumptions had come to drive the relative increase in carbon-intensity of the commercial fishing

fleet in ways and to levels unlike dZtring any other period of fishing certainly in New England. In an age when

increasing fuel-costs made most other industries seek technical solutions to compensate for cost-increases of

energy, the NOAA/NMFS/NEFMC/SSC community of regulators and enforcers insisted upon legal dictates that

either froze the then current carbon-intensity or indicated even higher levels of it.

Since we saw little chance under that multi-layered body of de facto and de jure high-carbon dictates to see any

technical and regulatory improvements develop, we pursued on a consistently pro-bono basis very serious and in-

depth efforts away from that destructive range of policies. We engaged the challenge of examining the option

towards a much Lower-Carbon (LC-) fishing fleet than dictated by law. Via in-house discussions, concept-studies,

in-office and fishing-craft conversations with fishermen in regards to needs, workflow ergonomics aboard, we

explored the differences between High-Carbon (HC)-types and LC-types via sketches, studies, numbers, with a good

amount of that work eventually being published in print. At this point in time —late Summer of 2014 —there is

enough in-house work and public track-record for afull-fledge book on our efforts.

Here the l l+years 3000+ pro-bono hours effort in short form:
2002-12 3-digit number discussions with ship-borne and shore-side stakeholders on Gloucester's Working

Waterfront.
- by Spring 2003 going public for the first time testifying before the New England Fisheries Management Council,

- nation-wide coverage in the Sept.2004 issue of NATIONAL FISHERMAN,
- Dec.2004 workshop with fishers, academics, ENGOs and NMFS staff at the Gloucester Maritime Heritage Center,

- Invite by ECOTRUST of Canada to a Nov.2006 6-day Field-Trip to Vancouver B.C. and Vancouver Island.

- 2007 Petition-gathering of some 60 signatures from Gloucester fishers and shore-side industry-stakeholders.

- Dec.2007 Feature in 'FISHERMAN LIFE' monthly.
-March 2008 Endorsement by New England's CONSERVATION LAW FOUNDATION.

- June 2008 Endorsement by OCEAN ALLIANCE.
- Aug. 2008 COMMERCIAL FISHERIES NEWS feature.
- Oct. 2008 Endorsement by GLOUCESTER'S MAYOR CAROLYN KIRK.

- Feb. 2010 Endorsement by CAPE ANN CHAMBER OF COMI~~RCE.
- Nov. 2010 PB&F was the sole Small Business from the North East asked to give a presentation at the

first International Conference'Energy Use in Commercial Fishing' in Seattle 11/14-17/'10 convened by

NOAA, UN-FAO, World Bank with 18 nations attending.
March 2011 start of construction of an experimenta139'x7'S" boat-type for the US Navy in collaboration with

the City of Gloucester and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts' Division of Marine Fisheries.

This effort has demonstrated design and construction-principles with direct relevance to R&D towards

Low-Carbon Fishing Craft !
- May 2012 Endorsement by the GLOUCESTER FISHERIES COMMISSION.

However, by 2014 still no level of discussion within the NOAA/NMFS/NEFMC/SSC was allowed to establish

via at least a basic presentation of our seasoned perspective a shared level of knowledge, and thus capacity to

reassess the relative utility of the notions that Length/Tonnage/Horsepower could ever coherently serve the Fleet,

scientific ambitions or related regulatory principles under Magnusson-Steven Act (MS). Neither SSC under EDF's

Jake Kritzer nor NEFMC under Messrs. Hill/Pappalardo/Stockwell III, nor the Council bureaucracy under

executives Paul Howard nor Tom Nies, nor in-house NNIFS staff, nor Regional Administrators Kurkul or Bullard, or

for that matter Jane Lubchenco, Eileen Sobek or Sam Rauch. None of them have found any of this thinking of

enough interest to engage on it.

And yet, at least on the federal level via Administrator Rauch, sweeping claims of EBFM-policies as

already successfully initiated are quoted before the Industry, such as the Maine Fishermen Meeting in

Rockland ME last January'14. It sounded as if fundamental principles of EBFM were well-established across

all administrative districts. But at least here in New England the regulatory high-carbon dictates massively

impacting the daily operations and thus overall economic sustainability remained more or less in place —and

thus continued to inherently affect negatively the relative sustainability of the resource as well.
_,:_._ ~_
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Ironically, the work for USN and USMC has been much more demanding than the more or less obvious path

towards a Toes-carbon fleet in keeping with basic unarguable principles of resource-sustainability.

And more ironically so, LCU-F is by e.~cplicit design massively less ̀ carbon-intensive' per given unit, combat-

cargohauled, tactical speed attained, and distance travelled than any earlier and just about all known competing

concepts. The boss of the Marine Corps publicly supports further work on it.

In stark contrast to this naval forum of deliberations, apparently deeply-held convictions within the NOAA/NMFS/

NEFMC/SSC universe have so far kept scientists, council-members, and regulators from deviating from this

inherently high-carbon course of dictates applied to an industry that by its very nature must unavoidably be as

low-carbon as technically, operationally and fiscally-conceivable to both match economic and ecological

challenges, and to lead in the fundamentally unevadable path towards climate-change-reflecting operational

parameters.
One of the more tragic episodes was Council President Pappalardo's dismissal of the idea of an ̀ Energy-

Summit' for the Fleet in the immediate aftermath of the 2008 oil-price spike of up to $147,50/barrel; and yet

.today his Cape Cod organization continues to accept funding from EDF and like-minded ̀ green' supporters... as

that fleet continues to work its more or less unreconstructed fleet and business-model. So, instead of using this

calamity to move regs and fleet towards at least ̀ less-carbon' models, we lost another S years to fleet-structural

high-carbon stagnation while neither the Fleet's economics nor the Resource - as now so well-documented —

had achance to benefit from a comprehensive ESFM-approach that includes the Fleet in its structure,

operations, long-term sustainability.
In this larger conte~ certainly much less relevant —but noteworthy as a sign of the prevailing mindset -even

though formally submitted to the administrative record of the Council, Council President Pappalardo also found it

appropriate to return to us our carefully selected, reproduced and bound body of work on this issue across then 7

years, with the attached note that we might have use for the 3-Ring binder... Clearly, in his perspective as New

England Fisheries Council President, our efforts were of no concern; at least he paid for the postage.

- 3. The Vessel Baseline Amendment and our long-standing perspective on the inherentl

problematic utility of ̀Tonnage', ̀Horsepower', and ̀ Length' ?
Much of this has been discussed in our 2012 Whitepaper for NOAA's Capt. Mark Abloni entitled "The Persistent

Legacy of High-Carbon Assumptions in the Governance... "already shared with Mr. Nies and Mr. Bullard amongst

quite a few others.

And somewhat comfortingly so, there has in recent years apparently emerged some inkling on the Council—level that

these 3 elements may not have quite as much technical, scientific nor regulatory —never mind political —

justifiability than for whatever reasons initially assumed when they were embraced around and since 1994.

- Tonnage: To be blunt, ̀gross-` and ̀ net-tonnage' were never either unarguably-quantifiable and therefore legally-

solid parameters nor would superimposing these ̀ big-ship' concepts have any use in the commercial fishing

industry. Painfully obvious essentially since Day-1 some 20 years ago when inexplicably-so ̀ Tonnage' was deemed

remotely meaningful in this industry by a previous Council, at long last this Omnibus Amendment and the Councils

choice for Alternative 4 as outlined under Sections 3.4. and 5.1.7. confirmed not only what ̀everybody' already

knew but offers hope to eliminate equally un-constructive assumptions. Good riddance !

- Horsepower is indeed much less ambiguous than ̀ Tonnage' ever was. But even engine-power is subject to a

certain range of informal options available to the owner/operator of a given fishing-vessel to quietly enhance it

within certain expectations of reliability. Perfectly trackable by the interesting phenomenon that over, say, 20 years

of engine-development, often the same physical engine (long-)block is advertised to actually at times produce up to

twice the power. With less conspicuous measures than prominent ̀black boxes', since many older engines are

rebuildable multiple times, taking cues from '`modern' engines allows ̀ quiet' enhancement of output without

immediately obvious indications on the engine. Therefore a certain ̀ informal' variability of actual versus ̀ original'

output is part of the spectrum of options for a good number of engines in the fleet. Of course, making more power

typically requires a commensurate amount of additional fuel which adds to operating-costs, and relative fuel-burn

tell-tales per satellite-based Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) data sets.

One plausible conclusion on ̀Horsepower' thus is that it is not necessarily reflecting a ̀ hard' set of data but is
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much less flexible than ̀ Tonnage' where a given vessel might see its numbers possibly double or half through

its life-time without any serious physical alterations and no immediate obvious impact of actual catch-

capability and thus resource-mortality.

- Which leaves ̀ Length' —and therein likes a much more challenging range of issues.

To see this ̀ Omnibus Amendment' not address the deeply-dubious claim that ̀ Length' could serve as a plausible

indicator of i~essel-Size reflects remaining entrenched unquestioning acceptance of the most astonishing

fundamental inconsistency ofLength-Limitation within any EBFM-ambitions of any scale -local, regional, .national,

global.
To nut it bluntly ̀ Length' is not ̀Size' - no matter how manv times this AMENDMENT-DRAFT document

reflexively treats length as any reliable indication of the vessel's actual size and thus (presumed) impact upon

the resource.
Whether pacing the length of the craft on a pier or stringing the tape-measure from stem to stern, length does not

capture ̀ Size' either. Where ̀Tonnage' failed with its amorphous definitions, ̀ Length' seems less ambiguous —but

ultimately fails to control the fishing-effort also:
- A 60-foot x 2'-wide eight-oared shell is thoroughly incomparable to a 60-foot by 20-foot-beam stern-dragger.

And yet a 60-foot ̀ permit' ̀Length' is deemed to be ̀meaningful' in any ambitions to control fishing-effort.

- The fact that throughout the recent history of fishing there have been 60' x 13' fishing-craft as there are 60'

x 25' —likely more than doubling the craft's structural weight and thus gear- and catch-carrying capacity —

clearly demonstrates the futility to ever have deemed ̀Length' any plausible regulatory factor, never mind

the path towards EBFM.
So far at least, length-limitations have typically led to wider, deeper, heavier, harder-to-drive hulls -often

with decreasing seaworthiness and reduced ergonomics —while supporting a multiplication of fishing-effort

at the expense of greater power-requirements and inherently much larger fuel-cost. In the times when the

resource was deemed ine~austible and fuel cheap, some might have claimed such ̀ obese' craft to the most

`efficient per crew to be paid. However, neither resource-availability, nor fuel-cost levels would support this

thinking as ̀ ecologically sustainable today.

Weight remains the sole directly and ̀honestly' measurable indicator of any vessel's ̀ size' —whether

SSC/NEFMC/NMFS/NOAA formulae reflect this or not.
As discussed in some useful numbers below, how ever you shape it, an officially-permitted ̀ Weight per Permit

is directly measurable with say 50% fuel-load, no gear, no crew, no ice, as the craft would hang in an officially

certified and routinely re-confirmed travel-lift, most of which have built-in reliable indicators of the weight in their

lifting-slings. In recent 3-4 decades this technology has become ubiquitous in near every port, here in New England

in a rich range of capacities ranging up to in excess of 400-tons oflifting-capability —covering 99.99% of all

conceivable fishing-vessel types likely to be active in this region. Thus even in 1994 only stark indifference to

the value of ̀displacement'/weight of the craft in the water would have kept this readily-quantifiable measure

out of SSC/NEFMC/NMFS/NOAA legally-binding definitions of plausible fleet-restrictions.

- 4. The Economic and Ecological Cost of short, wide, deep i.e. ̀ obese' boats dictated by
any ̀Length'-based system of (presumed) Catch-Limitations
Here are some hard numbers — as of early 2013 - as a'Reality-Check' that have been faced by these mostly Small

Businesses on the Working Waterfront.

Diesel Fuel Cost multiplied by 380°/a from a 1990s plateau of $1.1/eal to $4.2/gal in late 2012

• In 1994 Diesel-Fuel cost around $1.10.- per gallon and would stay near that level until June 1999 when it began

to move upwards towards $1.75.- by early December 2000 to drop again towards $1.30.- by early 2002

• Between mid-2002 and late 2012 New England Diesel-Fuel prices rose from around $1.40.- to speak-cost by

June 2008 of $4.88.- back down to $2.39.- by May 2011 and gradually up again to $4.22 by early December

2012.
Across well over 15 years diesel-fuel expenses grew by over 380% - without a matching increase in fish prices !

-
-~-._ _.. m -. r- .::
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How does the current Flash-C'~~°ba~~-Reality Compare with one projected L,ovv-Ca~~bo,a Future ?

To illustrate the economic benefits of shifting from Length to Weight as the primary hull-size defining regulation,

here one currently active High-Carbon craft (I IC) as compared to a 21 st-century Low-Carbon craft concept (I.C).

Both examples are for commercial (already lower-carbon fishing-methods-based Gill-Netting/Long-

Lining/Lobstering! Jigging/Rod-&-Reel fishing duty.
[Stern-Dragging/Scalloping is a much more energy-intensive approach to fishing with its own additional tecluiical

challenges towards achieving LC-status -and yet reasonably addressable as well under the approach laid out here!]

Several Notes on the Data below:
- For easier faster reading, the e~eci and green numbers and text will offer the short form realities !

- They are'desk-top' quality, reflecting personal practical experience and historic data on low-power craft.

Deeply rooted in $1/gal assumptions, the E ~C-tyke constitutes a particularly profligate example of the effects of

High-Carbon-reflexes borne of decades of under-development and outright stagnation induced by Length-

based regulatory constraints. Compare i~C' tc~ ~ ~Sd9g-ea-a cs~~~ and L,C to state-of~tla~~a~•~ IIyba•id ca►~st
[Spec.-Sheet Turbo-Charged Diesel-Engine EffrciencyAssumption:0.34Tbs/h~/hp at peak torque,0.381bs/h~/hp WOT (Wide Open Throttle);

U.S. Gallon of #2 Diesel= 7.251bs; Gallons per hours=GPH,• Miles per Hour=MPG (all numbers rounded uptivards)J

- Iii` ~x~ar~~ple is a representative smaller inshore Day-boat measuring 32'xll'x15.0001bs x300HP xl5kts light.

Carrying Capacity in actual use is 10.0001bs iced fish on deck (no fish-hold available) for 25.000lbs @ 7.6kts.

- L.~ example is a notional inshore/offshore Day-/Trip-boat measuring 50'x 10' Beam x15.0001bs x75HP x9.2kts.

Carrying Capacity is closer to 15.000lbs in ash-hold plus some on deck, for 30.000lbs all-up weight @ 9kts.

(From personal experience the projected 75HP is a conservative approach to this Jean hull-geometry per given

weight.)

Here is one legacy of e.g. "Days-at-Sea Regulation" -type operational dictates prohibiting LC-types:

• GOING OUT Empty maximizing the given hull's speed
Gallons per Hour (GPH) of Operation (assuming 50% WOT during transit and high-idle during net-hauling)

HC'-type: 7.Snm 6rirnin~~ 7.85 Vials = 0,96ii~ll~G (with 3Umins id€i~~g pe~~ E7r deen~ec~ r7egli~ibie} = ap}~rcrx. ~,0

~e~~
LCatype: 4.6nm burning 1.97 gals = 2.331i7PG (with 30mins idling per he deemed negligible) = approx. 2.~

~l~i-I

Consumption per Equal Distance7.5nm: FCC= ~.0 ~alsl7,~ aam = .9faIViPG

(30 min @ ISkts ofHC~ ~,C'= 3.42 fiats/7.5rem = 2.191l~PG = 2,2~x efficiency/mile

Corrected Time to travel same Distance: NC 30ereiras to travel 7,Srarr~
LC = 49r►~ins to travel 7a5nm

COMING IN w/Full-Load Catch. Note how the short, wider, deeper F~tY-type hull suffers in full-load

condition vs. the slender LGtype:
Ff~-iype at 25.000 lbs total weight cannot make ISkts(./), perhaps lOkts WOT @ 15.73gals/hr = 0.64~i9 P

LGtype at 30.000 lbs total weight (with greater capacity!) will make 9.2kts WOT@ 3.93 gals/lu~ = 2.34IVIPG

Consumption per Equal Distance: HC-7.~5 gals/~ ~~rn - .6~Nl~ta
LC=1.47 gets/~<~e~[~ (x1.1=5nm) = 2.17~~~~ = 2.~i~1~G = 3.59x

ef~crer~cy/mile
.Corrected Time to travel same Distance: t ~C = 30mins to travel s nm LC = 33.Smins to travel S nm

• Averaging these MPG: I-IC -̀tyke = f6,t~~t i'Ca versus LC-type = 2o241VIPG = 2.81x efficiency per mile

traveled.

• Most Fuel-Efficient Speed for both per Distance @Full Load (~~~: 2 ,.61€}OlFrs , L,C 30.000ibs)@'Unity

Speed':
H( -̀Type: L1 x X32' waterline length -6 ir~~ 91 HP = 4.26 ~~I~ - 1e~6 R~[~~

- LGType: 1.1 x X47' waterline length =7.54kts using 24HP = 1.1~ GPI-I = 6.67 1~PG = 4.57x efficiency/mile!

-- _
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This unarguable Daily Damage to each business's economics seems very hard to justify from any regulatory
perspective. How a particular business would attempt to make up for this dictated constant loss could range from
only returning to port with the most lucrative species - at whatever by-catch discards - to 'grey-zone' boat/gear
manipulations.

The Unavoidable Long-Term Vessel-Economical Consequences under $2.5/~al, $4.-/Eal and $5.-/dal: Per
Hours of Annual Operation the Cost-Savings of LGcraft over current also illustrates the mid-term
protection from price-spikes:
- 1~~'- , - _ 1 - ' Annual Consumption
- I,~-° ~ ~, 1a13GiI (or 6.b;, ~ ~~~hrs = 1b95gals Annual Consumption
Annual Cost @ 1994-level $1.1.- = @ $2.5.- ° ~ ~ ~,~7~,-, @ $4.- — - -, @ $5:
Annual Cost @ 1994-level $1.1.- = ~1;~~i5.-, @ $2.5.- — ~ 4,237,-9 @ $4: _ ~ 6,7~v,-, @ $5: = ~ ~,-~75.~

Conclusions•
- 1. Classifying vessels in various Codes by Weight is imperative to the evolution towards I,C:-tyke efficiencies.
- 2. In aSpeed-Independent regulatory system freed from False Definitions of'Size', the most favorable
vessel-economics would be determined by MPG at the most efficient hull-speed-to power-to-load interaction in
the context of enhanced vessel-safety, work-ergonomics, systems-reliability and fundamental economic
affordability.
- 3. Therefore ~lae i,~;~typa~ will be the sole viable approach to cope with the concurrent realities of limited and
uncertain access to the fish-resource due to Climate Change and the full range of rising Energy-related
Expenses.

Note: These numbers do not reflect additional options to further push towards 'Least-Carbon' geometries/propulsion.
Note: LC's lower-ELF' ct~~ive-train wi]1 cost less than half in initial cost and always less in maintenance &repair.
Note: We'd expect the 1JGt}ape's advantage over ' to degrade some in harsh operating conditions !

- 5. The SSC/NEFMC/NMFS/NOAA 50%-aUproach to a comprehensive 100% ecological

Challenge -not-to-mention Industry-Economic- and of course Socio-Economic Demands

With Length/Tonnage/Horsepower the ̀ preferred' regulatory tools since at least 1994 according to the

DRAFT's Section 1.2., the long-term impact on the fleet has been indeed diametrically-opposed to any

plausible claims of EBFM. Between the projected life-span of each fishing-boat and the disastrous momentum of

regulatorily prohibited fleet-evolution towards lower-carbon opportunities for the Fleet in the Northeast - in fact

across many Council-Regions across the nation - we have by 2014 arrived at a persistent High-Carbon Fleet-

Structure and Operational Parameters that neither the Bush nor the Obama-Administration have taken

measures to mitigate against. And no EBFM-oriented scientist could plausibly support this spectacle.

Just about every other fossil fuel-intensive industry has sought to upgrade its hardware- and operational

profile towards greater fuel-efficiencies, often with indirect and direct public support through measures ranging

from tax-incentives and grant-funding to extensive in-house R-&-D and via partnerships with universities etc, into

advanced options.

In stark contrast, this commercial fishing industry remains frozen in this remarkably-backwards state of

potentially catastrophic exposure to rising fuel-cost, and thus cost for hull-materials such as steel, aluminum,

fiberglass, and consumables such as wire, rope, paint, Tube-oil, grease, along with the rising likelihood of

dedicated ecology-driven statutory penalties for Carbon-Overuse, however defined -all before factoring in the

equally-affected cost of ice, transportation of the fish to processing and then to the market etc. etc.

As it presents itself to the world today in its High-Carbon Fleet-Prole, this industry suffers from the most

serious political embarrassment of having a Deep Fleet-Structural Liability against ever appearing any time
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soon as the 'Stewarts of the Fish-Resource' via low-carbon vessel-attributes and matching fishing-methods.
And fishers have SSC/NEFMC/NMFS/NOAA to thank for these obstructions to both economic and ecological
operations and the absence of politically-uncontestable standing as ̀ Stewards of the Resource'.
The fact that many of their leaders —such as the North-East Seafood Coalition —have never challenged these
dubious dictates only underscores the tragically limited range of policies these ̀ leaders' have been willing to pursue.

Since from a fisheries management perspective these dictates structuring the current Fleet-Structure violate
fundamental basics of any definitions of'Sustainability', this industry, as it stands by 2014, can actually not be
integrated into any immediate regulatory efforts towards'Eco-System-based Fisheries Management' -
whateverthe breezy language by some may want to suggest.

It would take two steps to remotely begin to match the optimistic Ian~uaEe around claims of (presumably)
ongoing system-wide and successful EBFM-measures:
1. The immediate jettisoning of Zength';from any formulae, in direct exchange for ̀ Displacement/Actual Vessel-
Weight' long with retaining the somewhat less reliable ̀ Horsepower' to indeed plausibly limit fishing-efforts.
2. A ̀Manhattan-Program'-style decade+ effort to radically restructure the fleet towards matching EBFM-standards
— assuming massive federal fiscal support.

And, as for instance signatures by the fleet here in Gloucester and the position of the Gloucester Fisheries
Commission indicate, many local fishermen would indeed strongly favor vessel-economic 'sustainability', as
the typical mom-&-pop operations-model has served the market so well due to its agility in response to the vagaries
of weather, market, ecological cycles and regulations.

However, neither the North-East's SSC nor this NE-Council have taken these concerns seriously.
Astonishingly so, neither has the North-East Seafood Coalition.

Alas, now in the latter half of 2014, 20 years after the thoughtless embrace of technically indefensible
`measures' of ̀Tonnage' and ̀ Length' as any form of EBFM-plausible fleet-structural tool, this DRAFT
"Omnibus Amendment to Simplify Vessel Baselines" still reflects a fundamental incomprehension of the
astonishing destructiveness to any fleet-economic- and fleet-ecological maturing these (presumed) tools have
wrought upon the focus of the MS, the Council process and Fishing-communities. Ironically/tragically so, since
SSC apparently never did challenge the utility of these ̀ tools', ̀ Tonnage' and ̀Length' have stymied any
substantial fleet-innovation in direct resonance with scientific advances and associated EBFM-ambitions.

Taking 20 years to finally jettison ̀ Tonnage' is bad enough for a body of governance presiding over an
inherently sustainability-based industry of extraction. To then continue on with the acceptance of ̀Length' as
any plausible measure ̀of whatever' only makes the destructiveness of these last two decades even more
palpable, more obvious -and thus more subject to at least political review.

There remain few industries in which this level of ̀scientifically-supported', governmentally-dictated and
harshly-enforced massive and mounting High-Carbon Inefficiencies are deemed acceptable by 2014.

There is likely no other body of industrial governance in which lofty eco-centric terminology like EBFM are
routinely used by top-level regulators, all-the-while having de facto spent over 20 years obstructing any efforts
to indeed see the industry structurally and operationally adapt to EBFM-based principles, whether out of
conviction or just driven by fuel-cost increases.

With NEFMC's favoring ̀ Alternative 4', progress is indeed being made towards a distant chance at

EBF1Yl for both Council and science via SSC.

But the 50% approach exemplified by the retention of ̀Length' will continue the damage to fleet

and resource and stalls out anybody's hopes towards actually ever getting near EBFM. 

--------------------------------------------------------------=------------------------------------
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Comment
on

Omnibus Amendment to Simplify Vessel Baselines
(DRAFT published July'14 2014)

by
Susanne Altenburger of Phil Bolger &Friends Inc. (PB&F) (09/22/14)

-1. Who are we
Since 1952 we have been in the business of designing boat with the Archive featuring plans for craft ranging in size
of between 401bs and 1.OSO.000lbs, 5'6" to 270', for human-power, sail, inboard- and outboard-power, steam,
gasoline, diesel, in a range of materials from conventional wooden-construction over various types of wood-
composite, solid and cored fiberglass, ferro-cement, steel and aluminum. Clients include children, commercial
operators, yachtsmen, research-institutions, governmental agencies.

With the first national article actually in a glossy national periodical in March of 1948, a growing number of
publications has by come to include well over 600 such articles on our work in about every format, mostly for
domestic/continental readership, with certain effort by and in overseas periodicals as well. That significant output
led to McGraw-Hill proposing the first of what would be a series of 6 books on our work starting in 1972. More
manuscripts are in the process of editing.
For more, examine for instance WIKIPEDIA: http://en.wikipedia.ar~/wikiJPhil Baler

This body of work led in 2002 the US Navy to reach to us —with Phil Bolger then at 74 years of age (!) - to consider
resumption of an earlier modest series ofUSN-sponsored (USN) consultancies then reaching back several decades.
This time however, a much denser sequence of work would come to emerge.

Some of our thinking was substantial enough to recently see very public support by an active-duty USN CAPT
and Prof. at the Naval War College in Newport RI along with a retired CDR, now amid-level civilian technologist
at USN's Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA). In co-authorship with me, Susanne Altenburger of PB&F as
the Lead-Author, this article on PB&F's proposal for an advanced medium-speed heavy-lift assault landing-craft,
named LCU-F, appeared in the top-level Monthly on matters US Navy, US Marine Corps (USMC) and US Coast
Guard (USCG) -the "PROCEEDINGS of the US Naval Institute". Here is the link to our piece in the July' 13 issue
http://www.usni.or~/magazines/proceedingsj2013-07/landing-craft-21st-century

This presentation to the USN/USMC community then resulted in the direct personal attention by the
Commandant of USMC, General Amos, explicitly referring to our work as one of four projects to focus further
attention on. http://www.usni.ar~/ma~azin~s/proc~edin~s/2014=06/brid~;ir~~-c ur-surface-cann~ctor-dap

Our thinking has thus reached the direct personal and fully publicized attention of one of the highest level of
decision-makers in the Pentagon -the boss of the Marines, the Commandant.

- 2. Whv would we want to comment on this Vessel Baselines Amendment ?
As our civilian published record reflects - a good fraction of our actual output - ,we've had opportunity to design a
range of Inshore- and Offshore Fishing-Craft, along with several marine-scientific research-craft.

Since the Summer of 2002 PB&F has been concerned with the emerging deterioration in the economics of our.
local fishing-fleet here in Gloucester, MA and its impact upon the port's economy and thus our jobs- and tax-base.
Examining the local, then regional inshore and offshore fleet we became increasingly alarmed at the growing
disconnect between the inherent task of any level of ̀Ecosystem-Based Fisheries Management (EBFM) and the
actual technical state of the fleet.





We learned that distinct regulatory assumption had caused the increasing ̀ carbon-intensity' of each operation
while (remarkably !) explicitly prohibiting most forms of innovation towards lesser carbon-intensity. These
regulatory assumptions were Length, ̀Tonnage', Horsepower. As formulated since the mid-90s and then legally
enforced, there assumptions had come to drive the relative increase in carbon-intensity of the commercial fishing
fleet in ways and to levels unlike during any other period of fishing certainly in New England In an age wlten
increasing fuel-costs made most other industries seek technical solutions to compensate for cost-increases of
energy, the N0,4~f/NMFS/NEFMC/SSC community of regulators and enforcers insisted upon legal dictates that
either froze the then current carbon-intensity or indicated even higher levels of i~

Since we saw little chance under that multi-layered body of de facto and de jure high-carbon dictates to see any
technical and regulatory improvements develop, we pursued on a consistently pro-bono basis very serious and in-
depth efforts away from that destructive range of policies. We engaged the challenge of examining the option
towards a much Lower-Carbon (LC-) fishing fleet than dictated by law. Via in-house discussions, concept-studies,
in-office and fishing-craft conversations with fishermen in regards to needs, workflow ergonomics aboard, we
explored the differences between High-Carbon (HC)-types and LC-types via sketches, studies, numbers, with a good
amount of that work eventually being published in print. At this point in time —late Summer of 2014 —there is
enough in-house work and public track-record for afull-fledge book on our efforts.
Here the 11+years 3000+ pro-bono hours effort in short form:
- 2002-12 3-digit number discussions with ship-borne and shore-side stakeholders on Gloucester's Working
Waterfront.
- by Spring 2003 going public for the first time testifying before the New England Fisheries Management Council,
- nation-wide coverage in the Sept.2004 issue of NATIONAL FISHERMAN,
- Dec.2004 workshop with fishers, academics, ENGOs and NMFS staff at the Gloucester Maritime Heritage Center,
- Invite by ECOTRUST of Canada to a Nov.2006 6-day Field-Trip to Vancouver B.C. and Vancouver Island.
- 2007 Petition-gathering of some 60 signatures from Gloucester fishers and shore-side industry-stakeholders.
- Dec.2007 Feature in'FISHERMAN LIFE' monthly.
- March 2008 Endorsement by New England's CONSERVATION LAW FOUNDATION.
- June 2008 Endorsement by OCEAN ALLIANCE.
- Aug. 2008 COMMERCIAL FISHERIES NEWS feature.
- Oct. 2008 Endorsement by GLOUCESTER'S MAYOR CAROLYN KIRK.
- Feb. 2010 Endorsement by CAPE ANN CHAMBER OF COMiVIERCE.
- Nov. 2010 PB&F was the sole Small Business from the North East asked to give a presentation at the
first International Conference'Energy Use in Commercial Fishing' in Seattle 11/14-17/'10 convened by
NOAA, tIN-FAO, World Bank with 18 nations attending.
- March 2011 start of construction of an experimenta139'x7'S" boat-type for the US Navy in collaboration with
the City of Gloucester and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts' Division of Marine Fisheries.
This effort has demonstrated design and construction-principles with direct relevance to R&D towards
Low-Carbon Fishing Craft !
- May 2012 Endorsement by the GLOUCESTER FISHERIES COMMISSION.

By 2014 however no level of discussion within the NOAA/NMFS/NEFMC/SSC was allowed to establish via at
least a basic presentation of our seasoned perspective a shared level of knowledge, and thus capacity to reassess the
relative utility of the notions that Length/Tonnage/Horsepower could ever coherently serve the Fleet, scientific
ambitions or related regulatory principles under Magnusson-Steven Act (MS). Neither SSC under EDF's Jake
Kritzer nor NEFMC under Messrs. Hill/Pappalardo/Stockwell III, nor the Council bureaucracy under executives
Paul Howard nor Tom Nies, nor in-house NMFS staff, nor Regional Administrators Kurkul or Bullard, or for that
matter Jane Lubchenco, Eileen Sobek or Sam Rauch. None of them have found any of this thinking of enough
interest to engage with us on it.'

And yet, at least on the federal level via Administrator Rauch, sweeping claims of EBFM-policies as
already successfully initiated are quoted before the Industry, such as the Maine Fishermen Meeting in
Rockland ME last January'14. It sounded as if fundamental principles of EBFM were well-established across all
administrative districts. And yet, the regulatory high-carbon dictates massively impacting the daily operations
and thus overall economic sustainability remained more or less in place —and thus continued to negatively
affect the relative sustainability of the resource.





Ironically, the work for USN and iISMC has been muc1: more demanding than-the more or less obvious path
towards a loes-carbon-fleet in keeping with basic unarguable principles of resource-sustainability.
And more ironically so, LCU-F is by explicit design massively less ̀ carbon-intensive' per given unit, combat-
cargohauled, tactical speed attained, and distance travelled than any earlier and just about all known competing
concepts. And aFour-Star General publicly supports further work on it.

In stark contrast to this forum of deliberations, apparently deeply-held convictions within the NOAA/NMFS/
NEFMC/SSC universe have so far kept scientists, council-members, and regulators from deviating from this
inherently high-carbon course of dictates applied to an industry that by its very nature must unavoidably be
as low-carbon as technically, operationally and fiscally-conceivable to both match economic and ecological
challenges, and to lead in the fundamentally unevadable path towards climate-change-reflecting operational
parameters.
One of the more tragic episodes was Council President Pappalardo's dismissal of the idea of an ̀ Energy-

Summit' for the Fleet in the immediate aftermath of the 2008 oil-price spike of up to $147,50/barrel; today his
Cape Cod organization continues to accept funding from EDF and like-minded ̀ green' supporters... as that fleet
continues to work its more or less unreconstructed fleet and business-model. So, instead of using this calamity to
move regs and fleet towards at least ̀ less-carbon' models, we lost another S years tofleet-structural Izigh-
carbon stagnation while neither the Fleet's economics nor the Resource - as now so well-documented —had a
chance to benefit from a comprehensive EBFM-approach that includes the Fleet in its structure, operations;
long-term sustainability..

In this larger context certainly much less relevant —but noteworthy as a sign of the prevailing mindset -even
though formally submitted to the administrative record of the Council, Council President Pappalardo also found it
appropriate to return to us our carefully selected and bound body of work on this issue across then 7 years, with the
attached note that we might have use for the 3-Ring binder.:. Clearly, in his perspective as New England Fisheries
Council President, our efforts were of no concern; at least he paid for the postage.

- 3. The Vessel Baseline Amendment and our long-standing perspective on the inherently
problematic utility of ̀Tonnage', ̀Horsepower', and ̀Length' ?
Much of this has been discussed in our 2012 Whitepaper for NOAA's Capt. Mark Abloni entitled "The Persistent
Legacy ofHigh-Carbon Assumptions in the Governance..." already shared with Mr. pies and Mr. Bullard amongst
quite a few others.

And somewhat comfortingly so, there has in recent years apparently emerged some inkling on the Council—level that
these 3 elements may not have quite as much technical, scientific nor regulatory —never mind political —
justifiability than for whatever reasons initially assumed when they were embraced around and since 1994.

- Tonnage: To be blunt ̀ gross-` and ̀ net-tonnage' were never either unarguably-quantifiable and therefore legally-
solidparameters nor would superimposing these ̀ big-ship' concepts have any use in the commercial fishing
industry. Painfully obvious essentially since Day-1 some 20 years ago when inexplicably-so ̀ Tonnage' was deemed
remotely meaningful in this industry by a previous Council, at long last this Omnibus Amendment and the Councils
choice for Alternative 4 as outlined under Sections 3.4. and 5.1.7. confirmed not only what ̀everybody' already
knew but offers hope to eliminate equally un-constructive assumptions. Good riddance !

- Horsepower is indeed much less ambiguous than ̀ Tonnage' ever was. But even engine-power is subject to a
certain range of informal options available to the owner/operator of a given fishing-vessel to quietly enhance it
within certain expectations of reliability. Perfectly trackable by the interesting phenomenon that over, say, 20 years
of engine-development, often the same physical engine (long-)block is advertised to actually at time produce up to
twice the power. With less conspicuous measures than prominent ̀black boxes', since many older engines are
rebuildable multiple times, taking cues from ̀ modern' engines allows ̀ quiet' enhancement of output without
immediately obvious indications on the engine. Therefore a certain ̀ informal' variability of actual versus ̀ original'
output is part of the spectrum of options for a good number of engines in the fleet. Of course, making more power
typically requires a commensurate amount of additional fuel with adds to operating-costs, relative fuel-burn tell-tales
per satellite-based Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) -data set. One plausible conclusion on ̀ Horsepower' thus is
that it is not necessarily reflecting a ̀hard' set of data but is much less flexible than ̀ Tonnage' where a given vessel





might see its number possibly double or half through its life-time without any serious physical alterations and no
immediate obvious impact of catch-capability and thus resource-mortality.

Which leaves ̀ Length' —and therein likes a much more challenging range of issues.
To see this ̀ Omnibus Amendment' not address the deeply-dubious claim that ̀ Length' could serve as a plausible
indicator of Vessel-Size reflects remaining entrenched unquestioning acceptance of the most astonishing
fundamental inconsistency of Length-Limitation with any EBFM-ambitions of any scale, local, regional, national,
global
To aut it bluntly ̀ LenEth' is not ̀Size' - no matter how many times this AMENDMENT-DRAFT document
reflexively treats length as any reliable indication of the vessel's actual size and thus (presumed) impact upon
the resource.

Whether pacing the length of the craft on a pier or stringing the tape-measure from stem to stern, length does not
capture either what ̀Tonnage' was (presumably) intended to capture. A 60-foot x <2'-wide eight-oared shell is
thoroughly incomparable to a 60-foot by 20-foot-beam stern-dragger. And yet a 60-foot ̀ permit' ̀ Length' is
deemed to be ̀ meaningful' in any ambitions to control fishing-effort. The fact that throughout the recent history of
fishing there have been 60' x 13' fishing-craft as there are 60' x 25' —likely more than doubling the craft's structural
weight and thus gear- and catch-carrying capacity —clearly demonstrates the futility to ever have deemed ̀Length'
any plausible factor in EBFM. So far at least, length-limitations have typically led to wider, deeper, heavier, harder-
to-drive hulls -often with decreasing seaworthiness and reduced ergonomics —while supporting a multiplication of
fishing-effort at the expense of greater power-requirements and inherently much larger fuel-cost. In the times when
the resource was deemed ine~chaustible, some might have claimed such ̀ obese' craft to the most ̀efficient per crew
to be paid. However, neither resource-availability, nar fuel-cost levels would support this thinking as ̀ ecologically
sustainable today.

WeiEht remains the sole directly and ̀honestly' measurable indicator of any vessel's ̀ size' —whether
NEFMC/NMFS/NOAA formulae reflect this ar not.

As discussed in some useful numbers below, however you shape it, an officially-permitted ̀ Weight' per Permit is
directly measurable with say 50% fuel-load, no gear, no crew, no ice, as the craft would hang in an officially
certified and routinely re-confirmedtravel-lift, most of which have built-in reliable indicators of the weight in their
lifting-slings. In recent 3-4 decades this technology has become ubiquitous in near every port, here in New England
in a rich range of capacities ranging up to in excess of 400-tons of lifting-capability —covering 99.99% of all
conceivable fishing-vessel types likely to be active in this region. Thus even in 1994 only stark indifference to
the value of ̀displacement'/weight of the craft in the water would have kept this readily-quantifiable measure
out of SSC/NEFMC/NMFS/NOAA legally-binding definitions of plausible fleet-restrictions.

- 4. The economic and ecological Cost of short, wide, deep i.e. ̀ obese' boats dictated by any
`Length'-based system of (presumed) Catch-Limitations
Here are some hard numbers — as of early 2013 - as a'Reality-Check' that have been faced by these mostly Small
Businesses on the Working Waterfront.

Diesel Fuel Cost multiplied by 380% from a 1990s plateau of $1.1/gal to $4.2/~al in late 2012
• In 1994 Diesel-Fuel cost around $1.10.- per gallon and would stay near that level until June 1999 when it began

to move upwards towards $1.75.- by early December 2000 to drop again towards $1.30.- by early 2002
• Between mid-2002 and late 2012 New England Diesel-Fuel prices rose from around $1.40.- to a peak-cost by

June 2008 of $4.88.- back down to $2.39.- by May 2011 and gradually up again to $4.22 by early December
2012.

Across well over 15 years diesel-fuel expenses grew by over 380% - without a matching increase in fish prices !

How does the I-li~h-carbon-Reality Compare with one proiected I~owmCarbon Future ?
To illustrate the economic benefits of shifting from Length to Wezght as the primary hull-size defining regulation,
here one currently active Higlt-Carbon craft (~I~) as compared to a 21st-century Low-Carbon craft concept (LC}.

Both examples are for commercial (already lower-carbon frshing-methods-based Gill-Netting/Long-





Lini~ng/Lobstering/ Jigging/Rod-&-Reel fishing duty.
[Stern-Dragging/Scalloping is a much more energy-intensive approach to fishing with its own technical challenges
towards achieving LC-status -and yet reasonably addressable as well under the approach laid out here!]

Several Notes on the Data below:
- For easier faster reading, the r•~d and green numbers and text will offer the short form realities !
- They are'desk-top' quality, reflecting personal practical experience and historic data on low-power craft.
Deeply rooted in $1/gal assumptions, the ~I Gtype constitutes a particularly profligate. example of the effects of
High-Carbon-reflexes borne of decades of under-development and outright stagnation induced by Length-
based regulatory constraints. Compare If C: to ~ COs-er°a car and L~ to state-of-ttte-art ~Iybrid earsl
[Spec.-Sheet Turbo-Charged Diesel-Engine E~ciencyAssumption:0.341bs/hr/hp atpeak torque,0.381bs/hr/hp WOT (Wide Open Throttle);
U.S. Gallon of #2 Dresel = 7.251bs; Gallons per hours=GPH,• Miles per Hour= MPG (all numbers rounded upwards)]

- EIC e~ar~jple is a representative smaller inshore Day-boat measuring 32'xll'x15.0001bs x300HI' xl5kts light.
Carrying Capacity in actual use is 10.0001bs iced ash on deck (no fish-hold available) for 25.000lbs @ 7.6kts.
IBC example is a notional inshare/offshore Day-/Trip-boat measuring 50'x 10' Beam x15.0001bs x75HP x9.2kts.

Carrying Capacity is closer to 15.000lbs in ash-hold plus some on deck, for 30.000lbs all-up weight @ 9kts.
(From personal experience the projected 75HP is a conservative approach to this lean hull-geometry per given
weight.)

Here is one legacy of e.g. "Days-at-Sea Regulation" -type operational dictates prohibiting LC-types:

• GOING OUT Empty maximizing the given hull's speed
Gallons per Hour (GPH) of Operation (assuming 50% WOT during transit and high-idle during net-hauling)
HGtype: 7.Snm bur~~in~7 7.85 Vials = 0.961YiP"~ (with 36i~1ins idling per hr deemed n~~ligi~le) = approx. ~.0
(DOH
LC-type: 4.6mn burning 1.97 gals = 2.33IiZPG (with 30mins idling per hr deemed negligible) = approx. 2,1
GPI3

Consumption per Equal Distance 7.5nm: ~ 1C= ~,0 ~AIs17,5 n - .961~1I'E~
(30 min @ ISkts ofHC~ L,C= 3,42 gals/7.S~~r► = 2.191VIPG = 2.2~x efficiencg~/mile

Corrected Time to travel same Distance: 1~IC ￼ 30~r►ins to t~•avel 7,_5nm
LC = 49~nirfls to tra~~e17.5ntn

• COMING IN w/Full-Load Catch. Note how the short, wider, deeper FlGtype hull suffers in full-load
condition vs. the slender LGtype:
FCC-type at 25.000 Ibs total weight cannot make ISkts(.~), perhaps lOkts WOT @ 15.73gals/hr = 0.64IYIPG
LGtype at 30.000 lbs total weight (with greater capacity!) will make 9.2kts WOT@ 3.93 gals/hr = 2.341VII'G

Consumption per Equal Distance: HC=7.~5 gals/5 ~~Tn = .641~'II'~
LC=1.97 gals/4.Snrr► (x1.l=5nm) = 2.17gals = 2.31i~IPG = 3.59x

ef~cie~rey/aazile
Corrected Time to travel same Distance: HC = 30mins to travel s nm LC = 33.5mins to travel S nm

• Averaging these MPG: HC-type = Oe~l~[E'CH versus LC-type = 2.24IYII~G = 2.81x efficiency per mile
traveled.

Most Fuel-Efficient Speed for both per Distance @Full Load (C 25.0~(Dlbs , LC 30.000lbs)@'Unity
Speed':
- HC-T}ape: 1.1 x X32' waterline length =6.23kts using 91 HP = 4,26 GPI-1 = 1.46 Ii~IP~
- LGType: 1.1 x X47' waterline length =7.54kts using 24HP = 1013 GPI- = 6.67 11~IPG = 4.57x efficiency/mile!

This unarguable Daily Damage to each business's economics seems very hard to justify from any regulatory
perspective. How a particular business would attempt to make up for this dictated constant loss could range from
only returning to port with the most lucrative species - at whatever by-catch discards - to 'grey-zone' boat/gear
manipulations.





The Unavoidable Long-Term Vessel-Economical Consequences under $2.5/gal, $4.-/gal and $5. /gal: Per
Hours of Annual Operation the Cost-Savings of LC-craft over current HC-types also illustrates the mid-term
protection from price-spikes:
- Fib-type (cry, 4.26~I'H (or i.46i~'13'~} - 1500hrs — 6390ga1s Annual Consumption
- LC-type @ 1,13GPI~ (or 6,671VI~G) - 1500hrs = 1695ga1s Annual Consumption
Annual Cost @ 1994-level $1.1.- _X7,029,-, @ $2.5: _ ~~ 5,975.-, @ $4.- = ~25g560,-, @ $5.- = b31,9S0,-
Annual Cost @ 1994-level $1.1.- _ ~1,~65.-, @ $2.5.- _ ~ 4,237,-, @ $4: _ ~ 6,70,-, @ $5.- _ ~ ~,475a-

Conclusions•
- 1. Classifying vessels in various Codes by Weight is imperative to the evolution towards L,C-type efficiencies.
- 2. In aSpeed-Independent regulatory system freed from False Definitions of'Size', the most favorable
vessel-economics would be determined by MPG nt tl:e most efficient hull-speed-to power-to-load interaction in
the context of enhanced vessel-safety, work-ergonomics, systems-reliability and fundamental economic
affordability.
- 3. Therefore the LC~type will be the sole viable approach to cope with the concurrent realities of limited and
uncertain access to the ash-resource due to Climate Change and the full range of rising Energy-related
Expenses.

Note: These numbers do not reflect additional options to further push towards'Least-Carbon' geometries/propulsion.
Note: LC's lower-HP drive train will cost less than half in initial cost and always less in maintenance &repair.
Note: We'd expect the LC-type's advantage over IiC-t~~pe to degrade some in harsh operating conditions !

- 5. The SSC/NEFMC/NMFS/NOAA 50%-approach to a comprehensive 100% ecological
Challenge -not-to-mention Industry-Economic- and of course Socio-Economic Demands

With Length/Tonnage/Horsepower the ̀ preferred' regulatory toolssince at least 1994 according to Section

1.2., the long-term impact on the fleet is diametrically-opposed to any plausible claims of EBFM. Between the

projected life-span of each fishing-boat and the disastrous momentum of regulatorily prohibited fleet-evolution

towards lower-carbon opportunities the Fleet in the Northeast - in fact across many Council-Regions across the

nation - we have by 2014 arrived at a persistent High-Carbon Fleet-Structure and Operational Parameters

that neither the Bush nor the Obama-Administration have taken measures to mitigate against.

Just about every other fossil fuel-intensive industry has sought to upgrade its hardware- and operational

profile towards greater fuel-efficiencies, often with indirect and direct public support through measures ranging

from tax-incentives and grant-funding to extensive R-&-D in-house and via partnerships with universities etc. into

advanced options.

In stark contrast, this commercial fishing industry remains frozen in this remarkably-backwards state of

potentially catastrophic exposure to rising fuel-cost, and thus cost for hull-materials such as steel, aluminum,

fiberglass, wire, rope, paint, lube-oil, grease, and the rising likelihood of dedicated statutory penalties for

Carbon-Overuse, however defined -all before. factoring in the cost of ice, transportation of the fish to processing

and then to the market etc. etc.

As it presents itself to the world today in its High-Carbon Fleet-Profile, this industry suffers from the most

serious political embarrassment of having a Deep Fleet-Structural Liability against ever appearing any time

soon as the'Stewarts of the Fish-Resource' via low-carbon vessel-attributes and matching fishing-methods.

And fishers have SSC/NEFMC/NMFS/NOAA to thank for these obstructions to both economic and ecological

operations. The fact that many of their leaders —such as the North-East Seafood Coalition —have never challenges

these dubious dictates only underscores the limited range of policies of these ̀ leaders'.





Since from a fisheries management perspective these dictates structuring the current Fleet-Structure violate
fundamental basics of any definitions of'Sustainability', this industry as it stands by 2014 can actually not be
integrated into any regulatory efforts towards'Eco-System-based Fisheries Management', whatever the
breezy language by some may want to suggest. It would adecade+-effort to gadually restructure the fleet to
match EBFM-standards —assuming massive federal fiscal support, and an immediate jettisoning of ̀Length' as well
in direct exchange for ̀ Displacement/Actual Vessel-Weight' and the somewhat less reliable ̀ Horsepower' to indeed
limit fishing-effort.

For instance signatures by the fleet here in Gloucester and now the Gloucester Fisheries Commission (2012)
indicate that individual fishermen would indeed strongly favor vessel-economic 'sustainability', as the typical
mom-&-pop operations-model has served the market so well due to its agility in response to the vagaries of weather,
market, ecological cycles and regulations. However, neither the North-East's SSC nor this NE-Council have taken
these concerns seriously.

Now in the latter half of 2014, 20 years after the predictably indefensible ̀ measures' of ̀Tonnage' and
Length' as any form of EBFM-plausible fleet-structural tool, this DRAFT "Omnibus Amendment to Simplify
Vessel Baselines" still reflects a fundamental incomprehension of the astonishing destructiveness to any fleet-
economic- and fleet-ecological maturing these presumed tools Izave wroug)tt upon tl:e focus of the MS and the
Council process in particular. ̀ Tonnage' and ̀ Length' have stymied appropriate fleet-innovation in keeping
with any scientific advances, EBFM-ambitions, and of course fuel-cost increases.

Taking 20 years to finally jettison ̀ Tonnage' is bad enough for a body of governance presiding over an
inherently sustainability-based industry of extraction. To then continue on with the acceptance of ̀Length' as
any plausible measure ̀of whatever' only makes the destructiveness of these last two decades even more
palpable, more obvious —and thus more subject to at least political review.

There remain few industries in which this level governmentally-dictated and harshly-enforced massive and
mounting inefficiencies are deemed acceptable by 2014. There is likely no other body of industrial
governance in which lofty eco-centric terminology like EBFM are routinely used by regulators, all-the-while
having spent over 20 years obstructing any efforts to indeed see the industry structurally and operationally
adapt to EBFM-based principles, whether out of conviction or just driven by fuel-cost increases.

With NEFMC's favoring ̀ Alternative 4' progress is indeed being made towards a distant chance at EBFM
for both Council and science via SSC. But the 50% approach exemplified by the retention of ̀Length' will
continue the damage to fleet, resource and anybody's hopes towards actually ever getting near EBFM.





Gloucester's I4-C2 'Ocean Innovation Campus' P~o~ect

Owning I4-C2 is a unique opportunity for this community to demonstrate unambiguously to the world

that Gloucester is indeed aPort-Economy moving forward in the 21 st-century. Between down-town and
the harbor; and with its broad footprint featuring over 22Q-feet of working waterfront right on Harbor

Cove, it is Gloucester's best location for a dedicated marine-industrial and marine-scientific 'Ocean
Innovation Campus'. Here in the Port's heart, ocean-centered jobs-training, all levels of related research,

and most importantly well-paying full-time jobs have to be pursued with determination by all of us.

From Governor Patrick's emphasis on boosting vocational- and community-college training to our
schools' growing STEM-curriculum (Science, Technology, Engineering, Math), the ' I4-C2 Ocean
Innovation-Campus' would offer a dense ocean-industrial cluster of concurrent vocational and
commercial work actually unique in this Commonwealth.

For sound fiscal sustainability, asignificant part of the site would be dedicated to building advanced
fuel-efficient boats, first for the nation's fishing-operations, then whale-watching and party-fishing-boat
owners, governmental research-craft, and finally this the world's largest pleasure-boat market.

Drawing on these industrial man-power demands and its opportunities for direct hands-on full-
immersion training, that site could become the North Shore Yoke's and/or aCommunity-College's
'Saltwater-Campus ;offering right on this Working Waterfront a broad ocean-centric curriculum

for internships, apprenticeships, life-long careers - a facility unique in Massachusetts.
(Here a view from the North-East across Rogers Street)
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funding stream under the protective and financially-supportive provisions of the Designated Port Area

Compact (DPA) we co-signed with the State in 1978. Collaborating with the State and likely the Feds

this 21 st-century reestablishment of a vital port-industry would 'in-source ̀jobs and income, add

industrial diversity and tax-base to the Port -and become a distinct Working-Port Tourism-Attraction.

What would such a facility look like ? Here is a first definition.
On the City's website under the Community-Development tab and then 'I4-C2 Design Submissions'

you'll fmd the 'Boatyard' proposal (copy attached). ~'lz~.~ ~ , -- ~ ~ - c.---c~iv~cl by I~~~z ~ ~nl~e~°

l~r°zeazcl~ .~~rca (l-'~~),13~ca8~l3es~z~ ~~t°~ ~~~~l~~s~~st~~° ~s~~~ 1.5~ __~r ~ ~ `_ ~,~r b,~~ Ii~~~r~~ ~' ~~~i~ IZ~brrz,

~Icz~v~rcl~f~cr~rteel A~r°Iaz~~~~ ~'la~r~~~~s°, ~,SI/L~~'D-<9I~', czl,~~~ (~.f ~'-`e~~----- -'cl ca lc~rr~;a= 'j-o
~~~1~~~~~~~~~° ~a~ ~u~°~Ir~~rair~~~ cr~~~~~rnitfirz~ b~ca~°rl~s, This proposal reflects all regulatory site-dictates.

For starters, our I4-C2 parcel happens to be the only property on the harbor with a foot print that

allows this Port to build modern high-efficiency hulls that are long and lean for their weight. None of

the other 4 marine railways (Rocky Neck, Rose's, G.M., Montgomery's) are interested in or would have

the physical foot-print or facilities to build 21.-century boats to match our local fleet demands.

To address the market-needs just in the Port alone in the Fishing and Whale-Watching industries to

replace the current carrying-capability with much less fuel-intensive models they would measure up to

150 lean feet in length with at most 30-feet in beam, this requires an open unobstructed shop-floor plan

of near 180- by near 120-feet to allow multiple smaller and larger projects to proceed side-by-side.

Using a version of Rose Marine's approach, I4-C2 would not need amarine-railway and only launch

hulls via a platform and only at high tide, not impacting the existing commercial fishing-craft marina.
(Here is the Plan-View of the First Level of the facility)
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On this main-level all industrial and vocational activities take place with class-rooms and sub-assembly

shops to the 'west' and materials- and hardware-stowage to the east. The marine-industrial trades

involved are boat-building in a range of materials, gasoline and diesel and hybrid propulsion systems,

hydraulics, electrics, painting, glazing, electronics, etc. Plus science-related skill-sets eta

Across all four building-levels there are facilities for tourists to observe all stages of building boats, two
office/laboratory-suites, and of course the yard administrative offices. On the large roof-structure a

Community Roof-Top Garden would serve visitors, residents, and workers alike, full of volunteer-based

botanical displays, art-installations, small performance spaces and solid security after hours -all

overlooking the harbor. We could see our visual artists community adorn this industrial building on all

sides with murals depicting Gloucester's maritime history, or fishing-vessel types since colonial times...

This Innovation Magnet on I4-C2 would attract like-minded scientists and entrepreneurs to

Gloucester and produce multiple spin-off ventures on now under-utilized properties along the

Inner Harbor, eventually making Gloucester a ̀Go-To' ocean-centric commercial and scientific

destination where you'd exchange 5- to 7+-digit payments for advanced craft and scientific

expertise.
And right on the Harbor Walk, it would indeed be a Working-Port Tourism Destination

unique on the East-Coast. (Here a view from the South-West)
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How to get this off the ground
We have fnany vital political, legal and fiscal elements already in place:
- As early as 2007 many in the local fishing-fleet expressed the need to prototype and then build for

local and later regional customers modern fishing craft able to be productive in times of rising fuel-cost

and constructing regulatory provisions. (see attachment)

- Mayor Kirk had understood the path to revitalize this port as far back as October 2008 when she

stated unambiguously"... this City must lead in the development of low-carbon footprint resource-

sustaining operation of commercial fishing craft and our port. Only a fleet and a port prepared for the

21st century will be able to prosper...(...) I am writing this letter as an expression of support for the

Sustainable Commercial Craft Project developed by Phil Bolger and Susanne Altenburger of PB&F Inc.

Boat Designers of Gloucester." (see attachment)

- The Cape Ann Chamber of Commerce came to agree with her perspective when it stated in

February 2010: "The commercial fleet must move toward operational economies that secure and grow

employment and strengthen the tax-base of our port. Establishing operational sustainability requires

prototyping and rigorous testing of several sizes of commercial craft... (...) The Cape Ann Chamber of

Commerce supports the Sustainable Commercial Craft Project by PB&F..." (see attachment)

- By May 2012 the newly re-established Gloucester Fisheries Commission put the serious challenge to

this port as follows: "Faced with many threats including rising costs of fuel, the fishing industry of

Gloucester and our City must lead in the development of low-carbon operations of our commercial

fishing vessels.(...) The Gloucester Fisheries Commission endorses the PB&F Sustainable Commercial

Craft Project' and encourages you to do the same." (see attachment)

-And on October 16th 2012, during her Keynote Address at the Gulf of Maine Research Institute's

Conference on 'Innovations in Fisheries ;Mayor Kirk mentioned the recent model of collaboration

between the Federal Government (the Navy) the State, the City and PB&F in order to distribute fiscal

burdens and the inherent risks of the experiment of building a modest but advanced boat with local

untrained labor.

- After 40 years of waiting, owning the I4-C2 lot as our public property entitles us under the

benefits of MA's DPA to a much greater steady grant funding-stream than ever before to boost this

Port's fortunes. And this City-&-State partnership would draw in Federal resources as well.

Therefore, to maximize this unique opportunity of I4-C2, we all must put our weight into pulling

together a broad coalition oflike-minded state, federal and private agencies to pool resources and build

this vital port-infrastructure project.

''The Ocean Innovation Campus' would per~rzanently Iznk i~oc~7'ech-and -,~"cience Tr~iini~t~ with oeaa

;~r~in~ Ocean-Centric ~'cammerC~e and -Science to support itself with a g~°riving clienl~bc~se a~•de~•ina

~c,~ut~, Arzr~ da~awit~g ~n rjcean-centea~ed ~pertise ~ all based oya Ocec~~z-~'edztric Skills wiPh d~~p ~•e~~t~ i~r

~I~r~c~st~r°s e~dt~crrtir~n, s~~ste~a and c ur distirzet Culture of ~~%orkaraa the Ocean since Ib23

Presented 11/4/12 by
Susanne Altenburger
Phil Bolger &Friends Inc.
66 Atlantic Street
Gloucester, MA 01930-1627
978-282-1341 philbolger@comcast.net
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2014 Draft Gloucester Harbor Plan - comments 

 

  

  

 

Port Advacacy [voiceoftheport@gmail.com] 

Sent: Friday, October 10, 2014 3:57 PM  

To: 
M 
Glenn, Kathryn (EEA) 

Attachments:              -                   ) [Open as Web Page ] 

<html>

<head>

<meta http-equiv="Content-Type

</head>

 

Please find attached a petition in opposition to the approval of the 2014 Draft Gloucester Harbor 

Plan.  

 

We hereby petition the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to reject the City of 

Gloucester's proposed Harbor Plan as submitted 

Petition by Denise Foley 

To be delivered to Secretary Maeve Vallely Bartlett, Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs, 

Kathryn Glenn, CZM, Eric Worrall, DEP, Mary Griffin, DFG, Jack Murray, DEP, Marc Draisen, MAPC, Claire 

King, Mass Development, Petitioner, deniseofoley@gmail.com, and Lealdon Langely, DEP 

We hereby petition the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to reject the City's Harbor Plan as submitted and to 

stand firm in protecting the working port of Gloucester, including a rebuilding of the fishing industry and other 

ocean trades.  

 

For further information on the proposed plan: www.voiceoftheport.org  

 

To read the entire Harbor Plan ~ 

http://www.env.state.ma.us/mepa/mepadocs/2014/091014em/pn/8.pdf 

There are currently 141 signatures. NEW goal - We need 200 signatures! 

PETITION BACKGROUND 

https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB%2fu75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwF0AAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB%2fu75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwF0AAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB%2fu75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwF0AAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB%2fu75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwF0AAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB%2fu75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwF0AAAJ
http://petitions.moveon.org/contact_creator.html?petition_id=81530
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwF0AAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwF0AAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwF0AAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwF0AAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwF0AAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwF0AAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwF0AAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwF0AAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwF0AAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwF0AAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwF0AAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwF0AAAJ
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Gloucester's proposed new Harbor Plan would allow for hotels, restaurants, shops and galleries 

to proliferate and would reduce the area of the industrial working waterfront by over 50%. The 

City's proposal would violate state regulations and decades of practice in the state's designated 

ports. Please sign and share by October 9, 2014. Thank you. 

CURRENT PETITION SIGNERS 

 141. Barbara Densmore from charlestown, MA signed this petition on Oct 10, 2014. 

 140. rosann testaverde from gloucester, MA signed this petition on Oct 10, 2014. 

no condo's 

 139. thomas testaverde from gloucester, ME signed this petition on Oct 10, 2014. 

 138. Pat Tocci from Lancaster, MA signed this petition on Oct 9, 2014. 

 137. Jordan from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Oct 3, 2014. 

 136. Matthew Beam from Danvers, MA signed this petition on Oct 2, 2014. 

 135. steven germain from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Oct 2, 2014. 

 134. Lydia Anderson from gloucester, MA signed this petition on Oct 2, 2014. 

 133. Kristin from Bridgton, ME signed this petition on Oct 2, 2014. 

 132. Sophie Russell from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Oct 2, 2014. 

 131. Sophie Russell from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Oct 2, 2014. 

 130. Michael francis from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Oct 2, 2014. 

 129. Dominic Nicastro from gloucester, MA signed this petition on Oct 2, 2014. 

Save the fort 

 128. Kenneth Sonia from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Oct 2, 2014. 

 127. Virginia Kennard from Alpena, MI signed this petition on Oct 2, 2014. 

Born in Gloucester. Save the liveliness of the fishermen and their families. 

 126. chris vaccaro from Auburn, WA signed this petition on Oct 1, 2014. 

 125. Dwayne Milne from Essex, MA signed this petition on Oct 1, 2014. 

BORN AND RAISED IN GLOUCESTER TO FAMILIES THAT WERE & ARE FISHERMEN, AND BY 

DESTROYING THE WORKING WATERFRONT THEY'D BE DESTROYING GLOUCESTER'S NATURAL 

BEAUTY. 

 124. Taylor Cognato from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Oct 1, 2014. 

 123. Salvatore Russo from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Oct 1, 2014. 

 122. Rachel Allen from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Oct 1, 2014. 

 121. tasha from gloucester, MA signed this petition on Oct 1, 2014. 



Isnt gloucester suppose to be all about fishing, hence the fisherman status 

 120. tyler mahoney-eggers from gloucester, MA signed this petition on Oct 1, 2014. 

SAVE THE FORT!! 

 119. Maryan Augusta from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Oct 1, 2014. 

Gloucester was founded on the fishing industry, it makes no sense to take away the livelihood of those 

families who have kept the tradition going! 

 118. Joshua Leissner from gloucester, MA signed this petition on Oct 1, 2014. 

 117. Kyle Richard from Magnolia, MA signed this petition on Oct 1, 2014. 

 116. Andreaz m Saputo from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Oct 1, 2014. 

I disagree with the plans to change a tradition that has been set for over 100 years. I also do not accept the 

fact that the plan also intends to gate off the fort. 

 115. Alexis Chipperini from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 30, 2014. 

Keep Gloucester as Gloucester! Save the industry and the galleries! 

 114. Leneai Stuart from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 30, 2014. 

Save the fishing industry! 

 113. Ali Sova from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 29, 2014. 

 112. Diane Hahn from Fairhaven, MA signed this petition on Sep 29, 2014. 

From Sister Port New Bedford REJECT 

 111. Arne Oittinen from Ft Collins, CO signed this petition on Sep 29, 2014. 

 110. Elaine Mosesian from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 28, 2014. 

 109. Justine Beaudoin from Gray, ME signed this petition on Sep 28, 2014. 

 108. Michael Oppelt from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 28, 2014. 

This in not just a quiant industry, the fishing industry from Gloucester ties us to the past and brings us into 

the future where hard working fisherman and the supporting industries reap a harvest from the sea. 

Regulations to keep fishing and the fish stock viable is a reasonable thing, but to change the harbor plan in 

this way you are "attemtping" to put more nails in the coffin of a struggling industry, one which Gloucester's 

proud herritage is based on and has the right to continue well into the future with care. 

 107. Patricia A. Bell from Haverhill, MA signed this petition on Sep 28, 2014. 



We hereby petition the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to reject the City's Harbor Plan as submitted and 

to stand firm in protecting the working port of Gloucester, including a rebuilding of the fishing industry and 

other ocean trades. 

 106. ANN BANKS from GLOUCESTER, MA signed this petition on Sep 28, 2014. 

SAVE OUR HARBOR FOR THE WORKERS ON THE MARITIME ASPECTS OF THIS OLD PORT. 

 105. laura Petrick from Ft Collins, CO signed this petition on Sep 28, 2014. 

 104. Patti Amaral from Magnolia, MA signed this petition on Sep 28, 2014. 

Save our Harbor 

 103. Eleanor from Chicago, IL signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

 102. kathleen downer from rockport, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

 101. Henry Allen from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

 100. Colleen bishop from gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

 99. Ronda Middleton from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

 98. Louise Welch from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

 97. Susan Schutz from Newbury, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

Why strip a tightly knit community of its identity? 

 96. June Cook- Madruga from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

 95. Jane M Gibbs from Newburyport, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

Gloucester native and future resident 

 94. shelley vincent from Rockport, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

 93. Nikki lewis from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

 92. Don Pollard from Newburyport, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

 91. amands grissom from gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

 90. Scott R. Anderson from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

 89. Austin Allgire from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

 88. laura byard from gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

Signed 

 87. Audrey Molloy from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

 86. Christine Agostini from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

 85. Melissa kippen from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

 84. Tom Molloy from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

 83. Kathleen molloy from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 



 82. Ann from Magnolia, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

 81. Jennifer Cullen from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 27, 2014. 

 80. Catherine Quill from Beverly, MA signed this petition on Sep 26, 2014. 

FOR THE PEOPLE! PLEASE! 

 79. kyrstin lavelle from Gloucester,, MA signed this petition on Sep 26, 2014. 

 78. Andrew Innes from Gloucester, United States signed this petition on Sep 26, 2014. 

 77. Susan Bulba Carvutto from Winthrop, ME signed this petition on Sep 25, 2014. 

 76. Rosemary Ciulla from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 25, 2014. 

 75. Irene from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 23, 2014. 

 74. Judith W. Walcott from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 23, 2014. 

 73. Joanne Silva from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 23, 2014. 

 72. Amy Olson from Cambridge, MD signed this petition on Sep 23, 2014. 

 71. Helen Weatherall from Ipswich, MA signed this petition on Sep 22, 2014. 

 70. Deborah Barnwell from South Hamilton, MA signed this petition on Sep 22, 2014. 

 69. Eileen Murphy from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 22, 2014. 

 68. Jean Victoria Miller from Orlando, FL signed this petition on Sep 21, 2014. 

I was born in Gloucester, MA come from a fishing family part of the Dahlmer family 

 67. Kent Bowker from Essex, MA signed this petition on Sep 21, 2014. 

 66. Keri from Lee, NH signed this petition on Sep 21, 2014. 

 65. William D. Hubbard from Rock Hill, SC signed this petition on Sep 21, 2014. 

I grew up in Gloucester and visit as often as possible. Please reject the City's petition to destroy the port of 

Gloucester and take steps to protect it. 

 64. Lynn Shipley from Lynn, MA signed this petition on Sep 20, 2014. 

 63. Lee Marshall from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 20, 2014. 

 62. patricia welch from camillus, NY signed this petition on Sep 20, 2014. 

I left my heart in Gloucester harbor. Gloucester was home for most of my life, living on and in the harbor. 

 61. Jeanne Gallo from Magnolia, MA signed this petition on Sep 20, 2014. 

 60. Bing McGilvray from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 20, 2014. 

This is not a plan…this is a disaster. 

 59. Judith Goldman from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 20, 2014. 

 58. Linda Cardinal from Somerville, MA signed this petition on Sep 20, 2014. 

 57. Michael S Scola from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 20, 2014. 

 56. John C. Pierce from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 20, 2014. 



 55. kathleen from gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 20, 2014. 

Save Gloucester ,ma 

 54. susan steiner from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 20, 2014. 

 53. Alison Safford from Jamaica Plain, MA signed this petition on Sep 20, 2014. 

 52. Annette Tarantino from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 20, 2014. 

 51. daniellecharney from SM, CA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

Same mindless uncreative destruction of every good place there is- stop this now 

 50. Sean Desmond from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 49. paul mcniff from Rockport, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 48. Jane from Buckeye, AZ signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

Im from Gloucester Massachusetts. ..please don't take that beautiful view away. ..so much is gone already! 

!! 

 47. Christine Keegan from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 46. Stephen Harris from Ipswich, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 45. Anne Rearick from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 44. david calvo from gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 43. Tom Denman from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

This petition should also recognize the importance of supporting local Sporting Anglers. Commercial 

Fishermen and Supporting Businesses need to be cognizant of this tradition and how DUAL USE of the 

waterfront supports both. I am tired of hearing "the foreigners did it" when it comes to closing off access to 

the water for RESPONSIBLE Anglers. 

 42. Shelley J Nugent from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 41. Katherine Prum from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 40. Jo-Ann Castano from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 39. Paul Cary Goldberg from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 38. Melinda M. Illingwortg from Montclair, NJ signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 37. Steven Parkes from North Andover, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 36. Chris Mabe from Winthrop, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 35. Catherine Gunn from Magnolia, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 34. Valerie Nelson from Magnolia, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 33. Frank D'Amico from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 32. martha keddy from lunenburg, Canada signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 31. Dale Keddy from Lunenburg, Canada signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 30. Jennifer Kellogg from Brighton, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 29. Nathaniel Mulcahy from United States, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 



If the city administration had actually tired to help marine industry and failed then it would be time to look for 

a change but over the past six years they did not apply for any Marine Industry funding even when the state 

had set aside millions for fishing communities and port cities like Gloucester. 80%-90% of the fish we eat in 

this country is imported it is beyond absurd to think there is no future in fishing. As for tourism, many of the 

surveys conducted of tourists in Gloucester show that one of the primary attractions is the working 

waterfront. If you are serious about tourism then, you should not eliminate the maine thing people come to 

see. It would appear our city's administration knows as much about tourism as it does fishing .... 

 28. Dian Francesca Cuccinello from Carlisle, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

I adore Gloucester, and want to protect the working port, including the rebuilding of the fishing industry and 

other ocean trades. Do not put the City of Gloucester and all of its inhabitants out of work. There will be 

nothing left of the history that has been made here, and will become just another non-working, vegetative 

tourist town. Don't suck the life out of Gloucester! Please. 

 27. Steven Asaro from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 26. Linda from south dennis, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 25. Lindsey Rogers from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 24. Charlee Bianchini from Magnolia, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 23. maryellen lutcavage from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 22. Christine Sherman from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 21. Aja Heussi from Essex, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 20. Laurel E. Tarantino from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 19. Rona Tyndall from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 19, 2014. 

 18. Julie Adkins from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 18, 2014. 

 17. debbie from Dorchestr Ctr, MA signed this petition on Sep 18, 2014. 

 16. Jim Tarantino from Magnolia, MA signed this petition on Sep 18, 2014. 

Don't let a town be raped of it's Heritage by Greed. 

 15. Natalie A Simon from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 18, 2014. 

 14. Barbara Koen from Magnolia, MA signed this petition on Sep 18, 2014. 

 13. Brenda Malloy from Magnolia, MA signed this petition on Sep 18, 2014. 

If you want Newport, move to Newport. If you're looking to get rich catering to the big bucks, look within for 

the richest riches of them all. Is there something off shore that is seductive with return on investment that 

would motivate the systematic destruction of our fishing industry. What motivates people, how diminished 

must one be to want more and and more of what one does not have. Greed, money for moneys sake is 

crazy making, for sure. 

 12. Rober Allen from Holden, MA signed this petition on Sep 18, 2014. 



Stop screwing with peoples livelihoods and the purpose of what the area was meant or the people come to 

your backyard and screw with it. 

 11. Sharon Lowe from GLOUCESTER, MA signed this petition on Sep 18, 2014. 

 10. Alexandra d"maris from gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 18, 2014. 

 9. Robert from Harvard, MA signed this petition on Sep 18, 2014. 

 8. Sondra Libro from gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 18, 2014. 

 7. Lisa Baker from South Waverly, PA signed this petition on Sep 18, 2014. 

 6. Emily North from Brattleboro, VT signed this petition on Sep 18, 2014. 

 5. Peter Parsons from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 18, 2014. 

Save the Gloucester Fisheries!! Farmers of the Sea, for over 400 years!! 

 4. John Hautala from Magnolia, MA signed this petition on Sep 18, 2014. 

 3. Lois McNulty from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 18, 2014. 

the proposed harbor plan is short-sighted and wrong-headed. Gloucester's 350+- year strong fishing 

industry abides and deserves support, not abandonment 

 2. Willie Alexander from gloucester, ma, MA signed this petition on Sep 18, 2014. 

 1. Peter Anastas from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 18, 2014. 

 0. Denise Foley from Gloucester, MA signed this petition on Sep 17, 2014. 
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October 9, 2014 

 

To: 

 

Office of Coastal Zone Management 

Attn: Kathryn Glenn, North Shore Regional Coordinator 

251 Causeway Street, Suite 800 

Boston MA 02114-2136 

 

From: 

 

Peter Anastas 

9 Page Street 

Gloucester, MA 1930 

 

Re: Comments on Gloucester's Harbor Plan 

 

Dear Ms. Glenn: 

 

    I am a Gloucester native and lifelong resident, who has worked on the waterfront, as a reporter and 

columnist for the Gloucester Times, and for thirty years as a social worker and director of advocacy and 

housing at Action, Inc., the city's antipoverty agency (I am now retired).  Through my work I have had a 

first hand knowledge of our waterfront, the fishing industry itself, and the people who work in it and 

those who benefit directly and indirectly from it.  Endangered as it may be now, this industry has the 

ability to rebound with increasing stocks and new marine industries and technologies that would 

support and sustain it along with our local economy. 

 

    I am deeply concerned that the Gloucester Harbor Plan as it exists does not provide enough shore-

side support for our fishing industry or potential new marine industries that would benefit our economy 

in ways that tourism does not and cannot, particularly in the area of full-time jobs with benefits, not 
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seasonal hospitality work. 

 

    I was not able to be present at the public hearing in Gloucester to comment on the city's harbor plan, 

so I am writing you to share some of my reasons for opposing the plan as submitted to CZM.  I list them 

as follows: 

 

1.  The plan was drafted largely out of public view, with few widely advertised public hearings or 

sessions during which a broad segment of the local population could be heard on their views about the 

future of the city's primary asset, our working waterfront.  It is my view that if more citizens had been 

actively invited to participate there would be greater public opposition to what the plan's drafters 

propose. 

 

2.  The composition of the Harbor Plan committee was highly political and therefore skewed toward 

allowing a greater number of non-marine uses of the working waterfront.  Many of the members chosen 

have a history of favoring development on the harbor that would be detrimental to the fishing industry 

or the expansion of marine industries that are water dependent.   

 

3. There is too high a percentage of non-water dependent or "supporting" uses allowed in this plan. 

 

4.  This plan leaves too much room for the expansion of recreational boating, which would create more 

conflict with the fishing industry as it is and as it rebounds. 

 

5. The Harbor Plan does not compensate for the loss of working waterfront that would occur should DPA 

protection of vital segments be enacted. 

 

6.  Gloucester's Master Plan for the city's future growth and development is ten years or more out of 

date.  It is my view and the view of many citizens like me, who have sat on boards and commissions and 

been involved in local planning, that the Harbor Plan should not precede the Master Plan but be 

integrated into it, otherwise we are putting the cart before the horse.  Therefore, I suggest that the 

Harbor Plan be put on hold until the city revises and updates its Master Plan, which would then 

incorporate the Harbor Plan and involve wider citizen input.  The future of America's oldest seaport is at 

stake, and one should never rush to judgment when the lives and livelihoods of the community's 

present and future generations are at stake. 

 

    Sincerely, 

 

    Peter Anastas 
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Dear Dr Glenn 

  
  

I am writing with regard to the City of Gloucester’s proposed plan for the 
harbor. In my opinion, as proposed, it is the height of folly.  The plan itself 

bespeaks an outmoded approach to development with little or no concern for 
the current environmental reality, no respect of history, and signals the 

city’s determination to ring loud the death knell of the fishing industry.  
  

With the reality of climate change and sea level rise most other cities and 

coastal communities (at least those who realize that it is no longer 1980) are 
developing plans retreat from the shorelines.  Those with important historic 

buildings, like Annapolis and Baltimore, have been working hard to 
determine which buildings must be saved and which should be removed as 

sea levels rise. Gloucester however destroyed most of the shoreline 
properties as part of the urban renewal of the nineteen sixties, and 

enthusiastically removed the beloved and historic Birdseye building just this 
past month. Because of these tragic events, the city at this point is blessed 

to have fewer critical properties to protect against the rising tides. That this 
plan lays the groundwork to build more residential property in these critical 

floodplains is nothing short of reckless endangerment. 
  

As for the fishing industry, that over 80% of the seafood this country eats is 
imported is indicative of the importance of this industry to our national 

security and economy.  During these days of reduced catch, while the fishing 

infrastructure is still in place, Gloucester is uniquely poised to be on the 
forefront of the new sustainable fishing industries which are already proving 

beneficial to the environment and economies in communities where they are 
being implemented.  The current harbor plan would prevent that from 
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happening in Gloucester by eliminating critical existing, shoreline, fishing 

infrastructure and placing what little would be left at constant risk from 
developers or complaints from residents of condominiums built where now 

fishing infrastructure exists.  
  

  
Respectfully,  

  
D. Nathaniel Mulcahy 

33 Middle Street 
Gloucester MA 01930 
 













October 6, 2014 

 

The 2009 Harbor Plan reserved about 65 acres for water dependent 
industrial use, or WDIU. The 2014 draft plan being reviewed by the state, 
designates only 35 acres for WDIU. This is a 46 percent reduction of WDIU 
area. 
 

The safety areas and roadways are not considered WDIU, includes about 5 
acres if that is factored in, that is a 54 percent cut. 
 

As of the so called “Uplands” they are the areas of land in the DPA that are 
not under state authority but come under city control, zoned as Marine 
Industrial (MI). There are approximately 11 acres classified as uplands in 
the DPA and they are not evenly distributed throughout DPA properties. 
Not all properties include an upland area. Measures specific to uplands will 
provide very disproportionate results – advantages to one property owner, 
disadvantages to another.” 

 

Within this DPA upland marine industrial zone, the city proposes to remove 

the 50 percent supporting use requirement and also introduced new 

“accessory use” possibilities. These include hotels, residential housing, 

schools and hospital/care facilities. This is a contradiction to the 

commonwealth’s statute local marine industrial zoning, however City 

Council provides special permits as a mechanism to address restaurants and 

retail centers. The plan eliminates any protection over the uplands.  

 

Within state jurisdiction, filled tideland areas, the plan allows 50 percent 

supporting use, which includes offices, shops, and restaurants. These 14 

acres represents a further reduction of WDIU. 

 

This Harbor Plan does not preclude the aggregation of parcels or a process 

using transfer of development rights. These mechanisms could enable large 

hotel and retail center complexes to be built within the DPA. 

 

The city’s current proposal includes an unjustified reduction in waterfront 

industrial acreage, removal of supporting use requirements in the uplands, 

and expands accessory uses, these regulatory provisions do not support the 

achievement of the harbor plans goals.  I oppose these changes and urge you 

to as well there needs to be an in-depth analysis of this Harbor Plan in its 



entirety.  The Harbor Plan Committee should be protecting, maintaining all 

that is essential to the image of our City by making recommendations to 

encourage infrastructure repairs and developing wastewater pretreatment 

systems for marine industrial businesses along the water front. 

 

This Harbor Planning Board has seated on it, developers that have 

investments in their portfolios of DPA and Marine Industrial property in 

Gloucester. I ask, where are the ethics and conflict of interest?   Is the fox 

guarding the hen house? I recommend an investigation on the conflict of 

interest law and the appearance of ethical improprieties that are going on.  

If it looks like a duck and walks like a duck……. 

 

 

 

Irene Frontiero 
Gloucester MA  
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October 9, 2014 

 

Office of Coastal Zone Management 

Attn: Kathryn Glenn, North Shore Regional Coordinator 

251 Causeway Street, Suite 800 

Boston MA 02114-2136 

 

Hi Kathryn,  

 

I'm writing to express my thoughts on Gloucester's Harbor Plan, 

because I 

was out of state for the public hearing and wanted to comment.  

 

It is my belief that the Mayor of Gloucester has an agenda for 

Gloucester 

Harbor that does not include a working waterfront, but more of a 

harbor that 

caters to the wealthy, with yacht marinas, hotels, restaurants 

and 

dock-u-miniums (condo's with docks for boats). Examples of these 

types of 

communities are found up and down our coastline, including 

Newport, RI who 

regrets losing it's working waterfront. 

http://www.cityofnewport.com/departments/planning-

development/projects/water 

front/110910_NptEconStudy.pdf 

 

I was a member of the Harbor Planning Committee, and there was 

one Fishermen 

on the committee. That is 2 out of 11 members who are working in 

a Marine 

Industrial business. The rest of the members were politicians, 

https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB%2fu75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFBAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB%2fu75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFBAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB%2fu75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFBAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/redir.aspx?C=xrv5YQ9e_0CO3YsTJMlE0SOiOywbuNFIRVF0D_-WuwH2_1JsajGKloQlVmKEW-fy2ubE2d4fKEY.&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.cityofnewport.com%2fdepartments%2fplanning-development%2fprojects%2fwater
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/redir.aspx?C=xrv5YQ9e_0CO3YsTJMlE0SOiOywbuNFIRVF0D_-WuwH2_1JsajGKloQlVmKEW-fy2ubE2d4fKEY.&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.cityofnewport.com%2fdepartments%2fplanning-development%2fprojects%2fwater
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFBAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFBAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFBAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFBAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFBAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFBAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFBAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFBAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFBAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFBAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFBAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFBAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFBAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFBAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/?ae=Item&a=Open&t=IPM.Note&id=RgAAAAC6PFHCiSEfSZi9NIwxObSWBwB/u75lJOeLTaIDcm6kMu6DAAAAwfGwAAATRTCNv8nxSb3l4T5qTxpQAKJCcwFBAAAJ
https://email.state.ma.us/OWA/help/en/premium/default.htm?prem_mail.htm


developers, 

or yacht people. These people were appointed by the Mayor. If 

the Mayor 

truly wanted a working waterfront, she would not have stacked 

the deck 

against us so badly. This speaks volumes of how this Harbor Plan 

got 

approved. I was away for the vote, but sent my no vote in via 

email, but it 

was not recorded.  

 

I feel very strongly that if we want to keep Gloucester a 

working port, and 

support the DPA here, this plan cannot pass. If it does, it will 

not be long 

before the true working waterfront businesses like my families, 

will be 

forced out. With much of the DPA recently being removed here, we 

are already 

too close to the tipping point. The state is also in the midst 

of a DPA 

Master Plan that, if passed as is, would be the final nail in 

our Marine 

Industrial coffin.  

 

Please reject this plan, and give our working waterfront a 

fighting chance.  

 

Thank you,  

 

Ann Molloy 

Sales Director 

Neptune' Harvest Fertilizer 

div. of Ocean Crest Seafood's, Inc.  

88 Commercial St.  

Gloucester, MA 01930 

(978) 281-1414  

(978) 281-2412 fax 

ann@neptunesharvest.com 
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A Statement  

on 

The True Value of the Harbor 
 

by 

 

Carmine Gorga, PhD 

President  

The Somist Institute 

87 Middle Street 

Gloucester, MA 01930 

cgorga@jhu.edu 

 

Presented at the Public Meeting Held at City Hall in Gloucester 

Called by the Office of Coastal Zone Management 

of  

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts  

 

September 22, 2014 

 

 

 

Ladies and gentlemen, thank you for coming to Gloucester. Thank you for your review of 

our 2014 Harbor Plan and Designated Port Area Master Plan for the City of Gloucester. 

You may help us clarify our thinking processes. Please, allow me to offer a few 

observations: 

 

1. The numbers contained in this plan are not useful to guide us in our decisions 

concerning the future of the harbor. They are not true economic numbers, that is 

numbers determined by the operations of The Market, by the capacity of our 

harbor, and the readiness of our fishermen to fish. They are administrative 

numbers, numbers willed by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration (NOAA), the administrative agency that, due to its demonstrated 

lack of knowledge of fish dynamics, is denying our fishermen their right to fish. 

In addition to technical details, it is clear that NOAA does not “Know Fish” the 

way our first poet laureate, Vincent Ferrini, knew fish; 

 

2. In your deliberations, consider that the true value of the harbor is determined by 

four hundred years of investments that have made this a “hub” port, a port of 

significance for the entire region. Thus, one way to account for the true value of 

the harbor is a calculation of the replacement cost of existing facilities. The true 

mailto:cgorga@jhu.edu
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value of the harbor is also technically determined by the discounted value of 

future income streams. Remember the economic wisdom of Lena Novello’s 

father: Boats build houses; houses do not build boats. If you allow condos and 

McMansions along the harbor, they are not going to generate any future income, 

because houses are consumer goods that do not create new wealth but cost money 

for their upkeep. Thus, as far as the value of the harbor is concerned, even 

McMansions are a negative factor. They present us with negative opportunity 

cost: the negation of possible future income streams. Furthermore, if you allow 

hotels, and motels there, at best, they enrich the owners of the enterprise; but they 

do not create new wealth, because tourism is a zero-sum game: Money spent here 

is money not spent elsewhere. It is only a thriving fishing fleet and an industrial 

base composed of fishing processing and production of the myriad by-products of 

marine resources that create new wealth and a future stream of income;  

 

3. What Valerie Nelson, Susanne Altenburger, Patti Page, Damon Cummings, 

Marcia Hart, Sunny Robinson, Peter Anastas, and countless other concerned 

people of the present or the past, such as Joseph Garland, have been emphasizing 

over the years is this. We should not destroy the future value of the Gloucester 

harbor. They do not want a negative income stream from the harbor; they do not 

want a zero-sum income stream; they desire to obtain a positive income stream 

from water dependent industrial activities on the harbor; 

 

4. The marine and financial resources are there to restore the fishing industry and the 

harbor to their olden splendor. If there are no fish at docks, it is not because there 

are no fish in the ocean. It is because NOAA is prohibiting fishermen to fish. As 

emphasized on many occasions, there is always an abundance of predators of the 

moment to catch. Two petitions on the Internet make this clear 

(www.thepetitionsite.com/29/a-petition-to-stop-noaa-now and 

www.thepetitionsite.com/takeaction/241380953). One petition asks President 

Obama to stop NOAA now; the other asks Congress to amend the Magnuson Act 

to have NOAA respect the dictates of the predator-prey model of the marine 

biomass and control the destructive operations of the national and international 

large corporations. In its wisdom, Congress has given NOAA adequate means to 

do so through actionable recommendations about imports;  

 

5. Even Mike Dyer, a trustee of the Manchester Essex Conservation Trust 

(MECT), an important local environmental organization, has lately come to 

realize that “among the many causes for declining fish stocks” overfishing “is 

now much more of a problem overseas, where large foreign fleets ravage the 

coasts of poor countries.” Any day now representatives of the humongous 

national environmental groups funded mostly by the bottomless endowment of the 

Pew Charitable Trusts will come around to the recognition of this profound truth. 

It is high time to let local fishing groups develop their own self-organizing rules; 

as widely recognized, these are the ONLY effective rules for the defense of the 

common resources of the ocean;    

 

http://www.thepetitionsite.com/29/a-petition-to-stop-noaa-now
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6. A third petition takes care of the search for long term financial means necessary to 

bring to market appropriate amounts of natural renewable resources and not easily 

marketable species of fish (/www.thepetitionsite.com/325/007/323/a-patriotic-

reform-of-the-fed/). In the short run, we can gather these means through the 

creation of the Gloucester Interdependence Fund (www.somist.org/id30.htm); 

 

7. This is a call to Mayor Carolyn Kirk to unify our community around these 

potentials and extend an invitation to our national leadership, with President 

Obama at the head of the parade, to focus on Gloucester, to come to Gloucester 

and see our fishermen ready to create jobs on the sea and supporting jobs on land. 

They are ready to create “jobs, jobs, jobs,” without asking for a cent in financial 

subsidies, without placing any burden on to the weary shoulders of the taxpayer. 

As they have done for 400 years, they are ready to create wealth for themselves 

and for our nation. 

 

The implementation of these three petitions will bring into harmony the operations of the 

fishermen with the operations of national supervisory agencies, and the needs of the local 

economy with the resources of the national economy.  

 

If the fishermen are allowed to fish the abundant predators of the moment, we are going 

to have scientific management of the fisheries, and if these renewable resources—and 

their innumerable by-products—are successfully brought to market, the Port of 

Gloucester will return to its traditional intellectual and operational leadership position in 

the fisheries of the world. 

 

Many people, from many parts of the world, recognizing without any prodding the 

potential healing power of these petitions have signed them—some with heartbreaking 

comments.  

 

Thank you for your attention. 
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Greg Verga
381 Essex Avenue
Gloucester, MA 01930-2349
October 1, 2014

Office of Coastal Zone Management
Attn: Kathryn Glenn, North Shore Regional Coordinator
251 Causeway Street, Suite 800
Boston MA 02114-2136

Dear Kathryn:

I am writing to show my support for the proposed Gloucester Harbor Plan.

This plan is the result of many months of careful review by the members of the Harbor Planning
Committee with countless opportunities and examples of public input throughout the process.

While some would argue that this plan is the beginning of the end of Gloucester as we know it, I
see it more as a new beginning. One that preserves our fishing heritage – one that my
grandfather came to this country nearly 100 years ago to be a part of – while at the same time
allowing flexibility for waterfront property owners to survive at this critical time as regulations
have our fleet in a strangle hold.

I will be the first to admit that what we have put forward is far from perfect. However, to ignore
compromise and seek perfection and universal agreement is not a realistic approach.

I urge swift approval of the Gloucester Harbor Plan.

Sincerely,

Greg Verga

Harbor Planning Committee Member
Fisheries Commission Member
Gloucester City Councilor
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