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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 
In the context of a widespread interest in reversing the climate effects of fossil fuels and federal and state 
incentive programs that promote growth in the use of renewables for electricity generation, the overall goal of this 
report (“Summary Report” or “report”) is to identify port facilities in Massachusetts that have the ability to support 
offshore renewable energy development. This report also seeks to explore the feasibility and economic 
development potential, as well as the economic impacts, of planned and potential port and landside facilities at 
short-listed Massachusetts ports. For this first-of-its-kind study of port infrastructure to support offshore wind, the 
Massachusetts Clean Energy Center (MCEC) contracted with Tetra Tech EC, Inc. and a team of specialized 
professionals (collectively “the Team”) to conduct this study and issue a report on the findings. 

As stated in the Request for Proposals solicitation for this study “Offshore wind energy is the most viable option 
available for developing utility-scale renewable energy electric generating facilities to the densely populated 
states along the Eastern seaboard in the near term.” Marine-based wind energy generation has the advantage as 
a renewable energy source because it is closer to commercial deployment than other marine-based renewable 
energy generation approaches, such as tidal and wave technology. Furthermore, the large scale of equipment and 
components required for wind generation (i.e. the blades, foundations and towers) means that if a port can 
physically support offshore wind generation it most likely will meet the requirements for other marine based 
renewable energy technologies. Therefore, this study focused primarily on how Massachusetts ports can meet the 
requirements of commercial scale offshore wind energy generation projects.  

This Summary Report has been distilled from the more detailed report (“Final Report”). The Final Report provides 
the approach, analysis, and recommendations that resulted in the identification of potentially appropriate port 
facilities in New Bedford and Boston, Massachusetts, which were subsequently evaluated in more depth. It also 
addresses the high level engineering requirements, associated costs, and economic impacts of the proposed port 
improvements at the two short-listed ports. The Final Report provides the key findings of our study and 
recommendations to the MCEC of the most effective investment in port facilities to support offshore wind energy 
generation construction, operation, and maintenance. 

1.2 Context 
The Northeast Atlantic coastal waters, particularly those off Massachusetts, provide a combination of relatively 
shallow waters, favorable wind conditions, and proximity to population centers that makes this area uniquely 
attractive for offshore wind energy development. Those Massachusetts ports possessing the facilities, land area, 
and navigational characteristics necessary for the assembly and transport of wind turbine components, and for 
long-term operation and maintenance needs of offshore wind farms, are well-positioned to serve the emerging 
demands of the offshore wind energy industry.  

In April 2009 the U.S. Department of the Interior Minerals Management Service issued final regulations on 
“Renewable Energy and Alternative Uses of Existing Facilities on the Outer Continental Shelf (Final Rule),” 
establishing a process for leasing submerged lands for renewable energy projects on the Outer Continental Shelf 
(OCS). The Final Rule outlines the requirements for limited (short-term – for testing and characterizing) and 
commercial (long-term – for power generation) leases and the bidding and regulatory procedures a wind 
developer must follow to obtain rights to a wind farm development site on the OCS.  
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Additionally, the Massachusetts Ocean Management Plan (OMP) was released on January 4, 2010 by the 
Commonwealth’s Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EOEEA OMP 2010). The OMP establishes 
new protections for environmental resources, and sets parameters for the development of community-scale and 
commercial-scale offshore wind energy as well as other infrastructure in State waters. The OMP designates which 
areas are prohibited from use and which may be used for wind energy farms and other renewable energy 
facilities. This new regulatory framework indicates interest in and expectation for future offshore development. 
Two renewable energy areas were identified based on the presence of suitable wind resource, water depth, and 
the absence of conflict with other uses or sensitive resources. These areas are located approximately one mile 
offshore in the vicinity of the southern end of the Elizabeth Islands and southwest of Nomans Land Island. These 
areas could accommodate approximately 150 3.6 megawatts (MW) turbines at full build-out (OMP pp 4-1). The 
Team recognized the potential for these sites to be developed for offshore wind energy and the implications for 
port and infrastructure to support offshore wind farms. Massachusetts ports with the potential to satisfy the 
infrastructure requirements of the offshore wind energy industry are well-positioned to support construction, as 
well as operation and maintenance in these areas. 

Developers have yet to construct any offshore wind generation facilities in U.S. waters (to date only 
meteorological towers to test wind characteristics). In turn, U.S. port facilities have yet to stage construction for 
any offshore wind farms. Other than the import of landside wind farm components, East Coast ports have no 
experience in handling, storing or assembling the offshore wind generation components. Therefore, the current 
experience of European ports servicing offshore wind facilities and U.S. Gulf of Mexico ports staging construction 
for the offshore petroleum industry have formed the basis of the Team’s analysis of the port infrastructure 
needed to support the East Coast offshore wind industry. The combination of the trend toward production of 
much larger components (such as blades with lengths approaching 90 meters) and the expectation that stateside 
developers intend to skip pilot scale offshore facilities (which would present learning opportunities) in favor of full-
scale production projects, complicates the Commonwealth’s preparation for this new industry. Also, the physical 
constraints in and around Massachusetts ports suggest that its ability to cost effectively stage such offshore 
construction will take both physical improvements and creative problem solving. 

The focus of this port infrastructure analysis is to specifically determine:  

• The required characteristics of a port facility to be considered an appropriate staging point for 
construction of offshore wind generation facilities; 

• The difference between traditional port facility features and those required for delivery, storage, handling 
and deployment of large offshore wind farm components; 

• The harborside (navigational) and landside (port facility) needs of purpose-built installation and 
component delivery vessels (now and in the future); 

• Port facilities in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts that could be upgraded or expanded to be 
considered appropriate staging points; 

• The costs for required upgrades or expansions at short-listed ports; and 

• The ability of facility improvements to attract wind farm developers and government investment and to 
ensure a return on investment to the Commonwealth. 
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Construction staging depends on a number of variables, including number of turbines in a given development 
scenario, size and weight of the component pieces, schedule of material needs and their point of origination. 
Other factors include the degree of assembly prior to transport to the development site and the specialty 
equipment needed for final installation. 

The following section provides an overview of offshore wind turbine components as an introduction, since each 
component has handling and care characteristics that need to be considered. The subsequent analysis 
characterizes navigation and port infrastructure requirements and identifies Massachusetts ports for further 
evaluation of the costs and economic impacts and benefits to upgrade port facilities to required standards. 
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2 Assessment of Offshore Wind Energy Port Infrastructure Needs 
This section provides a description of wind farm components and the issues affecting their delivery and 
deployment and explains how other marine industries offer insight into navigational and port requirements for 
offshore wind deployment. 

2.1 Wind Farm Components 
Offshore wind turbine components include the turbine, tower, transition piece, and foundation (see Figure 1). The 
turbine consists of the nacelle, rotor (with blades) and hub. Most current large-scale turbines use a three-bladed 
rotor connected through the drive train to the generator, which is housed in the nacelle. Offshore wind turbines 
are typically larger than 2 MW in generation capacity because of 
the higher return on the construction investment in terms of 
power and revenue generation. In this analysis, the Team 
considered 3 MW or 3.6 MW turbines, as these are the current 
generation of turbines being installed. For the purposes of this 
study, a minimum offshore wind turbine array was assumed to 
consist of ten turbines. Based upon discussions with current 
and future developers, larger wind farm arrays would include 
from 60 to 150 turbines. 

Various foundation structures can be used, depending on 
seabed geology, wind/wave conditions and water depth at the 
site. Four standard types of offshore foundation structures exist 
and are described below (see Figure 2). 

• Monopile 

• Gravity-Based 

• Multi-Leg or Jacket 

• Floating 

Monopile and gravity foundations are commonly used in shallow 
and transitional water depths up to 90 feet. Multi-leg 
configurations with broader bases such as tripods, jackets, and 
suction bucket support structures are used for water depths of 
180 feet or greater. Floating turbines may also become feasible 
long-term options for deep water (beyond 180 ft depth). These 
structures would be secured to the ocean floor via catenary guy 
wires, mooring lines, or tension legs, which in turn would be 
fastened to anchors or gravity-based platforms, according to a 
publication released by the U.S. Offshore Wind Collaborative in 
2009. 

Figure 1 Primary Components of an Offshore Wind Turbine 
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Figure 2 shows five basic types of foundations. The illustration is not comprehensive as other pile type 
foundations exist. General depth ranges are shown in feet.  

Dimensions of turbine components vary from make, model, and power rating. As stated above, most of the 
planned commercial-scale generation projects for the Northeast Atlantic coast expect to use turbines in the 3MW 
to 3.6MW range. Table 1 below provides an example of the magnitude of component dimensions. 

Figure 2 Types of Foundation for Offshore Wind Turbines  
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Table 1 Dimensions of Turbine Components (Technical data for Vestas V112-3.0 MW) 

Dimensions 

Turbine Component Weight Length Height Width/Diameter 

Monopile foundation 
165 to 231 US ton (for 90 to 130 ft 
long monopile) 
551 US tons (for 197 ft long monopile) 

Varying 90 to 130 ft 
to up to 197 ft N/A D: 16.75 ft / 18 ft ) 

Transition piece 187 US tons 56 ft per unit N/A D: 13.8 ft 

Nacelle (incl. hub) 138 to 165 US tons 46 ft 10.8 ft w: 12.8 ft 

One Blade 14 to < 20 US tons 179 ft N/A Max. w: 13.8 ft 

Tower Section Approximately 77 US tons 106.6 ft 197 ft 
assembled d: 13 ft to 15 ft 

(Source: Vestas 2008) 

2.2 Wind Turbine Component Delivery and Deployment 
Currently, very few offshore wind turbine components suitable for commercial-scale offshore wind farms are 
being manufactured in the U.S. that are of the size appropriate for a wind farm with 60 to 150 turbines. 
Manufacturers will have little incentive to set up large scale offshore wind component manufacturing operations 
in the United States until developers are ready to purchase components at a rate that makes the investment in a 
manufacturing facility financially attractive (based on Team discussions with manufacturers). Therefore the 
Team’s analysis assumes that most, if not all turbine component pieces for the planned offshore wind farms 
would be manufactured and shipped from European facilities. 

Foundations and transition pieces tend to be manufactured and delivered separately from the turbines, although 
there may be some manufacturing capacity overlap with towers. Currently, no operational rolled steel 
manufacturing facilities on the East Coast have been identified at a scale suitable for a large offshore wind farms. 
Like turbine manufacturers, foundation suppliers lack the incentive to set up an East Coast production facility, 
and therefore it is likely that foundation components would be shipped ready to be assembled on large barges 
from the Gulf of Mexico, Europe or Malaysia. Rail and truck delivery options are limited to aggregate for scour 
protection, or sectional pieces such as iron bars or flat sheets of steel for use in the foundations or transition 
pieces. Fully assembled foundations have dimensions which preclude shipping by rail or truck. 

Developers do not necessarily have to stage foundations for offshore deployment out of the same port staging 
the turbine construction. The convenience of utilizing a common port facility generally would not outweigh the 
cost savings associated with improved logistics, less assembly, and minimizing storage space and handling 
needs. Barges also may be used for foundation storage in certain circumstances. Foundations can be delivered 
and stored on barges fully assembled and then tugged out to the installation site with less handling.  

Turbine components may be transported from the staging port to the installation site in various stages of 
assembly (see Figures 3, 4, and 5 below). Vessel Requirements for Offshore Wind Farm Construction and 
Maintenance (The Glosten Associates 2009), which is Appendix A of the Final Report, provides more details on 
these transport options. The options range between offshore on-site assembly and installation at the wind farm 
site, and turbine assembly in the controlled environment of the staging port, with the fully assembled turbines 
transported to the installation site in an upright position. Assembly at the offshore installation site lessens the risk 
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associated with fully assembled turbine transport, but entails risks associated with turbine assembly in the 
marine environment.  

Turbine manufacturers and contractors experienced in European wind farm construction prefer specialized 
purpose-built vessels for turbine installation. Purpose-built vessels are not currently available in the U.S. and are 
not expected to be available for use in the U.S. in time for the initial construction of commercial-scale wind 
generation facilities on the East Coast. Construction costs for these vessels range from $40 million ($40M) to 
$80M for tugged vessels and $150M to $250M for self-propelled vessels (The Glosten Associates 2009). Similar 
to potential investment in manufacturing facilities, the incentive to build a purpose-built installation vessel will 
depend on actual demand and potential return on such investment. Existing U.S. built jack-up vessels are less 
than optimal for offshore wind turbine installation, but probably can be used for the initial deployments for East 
Coast offshore wind construction. However, the use of these existing vessels involves more risk and would require 
more installation time than purpose-built vessels. Rental rates for installation vessels are high and developers will 
attempt to maximize the utilization of the vessels when they have them. This factor, along with the ever present 
possibility of weather and seasonal delays, indicates that the staging port must be available 24 hours per day and 
7 days per week. Both the availability of wind turbine components and delivery and construction vessels are 
critical elements of the offshore wind energy supply chain. 

Future Trends 
Proposed offshore wind projects in Europe and North America for 2015 are forecasted to reach 40 GW, of which 
the United States is expected to undertake projects totaling more than 2 GW (Infocast, U.S. Offshore Wind Report 
2009, p. 6). The European Wind Energy Association (EWEA) has set a target for 2020 of 40 GW of offshore wind 
capacity. European offshore demand for 2010 is forecasted to reach 10 GW. This implies a European need for 30 
GW or more over a 5-year span, which cannot be supported by current manufacturing capacity (EWEA, Oceans of 
Opportunity 2009, p. 44). However, the offshore wind industry will need to deploy upwards of 10,000 structures 
by 2020 to meet the minimum forecasted European demand. The current offshore manufacturing industry 
cannot deliver this number of structures due to insufficient capacity (EWEA, Oceans of Opportunity 2009, p. 49). 
Significant additional manufacturing facilities and related industrial capacity are needed to meet the forecasted 
European and North American demand. 

2.3 Similar Offshore Activities 
Offshore wind generation as a new marine industry on the U.S. East Coast will be added to a region that has 
historically been heavily dependant on maritime industry and commerce. As a new industry, however, offshore 
wind will require specialized equipment, services and labor not currently operating out of any U.S. ports. 
Understanding what will be needed to support both short-term construction activities and long-term operational 
and maintenance activities involves both learning from recent construction of European offshore wind projects, 
as well as identifying how similar services and activities already associated with existing marine industries here in 
the U.S are currently performed. There are a number of marine industries, each with its own port requirements, 
currently operating in the waters offshore of the U. S., including, but not limited to, petroleum extraction, liquid 
natural gas (LNG) ports, commercial shipping, and commercial fishing. The Final Report describes these existing 
U.S. marine industries in more detail and discusses potential similarities with the offshore wind industry. 
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Each marine industry is specialized, requiring differing shore-side support as well as equipment for conducting 
offshore operations. However, understanding the needs of these industries can help to identify the port-related 
requirements for offshore wind development and the potential utilization of the available marine equipment and 
facilities along the U.S. East Coast. In many ways, wind turbine foundations (and approach to installation) are 
comparable to offshore petroleum structures. Commercial fishing operation requirements are very comparable to 
offshore wind construction and operational needs. However, offshore wind generation support needs are much 
smaller in scale than the warehousing and wharf frontage needed for commercial shipping. Port and support 
vessel requirements for maintenance of offshore wind farms are similar to those for commercial fishing, offshore 
LNG ports, and petroleum platforms. Offshore wind turbine foundation technology has been developed based on 
structural foundations already in use in petroleum extraction, primarily the use of piles and jackets. As with wind 
turbine foundations, the foundation types for petroleum platforms vary greatly with water depth. Deep water 
technologies such as semi-submersible and floating platform equipment are being explored for the offshore wind 
industry as well as deep water LNG ports. Anchor systems similar to those used for petroleum and LNG ports 
could be modified for use as wind turbine foundations, anchoring floating turbine structures in deep water 
locations. 

Petroleum extraction platforms are currently assembled using specialized heavy lift vessels. Vessels currently in 
the fleet (including jack-up cranes, tow boats, and large barges) have the potential to be modified for use as 
construction platforms for wind turbines. While such modifications can be made to existing vessels, the 
specialized construction techniques and heavy lift needs of offshore wind turbine construction may make the 
modification option expensive and potentially risky. The option of applying modified existing equipment may also 
be limited to smaller construction projects in near-shore environments. Purpose-built construction vessels for 
offshore wind turbine construction most likely, in the long run, would be more cost effective, less risky, and 
flexible in terms of operational capabilities. An offshore wind farm, once constructed, will need operational 
support in the form of routine maintenance. Maintenance vessels used during wind farm operations would likely 
be similar in size to those currently in use to support offshore LNG ports and petroleum extraction operations. 
Berthing space for support vessels will be vital for port facilities, as well as yard and warehousing space for 
components and other maintenance supplies. 
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3 Industry Overview 

3.1 Development of Port Criteria 
To determine the port-facility/land-based requirements for both the installation and long-term servicing of 
planned offshore wind projects, the Team: 

• Held discussions with offshore developers and compiled relevant data; 

• Conducted research and compiled data on manufacturer requirements; 

• Determined key harborside and landside port parameters; 

• Developed a list of evaluation criteria for harbors and port facilities; and 

• Identified the most highly desirable characteristics of port facilities. 

The following sections of this Summary Report describe some of the specific areas of analysis listed above. 

3.2 Discussions with Developers 
The Team identified and contacted several prospective U.S. East Coast offshore wind farm developers with the 
goal of compiling a detailed understanding of the requirements necessary to successfully support the 
construction, operation and maintenance of a commercial-scale offshore wind farm. The Team intended to use 
this developer input to identify an objective set of weighted criteria with which to compare and evaluate 
Massachusetts port facilities. Many developers have yet to specify or disclose in detail the key parameters and 
characteristics that were sought for this purpose; however, developers did identify and explain many aspects of 
the most important parameters, which helped the Team establish the basic port criteria. The Team’s discussions 
with developers did provide a better understanding of offshore wind farm components and the logistics of 
importing, storing, assembling, scheduling, and deploying wind turbines and foundations to installation sites.  

Some developers have already initiated permitting or applied for lease blocks for several wind generation sites 
along the East Coast. From the available information on these projects, the Team determined that port 
infrastructure must support projects of varying scale ranging from 60 to 150 turbines. These proposed projects 
formed the starting point for the Team’s analysis of port requirements. Table 2 below provides a quick view of 
these proposed projects based on available public information. Projects are listed by developer with particulars 
such as location, water depth, generating capacity, number of turbines, and distance from shore. Because these 
projects are in various stages of development, not all information on every project is publicly available. 

As the developer’s needs were analyzed, the Team found that Massachusetts ports had clear, distinguishable 
differences relative to the offshore wind development requirements. 
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Table 2 Planned Offshore Wind Projects 

Developer/Project Project Location 

Water Depth at 
Proposed 
Location 

Project 
Generating 
Capacity 

Number of 
Turbines (Scale) 

Foundation 
Type 

Estimated 
Cost of 

Construction Port Staging Area 

Cape Wind Associates 

Cape Wind 4.5 NM (5.2 miles) 
from coast of Cape 
Cod, MA, 7.8 NM (9 
miles) from Martha’s 
Vineyard, 12 NM (13.8 
miles) from coast of 
Nantucket Island 

3.7 m (12 ft) 
MLLW (mean low 
low water) 
minimum depth 

468 MW 130 (3.6 MW per 
turbine) 

Monopile $700 million Quonset Davisville Port 
and Commerce Park, 
Quonset, Rhode Island 

NRG Bluewater Wind 

Bluewater Delaware 11.3 to 19.1 NM (13 to 
22 mi) east of 
Rehoboth Beach, DE 
(wind park); 14.3 NM 
(16.5 mi) due east 
Rehoboth Beach (met 
tower) 

12.2m to 18.3m 
(40 to 60 feet) 

200 to 450 MW Up to 150 Monopile $800 million Port of Wilmington, 
Delaware; Delaware Bay 
Launch in Milford 
Delaware for crew boat 
and small cargo barge 
launch 

Bluewater New Jersey 14 NM (16 mi) 
southeast of Atlantic 
City, NJ 

21.3m to 30.5m 
(70 to 100 feet) 

350 MW 116 Monopile $1.4 billion Port of Wilmington, 
Delaware; Delaware Bay 
Launch in Milford 
Delaware for crew boat 
and small cargo barge 
launch 

Deepwater Wind 

Garden State Offshore 
Energy (Deepwater with 
PSEG Renewables) 

13.6 NM (15.6 mi) 
from shore, 17.4 NM 
(20 mi) due east of 
Avalon, NJ 

24.4m to 27.4m 
(80 to 90 feet) 

350 MW 96 Jacket $1 billion Atlantic City, New Jersey 

Deepwater Wind Rhode 
Island 

2.6 NM (3 miles) off 
Block Island, RI for 
Phase 1; Phase 2 
located 13 to 17.4 NM 
(15 to 20 mi) off RI 
coast (location TBD 
upon completion of RI 
Ocean Special Area 
Management Plan in 
2010 

‘deeper’ waters 20 MW (Phase I) 
400 MW 
(Phase II) 

Phase 1: 8 
turbines 
Phase 2: 106 
turbines 

Jacket $1 billion Quonset, Rhode Island 
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Table 2 Planned Offshore Wind Projects 

Water Depth at Project Estimated 
Proposed Generating Number of Foundation Cost of 

Developer/Project Project Location Location Capacity Turbines (Scale) Type Construction Port Staging Area 

Fisherman’s Energy 

Fisherman’s Energy of 
New Jersey Project 

Phase 1: 2.6 NM 
(3 miles) off the coast 
of Atlantic City  
Phase 2: 6.1 NM (7 
miles) off the coast 

18.3m to 21.3m 
(60 to 70 feet) 

Total: 350 MW 
Phase 1: 20MW 
Phase 2: 330 MW 

Total: 74 
Phase 1: 8 
turbines 
Phase 2: 66 
turbines 

Monopile $100 million for 
Phase 1 

$1 to 1.5 billion 
for Phase II 

Dorchester, Atlantic City, 
and or Cape May, New 
Jersey 

Fisherman’s Energy of 
Rhode Island 
Independence 1 Project 

2.6 NM (3 miles) south 
off the southern coast 
of Block Island, RI 

20 m to 30 m 
(65.6 to 98.4 
feet) 

400 MW 80 TBD $1.25 to $1.5 
billion 

TBD 
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3.3 Key Parameters: Conditions at Ports and Wind Farm Locations 
Wave height, water depth and wind speed impose limitations on at-sea construction operations. The Team 

studied sea states, wind conditions, and water depths at a number of proposed wind farm sites along the U.S. 

East Coast, as well as transit distances between proposed wind farm sites and potential staging ports.  


The base line transit routes for cargo in the region track around the east end of Cape Cod and the primary 
alternative route is via the Cape Cod Canal (MARPRO Associates International 2009). Air draft (i.e., the free space 
above the water line below an overhead obstruction) in the Cape Cod Canal is limited to approximately 135 feet. 
Vessels or barges transporting 5 MW turbines in the “bunny ear” configuration (especially the “fore-aft” 
configuration – See Figures 3 and 4) most likely cannot transit the Cape Cod Canal. Alternative turbine load-out 
configurations (e.g., the “star” configuration – See Figure 5) and/or smaller turbines (e.g., 3.6 MW turbines) in the 
“bunny ear” configuration probably could utilize the Cape Cod Canal. 

Figure 5 Star Configuration – End view looking forward 
(Source of Figures 3-5: The Glosten Associates 2009) 
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Figure 3 Bunny Ear Configuration (Lateral) – End view looking forward 

Figure 4 Bunny Ear Configuration (Fore-Aft) – End view looking forward 
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3.4 Key Parameters: Vessel Constraints and Requirements 
Characteristics of Available Vessels 
The following sections discuss the basic characteristics, capabilities, limitations, and general availability of 
vessels that are currently available for use in the construction and maintenance of offshore wind farms. Vessel 
Requirements for Offshore Wind Farm Construction and Maintenance (The Glosten Associates 2009), which is 
Appendix A of the Final Report, provides further details.  

Turbine Import/Delivery Vessels 
The turbines used for the first round of U.S. offshore wind farms likely will be imported from Europe. Turbines are 
generally shipped in pieces (tower sections, nacelle, hub, individual blades) from the point of origin directly to the 
project site aboard open hatch cargo vessels. 

Foundation Delivery and Installation Vessels 
Foundations can be installed using either jack-up crane vessels or floating derrick barges. Jack-up crane vessels 
are described further below. Large floating derrick barges are in service on all three major U.S. coastlines and 
could be mobilized to serve the U.S. East Coast offshore wind energy market. Depending on the type of 
foundation being used (i.e., monopile, gravity-base, jacket, or tripod), a derrick barge could transport foundations 
between the staging port and the wind farm site on its own deck, or foundations could be transported using a 
separate barge. 

Wind Turbine Installation Vessels 
European offshore wind turbines have been installed using a variety of specialized equipment, which generally 
falls into one of three categories: 

• Leg-Stabilized jack-up crane ships ("partial jack-ups"); 

• Jack-up crane barges; and 

• Jack-up crane ships. 

For all three vessel types, the limiting wind speed for at-sea crane operations is approximately 15 to 20 knots. For 
the leg-stabilized vessels, the limiting sea state for crane operations is approximately 1.7-foot seas, as the 
vessel's hull remains submerged and is subject to wave-induced motion. For the jack-up barges and ships, the 
process of jacking up and down is limited to approximately 5-foot seas. The crane can be operated in higher sea 
states once the vessel is jacked-up. Future wind turbine installation vessels are expected to focus on improving 
construction efficiency through faster transit speeds, larger payload capacity, and ability to erect turbines in 
higher wind speeds and larger sea states.  

Maintenance Vessels 
Regular, planned maintenance of offshore turbines requires personnel access to the wind farm facilities. 
Maintenance personnel are typically shuttled to the turbines by a crew boat or by helicopter. Major maintenance 
or repair of offshore wind turbines may require mobilization of a wind turbine installation vessel to reverse some 
or all of the installation process. 
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Vessel Requirements for Deployment and Maintenance 
Understanding the marine vessel requirements for deploying and maintaining offshore wind farms along the U.S. 
East Coast is critical in the overall evaluation of ports’ suitability as staging areas for offshore wind farm 
development. Vessel requirements are governed primarily by the following: 

• Physical conditions in which vessels must operate at offshore wind farm sites; 

• Size and weight of turbines being transported and installed; and 

• Methodology for transporting and installing turbines. 

The Team evaluated physical conditions, including wind speeds, wave regime, and water depth at proposed 
offshore wind farm installation sites along the U.S. East coast, as well as navigational constraints in and near 
existing Massachusetts port facilities. The Team reviewed demonstrated methodologies for transporting and 
installing offshore wind turbines. 

Installation and Transport Vessel Requirements 
For purposes of this study, it was assumed that the installation vessels discussed below would be subject to the 
Jones Act, which requires vessels engaged in the transport of passengers or cargo between U.S. places to be built 
and flagged in the United States, and owned and crewed by U.S. citizens. 

The key dimensions of the turbine installation and turbine transport vessels are beam, length, draft, and vertical 
clearance (a.k.a. “air draft”). The beam of installation and transport vessels is largely dictated by vessel stability 
requirements during transit and, when applicable, the stability requirements and structural strength while 
elevated on legs (i.e., “jacked up”). The length of the vessel depends on functional and cargo requirements and 
structural considerations. The vessel's draft, or the required clearance between the waterline and sea bed, is 
dependant on the hull form and total weight, including cargo. Vertical clearance is dictated by three factors: 
length of legs (for a jackup barge or vessel), pre-assembly methodology, and crane height in the stowed position.  

Figures 6 and 7 show a fully loaded 400-ft x 100-ft (length x beam) barge with jackup legs in transit and after 
installation configurations, respectively. Turbine tower sections are typically transported in the vertical orientation, 
with maximum height approximately even with the top of the blades in the bunny ear configuration.  
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Figure 6 Loaded Barge in Transit 

Figure 7 Barge on Site with Legs Down 
(Source for Figures 6 and 7: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

The required overhead clearance is approximately 150 ft. The star (Figure 5) and lateral bunny ear (Figure 3) 
configurations require a lateral clearance of approximately 425 ft. The lateral clearance for the fore-aft bunny ear 
(Figure 4) configuration is dictated by the barge or vessel beam, which is typically on the order of 100 to 125 ft. In 
the near future, it is expected that specialized installation vessels will transport multiple pre-assembled turbines 
on tower sections out to the installation sites, requiring overhead clearances in excess of 300 ft. 

The principal dimensions and draft characteristics (navigational and air) of a typical installation or transport 
vessel are presented in Table 3. 
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Table 3 Principal Dimensions for Turbine Installation or Transport Vessels 
(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

Port and Support Infrastructure Analysis for Offshore Wind Energy Development Summary Report 

Length Overall 90 – 140 m (300' – 450') 
Beam 30 – 40 m (100' to 130') 
Navigation Draft 3.6 – 4.9 m (12' to 16') 
Air Draft (legs in up position) varies, approximately 46 m (150') 
Air Draft (tower sections, bunny ears) 46 m (150') 
Air Draft (crane in stowed position) varies 

Section 4.4.1 of the Final Report provides additional details of the principal dimensions of wind turbine 
installation vessels/barges and import vessels. 

Tugboat and Auxiliary Vessels 
Self-propelled wind turbine installation vessels likely will not require tug assistance, as they would be able to 
move and position themselves using their own propulsion and dynamic-positioning systems. Barges, on the other 
hand, would require at least one tug of approximately 4,000 to 5,000 horsepower (hp). In addition, a smaller tug 
of around 1,000 hp may be needed to help position the vessel for jacking operations. Additional necessary 
vessels include high-speed crew boats during wind farm construction and several auxiliary vessels to complete 
the marine fleet. These types of vessels are all readily available for hire throughout the Northeast U.S. 

3.5 Key Parameters: Navigational Access and Transit Distances 
The required navigational clearances for vessels involved in the construction and maintenance of offshore wind 
farms were presented. The key considerations for navigational access are: 

• Vessel draft compared to navigable water depth; 

• Vessel beam (including overhanging cargo) compared to channel width; and 

• Vessel air draft compared to overhead clearance restrictions (bridges and aerial cables). 

Table 4 summarizes the navigational restrictions associated with selected Massachusetts ports. Further details 
are given in Vessel Requirements for Offshore Wind Farm Construction and Maintenance (The Glosten Associates 
2009), which is Appendix A of the Final Report. 

Table 4 Summary of Navigational Constraints at Selected Massachusetts Ports 

Staging Port Potential 
Obstructions 

Lateral 
Clearance 

Overhead 
Clearance 

Controlling 
Water Depth 

Feasible Turbine 
Load-Out 

Configurations 

Jack-Up 
Feasible? 

New Bedford Hurricane 
Barrier 45 m (150') No Constraints 6.7-9.1 m 

(22’-30') all yes 

Gloucester water depth, 
channel width 61 m (200') No Constraints 4.9-5.8 m 

(16’–19') fore-aft bunny ear 
Marginal 
(water 
depth) 

Fall River Mt. Hope Bridge 122 m (400') 41 m (135') 12.2 m (40') star Marginal 
(air draft) 

Charlestown / 
East Boston 
(inner harbor) 

Logan Airport over 150 m 
(500') 

Report air draft 
to airport 
traffic control 

12.2 m (40') all yes 
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Staging Port Potential 
Obstructions 

Lateral 
Clearance 

Overhead 
Clearance 

Controlling 
Water Depth 

Feasible Turbine 
Load-Out 

Configurations 

Jack-Up 
Feasible? 

Table 4 Summary of Navigational Constraints at Selected Massachusetts Ports (continued) 

Mystic River Tobin Memorial 
Bridge 

over 150 m 
(500') 41 m (135') 7.6-10.7 m 

(25-35') star Marginal 
(air draft) 

In selecting a support facility, distance to the wind farm must be considered in term of cost and effect on risk. 
Distance impacts fuel consumption, insurance and schedule costs. When turbine components are in transit from 
the staging port to the installation site, they are more vulnerable to risks associated with weather events and the 
ocean environment. The cost differential between a distant state-of-the-art facility and a closer facility with less 
than optimal component handling ability must be carefully evaluated. Table 5 provides transit distances to 
staging port locations from the Massachusetts OMP Wind Energy Areas located near the southern end of the 
Elizabeth Island and southwest of Nomans Land Island. 

Table 5 Distances to Staging Port Locations from the OMP Wind Energy Areas 

Staging Location 
Primary Route Distance 

[nautical miles] 
Alternate Route* Distance 

[nautical miles] 

Boston, MA 260 100 

Gloucester, MA 235 100 

New Bedford, MA 35 n/a 

Fall River, MA 50 n/a 

Portland, ME 290 175 

Quonset/Davisville, RI 40 n/a 

Chelsea River 
(West of Chelsea 
St. Bridge) 

Andrew McArdle 
Bridge 53 m (175') No Constraints 8.8-12.2 m 

(29-40') fore-aft bunny ear yes 

Chelsea River (East 
of Chelsea St. 
Bridge) 

Chelsea St. 
Bridge 28 m (93') 25 m (83') 8.8-12.2 m 

(29-40') 
rotor 
disassembled no 

* Alternative route is via the Cape Cod Canal 

Staging Through-put Estimates 
The Team examined the expected level of activity at a port serving as a staging area for offshore wind farm 
development and estimated the construction time for wind farm construction. Multiple wind farm construction 
scenarios were considered in order to develop upper and lower bounds of expected port activity. For this analysis 
the primary metric of port activity is the number of wind turbines deployed per month, which is referred to as 
"through-put." 

The results of the desk top time line modeling of three different staging scenarios for New Bedford, MA were as 
follows: 

• The time line modeling of the Baseline scenario for turbine staging and installation yielded an expected 
through-put of 15-18 turbines per month for 6-9 months. 

• The time line modeling of the Optimistic scenario for turbine staging and installation yielded an expected 
through-put of 16-22 turbines per month for 12-15 months. 
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• The time line modeling of the Aggressive scenario for turbine staging and installation yielded an expected 
through-put of 15-20 turbines per month for 12-15 months and thereafter an expected through-put of 21-
25 turbines per month for an additional 8-10 months. 

Additional wind farm construction scenarios were evaluated to develop a better estimate of the potential ranges 
of through-put that may be required at regional staging ports. Each scenario was defined by a vessel type, a 
transit distance and a length of the construction season. The results of these multiple modeling runs are 
summarized in Table 6. 

Table 6 Expected Through-Put at Staging Port, for Various Construction Scenarios 

Existing Vessels ** Future Vessels ***Transit Distance 
(staging port to wind farm site *) Summer Winter Summer Winter 

50 nautical miles 20-22 
turbines/month 

16-18 
turbines/month 

30 
turbines/month 

30 
turbines/month 

150 nautical miles 18-20 
turbines/month 

15-17 
turbines/month 

21-25 
turbines/month 

21-25 
turbines/month 

250 nautical miles 15-17 
turbines/month 

12-15 
turbines/month 

16-20 
turbines/month 

16-20 
turbines/month 

Notes: 
* The transit distance from New Bedford to the Cape Wind site is approximately 60 nautical miles (nm). The transit distance from Boston 

to Cape Wind is approximately 130 nm. The transit distance from New Bedford to the Deepwater sites near Delaware Bay is 
approximately 260 nm. 

** Existing Vessels means jack-up vessels or barges with slewing cranes, typical of present European offshore wind farm construction 
practice. 

*** Future Vessels means vessels or barges that transport and install fully assembled turbines.  

(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

The through-put estimates are for turbine installation only. Foundation installation is typically completed in 
advance of turbine installation and can utilize a wider range of vessels and staging ports than turbine installation. 
For U.S. offshore wind farms, foundation installation can be completed using existing equipment, which is 
currently available. 

Using a through-put of 18 to 22 turbines per month (based on the results of the time line modeling discussed 
above), the turbine manufacturer would want 20 nacelles stored at the staging port in advance of assembly and 
deployment. As workers assemble the turbines in preparation for loading onto the installation vessel, and bad 
weather hits the installation site, the assembled turbines would have to be stored at the port. Unassembled 
turbine components would continue to arrive from the manufacturer and require additional storage space for 20 
more turbines. Throughput requirements translate into the laydown requirements discussed in Section 3.6 and 
may require multiple port facilities to support a given offshore wind development. 

3.6 Key Parameters: Staging Port Facility Requirements 
One developer we interviewed provided a description of the ideal port facility to support offshore wind; a port 
would have a 1000-ton crane on rolling tracks, which would carry components from a delivery vessel to a storage 
location; sufficient linear footage to efficiently load/unload one vessel at a time, with a preference for multiple 
deepwater berths to unload several vessels simultaneously; a secondary 80-ft berth; and about 200 acres for 
assembly and storage. 
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While no existing Massachusetts port facility has an assembly and staging area this large, the existing 
Commonwealth facilities could be repaired, upgraded, or expanded to provide sufficient area to meet the other 
requirements for staging offshore wind farm construction. If it is necessary to provide a larger area at these 
existing facilities, then a combination of properties at these marine parks, a combination of ports, or barge 
storage would have the ability to provide additional space.  

Physical Considerations for Staging Turbines  
There are a few minimum physical port characteristics that are necessary to stage offshore wind farm 
development. Based on a review of various European projects and available information from manufacturers, as 
well as discussions with potential U.S. offshore wind developers, the desirable (minimum) characteristics include: 

1. Minimum 24-ft depth of water at low tide; 

2. Minimum 450-ft berth; 

3. Minimum horizontal channel clearance to harbor of 130 ft; 

4. No restriction or air draft limitation on vertical clearance (in anticipation of a future need to transport 
fully assembled turbines to the installation site); and 

5. Minimal distance in open water to project site (see Table 5 above). 

Harborside 
Water depth requirements relate directly to the vessel type, draft and function. The minimum water depth at 
mean low water applies to both the navigation channel and the berth. The deepest draft vessel used for 
transporting offshore wind components sets the navigation channel depth criteria. The vessel length of the 
largest expected vessel establishes the berth length. With visits from import vessels and transport/installation 
vessels overlapping, multiple berths or longer berths become more desirable. 

Horizontal channel clearance not only depends on vessel beam, but also on component overhang during 
transport to the installation site. Unobstructed vertical clearance is highly recommended because of likely 
deployment methods in the future. Turbine manufacturers expect 197 foot-tall tower sections to be transported 
to the installation site in the upright position. If the turbines are fully assembled for transport, then the nacelle 
and blade would add significantly to this height. Furthermore, various installation tasks require jack up vessels 
(for stability at the site), the retracted legs of which would be in the ‘up’ position. There may be methods to work 
around vertical obstructions, such as placing a connector pin in the legs or utilizing a hydraulic leg that 
compresses within itself; however, these methods could add significant expense and complication. The salient 
point, however, is that vertical obstructions will limit assembly, transport, and vessel options. Further detail on 
vessel drafts and obstruction clearances can be found in Appendix A of the Final Report.  

Landside 
The port facility must have adequate laydown space for delivery, storage and assembly of turbine components. 
Among developers, manufacturers, and European staging facilities the estimated area varied widely, but a 
minimum of 10 acres was required with a 15- to 25-acre area desirable. If all components of a large development 
(110 turbines) were to be fully stored on land prior to installation, including both assembly and foundation 
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components, the area required would be about 200 acres. In general, the logistics of manufacturing, assembly, 
and installation would not require all elements to be on the ground at one time. 

To maximize the use of construction equipment, vessels and crews, turbine suppliers require storage based on 
two factors: (1) having a supply of turbine components ready for assembly and deployment; and (2) having an 
additional area ready for instances where weather precludes deployment to the installation site while import 
vessels continue to deliver components to the staging port. While turbine assembly continues, the newly arrived 
unassembled turbine components need storage. Based on a manufacturer’s recommendations, and assuming 
storage of 20 or more turbines at any one time, the minimum space needed in this scenario is about 8.5 acres.  

An additional accommodation for interior storage and/or fabrication space is necessary at the port facility. 
Developers, contractors and manufacturers also have a strong preference for office space on site. Worker 
accommodations at the staging port or on a ‘hotel’ ship at the installation site did not emerge as a major factor in 
port selection decisions. Construction workers at the installation site would travel on fast crew transport vessels 
from the construction site to various landing points. 

Based on the weight of many of the components, the lay down space may require very high load bearing ground 
or deck capacity. Using a simple “footprint” analysis, these loads can reach well over 2,000 pounds per square 
foot (psf). As with many of the facility needs, the deck/ground capacity issue can be accommodated by using 
certain types of equipment or by placing “load spreading” mats or slabs. Various cranes and other types of 
material handling equipment will be needed, but it is anticipated that the fabrication or erection contractor would 
provide these items. Table 7 summarizes the key crane requirements for two representative turbines (a Siemens 
3.6 MW Offshore Turbine and a REPower 5 MW Offshore Turbine) and typical monopile components. Load 
capacity was not used as a criterion to short list the ports, but rather was an issue further analyzed in the 
engineering review of the shortlisted facilities. 

Table 7 Crane Requirements for 3.6 MW and 5 MW Turbines and Associated Monopile Foundations 
(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

Max Pick Weight* Nacelle: 125 mt (138 tons) Nacelle: 290 mt (320 tons) 180 – 455 mt 
(200 – 500 tons) 

Max Pick Height** 80 m (260 ‘) 85 – 95 m (280’-310’) Less than 30 m (100’) 

* 1 ton = 2000 pounds = 0.908 metric ton (mt); 
** height above calm sea surface 

As noise levels at operating landside facilities must comply with applicable regulatory limits, this factor was not 
viewed as a discriminator for short-listing ports. 

Physical Considerations for Staging Foundation Transport  
Harborside criteria established for turbine transport do not apply to foundations, which can be transported flat on 
barges. Barge transport of foundations would not have the same height, draft or clearance requirements as that 
for turbine transport; however, the foundation installation vessel may have similar characteristics as the turbine 
installation vessel. If the foundation installation jack-up vessel is at the construction site and barges are used to 
transport foundations to the site, then there would be more options for the staging facility. Port facilities with 
insufficient navigation access for turbine staging potentially could stage foundation deployment.  
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The staging requirements for foundations depend upon the stage of assembly phase upon arrival and the size 
and type of foundation. The size of the foundation depends on the size of the assembled turbine and tower, 
transition piece and blades and the maximum wind load imposed on them, as well as the geotechnical conditions 
and water depth at the installation site. The staging facility will need landside areas for loading and unloading, 
storage, and potentially for assembly of foundations components. Fully assembled foundations require a storage 
area. This area needs to be larger if foundation assembly is required. Shipping unassembled steel bars 
maximizes cargo space, which would lower shipping costs by reducing the number of shipments. However, the 
shipping of unassembled foundations or foundation parts would involve the labor cost associated with bar 
welding. In this case, foundation staging becomes a financial decision. 

Manufacturing and Assembly Requirements 
Monopile foundation manufacturing utilizes a series of specialized machines not currently available on the East 
Coast of the U. S. The industry views this potential market as lucrative enough to consider opening facilities in 
anticipation of offshore wind energy development. However, the investment risk remains similar to that of turbine 
and purpose-built vessel construction. Until the demand is sufficient for a profitable return on investment, 
monopiles for East Coast offshore wind farms will have to be manufactured elsewhere. However, a phased 
approach can reduce the initial investment risk. Monopile pieces can be shipped to a staging port as ‘cans’, or 
basically smaller sections of rolled steel. At the staging port the ‘cans’ would be welded together to form the 
monopiles. 

3.7 Key Parameters: Rail and Highway Access 
The ability to move component parts via rail is determined by rail corridor track curvatures, component weights, 
and loaded height on the rail car. In general, the weight and length of the proposed units can be handled by the 
nationwide system. Components can be designed to be transported on the national rail system. They can be 
broken down to insure they do not exceed rail system limitations on weight or clearance.  

Overweight and large roadway shipment units are limited by State permitting requirements. Infrastructure is also 
considered in permit approvals including limitations from overhead utilities, road lighting, road curvatures and 
intersections. 

Highway and rail delivery modes appear unlikely options for turbine or foundation delivery to port facilities. 
However, highway and rail access is desirable for delivery of related products such as aggregate for scour 
protection and component pieces. 
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4 Evaluation Criteria 
The information presented in Section 3 above was reviewed to identify a broad set of direct requirements and 
highly desirable characteristics of port facilities relative to supporting offshore wind farm construction and 
operation. These requirements and characteristics were distilled down into a smaller set of criteria to be used 
more efficiently in the comparative evaluation of the candidate ports. In the distillation process, the Team 
distinguished a “hard” physical requirement that must be met from a “soft” requirement that reflects preferences 
and advantages that are more subjective to the developer. Two sets of “hard” requirements were identified for 
comparing the ports: (1) those related to harbor access (referred to as the 1st Tier Criteria) and (2) those required 
to meet specific developer and turbine supplier needs (referred to as the 2nd Tier Criteria). Also, a set of “soft” 
criteria was developed that is somewhat more subjective, but nevertheless allows ports to be distinguished from 
one another. 

4.1 1st Tier Hard Criteria 
The 1st Tier Hard Criteria identified relative to harbor access were: 

• Sheltered harbor; 

• Unobstructed vertical (overhead) clearance (e.g. no bridges);  

• Minimum horizontal clearance greater than approximately 130 feet; 

• Minimum low tide navigational channel depth of 24 feet; and 

• 24 hour/day and 7 days/week operational availability; and 

• Exclusive use of the staging facility. 

Physical parameters for marine vessels to access a harbor emerge as critical criteria, while rail and trucking 
access were believed to be present or easily attainable at the set of ports being compared. Staging ports need to 
accommodate vessels shipping and handling the large components used for commercial scale wind farms. The 
greatest vessel draft (depth) establishes the criteria for the shipping or navigation channel depth. The widest 
vessel beam (width) along with the method of component transport, which may involve overhang, establishes 
horizontal clearances. Along with vessel height, the options for method of transport also contribute to vertical 
clearance criteria. The potential for bad weather interruptions and the need to maximize labor and equipment 
availability makes a sheltered harbor an essential criterion. 

Implications of the cost of contractor mobilization, vessel and equipment usage combined with weather and 
seasonal limitations on the construction window result in developers and turbine suppliers requiring a port facility 
that allows operations 24 hours a day, seven days a week. Given that optimal operations would entail moving 
large components around the clock, the staging port must also provide exclusive use of the staging facility. 

4.2 2nd Tier Hard Criteria 
The 2nd Tier Hard Criteria identified relative to the port facilities were: 

• Minimum berth length of approximately 450 feet; 

• Minimum berth water depth of 24 feet; 

• Lay down storage and assembly area larger than 10 acres; 

• Proximity to likely offshore wind farm site. 
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Water depth at the berth must be sufficient to accommodate industry vessel drafts or must be attainable through 
routine dredging. Additionally, vessel length and the number of vessels operating simultaneously establish the 
parameters needed for length of the berth. The size of the backland area landside of the bulkhead for storage 
and assembly of the turbine components and the ability to handle the loads of the components and construction 
equipment are significant criteria. Proximity of the port to the construction site can affect operational logistics, 
risks, and costs. The distance from a port facility to wind farm sites, therefore, has significance, but becomes 
secondary to the parameters discussed above. 

4.3 Soft Criteria 
Soft criteria parameters, as noted above, are other port area attributes that may attract developers to consider 
one port over another. The Soft Criteria identified were: 

• Workforce availability; 

• Education and training facilities; 

• Political climate/community acceptance; and 

• Regulatory considerations. 

The location of education or training facilities and work force availability, including various skilled labor trades, as 
well as political climate and potential regulatory requirements, are factors that could influence port selection. 

4.4 Screening and Short-Listing the Ports 
The larger set of ports considered in this study were analyzed using these criteria. Those that did not meet 
minimum thresholds were eliminated from further consideration by the Team. Section 5 provides an overview of 
Massachusetts ports that could support staging and installation of offshore wind farms, as well as other regional 
ports that could meet the assembly, construction, and/or servicing needs of the offshore wind industry. Section 6 
describes the process that resulted in the two short-listed ports, the South Terminal in the Port of New Bedford 
Renewable Energy Marine Park and Dry Dock #4 in the Port of Boston Marine Industrial Park. 
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5 Inventory of Massachusetts Ports 

5.1 Overview of Massachusetts Port Facilities and Characteristics 
Our initial inventory of port facilities in Massachusetts is based on: (1) an assessment of each of the state's 11 
Designated Port Areas (DPAs) and (2) a review of other properties or areas in other states currently used for 
industrial maritime activities. DPAs in Massachusetts include Gloucester Inner Harbor, Beverly Harbor, Salem 
Harbor, Lynn, Mystic River, East Boston, Chelsea Creek, South Boston, Weymouth Fore River, New Bedford-
Fairhaven, and Mount Hope Bay. Comparison of Selected Northeast Ports for Potential Handling of Wind Power 
Offshore Energy Installations (MARPRO Associates International 2009) and Road and Rail Access Ports of 
Massachusetts (MARPRO Associates International 2009), Appendices F and G in the Final Report, provide more 
detail on these ports and modes of transportation to and from the ports. 

Massachusetts has a number of ports that, because of their existing or proposed marine terminals, geographic 
location and surrounding market area, already have substantive marine activity including a wide range of freight 
activity. In addition to the ports discussed below, the Team contacted the municipalities of Beverly, Chelsea, Lynn, 
Everett, Somerset, Weymouth, and Falmouth to obtain information about their port facilities; those ports were 
removed from further consideration based on navigational and/or landside constraints. All of the ports in 
Massachusetts have some rail access; however, waterfront access to particular facilities varies in each area. No 
ports in Massachusetts have access to second generation rail with vertical clearances over 19 feet. From north to 
south, brief summaries of these six remaining Massachusetts candidate ports and their potential to stage a 
Representative Offshore Wind Energy Installation (ROWEI) 130-turbine wind farm follow: 

Gloucester has sufficient land area for a new marine facility, a readily available skilled work force, and rail 
access. However, water depth and lateral clearance are the most significant constraints for the inner harbor at 
the Port of Gloucester and the rail service is limited to commuter rail. Turbine installation vessels should be able 
to navigate the Port of Gloucester, but turbine import vessels most likely would not be able to call at this port. 

Salem has limited potential for substantial expanded marine industrial activities, with limited access by road and 
rail. The port’s only deepwater commercial terminal is situated at the head of the harbor; however, the terminal is 
primarily used to supply the needs of the Salem Power Plant. There is also very little area outside of Salem 
Terminal where large vessels could handle offshore wind turbine or foundation components. The immediate area 
in and around the waterfront is congested and has poor capacity for high volume roadway traffic flow. 

Boston is the largest and most prominent freight port in the Commonwealth. It has the most diversified port mix 
and handles the largest volume of containers in New England and the second largest amount of petroleum cargo. 
However, direct rail connections to the waterfront need improvements. The Boston Redevelopment Authority has 
‘shovel ready’ plans to expand the existing rail from the Boston Marine Industrial Park to the North Jetty and to 
Dry Dock #4. Roadways are congested and direct street connections between the terminal and highway 
connectors are a weak link in the landside transportation connection. There are areas within the Port that might 
be available to support offshore wind deployment, but issues of height due to FAA requirements associated with 
Logan Airport must be considered. 

Fore River (Ship Yard) has served as the Central Receiving Point for new car delivery to local dealerships. The 
site, which features rail and roadway access, is currently undergoing an initial planning process to determine all 
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potential uses for the site including marine-related, residential, retail, office, and entertainment. The entrance to 
the Shipyard is restricted by the Fore River Bridge which has a 175 ft vertical clearance and a 175 ft horizontal 
clearance. 

Fall River (Mount Hope Bay) is an active niche port serving several international markets. The port has the 
potential for industrial expansion at the State Pier, which has available storage and land area for operations but 
already is used for both industrial and tourism based activities. The State Pier can only handle small cargo ships 
and most of the critical infrastructure in the port is aging and in need of considerable repairs and improvements. 
Vertical clearance is the most significant navigational constraint for the Port of Fall River. The Braga Bridge and 
Mt. Hope Bridge each impose a height restriction of 135 feet. The port has good highway access and a rail 
corridor which requires additional infrastructure improvements.  

New Bedford is an active freight seaport and a major logistical connection for agricultural products entering the 
New England market. Highway connections are good; the port would benefit from expanded and improved rail 
connections to meet freight needs. A request for TIGER Grant money was submitted to extend the rail line to the 
State Pier, but further rail extension to the proposed South Terminal expansion area is unrealistic. The port has 
sufficient deep water access for the size and type of vessel common to most break bulk and project cargo and 
has property available for expansion.  

The Final Report contains more detailed data on each port, including location, facilities, harbor profile, 
advantages, disadvantages, and potential. 

Other East Coast ports, including Portland Harbor (Maine), Portsmouth Harbor (New Hampshire), the Port of 
Providence (Rhode Island), the Port of Davisville (Rhode Island), New Haven Harbor (Connecticut), the Port of New 
York and New Jersey, the Port of Philadelphia (Pennsylvania), the Port of Baltimore (Maryland), the Port of 
Wilmington (Delaware), and the Port of Virginia, were evaluated to assess their suitability to support offshore wind 
projects. The Final Report describes these port facilities in more detail.  

5.2 U.S. East and Gulf Coast Shipyard Construction and Repair Capacity  
Declining domestic demand has reduced the number of available U.S. shipyards for new construction or repair of 
large vessels. In addition, existing shipyards’ inability to comply with recent regulations, such as the “Jones Act,” 
which requires vessels in domestic service or operating in domestic waters to be built and serviced in U.S. yards, 
has resulted in a decrease in yards available for new large vessel construction or repair. This is particularly 
evident in the Northeast U.S., including New England, where the ability to handle large tonnage vessels, such as 
deep water cargo ships, tankers, and specialty vessels for offshore delivery and support, has dramatically 
decreased in the past few decades. In other parts of the world, new shipyard capacity has replaced capacity lost 
in the U.S. However, in spite of the fact that the number of shipyards in the U.S. that handle large tonnage vessels 
has declined, the number of smaller yards has remained stable.  

Specialty wind farm vessels have unique construction and servicing requirements. Smaller service vessels, 
including offshore supply vessels, tugs and barges, can be readily adapted to service offshore wind farm 
equipment. Installation and service vessels operating within the territorial waters of the U.S. most likely would be 
subject to the Jones Act, but import/delivery vessels could be foreign flagged if their operation is limited to 
equipment delivery at a single U.S. port. US East and Gulf Coast Shipyard Construction and Repair Capacity and 
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Availability Offshore Wind Turbine Delivery and Service Vessels (MARPRO Associates International 2009) provides 
detailed information on construction capacity and repair capacity at U.S. shipyards  

Construction Demand and Capacity 
In recent years, the U.S. small vessel construction industry has demonstrated growth. Stricter regulations and 
replacement requirements have increased demand for new small vessel construction, with the tug and barge 
industry emerging as the largest demand market. Tug and barge construction is of particular importance as the 
servicing and installation of offshore wind turbines may well be handled by tugs and barges in large part because 
of their lower operational costs.  

Tank barge construction has had a major impact on shipyard capacity and delivery times. There are some new 
shipyards emerging to meet this demand for tank barges, and the major yards are ramping up production 
capabilities in anticipation of more tank barge orders. Increasing demand for tank barge construction is using up 
ship construction capacity in the yards where offshore specialty vessel construction could take place. 

Shipyard Availability 
The number of shipyards that have current capacity for large specialty vessel construction is limited within the 
U.S. Of the 350 active vessel construction companies in the U.S., only 52 have a history of significant vessel 
construction on the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts. A limited number are capable of handling large specialty vessels due 
to size limitations, but a number of them could handle smaller specialty vessels. The Final Report provides a list 
of the yards that can build offshore wind-related vessels on the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts. 

Vessel Repair Capacity 
In the Northeast, many of the yards have compressed operations due to increasing environmental concerns and 
gentrification of industrial areas. A number of yards confine activities to repair only and have refocused their 
efforts on small craft such as ferries, yachts and similar commercial watercraft. In the Gulf of Mexico, a number of 
the yards still have not fully restored operations to pre-Katrina levels primarily due to a shortage of qualified 
personnel and infrastructure that yards have chosen not to replace. Nevertheless, the Gulf of Mexico region still 
has the highest percentage of multi-purpose construction and repair yards in the country. Orders for vessels are 
averaging a 6 to 12 months delay to begin construction; however, there are several smaller yards in the 
Northeast and the Gulf that have no backlogs and can manage new vessel orders. Very few of these shipyards 
have multiple vessel capacity, and backlogs do not extend beyond 2011. Most of the shipyards on the Atlantic 
Coast that build vessels also have repair capacity; however, there is limited repair capacity in New England. 

Shipyard Construction and Repair Capacity on the Atlantic Coast 
Large vessel construction and small vessel construction most likely would be handled by different shipyards. Yard 
capacity varies from region to region. The industry can meet the demand for a phased-in cycle of new vessels on 
a limited basis up to approximately three units per year using multiple yards in various regions of the U.S. New 
England has new construction capability limited to smaller vessels, but has adequate repair capability for smaller 
vessels and some capacity for larger vessels. A developer should anticipate an 18-month lead time for design, 
contracting, construction and delivery of small vessels and up to 24 months for larger vessels. These projections 
along with the restrictions of the Jones Act will dictate time lines associated with the earliest offshore projects.  
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6 Short-Listing Ports for Further Evaluation 
Based on the evaluation criteria developed for this report and further analysis, the Team concluded that the ports 
of New Bedford and Boston have the greatest potential to support the assembly and installation phases of 
planned and prospective offshore wind energy projects.  

Of the Massachusetts ports described in Section 5 above, six ports (located in DPAs) were selected for further 
consideration. The Massachusetts Port Criteria Evaluation Matrix (see Table 8) clearly demonstrates how these 
six Massachusetts ports compare against each other with respect to the established “hard” criteria. Application of 
the identified “soft” criteria was reserved for only the short-listed ports. 

Table 8 Massachusetts Port Criteria Analysis Matrix 
PARAMETERS PORTS 

Criteria 
First 
Protected 
Harbor 

Tier Harb

Recommended 
Values/Ranges 

s 
Sheltered from 
Weather Conditions 

or Navigational Acces
Boston 

Yes 

New Bedford 

Yes 

Fall River 

Yes 

Gloucester 

Yes 

Salem 

Yes 

Fore River 

Yes 
Shipping 
Vessel 
Channel 
Depth 

Minimum 7.3 m 
(24’) 

12.2 – 13.7 m 
(40' - 45') 

9.1 m 
(30') 

10.7 m 
(40') 

4.9 – 5.8 m 
(16' - 19') 

9.4 m 
(31') 

9.8 m 
(32') 

Overhead 
Clearance 

No Vertical 
Obstruction (NVO) 

NVO, but FAA 
approval 
required NVO 

41 m 
(135') NVO NVO 

53.3 m 
(175') 

Horizontal 
Clearance 

40 m (130') 
(beam plus 
overhang) 

131 m 
(430') 

45.7 m 
(150') 

122 m 
(400') 

61 m 
(200') 

85.3 m 
(280') 

53.3 m 
(175') 

24/7 
Operational 
Ability 24/7 operations Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes 
Exclusive Use 
of Port 
Facility 

Ability to Offer 
Exclusive Use Yes Yes No No No Yes 

Comments  

Second Tier P

Berth Length 

ort Facilities 
Minimum 138 m 
(450’) 

549 m 
(1,800') 

488 m 
(1,600') 

Mt Hope Bridge 
height 
restriction 

189 m 
(620') 

Navigational 
constraints 

427 m 
(1,400') 

Salem DPA 
in full use by 
power plant  

177 m 
(580') 

Fore River 
Bridge height 
restriction 

244 m 
(800') 

Shipping 
Vessel Water 
Depth 

Minimum 7.3 m 
(24’) 

12.2 – 13.7 m 
(40' - 45') 

9.1 m 
(30') 

10.7 m 
(40') 

4.9 – 5.8 m 
(16' - 19') 

9.4 m 
(31') 

9.8 m 
(32') 

Total Wharf 
and Yard 
Upland Area 

4.0 ha 
(10 ac) 

5.7 – 6.9 ha 
(14-17 ac) 

4.0+ ha 
(10+ ac) 

2.8 ha 
(7.0 ac) 

3.2 ha 
(7.8 ac) NA 

44.9 ha 
(111 ac) 

Rail Access Rail Access Limited Limited Yes Yes No Yes 
Highway 
Access Highway Access Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 
Comments  State Pier can 

only 
accommodate 
small cargo 
vessels. 

Limited 
adaptable 
area 

Insufficient 
work area; 
additional 
focus on 
tourism 

Multiple 
berths/ rough 
estimate; 
plans for 
mixed-use 
waterfront 
development 

Legend NVO = No vertical obstruction 
= Criteria not met 

NA = Not available for ROWEI staging 
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6.1 Evaluation of Massachusetts Ports against Hard Criteria 
Protected Harbor: All of the six Massachusetts ports are in protected harbors. The hurricane barrier in New 
Bedford adds an additional layer of protection for portside operations during inclement weather. 

Shipping Channel Depth and Overhead Clearance: Navigational access to Fall River and Fore River is 
constrained by the overhead height restrictions of existing bridges, and the Port of Gloucester does not meet the 
minimum shipping channel depth of 24 feet (indicated by the shaded cells in Table 8). On the other hand, the 
shipping channels of New Bedford and Boston Harbors meet the minimum depth criterion. Both New Bedford and 
Boston Harbor have unobstructed overhead clearance. There are no vertical obstructions, such as bridges and/or 
power lines, which would prohibit offshore wind component delivery and installation vessels, including jack-up 
vessels, from accessing either harbor. However, FAA approval may be required in Boston Harbor because of the 
harbor’s proximity to Logan International Airport. 

Horizontal Clearance: None of the selected ports are restricted by horizontal (lateral) clearances less than 130 
feet. The minimum horizontal clearance criterion eliminated facilities in New Bedford upstream of the New 
Bedford-Fairhaven Bridge (92 feet of lateral clearance). However, the South Terminal at New Bedford Harbor is 
downstream of the New Bedford-Fairhaven Bridge and upstream of the Hurricane Barrier.  

24/7 Operational Ability and Exclusive Use of Port Facility: All ports being evaluated, with the exception of 
the Port of Gloucester, can operate round the clock and all year. The Ports of Gloucester and Salem also did not 
have the ability to offer exclusive use of their facilities.  

Berth Length and Shipping Vessel Water Depth: The established berth length and channel and portside depth 
criteria reflect minimum requirements for accommodating berthing operations. The Port of Gloucester failed to 
meet the depth criterion. All other ports had sufficient length and depth.  

Total Wharf and Yard Upland Area: Landside (upland) port facilities provide storage, staging and assembly 
work areas to facilitate offshore wind farm installation. The Team determined that given sufficient land area, 
storage, assembly, and load bearing issues could be addressed with improvements to the port. Neither Fall River, 
Gloucester, or Salem has sufficient adaptable space for the work area required to support offshore wind farm 
staging. 

Rail Access: None of the Massachusetts ports evaluated for this study has second generation rail access. 
Existing rail lines could be used primarily for delivery of aggregate and related products rather than turbine or 
foundation components. Whereas Fall River, Gloucester, and Fore River have existing freight rail lines to the 
waterfront, Boston and New Bedford currently have limited rail access, and Salem has none. Boston and New 
Bedford submitted TIGER applications for rail extensions; however, the New Bedford rail line will connect the 
existing tracks to the State Pier, but not the South Terminal.  

Highway Access: Road connections are important for transport of ancillary material and equipment, as well as 
personnel. Neither Salem Harbor nor the Fore River Shipyard has sufficient highway access due to roadway 
congestion. There is no highway access within the City of Salem; the nearest highway access to Route 128 is 
along Route 114 in neighboring Peabody. Fore River’s access to the interstate highway network is via Route 3, a 
limited-access roadway that is about two miles away from the Shipyard. 
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Based on the hard criteria established in Section 4 and displayed in Table 8 above, the ports of Fall River, 
Gloucester, Salem, and Fore River fell short of the minimum requirements for navigational access and port 
infrastructure to support offshore wind development activities. The ports of New Bedford and Boston emerged as 
the two short-listed ports.  

6.2 Engineering Cost Analysis of Port Upgrades for Short-Listed Ports 
New Bedford Harbor 
The project team identified two possible locations in New Bedford Harbor that could reasonably meet the 
established criteria, the South Terminal area and the State Pier facility. However, both facilities failed to meet all 
of the criteria and demonstrated deficiencies in their current physical condition. Cost estimates for facility 
improvements were provided by Childs Engineering Corporation.  

South Terminal 
The City of New Bedford has identified the expansion of the South Terminal as a major priority. The City applied 
for a TIGER grant to support its proposed plan to expand the berth by approximately 800 ft and dredge a 30-ft 
deep channel from the main channel to the new berth. The new facility would have significant backland load 
bearing capacity. There are between 14 and 20 acres of land adjacent to the berth. The cost of the new bulkhead 
and dredging is estimated to be approximately $20 million (see the cost analysis conducted for this study, which 
resulted in a comparable estimate), in the Final Report. Additional improvements, including paving, utilities and 
site equipment (such as a large crane), could add an additional $15 million and would provide a “future” life as a 
general cargo or container handling facility. 

State Pier 
The State Pier is constructed with a solid fill core surrounded by a marginal wharf. This construction is typical of 
many old New England ports. The wharf structure is in poor condition according to recent inspections and must 
be replaced or modified. The rebuild options include a repair/replace in kind, which would result in a reasonably 
low deck capacity. The preferred alternative would replace the wharf structure with solid fill behind a new 
bulkhead. A recent study suggested rebuild costs could be from about $12.1 million to more than $52 million. 
The immediate backland is about 7 to 8 acres, which does not meet the landside criterion. This lack of space 
would probably result in material rehandling costs, which would not occur on a larger site. The State Pier would 
best be described as a short-term, but an immediately available site. This solution also anticipates that no repairs 
would be performed and a larger land-based unloading crane would be employed inshore of the wharf structure. 

The Team believes the preferred option for New Bedford is the South Terminal. The site is the most ideal in terms 
of meeting the port criteria established by the Team. The expansion cost is similar to the repair cost for the State 
Pier. However, the South Terminal has significantly more laydown area, which offsets any potential cost savings 
from the State Pier repair/rebuild. 

Boston Harbor 
The project Team identified three possible locations in Boston Harbor that reasonably meet the criteria. These 
include the North Jetty, Dry Dock #4 in the Boston Marine Industrial Park, and the former Coastal Oil site adjacent 
to Conley Terminal on the Reserved Channel. None of these facilities meet all of the defined criteria and each has 
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deficiencies in their current physical conditions. . Cost estimates for facility improvements were provided by 
Childs Engineering Corporation. 

North Jetty 
The North Jetty is constructed with a solid fill core supported by a steel sheet pile bulkhead fronted by a marginal 
wharf. The marginal wharf is comprised of steel h-piles supporting a reinforced concrete super structure. The 
wharf structure is in poor condition and must be replaced or rebuilt to be a viable staging port. The immediate 
backland is about 7 to 8 acres, with an additional 10 or more acres immediately adjacent. A 1996 design 
suggested rebuild costs (in 2010 dollars) would be about $15 million. 

The City included the North Jetty rebuild in its application for a TIGER grant. Although the rebuild will correct 
current deficiencies, it will still leave the wharf with a deck capacity of 600 lb/ft2, which is insufficient for unit 
loading under certain situations. 

Dry Dock #4 
The existing Dry Dock is in very poor condition but could be rebuilt to provide a two sided solid fill pier with almost 
1800 feet of berthing. The Dry Dock would be filled with gravel and new steel sheet piling would be installed 
around the deteriorated bulkheads. The estimated cost to rebuild the site is approximately $20 million. This site 
would provide nominal laydown space, but the solid fill pier has very high ground capacity and the berth has 
“bonus” length. Although the site does not have covered space, there are such structures and warehouses in the 
Boston Marine Industrial Park. 

Dry Dock #4 could accommodate the staging of offshore development with improvements at a reasonable cost. 
However, from a planning perspective, there are potential permitting issues associated with these improvements 
due to Dry Dock #4’s proximity to Logan Airport. Tall equipment, such as cranes, likely will require approvals from 
the FAA. Furthermore, the potential wind farm locations are much closer to New Bedford Harbor than Boston 
Harbor. 

Coastal Oil Site 
The Massachusetts Port Authority owns the former Coastal Oil terminal in South Boston. The site is approximately 
35 acres and has a former oil tanker berth with a water depth in excess of 34 ft. The facility would require a new 
steel sheet pile bulkhead to be adequate for laydown. It also would need re-grading and paving to “cap” any 
environmental issues. The estimated cost for the repairs is approximately $20 million. The site does not have any 
covered space, and there is no covered space on the immediately adjacent parcel. 

The Team believes the preferred option for Boston is Dry Dock #4, which meets most of the established criteria. 
The rebuild cost is similar to the cost of repairs for the North Jetty; however, Dry Dock #4 has significantly more 
berthing space, which offsets any potential repair/rebuild cost savings. 

6.3 Soft Criteria 
The Team examined education and training needs required to support the offshore wind energy industry in 
Massachusetts. We conducted interviews with various educational and training institutions to ascertain the status 
of programs designed specifically for the offshore wind industry. 
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More effective state support for renewable energy has encouraged investment in workforce training at many 
levels. The Massachusetts Maritime Academy is nationally known for its mariner training programs, and a 
regional Marine Renewable Energy Center (MREC) at the University of Massachusetts/ Dartmouth joins the 
resources of some of the region's leading academic institutions, community colleges, and trade unions to 
coordinate and plan appropriate training for this emerging industry. Several public and private academic 
institutions, including the Amherst and Dartmouth campuses of the University of Massachusetts system, Harvard, 
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), the Massachusetts Maritime Academy, and the Woods Hole 
Oceanographic Institute (WHOI), have examined and will continue to explore numerous issues related to offshore 
renewable energy generation, including energy production, facility design, transmission issues, and maritime 
training. 

Understanding that the ocean energy industry is evolving within the U.S. and specifically New England, MREC 
joined forces with Cape Wind, Resolute Marine Energy, Ocean Renewable Power Company, Local 56 Pile Drivers 
Union, the Massachusetts Maritime Academy, the New Bedford Department of Workforce Development, and the 
community college system to form the Ocean Energy Training Task Force. The Task Force meets regularly to 
identify issues and to discuss how best to meet the needs of offshore energy developers, and draws on the 
expertise of each of its members. Significant education and training programs related to offshore renewable 
energy are being developed, and some are currently being offered. 

Massachusetts trade unions have been very active in identifying offshore energy construction needs and 
developing appropriate training courses. For example, Local 56 of the Massachusetts Pile Drivers is a statewide 
organization that has been at the forefront of training workers for offshore energy. Similarly, the International 
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (“IBEW”) Local 103 has demonstrated its leadership in support and training for 
the renewable energy industry through the erection of a publicly visible 100kW wind turbine and the installation 
of a 5.4kW solar roof at its headquarters and Apprentice Training Facility in Dorchester.  

With the state aggressively supporting the development of offshore wind energy through policy initiatives, 
expertise, and financial support, and with academic institutions and trade unions actively developing and 
improving training opportunities, Massachusetts is well situated to respond to a wide variety of technologies used 
to harness renewable energy in offshore waters. Perhaps more relevant, Massachusetts is in a unique position to 
successfully meet the needs of the offshore wind energy industry because of its broad geographic coverage, 
extensive research facilities, in-depth industry expertise, and a trained, flexible work force.  

Soft criteria also include regulatory considerations. Port facility upgrades may require Massachusetts 
environmental review if the project meets or exceeds certain thresholds established by the Massachusetts 
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). A variety of federal, state and local permits also may be required, including, but 
not limited to: 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Section 10 permit for structures in navigable waters, 

• USACE Section 404 permit for discharge of dredged or fill materials into waters of the U.S., 

• Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Determination of No Hazard, 

• Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, 
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• EPA Air Emission permit, 

• Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management (MCZM) Consistency Determination, 

• Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MDEP) Water Quality Certificate, 

• MDEP Chapter 91 License for work in, under, or over flowed or filled tidelands, 

• Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MDOT) Oversize/overweight vehicle permit, 

• Conservation Commission Order of Conditions for alteration of “any bank, fresh water wetland, coastal 
wetland, beach, dune, flat, marsh, meadow, or swamp bordering on the ocean or on any estuary (a broad 
mouth of a river into which the tide flows.), creek, river, stream, pond, or lake, or any land under said 
waters or any land subject to tidal action, coastal storm flowage, or flooding,” and 

• Local zoning, building or utility permits. 
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7 Economic and Tax Effects of Construction and Operating Expenditures 
Based on the criteria and cost analysis presented above, the South Terminal in the Port of New Bedford 
Renewable Energy Marine Park (Figure 8) and Dry Dock #4 in the Port of Boston Marine Industrial Park (Figure 9) 
were selected for further evaluation and discussion. More detailed information about how the team arrived at this 
conclusion can be found in Economic Effects of Offshore Wind Energy and Related Construction and Operating 
Expenditures (FXM Associates 2009), which is Appendix J of the Final Report. 

Figure 8 New Bedford Harbor Figure 9 Boston Harbor 

This section summarizes the economic and fiscal effects of construction and operation of these ports to support a 
ROWEI 130-turbine wind farm.  

Construction and Operating Periods- Economic Effects 
The measures of economic effects are: 

• Output – which comprises business sales less the costs of materials and equipment produced outside 
Massachusetts;  

• Employment – the full-time equivalent jobs expected to be held by Massachusetts residents;  

• Income – the payroll and self-employment earnings of households; and  

• GDP (Gross Domestic Product) – which measures the value added to the Massachusetts economy in 
terms of labor and proprietors’ income, corporate profits, dividends, interest, rent and taxes. 

Expenditures for the assembly and installation of the ROWEI are estimated to increase business output by more 
than $457 million in Massachusetts over the anticipated three-year projected period of construction, provide over 
1700 person years of employment, and generate nearly $163 million in household income statewide. 
Construction of the Port of Boston Dry Dock #4 facility is expected to increase business output by nearly $19 
million, provide over 100 person years of employment and $9.1 million of additional household income in Suffolk 
County. Construction of the South Terminal project in New Bedford Harbor is estimated to expand business 
output by more than $44 million, provide nearly 400 person years of employment, and $19.2 million of additional 
household income in Bristol County over its estimated 2-year construction period.  
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Each year following completion of the ROWEI, expenditures for servicing and maintaining the wind turbines is 
estimated to expand business output in Massachusetts by $27.5 million, provide 110 permanent jobs, and 
generate $6.8 million in household income annually. New Bedford South Terminal port facility operations, 
specifically the handling, storage, and transshipment of prospective new container, break bulk, and bulk cargoes, 
are estimated to expand business output in Bristol County by $15.6 million, provide over 130 permanent jobs, 
and generate $5.9 million in additional household income each year. 

Construction and Operating Periods- Fiscal Effects 
The total direct, indirect, and induced tax effects correspond to the economic effects discussed above. Local 
taxes include property and excise taxes paid to municipalities by workers in the jobs generated by construction 
and operating period employment effects, as well as property and other local taxes paid by the companies 
employing those individuals. State taxes include income and sales taxes paid by individuals as well as payroll, 
income, and other taxes paid by the companies that employ those individuals.  

During the assembly and installation phase of the ROWEI nearly $9 million in taxes to municipalities throughout 
Massachusetts are estimated to be attributable to the direct, indirect and induced economic effects discussed 
above over the projected 3-year construction period of the ROWEI. More than $10 million in taxes paid to the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts over this 3- year period would be attributable to the economic effects of 
construction, and almost $46 million in federal taxes would be stimulated by the construction period economic 
effects. Some additional local, state, and federal taxes would be generated by activity at the staging ports. 
Servicing and maintaining the exemplified offshore wind energy project would generate an annually recurring 
amount of $390,000 in municipal tax receipts throughout Massachusetts, $433,000 in state taxes annually, and 
$2.2 million in new federal taxes each year. 

As can be seen from these projections, the economic and fiscal effects of port development and use are roughly 
comparable for both ports. Therefore, the selection of one port over the other is more likely to be determined by 
the balancing of the soft criteria.  
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8 Summary and Recommendation 
In Massachusetts there are no port facilities ready for turnkey support of offshore wind energy facility 
development at this point in time. However, the opportunity to attract offshore wind deployment exists if 
appropriate investment in relevant port upgrades is made. The Team performed a side-by-side comparison of the 
two short-listed ports and has concluded that the expansion of the South Terminal in the Port of New Bedford 
represents the best opportunity for a Massachusetts port facility to accommodate assembly and installation of 
offshore wind energy projects. Table 9 summarizes the comparison between Dry Dock #4 at the Port of Boston 
and the South Terminal at the Port of New Bedford relative to the hard and soft evaluation criteria developed for 
this study. 

Table 9 Comparison of the Two Short-Listed Ports 

Port of 
Boston Dry 
Dock #4 

New Bedford 
Harbor South 

Terminal Comments 

1st TIER HARD CRITERIA 

Protected Harbor z z Both ports are acceptable. 

Shipping Channel Depth z z Both ports are acceptable. 

Overhead Clearance z z Both ports are acceptable. 

Horizontal Clearance z z Both ports are acceptable. 

24/7 Operational Ability z z Both ports are acceptable. 

Exclusive Use of Port Facility z z Both ports are acceptable. 

2nd TIER HARD CRITERIA 

Berth Length z z Both ports are acceptable. 

Shipping Vessel Water Depth z z Both ports are acceptable. 

Total Wharf and Yard Upland Area z z Both ports are acceptable. 

Rail Access z ~ BRA has a design to expand rail access to Dry 
Dock #4. New Bedford submitted TIGER 
application to extend rail line to State Pier, but 
not to South Terminal. 

Highway Access ~ z Despite adequate highway access to port area, 
the Boston Haul Road currently has vertical/ 
horizontal limitations; however, a new freight 
roadway system is planned. 

Proximity to Construction Site ~ z South Terminal is closer to the planned 
offshore sites than Dry Dock #4 (as of January 
2010). 

SOFT CRITERIA 

Workforce Availability z z

Education and Training Facilities ~ ~ In U.S., education and training programs are 
now being developed for nascent offshore 
renewable energy industry. Given extensive 
research facilities, in-depth industry expertise, 
and trained, flexible work force, Massachusetts 
will be able to successfully meet education and 
training needs. 
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Table 9 Comparison of the Two Short-Listed Ports (continued) 

Port of 
Boston Dry 
Dock #4 

New Bedford 
Harbor South 

Terminal Comments 

Political Climate/Community 
Acceptance 

~ z New Bedford has a Green Port initiative in 
place, has done study on South Terminal 
development, has submitted various proposals 
for infrastructure grants, and has the goal of 
strengthening its economy by focusing on 
renewable energy such as offshore wind.  
The BRA has emphasized a commitment to 
sustainability but may not be focused on the 
seaport. Dry Dock #4 currently has a tenant.  

Regulatory Considerations ~ z Required permits could include, but are not 
limited to: MEPA review; CZM Consistency 
Certification; USACE Section 404 and 10 
Permits, FAA approval; Chapter 91 
License/Permit; Water Quality Certification; 
NPDES Permit; Order of Conditions. 
Certain circumstances at each port may 
eliminate or reduce regulatory process.  
FAA approval at Dry Dock #4 may be 
problematic. 

LEGEND: 
z Acceptable / Most Supportive of offshore wind farm development 
~ Qualified Acceptability / Degree of Supportiveness of offshore wind farm development 
{ Unacceptable / Not Supportive of offshore wind farm development 

With specifically targeted upgrades, both Dry Dock #4 and the South Terminal would have acceptable harbor 
access and the navigational parameters needed to accommodate wind turbine delivery and installation vessels 
(1st Tier Hard Criteria), and both ports are capable of accommodating the assembly and installation of offshore 
wind turbines and foundations (2nd Tier Hard Criteria). An exception at the present time may be Rail and Highway 
Access; however, it is unlikely that rail and highway delivery would be used for large offshore wind generation 
components due to weight and dimensional constraints. Based on available public information as of January 
2010 regarding proposed offshore wind farm sites, the South Terminal at New Bedford Harbor is closer to these 
potential installation sites than is Dry Dock #4 at the Port of Boston. 

With regard to soft criteria, the City of New Bedford is moving ahead with its goal of strengthening its economy by 
focusing on supporting the renewable energy industry at the Port of New Bedford. In Boston, the BRA has 
demonstrated its commitment to environmental sustainability by launching a pilot program to help small 
businesses improve their energy efficiency and sustainability practices. However, this initiative is not focused 
specifically on the seaport. 

Another soft criterion, Regulatory Considerations, involves the environmental review and permitting processes 
that may be required for the port projects. Work in and around Massachusetts waters may require state 
environmental review, if one or more MEPA review thresholds is met or exceeded. Installing and operating an 
offshore wind farm also will require obtaining a number of federal, state, and local permits. MEPA review of a 
major port improvements project could take between six months and one year, depending on the type of MEPA 
review triggered and the amount and intensity of political and community support for the project. Permitting such 
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a project may require a similar amount of time, depending on (among other factors) the complexities of the 
project, the number and length of public comment periods, and the duration of mitigation negotiations that must 
be conducted between the project proponent and the regulatory agencies.  

Since some of the environmental impacts of the South Terminal site have already been assessed by the 
Commonwealth as part of the Superfund cleanup response for the site, MEPA review of the South Terminal 
expansion may be streamlined or limited. The permits required for this project are contingent on its projected 
impacts on regulated resources. The dredging component of the port expansion project may be covered under the 
State Enhanced Remedy CAD Cell Dredge Disposal Approval for the cleanup. However, other permits/approvals 
may still be required. 

If the required upgrades to Dry Dock #4 at the Port of Boston can be defined as maintenance activities authorized 
under existing permits, the regulatory process may be circumvented or limited. Nevertheless, because of its 
proximity to Logan International Airport, obtaining FAA approval of crane heights at Dry Dock #4 could prove to be 
a lengthy process. The level of MEPA review required for the Dry Dock #4 improvements also would depend on 
which thresholds were exceeded, if any. Other permits/approvals may be required.  

Determining the permits applicable to either project was not within the scope of this report. Additional research 
would be required to verify which, if any, permits would be needed. If support of renewable energy and immediate 
job creation are important political objectives in the Commonwealth, it would follow that the port project with the 
shortest regulatory track and the greatest political and community support would emerge as the best project to 
meet those objectives. 

Based on this comprehensive side-by-side comparison, the Team has concluded that the expansion of the South 
Terminal at the Port of New Bedford represents the best opportunity for a Massachusetts port facility to 
accommodate assembly and installation of offshore wind energy projects. In addition, the new facility will provide 
sufficient economic and fiscal benefits to Bristol County and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to make the 
investment attractive and worthwhile. This recommendation does not preclude and should not discourage 
possible future upgrades to Dry Dock #4 at the Port of Boston to service the offshore wind industry as the level of 
offshore construction activities increases and other roles become available. However, at this time, the political 
support, advanced planning effort, proximity to offshore sites, and absence of FAA obstacles have led the Team to 
recommend the South Terminal expansion. 
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9 Path Forward – Preliminary South Terminal Business Plan 
As a follow-up to the recommendation presented above, the Team prepared portions of a preliminary business 
plan for an offshore wind deployment/multi-use cargo facility at the South Terminal at the Port of New Bedford 
(see Port of New Bedford South Terminal Business Plan [FXM Associates 2009], which is Appendix K of the Final 
Report). Specific objectives of this effort were to (1) identify potential cargoes and revenues for the South 
Terminal facility, in addition to those associated with a ROWEI; (2) identify an appropriate governance model for 
multi-use terminal ownership and management; and (3) prepare a preliminary terminal business plan with 
operating pro forma. In addition to the economic and tax effects discussed in Section 7 above, the Team made 
the following findings: 

• A new multi-use cargo facility at the South Terminal site represents the best option in the Port of New 
Bedford for servicing offshore wind energy development projects during the assembly and installation 
phases; 

• A new multi-use port facility at the South Terminal can capture container, break bulk, and bulk cargoes 
not now handled in New Bedford or other Massachusetts ports and can generate income for the Harbor 
Development Commission (HDC) with or without offshore wind energy development projects; 

• The optimal model for governance of a new facility at the South Terminal would be ownership by the New 
Bedford HDC, which would lease offshore wind energy staging and other cargo handling, storage, and 
related facility operations to a qualified private operator. 

• Capital costs for a new multi-use port facility at the South Terminal are estimated to total about $44 
million (in 2009 dollars). Approximately $32 million of this total investment is for land acquisition, 
bulkhead construction and dredging, buildings and site improvements to support offshore wind energy 
installation projects, with an additional $5 million in capital expenditures ($37 million total) functionally 
necessary to attract and support new bulk, break bulk, and container cargoes; 

• Average net operating income to the HDC from the fully-developed South Terminal port facility would total 
about $1.2 million per year during a projected 3-year ROWEI and about $622,000 per year with full cargo 
operations. Potential operating revenues and costs are shown in Table 10; and 

• The South Terminal can cover all of its operating expenses during the ROWEI use of the facility and 
annually thereafter based on non-ROWEI cargo operations. Approximately $12 million of the capital costs 
for the new facility can be supported by annual net operating income combined with income from the 
3-year ROWEI use of the facility. This leaves $32 million of debt that would require financing from other 
sources. 

These components of a “path forward” relative to the development of an expanded multi-use cargo facility at 
the South Terminal address the key findings of a preliminary business plan for port expansion. This study 
demonstrated that the South Terminal at the Port of New Bedford meets the necessary requirements and 
possesses a number of the advantageous characteristics needed to successfully support a developing 
offshore commercial wind farm. The study also identified some areas where this port could make 
modifications and improvements to its harbor or wharf facilities that would further enhance the port’s ability 
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to support offshore wind energy. The path forward would continue the process outlined here, more fully 
develop the elements that were addressed in this study, and consider other important aspects of the port’s 
development that were not considered to be critical to the scope of this study.  

Table 10 South Terminal Operating Income and Expenses 

SOUTH TERMINAL OPERATING INCOME & EXPENSES Offshore Wind 
Installation 

Non  Wind 
Cargoes 

-Offshore

Average Year Annual Operating Income 

Offshore Wind Energy Development (ROWEI) $ 1,500,000 

Container Service $ 280,000  

Break Bulk Program $ 240,000  

Bulk Cargo $ 432,500  

Total Non-ROWEI Cargo $ 952,500  

Average Year Annual Operating Expenses 

HDC Personnel (contract/lessee management) $ 140,000  $ 140,000  

HDC Capital/maintenance reserve at 20% income $ 190,500  $ 190,500  

Average Year Annual Expenses $ 330,500  $ 330,500  

Average Year NET Operating Income 

Offshore Wind Energy Development (ROWEI) $ 1,169,500 

Total Non-ROWEI Cargo $ 622,000  

Source: FXM Associates, RECON™ Input Output Model 

Section 9 of the Final Report provides details of the Team’s findings as a result of our preliminary business 
plan for a multi-use cargo facility at the South Terminal at the Port of New Bedford. 

These components of a “path forward” relative to the development of an expanded multi-use cargo facility at 
the South Terminal address only a few of the key elements of a comprehensive, fully developed business plan 
for port expansion. Additional information relative to these components can be found in the Final Report and 
a number of its appendices. This study demonstrated that the South Terminal at the Port of New Bedford 
meets the necessary requirements and possesses a number of the advantageous characteristics needed to 
successfully support a developing offshore commercial wind farm. The study also identified some areas 
where this port could make modifications and improvements to its harbor or wharf facilities that would further 
enhance the port’s ability to support offshore wind energy. The path forward would continue the process 
outlined here, more fully develop the elements that were addressed in this study, and consider other 
important aspects of the port’s development that were not considered to be critical to the scope of this study. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
In January, 2009, the Massachusetts Clean Energy Center (MCEC)1 acting in concert with 
Massachusetts Renewable Energy Trust (MRET) issued a Request for Proposals for Port and 
Support Infrastructure Analysis for Offshore Energy Development No. 2009-IId-01 (“RFP”). This 
RFP outlined the context for this study, stating “Offshore wind energy is the most viable option 
available for developing utility-scale renewable energy electric generating facilities to the 
densely populated states along the Eastern seaboard in the near term.” In the context of a 
widespread, growing interest in reversing the climate effects of fossil fuels and federal and state 
incentive policies and programs that promote growth in the use of renewables for electricity 
generation, the overall goal of this study is to identify port facilities in Massachusetts that have 
the ability to support offshore renewable energy development. This study also seeks to explore 
the feasibility and economic development potential, as well as the economic impacts, of planned 
and potential port and landside facilities at short-listed Massachusetts ports. 

For this first-of-its-kind study of infrastructure to support offshore wind, the MCEC contracted 
with Tetra Tech EC, Inc. and a team of specialized professionals (collectively “the Team”) to 
analyze the ability of Massachusetts port facilities to support the anticipated development of 
commercial scale offshore wind generation facilities along the northeast Atlantic coast. This 
study provides the results of the Team’s efforts to analyze and integrate information from 
current industry participants, such as potential developers and turbine manufacturers, with 
information from ongoing European offshore energy developments (see Figure 1-1) to 
characterize the parameters of ports and associated facilities. These parameters for existing 
ports and facilities in Massachusetts were then compared to determine which facilities may best 
be able to support commercial offshore wind development and what specific improvements may 
be required to better support offshore wind and other marine energy projects. This report 
presents the approach, analysis, and findings of the study that resulted in the identification of 
two Massachusetts port facilities, which were subsequently evaluated in more depth. This report 
further provides the MCEC with recommendations for direct port investment in support of 
offshore wind energy generation. 

Marine-based wind energy generation has the advantage as a renewable energy source 
because it is closer to commercial deployment than other marine-based renewable energy 
generation approaches, such as tidal and wave technology. Furthermore, the large scale of 
equipment and components required for wind generation (i.e. the blades, foundations and 
towers) means that if a port could physically support offshore wind generation it also would likely 
meet the requirements for other offshore renewable energy technologies. Therefore, this study 
focused primarily on how Massachusetts ports can meet the requirements of offshore wind 
energy generation projects. The needs related to transmission line construction and 
interconnection to the power grid are outside the scope of this report. Integrating power from 
offshore wind generation into the Massachusetts power transmission system raises other issues 
of concern in terms of who should invest in such construction and how the costs of such 
investments might be allocated. A separate report administered by MCEC analyzes the issues 
related to offshore wind power transmission investment. The 2009 Summary Report - Strategic 

1 The RFPs for both studies were originally advertised and the selection process administered by the 
Massachusetts Technology Collaborative (MTC), MTC subsequently transferred staff and the project to 
the MCEC. 
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Options for Investments in Transmission in Support of Offshore Wind Development in 
Massachusetts provides an analysis of the transmission investment issues (The Analysis 
Group, Inc. et al. 2009). 

Figure 1-1 Installed Nysted Windfarm 
(Source: A2Sea) 

The focus of this analysis was to specifically determine: 

•	 The required characteristics of a port facility to be considered an appropriate staging 
point for construction of offshore wind generation facilities; 

•	 The primary differences between traditional port facility features and those required for 
delivery, storage, handling and deployment of very large wind farm components; 

•	 The potential impacts to ports resulting from purpose-built installation and component 
delivery vessels (now and in the future); 

•	 The set of port facilities in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts that could be upgraded 
or expanded to be considered relevant staging points;  

•	 The estimated costs for required upgrades or expansions at the ports that are the 
leading candidates for supporting offshore wind development; and 

•	 The ability of facility improvements to attract wind farm developers, government 
investment, and ensure an appropriate return on investment. 

1-2
 



 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

  
 
 

 

 
  

 

Clean Energy Center Port and Infrastructure Analysis for Offshore Wind Energy Development 

2.0 BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT 
The Northeast Atlantic coastal waters, including those off Massachusetts, are a national focus of 
the offshore wind industry. This interest is based primarily on the relatively shallow water of the 
continental shelf, favorable wind characteristics, and relative proximity to large electrical load 
centers. Those Massachusetts ports possessing the facilities, land area, and navigational 
characteristics necessary for the assembly and transport of wind turbine components, and for 
long-term operation and maintenance needs, are well-positioned to serve the emerging 
demands of the offshore wind energy industry. 

In April 2009 the United States (U.S.) Department of the Interior, Minerals Management Service 
(MMS) issued final regulations on “Renewable Energy and Alternative Uses of Existing Facilities 
on the Outer Continental Shelf (Final Rule),” establishing a process for leasing submerged lands 
for renewable energy projects on the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS). The Final Rule outlines the 
requirements for limited (short-term – for testing and characterizing) and commercial (long-term 
– for power generation) leases and the bidding and regulatory procedures a wind developer 
must follow to obtain rights to a wind farm development site on the OCS. Current and future 
activities of potential developers of offshore wind generation facilities and MMS’s Final Rule 
provide a context within which to evaluate offshore wind energy development in waters off the 
Massachusetts Coast and along the Atlantic Seaboard. 

The Massachusetts Ocean Management Plan (OMP) was released on January 4, 2010 by the 
Commonwealth’s Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA OMP 2009). The 
OMP establishes new protections for environmental resources and sets parameters for the 
development of community-scale and commercial-scale offshore wind energy and other 
infrastructure in Commonwealth waters.  

OMP identifies and designates areas such as: 

• Prohibited Areas; 
• Renewable Energy Areas; and 
• Multi-Use Areas. 

Offshore Wind Energy Areas identified in the OMP are specifically designated for commercial 
wind energy facilities, which are defined as eleven or more turbines. This designation 
recognizes the need to provide opportunity for renewable energy generation at a meaningful 
scale while being cognizant of potential environmental impacts. Two Offshore Wind Energy 
Areas were identified in the OMP based on the presence of suitable wind resource and water 
depth and the absence of conflict with other uses or sensitive resources. These areas are 
located approximately one nautical mile offshore in the vicinity of the southern end of the 
Elizabeth Islands and southwest of Nomans Land Island (located just southwest of Martha’s 
Vineyard) (see Figure 2-1). These areas could accommodate approximately 150 3.6 MW 
turbines at full build-out (EOEEA OMP pp 2-2). Commercial scale wind farms are restricted to 
the Wind Energy Areas. 

This study considered the OMP Offshore Wind Energy Areas as possible offshore wind 
construction sites. Distances to the these sites (measured in nautical miles) were calculated 
from the ports of Gloucester, Salem, Boston, Fore River, Fall River, and New Bedford, MA, and 
from Portland, ME, Quonset/Davisville, RI, Philadelphia, PA, New York, NY, and Norfolk, VA. 
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Offshore Wind 
Energy Areas 

Figure 2-1 Massachusetts Ocean Management Plan Offshore Wind Energy Areas 
(Source: Based on EOEEA OMP, 2009) 
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The Team recognized the potential for these sites to be developed for offshore wind energy and 
the implications of that development on the demand for port and offshore support infrastructure. 
Massachusetts ports with the potential to satisfy the infrastructure requirements of the offshore 
wind energy industry would be well-positioned to support construction in the Offshore Wind 
Energy Areas.  

Developers have yet to construct any offshore wind commercial generation facilities in U.S. 
waters (so far only meteorological towers have been constructed to test wind characteristics). 
As such, U.S. port facilities have yet to stage construction for any offshore wind farms. Other 
than the import of landside wind farm components, East Coast ports have no experience in 
handling, storing or assembling offshore wind generation components. Therefore, the 
experience gained at European ports that are servicing offshore wind facilities and at the U.S. 
Gulf of Mexico ports staging construction for the offshore petroleum industry have formed the 
basis of the Team’s analysis of the port infrastructure needed to support the East Coast offshore 
wind industry. The combination of massive turbine component sizes, the trend toward 
production of much larger components (such as blades with lengths approaching 90 meters), 
and the expectation that stateside developers intend to skip pilot scale offshore facilities (which 
would present learning opportunities) in favor of full-scale production projects, complicates the 
Commonwealth’s preparation for this new industry. The physical constraints in and around 
Massachusetts ports also suggest that their ability to cost-effectively stage such offshore 
construction will take both physical improvements and attentive problem solving. 

The Team’s approach to addressing these questions and specific needs of the industry involved 
a sequential approach that considered: 

•	 Assessment of Offshore Wind Energy Port Infrastructure Needs – Section 3.0 of this 
study provides an overview of the current industry, site conditions along the eastern U.S. 
coastline, and vessel characteristics and constraints for transport, installation and 
maintenance of offshore wind farms.  

•	 Evaluation Criteria – Section 4.0 describes the “hard” and “soft” criteria that were used to 
evaluate specific port facilities. These criteria include port utilization, staging 
requirements, navigational access, distance to the installation site, and rail/highway 
access for component delivery to port facilities. 

•	 Inventory of Port Facilities in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts – Section 5.0 
outlines the general characteristics of six port facilities, along with their navigational 
constraints and rail and highway access. This section also provides the distance from 
each port to a Representative Offshore Wind Energy Installation (ROWEI) 130-turbine 
wind farm. 

•	 Short-listing of Ports for Further Evaluation – Section 6.0 considers the information 
developed in the needs assessment and the port inventory against the evaluation criteria 
to short-list two ports for further consideration. Section 6.0 also includes an engineering 
cost analysis of port upgrades, along with a description of educational, training and 
research organizations that will support offshore wind energy activities in the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts.  

•	 Economic and Tax Effects of Construction and Operating Expenditures – Section 7 
provides an analysis of the estimated costs for required upgrades at the two short-listed 
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ports, in addition to the economic and tax effects of these activities on the 
Commonwealth. 

•	 Summary and Recommendation – Section 8.0 contains a summary of the Team’s 
findings, along with a final comparison of the two short-listed port facilities to the 
evaluation criteria developed for this study. 

•	 Path Forward – Section 9.0 contains a preliminary high-level business plan for the 
recommended port and suggests a path forward that would consider other important 
aspects of the port’s development that were not within the scope of this study. 

•	 References cited in this report are listed in Section 10.0.  
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3.0 	 ASSESSMENT OF OFFSHORE WIND ENERGY PORT INFRASTRUCTURE 
NEEDS 

Any port to be used to support offshore wind energy development must be capable of meeting a 
number of physical and operational requirements relating to navigation, scale of operations, 
physical space, ancillary support facilities, and other considerations. This section reviews a 
number of the key features and characteristics of commercial offshore wind farm development 
to provide a basis for identifying port criteria that would be either required or highly desirable for 
supporting that development. 

3.1 	 Introduction to Offshore Wind Energy and Similar Offshore Activities 

This section provides a description of wind farm components and the issues affecting their 
delivery and deployment, explains how other offshore industries offer insight into navigational 
and port requirements for offshore wind development, discusses proposed offshore wind 
projects and site conditions at these locations, provides an overview of currently available 
vessels, and discusses the constraints and requirements of installation, import and auxiliary 
vessels for the offshore wind industry.  

3.1.1	 Wind Farm Components 

A wind energy system transforms the kinetic energy of the wind into mechanical or electrical 
energy that can be harnessed for practical use. Mechanical energy is most commonly used for 

pumping water in rural or remote locations. The "farm 
windmill" that is still seen in many rural areas of the 
United States is a wind-powered water pumper, but it 
can also be used for many other purposes (e.g., 
grinding grain, sawing). If this mechanical energy is 
converted into electricity, the machine is called a wind 
turbine. Wind electric turbines generate electricity for 
homes and businesses and for sale to utilities. Wind 
turbines, including offshore wind turbines, primarily 
consist of a rotor (with blades on a hub), a nacelle, 
tower, foundation and associated electronic equipment 
(see Figure 3-1). Most turbines use a three-bladed 
rotor that is connected through the drive train to the 
electrical generator that is housed in the nacelle. 
Offshore wind turbines are typically designed to also 
have extra space within the nacelle to allow access for 
maintenance. The associated electronic controls for the 
system are housed in the nacelle and in land-based 
control buildings. The cylindrical, self-supporting, 
tubular tower supports the turbine rotor and nacelle 

Figure 3-1 Primary Components of an Offshore Wind Turbine 
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and provides a sheltered interior for the cables, controls and access way to the nacelle for 
maintenance and repairs. Cabling, transformers, interconnect equipment, meteorological 
tower(s) and a substation are the major components of any wind turbine system. 

Figure 3-2 Types of Foundation for Offshore Wind Turbines 

Offshore wind turbines are typically larger than 2 MW in generation capacity. In this analysis, 
the Team primarily considered 3 MW or 3.6 MW turbines, as these are typical of the sizes 
currently being deployed. Examples of current wind turbines in this range are the Siemens 
SWT-3.6-107 turbine or the Vestas V112- 3MW turbine. Next generation wind turbines for 
offshore deployment are expected to be 5 MW and greater in generation capacity. For the 
purposes of this study, a minimum offshore wind turbine array was assumed to consist of ten 
turbines. Based upon discussions with current and future developers, larger wind farm arrays 
would include from 60 to 150 turbines.  

Various foundation structures can be used depending on the seabed geology, the wind/wave 
conditions, and water depth at the site. Four standard types of offshore foundations currently 
exist (see Figure 3-2): 

• Monopile; 
• Gravity-Based; 
• Multi-Leg – Tripod or Jacket; and 
• Floating. 
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Offshore wind turbine foundation technology is being developed from the structural foundations 
already in use in the offshore petroleum extraction industry, mainly from the use of piles and 
jackets. Foundation types for wind turbines, like those for petroleum extraction platforms, vary 
with water depth. Deep water technologies, such as semi-submersible and floating platform 
technologies, are being explored for the offshore wind industry. However, there are differences 
between stabilization requirements of petroleum extraction platforms and wind turbine towers. 
The torque of the rotating blades of the wind turbine adds stresses to the structure that makes 
stabilization of the towers more difficult. The State of Maine is currently exploring the use of 
floating turbine technology, specifically because of the deep water environment found in the Gulf 
of Maine (University of Maine 2009). The technology used for floating and anchored structures 
has also been modified for new applications such as deep water Liquified Natural Gas (LNG) 
ports. Anchor systems used for petroleum and LNG ports could also be adapted for wind turbine 
applications to anchor structures at deep water locations. 

Monopiles and gravity-based foundations are commonly used in shallow and transitional water 
with water depths up to 30 m (approximately 100 feet). Monopile foundations are already 
heavily used for offshore wind in Europe. Multi-pile configurations with broader bases (such as 
tripods, jackets, mono-towers and suction bucket support structures) are used where the water 
depth is 30 to 60 m (approximately 100 to 200 feet). Floating turbines may also become feasible 
long-term options for deep water installations greater than 60 m (200 feet) deep. These floating 
turbine structures would be secured to the ocean floor via guy wires, mooring lines, or taut 
tension legs, which in turn would be fastened to anchors or gravity-based platforms (U.S. 
Offshore Wind Collaborative 2009, p. 23). Most of the developers that were interviewed for this 
study indicated they plan to use monopiles for their currently proposed offshore wind farms. 
Deepwater Wind expects to use monopiles for its proposed Block Island project and jacket 
foundations for its deeper water Delaware project (Tetra Tech 2009b).  

3.1.2 Wind Turbine Component Delivery and Deployment 

Port infrastructure needs must consider the logistics of wind turbine component delivery and the 
sequencing of installation and construction. Currently, very few offshore wind turbine 
components are manufactured in the United States that are large enough to be suitable for a 
commercial offshore wind farm. Manufacturers such as Siemens, Vestas, REPower, Clipper 
Windpower, General Electric, Northern Power Systems, and Multibrid currently have little 
incentive to set up large scale offshore wind component manufacturing operations for offshore 
wind development in the United States until developers are ready to place orders and purchase 
components at a rate that makes the investment in a manufacturing facility financially attractive 
(based on Team discussions with manufacturers). Vestas has been manufacturing turbine 
components in the United States for a couple of years and Siemens and General Electric 
(among other manufacturers) are currently developing domestic manufacturing facilities for wind 
turbine towers and nacelles in the United States. Some of these new facilities are expected to 
become operational in 2010. However, these facilities will likely focus on landside wind turbines 
in the short term. Therefore, this analysis assumes that almost all turbine component pieces for 
offshore wind farms in the near future would be delivered from Europe. 

Suppliers are expected to ship turbines from European manufacturing facilities to the United 
States in pieces (e.g., the tower sections, nacelle, hub, individual blades) aboard crane-
equipped, open hatch cargo vessels. These vessels can accommodate from four to eight 
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nacelles, hubs and blades depending on the size of the vessel. As discussed below, the draft 
and beam of these vessels (referred to as either “import” or “delivery” vessels) must be 
accommodated by the port of delivery (see Appendix A, Vessel Requirements for Offshore Wind 
Farm Construction and Maintenance). Component pieces will be offloaded upon delivery and 
placed in a storage area. Onshore assembly of the wind turbine parts makes use of land-based 
cranes. Turbine towers have their own storage requirements, including specific brackets. 
Components assembled in the storage areas require relocation to the quayside via onshore 
cranes before being loaded onto the installation vessels. Smaller wind turbine component 
pieces and scour protection aggregate could be transported to the onshore staging port by 
existing rail or truck. 

Foundations and transition pieces tend to be manufactured and delivered separately from the 
turbines, although there may be some manufacturing overlap with towers. Currently, no 
operational rolled steel manufacturing facilities on the East Coast have been identified that 
operate at a scale suitable for manufacturing the towers and structural components of a large 
offshore wind farm. Since there is still no firm demand for the number and size of monopiles 
necessary to construct a 60 to 150 turbine wind farm, foundation suppliers also currently lack an 
incentive to set up an East Coast production facility.  

Existing domestic and foreign suppliers may deliver foundations fully assembled or ready for 
assembly. These sections or components would be shipped in on large barges from the Gulf of 
Mexico, Europe, or Malaysia. A potential scenario for monopiles delivery would include shipping 
‘cans’ or small sections of rolled steel from Europe or Malaysia by barge for welding and 
assembly at the staging port. Similarly, jacket piles could be shipped as unassembled bars from 
the Gulf of Mexico to the staging port to save cargo space and be welded together there. 
Depending on the type and point of origin, foundation component delivery to the staging port 
may also be performed using more traditional means such as barges, rail, or truck. Rail and 
truck options are limited to bulk concrete components, or sectional pieces such as iron bars or 
flat sheets of steel. Fully assembled foundations have dimensions that preclude their delivery by 
rail and truck. 

Developers do not necessarily have to stage foundations for offshore deployment out of the 
same port that is staging the turbine construction. The value of the convenience of utilizing a 
common port or port facility generally would not outweigh the cost savings associated with 
improved logistics, less assembly, and minimizing storage space and handling needs. Barges 
may also be used conveniently for foundation storage in certain situations. Foundations can be 
delivered and/or stored on barges fully assembled, then tugged out to the installation site with 
less handling. 

Ample storage at the staging port is needed to support routine logistical inventories. For 
example, Vestas stated that it would generally require 20 turbines to be assembled ahead of 
time before transport to the installation site (Tetra Tech EC 2009-2010a). Weather conditions at 
the installation site, including wind and wave action, can disrupt deployment and installation 
activity. This possibility translates into a need for increased landside storage capacity to 
accommodate a backlog of turbine and foundation component deliveries. 
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3.1.3 General Sequence of Offshore Construction and Installation Activities 

The sequence of offshore wind turbine construction begins with the installation of foundations. 
Foundations can be delivered from the staging port by either a standard barge or on the 
installation vessel. A jack-up barge with a crane creates a stable work platform for the 
placement. Traditionally, these vessels have been used in the U.S. marine construction industry 
in contrast to the specialized vessels that are generally preferred by European offshore wind 
developers for turbine installation. The foundation installation methodology depends on the 
foundation type. Each type of foundation requires tailored installation procedures and 
equipment. A monopile foundation, for example, would require pile drivers (see Figure 3-3). 
After foundation installation, the transition piece gets attached to the top of the foundation, 
creating a level connection surface for the towers. See Appendix A for details of other 
installation types. 

As previously noted, turbine 
components may be transported 
from the staging port to the 
installation site in various stages of 
assembly. Appendix A provides 
more details of these transport 
options. In general, options are 
defined by the capabilities of the 
particular installation vessel, 
preferences of the manufacturer for 
sub-assembly configurations, and 
site-specific navigation constraints. 
On-site assembly cuts down on 
transport risk, but entails other risks 
associated with assembly in the 
marine environment. Similarly, 
assembly in the controlled 
environment of the staging port 
results in more difficult and risky 
transport, but less risk at the 
installation site. Turbine 
manufacturers and contractors with 
experience in European wind farm 
construction prefer to use 
specialized vessels for turbine 
installation. Installation vessels need 
to be stabilized (i.e., with jack-up 

Figure 3-3 	 Monopile Being Driven In with a Menck 
Hammer 
(Source: Courtesy of A2Sea) 
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legs) and have a crane or cranes able to lift a 3 MW or 3.6 MW nacelle (which weighs 
approximately 135 to 185 metric tons (mt) (approximately 150 to 200 tons)) into place so that 
the blades can be attached. Delivering and installing fully assembled turbines on towers 
requires greater lifting capabilities of up to 275 mt (approximately 300 tons). It should be noted 
that a 5 MW nacelle, which may be employed in future systems, weighs 360 to 390 mt 
(approximately 400 to 430 tons). 

The unassembled deployed wind turbine components are then assembled at the offshore site. 
The foundations are installed first, followed by the transition piece, the tower, the hub, and the 
nacelle. Next the blades are attached to the hub and the assembled rotor is hoisted and 
attached to the nacelle. However, as was noted, the turbine components also can be 
transported partially or fully assembled to the site.  

Purpose-built vessels (vessels designed specifically for the offshore wind industry) for wind 
turbine installation are not currently available in the United States. Additionally, it is not expected 
that a U.S. purpose-built vessel will exist in time for the initial construction of utility scale wind 
generation facilities on the East Coast. Construction costs for these vessels range from 
$40 million ($40M) to $80M for tugged vessels and $150M to $250M for self-propelled vessels 
(see Appendix A). Like other offshore wind turbine components, the incentive to build a 
purpose-built installation vessel will depend on the amount of actual demand for their use and 
the potential return on such investment. Existing U.S. built jack-up vessels were built for the oil 
and gas industry and are less than optimal for offshore wind turbine installation, but they could 
be used for the initial deployments for East Coast offshore wind construction. However, the use 
of these existing vessels involves more risk and would require more installation time than 
purpose-built vessels. Rental rates for installation vessels are high and developers will attempt 
to maximize the utilization of the vessels when leased. This factor, along with the ever present 
possibility of weather and seasonal delays, indicates that the staging port must be available 
24 hours per day and 7 days per week. Both the availability of wind turbine components and 
delivery and construction vessels are critical elements of the offshore wind energy supply chain. 

3.1.4	 Forecasts and Future Trends in Offshore Wind Energy Affecting Port 
Requirements 

Proposed offshore wind projects in Europe and North America for 2015 are forecasted to reach 
40 gigawatt (GW), of which the United States is expected to undertake projects totaling more 
than 2 GW (Infocast, U.S. Offshore Wind Report 2009, p. 6). The European Wind Energy 
Association (EWEA) has set a target for 2020 of 40 GW of offshore wind capacity. European 
offshore demand for 2010 is forecasted to reach 10 GW. This implies a European need for 
30 GW or more over a 5-year span, which cannot be supported by current manufacturing 
capacity (EWEA, Oceans of Opportunity 2009, p. 44). However, the offshore wind industry will 
need to deploy upwards of 10,000 structures by 2020 to meet the minimum forecasted 
European demand. The current offshore manufacturing industry cannot deliver this number of 
structures due to insufficient capacity. (EWEA, Oceans of Opportunity 2009, p. 49). Additional 
manufacturing facilities and related industrial capacity are needed to meet the forecasted 
European and North American demand. 

Offshore development costs depend significantly on the price of the substructures. For example, 
foundations represent 25 percent and 34 percent of total investment costs for 5 MW and 2 MW 
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systems installed in 25 m of water, respectively (Papalexandrou 2008, Economic analysis of 
offshore wind farms, KTH Royal Institute of Technology [Sweden] (KTH) School of Energy and 
Environment, in partnership with Ecofys). The economics of offshore wind development tend to 
favor larger machines (potentially in the range of 5 MW to 10 MW in the future, with less 
emphasis on design features (such as aesthetics and sound emission level) than for onshore 
wind turbines (EWEA, Oceans of Opportunity 2009, p. 44). Current technology suggests that 
increases in turbine power rating are commensurate with incremental increases in turbine size.  

3.1.5 Similar Offshore Activities 

Offshore wind generation is a new marine industry on the Eastern Seaboard and will be added 
into a region that has historically been heavily dependent on maritime industry and commerce. 
As a new industry, however, offshore wind will require specialized equipment, services and 
labor not currently available in any U.S. ports. Understanding what will be needed to support 
both short-term construction and long-term operational and maintenance activities involves 
learning from the recent experience of European offshore wind projects, as well as identifying 
similar services and activities already associated with existing marine industries here in the 
United States. 

There are a number of marine industries currently in operation in the waters offshore of the 
United States, each with its own specialized port requirements. These industries include, but are 
not limited to, petroleum extraction, LNG off loading or storage, commercial shipping, and 
commercial fishing. Each marine industry is specialized, requiring differing shore-side support 
as well as different configurations for the appropriate offshore environment. However, 
comparing and contrasting the needs of these industries with European experience can 
increase our understanding of the port-related requirements for offshore wind development and 
the potential utilization of the available marine industrial capabilities in the US. For instance, 
wind turbine foundations are comparable to offshore petroleum structures. Shore-side 
infrastructure for construction and maintenance of offshore wind farms is similar to that needed 
for commercial shipping and large-scale commercial fishing operations. Additionally, port 
requirements for maintenance and support of offshore wind farms would be similar to those for 
offshore LNG ports and petroleum platforms. 

3.1.5.1 Offshore Energy Industry in the US 

Petroleum Extraction 

Petroleum extraction is well established in the United States, especially in the Gulf of Mexico. 
There is a broad range of off shore platform designs, and their structural design has evolved 
over time. In general, the petroleum extraction platforms in the Gulf of Mexico are designed for 
water depths of 60 to 190 m (approximately 200 to 600 feet) (MMS 2009). However, platforms in 
deeper water up to 2,450 m (approximately 8,000 feet) also exist (MMS 2009). These deep 
water platforms are built using pre-fabricated modules. The super-structure is pre-assembled on 
land and transported to the field site for final assembly. These structures are comprised of 
different modules, typically partitioned into crew housing and process or control functions. 
Petroleum platforms are often built in clusters, centered on a developed well. Assembly is 
intensive due to the multiple connections required between modules, clustered platforms, and 
the well. Steel construction is preferred for the platform superstructure while concrete is limited 
to the platform foundations. Shallow foundations are commonly constructed using piles that 
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anchor the superstructure or jack-up platforms on the seabed. Deeper platforms require semi-
submersible elements or floating devices anchored to the seabed to fix the position of the 
platform. Platform assembly is generally accomplished using specialty vessels, including jack-
up cranes, tow boats, and large barges. Special heavy lift vessels are needed to transport the 
large assemblies, such as the pre-fabricated modules. Jack-up cranes or crane vessels lift the 
pre-fabricated modules into place. Platform modules are purposefully designed to have a 
minimum number of tie-ins to minimize field assembly efforts.  

Large ports play an important role in the operation and maintenance of these petroleum 
extraction platforms. Major petroleum companies with a number of offshore platforms maintain 
permanent access to their own shore-side terminals that are capable of berthing vessels from 
90 to over 185 m (approximately 300 to over 600 feet) in length with drafts that can exceed 
11 m (36 feet). The accessibility and use of onshore facilities is critical to supporting petroleum 
extraction. Considering the premium that is placed on the space available on offshore platforms, 
activities aboard are typically minimized to assure operational efficiency and safety. All other 
materials are supplied from storage facilities at nearby ports, ready to be shipped out when and 
as needed. Because of this, ports receiving and delivering large petroleum extraction 
components and platform modules require large areas for yard storage, large dock heavy lift 
capability, and berthing for other construction and maintenance vessels. These requirements 
are similar to those for supporting offshore wind development on a commercial scale. 

LNG Ports 

The importation of LNG into U.S. markets has recently begun to favor fixed locations in 
deepwater offshore locations. These deepwater ports offer easy access, improved safety and 
reduced visibility to coastal residents. Deepwater LNG ports typically consist of re-gasification 
equipment, LNG vessel anchorage, and pipeline delivery systems to shore-based storage and 
distribution pipelines. Many technologies have been proposed for re-gasification, including 
barged equipment, modified petroleum platforms, island structures, and underwater riser 
assemblies. Northeast Gateway (NEG) Deepwater LNG Port is currently operating off the 
Massachusetts coast. Another similar deepwater LNG port facility is being planned in the area 
by Neptune LNG. Both of these facilities are located approximately 8.7 nm (10 miles) due east 
of Boston. The technology used for the NEG port is an underwater riser assembly that acts as 
anchorage and gas delivery system to a sub-sea delivery pipeline. Two such riser assemblies 
were constructed, and are anchored in place much like anchored floating petroleum platforms. 
Construction of the NEG Port required a large 110 m (approximately 350 foot) pipeline lay barge 
for offshore pipeline construction, anchoring vessels, and diver support vessels. Crew vessels 
provided provisions, material and transit for the 150 to 300 person crew throughout the 
construction operations. Specialized 275 m (900 feet) long LNG re-gasification vessels moor to 
the riser/mooring assembly during gas delivery operation. Support and security vessels for the 
NEG Port are based out of Boston, and are deployed to provide safety and security. Shore-
based facilities are minimal for operation of the NEG Deepwater Port. However, construction of 
the deepwater port required layout, staging areas, and crew deployment from multiple ports. 

3.1.5.2 Commercial Shipping 

Commercial shipping requires large, mobile vessels exporting and importing bulk cargo to ports 
throughout the world. Vessels range from under 215 to over 300 m (approximately 700 to over 
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1,000 feet) in length. Ports that receive and deliver cargo require large areas for yard storage 
and wharf frontage. Vessels calling on commercial shipping ports must also be able of pass 
under vertical obstructions such as bridges. In the United States, vertical obstructions are 
typically standardized by the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) to maintain a minimum clearance of 
approximately 41 m (135 feet) (Coast Pilot specification).  

Commercial shipping ports such as Boston require distribution and warehousing facilities for the 
handling of roughly 1.2 million mt (1.3M tons) of general cargo, 1.4 million mt (1.5M tons) of 
non-fuels bulk cargo, and 11.6 million mt (12.8M tons) of bulk fuel cargo per year 
(Massachusetts Port Authority 2009). The Port of New York and New Jersey handles 5.3 million 
loaded and unloaded twenty-foot equivalent units (TEUs) per year (Port Authority of New York 
and New Jersey 2009). Trucking and rail access facilitate shipment of cargo over land. The Port 
of New York and New Jersey also boasts 54 container cranes that can handle all types of cargo, 
135 to 320 mt (approximately 150 to 350 ton) capacity cranes, and the largest heavy-lift crane 
on the East Coast (an approximately 900 mt (1,000 ton) rated-capacity Chesapeake 1000). 
Donjon Marine Co. Inc. cranes have handled large bulk cargo including 365 mt (400 ton) 
General Electric Co. and Siemens generator units that were transported to the port via 
oceangoing vessels (Port Authority of New York and New Jersey 2009). 

3.1.5.3 Commercial Fishing Factory Vessels 

Commercial fishing is conducted by vessels ranging from very small, 1 or 2 man crew ships to 
large factory vessels. Shore-based support for these operations varies widely considering the 
large diversity of vessel types. Large factory vessels have similar shore-side requirements as 
commercial shipping. Consequently, commercial fishing operation requirements are very 
comparable to offshore wind operational and maintenance needs. However, offshore wind 
generation support needs are much smaller in scale than the warehousing and wharf frontage 
needed for commercial shipping. Frozen fish products also require freezer containment for 
offloaded cargo. In Rhode Island, Seafreeze Ltd. utilizes berthing space for two 45 m 
(approximately 150 feet) processing vessels, warehousing cold storage capacity of 
approximately 10.4 million kg (23 million pounds), offloading cranes, and truck and rail access 
(Seafreeze Ltd. 2009). 

3.1.5.4 Submarine Transmission Cables 

Additionally, technologies and construction techniques used for submarine pipeline installation 
may have similarities, in terms of lay-down area and construction vessel size, to those needed 
for high-capacity submarine transmission cable installation required for the offshore wind 
industry. 

3.1.5.5 Implications 

Offshore wind power generation will require specialized labor and equipment for construction 
and operation. Specialized training will be required to successfully construct and operate safely 
and efficiently in the marine environment. The basic skill-set exists, to a certain extent, within 
the maritime industry and Merchant Marine. Local universities (including the Massachusetts 
Maritime Academy) and labor unions could modify existing training courses to create and 
maintain a qualified labor force specifically geared to service a growing offshore wind industry. 
But establishing programs in anticipation of the offshore wind industry is unlikely. 
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Petroleum extraction platforms are currently assembled using specialized heavy lift vessels. 
Similar vessels will be required for the construction of wind turbines. Vessels currently in the 
fleet (including jack-up cranes, tow boats, and large barges) have the potential to be modified 
for use as construction platforms for wind turbines (especially for initial installations). While such 
modifications can be made to existing vessels, the specialized construction techniques and 
heavy lift needs of offshore wind turbine construction may make the modification option 
expensive and potentially risky as compared to purpose-built vessels. The option of applying 
modified existing equipment may also be limited to smaller construction projects in near-shore 
environments. Purpose-built construction vessels for offshore wind turbine construction would 
most likely, be more cost effective, less risky, and flexible in terms of operational capabilities. 

As with petroleum extraction, commercial shipping and factory fishing port facilities, offshore 
wind construction lay down and port requirements are fairly significant. To support the offshore 
wind industry, significant lay down areas will be required for the assembly and storage of large 
wind turbine components. It is estimated based on discussions with major offshore wind turbine 
manufacturers in Europe that a minimum of 8.1 hectares (approximately 20 acres) would be 
needed for assembly and storage of these components assuming component delivery is 
scheduled so that the portside assembly area only needs capacity for a fraction of the total wind 
farm components at any given time (based on interviews with developers). Large-capacity 
cranes will also be needed to move turbine components such as nacelles and tower pieces. 
Yard and wharf facilities will need to be sufficiently large to store, move and assemble turbine 
components with weights up to approximately 290 mt (320 tons). The large vessels needed for 
receiving and delivering such components require navigation channels of particular depth and 
clearance (both horizontal and vertical) to allow passage through/beneath obstructions such as 
bridges. Recent developments in offshore wind turbine size, coupled with evolving construction 
and component delivery techniques, may exceed the current 41 m (135 feet) vertical clearance 
of local, large fixed bridges.  

An offshore wind farm, once constructed, will need routine maintenance and occasional 
component replacement, including major components such as a blade or nacelle. Maintenance 
vessels used during wind farm operations would be similar in size to those currently in use to 
support offshore LNG ports and petroleum extraction operations and, on rare occasion, would 
require the same or similar vessels to those used during construction for major maintenance. 
Berthing space for support vessels would be vital for these port facilities, as well as sufficient 
yard and warehousing space for components and other maintenance supplies and activities. 
The NEG Deepwater LNG Port operating off the coast of Massachusetts currently utilizes a 
33 to 49 m (approximately 110 to 160 feet) long offshore support vessel (OSV) that makes 
roughly 65 round trips to the port site each year (U.S. Coast Guard 2006). For comparison, 
Cape Wind estimates that three maintenance vessels will be required each day, 252 days per 
year, for routine maintenance, resulting in an estimated 756 vessel trips per year. Commercial 
shipping and fishing vessel activity is similarly constant with vessels arriving and departing port 
facilities on a daily basis. Vessel activity during offshore wind project construction also would be 
constant, but short in duration during the one to two year long construction phase of a project 
(depending upon the size of the wind farm). Larger vessel activity would drop off considerably 
during operation and maintenance of offshore wind projects. However, major repair work would 
likely require a large vessel like the ones used during wind park construction. Vessels currently 
in the fleet, including jack-up cranes, tow boats, and large barges, can be modified for use as 
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construction/maintenance platforms. However, the availability of purpose-built construction 
vessels would be the preferred option in the long run. 

3.2 Industry Overview 

3.2.1 Development of the Port Criteria 

To determine the port facility/land-based requirements for offshore wind development, the Team 
interviewed developers, obtained turbine manufacturer information, and had discussions with 
consultants with offshore wind farm construction experience in Europe. Through this information 
gathering, the Team identified: 

•	 specific port- and land-based needs related to vessel requirements;  
•	 component, materials and equipment storage and assembly requirements; 
•	 preliminary estimates of potential through-put of wind turbines (e.g., the number of wind 

turbines deployed); and  
•	 skilled labor needs and trades requirements.  

The Team identified “hard” and “soft” criteria based on the stated requirements (see 
Section 4.0). These criteria were used to create a Criteria Evaluation Matrix as a tool for 
comparing and ranking Massachusetts port facilities (see Section 6.0) on the ability to serve as 
offshore wind construction and deployment ports. 

3.2.2 Interviews with Developers 

The Team contacted most of the current and prospective offshore wind farm developers on the 
East Coast to gain a deeper understanding of the requirements for supporting the construction, 
operation and maintenance of a utility scale offshore wind farm. The Team intended to use this 
developer input to identify an objective set of weighted criteria with which to compare and 
evaluate Massachusetts port facilities. However, many developers have yet to specify or 
disclose in detail the key parameters and characteristics of the port and other supply chain 
requirements. While cognizant of the need to solve logistical issues, negotiations between 
developers and various manufacturers and material suppliers are ongoing. Actual component 
manufacturing sites and delivery methods will be determined on a project- and item-specific 
basis. As a result, many of the detailed questions contained in the customized developer 
questionnaires were left unanswered (see Appendix B for the questionnaire). However, 
developers did identify and explain many aspects of the most important parameters that helped 
the Team establish the basic criteria. Developers identified general port staging needs against 
the characteristics of which current ports could be compared and ranked. Developers also were 
questioned about what would make one port more attractive than another. Cost control and risk 
avoidance emerged as key factors. 

The Team’s interviews with developers provided insight into the principal issues concerning 
commercial offshore wind energy development off the Northeast Atlantic Coast. These insights 
provided a better understanding of wind farm components and the associated logistics of 
importing, storing, assembling and deployment to and installation at the project site. Table 3-1 
below provides a quick summary of these proposed projects based on available public 
information. Projects are listed by developer with project particulars such as location, water 
depth, generating capacity, number of turbines, and distance from shore. Because these 
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projects are in various stages of development, not all information on every project is publicly 
available. 

As the developer’s needs were analyzed, the Team found that Massachusetts ports had clear, 
distinguishable differences relative to offshore wind development requirements, and that the 
ports could be compared in a straightforward manner relative to these parameters. 
Development of a more complex framework for the evaluation that made use of multi-variable, 
weighted criteria was unnecessary. 

Table 3-1 
Planned Offshore Wind Projects 

Developer/ 
Project 

Project 
Location 

Water Depth at 
Proposed 
Location 

Project 
Generating 
Capacity 

Number of 
Turbines 
(Scale) 

Foundation 
Type 

Estimated 
Cost of 

Construction 

Port 
Staging 

Area 
Cape Wind Associates 
Cape Wind 4.5 NM (5.2 

miles) from 
coast of Cape 
Cod, MA, 7.8 
NM (9 miles) 
from Martha’s 
Vineyard, 12 
NM (13.8 
miles) from 
coast of 
Nantucket 
Island 

3.7 m (12 ft) 
MLLW (mean low 
low water) 
minimum depth 

468 MW 130 
(3.6 MW 
per turbine) 

Monopile $700 million Quonset 
Davisville 
Port and 
Commerce 
Park, 
Quonset, 
Rhode 
Island 

NRG Bluewater Wind 
Bluewater 
Delaware 

11.3 to 19.1 
NM (13 to 22 
mi) east of 
Rehoboth 
Beach, DE 
(wind park); 
14.3 NM (16.5 
mi) due east 
Rehoboth 
Beach (met 
tower) 

12.2m to 18.3m 
(40 to 60 feet) 

200 to 450 
MW 

Up to 150 Monopile $800 million Port of 
Wilmington, 
Delaware; 
Delaware 
Bay Launch 
in Milford 
Delaware for 
crew boat 
and small 
cargo barge 
launch 

Bluewater 
New Jersey 

14 NM (16 mi) 
southeast of 
Atlantic City, NJ 

21.3m to 30.5m 
(70 to 100 feet) 

350 MW 116 Monopile $1.4 billion Port of 
Wilmington, 
Delaware; 
Delaware 
Bay Launch 
in Milford 
Delaware for 
crew boat 
and small 
cargo barge 
launch 

Deepwater Wind 
Garden State 
Offshore 
Energy 
(Deepwater 
with PSEG 
Renewables) 

13.6 NM (15.6 
mi) from shore, 
17.4 NM (20 
mi) due east of 
Avalon, NJ 

24.4m to 27.4m 
(80 to 90 feet) 

350 MW 96 Jacket $1 billion Atlantic City, 
New Jersey 
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Developer/ 
Project 

Project 
Location 

Water Depth at 
Proposed 
Location 

Project 
Generating 
Capacity 

Number of 
Turbines 
(Scale) 

Foundation 
Type 

Estimated 
Cost of 

Construction 

Port 
Staging 

Area 

Deepwater 2.6 NM (3 ‘deeper’ waters 20 MW Phase 1: 8 Jacket $1 billion Quonset, 
Wind Rhode miles) off Block (Phase I) turbines Rhode 
Island Island, RI for 

Phase 1; 
Phase 2 
located 13 to 
17.4 NM (15 
to 20 mi) off RI 
coast (location 
TBD upon 
completion of 
RI Ocean 
Special Area 
Management 
Plan in 2010 

400 MW 
(Phase II) 

Phase 2: 
106 
turbines 

Island 

Fisherman’s Energy 
Fisherman’s Phase 1: 2.6 18.3m to 21.3m Total: 350 Total: 74 Monopile $100 million Dorchester, 
Energy of NM (3 miles) (60 to 70 feet) MW Phase 1: Phase 1: 8 for Phase 1 Atlantic City, 
New Jersey off the coast of 20MW Phase turbines $1 to 1.5 and or Cape 
Project Atlantic City  

Phase 2: 6.1 
NM (7 miles) 
off the coast 

2: 330 MW Phase 2: 
66 turbines 

billion for 
Phase II 

May, New 
Jersey 

Fisherman’s 
Energy of 
Rhode 
Island 
Indepen-
dence 1 
Project 

2.6 NM (3 
miles) south off 
the southern 
coast of Block 
Island, RI 

20 m to 30 m 
(65.6 to 98.4 
feet) 

400 MW 80 TBD $1.25 to $1.5 
billion 

TBD 

3.2.3 Conditions at Ports and Wind Farm Locations 

Wave height, water depth and wind speed impose limitations on at-sea construction operations. 
The following subsections describe sea states, wind conditions, and water depths at a number 
of proposed wind farm sites along the U.S. East Coast. Transit distances2 between proposed 
wind farm sites and potential staging ports also are evaluated.  

Sea states are typically characterized by the significant wave height (HS), which is the average 
of the largest one-third of the observed waves. HS correlates very well to the sea state as 
observed by mariners. Wind is characterized by the 10-minute average wind speed (VW). 

The base line transit routes for cargo in the region track around the east end of Cape Cod. The 
primary alternative route is via the Cape Cod Canal (see Appendix C). Air draft (i.e., the free 
space above the water line below an overhead obstruction) in the Cape Cod Canal is limited to 
approximately 41 m (135 feet). In practice, this means vessels or barges transporting 5 MW 
turbines in the “bunny ear” configuration (especially the “fore-aft” configuration – see Figures 3-4 
and 3-5) probably cannot expect to transit the Cape Cod Canal. Alternative turbine load-out 

2 Transit distances are in nautical miles and are based on typical shipping routes. 
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configurations (e.g., the “star” configuration – see Figure 3-6) and/or smaller turbines (e.g., 
3.6 MW turbines) in the “bunny ear” configuration could probably utilize the Cape Cod Canal. 

Figure 3-4 Bunny Ear Configuration (Lateral) – End view looking forward 
(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

Figure 3-5 Bunny Ear Configuration (Fore-Aft) – End view looking forward 
(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

Figure 3-6 Star Configuration – End view looking forward 
(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

3.2.3.1 Nantucket Sound 

Cape Wind Associates has proposed a project for Horseshoe Shoal in Nantucket Sound. The 
location for that project is shown below in Figure 3-7. The distances from the proposed project 
site to the potential staging port locations are listed below in Table 3-2. 

Water depths in the proposed project area are approximately 3.6 to 18 m (approximately 12 to 
60 feet). Information on wave heights and wind speeds is limited for this area. According to the 
Coast Pilot, during the winter (November-February), wave heights of 3.7 m (approximately 
12 feet) can be expected 5 percent to 15 percent of the time. During the summer, wind speed 
rarely exceeds 15 knots, and wave heights are 1 m (approximately 3.2 feet) or less 98 percent 
of the time. Additionally, in the summer (May-July), thick fog frequently forms, which could 
complicate installation operations. 
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Wind Farm Site 

Figure 3-7 Cape Wind Proposed Horseshoe Shoal Site 
(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

Table 3-2 
Distances to Staging Port Locations from the Proposed Cape Wind Site 

(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

Staging Location Primary Route Distance 
[nautical miles] 

Alternate Route* Distance  
[nautical miles] 

Boston, MA 130 130 
Gloucester, MA 105 130 
New Bedford, MA 45 n/a 
Fall River, MA 75 n/a 
Portland, ME 160 200 
Quonset/Davisville, RI 70 n/a 

* Alternative route is via the Cape Cod Canal. 

3.2.3.2 Rhode Island 

Deepwater Wind, in collaboration with First Wind (a Massachusetts-based wind developer), is 
planning two projects off the Rhode Island coast. The first is a small-scale project, located three 
nautical miles off Block Island. The second is planned for a utility-scale project, located 
approximately 12 to 18 nm (15 to 20 miles) off the coast of Rhode Island3. This area is shown 
below in Figure 3-8. The distances from the sites to the potential staging port locations are listed 

3 The precise location of the second Deepwater Wind site will be established based of the results on the 
forthcoming Ocean Spatial Area Management Plan, which is expected to be completed in 2010.  
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in Table 3-3. Water depths are approximately 30 to 40 m (100 to 130 feet) at the proposed 
Rhode Island site. However, due to the large regional area being considered for the wind farm 
sites, water depths vary widely. Climatology for the general region is presented in numerical and 
graphical forms in Figure 3-9 and Table 3-4. 

Wind Farm Site 

Figure 3-8 Deepwater Wind Proposed Rhode Island Site  
(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

Table 3-3 
Distances to Staging Port Locations from the Proposed Deepwater Site 

Staging Location Primary Route Distance 
[nautical miles] 

Alternate Route* Distance 
[nautical miles] 

Boston, MA 295 120 
Gloucester, MA 270 120 
New Bedford, MA 50 n/a 
Fall River, MA 45 n/a 
Portland, ME 325 190 
Quonset/Davisville, RI 35 n/a 

* Alternative route is via the Cape Cod Canal. 
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Figure 3-9 Cumulative Probability Graphs of Wind Speed and Wave Height for Coastal 
Rhode Island 

(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

Table 3-4 
Rhode Island Climatology Data 

(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

Description Annual Winter 
(January) 

Summer 
(August) 

Probability {HS ≤ 1 meters} 43.5% 28.5% 60.3% 
Probability { HS ≤ 2 meters} 86.7% 78.2% 94.3% 
Probability { HS ≤ 3 meters} 97.2% 95.2% 99.8% 
Probability { HS ≤ 4 meters} 99.4% 98.7% 99.9% 
Probability {VW ≤ 15 knots} 36.9% 18.2% 52.6% 
Probability {VW ≤ 20 knots} 69.3% 45.9% 87.5% 
Probability {VW ≤ 25 knots} 83.9% 65.9% 95.9% 
Probability {VW ≤ 30 knots} 95.6% 89.4% 99.8% 

3.2.3.3 Delaware Bay 

Bluewater Wind and Deepwater Wind have each proposed wind farm sites in the Delaware Bay 
and in the southern New Jersey coastal area, which are shown below in Figure 3-10. The 
distances from the sites to the potential staging port locations are listed below in Table 3-5. 
Water depth in the northwest field varies widely from 9 to 24 m (approximately 30 to 80 feet), 
and from to 12 to 21 m (approximately 40 to 70 feet) in the southeast field. Climatology for the 
general region is presented in numerical and graphical forms in Table 3-6 and Figure 3-11. 

3.2.3.4 Other Areas 

The Massachusetts OMP identified additional areas that could be suitable for commercial wind 
energy production. The two designated Wind Energy Areas are located near the southern end 
of the Elizabeth Islands and southwest of Nomans Land Island. Wind and wave conditions at 
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these sites are similar to the Rhode Island sites. Transit distances between these sites and 
potential staging areas are shown in Table 3-7. 

Massachusetts, as well as other states on the Atlantic Seaboard, is working with the U.S. 
Interior Department, MMS to develop Requests for Information (RFIs) for potential wind projects 
in federal waters off their respective coasts. 

Wind Farm Sites 

Figure 3-10 Bluewater Wind and Deepwater Wind Proposed Sites 
(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 
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Table 3-5 
Distances to Port Staging Locations from the Proposed Bluewater/Deepwater Sites 

Staging Location Primary Route Distance 
[nautical miles] 

Alternate Route* Distance 
[nautical miles] 

Boston, MA 470 330 
Gloucester, MA 445 330 
New Bedford, MA 260 n/a 
Fall River, MA 250 n/a 
Portland, ME 500 400 
Quonset/Davisville, RI 280 n/a 
* Alternative route is via the Cape Cod Canal. 

Table 3-6 
 Delaware/New Jersey Climatology Data 
(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

Description Annual Winter 
(January) 

Summer 
(August) 

Probability {HS ≤ 1 meters} 66.8% 53.3% 79.4% 
Probability { HS ≤ 2 meters} 93.4% 88.8% 96.8% 
Probability { HS ≤ 3 meters} 98.3% 96.7% 98.9% 
Probability { HS ≤ 4 meters} 99.6% 98.7% 99.9% 
Probability {VW ≤ 15 knots} 32.1% 21.8% 43.5% 
Probability { VW ≤ 20 knots} 48.8% 36.6% 61.7% 
Probability { VW ≤ 25 knots} 60.8% 47.4% 74.4% 
Probability { VW ≤ 30 knots} 75.5% 61.3% 86.9% 
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Figure 3-11 Cumulative Probability Graphs of Wind Speed and Wave Height  
for the Delaware/New Jersey Area 

(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 
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Table 3-7 
Distances to Staging Port Locations from the OMP Designated Sites 

(Near the Elizabeth Islands and Nomans Land Island) 

Staging Location Primary Route Distance 
[nautical miles] 

Alternate Route* Distance 
[nautical miles] 

Boston, MA 260 100 
Gloucester, MA 235 100 
New Bedford, MA 35 n/a 
Fall River, MA 50 n/a 
Portland, ME 290 175 
Quonset/Davisville, RI 40 n/a 

* Alternative route is via the Cape Cod Canal. 

3.3 Characteristics of Available Vessels 
This section describes the marine vessels that are currently available for use in the construction 
and maintenance of offshore wind farms. Different vessels are required for the following specific 
activities: 

1. 	Delivery of turbine components (e.g., tower sections, nacelles, blades) to the staging 
port; 

2. 	 Foundation delivery and installation; 
3. Turbine erection; 
4. 	 Regular maintenance and personnel transport; and 
5. Major maintenance. 

The following subsections discuss the basic characteristics, capabilities, limitations, and general 
availability of the various types of vessels (see Appendix D, Potential Wind Turbine Delivery 
Vessels, for more details).  

3.3.1 Turbine Import/Delivery Vessels 

The turbines used for the first round of U.S. offshore wind farms will likely be imported from 
Europe. Turbines are generally shipped in pieces (e.g., tower sections, nacelle, hub, individual 
blades) from the point of origin directly to the project site aboard open hatch cargo vessels. 
Table 3-8 summarizes the principal dimensions of turbine import vessels. An example of this 
vessel type is shown in Figure 3-12 (Section 3 of Appendix A provides further details).  

Table 3-8 
Principal Dimensions for Turbine Import Vessels 

(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

Length Overall 98 to 143 m (330’ to 470’) 
Beam 20 to 23 m (66’ to 75’) 
Design Draft 6.7 to 9.8 m (22’ to 32’) 
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Figure 3-12 BBC KONAN In Transit With Turbine Components  
(Nacelles Stowed Below Deck) 

(Source: BBC KONAN) 

3.3.2 Foundation Delivery and Installation Vessels 

Foundations can be installed using either jack-up crane vessels or floating derrick barges. Jack-
up crane vessels are described further below. Large floating derrick barges (as shown in 
Figure 3-13) are in service on all three major U.S. coastlines and could be mobilized to serve 
the U.S. East Coast offshore wind energy market.  

Depending on the type of foundation being used (i.e., monopile, gravity-base, jacket, or tripod), 
a derrick barge could transport foundations between the staging port and the wind farm site on 
its own deck, or foundations could be transported using a separate barge. Floating derrick 
barges can lift up to 900 mt (approximately 1,000 tons), but a more common lifting capacity is 
455 mt (500 tons) or less. Floating derrick barges could be used to install wind turbine 
foundations in up to 1.5 m (5 feet) seas, with a wind speed limit of around 20 to 30 knots. 

Figure 3-13 Self-Propelled Crane Barge with 250 Ton Lifting Capacity 
(Source: Marine Transportation Consultants http://www.tug-barge.com/p297.htm) 
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3.3.3 Wind Turbine Installation Vessels 

European offshore wind turbines have been installed using a variety of specialized equipment, 
which generally falls into one of three categories: 

• Leg-Stabilized jack-up crane ships ("partial jack-ups") (see Figure 3-14 for an example); 
• Jack-up crane barges (see Figure 3-15 for an example); and 
• Jack-up crane ships (see Figure 3-16 for an example). 

Figure 3-14 Leg-Stabilized Crane Ship Figure 3-15 Jack-Up Crane Barge Figure 3-16 Jack-Up Crane 
(Source: A2Sea) (Source: A2Sea) (Source: Offshore MPI) 

For all three vessel types, the limiting wind speed for at-sea crane operations is approximately 
15 to 20 knots. For the leg-stabilized vessels, the limiting sea state for crane operations is 
approximately 0.5 m (approximately 1.7 feet) seas, as the vessel's hull remains submerged and 
is subject to wave-induced motion. For the jack-up barges and ships (see Figure 3-17), the 
process of jacking up and down is limited to approximately 1.5 m (5 feet) seas. The crane can 
be operated in higher sea states once the vessel is jacked-up.  

Figure 3-17 The Dixie Class Lift Boat Represents a Near-Term Option for  
U.S. Offshore Wind Turbine Installation 

(Source: Superior Energy Services, Inc.) 
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The typical dimensions of wind turbine installation vessels are presented in Table 3-9. Further 
details are provided in Appendix A. 

Table 3-9 
Principal Dimensions for Turbine Installation Vessels 

(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

Length Overall 91 to 137 m (300’ to 450’) 
Beam 30 to 40 m (100’ to 130’) 
Navigation Draft 3.7 to 4.9 m (12’ to 16’) 
Air Draft (legs in up position) varies, approximately 46 m (150’) 

No purpose-built wind turbine installation vessels exist that are compliant with U.S. coastwise 
trade laws (i.e., "Jones Act"). These laws require vessels to be U.S.-built, U.S.-owned, and 
U.S.-operated. A small number of Jones Act-compliant vessels that are currently operating in 
the Gulf of Mexico could be used to construct the first-generation U.S. offshore wind farms. 
These vessels lack the efficiency associated with purpose-built wind turbine installation vessels, 
such as the ability to transport multiple sets of turbine components and the ability to rapidly jack-
up, pre-load the legs, erect the turbines, and jack-down. In order to economically and efficiently 
achieve GW-scale deployment of offshore wind in the United States, a fleet of purpose-built, 
Jones Act-compliant vessels will be needed. The industry recognizes this fact and is taking 
steps to develop the vessel infrastructure. NRG Bluewater Wind, for example, has teamed with 
the Aker Philadelphia shipyard to develop three purpose-built wind turbine installation vessels. 
(Bluewater Wind 2009b). 

Future wind turbine installation vessels are expected to focus on improving construction 
efficiency through faster transit speeds, larger payload capacity, and ability to erect turbines in 
higher wind speeds and larger sea states. Some firms are developing designs that 
accommodate the transport and installation of fully assembled turbines (see Figure 3-18). 

Figure 3-18 Glosten Turbine Installation Vessel Concept 
(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 
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3.3.4 Maintenance Vessels 

Regular, planned maintenance of offshore turbines requires personnel access to the wind farm 
facilities. Maintenance personnel for existing offshore wind farms are typically shuttled to the 
turbines by a crew boat or by helicopter. Specialized crew boats have been developed in 
Europe to increase the weather window during which maintenance personnel can safely access 
turbines. 

Major maintenance or serial defects in turbines may require mobilization of a wind turbine 
installation vessel to reverse some or all of the installation process. There is an industry trend to 
develop maintenance-specific jack-up vessels that have highly capable cranes and limited cargo 
capacity but relatively slower transit speed. (Gusto MSC 2009). 

3.4 Overview of Vessel Constraints and Requirements  

The following sections evaluate the marine vessel requirements for deploying and maintaining 
offshore wind farms along the U.S. East Coast. Understanding the characteristics of these 
vessels is critical in the overall evaluation of a port's suitability as a staging area for offshore 
wind farm deployment and maintenance. 

Vessel requirements are governed primarily by the following: 

•	 Physical conditions at offshore wind farm sites (i.e., conditions in which vessels must 
operate); 

•	 Navigational constraints in port and along transit route to the wind farm site; 
•	 Size and weight of turbines being transported and installed; and 
•	 Methodology for transporting and installing turbines. 

The Team evaluated the physical conditions (e.g., wind speeds, wave regime and water depth) 
at proposed offshore wind farm sites along the U.S. East Coast. Navigational constraints in and 
near the Ports of New Bedford, Boston, Gloucester, and Fall River, MA also were evaluated. 
The physical properties of large offshore wind turbines (i.e., 3 MW to 5 MW) were reviewed, 
along with the demonstrated methodologies for transporting and installing these turbines.  

The principal dimensions of wind turbine installation vessels/barges and import vessels are 
summarized below, as are the navigational constraints for all the analyzed ports. Appendix A 
discusses much of the information that is summarized in this section.  

3.4.1 Installation and Transport Vessel Requirements 

3.4.1.1 Flag and Class 

The Merchant Marine Act of 1920, commonly known as the “Jones Act”, requires vessels 
engaged in the transport of passengers or cargo between U.S. places to be built and flagged in 
the United States, and owned and crewed by U.S. citizens. It was assumed for this study that 
the vessels discussed in this section would be subject to the Jones Act, as bottom-fixed 
foundations within the U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) are considered U.S. places. 
Vessels discussed in Appendix A, which are used to transport turbine components from 
overseas to a U.S. staging port, are not subject to the Jones Act. Therefore, the discussion of 

3-24
 



 

 

   
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Clean Energy Center Port and Infrastructure Analysis for Offshore Wind Energy Development 

turbine installation vessels provided below relates to purpose-built vessels currently operating in 
the North Atlantic. 

Commercial vessels are typically certified by a classification society. The purpose of classing a 
vessel is to demonstrate compliance with an independent, accepted standard for vessel design, 
operation, inspection, and maintenance. Several options are available for classing the 
installation and transport vessels for offshore wind development. Existing European vessels are 
classed by Det Norske Veritas as “Self-Elevating Units,” or by Germanischer Lloyd as “Special 
Type Offshore Unit – Surface Unit with Stabilizing Legs.” Additionally, the American Bureau of 
Shipping (ABS) Rules for Mobile Offshore Units also are an appropriate classification avenue for 
installation vessels (see Appendix A and associated references).  

3.4.1.2 Principal Dimensions 

The key dimensions of a turbine installation and turbine transport vessel are beam, length, draft, 
and overhead clearance (a.k.a. “air draft”). The following summaries were extracted from 
Appendix A. 

The beam (width) of the installation and transport vessels is largely dictated by the vessel’s 
stability requirements during transit and, if applicable, the stability requirements and structural 
strength while elevated on legs (i.e., during “jack-up”). Pre-assembled tower components have a 
relatively high center of gravity, which increases the vessel stability requirements and, 
consequently, the required vessel beam. Typical European installation vessels, such as SEA 
JACK and RESOLUTION have a beam in the range of 30 to 40 meters (approximately 100 to 
130 feet). 

The length of the vessel is dictated by functional and cargo requirements and structural 
considerations. Typical European turbine installation vessels and barges have an overall length 
of 90 to 140 meters (approximately 295 to 460 feet).  

The vessel's draft, or the required clearance between the waterline and sea bed, is dictated by 
the hull form and total weight, including the transported cargo. Wind turbine installation vessels 
and barges tend to have full hull forms with large beam and length. As such, the load-out of 
these vessels is typically governed more by space requirements than cargo weight. These 
factors lead to relatively shallow draft requirements. Typical European installation vessels have 
a draft in the range of 3.5 to 5 meters (approximately 11 to 16 feet). 

Overhead clearance, or “air draft”, is dictated by three factors: length of legs (for a jack-up barge 
or vessel), pre-assembly methodology, and crane height in stowed position. The methods of 
turbine component pre-assembly and transport can vary from project to project. The three most 
common methods for transporting pre-assembled components from the staging area to the wind 
farm site were illustrated in Figures 3-4 through 3-6: (1) the bunny ear configuration (lateral); (2) 
the bunny ear configuration (fore-aft); and (3) the star configuration. For purposes of context, 
the barge in Figures 3-4 through 3-6 and in the next few figures was drawn to have a beam 
(width) of approximately 30 m (approximately 100 feet) and an overall length of 122 m 
(approximately 400 feet). The nacelle and blade dimensions represented are based on a 
REPower 5 MW turbine (reflecting future equipment sizes). Figures 3-19 and 3-20 show a fully 
loaded barge with jack-up legs in the transit and jacked-up positions, respectively. Turbine tower 
sections are typically transported in the vertical orientation, with the maximum height 
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approximately even with the top of the blades in the bunny ear configuration. The legs of a jack-
up vessel that is intended to operate in 25 m (approximately 80 feet) of water require an 
overhead clearance of about 45 m (approximately 150 feet) when the legs are in the up 
position4. If the barge is required to jack-up in water depths greater than about 45 m, then the 
leg towers will dictate the overhead clearance requirement. As shown in Figures 3-19 and 3-20, 
the required overhead clearance is approximately 45 m (150 feet). The star configuration 
(Figure 3-6) has the lowest overhead clearance requirement, except when transported aboard a 
jack-up vessel. Overall crane heights vary, but can be approximately as high off the deck in the 
stowed position as the tower sections. To navigate beneath bridges, the legs can be temporarily 
lowered if the channel depth is adequate. 

The star and lateral bunny ear configurations require a lateral clearance of approximately 130 m 
(approximately 425 feet) for the 5 MW system components. The lateral clearance for the fore-aft 
bunny ear configuration is dictated by the barge or vessel beam, which is typically on the order 
of 30 to 38 m (approximately 100 to 125 feet). 

Wind turbines are relatively lightweight for their size. Consequently, cargo vessels that carry 
turbine components are generally space-limited, rather than weight-limited. This means that 
these vessels can operate at a light draft of 9 m (approximately 30 feet) or less, even though the 
design draft may be greater. Table 3-10 presents the principal vessel dimensions for some 
specific existing turbine import vessels. 

The principal dimensions and draft characteristics (navigational and air) of a typical installation 
or transport vessel are presented in Table 3-11. 

Figure 3-19 Loaded Barge in Transit 
(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

4 In general, the legs must be about 20 m (approximately 70 feet) longer than the operating water depth to 
account for soil penetration and the length of the legs inside the hull and jack house. 
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Figure 3-20 Barge Onsite with Legs Down  
(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

Table 3-10 
Principal Dimensions of Specific Turbine Import Vessels 

(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

Vessel Name Length Overall Beam Design Draft 
BBC ELBE 143 m (470') 23 m (74.8') 9.7 m (31.8') 
BBC KONAN 127 m (416') 21 m (68.2') 6.7 m (21.8') 
Beluga F-Series 138 m (453') 21 m (68.9') 8.0 m (26.2') 
Clipper MARINER 101 m (331') 20 m (66.3') 8.2 m (26.9') 

Table 3-11 
Typical Dimensions of Turbine Installation or Transport Vessels 

(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

Length Overall 90 – 140 m (300' – 450') 
Beam 30 – 40 m (100' to 130') 
Navigation Draft 3.6 – 4.9 m (12' to 16') 
Air Draft (legs in up position) varies, approximately 46 m (150') 
Air Draft (tower sections, bunny ears) 46 m (150') 
Air Draft (crane in stowed position) varies 

3.4.1.3 Propulsion 

Self-propelled ships and non-self-propelled barges have both been used successfully to install 
offshore wind farms in Europe. A self-propelled vessel with a dynamic-positioning system can 
cost three to five times as much as a barge with the same crane capacity and jacking system. 
However, a self-propelled vessel can achieve higher transit speeds than a towed barge and can 
work independently (i.e., without tug boats). It is currently unclear whether the U.S. market will 
prefer self-propelled ships or barges. 
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3.4.1.4 Crane Requirements 

The key factors that dictate crane requirements for an installation and transport vessel are the: 

• Maximum weight to be lifted (i.e., the “pick weight”); 
• Maximum height to be achieved above sea surface (i.e., “pick height”); and 
• Required spatial clearance for objects being lifted. 

The first U.S. offshore wind farms will likely use 2.5 MW to 3.6 MW wind turbines, with 5 MW 
turbines becoming commercially available within the next two years. Maximum pick weight and 
pick height generally increase with increasing turbine power rating. Table 3-12 summarizes the 
key crane requirements for two representative turbines (a Siemens 3.6 MW Offshore Turbine 
and a REPower 5 MW Offshore Turbine) and typical monopile components. 

Table 3-12 
Crane Requirements for 3.6 MW and 5 MW Turbines and Associated Monopile Foundations 

(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

Siemens 3.6 MW REPower 5 MW Monopiles 
Max Pick Weight* Nacelle: 125 mt (138 tons) Nacelle: 290 mt (320 tons) 180 – 455 mt 

(200 – 500 tons) 
Max Pick Height** 80 m (260 ‘) 85 – 95 m (280’-310’) Less than 30 m (100’) 

* 1 ton = 2000 pounds = 0.908 metric ton (mt)   

** height above calm sea surface 


Installation techniques vary for monopiles. A crane can lift the monopile or the monopile can be 
“tipped up” from the horizontal to the vertical position. Monopiles are often installed with a 
vibratory hammer, which itself can weigh up to 275 mt (approximately 300 tons) and must be 
lifted by the crane. 

3.4.1.5 Jacking System Requirements 

The current trend in turbine installation vessels is toward those vessels with a four-leg 
configuration. In contrast, the oil and gas industry typically uses three-leg jack-ups. The reason 
for using four legs is to reduce the time required to pre-load the legs (i.e., to test the soil on the 
sea bottom). A three-legged rig requires sea water ballasting to achieve pre-load position. With 
four legs, pre-loading can be achieved by lifting one leg at a time, thereby transferring loads to 
the other legs. A fourth leg also provides redundancy in the event of a leg failure.  

3.4.1.6 Limiting Weather Conditions for Pile Driving and Crane Operation 

The limiting sea state for monopile installation depends on the equipment used, but tends to be 
more sensitive to sea conditions than wind conditions. A robust monopile installation vessel can 
work in up to 2 to 3 m (6 to 10 feet) seas and wind speeds of up to 20-25 knots at the vessel 
deck level.5 

5 Wind speed increases as height above sea level increases. For example, a 20 knot wind at the deck 
could be a 24 knot wind at the height of the nacelle, as per DNV RP-C205 “Environmental Loads”, 
Section 2.3.2.12. 
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Existing turbine installation vessels can operate their cranes in wind speeds of up to 15 knots at 
the deck level (approximately 23 knots at the crane tip) and can jack-up and down in seas as 
high as 1.5 to 3 m (5 to 10 feet). 

3.4.1.7 Requirements for Accommodations 

Installation vessels work around the clock when the weather permits, so personnel 
accommodations are needed aboard the vessel. Turbine installation vessels generally require 
accommodations for approximately 16 persons. The vessel/barge crew includes a master, an 
engineer, four to six mates or deck hands, and two stewards. The wind farm owner often 
requires accommodations for two to five representatives. This brings the total minimum 
complement of individuals on board to 30 to 35 persons. Many installation vessels in Europe 
have accommodations for 40 to 70 persons, and some planned new-build vessels are being 
designed to accommodate up to 200 persons.  

3.4.1.8 Power Requirements 

The primary systems that require power on a wind turbine installation vessel are the crane and 
the jacking system (see Appendix A). Since they do not operate simultaneously, a single power 
plant can be used for both systems. Cranes capable of lifting turbine components require up to 
1,500 kilowatt (kW) (approximately 2,000 horsepower [hp]) power supply. This amount of power 
is generally also sufficient for a jacking system that meets the lifting capacity and jacking speed 
requirements for a vessel carrying three to four complete sets of turbine components. Heavier 
vessels with larger jacking systems will require more installed power, perhaps 3,000 to 
4,000 kW (approximately 4,000 hp to 5,500 hp). 

To achieve even heel and trim prior to jacking operations, the installation vessel must have a 
relatively robust ballasting system. A total pump capacity of 300 to 600 tons of water per hour 
(approximately 72,000 to 144,000 gallons of water per hour) would probably be needed, which 
would require up to 150 kW (approximately 200 hp) of supplied power. 

A self-propelled installation vessel will require a separate power plant that can provide 3,000 to 
5,200 kW (approximately 4,000 hp to 7,000 hp) of power to the propulsion system. This power 
plant can also be used to power a dynamic-positioning (DP) system or to power the crane, but is 
unlikely to suffice for simultaneous operation of the DP system and the jacking system.  

Power generation also is required for “hotel loads”, deck lighting, and emergency systems. 
Existing vessels have installed auxiliary power of roughly 110 kW (approximately 150 hp) for 
these purposes. 

3.4.1.9 Deck Load Requirements 

Existing turbine installation vessels have deck capacities in the range of 1.5 to 20 tons/meter2 

(approximately 300 to 4,100 pounds/square foot (psf)). A 272 mt (approximately 300 ton) nacelle 
with a footprint of 17 m by 4 m (approximately 56 feet by 13 feet) requires a deck capacity of 
roughly 4.5 tons/meter2 (925 psf). Typical ocean class deck cargo barges have a deck capacity 
of 10 tons/meter2 (approximately 2,050 psf). 
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3.4.1.10 Safety Equipment 

Marine installation vessels also must be equipped with life saving equipment (including life 
boats), a fire protection system, and pollution prevention equipment. These requirements would 
not be unique to turbine installation vessels. 

3.4.1.11 Requirements Associated with Alternative and Future Vessel Uses 

It is possible that a purpose-built wind turbine installation vessel could be employed in other 
services, such as general marine construction (e.g., harbors, wharfs, piers, bridges) or offshore 
oil and gas. In both of these industries, there currently exists a wide range of vessel types and 
capabilities in response to a diverse set of needs. A wind turbine installation vessel would be a 
highly capable marine construction vessel. For the oil and gas industry, a wind turbine 
installation vessel would fall in the middle of the “capability spectrum” (e.g., being able to out
perform smaller work boats, but being incapable of performing the most challenging operations). 
The economic viability of using a purpose-built wind turbine installation vessel in other industries 
is difficult to predict, since the market forces that generally drive charter rates are highly volatile 
and industry specific. 

3.4.1.12 Parametric Cost Estimate 

The capital cost for a new-build jack-up crane barge ranges from $40M to $80M (see 
Appendix A). New-build self-propelled jack-up crane vessels have been reported to cost 
between $150M and $250M. However, new-build cost estimates are few and difficult to verify. 
For perspective, a simple deck cargo barge 90 m (approximately 300 feet) in length x 27 m 
(approximately 90 feet) beam can cost up to $20M. A mid- to large-sized, state-of-the-art, ice-
breaking arctic research vessel with several specialized onboard systems can cost between 
$100M and $150M. 

3.4.2 Tugboat and Auxiliary Vessel Requirements 

3.4.2.1 Tug Boat Requirements 

Self-propelled wind turbine installation vessels will likely not require tug assistance, as they 
would be able to move and position themselves using their own propulsion and dynamic-
positioning systems. Barges, on the other hand, would require at least one tug of 3,000 to 
3,750 kW (approximately 4,000 to 5,000 hp) (see Appendix A). In addition, a smaller tug of 
around 745 kW (1,000 hp) may be needed to help position the vessel for jacking operations. If a 
feeder (shuttle) barge is used to transport turbine components from the port staging area to the 
wind farm site, a 1,500 to 3,750 kW (approximately 2,000 to 5,000 hp) tug would be required to 
tow and position the barge. These types of tugs are readily available for hire along the entire 
Northeast coast and should not be a limiting factor. 

3.4.2.2 Crew Boat Requirements 

For ongoing maintenance, a high-speed crew boat is an essential component of marine 
logistics. High-speed crew boats, capable of carrying 15 to 20 passengers, are required during 
wind farm construction. At the peak of construction activity, two boats may be required. Once 
again, this service is readily available along the entire East Coast and should not be a limiting 
factor. In Europe, special vessels and foundation boarding arrangements have been developed 
solely for accessing turbines in rough sea conditions.  
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3.4.2.3 Other Auxiliary Vessel Requirements 

Several auxiliary vessels, which are readily available for hire, are needed to round out the 
marine fleet for the complex task of building an offshore wind farm. These auxiliary vessels 
include: 

•	 dredging equipment; 
•	 cable laying vessels; 
•	 survey vessels; and 
•	 rock laying vessels (to provide scour protection around turbine foundations). 

Once again, these vessels are readily available along the entire East Coast and should not be a 
limiting factor. 

3.5 Navigational Access and Transit Distances 

The required navigational clearances for vessels involved in the construction and maintenance 
of offshore wind farms were evaluated. The key considerations for navigational access are:  

•	 Vessel draft compared to navigable water depth; 
•	 Vessel beam (including overhanging cargo) compared to channel width; and 
•	 Vessel air draft compared to overhead clearance restrictions (e.g., bridges and aerial 

cables). 

Turbine installation vessels govern the air draft and channel width requirements. Turbine import 
vessels govern the draft requirements (e.g., navigable water depth). Tables 3-10 and Table 3-11 
summarized required vessel clearances for turbine import vessels and turbine installation 
vessels, respectively. Table 3-13 summarizes the navigational restrictions associated with 
selected Massachusetts ports. Further details are given in Appendix A. 

Table 3-13 
Summary of Navigational Constraints at Selected Massachusetts Ports 

Staging Port 
Potential 

Obstructions 
Lateral 

Clearance 
Overhead 
Clearance 

Controlling 
Water 
Depth 

Feasible 
Turbine Load-

Out 
Configurations 

Jack-Up 
Feasible? 

New Bedford Hurricane 
Barrier 45 m (150') No 

Constraints 
6.7-9.1 m 
(22’-30') all yes 

Gloucester water depth, 
channel width 61 m (200') No 

Constraints 
4.9-5.8 m 
(16’–19') 

fore-aft bunny 
ear 

Marginal 
(water depth) 

Fall River Mt. Hope 
Bridge 122 m (400') 41 m (135') 12.2 m (40') star Marginal 

(air draft) 

South Boston Logan Airport over 150 m 
(500') Report air 

draft to 
12.2 m (40') all yes 

Charlestown / East 
Boston 
(inner harbor) 

Logan Airport over 150 m 
(500') 

airport traffic 
control 12.2 m (40') all yes 

Mystic River 
Tobin 
Memorial 
Bridge 

over 150 m 
(500') 41 m (135') 7.6-10.7 m 

(25-35') star Marginal 
(air draft) 
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Feasible 

Staging Port 
Potential 

Obstructions 
Lateral 

Clearance 
Overhead 
Clearance 

Controlling 
Water 
Depth 

Turbine Load-
Out 

Configurations 
Jack-Up 

Feasible? 
Chelsea River 
(West of Chelsea 
St. Bridge) 

Andrew 
McArdle 
Bridge 

53 m (175') No 
Constraints 

8.8-12.2 m 
(29-40') 

fore-aft bunny 
ear yes 

Chelsea River 
(East of Chelsea 
St. Bridge) 

Chelsea St. 
Bridge 28 m (93') 25 m (83') 8.8-12.2 m 

(29-40') 
rotor 

disassembled no 

Transit distances from potential New England staging ports to the proposed or possible offshore 
wind farm sites are included in Table 3-14. 

Table 3-14 
Distances from Regional Ports to Proposed Wind Farms 

Staging Location Ports 
Distance 

(nautical miles) 

Alternative 
Route A 
[Around 

Nantucket 
Island] 

Alternative 
Route B 

[Through the 
Cape Cod 

Canal] 
Distance 
(nautical 

miles) 

Distance 
(nautical 

miles) 
Delaware Bay 
(Deepwater)  

Boston, MA 470 330 
Gloucester, MA 445 330 
New Bedford, MA 260 Not Applicable 
Portland, ME 500 400 
Fall River, MA 250 Not Applicable 
Quonset/Davisville, RI 280 Not Applicable 

Block Island 
(Deepwater/Northwind) 

Boston, MA 295 120 
Gloucester, MA 270 120 
New Bedford, MA 50 Not Applicable 
Portland, ME 325 190 
Fall River, MA 45 Not Applicable 
Quonset/Davisville, RI 35 Not Applicable 

Nantucket Sound (Cape 
Wind)  

Boston, MA 130 270 130 
Gloucester, MA 105 240 120 
New Bedford, MA 60 n/a Not Applicable 
Portland, ME 160 295 200 
Fall River, MA 75 Not Applicable Not Applicable 
Quonset/Davisville, RI 70 Not Applicable Not Applicable 

MA OMP Wind Sites 
(Nomans Land Island) 

Boston, MA 260 100 
Gloucester, MA 235 100 
New Bedford, MA 35 Not Applicable 
Portland, ME 290 175 
Fall River, MA 50 Not Applicable 
Quonset/Davisville, RI 40 Not Applicable 
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3.6 Staging Port Through-Put Estimates 
This section examines the expected level of activity at a port serving as a staging area for 
offshore wind farm development. Multiple wind farm construction scenarios were considered in 
order to develop upper and lower bounds of expected port activity. For this analysis the primary 
metric of port activity is the number of wind turbines deployed per month, which is referred to as 
"through-put." 

A desktop tool for estimating the construction time line for an offshore wind farm was applied. 
This time line tool considers numerous parameters representing vessel characteristics, 
climatology, at-sea construction capabilities, and other project considerations. Using this tool, 
the expected through-put of wind turbines at a staging port was estimated for a range of wind 
farm construction scenarios. Each scenario was defined by vessel type, transit distance, and the 
length of the construction season. The methodology and analysis are detailed below. 

Table 3-15 
Excerpt from Time Line Model Illustrating the Typical Work Breakdown Structure 

(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

Cycle Start Time 10/14/12 20:22 
Cycle # 1 
Supply Chain Delay at Staging Area  [hours] 0.0 
Load Vessel  [hours] 24.0 
VESSEL LOADED 3/25/13 18:21 
Vessel Transit to Wind Farm Site  [hours] 25.0 
Weather Availability for Jacking Up 86% 
Jack Up  [hours] (includes weahter delay) 9.3 
Weather Availability for Installation 61% 
Installation of Monopile/Turbines  [hours] (includes weather delays) 88.5 
Jack Down [hours] (includes weather delays) 4.6 
INSTALLATION COMPLETE 3/31/13 1:48 
Vessel Transit to Staging Area  [hours] 25.0 
VESSEL ARRIVES AT STAGING AREA 4/1/13 2:48 
Turbines Installed (total) 3 

Cycle Start Time 4/1/13 2:48 
Cycle # 2 
Supply Chain Delay at Staging Area  [hours] 0.0 
Load Vessel  [hours] 24.0 
VESSEL LOADED 4/2/13 2:48 
Vessel Transit to Wind Farm Site  [hours] 25.0 
Weather Availability for Jacking Up 93% 
Jack Up  [hours] (includes weahter delay) 8.6 
Weather Availability for Installation 72% 
Installation of Monopile/Turbines  [hours] (includes weather delays) 74.6 
Jack Down [hours] (includes weather delays) 4.3 
INSTALLATION COMPLETE 4/6/13 19:16 
Vessel Transit to Staging Area  [hours] 25.0 
VESSEL ARRIVES AT STAGING AREA 4/7/13 20:16 
Turbines Installed (total) 6 
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3.6.1 Methodology and Assumptions 

The desktop time line model breaks down the overall wind farm construction process into 
discrete tasks, assigns a time requirement to each task, and builds a sequential time line for the 
principal activities. Some tasks have a limiting weather criterion, such as maximum wind speed 
for conducting crane operations. The time line model cross-references each weather-dependent 
task with site-specific monthly climatology data to determine whether that task is subject to 
weather delay. 

The work breakdown model is illustrated by the excerpt presented in Table 3-15. 

The following is a list of the assumptions that were used in the time line modeling: 

1. 	 Study considers turbine construction only. Foundation installation is accomplished 
independently and with different marine equipment.  

2. 	 One installation vessel is utilized at a time. 
3. 	 Foundation construction does not delay turbine installation. 
4. 	 Operations (and delays) at the staging area do not delay turbine construction. In other 

words, the turbine installation vessels (TIVs) do not "wait" for the staging area 
operations. 

5. 	 Staging area has 24-hour / 365-day operation. 
6. 	 Existing Vessels are capable of transporting 3 turbines. 
7. 	 Future Vessels are capable of transporting 5 turbines.  
8. 	 Installation vessels are capable of 6-10 knots transit speed. 
9. 	 Limiting wind speed for Existing Vessels is 15 knots. 
10. 	 Limiting wind speed for Future Vessels is 25 knots. 
11. 	 Limiting wave height for jack-up operations (all vessels) is 2.0 m. 
12. 	 For Existing Vessels, time to erect one turbine is 12 hours, once on-site and vessel is 

jacked-up (excluding weather delays). 
13. 	 For Future Vessels, time to erect one turbine is 8 hours, once on-site and jacked-up 

(excluding weather delays). 
14. 	 Wind and wave conditions based on U.S. East Coast from Delaware Bay to Cape Cod. 

3.6.2 Analysis 

The potential utilization of a single port for three different staging scenarios was modeled for this 
analysis. These scenarios, which all assumed New Bedford, MA as the staging port, were: 

•	 Baseline - The Baseline scenario was defined as: 
-	 One offshore wind farm project staged out of New Bedford, MA, using Existing 

Vessel type.  
-	 Number of turbines: 130 
-	 Transit distance from staging area to wind farm site: 50 nautical miles 

•	 Optimistic - The Optimistic scenario was defined as: 
-	 Two projects staged out of New Bedford, MA, using Existing Vessel type.  
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-	 Projects are sequential in time (not concurrent). 
-	 Number of turbines for Project 1: 130 
-	 Number of turbines for Project 2: 100 
-	 Transit distance from staging area to wind farm for Project 1: 50 nm 
-	 Transit distance from staging area to wind farm for Project 2: 50 nm 

•	 Aggressive - The Aggressive scenario was defined as: 
-	 Three projects staged out of New Bedford, MA, using combination of Existing and 

Future Vessel types. 
-	 Projects are sequential in time (not concurrent). 
-	 Projects 1 and 2 use conventional vessel type. 
-	 Project 3 uses future vessel type. 
-	 Number of turbines for Project 1: 130 
-	 Number of turbines for Project 2: 100 
-	 Number of turbines for Project 3: 200 
-	 Transit distance from staging area to wind farm for Project 1: 50 nm 
-	 Transit distance from staging area to wind farm for Project 2: 50 nm 
-	 Transit distance from staging area to wind farm for Project 3: 150 nm 

These scenarios are based on development plans discussed during interviews with project 
developers in July and August of 2009.  

3.6.3 Results 

The results of the desk top time line modeling of these scenarios for New Bedford, MA were as 
follows: 

•	 The time line modeling of the Baseline scenario for turbine staging and installation 
yielded an expected through-put of 15-18 turbines per month for 6-9 months. 

•	 The time line modeling of the Optimistic scenario for turbine staging and installation 
yielded an expected through-put of 16-22 turbines per month for 12-15 months. 

•	 The time line modeling of the Aggressive scenario for turbine staging and installation 
yielded an expected through-put of 15-20 turbines per month for 12-15 months; 
Thereafter, a through-put of 21-25 turbines per month was expected for an additional 
8-10 months. 

Additional wind farm construction scenarios were evaluated to develop a better estimate of the 
potential ranges of through-put that may be required at regional staging ports. Each scenario 
was defined by a vessel type, a transit distance and a length of the construction season. The 
results of these multiple modeling runs are summarized in Table 3-16. 

3-35
 



 

   

  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 
  
 
 

  

Clean Energy Center Port and Infrastructure Analysis for Offshore Wind Energy Development 

Table 3-16 
Expected Through-Put at Staging Port for Various Construction Scenarios 

(Source: The Glosten Associates 2009) 

Transit Distance  
(staging port to wind 

farm site*) 

Existing Vessels** 'Future' Vessels*** 
Summer Winter Summer Winter 

50 nautical miles 20-22 
turbines/month 

16-18 
turbines/month 

30 turbines/month 30 turbines/month 

150 nautical miles 18-20 
turbines/month 

15-17 
turbines/month 

21-25 turbines/month 21-25 turbines/month 

250 nautical miles 15-17 
turbines/month 

12-15 
turbines/month 

16-20 turbines/month 16-20 turbines/month 

Notes: 
* 	 The transit distance from New Bedford to the Cape Wind site is approximately 60 nm. The transit distance from 

Boston to Cape Wind is approximately 130 nm. The transit distance from New Bedford to the Deepwater sites 
near Delaware Bay is approximately 260 nm.  

**	 Existing Vessels means jack-up vessels or barges with slewing cranes, typical of present European offshore 
wind farm construction practice.  

*** Future Vessels means vessels or barges that transport and install fully assembled turbines.  

It should be noted that the above through-put estimates are for turbine installation only. 
Foundation installation is typically completed in advance of turbine installation and can utilize a 
wider range of vessels and staging ports than turbine installation. For U.S. offshore wind farms, 
foundation installation can be completed using existing equipment. 

3.6.4 Near-Term and Long-Term Demands on Staging Port Support Infrastructure 

In the near term (i.e., now through year 2013), a port supporting offshore wind farm 
development is expected to handle approximately 18 to 22 turbines per month. This estimate 
assumes that projects are within 150 nautical miles (i.e., a transit distance) of the staging area 
and that construction operations will take place during spring, summer and fall using 
conventional methods (see Appendix A). Based on the above turbine through-put estimates, the 
near-term demand for support infrastructure at an offshore wind farm staging port is 
approximately as follows: 

•	 40-90 annual port calls (for cargo vessels delivering components); 
•	 70-90 annual port calls (for wind turbine installation vessel); and 
•	 54,500-81,700 mt (approximately 60,000-80,000 tons) of cargo loaded and discharged 

annually. 

These near-term estimates assume: 

•	 18-22 turbines deployed per month for 12 months;  
•	 cargo vessels deliver 3-5 turbines per port call; 
•	 installation vessel loads 3 turbines per port call; and  
•	 total turbine weight is 272 mt (approximately 300 tons). 

Looking ahead to year 2014 and beyond, a port activity level as high as 30 turbines per month 
may be expected assuming an increase in vessel capabilities compared to the present 
technology. Based on the above turbine through-put estimates, the long-term demand for 
support infrastructure at an offshore wind farm staging port is approximately as follows: 
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•	 90-120 annual port calls (for cargo vessels delivering components); 
•	 120 annual port calls (for wind turbine installation vessel); and 
•	 99,900-227,000 mt (approximately 110,000-250,000 tons) of cargo loaded and 

discharged annually. 

These long-term estimates assume: 

•	 30 turbines deployed per month for 12 months;  
•	 cargo vessels deliver 3-5 turbines per port call; 
•	 installation vessel loads 3 turbines per port call; and 
•	 total turbine weight is 272-635 mt (approximately 300-700 tons). 

3.7 Staging Port Support Facility Requirements 
One developer that was interviewed provided a description of the “ideal” port facility to support 
offshore wind. In their view, the port would have: a 910 mt (approximately 1,000 ton) crane on 
rolling tracks that would carry components from a delivery vessel to a storage location; enough 
linear water front footage or berthing to efficiently load/unload one vessel (with a preference for 
multiple deepwater berths to potentially unload several vessels concurrently); and about 
80 hectares (approximately 200 acres) for assembly and storage. 

While no existing Massachusetts port facility has an assembly and staging area this large, the 
existing Commonwealth facilities could be repaired, upgraded, or expanded to provide sufficient 
area to meet the other requirements for staging offshore wind farm construction. If it is 
necessary to provide a larger area at these existing facilities, then a combination of properties at 
these marine parks or a combination of ports would have the ability to provide additional space. 
If the berthing area is sufficient, moored barges also could be used for storage. 

3.7.1 Physical Considerations Relative to Staging Turbines 

There are a few minimum physical port characteristics that are necessary to stage offshore wind 
farm development. Based on a review of various European projects and available 
manufacturers, as well as discussions with potential U.S. offshore wind developers, the 
minimum desirable characteristics include: 

1. 	 7.3 m (approximately 24 feet) depth of water at low tide; 
2. 	 minimum 137 m (approximately 450 feet) berth; 
3. 	 minimum channel clearance to harbor of 40 m (approximately 150 feet); 
4. 	 no restriction or air draft limitation on vertical clearance (in anticipation of a future need 

to transport fully assembled turbines to the installation site); and 
5. 	 relatively short distance in open water to project site. 

3.7.1.1 Harborside Area 

The harborside characteristics of a staging port facility present the most pertinent information to 
determine whether a port is worthy of consideration for wind farm construction staging. Water 
depth criteria directly dictate options with respect to the vessel type, draft and function. Tidal 
fluctuations change the water depth twice a day. Therefore, the minimum water depth at low tide 
is the appropriate characteristic to consider with respect to the navigation channel and berth. 

3-37
 



 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

  

  
 
 

 

 
 
 

Clean Energy Center Port and Infrastructure Analysis for Offshore Wind Energy Development 

The deepest draft vessel used for transporting offshore wind components sets the navigation 
depth criteria. Horizontal channel clearance not only depends on vessel beam, but also on 
component overhang during transport to the installation site. An unobstructed vertical clearance 
is highly recommended. Turbine manufacturers expect 60 m (approximately 197 feet) tall tower 
sections to be transported to the installation site in the upright position. If the turbines are fully 
assembled for transport, then the nacelle and blade would add significantly to this height. 
Furthermore, various installation tasks require jack-up vessels, the retracted legs of which would 
be in the ‘up’ position. The Philadelphia Regional Port Authority has submitted a Transportation 
Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) application to build a purpose-built wind 
turbine installation vessel; the jack-up legs are 75 m (approximately 246 feet) long. However, 
there may be methods for working around vertical obstructions, such as placing a connector pin 
in the legs or utilizing a hydraulic leg that compresses within itself. The salient point, however, is 
that vertical obstructions can limit the range of acceptable assembly, transport, and vessel 
options. 

With visits from import vessels and transport or installation vessels overlapping, multiple berths 
or longer berths become more desirable. The required length of berthing at a staging port is 
linked to the size of the project and the delivery schedule for its components. If the project is 
“fast track”, the actual amount of material at the staging site might be small in comparison to 
what is there for a “normal” project. The material would arrive as soon as complete, rather than 
being stored at the manufacturer’s facility, and would be shipped in the most cost-efficient 
manner in a vessel filled to capacity. The larger berth would also allow for delivery vessels to 
operate concurrently with the jack-up or other purpose vessels at the dock. 

3.7.1.2 Landside or Lay Down Area 

The landside or lay down area required for a project is also tied to the project size. More turbine 
units will require more space. One of the ways that a lack of space at a given site has been 
addressed in the past is to use alternate sites for different functions. The needs of the 
foundation contractor may be different from those of the turbine assembly contractor. One 
approach would be to stage these two functions from different sites. Although the port criteria for 
turbine assembly may be slightly different from those for foundation assembly, since there is 
some overlap in the type of vessels used for these different functions, in general, the same or 
similar staging criteria can be applied to both. 

The interviews with developers indicated that the lay down area is seen as one of the most 
important logistical elements for a staging port facility. It is crucial to have sufficient space to 
efficiently store and assemble turbine or foundation components. The developers that were 
interviewed provided the information contained in Table 3-17 regarding indoor/outdoor storage 
requirements: 
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Table 3-17 
Indoor/Outdoor Storage Requirements 

(Source: Developer interviews) 

Landside Requirements / Staging Area 4 to 10 hectares (approximately 10 to 25 acres) 
(Bluewater, Cape Wind) 

Quayside Area 150 to 300 m (approximately 500 ft to 1,000 ft)  
(Cape Wind) 

Inside Storage Area Approximately 465 m2 (5,000 sq. ft.) 
(Cape Wind) to up to 929 m2 (10,000 sq. ft.) 
(Bluewater Wind with regard to European 
Experience) 

Accommodation Area (e.g., for offices and 
dormitories for workers) 

Approximately 1,400 m2 (15,000 sq. ft.) 
(Deepwater) 

3.7.1.3 Onshore Construction Area  

Developer needs for onshore construction include space for delivery, storage and assembly of 
turbine components. The estimates obtained for the amount of onshore construction area 
needed varied widely among the developers, manufacturers and representatives of European 
staging facilities, but a minimum of 4 hectares (approximately 10 acres) was indicated to be 
required with 6 to 10 hectares (approximately 15 to 25 acres) of available space being more 
desirable. If a large development (e.g., 110 turbines) were to be fully accommodated on land, 
including both assembly and foundation components, the area required would be about 
80 hectares (roughly 200 acres). However, the logistics of manufacture, assembly and 
installation would never require all units to be co-located on the ground at one time. 

To maximize the use of construction equipment, vessels and crews, turbine suppliers require 
storage based on two factors: (1) having a supply of turbine components ready for assembly 
and deployment; and (2) having an additional area ready for instances where weather precludes 
deployment to the installation site while import vessels continue to deliver components to the 
staging port. While turbine assembly continues, the newly arrived unassembled turbine 
components would need to be stored. Based on manufacturer’s recommendations, and 
assuming storage of 20 or more turbines, the minimum space needed in this scenario is about 
3.4 hectares (approximately 8.5 acres). One of the foundation manufacturers suggested that lay 
down (not manufacturing) might require 1.5 to 2.0 hectares (approximately 4 to 5 acres). 
Another manufacturer suggested that each turbine (and its components, except foundation) 
would require about 6,500 sf, which would require an additional 1.2 hectares (approximately 
3 acres). The pre-assembly area based on one manufacturer’s recommendation would be 
200 m x 50 m or 1.0 hectare (or 650’ x 165’ or 2.5 acres). This suggests that, without 
foundations, the minimum space needed is about 8.5 acres. Additional area (possibly 0.4 to 
3.2 hectares [1 to 8 acres]) would also be needed for parking, field trailers, traffic lanes, and 
other support functions. 

If a through-put of 18 to 22 turbines per month would be deployed to the installation site (based 
on the results of the time line modeling discussed above), the turbine manufacturer would want 
20 nacelles stored at the staging port in advance of assembly and deployment. As workers 
assemble the turbines in preparation for loading onto the installation vessel, and bad weather 
hits the installation site, the assembled turbines would have to be stored at the port. 
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Unassembled turbine components would continue to arrive from the manufacturer and require 
additional storage space for 20 more turbines.  

The preferences for features outlined below for the onshore construction area are based on an 
offshore wind farm consisting of 30 to 60 turbines and describe a port staging area for wind 
turbines only. The following information was drawn from one manufacturer’s specifications 
(Vestas Offshore A/S 2008). There may be engineering solutions that could provide alternative 
arrangements to meet the parameters discussed below. 

General 

Total onshore area 4.5 to 7 hectares (10 to 17 acres) 
Variation factors Shape of area, Number of turbines, Delivery sequence of turbines 
Pier length Minimum 150 m (495’), preferably 200 m 650’) or more 
Water depth at pier Minimum 6.0 m (20’) 
Assembly area Pier Length and 40 m (130’) behind pier 

Details 

Electrical 

Electrical power supply should be 3 x 400 volts alternating current (V AC) (60 hertz [Hz]) and at 
least 200 amp capacity. Major power consumers would be offices, welding and machining, and 
air compressors. It is preferred that the entire site be fully illuminated to facilitate safe night 
work. 

Area Details 

Assembly Area 0.5 – 1.0 hectares 
(1.5-2.5 acres) 

Storage Area 3.5 – 5.0 hectares 
(9-12.5 acres) 

400 m2 (4,300 ft2) sheltered with a minimum 
clear height of 3.5 m (12 ft) 

100 m2 (1,100 ft2) 
secured and dry 

Access, Office, 
Parking 

0.5 – 1.0 hectares 
(1.5-2.5 acres) 

About 200 m2 (2,200 ft2) office and social 
area. 

For minimum 20 
persons 

Total Site Area 4.5 – 7.0 hectares 
(11-17.5 acres) 

The area should be enclosed by fencing with a guard or some type of security system. Water 
supply for fire fighting and general consumption should be available, as well as a wastewater 
system. A suitable drainage system should be installed that meets all regulatory requirements 
for stormwater discharge effluent limits.  

Onshore Handling Equipment 

The following equipment most likely would be necessary for offloading, assembling, and 
deploying offshore wind turbines: 
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1 Large crawler crane (DEMAG CC2800 or similar with 78 m boom length), approximately 2,500 tm as 250 mt at 
10 m radius  

1 Medium crawler crane (Liebherr LR1400 or similar with 42 m boom length), 600 to 800 tm capacity 
1 Truck mounted crane, 150 tm capacity 
1 Cherry picker (telescopic personnel lift for min 2 persons) 
1 Forklift (3 mt (3.5 ton) capacity) 
1 Terrain moving telescopic forklift (3 mt (3.5 ton) capacity) 
1 Terrain moving telescopic forklift with turntable (3 mt (3.5 ton) capacity) 
1 Terrain moving transport vehicle (2-3 persons and minor parts and equipment) 
1 Triple axel trailer (suitable for blade transport) moveable with crane truck or similar 
1 Self propelled low loader (suitable for tower transport, 150 – 200 mt (165-220 ton) capacity) 

3.7.1.4 Inside Storage / Assembly Space 

Some interior storage and/or fabrication space is required for most projects. Developers, 
contractors and manufacturers also have a strong preference for onsite office space. Again, 
estimates of this requirement varied significantly among those interviewed. While some 
suggested 464 m2 (approximately 5,000 square feet) would be adequate for interior storage, 
assembly and office space, a minimum of 930 m2 (approximately 10,000 square feet) with 
appropriate access characteristics was the consensus. Facilities for worker accommodations at 
the staging location or on a ‘hotel’ ship at the installation site have been used for some offshore 
wind farm constructions overseas. One developer suggested an accommodation area of 
1,400 m2 (approximately 15,000 square feet) for office space and worker dormitories. The 
amount of available inside storage or assembly space did not emerge as a major factor in 
staging facility selection decisions. None of the Massachusetts Designated Port Areas (DPAs) 
has such a convenient facility. At this stage of planning, most of the developers had given little 
thought to such needs. Nevertheless, the DPAs in Massachusetts do have nearby 
accommodations. Construction workers at the offshore installation site would expect to work in 
shifts for a 24-hour operation. Crews can travel back and forth on fast transport vessels from the 
construction site to various points on land, thereby eliminating the need for on-site 
accommodations (Vestas 2008). 

3.7.1.5 Load Capacity 

Based on the weight of many of the components, the lay down space may require very high 
capacity ground or deck. Using a simple “footprint” analysis, these loads can reach over 
9.8 mt/m2 (approximately 2,000 psf). As with many of the facility needs, the deck/ground 
capacity issue can be accommodated by using certain types of equipment or by placing “load 
spreading” mats or slabs. Various cranes and other types of material handling equipment will be 
needed, but it is anticipated that the fabrication or erection contractor would provide these items. 

The need for high ground or deck capacity suggests that perhaps a solid fill backland is more 
appropriate than an open pier type structure, which provides an opportunity for the contractor to 
establish high load zones as necessary in its lay down configuration. Open pier structures 
require high capacity piles relatively closely spaced. Historically general cargo and container 
terminal wharves and piers have load capacities of approximately 2.9 metric tons/m2 
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(approximately 600 psf, with the exception being 4.9 mt/m2 (approximately 1,000 psf) at some 
terminals. From a cost standpoint, this is often impractical for pile supported structures. Solid fill 
structures, once out of the active earth zone, can easily have 9.8 metric tons/m2 (approximately 
2,000 psf) load capacity. Load capacity was not used as a criterion to short-list the ports, but 
rather was a consideration that was further analyzed in the engineering review of the short-listed 
facilities. 

3.7.2 Physical Considerations Relative to Staging Foundations  

Some of the harborside restrictions set out for turbine transport may not apply to foundations, 
because foundations are less delicate and can be transported flat on barges. Barge transport of 
foundations would not entail the same height, draft or clearance requirements as turbine 
transport. However the foundation installation vessel may have similar characteristics as the 
turbine installation vessel. If the foundation installation jack-up vessel was at the construction 
site and barges were used to transport foundations to the site, then there would be more options 
for the staging facility. Facilities that are not suitable to stage turbine construction/installation 
because they are upstream of a bridge with a 41 m (approximately 135’) clearance height or 
require 7.3 m (24’) draft or other restrictions could possibly stage foundation deployment.  

The review of the currently planned projects indicated that roughly 744 or more turbines would 
be deployed off the Northeast Coast of the United States (Delaware to Massachusetts). The 
planned projects examined would create a combined need for 544 monopile foundations and 
200 jacket foundations. Monopile foundations are basically large diameter rolled steel piles. 
Monopiles are comprised of rolled steel plate (3.8 to 12.7 cm (1.5 to 5 inches) thick) 
components between 2.1 and 5.5 m (approximately 7 feet and 18 feet) in diameter, and often 
fabricated in 4.5 to 4.6 m (15’ to 16’) long sections. Jacket foundations are lattices of steel 
members. Both types of foundations require a transition piece which is also a rolled steel pipe 
section, with additional add-ons such as electric cable tubes, climbing ladders, platforms and 
docking areas. Tower sections are also rolled steel. These tend to be supplied by the turbine 
manufacturers along with the other turbine components.  

The staging requirements for foundations depend upon the stage of assembly as they arrive 
and the size and type of foundation. The size of the foundation depends on the size of the 
assembled turbine with tower, transition and blades and the maximum wind load imposed on 
them, as well as the geotechnical conditions at the installation site. The staging facility will need 
landside areas for loading and unloading, storage, and potentially for assembly of foundations 
components 

Partially assembled foundations would still likely arrive at a Massachusetts facility by vessel. 
Steel sections for jacket assembly might come from the Gulf of Mexico or overseas. Shipping 
the steel sections allows for maximizing cargo space and minimizes shipping costs relative to 
transporting a fully assembled jacket foundation. A factor in selecting a shipping method is the 
difference between the shipping cost and the labor cost of field welding the bars together. The 
selection also may depend on the availability of a skilled labor force of welders at the assembly 
location. 
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3.7.2.1 Manufacturing and Assembly Requirements  

Monopile manufacturing utilizes a series of specialized machines. Modern versions of this 
equipment are not currently available on the East Coast of the United States. The industry views 
the potential market as lucrative enough to consider opening facilities in anticipation of offshore 
wind energy development. However, the investment risk remains similar to that felt by turbine 
manufacturers and the purpose-built vessel industry. Until a demand for product emerges 
sufficient to project a profitable return on investment, monopiles for East Coast offshore wind 
farms will probably come from elsewhere. The difference here is that a piecemeal approach can 
reduce the initial investment risk. Initial wind farm construction will probably see monopile 
pieces shipped to a staging facility as ‘cans’, or basically smaller sections of rolled steel. At the 
staging location the ‘cans’ would be welded together to form the pile sections appropriate for the 
installation. 

One European steel fabrication firm expects that a functional facility would need roughly 
16,900 m2 (approximately 182,000 ft2) of production floor. The facility would require high 
capacity floors and fabrication cranes with 136-182 mt (150 - 200 ton) capacity, rail access, and 
water access. Like the foundation assembly facility, the required water depth for a foundation 
staging facility would likely be less than is required for a turbine staging facility. 

3.7.2.2 Storage Requirements 

The storage requirements for foundations are more flexible than the turbines since they are less 
sensitive structures. The foundation elements will be exposed to the harsh marine environment 
during their life, and are designed to be exposed to these harsh conditions. If there is a backlog 
of deployment causing foundation storage to overlap significantly with turbine component 
storage, then the required storage area could increase by 2 to 4 hectares (approximately 5 to 
10 acres). Potentially, barges also could provide additional storage in a sheltered bay or harbor 
area. 

3.8 Rail and Road Access 

Issues of port access for the large offshore wind generation components being delivered via rail 
and highway are unique for each port. There is the potential for delivery of components from 
domestic North American suppliers, such as those located in the State of Colorado. Height, 
width, curve radius, and weight limitations associated with rail or roadways are potential 
constraints. Turbine pieces could potentially be transported by component or sections (including 
tower sections, wind blades, and nacelles). Turbine sections and wind blades would be 
transported horizontally and nacelles vertically on transport units, at least for current wind 
turbines being deployed. This will become less viable as the larger, next generation offshore 
wind turbines become available. 

Shipment specifications (dimensions and weights) for typical offshore nacelle components are 
presented in Table 3-18. 
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Table 3-18 
Dimensions and Weights of Turbine Components 

Technical Data for Vestas V112-3.0 MW 
(Source: Vestas 2009a) 

Turbine 
Component 

Dimensions 
Weight Length Height Width/Diameter 

Monopile 
Foundation 

150 to 210 mt (165 to 231 ton) for 28 
to 40 m (92’ to 132’) long monopile 
500 mt (551 ton) for 60 m (200’) long 
monopile 

Varying  
28 - 40 m (92’ to 131’)  
up to 60 m (197’) 

N/A d: 5 m to 5.5 m 
(16.75’ to 18’) 

Transition Piece 170 mt (187 ton) 17 m (56’) per unit N/A d: 4.2 m (13.8’) 

Nacelle 
(including hub) 

125 - 150 mt (138 to 165 ton) 14 m (46’) 3.3 m 
(10.8’) 

w: 3.9 m (12.8’) 

One Blade 12.5 to 18 mt (13.77 to <20 ton) 54.6 m (179’) N/A Max. w: 4.2 m  
(13.8’) 

Tower Section Approximately 70 mt (77.16 ton) 32.5 m (106.6’) N/A d: 4.2 m to 4.5 m 
(13.7’ to 14.76’) 

N/A = Not applicable 

3.8.1 Overview of Rail 

In general, the weight and length proposed for the units (excluding blades) can be handled by 
rail in the nationwide system depending on how finite certain components can be broken down. 
There are various routes throughout the United States that can be employed for shipments of 
oversized shipments. Main line route movement is easier to address than final delivery by rail to 
the various ports. In Massachusetts, delivery to central distribution points would include Beacon 
Park Yard in Allston (which is operated by CSX) or Ayer (which is operated by Pan Am Railways 
in conjunction with Norfolk Southern). From this point, equipment would travel on secondary 
routes to each of the port areas. There are differences in right of ways, bridge clearances and 
secondary access corridors for rail lines throughout the United States and in the region. It can 
be assumed that if the rail link between the manufacturer and a main line rail corridor can 
handle the equipment that the main line corridor can move the equipment anywhere in the 
country. For the most part, if there are any unique choke points, there are sufficient other 
corridors available to handle the move. All of the ports in Massachusetts have rail access. 
However, direct waterfront access varies by area. 

The ability to move component parts via rail is determined by rail corridor track curvatures, 
component weights, and loaded height on the rail car. 

Curvature: The lines to port facilities vary in terms of curvature, so specific routing and the need 
for single overhang vs. double overhang vs. bolster load loadings must be considered to 
address any length issues associated with the specific equipment being shipped. Overhang is 
simply the extension beyond the limits of the rail car either at one end or both. The overhang 
depends upon the length of the item carried and where the center of gravity is for the load.  

Weight: In general, a weight of 81.7 mt (90 tons) can be loaded onto a standard rail car. Heavier 
loads would require either special equipment that is available in various configurations 
(including a bolster load and are able to carry up to about 363 mt (400 tons)). The bolster is the 
part of a railroad car body underneath that connects the truck's pivot to the body (see 
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Figure 3-21). The bolster also includes and refers to the cross members which provide the 
frame for the rail trucks which is the piece between the side frames. The bolster load is the 
maximum weight that the bolster frame and truck assembly can support. Boston and New 
Bedford’s rail network would support standardized loads up to the limits indicated for the rail 
system. New Bedford track conditions are, in general, not as good as in Boston. 

Figure 3-21 Rail Trucks 
(Source: MARPRO Associates International 2009) 

Height: Heights limitations are very route specific. Overall first generation clearances for 
container doublestack cargo movement are 5.8 m (19 feet) “above the rail” (ATR). Second 
generation clearances are approximately 6.8 m (22’ 6”) ATR. In most cases, Massachusetts rail 
lines to ports average 5.2 m (17 feet) ATR. 

In general, components can be designed to be transported on the national rail system (see 
Figure 3-22). They can be broken down to insure they do not exceed rail system limitations on 
weight or clearance. It can be clearly seen in Figure 3-22 that component heights, when loaded 
on rail equipment, generally average a similar height to standard rail box cars. 

Figure 3-22 Broken Down Wind Components on Rail Cars 
(Source: MARPRO Associates International 2009) 
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3.8.2 Overview of Road Transport Requirements 

Overweight and large shipment units are limited to State permitting requirements. These 
requirements allow an excess of 1,240 kg (88,000 pounds) only on roadways either specially 
designated for such shipments or with the use of specialized equipment such as tri-axle trailers. 
Shipments are generally limited to a maximum of 1,410 kg (100,000 pounds) and are often only 
permitted during certain time periods (such as off-peak or overnight periods). Infrastructure is 
also considered in permitting applications including limitations from overhead utilities, road 
lighting, road curvatures and intersections. 

3.9 Implications of Distance 
Developers identified cost as a critical consideration. Under the precept of “time equals money”, 
schedule generally has a strong impact on project cost. The distance between a staging port 
and the installation site affects costs both in terms of fuel schedule. Distance also has an effect 
on controlling the risk of damage or loss during transport. When expensive turbine components 
are in transit from the staging port to the installation site they are more vulnerable to ocean and 
weather effects and motion accidents than when they are being managed from a vessel 
stabilized by jack-up legs. The proximity of the staging port to the installation site, therefore, is a 
factor in reducing risks and costs and risk. 

In terms of component delivery to the staging port, distance also is an important factor, but not 
typically an overriding factor for the project. Required components and raw materials for a 
project may come from Europe, Colorado, or Brazil. One manufacturer that was interviewed 
advised that industry on the Gulf Coast is already set up to manufacture the steel pieces 
needed for jacket piles. This manufacturer expects to barge the fabricated pieces to a location 
closer to the installation site for assembly. He believes that manufacturing and shipping is more 
cost-effective than setting up a manufacturing facility in the region. However, at the same time, 
the manufacturer wants an assembly location relatively close to the fabrication site so that he 
does not have to “ship air” (i.e., the spaces between the framework members). 
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4.0 EVALUATION CRITERIA  
The information presented earlier in this report was developed to identify a broad set of direct 
requirements and highly desirable characteristics of port facilities relative to supporting offshore 
wind farm construction and operation. In this section, the broad list of considerations is analyzed 
and further distilled down to a smaller set of criteria that can be used to effectively and 
adequately differentiate the identified Massachusetts port facilities from each other based on 
their potential to support offshore wind energy development. 

4.1 Summary of Requirements and Desirable Characteristics  

Previous sections of this report have discussed the multiple roles a port plays in staging the 
construction and maintaining the operation of an offshore wind farm. Particular features and 
characteristics of the port either enhance the port’s ability to perform these roles or represent 
obstacles to providing those services and supporting those functions. The direct requirements 
and highly desirable characteristics of port facilities were identified through interviews with 
developers and wind turbine manufactures and then compiled and evaluated. To facilitate 
review, these requirements and characteristics were grouped into five general categories: 

•	 Aspects associated with the wharf and yard portions of the port; 
•	 Aspects associated with the berthing facilities of the port; 
•	 Aspects associated with navigation into and out of the port; 
•	 Aspects associated with the geographic location of the port relative to potential projects; 

and 
•	 Aspects and characteristics of the region in the vicinity of the port. 

Table 4-1 lists these grouped requirements and characteristics. 

Table 4-1 

Groupings of Port Characteristics
 

Aspects of the Port Requirement or Characteristic 
Wharf and Yard • Has available inside storage capacity 

• Has sufficient lay down area for required storage and assembly 
• Would be able to expand the scale of operations 
• Has adequate rail or road access 
• Has previously staged offshore projects or development 
• Has ready access for and experience with large tugs and support vessels 

Berthing Facilities • Has sufficient berth (length and depth) 
• Already has large cranes of sufficient size and type 
• Has piers with high load carrying capacities 
• Has capacity to handle hundreds of additional port calls/year 

Navigation • Has operations 24 hours/day and 365 days/year 
• Is in a sheltered harbor 
• Has no restrictive lateral clearance constraints 
• Has no restrictive air draft constraints 
• Has sufficient draft at low tide 
• Has a short route to open water 
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Aspects of the Port Requirement or Characteristic 
Geographic Location • Is located proximate to related marine infrastructure and equipment 

• Is as close as possible to component manufacturers 
• Is not subject to excessive extreme weather that can adversely affect 

operations 
• Is as close as possible to proposed project sites ( including MA OMP Wind 

Energy Areas) 
Region in the Vicinity of the 
Port 

• Has accommodations for workers and visitors 
• Has, or can quickly develop, a trained work force 
• Has access to a sufficient workforce 
• Development is welcomed by the community 
• Development is welcomed by regulators 
• Development will contribute to economic growth 

First, it should be noted that not all of these collected requirements and characteristics were 
identified to be equally as critical to a port’s ability to successfully support offshore wind farm 
development. Some are “must have” physical requirements, while others represent desirable 
characteristics that potentially could be worked around provided other features are present and 
compensate for their absence. Second, a few of the listed characteristics are complementary 
and linked. For example, ports with ready access to large tugs and support vessels would 
almost certainly be located proximate to other related marine infrastructure and equipment. As 
such, the presence of one generally ensures the presence of the other. Third, some 
characteristics would be shared by any larger port or any port in the Eastern U.S. For example, 
all port locations in the region have accessible accommodations for workers and visitors and 
have access to a sufficient work force. Therefore, these characteristics would not enable one to 
meaningfully discriminate between the ports being comparatively evaluated. 

In consideration of these factors, the requirements and characteristics were distilled down into a 
smaller set of critical criteria appropriate for the comparative evaluation of the ports. The 
distillation process was conducted so that all of the considerations that were identified as critical 
or important were preserved as “hard” requirements, as distinguished from softer trade-off 
characteristics. The criteria that were developed are presented in the next section. 

4.2 Criteria Development 
Upon further consideration of the requirements and characteristics identified above, two sets of 
“hard” requirements were identified for comparing the ports: (1) those related to harbor access 
(referred to as the 1st Tier Criteria) and (2) those related to the port facilities’ attributes needed 
to meet specific developer and turbine supplier needs (referred to as the 2nd Tier Criteria). In 
addition, a set of “soft” criteria was developed that is somewhat more subjective but 
nevertheless allows ports to be distinguished from one another relative to supporting offshore 
wind farm development. Soft criteria attributes may attract developers to consider one port over 
another, and the absence of these criteria is likely to have financial consequences to port 
projects. 

4.2.1 1st Tier Hard Criteria Relating to Harbor Access 

The 1st Tier Hard Criteria identified relative to harbor access were: 
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• Sheltered harbor (protected from bad weather by means of a barrier); 
• Unobstructed vertical (overhead) clearance;  
• Minimum horizontal clearance greater than 40 m (approximately 150 feet); 
• Minimum low tide navigational channel depth of 7.3 m (24 feet);  
• 24/ hour/day and 7 days/week operational availability; and 
• Exclusive use of the staging facility. 

Ensuring port access as dictated by developer and turbine supplier needs is essential. Hard 
criteria related to the logistics of the origin of the turbine components and their method of 
delivery to the staging port and the installation (construction) site are crucial. Possible delivery 
modes include seafaring vessels, rail, and trucking (see Section 3). Physical parameters for 
marine vessels to access a harbor emerge as critical criteria, while rail and trucking access 
were believed to be present or more easily attainable at the set of ports being compared. 
Staging ports need to accommodate vessels shipping and handling the large components used 
for commercial scale wind farms. The greatest vessel draft (depth) establishes the criteria for 
the shipping or navigation channel depth. The widest vessel beam (width) along with the 
method of component transport, which may involve overhang, establishes horizontal 
clearances. Along with vessel height, the options for method of transport also contribute to 
vertical clearance criteria. The potential for bad weather interruptions and the need to maximize 
labor and equipment availability makes a sheltered harbor an essential criterion, especially for 
the barges that are adapted as near-term delivery and installation vessels.  

Implications of the cost of contractor mobilization, vessel and equipment utilization combined 
with weather and seasonal limitations on the construction window result in developers and 
turbine suppliers requiring a port facility that allows operations 24 hours a day, seven days a 
week. Given that optimal operations would entail moving large components around the clock, 
the staging port must also provide exclusive use of the staging facility.  

A systematic evaluation of these 1st tier hard criteria will address the navigational considerations 
identified in Table 4-1. 

4.2.2 2nd Tier Hard Criteria Relating to Port Facilities 

The 2nd Tier Hard Criteria identified relative to the port facilities were: 

• Minimum berth length of 138 m (approximately 450 feet); 
• Minimum berth water depth of 7.3 m (24 feet); 
• Lay down storage and assembly backland area larger than 4 hectares (10 acres); and 
• Proximity to likely offshore wind farm site. 

These 2nd tier criteria establish port facility attributes that would accommodate industry vessels. 
Primarily, these 2nd tier hard criteria must include the water depth at and overall length of the 
facility berth. Water depth must be sufficient to accommodate industry vessel drafts or must be 
attainable through routine dredging. Additionally, vessel length and the number of vessels 
operating simultaneously establish the parameters needed for length of the berth.  
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The size of the backland area landside of the bulkhead for storage and assembly of the turbine 
components and the ability to handle the loads of components and construction equipment are 
significant criteria. The requirements of foundation storage and assembly can increase the area 
requirements, but foundations do not necessarily need to be staged from the same port or have 
the same delivery vessel-related restrictions. Port proximity to the construction site can affect 
operational logistics, risks, and significantly costs. The distance from a port facility to potential 
wind farm sites, therefore, has significance but becomes secondary to the parameters 
discussed above. If a maximum distance is established to screen ports, it may follow, however, 
that closer ports have limitations that could have a persuasive effect on logistics, risks, or costs, 
thereby making more distant ports the more viable option. This has recently been true for the 
U.K. where deployment operations have been staged out of Denmark in some cases. 

A systematic evaluation of these 2nd tier hard criteria will address the wharf and yard and 
berthing facility considerations identified in Table 4-1. 

4.2.3 Soft Criteria 

Soft criteria parameters, as noted above, are other port area attributes that may attract 
developers to consider one port over another. The Soft Criteria identified were: 

• Workforce availability; 
• Education and training facilities; 
• Political climate/community acceptance; and 
• Regulatory considerations. 

The location of education or training facilities and work force availability, including various skilled 
labor trades, could be an important factor in port selection. Soft criteria are discussed in more 
detail in Section 6.4. European offshore wind developers have reported shortages among skilled 
workers in related trades. Massachusetts ports have ready access to considerable education 
and training resources that are geared to offshore and underwater construction, seamanship, 
and technical trades and services. Taking into consideration the nine-plus years’ approval 
process of the Cape Wind project, which was greatly affected by opposition to the project, 
political climate and community acceptance of a large scale industrial operation to support 
potentially controversial projects also must be evaluated. 

A systematic evaluation of these soft criteria will address the aspects of the region in the vicinity 
of the port identified in Table 4-1. 

4.2.4 Screening and Short-Listing the Ports 

The set of ports considered in this study were analyzed using these criteria. Those ports that did 
not meet minimum thresholds were eliminated from further consideration by the Team. 
Section 5 provides an overview of Massachusetts ports that could support staging and 
installation of offshore wind farms, as well as other regional ports that could meet the assembly, 
construction, and/or servicing needs of the offshore wind industry.  

Section 6 describes the process that resulted in the two short-listed ports - the potential South 
Terminal area in the Port of New Bedford Renewable Energy Marine Park and the existing Dry 
Dock #4 in the Port of Boston Marine Industrial Park. 
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5.0 INVENTORY OF PORTS 
The following sections provide an overview and general description of Massachusetts ports, as 
well as regional ports that could support offshore wind development activities. This section also 
provides an overview of the capability of East Coast and Gulf Coast shipyards to construct new 
vessels, modify existing vessels, provide support vessels, and provide repair services. 

5.1 Profiles of Port Facilities in Massachusetts 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has a varied mix of marine activities in its five key port 
areas, with connections to both international and domestic markets. Primarily, these ports serve 
as transition points where cargo moves to and from marine modes including ship and barge to 
land-based modes, in particular truck or rail. Appendices F and G provide more detail on these 
ports and modes of transportation. 

Massachusetts has a number of ports that, because of their existing or proposed marine 
terminals, geographic location, proximity to regional commercial activity, and access to land-
based transport to more distant inland markets, already have substantial marine activity 
including a wide range of freight activity. The Commonwealth has one major tonnage and 
diversified seaport and five smaller niche ports that operate within the marine network. The 
major Commonwealth seaport is Boston, and the five niche ports include Gloucester, Salem, the 
Fore River Shipyard, Fall River, and New Bedford. From north to south, profiles of these 
Massachusetts ports and their potential for expanded marine industrial activity are presented 
below. 

5.1.1 Gloucester, Massachusetts 

Background 

The Port of Gloucester is located on Cape Ann and is approximately 22.6 nm (26 miles) north of 
Boston. Cape Ann is located adjacent to the main shipping routes between Southern and 
Northern New England. The port is historically known for its fishing industry. See Appendix E for 
the extent of the Gloucester Designated Port Area (DPA).  

Gloucester still has a large fishing industry and the potential to develop an all water ferry 
connection to the Province of Nova Scotia in Canada. The port has some land area available to 
develop a new marine facility for commercial activities. It has a readily available skilled work 
force and diverse marine service sector. It also has a rail line that would provide access to the 
national rail system, and the Route 128 corridor provides excellent highway connections to the 
New England highway network. 

Facilities 

The primary marine industrial facilities in the port are within the Industrial Port (see Figure 5-1). 
The principal businesses are fishing, fish processing, recreational boating, marine repair and 
supply, and a fledgling cruise ship business. The Industrial Port has become the city’s primary 
marine industrial area with 98% of the land and pile-supported area within this district dedicated 
to industrial and accessory-to-industrial uses. It has recently experienced several significant 
changes, including the opening of the Gloucester Seafood Display Auction, modernization of 
Americold’s and Gorton’s waterfront infrastructure, and significant expansion of facilities on the 
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State Fish Pier. Most recently, the development of the Gloucester Marine Terminal at Rowe 
Square offers important new opportunities for the port (Garcia et al. 2009). The Gloucester 
Marine Terminal, the cruise ship facility, is accessed via the North Channel of Gloucester Inner 
Harbor and can accommodate vessels up to 152.4 m (500 feet) in length and drawing up to 
5.5 m (18 feet). The facility is owned by the City of Gloucester and is limited to tourism activities. 
Larger vessels up to 244 m (800 feet) in length and drawing up to 7.9 m (26 feet) can be 
accommodated inside the breakwater at Gloucester Harbor. 

Gloucester Marine Terminal 

South Channel 

Inner Harbor 

State Fish Pier 

North 
Channel 

Fort 
Point 

Black 
Point 

Figure 5-1 Layout of the Inner Harbor at the Port of Gloucester 
(Source: City of Gloucester Harbor Plan and Designated Port Area  

Master Plan 2009) 

The largest facility is the State Pier, which is dedicated to fishing activities. The 3.1 hectares 
(7.8 acre) facility has a 410 m2 (approximately 4,400 sf) wharf with 425 m (approximately 1,400 
feet) of berthing with depths of between 5.2 and 6.1 m (17 and 20 feet) at mean low water 
(MLW). A dredged channel of 6.1 m (20 feet) at MLW provides access to the pier. 

There are several buildings that support the fishing industry onsite, and a number of businesses 
that support marine activities, including several small boat marinas. There are also a number of 
repair yards and associated businesses. There is little capability at existing facilities for ROWEI 
staging. 
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Harbor Profile 

Gloucester Harbor is a well protected harbor with an easily navigable entrance and broad inner 
harbor located on the south shore of Cape Ann. The entrance to the port is close to the pilot 
station located in Massachusetts Bay.  

The outer harbor has a protective breakwater that extends from the east side of the harbor 
entrance at Easter Point. Primary access is on the western side of the harbor entrance. The 
harbor becomes progressively shallower from about 5.5 to 15.8 m (18 to 52 feet) outside the 
entrance to 7.6 to 9.1 m (25 to 30 feet) within the harbor to less than 4.5 to 7.3 m (15 to 24 feet) 
in the inner reaches. The channel entrance is approximately 365 m (approximately 1,200 feet) 
wide with depths of 11.6 to 14.3 m (38 to 47 feet) into the outer harbor.  

Tidal range is about 2.65 m (approximately 8.7 feet) average, and currents within the harbor are 
nominal. Parts of the harbor entrance are difficult to traverse due to breaking waves in severe 
weather and a number of shoals and submerged obstacles. There is a dredged anchorage for 
vessels with up to 4.9 m (16 feet) of draft about 275 m (approximately 900 feet) southwest of the 
State Fish Pier. 

The inner harbor is defined by a line between Fort Point and Black Point. The approaches to the 
inner harbor have water depths ranging from 6.7 to over 12.2 m (22 feet to over 40 feet). Water 
depths range from 4.72 to 5.8 m (15.5 to 19 feet) in the inner harbor. The lateral clearance is 
approximately 61 to 76 m (approximately 200 to 250 feet). Gloucester harbor has inner areas 
known as the Western Harbor (which is closest to the town center) and Southeast Harbor 
(which is closest to the entrance) (see Figure 5-2). Shoreline areas in the Western Harbor and 
Southeast Harbor have very shallow water depths. There are shallow channel (6.1 m (20 feet) 
at MLW) accesses to the State Fish Pier, Gloucester Marine Terminal and East Gloucester.  

Advantages 

The port is well sheltered and has support mechanisms in place for commercial and industrial 
activities. No overhead clearance constraints were identified in the approaches to the Port of 
Gloucester. The port has both rail and highway access which supports the traffic associated 
with the fish processing industry. There is a waterfront commercial roadway connecting to 
Route 128. 

Disadvantages 

Water depth and lateral clearance are the most significant constraints for the inner harbor at the 
Port of Gloucester (see Figure 5-2). The harbor entrance is narrow and deep, but becomes 
shallow quickly. There is little deep water access to shore areas for large vessels, but access is 
suitable for barges Turbine installation vessels should be able to navigate the Port of 
Gloucester, but turbine import vessels most likely would not be able to call at this port. The 
lateral clearance limits turbine load-outs in the fore-aft bunny ear configuration. The immediate 
area in and around the shoreline is congested and has mixed traffic flow. Although there is rail 
service to the City, it is limited at this time to commuter rail.  
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Western Harbor 

Southeast Harbor 

Inner Harbor 

Breakwater 

Figure 5-2 Gloucester Harbor and Shoreline Areas 
(Source: MARPRO Associates International 2009) 

Potential 

There are limited areas for industrial growth adaptable to ROWEI staging. It is unlikely that a 
suitable location within the port of sufficient size could be identified to handle processing and 
assembly. To take advantage of existing water depth, highway connections and other access 
issues, any facility should be located on the west side of the harbor. 

5.1.2 Salem, Massachusetts 

Background 

The Port of Salem is located 9.6 nm (11 miles) southwest of Cape Ann and is approximately 
10.4 nm (12 miles) northeast of Boston. It is a small harbor, part of an irregular indentation in 
the shoreline of Massachusetts Bay (see Figure 5-3). The watershed area also includes 
Manchester, Beverly and Marblehead Harbors. The port is primarily known for its recreational 
and yachting industry. It also has a deepwater oil facility and commuter passenger service 
connecting to Boston. See Appendix E for the extent of the Salem DPA. 
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LNG Support 
Facility 

Salem Terminal 

Derby Wharf 

Figure 5-3 Aerial View of Salem Harbor 
(Source: MARPRO Associates International 2009) 

Facilities 

The principle deepwater facility in Salem Harbor, Salem Terminal, is located at the head of the 
harbor. The facility handles petroleum for the 27 hectares (approximately 67 acre) New England 
Power Company plant owned by Dominion Energy. In addition, Key Span Energy operates the 
adjacent 6 hectares (15 acre) support facility for an offshore liquefied natural gas handling 
platform. The port has a 0.8 hectares (approximately 2 acre) commuter ferry facility with 
connecting service to Boston. There are several fishing and recreational boat slips in the harbor, 
and the National Park Service has a 244 m (800 foot) berth that is used for historic vessels. 

The port has fuel, water, provisions, and general marine services available, including several 
small machine shops that mostly service smaller craft. There are no dry-dock or shipyard 
facilities in the port for large commercial craft. 

Salem has limited potential for substantial expanded marine industrial activities. The Salem 
Waterfront is shallow and has poor road connections to the waterfront. The port already 
provides supplemental marine support for the expanding petroleum and gas network in New 
England. The port’s only deepwater commercial terminal is situated at the head of the harbor, 
and there are several former rail rights-of-way that connect to inland points. The expansion of 
pipeline connections from the terminal into the gas and petroleum network was first identified in 
the study conducted in 1994 by the Governor’s Commission on Commonwealth Port 
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Development (MARPRO Associates International 2009). While the terminal is primarily used to 
supply the needs of the Salem Power Plant, it has the capacity to handle additional marine 
operations, including ROWEI staging. The port, however, does not have enough of a 
transportation network to meet a wide range of industrial needs, which would require adequate 
waterfront property, deep water access, unencumbered road access, and direct highway and 
rail connections. It does have the potential for other water based activities not dependant on 
road or rail connectivity. 

Harbor Profile 

Salem Harbor is a well protected harbor with three main channels that serve the watershed 
area. The Salem Channel, which is 9.4 m (approximately 31 feet) deep, is the primary access 
channel for deep draft vessels and passes through Salem Sound for approximately 3 nm (see 
Figure 5-4). The channel connects to a turning basin at the west side of the harbor at the Salem 
Terminal Wharf. The turning basin has a controlling depth of 8.2 m (approximately 27 feet). The 
harbor also has a special anchorage area. The harbor extends to the Salem Waterfront where 
the National Park Service’s recreational and fishing piers and ferry terminal are located. Depth 
in most cases at the Salem Waterfront is less than 5.5 to 6.1 m (18 to 20 feet).  

Salem Terminal 

Salem Channel 

Figure 5-4 Salem Harbor and Shoreline Areas 
(Source: MARPRO Associates International 2009) 

The overall range of the tide in the harbor is between 2.6 and 2.75 m (8.5 and 9 feet). Within the 
harbor the current has minimal velocity. There is ice buildup at the head of the harbor during 
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very cold winter months, mostly in January and February. Tug services are available out of 
Boston, and Salem is a U.S. Customs Port of Entry. 

Advantages 

The port is well sheltered and has some commercial vessel activity. The Salem Terminal site is 
underutilized and may be adaptable for some ROWEI staging activities. No overhead or lateral 
clearance constraints were identified in the approaches to the Port of Salem.  

Disadvantages 

The community is a popular tourist destination, and the surrounding waterfront communities 
have significant recreational vessel activities that have hindered industrial waterfront 
development. A potential focus of Salem Harbor is developing the emerging pocket cruise ship 
industry. 

Water depth is a constraint. There is little deep water access to shore areas near the center of 
the waterfront. There is also very little area outside of Salem Terminal where large vessels can 
handle ROWEI components. The immediate area in and around the waterfront is congested, 
has poor capacity for high volume traffic flow, and does not have adequate and acceptable truck 
access. Although there is rail service to the City of Salem, it is limited at this time to commuter 
rail. The rail does not extend to the harbor areas, but there are former rail rights of way that 
connect to the harbor area. There is little space around the harbor for the development of 
additional freight activities other than what is currently handled at Salem Terminal.  

Potential 

The main area for commercial growth lies with the tourism-based cruise business. The 
community is well known and has good growth opportunity in marine based tourism activities. 
There is limited capacity for ROWEI staging or fabrication. 

5.1.3 Boston, Massachusetts 

Background 

The Port of Boston is located north of Cape Cod and is adjacent to the main shipping routes 
between Southern and Northern New England. Within New England, the Port of Boston is the 
second largest tonnage port (after the Port of Portland, Maine,) the largest container port, the 
largest international passenger port and the largest oil port in Massachusetts. The port is 
historically known for its diverse maritime mix. The port has two shipyard facilities, hosts several 
commuter ferry operations, marine research activities, marinas, and the largest U.S. Coast 
Guard facility in New England (see Figure 5-5). While in recent years some segments of the 
port’s activities have declined, notably fishing, the Port of Boston remains the largest of the 
Commonwealth’s five major seaports. See Appendix E for the extent of the Boston DPA. 

Boston is the largest and most prominent freight port in the Commonwealth. It has the most 
diversified port mix and handles the largest volume of containers in New England and the 
second largest amount of petroleum cargo. The port mix includes containers, general cargo, 
automobiles, scrap metal, road salt, project cargo, refined petroleum products, liquefied natural 
gas, international port of call and homeport cruise passengers, and domestic commuter and 
outer harbor ferry operations. Including liquid bulk cargo, the Port of Boston handled over 
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13.6 million mt (approximately 15 million tons) of cargo in 2007. Only the Port of Portland 
handled more, approximately 22.7 million mt (25 million tons) of cargo, mostly crude oil bound 
for Canada. Of the Port of Boston’s total tonnage, 1.54 million mt (1.7 million tons) were 
containerized cargo representing 216,434 intermodal shipping container TEUs. With 4 container 
cranes, the annual port throughput averages 5,288 containers per hectare (2,140 containers per 
acre). The port hosted over 1,000 vessel calls in 2007.  

Figure 5-5 Aerial View of Boston Harbor 
(Source: http://www.mappingboston.org/html/map20-a.htm) 

Boston has some critical key advantages and some distinct disadvantages for potential growth 
(see Figure 5-6). The port is situated within one of New England’s largest market areas for 
products and commodities, and there is a significant amount of related port business, a wide 
range of diversity in the port operational mix, and a strong commitment to expanding activities. 
The port also has numerous terminals, deep water access, full marine services, and a large and 
skilled work force. The port has enhanced the economies of scale at its two major freight 
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terminals, Conley and Moran Terminals, by consolidating container operations at Conley 
Terminal in South Boston, nearest the open seas and deep water areas, and shifting auto 
import and processing operations to Moran Terminal in Charlestown. This has resulted in lower 
overall operating costs and has enhanced the Moran Terminal operating authority’s ability to 
attract and retain auto carrier and processing services. This trade suits the terminal’s draft 
limitations and longer port transit.  

Pier 1 (East Boston) 

Shipyard (East Boston) 

Dry Dock #4 

North Jetty 

Black Falcon Terminal 

Coastal Oil Terminal) 

Figure 5-6 Massport Facilities 
(Source: http://www.massport.com/business/pic/c_haarborwide.pdf) 

Boston has been limited in its ability to take full advantage of significant industrial growth. A 
series of development projects has gentrified port areas, which has created choke points for the 
marine terminals. South Boston, for example, had been developed by the railroads for the 
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handling of freight at numerous piers, but most of the original infrastructure has been replaced 
by new and non-related commercial and residential development. The result is that most of the 
rail infrastructure has been removed and direct rail connections to the waterfront are gone. 
Roadways are congested and direct street connections between the terminal and highway 
connectors are inefficient. The nearest major rail terminal is located at Allston Yard, some 
14 miles from the port, which would make transport and transfer of turbine components or 
ancillary material expensive. 

Facilities 

The public marine passenger and cargo facilities in the Port of Boston are managed by the 
Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport). Massport is an independent public authority that 
develops, promotes and manages Massachusetts’ airports, seaport and transportation 
infrastructure. Massport owns, operates and leases approximately 202 hectares (500 acres) of 
property in Charlestown, East Boston, and South Boston. Most of the properties are located 
within the Commonwealth’s regulated DPAs, which are restricted to maritime industrial 
activities. These facilities include the Boston Autoport located at the combined Mystic River 
Piers and Moran Terminal in Charlestown and East Boston Pier 1 and adjacent properties in 
East Boston. Massport also owns the Paul W. Conley Container Terminal, the Black Falcon 
International Cruiseport, the North Jetty cargo facility, and the Boston Fish Pier all located in 
South Boston. 

The 41 hectares (101 acre) Paul W. Conley Container Terminal South Boston is the largest 
marine facility in the harbor and is utilized for cargo container operations. The facility has 610 m 
(approximately 2,000 linear feet) of berthing with depths of between 12.2 and 13.7 m (40 and 
45 feet). The terminal is equipped with four, low profile gantry cranes capable of 30 moves an 
hour, and the terminal can handle vessels up to an average of 5,000 TEUs, considered mid-size 
in the current vessel market. The container terminal handled nearly 220,000 TEUs in 2007, up 
10% from 2006. The North Jetty is located on the waterfront in the Marine Industrial Park next to 
the Black Falcon Cruise Terminal. It offers 245 m (approximately 800 feet) of berthing space 
with a depth of 12.2 m (40 feet) at MLW (Massport website accessed February 2010). The 
North Jetty facility in South Boston is underutilized and adaptable to ROWEI assembly. 

Boston Autoport in Charlestown is primarily used for automobile import, processing and 
distribution and has capacity for approximately 50,000 cars per year. It is also the location for 
the Wind Technology Testing Center (WTTC), a joint project with the U.S. Department of 
Energy to build a large wind turbine blade testing facility. There is some covered storage for 
high-value automobiles on site in the former Mystic Pier transit shed. The property 
encompasses approximately 20.2 hectares (50 acres) of land, not all of which is actively utilized 
and is consequently potentially suitable for ROWEI staging. The facility is also equipped with a 
shore-side gantry crane. The Boston Autoport is upstream of the Tobin Bridge and, therefore, is 
subject to vertical navigational constraints.  

Another Massport facility in Charlestown is the former Revere Sugar site, now known as the 
Medford Street Terminal, which comprises approximately 5.7 hectares (14 acres) of waterfront 
industrial property with deepwater access. The Medford Street Terminal is being utilized for 
some storage and has good potential for ROWEI assembly. This terminal is upstream of the 
Tobin Bridge, which imposes a vertical constraint of approximately 41 m (135 feet). This 
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restriction makes navigation marginal for jack up vessels and limits turbine load-outs in the star 
configuration. 

The East Boston Shipyard is located on Marginal Street in East Boston between Piers Park and 
the site of the former Navy Fuel Pier. The shipyard is the only ship repair facility in Boston 
Harbor equipped to serve mid-sized commercial vessels. Features include: 3.6 hectares (9 
acres) of backland, including 4 piers and approximately 8.1 hectares (20 acres) of water sheet, 
18,580 m2 (200,000 square feet) of commercial office and industrial building area in 12 
structures, and 762 m (approximately 2,500 linear feet) of commercial berthing space (Massport 
website accessed February 2010). 

Moran Terminal has rail access through Sullivan Square, and Massport owns the freight rail line 
from Sullivan Square into the Terminal. Conley Terminal does not have rail access and there 
are no identified plans for extending rail service into the facility. There is a proposed rail line 
connection that would provide access from the North Jetty for bulk, project and other cargos. 
Most of the roadway system in and around Massport’s South Boston and Charlestown facilities 
is heavy weight rated for handling oversized loads up to 45.4 mt (approximately 100,000 pounds 
or 50 tons). The port has handled a number of project cargos using specialized tri-axle road 
trailers and has received State permits for transportation out of the terminal areas. Massport 
and the Boston Redevelopment Authority, which would have a approximately 15.25 m (50 foot) 
wide right-of-way and would eliminate some potential limitations with local utility infrastructure 
for very large component pieces. The roadway would provide better and unencumbered access 
to the Central Artery/Tunnel connections in South Boston. Massport also has proposed the 
extension of Cypher Street and the reconstruction of E Street as part of the freight roadway 
system with adequate turning curvatures and heavyweight access up to State authorized permit 
levels. 

Harbor Profile 

Boston Harbor is the largest physical harbor in New England and is well protected with a wide 
and easily navigable entrance and large inner harbor with deep water access. The entrance to 
the harbor has numerous shoals and islands. There are two dredged channels and two traffic 
separation schemes which define the approaches to and into the harbor for deep draft vessels. 
The entrance is well marked by navigational aids, and the entrance to the port is close to the 
pilot station located in Massachusetts Bay.  

Boston’s Main Ship Channel extends from the harbor entrance to the mouths of the Mystic and 
Chelsea Rivers and to the Charlestown Bridge on the Charles River. The Federal project 
channel depth is 12.2 m (40 feet) deep from the harbor entrance to the mouth of the Mystic 
River and is 10.6 m (35 feet) in areas near the south side of the harbor to just seaward the 
location of the Third Harbor. The Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improvement Project 
proposes to deepen the existing channel (USACE 2008). There are several deep draft ship 
anchorages in the harbor with the anchorage on the north side of President Roads used most 
frequently for ships and barges. Tidal range is around 2.75 to 2.9 m (9 to 9.5 feet) with two 
highs and two lows per day. Harbor currents are generally less than 1 knot. 

Table 5-1 below summarizes the navigational constraints in the Port of Boston and their 
operational implications. This report focuses on the port facilities in South Boston, Charlestown, 
and East Boston discussed above. Other facilities on the Chelsea River currently are not 
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considered feasible for ROWEI staging due to lateral and overhead restrictions, which are 
shown in Table 5-1, and are not discussed further. 

Table 5-1 

Summary of Navigational Constraints in Boston 


Potential Lateral Overhead 
Controlling 

Water 
Feasible 

Turbine Load-
Jack-Up 
Feasible 

Staging Port Obstructions Clearance Clearance Depth Outs ? 
South Boston 
(all ports) Logan Airport over 152 m 

(500') report air 
draft to 

12.2 m 
(40') all yes 

Charlestown / East 
Boston 
(inner harbor ports) 

Logan Airport over 152 m 
(500') 

airport traffic 
control 

12.2 m 
(40') all yes 

Medford Street 
Terminal and Mystic 
River 

Tobin 
Memorial 
Bridge 

over 152 m 
(500') 

41 m 
(135') 

7.6 – 10.7 m 
(25’-35') star marginal 

Chelsea River 
(west of Chelsea St. 
Bridge) 

Andrew 
McArdle 
Bridge 

53.3 m 
(175') none 8.8 – 12.2 m 

(29’-40') 
fore-aft bunny 

ear yes 

Chelsea River 
(east of Chelsea St. 
Bridge) 

Chelsea St. 
Bridge 

28.3 m 
(93') 25.3 m (83') 8.8 – 12.2 m 

(29’-40') 
rotor 

disassembled no 

Advantages 

The port is well sheltered and has significant support mechanisms in place for commercial 
vessel activity and ROWEI assembly. There are numerous roadway connections to most of the 
main marine terminals which are heavily used. The port is the largest support center for marine 
activities in New England with a diversified mix of services and associated businesses. 

Disadvantages 

Boston is a typical metropolitan port, with gentrification pressures and limited ability to expand 
marine activities. The Port of Boston is affected by air traffic at Logan Airport. While maritime 
operations are not restricted, according to the Coast Pilot®6, all vessels with air draft greater 
than approximately 25.9 m (85 feet) must advise air traffic control of their presence (U.S. 
Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and National 
Ocean Service 2009). South Boston facilities do not have significant navigational constraints. All 
turbine load-out configurations (i.e., bunny ear fore-aft, bunny ear lateral, and star) can be 
accommodated. Jack-up vessels can navigate between these ports and the sea. Long-term 
staging operations in South Boston should be evaluated in the context of the vertical limitations 
due to proximity to Logan airport and related FAA regulations.  

While there are numerous road connections to terminals, many are congested and pass through 
residential areas creating potential conflicts with pedestrian and automobile traffic. Rail 
connectivity is very limited in several areas including South Boston, Charlestown and East 

6 The United States Coast Pilot® consists of a series of nautical books that cover a variety of information 
important to navigators of coastal and intracoastal waters and the Great Lakes. Coast Pilot 1 covers the 
coasts of Maine, New Hampshire, and part of Massachusetts, from West Quoddy Head in Maine to 
Provincetown in Massachusetts. Major ports are at Portsmouth, NH and Boston, MA. 
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Boston. Boston’s container and auto terminals have no direct access to the nation’s doublestack 
(Gen2) rail network. Boston is considered to be a high cost port due to existing labor 
agreements and work rules, expensive infrastructure and limited volume capacity. The marine 
terminals, particularly Conley Terminal, have limited area to expand their property boundaries, 
which would affect utilization for other activities. Vessel access to the inner harbor, specifically, 
Charlestown and Chelsea Creek is draft and length limited.  

Potential 

There is adjacent property that can be purchased and added to the existing terminal footprints 
to allow for expanded yard area allowing for dedicated ROWEI processing. Roadway 
connections to the terminals in most cases also need to be improved to provide appropriate 
capability. 

Boston’s industrial marine growth is tied to three major areas to expand marine activities. These 
include: 

•	 Expansion of terminal size; 
•	 Improvement of roadway connections to main highways that avoid the inner city 

roadways; and 
•	 Creation of a better connection to the national rail network. 

5.1.4 Fore River Shipyard 

Background 

Fore River Shipyard is less than 10 miles south of Boston. This approximately 45 hectares 
(111 acre) site is situated partially in both Quincy (2/3) and Braintree (1/3) (see Figure 5-7). Fore 
River Shipyard was once a prominent shipyard in the United States, producing ships for World 
War II (WWII), peaking with approximately 50,000 employees during this time. In the 1970s, the 
1,200 ton "Goliath" crane (since removed in 2008) was built specifically to place aluminum 
spheres (pressure vessels) on the LNG vessels constructed there. Recently, Fore River 
Shipyard has served as the Central Receiving Point for new car delivery to local dealerships. 
See Appendix E for the extent of the Fore River (Weymouth, Quincy and Braintree) DPA.  

The site is currently undergoing an initial planning process to determine potential new uses for 
the site, including marine-related, residential, retail, office, and entertainment. Current planning 
goals are to create a mixed-use, working waterfront development at the site. At this time, the 
Shipyard is actively seeking industrial tenants for both indoor and outdoor space. The Fore 
River which flows directly into Boston Harbor has recently been dredged by the Army Corps of 
Engineers, and can accept “Panamax” class vessels (i.e., vessels of a maximum size to fit 
through the existing Panama Canal). 
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Fore River Bridge 

Quincy 

Fore River 
Shipyard 

Central Receiving 
Point 

Braintree 

Figure 5-7 Aerial View of Fore River Shipyard 
(Source: Google Earth, Fore River Shipyard, 2010) 

Facilities 

The site is currently owned by Daniel Quirk, a local auto dealer, and is used as the Central 
Receiving Point for new car delivery. The port area also contains a ferry terminal for commuter 
boats to Boston and Hull that is run by Harbor Express for the Massachusetts Bay 
Transportation Authority (MBTA). The yard also is used by Jay Cashman, Inc., for heavy 
construction and marine equipment services, the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority, as 
a sewage sludge heat-drying and pelletizing facility, and by the Fore River Transportation 
Corporation for short line freight rail service to CSXT South Braintree (discussion with Daniel 
Quirk). 

The site currently features rail and roadway access, a 41,800 m2 (450,000 square foot) open 
floor building, a 9,290 m2 (100,000 square foot) open floor building, and additional buildings for 
a total of 55,740 m2 (600,000 square feet). The site also includes a 11,150 m2 (120,000 square 
foot) Wet Basin with a current 6.1 m (20 foot) draft that can be dredged to deeper than 9.1 m 
(approximately 30 feet). 

Shipyard Profile 

The Shipyard is located in a well protected area with adequate draft to accept “Panamax” class 
vessels. The entrance to the Shipyard is narrow, restricted by the Fore River Bridge, which 
currently has a 53.3 m (175 foot) vertical clearance and a 53.3 m (175 foot) horizontal 
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clearance. This bridge is a temporary lift bridge and plans are not yet finalized as to whether the 
replacement bridge will be a lift style or bascule style drawbridge. North and East of the bridge, 
the approach channel ranges from 41 to 183 m (136 feet to 600 feet) wide and is approximately 
9.75 m (32 feet) deep. South of the bridge, the channel opens to 122 m (400 feet) wide. 
Channel depth is 9.75 m (32 feet). Tidal range is around 3 to 3.1 m (9.8 to 10.2 feet).  

Advantages 

The port is well sheltered and has significant support mechanisms in place for commercial 
vessel activity. There are numerous roadway connections and an active railroad line.  

Disadvantages 

The entrance to the Shipyard is laterally and vertically constrained by the Fore River Bridge. 
Additionally, the site is currently undergoing an initial planning process to determine new 
potential uses for the site, including marine-related, residential, retail, office, and entertainment. 
Currently, the site is serving as the Central Receiving Point for new car delivery to local Quirk 
car dealerships. Much of the infrastructure is significantly aged. 

Potential 

New bridge design for the Fore River Bridge is yet to be finalized. Additionally, improvements 
could include the following: 

•	 Improvement of roadway connections to main highways that avoid the inner city 
roadways; 

•	 Creation of a better connection to the national rail network; and 

•	 Facilities to support secondary functions associated with offshore wind deployments. 

5.1.5 Fall River, Massachusetts 

Background 

The Port of Fall River is located at the mouth of the Taunton River at the head of Mount Hope 
Bay, at the northeast side of Narragansett Bay, near the Massachusetts-Rhode Island border. 
The port is approximately 18 nm from the south entrance of Narragansett Bay, which flows into 
Rhode Island Sound, 17 nm west of the Cape Cod Canal and approximately 90 nm south of 
Boston. It is geographically located about 74 kilometers (km) (46 miles) south of Boston, 26 km 
(16 miles) southeast of Providence, RI and 19 km (12 miles) west of New Bedford. The port is 
historically known for its manufacturing and distribution and has developed an active break-bulk 
trade. Cargo operations have included handling mostly break-bulk cargoes such as bananas, 
wallboard, heavy equipment, automobiles, wood pulp, chemicals, newspaper and seafood. See 
Appendix E for the extent of the Mount Hope Bay (Fall River and Somerset) DPA.  

The Port encompasses the waterfronts of Fall River and Tiverton, Rhode Island on the east side 
of the Taunton River and the waterfront of Somerset, MA on the west side of the river. The port 
has good highway access and is served by U.S. Route 6, Routes 24, 79 and 138 and Interstate 
195 that connects to Providence, RI with Cape Cod. There are rail freight activities through CSX 
connecting to several industrial sites in Fall River. In addition to freight activities, there are 
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several cruise ship visits each year and a number of recreational vessels activities supported by 
marina facilities at several locations. 

Fall River is also an active niche port serving several international markets. The area is ringed 
with liquid bulk terminals and has the potential for expanded industrial activities at the State 
Pier. The State Pier has available storage and land area for operations but is used for both 
industrial and tourism based activities. One way of enhancing Fall River’s ability to handle more 
marine industrial operations is to remove tourism-based activities from the State Pier. The port 
has good highway access and a rail corridor that requires additional infrastructure 
improvements. 

Facilities 

The port has a number of active private facilities and one principal public facility (see 
Figure 5-8). The Borden and Remington Corporation Wharf is 116 m (380 feet) long with a 
water depth of 8.5 m (28 feet) alongside. The pier is currently used for handling of latex and 
caustic soda, is owned by the Tillotson Co., and is operated by the Borden and Remington 
Corp. 

The primary marine facility for the City of Fall River is the State Pier and is located on the site of 
the former Fall River Line Pier, which was a major steamship operator in New England. The 
State-owned general marine terminal provides two deep-water berths, a 120 m (398 foot) berth 
with a depth of 4.5 to 10.7 m (15 to 35 feet) alongside, and a 189 m (620 foot) berth with a 
10.7 m (35 foot) water depth alongside. There is also a 7,900 m2 (85,000 sf) terminal and roll
on/roll-off facility, as well as 2.8 hectares (7 acres) of open storage yards. The terminal is 
equipped with an approximately 24 m (80 foot) roll-on/roll-off ramp and a 45 mt (50 ton) truck 
scale. There are three rail spurs, which provide direct on-dock rail connections, but only one is 
currently operable. The State Pier handles break-bulk and containers. This cargo comes 
primarily from the Cape Verde Islands, and vehicles and equipment from Angola. The port also 
handles frozen fish, totaling approximately 680 mt (750 tons) per year, from a fish processing 
vessel as well as petroleum products at several private terminals. The State Pier represents the 
best alternative for ROWEI staging.  

Just north of the State Pier is the USS MASSACHUSETTS Battleship Memorial where a 
number of former naval vessels are berthed. The Memorial is an active museum that is open to 
the public and cannot be utilized for marine industrial activities. Two miles above the State Pier 
is the former Shell Oil Company Wharf that has a 213 m (700 foot) berth with a 9.1 m (30 foot) 
water depth alongside. Shell Oil discontinued the petroleum products operations in the 1990s, 
and it is now owned by Fall River Marine, LLC. This site, which is the proposed location of the 
Weaver’s Cove LNG Terminal, could be adaptable for ROWEI staging if it is abandoned by 
Weaver’s Cove. The Mt. Hope, Braga and Brightman Street bridges would impose navigational 
restrictions. The Mt. Hope and Braga bridges each have a 41.1 m (135-foot) vertical clearance 
and a 121.9 m (400-foot) horizontal clearance. The Old Brightman Street Bridge has a 29.9 m 
(98-foot) horizontal clearance but no vertical restriction, and the New Brightman Street Bridge 
has a 18.3 m (60-foot) vertical and 61 m (200-foot) horizontal clearance.  

On the west side of the Taunton River is the Brayton Point Station Dock which has a 310 m 
(1,017 foot) berth with a 10.6 m (34 foot) water depth alongside. The facility is designed to 
handle fuel oil and coal and is owned by New England Power Company. Montaup Electric 

5-16
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Clean Energy Center Port and Infrastructure Analysis for Offshore Wind Energy Development 

Company owns and operates a wharf with a 197 m (645 foot) berth and an alongside depth of 
10.6 m (34 feet). The facility is designed for handling fuel oil and coal. 

The rail line that serves New Bedford also serves Fall River and extends to the State Pier facility 

in the harbor. Wind turbine components could be delivered to Fall River via road or rail as long 

as they do not exceed dimension and weight limitations. 


Harbor Profile 

The main access to the Port of Fall River is from the shipping lanes of the Atlantic Ocean, into
 
Narragansett Bay, through Mount Hope Bay, and down the Taunton River. The harbor is a 

medium deep-water harbor with a 10.7 m (35 foot) deep federal channel through Mount Hope
 
Bay to about 0.9 nm (approximately 1 mile) above the Brightman Street Bridge (See Figure 5-8). 

There are additional deep dredged channels near the north Tiverton waterfront with between 6.1
 
and 10.1 m (20 and 33 feet) of water depth. The harbor has no designated anchorages. 


New Brightman 
Street Bridge 

Taunton River 

Mount 

Braga Bridge 

Fall River, MA 

Figure 5-8 Aerial View of Fall River Harbor 
(Source: Google Earth, Fall River, MA, 2010) 

There are two bridges which cross the Taunton River. They include a fixed bridge at the State 
Pier with an air draft clearance of approximately 41 m (135 feet). The second bridge is a 
bascule style bridge with a 18.3 m (60 foot) clearance about 1.1 nm (approximately 1.3 miles) 
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the bascule style New Brightman Street Bridge with a 18.3 m (60 foot) clearance about 1.1 nm 
(approximately 1.3 miles) above the fixed bridge. There are additional bridges upstream on the 
Taunton River but outside of the deepwater port. 

Tidal currents are generally not a problem for navigation. The mean range of the tide is around 
1.4 m (4.5 feet). Pilotage is compulsory for foreign and U.S. vessels under register of 356 mt 
(392 tons) or more. Pilotage is provided by Northeast Marine Pilots. The Port has U.S. Customs 
port of entry capability through New Bedford. Tug services are available in the port from 
Providence, RI. There are some repair services but no dry-docking capability. There are two 
small shipyards in the port on the west side of the harbor that provide skilled workforce 
capability for wind projects.  

Advantages 

The port is well protected and has support mechanisms in place for commercial vessel activity, 
including ROWEI assembly and staging. There is cargo storage and handling capacity that can 
be utilized for fabrication, and the area is supported by good road and reasonable rail access. 
The port has a roll-on/roll-off facility at the State Pier, which can be used for handling wheel-
based industrial components. There is also capacity at some of the private terminals for new 
industrial development. Water depth is not a significant constraint for Fall River, as dredged 
channels have water depth in excess of 9.1 m (30 feet). The lateral clearance at the Braga and 
Mt. Hope Bridges is 122 m (400 feet). 

Disadvantages 

Vertical clearance is the most significant navigational constraint for the Port of Fall River with 
respect to deployment configurations for offshore wind turbines and assemblies. The Braga 
Bridge and Mt. Hope Bridge each impose a height restriction of approximately 41 m (135 feet). 
This restriction makes navigation marginal for jack-up vessels and limits turbine load-outs in the 
star configuration. Vessel draft is limited to a 10.7 m (35 foot) overall depth that restricts large 
vessel access. The State Pier can only handle small cargo ships. The warehouse space at the 
terminal is unheated and provides only temporary storage, but does provide weather protection 
for project assembly. Most of the critical infrastructure in the port is aging and in need of repairs 
and improvements. 

The port’s commercial and industrial expansion is also hindered by gentrification and a focus on 
tourism-based activities on the Fall River waterfront. There have been a number of proposals for 
expanded industrial development, including a proposal for developing an LNG import facility that 
has been met with significant local opposition. 

Potential 

There are several main areas for industrial growth well suited to ROWEI staging. Its proximity to 
the major shipping route near the Cape Cod Canal places the Port of Fall River in a position to 
facilitate ROWEI staging using smaller ships and barges.  

One of the most significant opportunities is the stalled construction of a LNG facility in the port. If 
not completed, this could potentially provide a parcel of available land for ROWEI staging. 
However, the Mt. Hope, Braga, and New Brightman Street Bridges, all seaward of the LNG 
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terminal, have vertical and horizontal clearance restrictions that could preclude certain turbine 
import and installation vessels and load-out configurations.  

Required Improvements 

The State Pier requires additional investment to bring it up to industry standards for expanded 
cargo handling, and there are several other facilities that require infrastructure improvements, 
including bulkheads, piers and wharves. The site needs to be expanded, and there is an unused 
salt storage area near the State Pier that could be annexed to create increased capacity. The 
rail line needs to be restored in some areas and the trackage improved to accommodate 
increased cargo shipments. An estimated $15 million is required for State Pier improvements 
(MARPRO Associates International 2009). 

5.1.6 New Bedford, Massachusetts 

Background 

The Port of New Bedford is located on the northwestern side of Buzzard’s Bay and is 
approximately 83 miles south of Boston. The port, encompassing the City of New Bedford and 
the Town of Fairhaven (see Figure 5-9), is historically known for its fishing industry connections 
but has developed a significant break-bulk trade. The harbor, considered to be small 
geographically, is located at the mouth of the Acushnet River, and has direct access into 
Buzzards Bay, Vineyard Sound and the Atlantic Ocean. The harbor entrance is approximately 
10 nm from the beginning of the south entrance of the Cape Cod Canal. See Appendix E for the 
extent of the New Bedford - Fairhaven DPA. 

Fairhaven 

New 
Bedford 

Hurricane 

Barrier 


Figure 5-9 Aerial View of New Bedford Harbor 
(Source: MassGIS, 2001) 
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The Port of New Bedford is a deepwater port and is one of the nation's major fishing ports. The 
fishing fleet includes more than 500 vessels operating out of the port. The Port of New Bedford 
also supports a diverse market of cargo transport. Barge operations move aggregate and 
break-bulk cargo to the Islands of Martha’s Vineyard and Nantucket. Shipments of break-bulk 
cargo consisting primarily of house goods are exported to Cape Verde and Angola. The Port of 
New Bedford has the largest throughput tonnage of break-bulk perishable commodities in New 
England. 

The port hosts reefer (refrigerated) vessels that handle fresh fruit and fresh and frozen fish. The 
labor force consists of approximately 30 International Longshoreman’s Association personnel 
for vessel operations and 20 Teamsters for warehouse operations. The port currently handles 
around 25 freighters per year (MARPRO Associates International 2009).  

New Bedford is already an active freight seaport and is a major logistical connection for 
agricultural products entering the New England market. Highway connections are good, and the 
port could benefit from expanded and improved rail connections to meet freight needs. New 
Bedford is a small niche port that can continue to expand activities with some infrastructure 
improvements and investment. It has sufficient deep water access for the size and type of 
vessel common to most break-bulk and project cargo and has available property for expansion. 

Facilities 

The New Bedford waterfront has a number of large and small piers and wharves that are 
primarily used by the commercial cargo and fishing industry (see Figure 5-10). Most facilities 
have good highway connections as well as rail connections. Harbor regulations and berthing 
limits, except berthing for private terminals, are enforced by the Harbor Development 
Commission (HDC) and the Port Maritime Security Unit. 

New Bedford South Terminal Wharf has a 488 m (approximately 1,600 foot) berth with 9.1 m 
(30 feet) of water depth and serves as the major off-loading center for fish product. The wharf 
has 7,080 m3 (250,000 cubic feet) of refrigerated storage on site and handles primarily seafood. 
The southernmost portion of the facility has the potential to build out a 122 m (400 foot) solid fill 
bulkhead. The site currently has 4.0 hectares (approximately 10 acres) of backland. 

Sprague Terminal just North of South Terminal has a 225 m (740 foot) berth with an 8.2 m 
(27 foot) water depth alongside. The pier primarily handles petroleum products, but was 
originally part of the operations of a defunct electric power plant (the building is still standing on 
site.) 
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Figure 5-10 Navagational Map of New Bedford Harbor 
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The State Pier Terminal at the center of the Inner Harbor has three berths measuring 137 m 
(450 feet), 183 m (600 feet), and 236 m (775 feet) with a 9.1 m (30 foot) water depth alongside. 
There are 11,610 m2 (125,000 square feet) of covered storage for general cargo. The facility 
can support freighter service and store over 135 containers. American Cruise Lines operates 
out of the facility with a minimum of 20 ports of call on an annual basis and up to 89 passengers 
per trip. Ferry services also operate out of the State Pier, including passenger and cargo service 
to Cuttyhunk Island and passenger service to Martha’s Vineyard. Ferry service brings over 
115,000 passengers through the port annually. The Quick Start Ferry facility on the State Pier 
allows intermodal transfers of waterborne freight and freight carried by truck and rail. This 
terminal features an 8.2 m (27 foot) pier depth, roll on/roll off capability, offsite cold storage, and 
easy access to the interstate highway system. The ramp is approximately 30.5 m (100 feet) long 
and 5.5 m (18 feet) wide and will hold up to 182 mt (approximately 200 tons). The State Pier 
requires a significant amount of investment to bring it up to industry standards for cargo 
handling (see Section 7). 

Above the Route 6 Bridge are the Maritime Terminal, Bridge Terminal and North Terminal. The 
Maritime Terminal Wharf, operated by Maritime Terminal International, has a 183 m (600 foot) 
berth with a 9.5 m (31 foot) water depth alongside. The facility has 84,960 m3 (3 million cubic 
feet) of refrigerated storage and is one of the largest U.S. Department of Agriculture-approved 
cold treatment centers on the East Coast for use with controlled imported agricultural products. 
The terminal receives approximately 25 vessels a year, each carrying between 1,362 and 
3,630 mt (1,500 and 4,000 tons) of fish or, approximately 1,816 to 2,723 mt (2,000 to 
3,000 tons) of fruit.  

The Bridge Terminal Wharf, on the northeast side of the harbor, is 137 m (450 feet) long with a 
8.5 m (28 foot) water depth alongside. The wharf has a 14,160 m3 (500,000 cubic foot) 
refrigerator warehouse and handles frozen and chilled food products. The facility is owned and 
operated by Bridge Terminal Inc. 

American Pride Seafood is a private facility operating out of the North Terminal and one of the 
world’s leading seafood product processors. The bulkhead supporting this operation is 177 m 
(580 feet) long with a 7.6 m (25 foot) water depth alongside. The facility has 5,890 m2 

(63,400 square feet) of refrigerated warehouse space, 5,342 m2 (57,500 square feet) of freezer 
space and 3,224 m2 (34,700 square feet) of covered warehouse space.  

Within the New Bedford North Terminal Wharf are commercial properties managed by the HDC. 
These properties cover 10.1 hectares (approximately 25 acres) of land. Tenants include the 
seafood processors Eastern Fisheries and Seawatch International, barge operators, ship repair 
facilities, and other maritime service businesses. A 0.8 hectares (2 acre) terminal site is 
proposed to come on-line over the next 5 years. This facility is currently operated by the EPA as 
part of the superfund clean-up will revert back to the City of New Bedford in the next few years. 
The facility has rail connections that lead directly to the water’s edge. 

The port is considered a full service port with associated maritime industries include vessel 
maintenance and repair conducted at dockside or at repair facilities in New Bedford or in 
Fairhaven. The port has two moderate size shipyards, and equipment and provisions to support 
commercial and recreational vessels. 
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New Bedford is served by a rail line operated by CSX. Roadway bridge constraints prohibit 
doublestack (Gen2) access to the port. However, this is not a problem limited to New Bedford. 
An application has been submitted for TIGER Grant money to extend the rail line to the State 
Pier, but further extension to the proposed South Terminal Development site is unrealistic. The 
port has handled overweight and oversized project cargo in the range of 45.4 mt (approximately 
50 tons) out of the northern part of the harbor. Wind farm components could be moved by road 
into New Bedford as long as the loaded units do not exceed permit requirements for oversized 
loads, including weight and overall dimensions. The highway system accessing New Bedford 
conforms to federal standards that allow a minimum vertical clearance under overhead 
structures of 4.88 m (16 feet) in rural areas and 4.27 m (14 feet) in urban areas. Routes into 
New Bedford include US I-195 and Route 18 which connects the west and south port areas to 
the main highways system. 

The Port of New Bedford is considered a moderately deep-water port with overall depths of 
9.1 m (30 feet). The harbor is protected by a hurricane barrier (see Figures 5-9 and 5-10) that is 
constructed across the harbor entrance and is equipped with an opening that can be closed 
during hurricane conditions and severe coastal storms. The port is considered a harbor of 
refuge for vessels in the region. 

The harbor approach is characterized by a number of ledges and shoals. The approach channel 
allows for safe navigation and avoids most of the obstructions. The hurricane barrier entrance is 
45.7 m (approximately 150 feet) wide and opens up to a 107 m (350 foot) wide channel, at a 
depth of 9.1 m (30 feet), extending to a turning basin approximately 305 m (1,000 feet) above 
the New Bedford-Fairhaven Bridge. The range of the tide is 1.1 to 1.2 m (3.5 to 4.0 feet), and 
harbor currents are overall considered weak. Maximum ebb and flood tide currents are under an 
average of 2.5 knots. 

There are vessel limitations due to the hurricane barrier and the Route 6 highway bridge in the 
Inner Harbor (see Figure 5-10). The hurricane barrier opening width is 45.7 m (approximately 
150 feet) and the Route 6 New Bedford–Fairhaven Bridge is 28.0 m (approximately 92 feet) 
wide. All vessel transit to and from northern portion of the harbor (upstream of the Route 6 
Bridge) is subject to daylight only restrictions for vessels with overall length above 121 m 
(400 feet) and/or beam above 18 m (59 feet) and to wind velocity restrictions 

Advantages 

The port is well protected by the hurricane barrier and has support mechanisms in place for 
commercial and industrial vessel activity, including ROWEI staging. The port is has good road 
and rail access, and adaptable warehouse capacity is significant. The port has several 
opportunities for expansion to accommodate ROWEI assembly. 

The harbor is challenged by a significant pollution problem due to local industries which up until 
the 1970s discharged wastes containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and toxic metals into 
New Bedford Harbor. There are high levels of contamination throughout the waters and 
sediments of the harbor that extend into Buzzards Bay. This contamination led to New Bedford 
Harbor being designated as a Superfund Site. Since 2004 the EPA has been dredging to 
remove the PCBs in contaminated sediments. The EPA is expected to explore new 
technologies (confined aquatic disposal) that will reduce the demand for land-side facilities. This 
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could accelerate the process of bringing the terminal facility under City control and opening 
other waterfront parcels up for development. 

As a result of the contamination, no maintenance dredging has occurred for over 50 years. The 
port faced the loss of waterfront business unless maintenance dredging could be implemented. 
In 2005, the first navigational maintenance dredging was conducted restoring portions of the 
harbor to useable depths. This has allowed business to increase and larger commercial vessels 
to return to the harbor. 

The navigational draft within the Port of New Bedford is sufficient for turbine installation and 
import vessels. As turbine components are relatively lightweight for their size, import vessels are 
space-limited, rather than weight-limited. As such, they would be able to enter New Bedford 
Harbor with a draft of less than 9.1 m (30 feet). No overhead clearance constraints were 
identified in the approaches to the Port of New Bedford.  

Disadvantages 

While advantageous to port safety, the hurricane barrier however is a significant navigational 
constraint for the southern section (i.e., seaward of the swing bridge) of the Port of New Bedford 
(see Figure 5-10). The lateral (horizontal) clearance is 45.7 m (150 feet), which restricts turbine 
load-outs in the fore-aft bunny ear configuration. The Route 6 New Bedford–Fairhaven Bridge 
has a lateral clearance of 28 m (92 feet), which makes turbine transport above (i.e., upstream 
of) the swing bridge marginal. The Route 6 Bridge not only imposes lateral constraints for 
vessels transiting to and from the northern section of the harbor but also is outmoded and 
causes delays in travel time. The turning basin can only handle small cargo ships. 

Potential 

There are several port areas adaptable for marine terminal expansion capable of supporting 
ROWEI staging. The State Pier requires a significant amount of investment to bring it up to 
industry standards for cargo handling. However, there are several other facilities, including the 
South Terminal that could accommodate ROWEI staging with infrastructure improvements. The 
rail corridor needs to be extended and trackage improved to accommodate increased and 
oversized shipments. Commuter rail improvements are being planned, and the engineering of 
the commuter rail should include upgrades for freight transport. Development and of staging 
areas for trucks is also critical for increased activity in the port. 

The South Terminal is convenient to the mouth of the harbor. Expansion of, and repairs to, the 
South Terminal would create a multi-use manufacturing and shipping facilitate suitable for 
ROWEI staging. Dredging along the bulkhead, improvements to the pier structure, and an 
extension of the existing bulkhead would allow for larger deeper-draft vessel berthing and 
expanded use of the South Terminal facility.  

The North Terminal can be improved for handling of ROWEI fabrication and staging. Terminal 
facilities should be equipped with a versatile mobile harbor crane and ground support 
equipment. This equipment can be used for both cargo handling and wind farm components. 
Additional dredging to provide better access to all deepwater berths could be completed, and 
the turning basin could be lengthened to accommodate longer, higher tonnage cargo vessels. 
Improvements to the Route 6 Bridge are critical to the passage of vessels to North Terminal and 
maximizing vessel access.  
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5.2 Profiles of East Coast Ports Outside of Massachusetts 

The other East Coast ports that were evaluated in this study are described briefly below. 

5.2.1 Portland, Maine 

Portland Harbor, at the western end of Casco Bay, is the most important port on the coast of 
Maine (see Figure 5-11). The ice-free harbor offers secure anchorage to deep draft vessels in 
all weather. The harbor is home to significant domestic and foreign commerce in petroleum 
products, paper, wood pulp, scrap metal, coal, salt and containerized goods. It is also the 
Atlantic terminus pipeline for shipments of crude oil to Montreal and Ontario. In 1998, Portland 
became the largest port in the Northeast based on throughput tonnages. 

Casco Bay 

Fore River 

Figure 5-11 Portland Harbor and Shoreline Areas 
(Source: www.maineharbors.com) 

Portland is served by Pan Am Railways and the St. Lawrence and Atlantic Railroad, connecting 
the Port to a national network that also reaches into Canada. Passenger and freight ferries 
serve the nearby islands. Three scheduled airlines operate from the airport, and charter and air 
taxi service is available. Numerous truck lines serve the greater Portland area with interstate 
and intrastate service. 

Although Portland is equipped to handle above-water hull and engine repairs of deep-draft 
vessels, major repairs to large vessels are typically made in Boston or, to a lesser extent, in 
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Bath. Deepwater facilities at Portland include seven petroleum terminals, one general cargo 
terminal, and one international ferry terminal. All have highway connections and most have 
railroad connections.  

The channel from the sea to Fort Gorges has a depth of 13.7 m (45 feet), continuing at 10.7 m 
(35 feet) in the Inner Harbor and Fore River to a turning basin seaward of the railroad/highway 
bridge. The harbor includes two well-protected deepwater anchorages. Casco Bay Bridge, 
approximately 1.3 nm (approximately 1.5 miles) above the entrance to the Fore River, has a 
bascule span with a clearance of approximately 16.7 m (55 feet). 

5.2.2 Portsmouth, New Hampshire 

Portsmouth Harbor, located approximately 3 nm inland of the mouth of the Piscataqua River, is 
the only harbor of refuge for deep-draft vessels between Portland, ME and Gloucester, MA (see 
Figure 5-12). The harbor has sufficient depth to accommodate large deep-draft ships and is 
open throughout the year. The north side of the river, on Seavey Island in Kittery, ME, is 
occupied by the U.S. Navy and the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard. Foreign trade includes 
petroleum products, gypsum, frozen fish, fish products, and salt. Oil shipments in tankers 
drawing as much as 10.7 m (35 feet) arrive frequently in the fall, winter, and spring. The Division 
of Ports and Harbors of the Pease Development Aurhority oversees the maintenance, 
development and use of the port. 

Portsmouth 

Memorial Bridge 

Route 103 Bridge 

I-95 Bridge 
Piscataqua River 

Defense 
Fuel 
Supply 
Point 

Figure 5-12 Portsmouth Harbor and Shoreline Areas Naval Shipyard 
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The port is served by a freight branch of the Boston and Maine Railroad, local and interstate 
highways, and is located within a mile of the International Airport on the Pease International 
Trade Port (formerly the Pease Air Force Base). There are no facilities for dry-docking deep-
draft vessels in Portsmouth Harbor (the nearest for large vessels is Boston). However, local 
machine shops can make minor repairs to machinery, and several boatyards are capable of 
hauling out boats up to approximately 26 m (85 feet) in length. 

All active commercial deep-draft facilities are located on the south bank of the Piscataqua River 
between the first bridge, Memorial Highway Bridge, and Dover Point and have highway 
connections, and all except the Defense Fuel Support Point Newington Dock have rail 
connections. Deepwater facilities at Portsmouth include seven petroleum terminals and 
3 general cargo terminals.  

Depths of about 10.3 m (34 feet) are present in the marked channel through Portsmouth Harbor 
to the Memorial (U.S. Route 1) Highway Bridge. From this bridge, a dredged marked channel 
with a depth of 7.9 m (26 feet) leads for about 3.0 nm (3.5 miles) to a turning basin about 
0.35 nm (0.4 mile) above Frankfurt Island in the Piscataqua River. The controlling depth in the 
turning basin is 10.7 m (35 feet). 

The principal bridges in Portsmouth Harbor are Memorial (U.S. Route 1) Highway Bridge, which 
has a lift span with clearances of 5.8 m (19 feet) down and 45.7 m (150 feet) up, and the 
combined U.S. Route 1 Bypass highway and Boston and Maine railroad bridge, which also has 
a lift span with clearances of 3 m (10 feet) down and 41 m (135 feet) up.  

5.2.3 Providence, Rhode Island 

Providence is located at the head of navigation on the Providence River, approximately 6 nm 
(7 miles) above the junction of the Seekonk River, which empties into the head of Narragansett 
Bay between Nayatt Point and Conimicut Point. The port’s chief waterborne commerce includes 
petroleum products, cement, lumber, steel scrap metal, general cargo, and automobiles. 
Providence is served by rail, highway, and air. 

The piers and wharves of the Port of Providence are located along both sides of the Providence 
River below Fox Point. Deepwater facilities at Providence include six petroleum terminals, one 
LNG terminal, and six general cargo terminals. The alongside water depths range from 8.5 to 
12.2 m (28 to 40 feet) with berth lengths ranging from 152 to 396 m (approximately 500 feet to 
1,300 feet). All the facilities described have highway connections, and most have rail 
connections.  

The port contains 42.5 hectares (105 acres) of on-dock rail, open storage areas and covered 
warehouses, and is a fully licensed, bonded deep water port specializing in dry, liquid bulk, and 
break-bulk commodities (see Figure 5-13). Among the principal products moving through the 
port are chemicals, heavy machinery, lumber, coal, scrap metal and steel products. The 
Providence and Worcester Railroad’s on-dock rail facilities allow direct vessel to rail transfer, 
indoor rail for warehouse loading, and a rail line alongside 8.1 hectares (20 acres) of open lay 
down area. The Providence and Worcester rail line connects to all major rail carriers offering 
service from the Providence area to anywhere in the contiguous U.S. and Canada. 
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Figure 5-13 Port of Providence 
(Source: http://www.provport.com) 

The East Passage, the principal passage in Narragansett Bay, has a depth of about 18.3 m 
(60 feet) for approximately 9.6 nm (11 miles) up the marked channel to the entrance of the 
dredged channel to Providence. The Newport Bridge, a fixed highway suspension bridge, 
crosses East Passage about 3.1 nm (3.6 miles) above the entrance. Vertical clearance through 
the 457 m (1,500 foot) wide center span is 64.9 m (213 feet) at the center, with lower clearances 
towards the outside of the center span.  

The Providence River has a 12.2 m (40 foot) deep channel from just below Prudence Island 
Light to Fox Point near the junction of Providence and Seekonk Rivers. A hurricane barrier 
crosses the Providence River about 183 m (600 feet) above Fox Point. The hurricane barrier 
has a group of three large movable gates that span the Providence River. Each of the three 
gates is 12 m (40 feet) wide. The narrow gates prohibit large ships from passing into the inner 
downtown harbor. However, modern ocean-going vessels now dock at the Port of Providence, 
located south of the barrier (Schachterle et al 2010). There are no bridges over Providence 
River between the mouth and the principal wharves. 

5.2.4 Quonset Point / Davisville, Rhode Island 

Situated between New York and Boston and at the entrance of Narragansett Bay, the Port of 
Davisville in Rhode Island provides one of the best deep water ocean ports on the east coast. 
Major cargo arriving at the port includes automobiles, quarried stone, and general cargo. The 
port has three major piers with over 2,073 m (approximately 6,800 linear feet) of deep water 
dockage and onsite rail tracks. The Port of Davisville is operated by the Rhode Island Economic 
Development Corporation (see Figure 5-14).  
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Figure 5-14 Quonset Business Park 
(Source: RI Department of Environmental Management)  

Quonset Point is located on the north side of Wickford Harbor, with Quonset Point Business 
Park located near the eastern end of the point. The site of two former U.S. Naval installations, 
Quonset Business Park comprises over 1,214.1 hectares (3,000 acres) of land. This land is 
currently administered by the Quonset Development Corporation (QDC), a subsidiary of the 
Rhode Island Economic Development Corporation. Land uses within the Park currently consist 
of mixture of industrial (light, heavy, and waterfront), office uses and public amenities, in 
addition to the Port of Davisville. The Port of Davisville offers 1,371.6 m (4,500 feet) of berthing 
space, consisting of two Piers (each 365.8 m [1,200 feet] in length), a bulkhead, 8.8 m (29-foot) 
channel draft, on-dock rail and a 5.7 hectare (14 acre) lay down area (Quonset Development 
Corporation website). Currently under construction at the Business Park is a mixed-use project 
with hotel, retail, restaurant, and office space. The piers at Quonset Point and Davisville are 
usually approached from East Passage and through a buoyed dredged channel with a depth of 
10 m (33 feet) to a turning basin with depths between 9.75 and 10.7 m (32 and 35 feet), from 
which a channel leads to the piers at Davisville.  

Rail service, provided daily by the Providence & Worcester (P&W) Railroad, consists of 
approximately 14 miles of track in two branches. The P&W rail network allows access to the 
entire United States and Canadian rail system. The railroad offers double-stack intermodal 
transportation services and provides a custom-house broker, shipping agent and forwards 
foreign freight for its customers. Interstate Routes 95, 195 and 295 allow access to regional and 
national markets. Direct trucking service is available to every state, Mexico, and most of the 
Canadian Provinces. 
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5.2.5 New Haven, Connecticut 

New Haven Harbor, an important harbor of refuge, is located about 59 nm (68 miles) from New 
York, 155 nm (179 miles) from Boston via the Cape Cod Canal, and 149 nm (171 miles) from 
the Nantucket Shoals Lighted Whistle Buoy N (LNB). It is the largest deep water port in 
Connecticut and comprises all the tidewater northward of breakwaters constructed across the 
mouth of the bay, including the navigable portions of the West, Mill, and Quinnipiac Rivers. The 
inner harbor, northward of Sandy Point and Fort Hale, is shallow for the most part, except where 
the depths have been increased by dredging. Waterborne commerce in the harbor consists of 
petroleum products, scrap metal, lumber, automobiles, gypsum, paper and pulp products, steel 
products, chemicals, rock salt, and general cargo.  

The main channel has a depth of 10.7 m (35 feet) and a width of 122 to 244 m (400 to 800 feet) 
to a point just below the junction of Mill River and Quinnipiac River (see Figure 5-15). This 
channel depth is sufficient for accommodating ships in the range of 18,156 to 36,312 mt 
(approximately 20,000 to 40,000 deadweight tons). Tomlinson Bridge, at the head of the main 
harbor at the confluence of Mill and Quinnipiac Rivers, is a vertical lift span with a horizontal 
clearance of 73.1 m (240 feet) and a vertical clearance of 4.0 m (13 feet) down and 18.6 m 
(61 feet) up. Just above this bridge is a fixed highway bridge with a clearance of 18.3 m 
(60 feet). 

Mill River 

Quinnipiac River 

New Haven 
Harbor Lodge Turnpike 

Bridge 

Tomlinson Bridge 

Figure 5-15 Aerial View of New Haven Harbor 
(Source: http://www.cityofnewhaven.com/PortAuthority) 
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The deep draft facilities at the Port of New Haven are along the north and east sides of the inner 
portion of New Haven Harbor. Facilities for smaller vessels and barges are along the sides of 
the harbor and in Mill, Quinnipiac, and West Rivers. All deep draft facilities have direct highway 
connections, and most have railroad connections. The port is proximate to the regional highway 
network and I-95. Rail service is being restored to the port along with a series of siding tracks 
proposed for the private terminals. Rail service is provided by the P&W Railroad, and, although 
not serving the port directly, CSX provides rail freight service in the New Haven area.  

New Haven has no facilities for making major repairs or for dry-docking deep draft vessels. 
However, machine shops in the area can make limited repairs to machinery and boilers and 
fabricate shafts and other pieces of equipment. 

5.2.6 New York and New Jersey 

New York Harbor is the principal entrance by water to New York City and the surrounding ports. 
The harbor is divided by The Narrows into Lower Bay and Upper Bay. The Battery, the southern 
tip of Manhattan, is at the junction of East River and Hudson River. The main channel from the 
sea to the deep water terminals in the Hudson River has a depth of 13.7 m (45 feet). 

The Verrazano-Narrows Bridge between the Lower Bay and the Port of New York and New 
Jersey has vertical clearances of between 55.8 and 66.5 m (183 feet and 215 feet). There also 
are three fixed bridges with vertical clearances ranging from 127 feet to 135 feet. 

The Port of New York and New Jersey (see Figure 5-16) has over 1,100 waterfront facilities. 
Most of these facilities are privately owned and operated, and the rest are owned or operated by 
either the railroads serving the port, the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, the City of 
New York, the States of New York or New Jersey, the Federal Government, or other 
municipalities. This bi-state port includes terminals in New York City and across New York 
Harbor in Elizabeth, NJ and Newark, NJ. The port has a major steamship passenger terminal, 
containership terminals, break-bulk general cargo terminals, and petroleum and other liquid 
cargo facilities. Most of the waterfront facilities throughout the port have highway and railroad 
connections. The Port Authority is undertaking a $600 million ExpressRail project to build or 
expand on-dock and near-dock rail terminals. The Port of New York and New Jersey is served 
by three trunk line railroads and one short-line railroad, numerous trucking firms engaged in 
long-haul and short-haul freight service, and several bus companies. Elizabeth, NJ offers the 
only double-stack intermodal rail access to the port.  
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Newark Bay 

Hudson River  

East River 

Upper Bay 

Verrazano-Narrows 
Bridge 

Lower Bay 

The Battery 

Figure 5-16 Terminal Areas at the Port of New York and New Jersey 
(Source: http://www.panynj.gov/port) 

5.2.7 Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Philadelphia is one of the chief ports of the United States and is located at the junction of the 
Delaware and Schuylkill Rivers (see Figure 5-17). Philadelphia’s seaport focuses on several 
areas of international trade, such as the importing of perishable cargoes from South America 
and high-quality paper products from Scandinavia. Philadelphia has both container and break-
bulk terminals, along with good rail and highway connections. It is especially strong as a 
Northeast departure point for carriers in the Caribbean islands trades, and for inbound fruit 
shipments (from Latin America) and meats (from Australia). There have been efforts for years to 
create a bi-state port with the Port of South Jersey across the Delaware River in Camden, NJ. 

The main channel from the sea to the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard has a depth of 12.2 m 
(40 feet), with the other channels through Philadelphia Harbor having varying depths. The Port 
of Philadelphia is in the process of deepening the main channel to 13.7 m (45 feet). There are 
four bridges between Delaware Bay and the Port of Philadelphia with vertical clearances 
ranging from 39 to 57.9 m (128 feet to 190 feet).  
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Figure 5-17 Port of Philadelphia 
(Source: http://aapa.files.cms-plus.com/SeminarPresentations/07_OPSAFIT_Walsh_Jim.pdf) 

The Port of Philadelphia is operated by the Philadelphia Regional Port Authority. Philadelphia 
has more than 45 deep water piers and wharves along its Delaware River waterfront and along 
the Schuylkill River. Port facilities can be accessed by vessel, rail and highway. The port 
facilities are serviced by three railroads. Norfolk Southern provides double-stack intermodal 
service between Philadelphia and major Midwest destinations. Terminal facilities are located in 
close proximity to interstate highways.  

5.2.8 Baltimore, Maryland 

The Port of Baltimore is located at the head of tidewater navigation on the Patapsco River. 
Baltimore Harbor consists of the entire Patapsco River and its tributaries. While part of the 
waterfront lies outside the municipal limits of Baltimore, by state law the port is within the 
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jurisdiction of the Maryland Port Administration. When compared to other East Coast ports, 
Baltimore has a logistical disadvantage as it is 109 nm (125 miles) inland from the ocean, up the 
Chesapeake Bay. 

The main channel between the Virginia Capes and Fort McHenry, Baltimore has a depth of 
15.2 m (50 feet), and other channels in the harbor have depths ranging from 12.2 to 15.2 m 
(approximately 40 to 50 feet). The main channel between the Delaware Capes and Baltimore 
via the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal is 10.7 m (35 feet) deep.  

Principal imports include general cargo, petroleum products, coke of coal, iron ore, aluminum 
manganese, inorganic chemicals, salt, gypsum, lumber, motor vehicles, fertilizers and sugar; 
exports are chiefly: general cargo, coal, automobiles and machinery. Most of the piers and 
wharves in Baltimore Harbor have direct connections with mainline railroads. CSX offers 
double-stack intermodal service at the 28.3 hectares (70 acre) Seagirt Marine Terminal. More 
than 100 steamship companies connect Baltimore with principal U.S. and foreign ports. About 
150 motor truck carriers service the port.  

Baltimore is well equipped to make major repairs to large vessels. The largest graving dock and 
the largest floating dry-dock in the area are located at the Bethlehem Steel Sparrows Point yard. 
Marine railways can haul out vessels up to approximately 38 m (125 feet) and up to 270 mt 
(approximately 300 tons). A plan to dredge the port's berths to 15.2 m (50 feet), the same depth 
as the main channel, is under consideration (see Figure 5-18). 

Figure 5-18 Port of Baltimore 
(Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Baltoport.jpg) 

5.2.9 Wilmington, Delaware 

The Port of Wilmington is a full-service deep water port and marine terminal handling over 
400 vessels per year. This port has an annual import/export cargo tonnage of over 3.63 million 
mt (4 million tons). Today, Delaware's port is the busiest terminal on the Delaware River. 
Located at the confluence of the Delaware and Christina Rivers, 56.5 nm (65 miles) from the 
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Atlantic Ocean, the port is owned and operated by the Diamond State Port Corporation (see 
Figure 5-19). The Port of Wilmington has wharves that support barge traffic as well as deep 
water facilities. The Port facilities include seven deep water general cargo berths, a tanker 
berth, a floating berth for roll on/roll off vessels on the Christina River, and an automobile and 
roll on/roll off berth on the Delaware River. The Port of Wilmington has the nation's largest dock-
side cold storage facility. 

Lobdell Canal 

Figure 5-19 Terminal Areas at the Port of Wilmington 
(Source: http://dedo.delaware.gov) 

There are no bridges or overhead power cables over the deep water section of the Christina 
River. The Delaware Memorial Bridge has twin suspension spans over the main channel with a 
clearance of 57.3 m (188 feet). There is a 10.7 m (35 foot) channel from the Delaware River to 
Lobdell Canal and a 11.6 m (38 foot) deep turning basin opposite the Wilmington Marine 
Terminal. 

Since it was founded in 1923, the Port of Wilmington has been a major Mid-Atlantic 
import/export gateway for a wide variety of maritime cargoes and trade. Future expansion is 
planned to provide more storage capacity for existing and future commercial businesses. Rail 
access to the port is available via Norfolk Southern and CSX Transportation, with railcar loading 
docks located next to terminal warehouses. 

5.2.10 Virginia Port Authority 

Chesapeake Bay, the largest inland body of water along the Atlantic coast of the United States, 
is 146 nm (168 miles) long with a width of 20 nm (23 miles). The bay is the approach to Norfolk, 
Newport News, Baltimore, and many lesser ports. Deep-draft vessels use the Atlantic entrance, 
which is about 8.7 nm (10 miles) wide between Fisherman’s Island on the north and Cape 
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Henry on the south. Medium-draft vessels can enter from Delaware Bay on the north via 
Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, and light-draft vessels can enter from Albemarle Sound on 
the south via the Intracoastal Waterway. The Port of Virginia has the advantage of being served 
by the deepest ice-free channels on the East Coast. When the harbor is dredged to a 15.2 m 
(50 foot) depth, Norfolk will be the first East Coast port able to accommodate a fully loaded 
8,000-TEU ship, which means the port would be able to accommodate large purpose-built 
offshore wind vessels (see Figure 5-20). 

Newport News 

Interstate 664 
Roadway 

Norfolk 
International 
Terminals 

Norfolk Naval 
Air Station 

Craney Island 
U.S. Naval 
Reservation 

Figure 5-20 Port of Virginia 
(Source: Google Earth) 

Hampton Roads, at the southwest corner of Chesapeake Bay, is entered 13.9 nm (16 miles) 
westward of the Virginia Capes. It includes the Port of Norfolk and the Port of Newport News. 
Hampton Roads is the world’s foremost bulk cargo harbor. Coal, petroleum products, grain, 
sand and gravel, tobacco, and fertilizer constitute more than 90 percent of the cargo handled at 
Hampton Roads ports. Hampton Roads ports are served by a terminal beltline, several large 
railroads, and by more than 50 motor carriers. In addition, over 90 steamship lines connect 
Hampton Roads with the principal U.S. and foreign ports. 

Norfolk Harbor comprises a portion of the southern and eastern shores of Hampton Roads and 
both shores of the Elizabeth River. Norfolk Harbor has numerous wharves and piers of all types, 
the majority of which are privately owned and operated. All have freshwater connections and 
access to highways and railroads.  
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The Virginia Port Authority is expanding capacity to meet increased demand for terminal space. 
When this renovation is complete, it will be home to eight of the largest cranes in the world and 
the wharf will be a state-of-the-art facility capable of handling the heaviest cargo in the world. In 
addition, Maersk Sealand plans to invest a total of $450 million for a new terminal on 
approximately 100 hectares (250 acres) of Virginia Port Authority property in nearby 
Portsmouth, Virginia, the first major privately developed terminal in the United States. 

Hampton Roads has extensive facilities for dry-docking and making major repairs to large deep-
draft vessels. The shipyard at Newport News has one of the largest and best equipped graving 
docks in the United States. There are many other yards that are especially equipped to handle 
medium-sized and small vessels. 

The approach to Hampton Roads is through the 16.7 m (55 foot) Thimble Shoal Channel. There 
are natural depths of 6.1 to 24.2 m (20 to 80 feet) in the main part of Hampton Roads, but the 
harbor shoals to less than 3 m (10 feet) toward the shores. Dredged channels lead to the 
principal ports. Two main Federal channels, marked by buoys, lead through Hampton Roads.  

5.3 U.S. East and Gulf Coast Shipyard Construction and Repair Capacity 
The construction of new tonnage and repair of marine equipment in both the propelled and non-
propelled market has become an issue in recent years because of shifting shipyard capacity 
throughout the world. While new capacity in other parts of the world has replaced lost capacity 
in the U.S., declining domestic demand has reduced the number of available shipyards in this 
country for new construction or repair of large vessels. At the same time, recent regulations 
such as the Jones Act, require vessels in domestic service or operating in domestic waters to be 
built and serviced in U.S. yards. As the number of yards available for new construction or repair 
decreases due to declining demand, the number of yards able to comply with Jones Act 
requirements also decreases. This is particularly evident in the Northeast U.S. where shipyards 
able to handle large tonnage vessels, including deep water cargo ships, tankers and specialty 
vessels such as offshore delivery and support vessels, have dramatically decreased. 

While yards that handle large tonnage vessels have decreased, the demand has remained 
relatively stable for yards that handle smaller vessels such as tugs, offshore service vessels and 
barges. Current and anticipated demand for commercial construction of cargo and petroleum 
vessels has been addressed by fewer facilities that have increased their size and capability in 
some cases. 

Specialty wind farm vessels have unique construction and servicing requirements. For the 
purpose of this analysis, a purpose-built vessel with a length overall (LOA) of 143 m (470 feet) 
and a width (beam) of 39.6 m (130 feet) was selected to establish the largest dimensions for 
representative turbine import and installation vessels. Smaller service vessels including offshore 
supply boats (that can be readily adapted for serving offshore wind farm equipment) and tug 
and barges also were considered as they are employed regularly in offshore activities. Whereas 
installation and service vessels handling offshore wind turbine components within the territorial 
waters of the U.S. would be subject to the Jones Act, import/delivery vessels could be foreign 
flagged if their operation were limited to equipment delivery at a single U.S. port. 

The following analysis assesses construction capacity and repair capacity at U.S. shipyards. 
See Appendix H for more detail. 
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5.3.1 Construction Demand and Capacity 

Construction demand for small vessels over the last nine years in the U.S. has been steady and 
has increased due to the fact that numerous vessels are reaching the end of their serviceable 
life. A growing number of stricter regulations and replacement requirements have increased 
demand for new small vessel construction in recent years, particularly in the tug and barge 
industry. Tug and barge construction demand is illustrated in Table 5-2. 

Table 5-2 
Nine Year Tug and Barge Construction Demand-U.S. Shipyards 

(Source: MARAD Shipbuilding Statistics) 

Vessel Type 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
9-Year 
Totals 

Average 
per Year 

Tugs and 
Towboats 72 63 73 60 73 70 94 121 165 791 88 

Dry Cargo Barges 
>5000 Gross Tons 1 3 2 0 4 1 3 2 4 20 2 

Inland Dry Cargo 
Barges 775 609 672 217 427 219 672 846 4,427 553 

Vessel construction has begun to increase over the last several years as the need for larger and 
more versatile vessels has risen. Towing and offshore supply companies are replacing smaller 
horsepower vessels with larger units, such as tractor tugs or higher capacity, higher horsepower 
supply vessels. 

Barge construction is of particular importance as the servicing and installation of offshore 
renewable energy facilities may well be handled by tugs and barges because of their lower 
operational costs. The demand for barge construction is using up ship construction capacity in 
the yards where offshore specialty vessel construction could take place. Production of tank 
barges has increased to meet regulatory requirements for double-hulled barges under the Oil 
Pollution Act of 1990 (OPA 90). The age comparison between the overall barge fleet and tank 
barges is of note. Only 30% of all barges are more than 25 years old, whereas fully 50% of tank 
barges are 25 years or older. This is expected to result in a surge of tank barge orders in the 
next 5 years to replace existing barges aging past their prime. In 2008 alone more than 132 new 
tank barges were built, increasing delivery times and reducing capacity for other types of 
construction. While shipyards are positioned to meet most vessel construction demands, there 
are longer delivery times for new vessels. At present there is sufficient building capability to 
meet both new construction demands with backlogs running six months to one year. This is 
considered by the industry to be reasonable for vessel orders and deliveries. Due to the 
complexity and unique nature of specialty offshore vessels, a significantly longer lead time 
should be considered when calculating construction cycles and delivery needs. 

There were recently 63 vessels under construction that have been delivered or planned for 
delivery by U.S. shipyards by the end of 2009, most being tugs and towboats. A compilation of 
the results of a survey conducted of shipyards with recently completed contracts is presented in 
Table 5-3. 
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Table 5-3 
Recent Shipyard Contracts as of 2009 
(Source: MARAD Shipyard Statistics) 

Vessel Name Shipyard Owner Type GT Delivery 
Safety Team B. & B. Boatbuilders AEP River Operations 1,550-hp Towboat 157 May-09 
Miss Lucy B. & B. Boatbuilders Pushboat 29 May-09 
Shiney V. Moran C. & G. Boat Works Moran Towing 5,360-hp Tug 192 May-09 
Roger Binsfeld Hope Services Brennan Marine Towboat 144 May-09 
Mountain State Quality Shipyard AEP River Operations 6,000-hp Towboat  774 May-09 
Coon Wise GNOTS Marine GNOTS Reserve 2,400-hp Towboat 107 May-09 
Blake Boyd Eastern Shipbuilding Florida Marine 2,600-hp Towboat  260 May-09 
Pat Voss Verett Shipyard Towboat 347 Apr-09 
Yellowfin Thoma-Sea Shipbuilders Penn Maritime 4,000-hp ATB Tug 223 Apr-09 
San Brendan Bludworth Shipyard Buffalo Marine 1,320-hp Towboat  185 Apr-09 
Elvis Inland Boat Works Pushboat  52 Apr-09 
Hunter M Orange Shipbuilding Bay-Houston Towing 6,300-hp Escort Tug 425 Mar-09 
Salvation Raymond & Associates Eckstein Marine 2,000-hp Towboat 167 Feb-09 
Greg McAllister Eastern Shipbuilding McAllister Towing 6,000-hp Tug 172 Jan-09 
Severn Thoma-Sea Boatbuilders Vane Brothers 4,200-hp Tug 341 Jan-09 
Corpus Christi Eastern Shipbuilding US Shipping 12,000-hp ATB Tug 919 Jan-09 
C-Tractor 19 GulfShip Alpha Marine Services Tractor Tug 298 4-May-09 
Parker A. Settoon Eastern Shipbuilding Settoon Towing 3,000-hp Towboat 289 22-Apr-09 
Joshua Caleb A. & B. Industries CLM Marine Towboat  95 22-Apr-09 
Lamar Golding D.E.S. Boatworks Golding Barge Line Towboat  277 20-Apr-09 
Susanne T Hardrock Marine Services Endeavor Marine 21 16-Apr-09 
Scott Stegbauer Steiner Shipyard Southern Towing 3,200-hp Towboat 402 14-Apr-09 
George Main Iron Works Harbor Docking 6,140-hp Harbor Tug 734 10-Apr-09 
Miss Cassie Robert Crawley Robert Crawley Pushboat 13 9-Apr-09 
Safety Forever B. & B. Boatbuilders AEP River Operations 1,550-hp Towboat 157 9-Apr-09 
Janis R. Brewer Eastern Shipbuilding Crounse Corp. 4,000-hp Towboat 472 9-Apr-09 
Ruth M. Reinauer SENESCO Reinauer Transportation 4,000-hp ATB Tug 485 8-Apr-09 
Capt C H Guidry Eastern Shipbuilding Florida Marine 2,600-hp Towboat  260 7-Apr-09 
Mannie Cenac Intracoastal Iron Works Cenac Towing Pushboat 95 3-Apr-09 
Captain Robert A. & B. Industries Odyssea Vessels 4,200-hp Towboat  97 31-Mar-09 
Anacostia Thoma-Sea Boatbuilders Vane Brothers 4,200-hp Tug 341 30-Mar-09 
Genie Cenac Tres Palacios Marine Cenac Towing 3,200-hp Towboat 189 27-Mar-09 
Delta Billie Nichols Bros Boatbuilding Bay Delta Marine 6,800-hp Escort Tug 194 26-Mar-09 
Commitment VT Halter Marine Crowley Marine 9,280-hp ATB Tug 465 26-Mar-09 
Holy Cross Raymond & Associates Eckstein Marine 2,000-hp Towboat 167 16-Mar-09 
Affirmed C. & C. Boat Works Turn Services Towboat 147 10-Mar-09 
Kyle A Shaw Hope Services Maryland Marine 1,800-hp Towboat  144 4-Mar-09 
Capt Dean Eastern Shipbuilding Florida Marine 2,600-hp Towboat  260 27-Feb-09 
AK Hotchkiss Progressive Industrial Riverside Basin Marine Pushboat 17 26-Feb-09 
W. J. Authement Intracoastal Iron Works Intracoastal Iron Works  Towboat 95 25-Feb-09 
Patuxent Thoma-Sea Boatbuilders Vane Brothers 4,200-hp Tug 341 25-Feb-09 
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Vessel Name Shipyard Owner Type GT Delivery 
Morgan City Raymond & Associates Kirby Inland Marine 1,800-hp Towboat  223 26-Feb-09 
Austin C. Settoon Eastern Shipbuilding Settoon Towing 3,000-hp Towboat  289 19-Feb-09 
Alton St. Amant Sneed Shipbuilding Blessey Marine 1,700-hp Towboat  249 19-Feb-09 
Ted Main Iron Works Harbor Docking 6,140-hp Habor Tug 481 17-Feb-09 
Safety Priority B. & B. Boatbuilders AEP River Operations 1,550-hp Towboat 157 17-Feb-09 
Sesok Diversified Marine Vessel Mgmt. Svces. 1,362-hp Tug 143 12-Feb-09 
Nachik Diversified Marine Vessel Mgmt. Svces. 1,362-hp Tug 133 12-Feb-09 
Orca One Geo Shipyard Orca Maritime Towboat 299 10-Feb-09 
Panther Serodino Serodino  Towboat  75 10-Feb-09 
Gladiator Gulfbound Dragnet Seafood Towboat 90 10-Feb-09 
Mr Nelson Diversified Marine  AC Marine Towboat  77 4-Feb-09 
Danny L Whitford Gulf Inland Marine Hunter Marine Transport Towboat  445 3-Feb-09 
Celine B Inland Boat Works Joseph B. Fay Co. Pushboat  23 29-Jan-09 
Anna Marie A. & B. Industries  Terral Riverservice Towboat  80 29-Jan-09 
Donnie Verret Verret Shipyard T & B Towing Towboat  73 23-Jan-09 
Cynthia G Esper Marine Builders  SCF Marine  3,200-hp Towboat  256 23-Jan-09 
Holy Rosary Raymond & Associates Eckstein Marine 2,000-hp Towboat 167 14-Jan-09 
Perry M D Perry & Son Towing  Perry & Son Towing  Towboat 82 12-Jan-09 
Lady Loren Lockport Fabrication LA Carriers 1,980-hp Towboat 96 12-Jan-09 
Blessed Trinity Raymond & Associates Eckstein Marine 2,000-hp Towboat 167 7-Jan-09 
Citation C. & C. Boat Works Turn Services Towboat 147 6-Jan-09 
Safety Challenger B. & B. Boatbuilders AEP River Operations 1,550-hp Towboat 157 6-Jan-09 
GT = Gross Ton = Long Ton = 1,016 kg = 2,240 pounds  

5.3.2 Shipyard Availability 

The number of shipyards that have current capacity for large specialty vessel construction is 
limited within the U.S. Of the 350 active vessel construction companies in the U.S., only 52 have 
a history of significant vessel construction in the Eastern or Southern regions of the country. 
Eight are located on the U.S. Atlantic Coast and the rest on the U.S. Gulf Coast. Because of 
their proximity to potential offshore installation sites, Atlantic and Gulf coast shipyards were 
examined in more detail. A limited number of yards are capable of handling large specialty 
vessels based on yard size, but a number of them could handle smaller specialty vessels. The 
yards that can build vessels on the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts are highlighted in Table 5-4. 

Table 5-4  
Active East Coast and Gulf Coast Shipyards with Significant Construction Records 

(Source: MARPRO Associates International 2009) 
Shipyard Location 

Atlantic Coast 
Blount Boats  Warren RI 
Chesapeake Shipbuilding  Salisbury, MD 
Cianbro Portland, ME 
Derecktor Shipyards  Bridgeport, CT 
Gladding-Hearn Somerset, MA 
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Shipyard Location 
SENESCO North Kingstown, RI 
Washburn & Doughty East Boothbay ME 
Yank Marine  Tuckahoe, NJ 
Gulf Coast 
A & B Industries Morgan City, LA 
B. & B. Boat Builders  Bayou La Batre AL 
Bludworth Shipyard Corpus Christi, TX 
Boconco  Bayou La Batre, AL 
C. & C. Boat Works Belle Chase, LA 
C. & C. Marine and Repair  Belle Chase, LA 
C. & G. Boat Works  Bayou La Batre, AL 
C. & G. Boat Works  Mobile, LA 
Candies Shipbuilders  Houma LA 
Conrad Industries  Morgan City, LA 
Duckworth Steel Boats  Tarpon Springs, FL 
Eastern Shipbuilding  Panama City FL 
Eymard & Sons Shipyard Harvey LA 
Gulf Island Marine Fabrication Houma, LA 
Gulf Ship Gulfport, MS 
Halimar Shipyard  Morgan City, LA 
Hope Services Dulac, LA 
Horizon Shipbuilding  Bayou La Batre, AL 
Inland Marine Bridge City, TX 
Intracoastal Iron Works  Bourg, LA 
Leevac Industries  Jennings LA 
Lockport Fabrication  Lockport, LA 
Main Iron Works  Houma LA 
Marine Inland Fabricators / Sisco Marine Panama City, FL 
Master Marine Bayou La Batre, AL 
Master Boat Builders  Coden AL 
Orange Shipbuilding  Orange TX 
Patti Shipyard Pensacola, FL 
Portier Shipyard Chauvin, LA 
Progressive Industrial Palmetto, FL 
Quality Shipyards  Houma LA 
Raymond & Associates  Bayou La Batre AL 
Rodriguez Boatbuilders  Bayou La Batre, AL 
Rodriguez Boatbuilders  Coden AL 
SEMCO Lafitte, LA 
Sneed Shipbuilding Channelview, TX 
Sneed Shipbuilding Orange, TX 
Southwest Shipyard  Houston, TX 
Steiner Shipyard  Bayou La Batre, AL 
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Shipyard Location 
Thoma-Sea Boatbuilders  Houma, LA 
Thoma-Sea Shipbuilders (formerly Halter Lockport) Lockport, LA 
Trinity Madisonville  Madisonville, LA 
Trinity Port Allen  Port Allen, LA 
Verret Shipyard Plaquemine, LA 
West Gulf Marine  Galveston, TX 

5.3.3 Capacity and Delivery Estimations 

In the Northeast, many of the yards have compressed operations due to increasing 
environmental concerns and gentrification of industrial areas. Several of the yards confine 
activities to repair and have refocused their efforts on small craft (such as ferries, yachts and 
similar commercial watercraft). In the Gulf of Mexico, a number of the shipyards have not fully 
restored operations to pre-Katrina levels primarily due to a shortage of qualified personnel and 
absence of infrastructure.  

The Gulf of Mexico region still has the highest percentage of multi-purpose construction and 
repair yards in the country. Average small vessel construction, such as tugs or offshore 
supply/service vessels, can run from six months to a year depending on complexity. Barge 
construction can run from 3 to 9 months depending on size and function. Construction of larger 
specialty vessels can exceed 12 to 18 months and run up to 24 months. There are several 
smaller yards in the Northeast and Gulf that have no backlogs and have immediate capacity for 
new vessel orders. Very few have multiple vessel capacity, and backlogs do not extend beyond 
2011. 

5.3.4 Vessel Repair Capacity 

Most of the shipyards on the Atlantic Coast that build vessels also have some level of repair 
capacity. There is only limited repair capacity in New England. Some yards only handle military 
contracts. However, in recent weeks, General Dynamics has announced an expansion of its 
facilities in Bath, Maine to accommodate the construction of components for offshore wind 
farms. Atlantic Coast repair yards are listed in Table 5-5. 

Table 5-5 
Listing of Shipyards on the Atlantic Coast with Build and/or Repair Capacity 

(Source: MARPRO Associates International 2009) 

US Atlantic Coast Type Size Location State 
Atlantic Marine Boston R L Boston MA 
Atlantic Marine Florida B M Jacksonville FL 
Bayonne Drydock R L Bayonne NJ 
Blount Boats B S Warren RI 
Broward Marine B Y Dania Beach FL 
Caddell Dry Dock R S Staten Island NY 
Chesapeake Sbldg. B S Salisbury MD 
Cianbro BR S Portland ME 
Davis Boat Works, Inc. R S Newport News VA 
Derecktor Shipyard Connecticut B S Bridgeport CT 
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US Atlantic Coast Type Size Location State 
Derecktor Shipyard Florida BR S Dania FL 
Derecktor Shipyard New York BR S Mamaroneck NY 
Detyens Shipyards R L N. Charleston SC 
Detyens Shipyards R S Jacksonville FL 
Fairhaven Shipyard R S Fairhaven MA 
Fore River Dock and Dredge BR S South Portland ME 
G.M.D. Shipyard R L Brooklyn NY 
GD/Bath Iron Works B L Bath ME 
GD/Electric Boat B L Groton CT 
General Ship Repair Corp. R S Baltimore MD 
Gladding-Hearn BR S Somerset MA 
Global Ship Systems R S Savannah GA 
Kelley Shipyard, D. N. R S Fairhaven MA 
Lyon Shipyard R S Norfolk VA 
Marine Hydraulics R T Norfolk VA 
May Ship Repair Contracting R S Staten Island NY 
Metro Machine of VA R L Norfolk VA 
Muller Boat Works R S Brooklyn NY 
Newport Shipyard Company R S Newport RI 
Scarano Boat Building B S Albany NY 
Seaboats BR S Fall River MA 
SENESCO B S North Kingstown RI 
Thames Shipyard & Repair Co. R S New London CT 
Union Dry Dock & Repair R S Hoboken NJ 
Washburn & Doughty B S East Boothbay ME 
KEY 
Type Codes: B = Build; R = Repair 
Size Codes: S = small; M = medium; L = large 

5.3.5 Conclusions Relative to Construction and Repair Capacities on the Atlantic Coast 

Large vessel construction and small vessel construction most likely would be handled by 
different shipyards. Yard capacity varies from region to region. The industry can meet the 
demand for a phased-in cycle of new vessels on a limited basis up to approximately three units 
per year using multiple yards in various regions of the U.S. Barge construction demand is 
expected to increase, thereby reducing overall new vessel construction capability. This will 
affect the ability of some shipyards to meet larger specialty vessel construction. New England 
has new construction capability limited to smaller vessels, but adequate repair capability for 
smaller vessels and some capacity for larger vessels. Both Atlantic and Gulf Coast shipyards 
will need to be considered to meet vessel construction and demand requirements. A developer 
should anticipate an 18-month lead time for design, contracting, construction and delivery of 
small vessels and up to 24 months for larger vessels.  
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6.0 SHORT-LISTING OF PORTS FOR FURTHER EVALUATION 
Based on the evaluation criteria developed in Section 4 and analysis, the Team has concluded 
that New Bedford and Boston Harbor have the best potential to support the assembly and 
deployment of the planned and prospective offshore wind energy projects. The process by 
which these two short-listed ports were identified is described below. 

6.1 Massachusetts Port Criteria Evaluation Matrix 

As described in Section 4, the Team identified a broad set of direct requirements and highly 
desirable characteristics of port facilities relative to supporting offshore wind farm construction 
and operation. This list was further distilled down to a smaller set of criteria that could be used 
to differentiate the candidate port facilities based on the potential of that port to support offshore 
wind energy development. These criteria included some “hard” criteria that had minimum 
quantitative measures with which to judge the feasibility or suitability of a port relative to that 
consideration. Those ports that failed to meet the majority of our hard criteria (recognizing that 
modifications, upgrades or work arounds could potentially be made to ports relative to one or 
two characteristics to allow them to achieve the minimum threshold criteria) were eliminated 
from the evaluation process. This screening resulted in the selection of six Massachusetts ports 
(located in DPAs) for further consideration. The Massachusetts Port Criteria Evaluation Matrix 
(see Table 6-1) clearly demonstrates how these six Massachusetts ports compare against each 
other with respect to our established “hard” criteria. Application of the identified “soft” criteria 
was reserved for only the short-listed ports and is discussed later in this report. 

Table 6-1 
Massachusetts Port Criteria Evaluation Matrix 

PARAMETERS PORTS 

Criteria 
Recommended 
Values/Ranges Boston 

New 
Bedford Fall River Gloucester Salem Fore River 

First Tier Harbor Navigational Access 

Protected Harbor 
Sheltered from 
Weather Conditions Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Shipping Vessel 
Channel Depth Minimum 7.3 m (24’) 

12.2 – 13.7 m 
(40' - 45') 

9.1 m 
(30') 

10.7 m 
(40') 

4.9 - 5.8 m 
(16' - 19') 

9.4 m 
(31’) 

9.8 m 
(32') 

Overhead Clearance 
No Vertical 
Obstruction 

NVO, but FAA 
approval 
required NVO 

41 m 
(135') NVO NVO 53.3 m (175') 

Horizontal 
Clearance 

40 m (130') (beam 
plus overhang) 

131 m 
(430') 

45.7 m 
(150') 

122 m 
(400') 

61 m 
(200') 

85.3 m 
(280') 

53.3 m 
(175') 

24/7 Operational 
Ability 24/7 operations Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes 
Exclusive Use of 
Port Facility 

Ability to Offer 
Exclusive Use Yes Yes No No No Yes 

Comments 

Mt Hope 
Bridge 
height 
restriction 

Navigational 
constraints 

Salem 
DPA in 
full use 
by power 
plant 

Fore River 
Bridge height 
restriction 

Second Tier Port Facilities  

Berth Length 
Minimum 138 m 
(450’) 549 m (1,800') 

488 m 
(1,600') 

189 m 
(620') 

427 m 
(1,400') 

177 m 
(580') 

244 m 
(800') 

Shipping Vessel 
Water Depth Minimum 7.3 m (24’) 

12.2 – 13.7 m 
(40' - 45') 

9.1 m 
(30') 

10.7 m 
(40') 

4.9–5.8 m 
(16'-19') 

9.4 m 
(31') 

9.8 m 
(32') 
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Table 6-1 
Massachusetts Port Criteria Evaluation Matrix 

PARAMETERS PORTS 

Criteria 
Recommended 
Values/Ranges Boston 

New 
Bedford Fall River Gloucester Salem Fore River 

Total Wharf and 
Yard Upland Area 

4.0 hectares 
(10 ac) 

5.7 – 6.9 
hectares 
(14-17 ac) 

4.0+ 
hectares 
(10+ ac) 

2.8 
hectares 
(7 ac) 

3.2 hectares 
(7.8 ac) NA 

44.9 hectares 
(111 ac) 

Rail Access Rail Access  Limited Limited Yes Yes No Yes 
Highway Access Highway Access Yes Yes Yes Yes No No 

Comments 

State Pier 
can only 
accommo 
date small 
cargo 
vessels. 

Limited 
adaptable 
area 

Insufficie 
nt work 
area; 
additional 
focus on 
tourism 

Multiple 
berths/ rough 
estimate; 
plans for 
mixed-use 
waterfront 
development 

Legend NVO  = No vertical obstruction
  = Criteria not met 

NA = Not available for ROWEI staging 

6.2 	 Implications of Applying the Hard Criteria Relating to Navigational Access 
and Port Facilities 

6.2.1	 Evaluation of Each Hard Criterion 

Protected Harbor: All of the six Massachusetts ports are in protected harbors. The hurricane 
barrier in New Bedford adds an additional layer of protection for portside operations during 
inclement weather. 

Shipping Channel Depth and Overhead Clearance: Navigational access to Fall River and Fore 
River is constrained by the overhead height restrictions of existing bridges (indicated by a 
shading of the matrix cell in Table 6-1), and the Port of Gloucester does not meet the minimum 
shipping channel depth of 24 feet. On the other hand, the shipping channels of New Bedford 
and Boston Harbors meet the minimum depth criterion. New Bedford’s navigation channel is 
30 feet deep, and the New Bedford HDC is proposing to dredge to extend the 30 foot channel to 
the planned bulkhead extension at the South Terminal. Navigation channels to Boston Harbor’s 
DPA are between 40 feet and 45 feet deep. Both New Bedford and Boston Harbor have 
unobstructed overhead clearance. There are no vertical obstructions, such as bridges and/or 
power lines, which would prohibit offshore wind component delivery and installation vessels, 
including jack-up vessels, from accessing either harbor. However, as noted previously, FAA 
approval may be required in Boston Harbor because of the harbor’s proximity to Logan 
International Airport. 

Horizontal Clearance: None of the selected ports are restricted by horizontal (lateral) clearances 
less than 130 feet. The minimum horizontal clearance criterion eliminated facilities in New 
Bedford upstream of the New Bedford-Fairhaven Bridge (92 feet of lateral clearance). However, 
the South Terminal at New Bedford Harbor is downstream of the New Bedford-Fairhaven Bridge 
and upstream of the Hurricane Barrier.  
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24/7 Operational Ability and Exclusive Use of Port Facility: All ports being evaluated, with the 
exception of the Port of Gloucester, can operate around the clock and all year. The Ports of 
Gloucester and Salem also did not have the ability to offer exclusive use of their facilities.  

Berth Length and Shipping Vessel Water Depth: Off-shore wind farm construction is associated 
with multiple berthing operations, including offloading of parts for final assembly or pre-
assembly; loading of special barges with the pre-assembled or assembled elements (rotor with 
blades, foundations or tower sections); mooring of jack-up vessels, crane vessels or any type of 
specialty purpose-built vessel for service (fuel and maintenance), preparation and deployment; 
mooring and service of crew boats; emergency response support; and any other activity 
supporting staging and construction. The established berth length and channel and portside 
depth criteria reflected minimum requirements for accommodating these operations. The Port of 
Gloucester failed to meet the depth criterion. All other ports had sufficient length and depth.  

Total Wharf and Yard Upland Area: Landside (upland) port facilities provide storage, staging 
and assembly work areas to facilitate offshore wind farm installation. To fulfill these tasks it is 
important that landside facilities have adequate acreage, warehouse space, onsite equipment, 
and high load bearing capacity. Most working ports have existing equipment that could be used 
or adapted to offload, assemble and load some or all current turbine and foundation 
components. The Team determined that given sufficient land area, storage, assembly, and load 
bearing issues could be addressed with improvements to the port. Neither Fall River, 
Gloucester, nor Salem has sufficient adaptable space for the work area required to support 
offshore wind farm staging. 

Rail Access: None of the Massachusetts ports evaluated for this study has second generation 
rail access7. Existing tracks will not be able to handle the expected size of future generation 
nacelles and rolled steel components. Existing rail lines could be used primarily for delivery of 
aggregate and related products rather than turbine or foundation components. Whereas Fall 
River, Gloucester, and Fore River have existing freight rail lines to the waterfront, Boston and 
New Bedford currently have limited rail access, and Salem has none. Boston has active rail to 
the Boston Marine Industrial Park, but not to the North Jetty or Dry Dock #4. Boston has 
designed the rail extension to the North Jetty and Dry Dock #4, and funding for construction has 
been requested through a TIGER application8. New Bedford has rail access to the waters’ edge, 
and there is a pending TIGER request9 to connect the existing tracks to the State Pier, but not 
the South Terminal. 

Highway Access: Road connections are important for transport of ancillary material and 
equipment, as well as personnel. Overweight and large shipment units are subject to state 
permitting requirements, which also take into account possible roadway infrastructure 

7 First generation rail clearance for container doublestack cargo is 19 feet above the rail (ATR). Second 
generation doublestack clearance is 22.5 feet ATR. 
8 The Boston Redevelopment Authority has requested a grant of $84 million for expansion of the Black Falcon 
Cruise Terminal; track improvements to the Boston Marine Industrial Park rail line; improvements to the East, 
North and South Jetties; and reconstruction of the FID Kennedy West and Access Roads.  
9 The New Bedford HDC has requested a grant of $36.4 million to improve North Terminal infrastructure; 
rehabilitate the rail line to the State Pier; update and rehabilitate Herman Melville Boulevard; procure cranes 
and modify terminals for roll on-roll off capability; and develop the southern portion of the South Terminal.  

6-3
 



 

 

 

 
  

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 

Clean Energy Center Port and Infrastructure Analysis for Offshore Wind Energy Development 

constraints, such as overhead utilities, road lighting, road curvatures and intersections. Neither 
Salem Harbor nor the Fore River Shipyard has capacity for high volume traffic flow due to local 
roadway congestion. There is no direct interstate highway access from the City of Salem; the 
nearest highway access to Route 128 is along Route 114 in neighboring Peabody. Fore River’s 
access to the interstate highway network is via Route 3, a limited-access roadway that is about 
two miles away from the Shipyard. 

6.2.2 Results of the Evaluations 

Based on the hard criteria established in Section 4 and displayed in Table 6-1, the ports of Fall 
River, Gloucester, Salem, and Fore River fell short of the minimum requirements for 
navigational access and port infrastructure to support offshore wind development activities. The 
ports of New Bedford and Boston emerged as the two short-listed ports. 

6.3 Engineering Cost Analysis of Port Upgrades at Short-Listed Ports 

This section provides a further evaluation of the two short-listed ports and rough order of 
magnitude estimate of the required maintenance and upgrades that would improve the ability of 
those ports to serve offshore wind farm development. 

6.3.1 New Bedford Harbor 

The Team identified two possible locations in New Bedford Harbor that might reasonably 
support offshore wind farm construction. One is the South Terminal area (Figure 6-1) and the 
other is the State Pier facility (Figure 6-2). Both facilities failed to meet all of the hard criteria 
discussed above, and demonstrated some level of deficiency in their current physical condition. 

6.3.1.1 South Terminal 

The City of New Bedford has identified the expansion of the South Terminal (Figure 6-1) as a 
major priority. The City has applied for a TIGER grant to expand the berth by approximately 
245 m (800 feet) and dredge a 9 m (approximately 30 feet) deep channel from the main channel 
to the new berth. The new facility would have significant backland load bearing capacity. There 
are between 5.6 and 8.1 hectares (14 and 20 acres) of land adjacent to the berth. The proposed 
rebuild would utilize a tied-back steel sheet pile bulkhead backfilled with the dredge spoils. The 
cost of the new bulkhead and dredging is estimated to be approximately $20 million. Table 6-2 
presents the cost estimate for the South Terminal expansion. 

Additional improvements, including paving, utilities and site equipment (such as a large crane), 
could add an additional $15 million and would provide a “future” life as a general cargo or 
container handling facility. The new bulkhead construction would allow the terminal to be 
designed to a high live load capacity, which will provide a significant number of options for 
material handling. Immediately adjacent to the site (across the street) there are several 
warehouses of approximately 930 m2 (10,000 square feet) or more. There would be ample 
space to construct a shelter on the site without reducing the outside lay down space. 
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Additional improvements, including paving, utilities and site equipment (such as a large crane), 
could add an additional $15 million and would provide a “future” life as a general cargo or 
container handling facility. The new bulkhead construction would allow the terminal to be 
designed to a high live load capacity, which will provide a significant number of options for 
material handling. Immediately adjacent to the site (across the street) there are several 
warehouses of approximately 930 m2 (10,000 square feet) or more. There would be ample 
space to construct a shelter on the site without reducing the outside lay down space. 

Figure 6-1 South Terminal Port of New Bedford 
(Source: Childs Engineering Corporation) 
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Figure 6-2 State Pier Port of New Bedford 
(Source: Childs Engineering Corporation) 
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Table 6-2 
Cost Estimate for New Bedford Harbor South Terminal Expansion 

(Source: Childs Engineering Corporation 2009) 

Item Description Quantity Units Unit Cost Item Cost 
Harbor Development Commission Staff 3 LS $ 40,000 $ 120,000 
Final Engineering/Procurement 1 LS $ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 
Organics Removal 15,185 CY $ 35 $ 531,481 
Organics Disposal (CAD Cell) 15,185 CY $ 55 $ 835,185 
Sheeting - PZ40 1,706,940 LB $ 3 $ 4,267,350 
Shoes for Sheets 273 EA $ 250 $ 68,333 
Mudslab Installation 3,796 CY $ 200 $ 736,158 
Wale - ][ MC12x31 42,813 LB $ 3 $ 128,438 
Weep Drains @ 10' o.c. 83 EA $ 150 $ 12,410 
Steel Sheeting Deadmen 246,000 LB $ 3 $ 737,389 
Excavation - Tie-Rods 3,677 CY $ 15 $ 55,157 
Tie-Rod 53,593 LB $ 6 $ 321,559 
Structural Fill - Tie-Rods 3,677 CY $ 35 $ 128,700 
Concrete Bulkhead Cap 103 CY $ 650 $ 66,625 
Concrete Slab 1,063 CY $ 500 $ 531,345 
Bollards, 61 ton/bitt 29 EA $ 5,500 $ 161,794 
12" Dia. Timber Piles (Fender) 86 EA $ 3,000 $ 258,032 
Timber Bracing 
12" X 12" Fender 665 BFM $ 4.50 $ 2,992 
8" X 12" Fender 867 BFM $ 4.50 $ 3,902 
Dredge/Placement of Material Behind Bulkhead 153,000 CY $ 40 $ 6,120,000 
Dredging Channel to South Terminal 62,963 CY $ 50 $ 3,148,148 

Total South Terminal Extension: $ 19,235,000 

6.3.1.2 State Pier 

The State Pier (Figure 6-2) is constructed with a solid fill core surrounded by a marginal wharf. 
This construction is typical of many old New England ports. The solid fill is contained within an 
old stone seawall. The marginal wharf is comprised of treated timber piles and superstructure. 
The marginal wharf extends seaward from the stone seawall and allows the berth to be dredged 
without undermining the seawall. Table 6-3 presents the cost estimate for the needed 
improvements identified for the State Pier. 
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Table 6-3 
Cost Estimate for Improvements to State Pier at New Bedford Harbor 

(Source: Childs Engineering Corporation) 

Description 

Initial 
Construction 

Cost 
Contingency 

@ 15% 

Total Initial 
Construction 

Cost 30th Year 40th Year 

Estimated Maintenance Cost (Present Worth Cost) Total Cost 
of 

Alternatives 50th Year 60th Year 70th Year 
80th 
Year 90th Year 100th Year 

1 

Timber Piles, 
Concrete Deck $13,340,031 $2,001,005 $15,341,036 Replace Replace $41,512,087 

Timber Piles -
Replace 20% 
every 10 years 
starting 30th 
year $2,668,006 $2,668,006 $13,340,031 $ - $ -

$2,668,0 
06 $2,668,006 $13,340,031 

Gangway and 
Float System -
Replace 10% 
every 10 years 
starting at year 
10 $390,000 $130,000 $1,560,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $1,560,000 

2 

Refurbish 
Timber Piles, 
Concrete Deck $12,139,965 $1,820,995 $13,960,960 Replace Replace $38,151,902 

Timber Piles -
Replace 20% 
every 10 years 
starting 30th 
year $2,427,993 $2,427,993 $12,139,965 $ - $ -

$2,427,9 
93 $2,427,993 $12,139,965 

Gangway and 
Float System -
Replace 10% 
every 10 years 
starting at year 
10 $390,000 $130,000 $1,560,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $1,560,000 

3 

Steel Piles, 
Concrete Deck $20,347,152 $3,052,073 $23,399,225 Replace 

Steel Piles -
Replace 20% 
every 10 years 
starting 40th 
year $ - $4,069,430 $4,069,430 $20,347,152 $ - $ - $ - $4,069,430 $36,715,443 
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Table 6-3 (continued) 

Description 

Initial 
Construction 

Cost 
Contingency 

@ 15% 

Total Initial 
Construction 

Cost 30th Year 40th Year 

Estimated Maintenance Cost (Present Worth Cost) Total Cost 
of 

Alternatives 50th Year 60th Year 70th Year 
80th 
Year 90th Year 100th Year 

3 Gangway and 
Float System -
Replace 10% 
every 10 years 
starting at year 
10 $390,000 $130,000 $1,560,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $1,560,000 

4 

Steel Bulkhead - 
Lightweight Fill 
- 1 Row 
Tiebacks $31,058,195 $4,658,729 $35,716,924 Replace 

Sheet Piles -
Replace 10% 
every 10 years 
starting 40th 
year $ - $3,105,820 $3,105,820 $3,105,820 $31,058,195 $ - $ - $ - $44,535,654 

Gangway and 
Float System -
Replace 10% 
every 10 years 
starting at year 
10 $390,000 $130,000 $1,560,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $1,560,000 

5 

Combi-Wall - 1 
Row Tiebacks $35,977,044 $5,396,557 $41,373,601 Replace 

Sheet Piles -
Replace 10% 
every 10 years 
starting 40th 
year $ - $3,597,704 $3,597,704 $3,597,704 $35,977,044 $ - $ - $ - $50,930,157 

Gangway and 
Float System -
Replace 10% 
every 10 years 
starting at year 
10 $390,000 $130,000 $1,560,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $1,560,000 

6-9
 



 

  
 

 

 

 
 

                

 

      

 

 

      

 

                

 

      

 

 

      

           

 

            

Clean Energy Center Port and Infrastructure Analysis for Offshore Wind Energy Development 

Table 6-3 (continued) 

Description 

Initial 
Construction 

Cost 
Contingency 

@ 15% 

Total Initial 
Construction 

Cost 30th Year 40th Year 

Estimated Maintenance Cost (Present Worth Cost) Total Cost 
of 

Alternatives 50th Year 60th Year 70th Year 
80th 
Year 90th Year 100th Year 

6 

Soldier Piles, 
Concrete 
Lagging - 1 
Row Tiebacks $30,819,869 $4,622,980 $35,442,849 Replace 

Sheet Piles -
Replace 10% 
every 10 years 
starting 40th 
year $ - $3,081,987 $3,081,987 $3,081,987 $30,819,869 $ - $ - $ - $44,225,830 

Gangway and 
Float System -
Replace 10% 
every 10 years 
starting at year 
10 $390,000 $130,000 $1,560,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $1,560,000 

7 

Cellular 
Cofferdam -
Sand Backfill $50,716,366 $7,607,455 $58,323,821 Replace 

Sheet Piles -
Replace 10% 
every 10 years 
starting 40th 
year $ - $5,071,637 $5,071,637 $5,071,637 $50,716,366 $ - $ - $ - $70,091,276 

Gangway and 
Float System -
Replace 10% 
every 10 years 
starting at year 
10 $390,000 $130,000 $1,560,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $1,560,000 

8 

Cellular 
Cofferdam -
Gravel Backfill   $51,588,891  $7,738,334 $59,327,225 Replace 

Sheet Piles -
Replace 10% 
every 10 years 
starting 40th 
year $ - $5,158,889 $5,158,889 $5,158,889 $51,588,891 $ - $ - $ 71,225,558 
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Table 6-3 (continued) 

Description 

Initial 
Construction 

Cost 
Contingency 

@ 15% 

Total Initial 
Construction 

Cost 30th Year 40th Year 

Estimated Maintenance Cost (Present Worth Cost) Total Cost 
of 

Alternatives 50th Year 60th Year 70th Year 
80th 
Year 90th Year 100th Year 

8 

Gangway and 
Float System -
Replace 10% 
every 10 years 
starting at year 
10 $390,000 $130,000 $1,560,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $1,560,000 

9 

Diaphragm 
Cofferdam -
Sand Backfill $51,402,764 $7,710,415 $59,113,179 Replace 

Sheet Piles -
Replace 10% 
every 10 years 
starting 40th 
year $  $5,140,276 $5,140,276 $5,140,276 $51,402,764 $ - $ - $ - $70,983,593 

Gangway and 
Float System -
Replace 10% 
every 10 years 
starting at year 
10 $390,000 $130,000 $1,560,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $1,560,000 

10 

Diaphragm 
Cofferdam -
Gravel Backfill $52,275,289  $7,841,293 $60,116,582 Replace 

Sheet Piles -
Replace 10% 
every 10 years 
starting 40th 
year $ - $5,227,529 $5,227,529 $5,227,529 $52,275,289 $ - $ - $ - $72,117,876 

Gangway and 
Float System -
Replace 10% 
every 10 years 
starting at year 
10 $390,000 $130,000 $1,560,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $130,000 $1,560,000 

6-11
 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Clean Energy Center Port and Infrastructure Analysis for Offshore Wind Energy Development 

The wharf structure is in poor condition according to recent inspections and must be replaced or 
a modified rebuild must be undertaken. The rebuild options include a repair/replace in kind, 
which would result in a low deck load capacity. The preferred alternatives would eliminate the 
wharf structure and replace it with solid fill behind a new bulkhead. A recent study suggested 
rebuild costs in the range of approximately $12.1 million to more than $52 million. 

The immediate backland at State Pier is about 2.8 to 3.2 hectares (approximately 7 to 8 acres), 
which does not meet the landside criterion (see Table 6-1 above). This lack of space probably 
would result in material rehandling costs that would not be incurred at a larger site. The 
rehandling costs could result from offsite storage at other adjacent land facilities or perhaps 
from barge-based storage. There is covered space in the form of two small warehouses and the 
marine terminal building. The State Pier would be best described as a short-term, but 
immediately available, site. This also anticipates that no repairs are performed and a larger 
land-based unloading crane is employed inshore sufficiently of the wharf structure, which may 
require a higher-rated crane than would otherwise be needed to clear the low load bearing 
areas. 

The Team believes the preferred option for New Bedford is the South Terminal. The site is the 
most desirable in terms of meeting the port criteria established by the Team. The South 
Terminal expansion cost is similar to the repair cost for the State Pier; however, the South 
Terminal has significantly more laydown area, which offsets any potential cost savings from the 
State Pier repair/rebuild. 

6.3.2 Boston Harbor 

The Team identified three possible locations in Boston Harbor that reasonably meet the 
established criteria. These include the North Jetty (Figure 6-3), Dry Dock #4 in the Boston 
Marine Industrial Park (Figure 6-4), and the former Coastal Oil site adjacent to Conley Terminal 
on the Reserved Channel (Figure 6-5). None of these facilities met all of the hard criteria 
discussed above, and demonstrated some level of deficiency in their current physical condition. 

6.3.2.1 North Jetty 

The North Jetty (Figure 6-3) is constructed with a solid fill core supported by a steel sheet pile 
bulkhead fronted by a marginal wharf. This construction was undertaken in the 1940s to meet 
the needs of the Department of Defense during World War II. The marginal wharf is comprised 
of steel h-piles supporting a reinforced concrete super structure. The wharf structure is currently 
in poor condition and must be replaced or rebuilt to be usable for offshore wind staging. A 1996 
design suggested rebuild costs (in current dollars) of about $15 million. The immediate backland 
is about 2.8 to 3.2 hectares (approximately 7 to 8 acres) with an additional 4.0 m (10 acres) or 
more immediately adjacent. 

The City has included the North Jetty rebuild in its application for a TIGER grant. Although the 
rebuild will correct current deficiencies, it will still leave the wharf with a deck capacity of only 
2,930 kg/m2 (approximately 600 lb/ft2), which is insufficient for unit loading under certain 
situations. Depending on the developer’s operations, this capacity may require the use of a high 
capacity crane set up on the solid fill backlands. 
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Figure 6-3 North Jetty Port of Boston 
(Source: Childs Engineering Corporation) 
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6.3.2.2 Dry Dock #4 

The BRA has identified a 5.2 to 5.7 hectares (13 to 14 acre) parcel at the Dry Dock #4 site in the 
Marine Industrial Park in South Boston (Figure 6-4) for possible expansion. The existing dry 
dock is in very poor condition, but could be rebuilt to provide a two-sided solid fill pier with 
almost 549 m (1,800 feet) of berthing. Table 6-4 presents the cost estimate for the 
improvements to Dry Dock #4 identified to be necessary to support offshore wind farm 
development. 

Figure 6-4 Dry Dock #4 at the Port of Boston 
(Source: Childs Engineering Corporation) 
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Table 6-4 
Cost Estimate for Improvements to Dry Dock #4 at the Port of Boston 

(Source: Childs Engineering Corporation) 

COST ESTIMATE 
DATE PREPARED 

Nov-09 SHEET  1 OF  1 

ACTIVITY AND LOCATION

Boston Harbor 
Drydock #4 Parcel - South Boston

  CEC JOB NUMBER 

2178-09 
IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 

  ESTIMATED BY 

 DLP 
CAT EGORY CODE NUMBER 

Install repair bulkhead, fender system,
Fill drydock and pave
Estimated in 2009 prices

 STATUS OF DESIGN 

  _X_ PED ___ 35% ___ 65% __ 100% ___ FINAL ___ OTH ER 

JOB ORDER NUMBER 

ITEM DESCRIPTION 

QUANTIT Y MATERIAL C OST LABOR COST ENGINEERING ESTIMATE 

N O. UNIT UNIT COST TOTAL UNIT COST TOT AL UNIT COST TOT AL 

Soft Costs 
Engineering/Permits/Procurement 1 LS $1,000,000 $1,000,000 
Site Prep 
Site cleanup 1 LS $250,000 $250,000 
Bulkhead 
Sheeting- PZ27 3,500,000 LB $3 $10,500,000 
Mudslab Installation 6,000 CY $200 $1,200,000 
Wale-][ MC 12x31 100,000 LB $3 $300,000 
Weep Drains @ 10' o.c. 200 EA $150 $30,000 
Tie- Rod 100,000 LB $6 $600,000 
Structural Fill- btween old and new sheets 10,000 CY $35 $350,000 
Concrete Bulkhead Cap 200 CY $650 $130,000 
Concrete Slab 1,050 CY $500 $525,000 
12" Dia.Timber Piles (Fender) 200 EA $3,000 $600,000 
Drydock fill 
Placement of Material in Drydock 116,665 CY $30 $3,499,950 
Pave surface 70,000 SF $10 $700,000 

Total Drydock Parcel Repair: $19,684,950 
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Table 6-4 (continued) 

COST ESTIMATE 
DATE PREPARED 

Oct-09 SHEET  1 OF  1 
ACTIVITY AND LOCATION

Boston Harbor 
Drydock 4 Repair

  CEC JOB NUMBER 

2178-09 
IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 

  ESTIMATED BY 

 DLP
CATEGORY CODE NUMBER 

Estimated Maintenance Costs

Estimated in 2009 prices
 STATUS OF DESIGN 

  _X_ PED ___ 35% ___ 65% __ 100% ___ FINAL ___ OTHER 

JOB ORDER NUMBER 

ITEM DESCRIPTION 

QUANTITY MATERIAL COST LABOR COST ENGINEERING ESTIMATE 

NO. UNIT UNIT COST TOTAL UNIT COST TOTAL UNIT COST TOTAL 

Soft Costs 
Engineering/Permits/Procurement 1 LS $500,000 $500,000 

Bulkhead Annual 
Recoating and anode replacement 25 EA 1% of cost $105,000 $2,625,000 
Fender system repair etc 

Bulkhead Five Year 
Recoating and anode replacement 1 EA 5% of cost $525,000 $525,000 
Fender system repair etc 

Bulkhead Ten Year 
Recoating and anode replacement 1 EA 5% of cost $525,000 $525,000 
Fender system repair etc 

Bulkhead Fifteen Year 
Recoating and anode replacement 1 EA 5% of cost $525,000 $525,000 
Fender system repair etc 

Bulkhead Twenty Year 
Recoating and anode replacement 1 EA 5% of cost $525,000 $525,000 
Fender system repair etc 

Bulkhead cost base is $10,500,000
Anticpated 25 year life no salvage 

 Total Drydock Parcel Maintenance: $5,225,000 
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The dry dock would be filled with gravel, and new steel sheet piling would be installed around 
the deteriorated bulkheads. The estimated cost to rebuild the site is approximately $20 million.  

This site would provide nominal laydown space, but the solid fill pier has very high ground 
capacity and the berth has “bonus” length. Although the site does not have covered space, 
there are such structures and warehouses in the Boston Marine Industrial Park that could be 
used or converted for use for this purpose. 

Dry Dock #4 could accommodate the staging of offshore wind development with improvements 
at a reasonable cost. However, from a planning perspective, there are potentially permitting 
issues associated with these improvements due to Dry Dock #4’s proximity to Logan Airport. 
Tall equipment, such as cranes, as well as future installation vessels transporting assembled 
turbines in a vertical configuration, may require approvals from the FAA. Furthermore, the 
potential wind farm locations are much closer to New Bedford Harbor than Boston Harbor. 

6.3.2.3 Coastal Oil Site 

The Massachusetts Port Authority owns the former Coastal Oil Terminal in South Boston 
(Figure 6-5). The site is approximately 14.2 hectares (approximately 35 acres) and has a former 
oil tanker berth with a water depth in excess of 10.3 m (34 feet). The facility would require a new 
steel sheetpile bulkhead to be adequate for laydown. It also would need regrading and paving to 
“cap” any environmental contamination. The site does not have any covered space, and there is 
no covered space on the immediately adjacent parcel. The berth is a mooring dolphin-type 
structure seaward of an old seawall. The estimated cost for the repairs is approximately 
$20 million. Table 6-5 is the cost estimate for improvements to the Coastal Oil Terminal. 

The Team believes the preferred option at the Port of Boston is Dry Dock #4. The site meets 
most of the established criteria. The rebuild cost is similar to the cost of repairs for the North 
Jetty. However, Dry Dock #4 has significantly more berthing space, which more than offsets any 
potential repair/rebuild cost savings. 
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Table 6-5 
Cost Estimate for Improvements to the Coastal Oil Site at the Port of Boston 

(Source: Childs Engineering Corporation) 

COST ESTIMATE 
DATE PREPARED 

Dec-09 SHEET  1 OF 1 

ACTIVITY AND LOCATION

Boston Harbor 
Coastal Oil - South Boston 

 CEC JOB NUMBER 

2178-09 
IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 

ESTIMAT ED BY

 DLP 
 CAT EGORY CODE NUMBER 

Install repair bulkhead, fender system,
Fill between existing and new sheet piling, grade and pave 
Estimated in 2009 prices 

 STATUS OF DESIGN 

_X_ PED ___ 35% ___ 65% __ 100% ___ FINAL ___ OTH ER 

JOB ORDER NUMBER 

ITEM DESCRIPTION 

QUANTIT Y MATERIAL C OST LABOR COST ENGINEERING ESTIMATE 

N O. UNIT UNIT COST TOTAL UNIT COST TOT AL UNIT COST TOT AL 

Soft Costs 
Engineering/Permits/Procurement 1 LS $1,000,000 $1,000,000 
Site Prep 
Site cleanup 1 LS $250,000 $250,000 
Bulkhead 
Sheeting- PZ27 1,700,000 LB $3 $5,100,000 
Mudslab Installation 4,000 CY $200 $800,000 
Wale-][ MC 12x31 35,000 LB $3 $105,000 
Weep Drains @ 10' o.c. 80 EA $150 $12,000 
Tie- Rod 40,000 LB $6 $240,000 
Structural Fill- between old wall and new sheets 30,000 CY $35 $1,050,000 
Concrete Bulkhead Cap 100 CY $650 $65,000 
Concrete Slab 1,050 CY $500 $525,000 
12" Dia.Timber Piles (Fender) 80 EA $3,000 $240,000 
Regrade and Pave 
Grade 80,000 SY $15 $1,200,000 
Pave surface 900,000 SF $10 $9,000,000 

Total Coastal Oil Repair: $19,587,000 
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Figure 6-5 Coastal Oil Terminal Port of Boston 
(Source: Childs Engineering Corporation) 
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6.4 Implications of Applying the Soft Criteria 

The Team examined education and training needs required to support the offshore wind energy 
industry. See Appendix I for the questionnaire used to interview various educational and training 
institutions. More effective state support for renewable energy has encouraged investment in 
workforce training at many levels. The Massachusetts Maritime Academy (MMA) is nationally 
known for its mariner training programs, and a regional Marine Renewable Energy Center 
(MREC) at the University of Massachusetts/Dartmouth (UMass/Dartmouth) joins the resources 
of some of the region's leading academic institutions, community colleges, and trade unions to 
coordinate and plan appropriate training for this emerging industry. Given the relative proximity 
of the ports in this study to these educational resources, Massachusetts is well-positioned to 
assess the work force needs of each offshore wind energy developer and provide responsive, 
high-quality training. 

Massachusetts has long been recognized as an international center for science, technology, 
and oceanography. There is considerable local and regional interest in developing technology 
and the necessary trade skills to harness renewable energy from the ocean. Since the late 
1990s, when the idea of offshore wind energy projects first began to surface in Massachusetts, 
academic institutions and unions representing trade industries identified offshore renewable 
energy as an important field that would require new technologies and a corresponding demand 
for new training. Additional focus on Massachusetts as an emerging center for offshore 
construction occurred in 2004, when plans were developed for the first LNG deepwater port on 
the east coast of the United States, and the second such facility worldwide. The Northeast 
Gateway Deepwater Port was completed in 2007 and another similar facility is nearing 
completion. Both projects utilized local trade and construction workers to complete sub-sea 
pipelines and buoys. 

A lengthy list of public and private academic institutions, including the Amherst and Dartmouth 
campuses of the University of Massachusetts system, Harvard University, the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology, the Massachusetts Maritime Academy, and the Woods Hole 
Oceanographic Institute, (as well as other institutions in the region) have examined and will 
continue to explore numerous issues related to offshore renewable energy generation. These 
issues include energy production, facility design, transmission issues, and maritime training. 
These institutions, with evolving degree programs, unrivalled intellectual capital, and interest in 
furthering the development of offshore renewable energy, are an exceptional resource for policy 
makers, developers, builders, and maintenance firms. 

State government, academic institutions, and local unions have all recognized the importance of 
offshore sites along the Massachusetts coast for both traditional and renewable sources of 
energy. At the state level, Governor Deval Patrick reversed the prior Administration’s opposition 
to the Cape Wind project and moved quickly to combine energy and environmental agencies in 
a cabinet-level secretariat with an emphasis on renewable energy. State agencies worked 
closely with the Massachusetts Renewable Energy Trust, part of a quasi-state agency funded 
through an excise tax on electricity consumption, and the Commonwealth’s Clean Energy 
Center to provide resources and expertise to move the Commonwealth toward the Patrick 
Administration’s 2020 goal of providing 2,000 MW of land- and ocean-based wind energy. With 
relatively shallow offshore waters and excellent wind resources, offshore wind energy became 
an increasing focus of renewable energy efforts. In a coordinated effort, the Patrick 
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Administration also pushed for passage of the Massachusetts Ocean Management Act, under 
which it has developed a plan that identifies sites within state waters for new offshore wind farm 
development, in addition to potential federal sites in adjacent waters that come under the 
jurisdiction of the U.S. Minerals Management Service.  

The emerging field of offshore wind energy has already led to the development of a number of 
new technologies and applications, requiring a trained workforce to assemble, construct, 
operate, and maintain offshore wind turbines. Based on European experience, an eighty-turbine 
offshore wind energy project, for example, would typically need a number of trained individuals 
for the installation phase as presented in Table 6-6. 

Table 6-6 
Workers Required for Typical 80-Turbine Offshore Wind Energy Project 

(Source: Thomsen 2009) 

Turbine Installation 
Type of Worker Number of Workers Required 
Vessel officers and crew 25 people per shift per day 
Installation crew 12 people per shift per day 
Preassembly 12 people per shift per day 
Harbor workers 12 people per shift per day 
Project management 25 people to plan and execute all work 
Crane and truck rental 25 people (e.g., crane operators, forklift/truck drivers) 
Foundation Installation 
Vessel officers and crew 25 people per shift per day 
Installation crew 18 people per shift per day (piling operations are more manpower 

intensive than turbine installation) 
Preassembly 25 people per shift per day 
Harbor workers 12 people per shift per day 
Project management 25 people to plan and execute all work 
Assistance from agents and port 
authorities 

20 people 

Crane and truck rental 25 people (e.g., crane operators, forklift/truck drivers) 
Cable Installation 
Vessel officers and crew 25 people per shift per day 
Diving crew 10 people 
Installation crew 12 people per shift per day 
Preassembly 12 people per shift per day 
Harbor workers 12 people 
Project management 25 people to plan and execute all work 

Based on these figures, each phase of the construction process for offshore wind farms could 
require as many as 150 skilled workers, with another 80 workers for each additional daily shift. 

European offshore wind developers have reported shortages among skilled workers in related 
trades, and potential offshore wind energy developers in the United States have described 
similar concerns. While the two short-listed Massachusetts ports have characteristics that make 
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them suitable for the construction, operation, and maintenance of offshore wind energy facilities, 
they also have ready access to considerable education and training resources that are geared 
to offshore and underwater construction, seamanship, and technical trades and services. Given 
the relative proximity of these ports (as well as all of the Massachusetts ports considered in this 
study) to these education and training resources, Massachusetts is uniquely situated to respond 
to developers’ needs for a variety of construction and operational technologies. 

Recognizing that a wide variety of skill sets would be needed to construct, operate, and 
maintain offshore renewable energy facilities in Massachusetts, the MREC, an organization of 
industry, academia, government agencies, municipalities, public interest groups, and concerned 
individuals, was established at the UMass Dartmouth in 2006. MREC’s goal is to foster the 
development of ocean-based renewable energy, including wave, tidal current and offshore wind, 
and is unique in that it brings together the knowledge and needs of science, technology, and 
training in order to successfully maximize renewable energy resources from the ocean. MREC 
seeks to develop a network of technology developers and energy users who will collectively 
define the needs of this nascent industry and bring together the required technology, capital, 
infrastructure, and human resources to implement ocean-based renewable energy in the most 
economically, environmentally, and socially sustainable manner for the region. 

MREC has also proposed a National Offshore Renewable Energy Innovation Zone (NOREIZ) 
and is working with state and federal agencies to designate an area off of Nantucket and 
Martha’s Vineyard for this purpose. The proposed project would provide demonstration and 
training sites for marine renewable energy, particularly offshore wind, and is envisioned as a 
critical asset for training, technology development, and small scale energy generation. 

In addition to UMass/Dartmouth, MREC’s university research consortium partners include: 

• the University of New Hampshire (UNH); 
• the University of Rhode Island (URI); 
• the University of Maine (UMaine); 
• the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT); 
• the Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution (WHOI); 
• the Massachusetts Maritime Academy (MMA); 
• Roger Williams University (RWU); and 

• other schools within the University of Massachusetts system. 


MREC corporate partners include: 

• Battelle; 
• Alden; 
• Raytheon; 
• National Grid; 
• NStar; 
• Lockheed/Martin; 
• the New England Clean Energy Council; and 
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•	 the Ocean Renewable Energy Coalition. 

Understanding that the offshore energy industry is evolving within the United States and New 
England, MREC joined forces with Cape Wind, Resolute Marine Energy, Ocean Renewable 
Power Company, Local 56 Pile Drivers Union, the MMA, the New Bedford Department of 
Workforce Development, and the community college system to form the Ocean Energy Training 
Task Force. The Task Force meets regularly to identify issues and to discuss how best to meet 
the needs of offshore energy developers, and draws on the expertise of each of its members. 

Under the MREC/Task Force umbrella, significant education and training programs related to 
offshore renewable energy are being developed and some are currently offered. It is anticipated 
that these courses will evolve significantly to address future development needs. The Task 
Force, in discussions with the European Marine Energy Center (EMEC) and the New and 
Renewable Energy Center (NaREC) UK, have developed framework for education and training 
that encompasses three elements: 

1) University level education to produce a cadre of researchers, engineers, and other 
professionals for the development of new technologies. 

2) 	Construction skills training by unions and Workforce Investment Boards to support the 
construction and installation of ocean based turbines. 

3) Operation and Maintenance (O&M) technician training and certification following the 
NaREC model of instruction at community colleges and training/certification at the MMA 
and MREC-developed ocean test sites. 

At the University level, Oceanography and Ocean Engineering programs are in place with 
MREC Research University Consortium members. UMass/Dartmouth offers masters and 
doctorates in marine science and technology through the School for Marine Science and 
Technology (SMAST), has a range of sustainability courses that can be tailored to address 
ocean renewable energy, and offers a masters degree in public policy with concentrations in 
economic development, marine science, and technology policy. As with other MREC members, 
UMass/Dartmouth is very much interested in the national effort to establish a certificate program 
aimed at training oceanographic science and technology operations personnel to service ocean 
observatories, many of the skills that are transferable to offshore energy projects. 

The MMA is well-known for its traditional courses in seamanship for maritime officers, which are 
essential to the construction and maintenance of offshore energy facilities. MMA also offers 
established training for power plant operations and has aggressively implemented renewable 
energy on campus with wind, solar, tidal, and geothermal projects. Located at the west end of 
the Cape Cod Canal, MMA will be a key asset in any training program that would require water 
access. As with other MREC partners, MMA will revise, as appropriate, existing energy-related 
courses to address ocean energy needs and issues. 

Two MREC partners, Cape Cod Community College and Bristol Community College, have 
joined forces to provide clean energy workforce training, have a proven track record of providing 
targeted training to their local communities, and have offered training programs in the marine 
technology subject area. Bristol Community College currently has a grant with the National 
Science Foundation to offer certificates in environmental technology, marine technology and 
geographic information systems and offered a pilot tidal energy technician training program in 
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2009 that will be expanded in the future. The MMA is a partner in this effort and has tailored 
existing energy-related courses to address ocean energy, as appropriate. 

At the construction skills level, Massachusetts trade unions have been very active in identifying 
offshore energy construction needs and developing appropriate training courses. For example, 
Local 56 of the Massachusetts Pile Drivers is a statewide organization that has been at the 
forefront of training workers for offshore energy. Targeting vocational technical school students, 
Local 56 either currently offers, or is planning to offer, training in the following areas: 

•	 Four-year apprenticeships in pile driving and marine construction, including rigging, 
welding burning and fitting, and marine construction safety; 

•	 Commercial diving training, for the inspection, trenching, and maintenance of sub-sea 
electrical cables; 

•	 Pile driving and welding for wind turbine towers; 
•	 Rigging and material handling for loading and unloading; and 
•	 Rigging for tower, nacelle, and blade assembly. 

Local 56 has a proven track record in responding to industry needs by providing high-quality 
training. Since January, 2007, Local 56 has offered training for commercial divers and pile 
drivers to work in the offshore natural gas industry, with 60 commercial divers working on four 
different offshore pipeline jobs along the Massachusetts coast. Its training programs have 
expanded to include underwater welding, with successful graduates completing over 
60,000 hours on eight different construction contracts since May, 2007. Local 56 is currently 
working with the Occupational Safety and Hazards Administration (OSHA) and the Carpenters 
International Training Fund to develop a course on Marine Construction Safety. 

Similarly, the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (IBEW) Local 103 has 
demonstrated its leadership in support of the renewable energy industry through the erection of 
a publicly visible 100 kilovolt (kV) wind turbine and the installation of a 5.4 kV solar roof at its 
headquarters and Apprentice Training Facility in Dorchester. As the IBEW increases its focus on 
renewable energy, it uses working non-fuel energy systems for training and will open its “Big 
Green Room” in 2010 to present a variety of different training tools that relate to hydro, wind, 
and solar generation technologies. The union’s strong commitment to safety, and current 
training certifications in tower climbing, working in confined spaces, and scuba proficiency, all 
have direct applications in the emerging offshore wind generation industry. Currently one half of 
IBEW local workers are trained in scuba and wind technology. In addition, the IBEW has been 
working with the MMA on wind generation construction and marine training. 

With the state aggressively supporting the development of offshore wind energy through policy 
initiatives, expertise, and financial support, and with academic institutions and trade unions 
actively developing and improving training opportunities, Massachusetts is well situated to 
respond to a wide variety of technologies used to harness renewable energy in offshore waters. 
Given its broad geographic coverage, extensive research facilities, in-depth industry expertise, 
and a trained, flexible work force, Massachusetts is in a unique position to successfully meet the 
needs of the offshore wind energy industry. 

Soft criteria also include regulatory considerations. Port facility upgrades may require 
Massachusetts environmental review if the project meets or exceeds certain thresholds 
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established by the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). A variety of federal, state 
and local permits also may be required, including, but not limited to: 

•	 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Section 10 permit for structures in navigable 
waters; 

•	 USACE Section 404 permit for discharge of dredged or fill materials into waters of the 
U.S.; 

•	 Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Determination of No Hazard; 
•	 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) permit; 
•	 EPA Air Emission permit; 
•	 Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management (MCZM) Consistency Determination; 
•	 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) Water Quality 

Certificate; 
•	 MassDEP Chapter 91 License for work in, under, or over flowed or filled tidelands; 
•	 Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MDOT) oversize/overweight vehicle 

permit; 
•	 Local Conservation Commission Order of Conditions for alteration of “any bank, fresh 

water wetland, coastal wetland, beach, dune, flat, marsh, meadow, or swamp bordering 
on the ocean or on any estuary (a broad mouth of a river into which the tide flows.), 
creek, river, stream, pond, or lake, or any land under said waters or any land subject to 
tidal action, coastal storm flowage, or flooding”; and 

•	 Local zoning, building or utility permits.  
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7.0 	 ECONOMIC AND TAX EFFECTS OF CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATING 
EXPENDITURES  

Based on the criteria presented above, the New Bedford South Terminal and Boston Dry Dock 
#4 were selected for further evaluation and analysis. This section discusses the economic and 
fiscal effects of construction and operation of these ports to support a ROWEI 130-turbine wind 
farm. See Appendix J for a more detailed analysis of economic and tax effects. 

7.1 Construction and Operating Period Economic Effects 

Data in Table 7-1 show the estimated total direct, indirect, and induced economic effects of 
expenditures made to construct the New Bedford South Terminal port facility, Boston Dry Dock 
#4, and the ROWEI 130-turbine installation. These are one-time, non-recurring projected 
economic effects that are expected to accrue within the Massachusetts economy during a 3 to 
5 year period that includes port facility construction and the ROWEI offshore wind turbine 
installation.  

Table 7-1 also shows the annually recurring economic effects of maintaining a ROWEI and of 
handling, storing, and transshipping non-offshore wind related cargo at a multi-use South 
Terminal port facility in New Bedford. In the case of the Boston and New Bedford port facilities, 
economic effects during construction are shown for Suffolk and Bristol counties, respectively. 
The annually recurring economic effects of new non-offshore wind-related cargo operations at 
the South Terminal are shown for Bristol county as well as Massachusetts overall. 

The measures of economic effects are: 

•	 Output – which comprises business sales less the costs of materials and equipment 
produced outside Massachusetts;  

•	 Employment – the full-time equivalent jobs expected to be held by Massachusetts 
residents; 

•	 Income – the payroll and self-employment earnings of households; and 
•	 GDP (Gross Domestic Product) – which measures the value added to the 

Massachusetts economy in terms of labor and proprietors’ income, corporate profits, 
dividends, interest, rent and taxes. 

The county-level economic effects in Table 7-1 are a subset of the Massachusetts totals and 
show the amounts of local and state direct, indirect, and induced economic effects that would 
accrue within communities in Bristol and Suffolk counties. 
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Table 7-1 
Total Direct, Indirect, and Induced Economic Effects of Offshore Wind Installation and  

Related Port Facilities Construction and Operation 
(Sources: FXM Associates, R/ECON™ Input Output Model, Tetra Tech Team,  

City of Boston, City of New Bedford, Cape Wind) 

Output Employment Income GDP 
(000 $) (Jobs) (000 $) (000 $) 

Construction Period Effects 
South Terminal Port Facility 

Bristol County 
Massachusetts 

$ 
$ 

44,100 
65,500 

380 
540 

$ 
$ 

19,200 
26,100 

$ 
$ 

26,100 
36,200 

Boston Port Facility 
Suffolk County $ 19,800 110 $ 9,100 $ 12,400 
Massachusetts $ 30,100 190 $ 12,500 $ 17,200 

Representative Offshore Wind Installation 
Massachusetts $ 457,300 1700 $ 162,900 $ 200,100 

Annual Operating Effects 
South Terminal Port Cargo Operations 

Bristol County $ 15,700 130 $ 5,900 $ 9,700 
Massachusetts $ 20,200 170 $ 7,400 $ 11,900 

ROWEI O&M 
Massachusetts $ 27,500 110 $ 6,800 $ 11,000 

7.2 Construction and Operating Period Fiscal Effects 
The total direct, indirect, and induced tax effects shown in Table 7-2 correspond to the 
economic effects shown in Table 7-1. Local taxes include property and excise taxes paid to 
municipalities by workers in the jobs generated by the construction and operating period 
employment reflected in Table 7-1, as well as property and other local taxes by the companies 
employing those individuals. State taxes include income and sales taxes paid by individuals as 
well as payroll, income, and other taxes paid by the companies that employ those individuals. 
The taxes are thus proportional to the total direct, indirect and induced economic effects shown 
in Table 7-1. However, these totals do not represent all taxes paid by companies whose output 
is only partly affected by the changes in demand attributable to construction and operating 
periods of offshore wind energy installation and maintenance, port construction and terminal 
operation. 

7-2 



 

    
  

 
                                                
                                            

                                                
                                                  

                                        

   
                                                   
                                                  

                                                

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Clean Energy Center Port and Infrastructure Analysis for Offshore Wind Energy Development 

Table 7-2 
Total Direct, Indirect, and Induced Tax Effects of Offshore Wind Installation 

and Related Port Facilities Construction and Operation 
(Sources: FXM Associates and R/ECON™ Input Output Model ) 

Local Taxes State Taxes Federal Taxes 
(000 $) (000 $) (000 $) 

Construction Period Effects 
South Terminal Port Facility 

Bristol County 480 $ 440 $ 1,820 $ 
Massachusetts 1,190 $ 1,440 $ 7,280 $ 

Boston Port Facility 
Suffolk County 190 $ 220 $ 1,290 $ 
Massachusetts 500 $ 640 $ 3,540 $ 

Representative Offshore Wind Installation 
Massachusetts 8,850 $ 10,090 $ 45,940 $ 

Annual Operating Effects 
South Terminal Port Operations   

Bristol County 300 $ 240 $ 730 $ 
Massachusetts 480 $ 500 $ 2,180 $ 

ROWEI O&M 
Massachusetts 390 $ 430 $ 2,230 $ 

As shown in Table 7-2, nearly $9 million in taxes to be paid to municipalities throughout 
Massachusetts are estimated to be attributable to the direct, indirect and induced economic 
effects shown in Table 7-1 over the projected 3-year construction (assembly and installation) 
phase of the ROWEI. More than $10 million in taxes paid to the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts and almost $46 million in federal taxes over this same 3-year period would be 
attributable to the economic effects of construction. Servicing and maintaining the ROWEI is 
projected to generate an annual amount of $390,000 in municipal tax receipts throughout 
Massachusetts, $433,000 in state taxes, and $2.2 M in federal taxes. The county-level tax totals 
in Table 7-2 are a subset of the Massachusetts totals and show the amounts of local, state and 
federal tax effects that would accrue within communities in Bristol and Suffolk Counties. 

7.3 Summary 

As can be seen from these projections, the economic and fiscal effects of port development and 
use are roughly comparable for both ports. Therefore, the selection of one port over the other is 
more likely to be determined by the balancing of the soft criteria. 
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8.0 SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 
There are no port facilities in Massachusetts that are currently ready to provide staging, 
installation, and operations and maintenance support to a commercial scale offshore wind farm 
development project in the region. However, if investment in targeted port upgrades is made, 
the opportunity to attract offshore wind developers exists. 

Table 8-1 provides a summary of the side-by-side comparison between Dry Dock #4 at the Port 
of Boston and the South Terminal at the Port of New Bedford based on the hard and soft 
evaluation criteria developed for this study. With specifically targeted upgrades, both Dry Dock 
#4 and the South Terminal would have acceptable harbor access and the navigational 
parameters needed to accommodate wind turbine delivery and installation vessels (based on a 
comparison of port characteristics to the 1st Tier Hard Criteria).  

For the most part, both ports also are capable of accommodating the assembly and installation 
of offshore wind turbines and foundations (based on a comparison of port characteristics to the 
2nd Tier Hard Criteria). An exception at the present time may be Rail and Highway Access. The 
Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA) has a “shovel-ready” design for modifications to expand 
the existing rail line to Dry Dock #4. New Bedford has submitted a TIGER application to extend 
the existing rail line to the State Pier, but not to the South Terminal (Mayor Scott Lang, 2009). 
Highway Access to both port areas is adequate. The Boston Haul Road currently has several 
bridges that would impose limitations on the transport of large turbine and/or foundation 
components. However, Massport and the BRA have plans to expand the freight roadway 
network at the Port. Despite the relative advantages and disadvantages associated with current 
rail/highway access at each port, neither port becomes a clear frontrunner based on these two 
criteria. Because rail and highway delivery of offshore wind generation components would be 
constrained by the weight and dimensions of the foundations and turbines, it is unlikely that this 
means of delivery would be used for these large primary components. And the distinction 
becomes less of an issue as the larger next generation wind turbine components currently in 
development will only be able to be transported by water. 

Table 8-1 
Comparison of the Two Short-Listed Ports 

Port of 
Boston Dry 

Dock #4 

New Bedford 
Harbor South 

Terminal Comments 
1st TIER HARD CRITERIA 
Protected Harbor z z Both ports are acceptable. 
Shipping Channel Depth z z Both ports are acceptable. 
Overhead Clearance z z Both ports are acceptable. 
Horizontal Clearance z z Both ports are acceptable. 
24/7 Operational Ability z z Both ports are acceptable. 
Exclusive Use of Port Facility z z Both ports are acceptable. 
2nd TIER HARD CRITERIA 
Berth Length z z Both ports are acceptable. 
Shipping Vessel Water Depth z z Both ports are acceptable. 
Total Wharf and Yard Upland Area  z z Both ports are acceptable. 
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Port of 
Boston Dry 

Dock #4 

New Bedford 
Harbor South 

Terminal Comments 
Rail Access z ~ BRA has a design to expand rail access to 

Dry Dock #4. New Bedford has submitted 
TIGER application to extend rail line to 
State Pier, but not to South Terminal. 

Highway Access ~ z Despite adequate highway access to port 
area, the Boston Haul Road currently has 
vertical/ horizontal limitations; however, a 
new freight roadway system is planned. 

Proximity to Construction Site ~ z South Terminal is closer to the planned 
offshore sites than Dry Dock #4 (as of 
January 2010). 

SOFT CRITERIA 
Workforce Availability z z

Education and Training Facilities ~ ~ In U.S., education and training programs 
are now being developed for nascent 
offshore renewable energy industry. Given 
extensive research facilities, in-depth 
industry expertise, and trained, flexible 
work force, Massachusetts will be able to 
successfully meet education and training 
needs. 

Political Climate/Community 
Acceptance 

Regulatory Considerations 

~

~

z

z

New Bedford has a Green Port initiative in 
place, has done study on South Terminal 
development, has submitted various 
proposals for infrastructure grants, and 
has the goal of strengthening its economy 
by focusing on renewable energy such as 
offshore wind. 
The BRA has emphasized a commitment 
to sustainability but may not be focused on 
the seaport. Dry Dock #4 currently has a 
tenant. 
Required permits could include, but are 
not limited to: MEPA review; CZM 
Consistency Certification; USACE Section 
404 and 10 Permits, FAA approval; 
Chapter 91 License/Permit; Water Quality 
Certification; NPDES Permit; Order of 
Conditions. 
Certain circumstances at each port may 
eliminate or reduce regulatory process.  
FAA approval at Dry Dock #4 may be 
problematic. 

LEGEND: 
z  Acceptable / Most Supportive of offshore wind farm development 
~  Qualified Acceptability / Degree of Supportiveness of offshore wind farm development 
{  Unacceptable / Not Supportive of offshore wind farm development 

The proximity of a port to prospective offshore wind farm sites is important in terms of 
minimizing cost and controlling transportation-related risk. These considerations indicate an 
advantage to the closer staging port. Based on available public information as of January 2010 
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regarding proposed offshore wind farm sites, the South Terminal at New Bedford Harbor is 
closer to these potential installation sites than is Dry Dock #4 at the Port of Boston. 

A key soft criterion is Political Climate/Community Acceptance of the cities and towns 
associated with each port. The City of New Bedford has established a goal of strengthening its 
economy by focusing on supporting the renewable energy industry. New Bedford already has 
completed a study on development of the South Terminal as a port facility to support renewable 
energy technology companies (Port of New Bedford Massachusetts, South Terminal 
Development, Renewable Energy Marine Park, dated March 2009). The New Bedford HDC has 
received grant money from the Governor’s Seaport Council for navigational dredging, identifying 
port infrastructure needs, and evaluating potential markets for the Port of New Bedford, among 
other projects. New Bedford has applied for a TIGER grant of approximately $36M for integrated 
intermodal transportation infrastructure improvements, which include expansion of the South 
Terminal. In Boston, the BRA has demonstrated its commitment to environmental sustainability 
by launching a pilot program to help small businesses improve their energy efficiency and 
sustainability practices. However, this initiative is not focused specifically on the seaport. 

Another soft criterion, Regulatory Considerations, involves the environmental review and 
permitting processes that may be required for the port projects. Work in and around 
Massachusetts waters may require state environmental review, if one or more MEPA review 
thresholds is met or exceeded. Installing and operating an offshore wind farm also will require 
obtaining a number of federal, state, and local permits. MEPA review of a major port 
improvements project could take between six months and one year, depending on the type of 
MEPA review triggered and the amount and intensity of political and community support for the 
project. Permitting such a project may require a similar amount of time, depending on (among 
other factors) the complexities of the project, the number and length of public comment periods, 
and the duration of mitigation negotiations that must be conducted between the project 
proponent and the regulatory agencies. 

Since some of the environmental impacts of the South Terminal site have already been 
assessed by the Commonwealth as part of the Superfund cleanup response for the site, MEPA 
review of the South Terminal expansion may be streamlined or limited. The permits required for 
this project are contingent on its projected impacts on regulated resources. The dredging 
component of the port expansion project may be covered under the State Enhanced Remedy 
CAD Cell Dredge Disposal Approval for the cleanup. However, other permits/approvals may still 
be required. 

If the required upgrades to Dry Dock #4 at the Port of Boston can be defined as maintenance 
activities authorized under existing permits, the regulatory process may be circumvented or 
limited. Nevertheless, because of its proximity to Logan International Airport, obtaining FAA 
approval of crane heights at Dry Dock #4 could prove to be a lengthy process. The level of 
MEPA review required for the Dry Dock #4 improvements also would depend on which 
thresholds were exceeded, if any. Other permits/approvals may be required.  

Determining the permits applicable to either project was not within the scope of this report. 
Additional research would be required to verify which, if any, permits would be needed. If 
support of renewable energy and immediate job creation are important political objectives in the 
Commonwealth, it would follow that the port project with the shortest regulatory track and the 
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greatest political and community support would emerge as the best project to meet those 
objectives. 

Upon review of the side-by-side comparison of the two short-listed ports presented in Table 8-1, 
it is seen that: 

•	 Both ports and highlighted wharf areas are equally acceptable with regard to the 1st Tier 
Hard Criteria relating to navigation. 

•	 The South Terminal at the Port of New Bedford displays a slight advantage over Dry 
Dock #4 at the Port of Boston with respect to the 2nd Tier Hard Criteria associated with 
Highway Access and Proximity to Construction Sites. 

Both ports are equally acceptable with regard to the Soft Criteria relating to Workforce 
Availability and Education and Training Facilities. In addition, the comparison of the projected 
economic and fiscal impacts (Section 7) indicated that the two short-listed ports also were very 
comparable relative to these projections as well. 

•	 The South Terminal at the Port of New Bedford is indicated to be advantageous relative 
to Dry Dock #4 with respect to the Soft Criteria of Political Climate/Community 
Acceptance and Regulatory Considerations. 

Based on this comprehensive side-by-side comparison, the Team has concluded that the 
expansion of the South Terminal at the Port of New Bedford represents the best opportunity for 
a Massachusetts port facility to accommodate assembly and installation of offshore wind energy 
projects. In addition, the new facility will provide sufficient economic and fiscal benefits to Bristol 
County and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to make the investment attractive and 
worthwhile. This recommendation does not preclude and should not discourage possible future 
upgrades to Dry Dock #4 at the Port of Boston to service the offshore wind industry as the level 
of offshore construction activities increases and other roles become available. However, at this 
time, the political support, advanced planning effort, proximity to offshore sites, and absence of 
FAA obstacles have led the Team to recommend the South Terminal expansion.  
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9.0 PATH FORWARD – HIGH-LEVEL SOUTH TERMINAL BUSINESS PLAN 
Based on the recommendation presented above, the Team prepared portions of a preliminary 
business plan for a multi-use cargo facility at the South Terminal in the Port of New Bedford 
(see Appendix K). Some specific objectives of this effort were to establish an initial path forward 
and identify: 

(1) 	 potential cargoes and revenues for the South Terminal facility, in addition to those 
associated with the staging, installation, and operations and management of a ROWEI;  

(2) 	 independent estimates of costs for facility upgrades; 

(3) 	 an appropriate governance model for multi-use terminal ownership and management; 
and 

(4) 	 preliminary standards of operation for the expanded facility.  

Toward this end, the Team examined:  

•	 prospective cargo demand;  
•	 port governance/terminal management options; 
• potential capital and operating costs;  

• overall development feasibility; and  

•	 potential economic effects associated with developing and operating a multi-use 

renewable energy terminal and general cargo facility at the South Terminal in the Port of 
New Bedford. 

Sources for the analysis included: prior and ongoing studies (conducted by the New Bedford 
HDC and others); information obtained from offshore wind energy developers; and the relevant 
experience and related work of consultant team members and outside logistics experts. The 
following bullets summarize the findings of this effort: 

•	 A new multi-use cargo facility at the South Terminal site represents the best option at the 
Port of New Bedford for servicing offshore wind energy development projects during the 
assembly and installation phases. 

•	 A new multi-use port facility at the South Terminal can capture container, break-bulk 
(e.g., drums or crates), and bulk cargoes not now handled in New Bedford or other 
Massachusetts ports, and can generate economic development benefits and net 
operating income to the HDC with or without offshore wind energy development projects.  

•	 The optimal model for governance of a new facility at the South Terminal would be 
ownership by the New Bedford HDC, which would lease offshore wind energy staging 
and other cargo handling, storage, and related facility operations to a qualified private 
operator. 

•	 Capital costs for a new multi-use port facility at the South Terminal are estimated to total 
about $44 million ($44M) (in 2009 dollars). Approximately $32M of this total investment 
would be for land acquisition, bulkhead construction and dredging, and the buildings and 
site improvements that would be functionally necessary to attract and support offshore 
wind energy development projects (not including the Optional Fabrication Building for 
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offshore wind installation use). Approximately an additional $5M in capital expenditures 
would be for improvements necessary to attract and support new bulk, break-bulk, and 
container cargoes. Capital costs are shown in Table 9-1: 

Table 9-1 
South Terminal Capital Costs 

(Source: FXM Associates, RECON™ Input Output Model) 

Offshore Wind Non-Offshore 
SOUTH TERMINAL CAPITAL COSTS Installation Wind Cargoes 
Bulkhead and Dredging $ 19,990,977 $ 19,990,977 
Site Acquisition $ 2,100,000 $ 2,100,000 
Backland Site Improvements (drainage, utilities, surfacing) $ 6,000,000 $ 6,000,000 
SUBTOTAL Basic Infrastructure	 $ 28,090,977 $ 28,090,977 
Buildings and structures (35,000 SF) $ 3,500,000 $ 3,500,000
 
Crane $ 3,000,000
 
Ground Equipment (fork lifts, trucks, etc.) $ 1,500,000
 
Other Equipment & Fencing, Security $ 485,000 $ 485,000
 
SUBTOTAL with Support Facilities & Equipment $ 32,075,977 $ 36,575,977 
 Optional Fabrication Building  (75,000 SF)	 $ 7,500,000 $ 7,500,000 

TOTAL with Fabrication Building	 $ 39,575,977 $ 44,075,977 

•	 Average net operating income to the HDC from a fully-developed South Terminal port 
facility is expected to total approximately $1.2M per year during a projected 3-year 
ROWEI and about $622,000 per year with full cargo operations. Projected operating 
revenues and costs are shown in Table 9-2 below: 

Table 9-2 
South Terminal Operating Income and Expenses 

(Source: FXM Associates) 

Offshore Wind Non-Offshore 
SOUTH TERMINAL OPERATING INCOME & EXPENSES Installation Wind Cargoes 
Average Year Annual Operating Income 
Offshore Wind Energy Development  (ROWEI) $ 1,500,000 
Container Service $ 280,000 
Break Bulk Program $ 240,000 
Bulk Cargo $ 432,500 
Total Non-ROWEI Cargo $ 952,500 
Average Year Annual Operating Expenses 
HDC Personnel (contract/lessee management) $ 140,000 $ 140,000 
HDC Capital/maintenance reserve at 20% income $ 190,500 $ 190,500 
Average Year Annual Expenses	 $ 330,500 $ 330,500 
Average Year NET Operating Income 
Offshore Wind Energy Development  (ROWEI) $ 1,169,500 
Total Non-ROWEI Cargo $ 622,000 

•	 Based on the net operating income projected for the South Terminal, annual operating 
subsidies for either offshore wind energy development support or long term cargo 
operations are not anticipated to be required. 
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•	 The South Terminal can cover all of its operating expenses during the ROWEI use of the 
facility and annually thereafter based on non-ROWEI cargo operations. Approximately 
$12M of the capital costs for the new facility can be supported by annual net operating 
income combined with income from the 3 year ROWEI use of the facility. This leaves 
$32M of debt that would require financing from other sources. 

•	 Construction of the South Terminal port facility is estimated to expand business output in 
Bristol County by approximately $44.1M over the projected 2-year construction period of 
the terminal, and provide 380 person years of employment and $19.2M in household 
income over the construction period. These projected economic impacts include total 
direct, indirect and induced economic effects within Bristol County. These effects are 
summarized in Table 9-3. 

Table 9-3 
Construction and Annual Direct, Indirect and Induced Economic Effects 

Associated with South Terminal Construction 
(Source: FXM Associates) 

Output Employment Income 
(000 $) (Jobs) (000 $) 

Construction Period Effects 
South Terminal Port Facility 

Bristol County 
Massachusetts 

$ 
$ 

44,100 
65,500 

380 
540 

$ 
$ 

19,200 
26,100 

Annual Operating Effects 
South Terminal Port Cargo 
Operations 

Bristol County 
Massachusetts 

$ 
$ 

15,700 
20,200 

130 
170 

$ 
$ 

5,900 
7,400 

•	 Construction of the South Terminal port facility is estimated to expand business output in 
Massachusetts overall (including Bristol County) by about $65.5M over the projected 
2-year construction period of the terminal, and provide 540 person years of employment 
and $26.1M in household income over the construction period. These projected 
economic impacts include total direct, indirect and induced economic effects within 
Massachusetts over the construction period (see Table 9-3). 

•	 The handling of cargoes not related to an offshore renewable wind energy installation 
(non-ROWEI), including container, break-bulk, and bulk cargoes, is estimated to expand 
business output in Bristol County by $15.7M annually, and provide 130 permanent jobs 
and $5.9M per year in new household income. These projected economic impacts 
include total direct, indirect, and induced economic effects within Bristol County 
estimated to recur annually following facility construction and do not include support of 
offshore wind energy projects (see Table 9-3). 

9-3
 



 

  
 

 
 

 
 
 

  

                                         
                                     

    
                                            
                                         

 

  

 

  
 

 

 

Clean Energy Center Port and Infrastructure Analysis for Offshore Wind Energy Development 

•	 The handling of non-ROWEI container, break-bulk, and bulk cargoes at the South 
Terminal is estimated to expand business output in Massachusetts overall (including 
Bristol County) by approximately $20.2M annually, and provide 170 permanent jobs and 
$7.4M in new household income each year. These projected economic impacts include 
total direct, indirect, and induced economic effects within Massachusetts estimated to 
recur annually and do not include support of offshore wind energy projects (see 
Table 9-3). 

•	 During the construction period for the South Terminal facility about $480,000 in 
local/municipal revenues within Bristol County communities would be attributable to the 
total projected direct, indirect and induced economic effects of construction. Within 
Massachusetts communities approximately $1.2M in municipal receipts (including Bristol 
County) would be attributable to the construction period economic effects (see Table 9
4). 

Table 9-4 
Construction and Annual Direct, Indirect and Induced Tax Effects 

(Source: FXM Associates) 

Local Taxes State Taxes Federal Taxes 
(000 $) (000 $) (000 $) 

Construction Period Effects 
South Terminal Port Facility 

Bristol County 480 $ 440$ 1,820$ 
Massachusetts 1,190 $ 1,440$ 7,280$ 

Annual Operating Effects 
South Terminal Port Operations 

Bristol County 300 $ 240$ 730$ 
Massachusetts 480 $ 500$ 2,180$ 

•	 During the construction period for the South Terminal facility about $1.4M in tax 
revenues to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and approximately $7.3M in federal 
taxes would be attributable to the construction period economic effects (see Table 9-4).  

•	 The handling of non-ROWEI container, break-bulk, and bulk cargoes at the South 
Terminal is expected to generate about $300,000 in new tax receipts annually for 
municipalities in Bristol County and $480,000 annually for municipalities statewide 
(including Bristol County) based on the projected annual economic effects attributable to 
cargo operations (see Table 9-4).  

•	 The handling of non-ROWEI container, break-bulk, and bulk cargoes at the South 
Terminal is projected to generate about $500,000 in new tax receipts annually for the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts and approximately $2.2M in federal taxes each year 
(see Table 9-4). 

These components of a “path forward” relative to the development of an expanded multi-use 
cargo facility at the South Terminal address the key findings of preliminary business plan for 
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port expansion. (Appendix K provides a more detailed financial analysis of port expansion and 
operation.) This study demonstrated that the South Terminal at the Port of New Bedford meets 
the necessary requirements and possesses a number of the advantageous characteristics 
needed to successfully support a developing offshore commercial wind farm. The study also 
identified some areas where this port could make modifications and improvements to its harbor 
or wharf facilities that would further enhance the port’s ability to support offshore wind energy. 
The path forward would continue the process outlined here, more fully develop the elements 
that were addressed in this study, and consider other important aspects of the port’s 
development that were not considered to be critical to the scope of this study. 
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Apex Companies, LLC 

Memo 
To: File
 

From:  Chet Myers, P.E., LSP 


Date: April 8, 2010 


List of Attendees: 

Kristin Decas, Executive Director, NBHDC 
Matt Morrissey, Executive Director, NBEDC 
Craig Olmstead, Vice President, Projects, Cape Wind 
David G. Inman, Key Account Manager, Siemens Energy, Inc., Power Systems  
Jesper Pedersen, Tender Manager, Siemens Power Generation  
Poul Martin Wael, Director Offshore Projects & Logistics, Siemens Wind Power 
Preben Straarup, Tender Manager, Siemens Wind Power 
Lars Humlebaek, Technical Project Manager, Siemens Wind Power 
Jay Borkland, Division Manager, Apex Companies, LLC 
Chet Myers, Senior Engineer, Apex Companies, LLC 

Re: Summary of Meeting with Cape Wind and Siemens Personnel 

Meeting was held at New Bedford City Hall at approximately 1 PM.  NBHDC and 
NBEDC presented the plans for the expansion of South Terminal to support the 
offshore renewable energy industry. Cape Wind and Siemens described the needs 
of the offshore renewable energy industry for a shore-side support facility, based 
upon the needs of similar projects in Europe.   

The following information was provided by Cape Wind and Siemens as crucial for the 
new facility to be feasible.    

•	 There are a few types of vessels that would be used to transport wind turbine 
components from the manufacturer to the support facility.  However, the 
approximate range in sizes of an international vessel is between 140 - 150 
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meters (460 – 490 feet) in length, 30 - 35 meters (98 - 115 feet) in width and 
requires 7 – 9 meters (23 – 29.5 feet) of draft.   

•	 The international vessel would only carry components for 6 turbines. 
Therefore, for constructing an offshore wind energy facility for 130 turbines, 22 
separate shipments from international vessels would need to be received at the 
support facility. The international vessel will require 3-4 days of docking for 
unloading each trip. 

•	 Offshore renewable energy facility installation ships would consist of jack-up 
barges that would be approximately 91 meters (300 feet) in width and 30 
meters (100 feet) in width. 

•	 In order to keep the installation vessels stable during dockside loading, the 
barges would be deploy their spuds to “jack-up” the vessel for stability.  This is 
to prevent the vessel from tipping over from uneven loading.  Due to the loads 
anticipated to be borne by the spuds, it is necessary to ensure that the harbor 
floor at the quae-side is of a stable material.  An unstable harbor bottom could 
cause the spuds to sink unevenly, which could tip the vessel and sink it. 
Harbor bottoms consisting of a thick layer of silt or clay could also cause the 
spuds to sink too deeply as it is loaded, and prevent the spuds from being 
withdrawn, which will trap the vessel at the facility.  

•	 In order to efficiently run construction of the offshore renewable energy facility, 
multiple installation vessels must be utilized.  At a minimum, one installation 
vessel will be at the construction site, one installation vessel will be loading at 
quae-side, and one installation vessel will be returning from the construction 
site. During much of construction, at least two installation vessels will be at 
quae-side either being loaded or arriving from the construction site and 
awaiting loading. Therefore, it is required that berthing space for the 
international vessel and two installation vessels be available. 

•	 Vertical restrictions of any kind are not acceptable.  This criteria is primarily in 
place due to the extremely large cranes (600 ton crawler cranes, which have 
boom lengths of up to 475 feet) necessary for loading and unloading of vessels 
and pre-assembly of wind turbines prior to delivery, the large spuds that are 
integral to the functioning of jack-up barges, which, as stated before, have 
multiple spuds that extend up to 250 feet above the barges when they are 
mobile) that will be utilized to transport pre-assembled wind turbines to the wind 
farms during construction, as well as the pre-assembled wind turbines 
themselves that will extend up to 250 feet into the air above the barges as they 
are transported to the construction site. 

•	 The anticipated loading requirements for the entire facility will be 20 
tonnes/square meter (4,000 pounds/square foot), due to the use of 600 ton 
crawler cranes (an example of which is a Lieberr 750 Crane) anticipated to be 
utilized throughout the facility to transport, stack, load, and unload renewable 
energy facility components. 

•	 Due to the anticipated loading requirements, an asphalt or concrete surface 
would not work. The heavy cranes would demolish such a surface in very 
short order. Therefore, the preferred surface is crushed stone.   
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•	 If possible, it is preferred to have a facility closer to 35-40 acres in size (the 
specific request was for 150,000 square meters for an ideal facility); however, 
20 acres is the minimum amount of space required for the staging, 
preconstruction, and storage of renewable energy components for the 
construction of a 130 wind turbine offshore renewable energy facility.      

•	 The heavy cranes must be able to reach within a meter of the target loading 
area on the installation vessels. 

•	 Interest was expressed for an area (outside of the 20 acre facility) for parking 
for up to 200 people.  A 20 acre facility would not be large enough to 
accommodate parking as well as storage, assembly, etc.  

•	 A high priority is to find a location within which vessels can dock and exit the 
harbor without waiting for other vessels.   
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Jack-Up Barge installs Germany's first offshore wind turbine  
Jack-Up Barge B.V. recently marked a major milestone. On its maiden assignment, the 
company's newbuild monohull jack-up platform JB-114 completed the installation of 
Germany's first offshore wind turbine. 

After mobilization in Eemshaven, the Netherlands, the JB-114 was towed to the offshore 
location, about 45 km north of the island of Borkum in the North Sea. Within 36 hours of 
arrival it installed the tower, turbine and rotor blades of the first wind turbine in the Alpha 
Ventus wind farm. 

Ronald Schukking, Managing Director of Jack-Up Barge B.V., said: "The installation could 
not have gone any better. This project once again proves that our jack-up platforms are 
extremely suitable for utilization in the offshore wind turbine construction industry."  

The JB-114 and twin sister the JB-115 were both delivered last month by Drydocks 
World Nanindah (former Labroy Shipyard) at Batam, Indonesia as part of an extensive 
newbuild program. 

Both jack-ups will be working on the construction of the Alpha Ventus wind farm this 
summer. The JB-114 is chartered by German company Prokon Nord, which is responsible 
for the installation of six 5 MW Multibrid wind turbines on tripod foundations. The JB-115 is 
chartered by DOTI and will be installing the slots and templates on the seabed in 
preparation for the jacket foundations of the six remaining 5 MW REpower turbines. 

The Alpha Ventus wind farm, with a total capacity of 60 MW, is expected to be completed 
before the end of this year, making it the first operational wind farm in German waters. 

Jack-Up Barge B.V. specializes in the manufacturing, sales and rental of standard and 
modular self-elevating platforms and is a member of the Van Es Holding Group. 
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a Dubai World company 

For Immediate Release 

Drydocks World delivers two self-elevating 
platforms for wind farm installation 

Singapore, 10 June 2009 – Drydocks World – Southeast Asia (“DDW-SEA”), the 

Southeast Asian subsidiary of Drydocks World, has announced the recent delivery of 

JB-114 and JB-115 from it’s Drydocks World – Nanindah yard on Batam Island, 

Indonesia, to Self Elevating Platforms N.V. The unit will be operated by subsidiary 

company, Jack-Up Barge B.V., a leading supplier to the oil & gas, wind farm and civil 

construction industries and wind turbines market, as well as for the heavy civil 

construction market. 

Ronald Schukking, Managing Director of Jack-Up Barge B.V. said, “Drydocks 
World has once again met our expectations – the quality and finish of JB-114 
and JB-115 is excellent. We definitely look forward to working closely with 
Drydocks World in the future. ”  
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Designed by Holland’s GustoMSC and of the SEA 2000 design, JB-114 and JB-115 

are the third and fourth of this type successfully built by DDW-SEA. Similar to the first 

and second vessels, which have now been renamed ‘Sea Worker’ and ‘Seafox 7’ 

respectively; the monohull jack-up barges JB-114 and JB-115 will be deployed in 

European waters involved in wind farm installations and related activities. 

Designed with a 55.5 m x 32.2 m x 5 m hull, a 300 tonnes-capacity mounted pedestal 

crane together with four cylindrical legs, 3.0m in diameter and 78.85m in length, each 

platform is designed for operations in water depths up to 40m - in and around the 

Southern North Sea. 

Mr. Denis Welch, CEO of Drydocks World – Southeast Asia said, “Both JB-114 
and JB-115 are part of a series of sophisticated barges contracted by Self 
Elevating Platforms N.V., and we are pleased to have successfully delivered 
four of them to date. These barges will be used specifically for wind farm 
installation activities, which is one of the industries (alternative energy or 
power generation) that we are actively pursuing, given that ––our ship repair, 
conversion and new building capabilities can be easily extrapolated to suit this 
growing industry’s requirements.   

I would like to express my appreciation to our team in Drydocks World-
Nanindah, the client’s site team and our vendors and partners throughout the 
world for the successful delivery of this project.” 

Drydocks World - Southeast Asia, established in April 2008, is a member of the 

Drydocks World group of companies and a sister operation to Drydocks World – 

Dubai (formerly known as Dubai Drydocks). The Drydocks World Group has an 

esteemed heritage of providing a full spectrum of integrated maritime and offshore 

solutions in strategic locations in the Middle East and Far East. Currently housing 

four of Asia’s premier shipyards in one of the world’s busiest seaways, Drydocks 

World - Southeast Asia specialises in rig and shipbuilding as well as conventional 

ship repair and conversion, wholly supported by world-class engineering and design 

capabilities. With quality workmanship and competitive pricing, Drydocks World is 

one of the most prominent names in the maritime industry today. 

- Ends -
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About Drydocks World 

Drydocks World, a Dubai World company, is one of the most prominent names in the 
maritime industry. Over the past 25 years, Drydocks World has established itself as a leading, 
and fast growing international player in ship repair, shipbuilding, rig building, FPSO 
conversion, offshore fabrication and fleet operations with facilities in the Middle East and 
Southeast Asia. 

Drydocks World - SE Asia, brings together established offshore rig construction, shipbuilding, 
conversion, and ship repair expertise located at crossroads of the world’s busiest shipping 
lanes and close to major offshore oil & gas field developments. Marine activities are focused 
on 4 shipyards, namely, Drydocks World – Graha / Nanindah / Pertama / Singapore, which 
house 29 building berths, 8 floating docks, and a specialized rig building yard. Extension 
plans are in place to expand operations further on Batam Island with the construction of a 
new yard PT Batam Maritime Centre. 

For more information, please refer to the www.drydocks-sea.com, www.drydocks.gov.ae 

Issued for and on behalf of Drydocks World - Southeast Asia Pte Ltd 

Media contact: 

Joyce Goh 
DID: +65 6551 5968 
Fax: +65 6377 4468 
Mob: +65 9277 7987 
Email: joyce@drydocks-sea.com 

Drydocks Worlds – SE Asia 
1 Maritime Square #03-23 
HarbourFront Centre 
Singapore 099253 
Tel: +65 6551 5900 
Fax: +65 6377 4414 
Email: enquiries@drydocks-sea.com 
Website: www.drydocks-sea.com 

Parisa Chum 
Group PR Manager 
DID: +971 4 404 4072 
Fax: +971 4 345 0116 
Mob: +971 56 603 1950 
Email: parisa.chum@drydocks.gov.ae 

Financial PR Pte Ltd 
Tel: +65 6438 2990 
Fax: +65 6438 0064 

Mark Lee 
Executive Director 
Email: marklee@financialpr.com.sg 
Mob: +65 9272 9601 

Looi Jo-Anne 
Consultant 
Email: joanne@financialpr.com.sg 
Mob: +65 8233 2810 
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Picture 1: Picture of New Car Storage on Pier 1. Note concrete surface of Pier 1. 

Picture 2: Photo of new car staging/storage on Pier 2. 



 

                                  

 

  

                          

Photo 3: Photo of car importation vessel docked at Pier 2. Note concrete surface of Pier 2. 

Photo 4: Photo of car storage within upland areas at Port of Davisville. 
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Airspace Issues in Wind Turbine Siting 


Wind turbine projects need to clear many hurdles before they can proceed to construction. One of the 
most important milestones in any wind project is securing a determination from the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) that the project does not adversely affect air traffic or radar systems. This can be 
a complicated and uncertain process, and many projects have run into unexpected delays. The primer 
below explains how anticipate and avoid some of these conflicts, and how the FAA review process 
works. Several case examples are presented. 

The FAA’s Role and Procedures 
The FAA has oversight of any object that could have an impact on the navigable airspace or 
communications/navigation technology of aviation (commercial or military) or Department of Defense 
(DOD) operations. The FAA requires that a Notice of Proposed Construction (Form 7460-1) be filed for 
any object that would extend more than 200 feet above ground level (or less in certain circumstances, for 
example if the object is closer than 20,000 feet to a public-use airport with a runway more than 3,200 
feet long). As wind turbine heights have increased during the past couple of decades, this filing 
requirement has applied to increasing numbers of projects. 

For any filed project, the FAA undertakes an initial aeronautical study within the relevant FAA region, 
and issues either a Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation (DNH) — the “green light” for the 
project — or a Notice of Presumed Hazard (NPH). If an NPH is issued, the FAA will then initiate an in-
depth technical analysis (commonly called an extended study), which will explain the cause of the NPH 
and evaluate impacts on air operations.  If after the extended study, which may include a public 
comment period, there remains an operational impact, the FAA will try to negotiate an acceptable height 
for a project that has received a DNH. If no agreement can be reached, FAA will issue a Determination 
of Hazard (DOH). A DOH can be appealed to FAA Washington Headquarters.  If the appeal does not 
secure a DNH, the proponent’s main recourse is to bring the issue before a Federal Court.     

The FAA analysis considers several types of airspace impacts: (1) imaginary surface penetration, (2) 
operational impacts, and (3) electromagnetic interference. A primer is helpful: 

(1) Imaginary Surfaces: Both aircraft flight routes and the airspace near airports require great swaths of 
defined space dedicated to the takeoff, travel, and landing of aircraft. We might imagine these spaces as 
giant rooms and tunnels of airspace with very specific boundaries. The walls, ceilings, and floors of 
those rooms and tunnels are defined as imaginary surfaces. If an imaginary surface is penetrated by a 
constructed object (e.g., a turbine), the FAA then does an extended study to determine whether the 
turbine poses an operational problem for the relevant airport or for a specific visual flight route between 
airports. If the penetration does not pose an operational impact it may be determined not to be a hazard. 

(2) Operational Impacts: The thousands of flights that leave and arrive each day at large airports, such 
as Boston’s Logan International Airport (Logan), are possible because of very complex and exacting 
protocols known as visual flight rules (VFR) and instrument flight rules (IFR). Operational impacts are 
those that affect VFR and IFR operations.  Examples of operational impacts include increasing the 
minimum flight altitude in a specific area (either for “enroute” air traffic or for circling at an airport), 

26 January 2007 MTC.FAA.website.text.doc 



                       

 

   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

diverting air traffic away from an obstacle, increasing the minimum climb gradient (steepness) for 
airport departure, or increasing the minimum descent altitude at the obstacle location for airport arrivals.  
For obvious reasons, the air transport industry is generally resistant to operational changes that would 
increase workload in the cockpit during critical takeoff and landing periods or impose non-standard 
flight restrictions. 

(3) Electromagnetic Interference (EMI): Experience has shown that wind turbines can degrade 
performance of air traffic control (ATC) or air defense radar.  The phenomenon can include sudden or 
intermittent appearance of radar contacts at the location of the wind turbine because of blade motion or 
rotation of the turbine to face the wind.  For ATC radar the interference is generally limited to wind 
turbines that are within the radar line of sight.  Studies indicate that this problem may be minimal for 
turbines more than 5 nautical miles from the radar. 

A September 27, 2006 Department of Defense (DOD) report titled The Effect of Windmill Farms on 
Military Readiness identifies similar conflicts with air defense radar.  These conflicts can extend for tens 
of miles from the radar facility due to atmospheric refraction).  

And finally, interference with microwave transmissions is another form of EMI that is of concern 
because public safety radio systems typically use microwave-based technologies. 

Resolving Adverse Impacts. As part of a Notice of Presumed Hazard or Determination of Hazard, the 
FAA may suggest modifications that could render the project acceptable – for example, a change in the 
height of a proposed turbine or the re-siting of a turbine at a greater distance from an airport. Such 
modifications can make a project possible while accommodating regulatory needs and preserving the 
quality of airspace or navigational operations at the nearby airport. For wind project proponents, these 
modifications often represent a tradeoff of efficiency for safety.  In rare cases the FAA might agree to a 
procedural change that would sidestep the problem. 

For conflicts with radar systems, there are technologies, such as geosensor mapping and “masking” that 
may prevent air traffic control (ATC) radar from picking up wind turbines as targets. However, masking 
also renders the radar ineffective in the subject area. DOD’s recent report concludes that the only way to 
prevent signal degradation of air defense radar is to keep wind turbines out of the radars’ lines of sight.  

Identifying Potential Conflicts Early. Wind project developers may find it beneficial to consider how 
the FAA evaluates potential airspace obstruction as they screen potential sites for wind projects.  MTC 
has found it useful to obtain an “Airspace Obstruction Report and Opinion Letter” from a qualified 
consultant at an early stage in a project. This relatively low-cost effort can help project proponents 
identify potential airspace conflicts early and avoid wasting time and effort on a dead-end project.  It is 
important to note that the FAA’s evaluation of potential conflicts with air traffic is significantly more 
predictable than its evaluation of radar issues.  At present, the only reliable approach to identifying radar 
issues is to have the FAA conduct a “propagation study” as part of its formal review of a Notice of 
Proposed Construction. 

Case Examples: Learning by Doing  
MTC’s understanding of airspace siting issues has evolved through experience with some early wind 
projects in Massachusetts. The following case examples provide some history and context for current 
conversations about securing approval for wind turbine sites, especially in the Boston Harbor area. 
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Hull and the IBEW: Early Successes 

•  The Hull Municipal Light Plant installed Massachusetts’ first large scale wind turbine, a 164-foot 
turbine located at Windmill Point, in 2001.  Five years later, it installed a 340 foot turbine on the site of 
a town landfill. Happily, both received DNH status from the FAA and are operational. It is unclear 
whether the FAA will ultimately conclude that these turbines have some effect on Logan Airport air 
traffic control radar. 

•  In 2005, Local 103 of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers received a DNH for a 150-
foot wind turbine at their Dorchester office site. Today the turbine spins away.  It is unclear whether the 
FAA will ultimately conclude that this turbine has some effect on Logan Airport air traffic control radar. 

Boston Harbor: Airspace Concerns 

Wind projects in the vicinity of Logan Airport raise special concerns, since Logan is one of the nation’s 
busiest and most compact airports.  MTC and project proponents filed Notices of Proposed Construction 
near the beginning of the development process for several Boston Harbor area projects so that any 
airspace or radar problems would be known early in the development process. For the Deer Island, Long 
Island, and Lynn projects (see below), the FAA had initial concerns about the heights of turbines. 

•  In late 2005 the Massachusetts Water Resource Authority (MWRA) filed a Notice of Proposed 
Construction for 394-foot turbines at five possible locations at the wastewater treatment plant on Deer 
Island in Boston. When the FAA concluded that turbines at the proposed heights were a potential hazard 
to aviation, the MWRA and MTC revised the project to use 190-foot turbines. As of February 2007, 
FAA has not issued an official determination on that plan.  It is possible that the FAA will issue a DOH 
for any Deer Island turbines, regardless of height, because of radar impacts on Logan. 

•  The City of Boston, with support from MTC’s Community Wind Collaborative, proposed a series of 
up to four 394-foot turbines on Long Island in Boston Harbor, a bit more than three nautical miles from 
Logan airport. Notices of proposed construction were filed on October 15, 2005.  On February 10, 2006 
the FAA issued initial NPH designations for all four locations based on its finding that “the structure[s] 
as described exceed[s] obstruction standards and/or would have an adverse physical or electromagnetic 
interference effect upon navigable airspace or air navigation facilities.” (The FAA identified reduced 
heights at which the turbines may have been acceptable as 190, 233, 256, and 247 feet.) At that point, 
MTC hired an airspace specialist to determine whether there were options for overcoming the FAA’s 
concerns. That specialist proposed a “step-down fix” by which minimum aircraft heights over Long 
Island would be increased. The FAA conducted an extended study of this proposal including a public 
comment process. In September of 2006, the FAA issued a DOH for the Long Island sites, saying that 
the “cumulative impact of the proposed structure[s] . . . is considered to be significant.” It cited, among 
its reasons: the turbines would be in the only remaining quadrant around Logan that is not currently 
impacted by obstructions; building a step down fix would increase cockpit workload during final 
approach; and that, without complex geosensor mapping for each turbine, interference with air traffic 
control radar was likely. MTC and the City of Boston elected not to appeal those FAA determinations.   

•  The City of Lynn Community Wind Collaborative wind turbine project is slated for a regional 
wastewater treatment plant site. The initial FAA filing for the 397-foot structure resulted in a NPH, in 
part because of turbine height. Subsequent evaluation by an airspace specialist under contract to MTC 
indicated that the FAA would be unlikely to accept a modification of minimum aircraft altitudes for the 
Lynn location. Informal contact with the FAA indicated that there might also be conflicts with Logan 
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Airport air traffic control radar. MTC and the City then accepted a lower wind turbine height (254 feet) 
and asked that the FAA investigate the radar issue in greater depth. After further FAA study, the FAA 
issued a DNH in January 2007. 

Outside the Boston Area: Barnstable and Paxton 

•  MTC is collaborating with Cape Cod Community College on a wind project to be built on the 
College’s campus in West Barnstable.  Initially, the project involved a 397-foot turbine on the east side 
of the campus.  Early in the project development process, MTC and the college discussed the project 
with authorities at the local airport, and received informal assurances that the project should not raise 
airspace concerns. However, a subsequent filing with the FAA resulted in, first, a NPH, and then, a 
DOH. In response to the FAA’s evaluation, the College modified the proposal to a 253-foot turbine on 
the west side of the campus. As of February 2007 the College and MTC are waiting for final FAA 
approval of this smaller turbine in the alternate location. 

•  In mid-2005 MTC filed a Notice of Proposed Construction for two wind turbine locations on 
Asnebumsket Hill in Paxton, Massachusetts.  There are currently several telecommunications and radio 
transmitter towers at the site, one of which is 366 feet above ground level.  In December 2005 the FAA 
issued NPH’s for the two locations indicating that any object greater than 200 feet above ground level 
would result in a DOH. Subsequent evaluation by MTC airspace consultants led us to the conclusion 
that there was little change of mitigating FAA concerns.  (This evaluation also concluded that the 
minimum height for one turbine location should have been 125 feet above ground level.)  An important 
aspect of the Paxton situation is that the proposed wind turbine locations were closer to Worcester 
airport than the existing radio/telecommunications towers.  Thus, wind turbines at the proposed heights 
would have constituted an additional deterioration of navigable airspace which was unacceptable to the 
FAA. 

Guidelines and “Best Practice” Recommendations 
It is not possible to predict perfectly the outcome of an FAA determination on a given project. However, 
from the above project experiences (and others), MTC has generated the following recommendations for 
the planning and development of wind turbine projects. 

(1) Review airspace considerations early in the project development process; this increases efficiency, 
saving time, money, and stress. 

(2) Be aware of the following general guidelines: a turbine under 200 feet in height is rarely problematic 
for navigable airspace, and a turbine site more than five nautical miles from an airport runs the least risk 
of a NPH or DOH on radar issues. 

(3) Conduct, as early as possible, due diligence with local authorities, proponents, and stakeholders. This 
avoids, among other challenges, unanticipated opposition at the public comment stage of an FAA study.  

(4) Enlist the services of professional aviation consultants, and bring them into the process early to 
advise on the technicalities of FAA regulations, which can be daunting. (A report commissioned by 
MTC states that FAA criteria “are highly complex, especially as they relate to operational impacts on air 
traffic. There are many instances where[in] FAA operational criteria . . . are modified on a case-by-case 
basis . . . . only an experienced airspace analyst should attempt to apply the Operational Impact 
criteria.”). The consultant’s analysis is relatively inexpensive (approximately $500) and results will be 
available quickly, whereas the FAA review process takes considerable time. 
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With this information in hand, you will be better prepared to tackle the exhilarating (and sometimes 
cumbersome) task of bringing a wind turbine project to life. At MTC we are constantly striving to 
provide accurate and current information regarding your wind turbine siting and permitting needs — 
please do not hesitate to contact us! 

Resources/Links 
This summary of FAA considerations in the siting of wind power projects draws on numerous resources 
and technical reports, available below: 

Airspace Obstruction and Electromagnetic Interference Considerations for Wind Power Projects, 
prepared by Aviation Systems, Inc. for MTC, January 2007. 

Filing with the FAA 
� FAA Obstruction Evaluation / Airport Airspace Analysis web site. 
� Notice of Propose Construction (form 7460-1). This form must be submitted for any structure 

that exceeds 200 feet above ground level, no matter where it is located.   
� Advisory Circular – Proposed Construction or Alteration of Objects that May Affect the 


Navigable Airspace
 
� Part 77 Airspace Obstruction Analysis – This webpage provides contact information, contains 

links to form 7460-1 and provides a concise description of how the FAA application & 
notification process works. 

� All determined and proposed air obstruction cases filled with the FAA can be found here. You 
can also file your 7460-1 form electronically from this webpage.  However, you do need to 
register as a new user. 

Table 1 – Summary of Wind Projects in Massachusetts and FAA Determinations 

Project/Location 
Proposed 
Structure 

Height (feet)1 

Distance from 
Airport Center 
(Nautical Miles) 

Status 

Eastern Massachusetts 

Boston (IBEW) 150 4.2 
Logan DNH 

Boston 
(Long Island2) 394 3.47 

Logan 
Determination of 
Hazard (DOH) 

Boston (MWRA3 

Deer Island) 

1st Filing – 394 
2nd Filing - 190 

2.19 
Logan 

1st - DPH 
2nd - Pending 

Cape Cod 
Community College 

1st Filing – 397 
2nd Filing – 253 

2.75 
3.1 

Barnstable 

1st - DOH 
2nd - Pending 

Falmouth 394 3.8 
Otis DNH 

Gloucester (Varian) 480 12.0 
Beverly DNH 
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Project/Location 
Proposed 
Structure 

Height (feet)1 

Distance from 
Airport Center 
(Nautical Miles) 

Status 

Hull - 1 241 5.5 DNH not available 

Hull - 2 340 9.05 
Logan 

Determination of No 
Hazard (DNH) 

Lynn 1st Filing - 397 
2nd Filing - 254 

5.7 
Logan 

1st – Determination of 
Presumed Hazard 

(DPH) 
2nd - DNH 

Orleans 340 4.9 
Chatham DNH 

Central Massachusetts 

Paxton 397 2.24 
Worcester DPH 

Western Massachusetts 
Florida and Monroe 

(Hoosac Wind 
Project) 

340 
6.3 

Harriman  
(North Adams) 

DNH 

Hancock 
(Berkshire Wind 

Project) 
338 

8.6 
Harriman  

(North Adams) 
DNH 

Hancock 
(Jiminy Peak) 394 7.0 

Pittsfield DNH 

1 – This includes the height of the turbine only (blade tip at highest point) and not the elevation of the site which FAA analysts include in their study. 

2 – The City of Boston considered 4 different locations, all of which received a DOH. 

3 – MWRA considered 5 locations at the wastewater treatment plant on Deer Island, all of which received a DPH. 


X:\Green Power Program\Community Wind\Airspace - Logan\Web language - Debra Simes\MTC FAA website text v4.doc 
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PORT OF BOSTON ANALYSIS 

An analysis was conducted to assess the magnitude of cost and logistical 

inefficiencies associated with utilizing the Port of Boston as a location for a support 

facility for offshore renewable energy. The basis for preparing this analysis were 

determinations made by the developers of the two closest proposed offshore renewable 

energy developers. However, beyond the opinion of the developers, there are elements 

which can be used to quantifiably disqualify a port for use as a staging facility.  These 

are: Cost and Logistics, Increased Carbon Dioxide Emissions, Speed Restrictions, 

Potential Right Whale Ship Strikes, and Risks to Personnel and Material.  These 

considerations are outlined in more detail below.   

WIND ENERGY DEVELOPER’S DETERMINATIONS 

The most important consideration for determining the Port of Boston’s viability is 

the opinion of the developers who intend to undertake the development of offshore 

renewable energy projects. If the offshore renewable energy developers would not utilize 

a facility within the Port of Boston, construction of a facility at that location would be 

infeasible. Each offshore renewable energy project has specific requirements based on 

the conditions known to exist at the development site. The project proponents spend 

considerable time formulating plans which rely on carefully prepared schedules to solve 

complex logistical problems.  Often the developers will not divulge all of the reasons that 

factor into their determination as to why a particular port is not viable for their project 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

because it reveals information and investments which are considered proprietary, 

nevertheless a developer’s reasoned opinion is the most critical element in determining a 

ports’ viability for use as a land side staging facility.  During the assembly of the Tetra 

Tech report, officers from two of the proposed offshore renewable energy projects 

nearest to the Port of Boston, were asked about the potential use of the port as a staging 

area. Cape Wind’s Vice President of Development, Craig Olmstead, told the Tetra Tech 

team that “Boston is too far away” to be used as a staging port (interview conducted by 

Tetra Tech on Tuedsy July 28, 2009). Subsequent to this interview, Tetra Tech 

interviewed Deepwater Wind’s Chief Operating Officer, Chris Wissemann, who stated 

that the “major constraint for Boston is proximity.”   

COST AND LOGISTICS 

For the purposes of evaluating the increased costs associated with the logistics of 

utilizing the Port of Boston, a simplified scenario was evaluated wherein wind turbine 

parts would be shipped to the Port of Boston for partial assembly prior to sortie to the 

Horseshoe Shoal site within Nantucket Sound (which the proposed location of the Cape 

Wind project).  The Cape Wind project was utilized for this analysis because of the 

currently proposed off-shore wind development sites in Southeastern Massachusetts, 

Rhode Island, Connecticut and further South, the Horseshoe Shoal site is the closest 

project site to the Port of Boston; therefore, if costs and logistical concerns make the Port 

of Boston infeasible for the Horseshoe Shoal site, the Port of Boston would be infeasible 

for the other above-mentioned sites as well.    For the purposes of this assessment, costs 

were compared with comparable costs from an alternate location (in this case a facility 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

located within New Bedford, Massachusetts).  Certain assumptions were made in the 

preparation of this scenario including that each jack up barge would transport enough 

material to complete the installation of an entire Wind Turbine.  Overtime rates for the 

barge crew and prevailing wage differences for the two ports were not considered or 

included in the evaluation. The cost of transport from the Port of Boston is contrasted 

with the costs associated with delivery and partial assembly into New Bedford in the 

table below: 

Travel Logistics and Costs 

Distance 

and 

Fuel 

• Distance between NBH and Horseshoe Shoals – 45 nautical miles 

• Distance between Boston and Horseshoe Shoals –  130 nautical 

miles 

• Average push speed for a tug is 10 knots/11.5 mph 

• Average Fuel consumption for a EMD 12-567C 

1,200 HP (average barge pushing tug) is 68 Gallons/Hour 

• Price today for fuel at Sea Fuels in NBH is $2.83/gallon 

New Bedford 

Harbor 

to 

Horseshoe 

• Trip from NBH to Horseshoe Shoals – One way at an average of 

10 knots 

• Trip would take approximately 4.5 hours, 

• One way trip would use 306 gallons of fuel costing $865.98 

• A crew of 4 members would cost approximately $773.40 at 

prevailing wage.   

• Total for fuel and crew one way from NBH to Horseshoe Shoals 



  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

= $1,639.38Shoals 

• Round trip = $3,279.00 

• Equipment cost for 10-hour trip = estimated to be $20,000. 

• Total Fuel and Transport Estimate (each Barge) = $23,279 

•	 Trip from Boston to Horseshoe Shoals – One way at an average 

of 10 knots 

• Trip would take approximately 13 hours 

Port of Boston • One way trip would use 884 gallons of fuel costing $2,502.00 

to • A crew of 4 members would cost approximately $2011.00 at 

Horseshoe prevailing wage.   

Shoals •	 Total for fuel and crew one way from NBH to Boston = 

$4513.00 

• Round trip = $9,026.00 

• Equipment cost for 26-hour trip = estimated to be $52,000. 

•	 Total Fuel and Transport Estimate (each Barge) = $60,026 

Based on the travel and logistical considerations noted, the round trip additional 

expense for each barge of material for transportation alone is approximately: 

• $36,747 for the round trip to Horseshoe Shoal from Boston. 

The additional transport costs associated with partial assembly in the Port of Boston 

would amount to $4,777,110 over the course of the 130 barge trips required to construct 

the proposed Cape Wind energy project evaluated in this scenario.  In order to maintain 

the same shipping schedule as could be attained by locating the shore facility in New 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bedford, the project would need to add at least 2 additional tugs and jack-up barges.  This 

would triple equipment costs during the project resulting in a total project cost increase of 

$18,297,110, without considering the additional personnel costs.    

INCREASED CO2 EMISSIONS 

The same set of assumptions in the above table can also be used to estimate the 

potential increase in carbon dioxide emissions generated from locating the shore side 

staging facility further from the installation area.  Using the fuel consumption figures 

calculated above, the transport of the wind turbine sections from Boston to Horseshoe 

Shoal, would require 496.4 gallons more fuel than the trip from New Bedford, resulting 

in the production of 11,020 pounds of carbon dioxide, per one way trip (U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Transportation and Air Quality. (2005) 

“Average Carbon Dioxide Emissions Resulting from Gasoline and Diesel Fuel”. 

EPA420-F-05-001). Over the course of the project this would add up to 2,865,220 

pounds of additional carbon dioxide emitted to the atmosphere. 

SPEED RESTRICTIONS 

In addition to the additional distance and time associated with transporting the 

partially assembled windmills from Boston to the assembly site, the international delivery 

vessel will travel through a NOAA Mandatory Speed Restriction Area on its way past 

Cape Cod to Boston Harbor. This will require the delivery vessel to reduce its velocity to 

10 knots or less, during specific dates, through a portion of the shipping channel.   



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

•	 Trip from Great South Channel Precautionary Area to the Port of 

Boston = 166 nautical miles 

• Average international vessel speed = 19 knots 

Great South • Anticipated 22 vessel trips to complete project 

Channel • Portion of year when NOAA 10 knot Mandatory Speed 

Precautionary Restriction is in effect along the route of the Great South Channel 

Area to Port of = 41.6% and approximately half of the distance is subject to 

Boston speed restrictions. 

• Trip would take 8.75 hours 58.3% of the time. 

•	 Trip would take 12.7 hours 41.6% of the time. 

•	 Total Project time =  (22 vessel trips x 58.3% x 8.75 hours) + (22 

vessel trips x 41.6% x 12.7 hours) = 238.7 hours 

•	 Trip from Great South Channel Precautionary Area to the Port of 

New Bedford = 155 nautical miles 

Great South • Average international vessel speed = 19 knots 

Channel • Anticipated 22 vessel trips to complete project 

Precautionary • Trip would take approximately 8.16 hours 

Area to New •	 Total Project Time =  (22 vessel trips x 8.16 hours) = 179.5 hours 

Bedford 

Based on the travel details noted in the table above, travel though the Mandatory 

Speed Restriction Area (MSRA) for the offloading of wind turbine equipment in the Port 

of Boston will add an additional 59 hours of international vessel travel time during the 

project. A survey of off-shore wind developers  suggests that operating costs for the 



 

 

 

 

 

 

international delivery vessels are approximately $40,000 per day, assuming that the only 

delay along this congested route is the speed restriction area, the MSRA’ scan be 

expected to add $98,333 to the cost of the project.  The actual cost of this change is 

difficult to quantify especially when compared with the potential for additional traffic 

delays within the Port of Boston caused by the 3,500 vessels which are already serviced 

by the Port and its shipping lanes (NOAA Press Release, “Changes in Vessel Operations 

May Reduce Risk of Endangered Whale Shipstrikes”, May 26, 2009).  These delays 

could also be compounded by the uncertain delays resulting from Liquified Natural Gas 

tanker arrivals (for which all traffic within the Port of Boston is stopped). 

POTENTIAL RIGHT WHALE SHIP STRIKES 

The Mandatory Speed Restriction Areas (and the associated Area To Be Avoided) 

established by NOAA were put in place in order to reduce the frequency of ship strikes to 

the endangered North Atlantic Right Whale.  Although the speed restrictions and the 

Area to be Avoided do reduce the chances of a ship strike, they do not eliminate the 

chances of such an event. According to information published by NOAA reducing vessel 

speeds from 19 knots to 10 knots reduces the mortality rate of ship strikes of whales from 

90 to 50 percent. Certainly from the perspective of protecting the endangered Right 

Whale reducing the volume of traffic which passes through its seasonal feeding grounds 

along the Great South Channel would provide greater benefit than reducing the speed of 

those vessels. Use of the Port of New Bedford for the receipt and partial assembly of 

wind turbines, will reduce the chances of a fatal ship strike within this critical habitat by 

both reducing the volume of traffic passing through this critical habitat, and also by 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

reducing the time and distance that vessels will be operating in waters which are outside 

of the habitat. 

RISKS TO PERSONNEL AND MATERIAL 

The time that each delivery vessel spends transporting the Wind Turbines to the 

construction site exposes the personnel, vessel and equipment to potential inclement 

weather. The use of jack-up barges allows the contractor to mitigate some of the risk of 

damage or loss during loading and unloading, however the loaded barges are not 

designed for long open ocean crossings.  While transiting from the harbor to the 

construction site, the barge and tugboat are more vulnerable to dangerous sea conditions 

than when the barge is in port or jacked above the level of the water during installation of 

the turbine. The less time the barge spends in transport, the less risk of encountering 

dangerous weather conditions.  

Placing hard dollar costs on the value of proximity for mitigating potential loss 

due to weather or rough seas is difficult because the variable nature of weather, and 

because the value of an unassembled turbine varies by manufacturer, size and project.  In 

order to partially quantify the economic benefit of locating the shore side facility near to 

the installation site, a scenario in which a turbine is lost during transport to the 

installation point after partial assembly at the shore facility.  Although each developer 

negotiates their own purchase price for a wind turbine from a selected manufacturer 

published costs for an installed on-shore 1.8 mega-watt turbine are approximately $3 

million (T.Brenner, “Four more wind turbines planned off Nantasket”, Patriot Ledger, 

Jan 15, 2008), and estimates for a 2.3 mega-watt turbine are in the range of $5.5 million, 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

published costs for off-shore turbines were unavailable.  Since the unit is partially 

assembled when it is placed on the jack-up barge for transport to the construction site, a 

portion of the installation cost has already been expended, and so the loss at this stage 

would include the manufacture and transportation costs, and a portion of the installation 

cost. If an assumption that three quarters of the installation cost have been expended and 

that the negotiated installed cost equals $5.5 million, then the loss of a turbine at the 

partially assembled transport stage would amount to $4.13 million.  The value does not 

include any damage to the transport vessels, which may also result during such an event. 

The risk of loss or interruption due to sea conditions is dependent on the time of 

transport and the expected sea conditions along the transport route.  Although there is no 

data available on the frequency of losses or interruptions in the installation of off-shore 

wind turbines caused by sea or weather conditions, there is reliable historic sea condition 

data available from NOAA buoys in the area of the Great South Channel and between 

Buzzards Bay and Horseshoe Shoals.  The use of the historic buoy data allows relative 

comparisons of conditions between the shipping routes from Boston and New Bedford to 

Horseshoe Shoals. Data available from Buoy 44018 which is located 30 miles East of 

Nantucket, showed that average wave heights were 50% higher on average than heights 

recorded between Buzzards Bay and Vineyard Sound (1.5 meters compared to 1.0 meters 

respectively) (NOAA, National Buoy Data Center, Stations BUZM3 and 44018.13 July, 

2010). Additionally the Maximum Significant Wave height was 36% higher East of 

Nantucket and Cape Cod than those recorded between Buzzards Bay and Vineyard Sound 

(8.6 meters compared to 6.3 meters respectively)(ibid).  In order for a developer to ensure 

the safety of the crew and cargo, transportation of wind turbines will have to be 



 

 

 

 

  

scheduled during calm weather windows, and the longer the route the longer the opening 

in this weather window will have to be.  With sea conditions 36% to 50% more severe 

East of Nantucket and Cape Cod, and the transportation route more than twice the 

distance, it is more likely that sea or weather conditions will cause delays or losses if 

partially assembled turbines are transported from Boston to Horseshoe Shoals. 

CONCLUSION 

The 130 mile distance from the Post of Boston to the nearest currently proposed 

off-shore renewable energy development site, makes its use as a shore side support site 

infeasible. The critical reason for this is a determination by both of the initial offshore 

renewable energy developers that the Port of Boston would present too many 

transportation inefficiencies to be a practicable alternative due to its proximity to the 

proposed construction sites; however, the basis for the decisions made by the renewable 

energy developers has been illustrated within the previous sections.  The Port of Boston 

is revealed as an infeasible location for a support facility and the least desirable location 

for a off-shore wind energy support terminal due to the proximity criteria. 



 

    

                

 

 

 

SUB-COMMITTEE ON SAFETY OF  NAV 54/3/xx 
NAVIGATION         15 March 2008 
54th session  Original:  ENGLISH  
Agenda item 3 

ROUTEING OF SHIPS, SHIP REPORTING, AND RELATED MATTERS 


Area to be Avoided “In the Great South Channel” 


Submitted by the United States 


SUMMARY 

Executive summary:	 This document sets forth a proposal to establish a recommendatory, 
seasonal area to be avoided “In the Great South Channel” off the east coast 
of the United States for consideration and approval, and forwarding to the 
Maritime Safety Committee for adoption.  The objective of this proposal is 
to significantly reduce the likelihood of ship strike deaths and serious 
injuries to North Atlantic right whales during the time when a large 
percentage of right whales are in the Great South Channel and are engaged 
in activities that make them particularly susceptible to ship strikes.  

Strategic Direction: 	 5.2 

High-level Action: 	 5.2.4 

Planned Output: 	 5.2.4.1 

Action to be taken:	 Paragraph 21. 

Related documents:	 General Provisions on Ships’ Routeing, Eighth Edition, Regulation 10 of 
Chapter V of the International Convention on the Safety of Life at Sea, 
MSC 83/28, MSC 82/24, MSC 76/23, MSC 70(23), MSC 69/Inf. 21, 
MEPC 56/Inf.10, MEPC 55/22, MEPC 40/Inf. 9, NAV 54/3/xx (Note to 
IMO Secretariat: TSS proposal), NAV 53/3/13, NAV 52/18, NAV 52/3/3, 
NAV 48/3/5, NAV 47/Inf. 2, NAV 44/3/1.   

Introduction 

The United States proposes to establish a recommendatory, seasonal area to be avoided 
(ATBA) “In the Great South Channel” for ships 300 gross tons and above as set forth in annex 1. A 
chartlet of the area is attached to annex 11. This proposal is related to the U.S. proposal to amend the 
Boston Traffic Separation Scheme (TSS), NAV 54/3/x, because the western boundary of the ATBA 
is directly adjacent to the Traffic Separation Scheme.   

1 The charlet and Annexes 2 and 3 include the proposed change to the Boston Traffic Separation Scheme set forth in 
NAV 54/3/XX. 
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2 NAV54/3/X 

2 The primary area proposed for the establishment of the ATBA is one of the most important 
feeding habitats for right whales within the species’ range and has thus been designated by the 
United States as “critical habitat” under domestic law necessary for the survival and recovery of the 
highly endangered North Atlantic right whale. Extensive data show the need for establishing this 
ATBA (annex 2). The United States proposes that it have a seasonally limited effective period for 
four months each year (April 1st – July 31st) when a large percentage of the right whale population is 
in the area. The configuration and limited seasonal duration will minimize the impact on the 
shipping industry. Maritime safety considerations have also been taken into account in determining 
the boundaries of the proposed ATBA. 

3 Right whales have long been the subject of international protection.  The species is listed 
internationally as endangered on Annex I of the Convention on International Trade in Endangered 
Species of Wild Fauna and Flora and in the International Union for the Conservation of Nature’s 
Red Book. Additionally, a group of international scientists, convened by the International Whaling 
Commission (IWC) to evaluate the global status of all right whale species, has recognized the urgent 
need for protective measures to prevent the demise of this species in the North Atlantic.  Moreover, 
most recently, the report of the Ship Strikes Working Group of the IWC’s Conservation Committee 
was submitted to the October 2006 meeting of the Marine Environment Protection Committee 
(MEPC)(MEPC 55/22). The MEPC agreed with the IWC’s Working Group that the International 
Maritime Organization is the competent body to address ship strikes of cetaceans and invited 
delegations to submit proposals to relevant Committees and Sub-committees for consideration.  This 
proposal is in accordance with that invitation. 

Background 

4 The North Atlantic right whale is one of the world’s most endangered large whale species 
and is in serious jeopardy of extinction. Ship collisions are the greatest known source of human-
induced mortality of this whale; such collisions are a major contributing cause to the decline of the 
right whale and a significant obstacle to the species’ recovery.  The right whale population is 
estimated to consist of less than 350 individuals2 and has either declined in size or remained static 
since the 1980s. 

5 Right whales are especially vulnerable to ship strikes due to their distribution, behavior, and 
physical attributes. Right whales have a largely coastal, continental shelf distribution, thereby 
bringing them into contact with human population centers and major shipping lanes.  They are 
highly buoyant and spend long periods resting at or just below the water’s surface.  Right whales 
may occur in surface active groups (i.e., four to twenty individuals engaging in frequent physical 
contact and courtship behavior), and engage in skim feeding, in which they gather plankton by 
swimming slowly near the surface with their mouths open.  During resting, feeding and surface 
active situations, whales may be unaware of approaching ships.  Mothers nursing calves are 
frequently observed at the surface, and calves have limited diving capacities so they are the most 
vulnerable to ship strikes. Right whales are slow-moving, with occasional speeds of up to only five 
to six knots. They are also difficult for mariners to see, especially in rough seas and at night, due to 
their low profile and dark coloration. They are black in color, have a broad back, and no dorsal fin. 

2 Waring GT, Josephson E, Fairfield CP, Maze-Foley K, editors. 2007.  See 
www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/pdfs/sars/ao2006_whnr-w.pdf. U.S. Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico Marine Mammal Stock 
Assessments (2006); NOAA Tech Memo NMFS NE 201, 378  See www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/sars/species.htm. 
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6 The Great South Channel off the U.S. east coast is one of the most important habitats for 
right whales within the species’ range, including mothers and nursing calves.  More than a third of 
the world’s population of these whales aggregate there from April through July each year to feed on 
dense patches of their preferred prey, copepods, which are concentrated in this area because of sea 
floor bathymetry, water convergences driven by coastal and tidal currents, and other oceanographic 
features. Some individually identified right whales observed in the Great South Channel are seen 
rarely or not at all in other areas such as the Bay of Fundy, emphasizing the importance of the Great 
South Channel to the population. Annex 2 provides a map of right whale sighting densities from 
1999-2005. In the Great South Channel, the distribution and movements of the whales coincide with 
substantial commercial ship traffic, leading to a serious risk of collision. This risk is likely 
exacerbated by right whales engaging in feeding and courtship behavior in this area, because these 
activities appear to render right whales less aware of sources of impending danger, such as 
approaching ships.  Given the critical importance of this area to right whales and the high percentage 
of the population that occur there during the four month period from April through July, it is 
imperative that action be taken to reduce the threat of ship strikes. 

7 The risk of ship strikes of right whales has been well demonstrated.  Massive wounds (e.g., 
fractured skulls, severed tails) found on right whale carcasses suggest that collisions with large ships 
were responsible for the deaths. Two right whales, on average, are known to be killed or seriously 
injured each year as a result of collisions with ships.  During a 15 month period from February 2004 
to April 2005, at least four adult females—three of which were carrying near term fetuses—were 
killed by ship strikes. The loss of these reproductive females is significant, particularly because two 
of them were at the beginning of their calf-bearing years.  Necropsies performed on right whales 
have shown that over 50% of deaths can be attributed to ship strikes; however, the actual number of 
deaths from ship strikes may even be higher because many deaths likely go unrecorded as carcasses 
drift out to sea or the cause of death is undetermined. 

8 The proposed ATBA “In the Great South Channel” is an integral part of the United States’ 
approach to reducing the risk of ship strikes.  The United States has held a significant number of 
consultations, public hearings, workshops, and industry and stakeholder meetings on this issue with 
representatives of the shipping industry, master mariners, harbor pilots, environmental interests, 
marine mammal researchers, and representatives of national and local governments.  These 
stakeholders’ concerns were carefully considered and taken into account in the development of this 
ATBA proposal, including the impact on industry and the protection of right whales.  The United 
States Coast Guard also conducted a Port Access Route Study in which various options for routing 
measures were considered as well as the impact on maritime safety of this proposed measure. 
Additionally, by using information gained from the U.S. Northeast Mandatory Ship Reporting 
System (MSR),3 it was possible to take into account the burden on, and practical navigation aspects 
for, the shipping industry. 

3 In 1998, the Maritime Safety Committee approved the establishment of two Mandatory Ship Reporting systems off the 
U.S. east coast, one in the northeast United States (off the coast of Boston and Cape Cod) and one in the southeast 
United States (off the coasts of Georgia and Florida).  Ships of 300 gross tons and above are required to participate in 
these systems when they cross into the reporting system and report such things as course, speed, entry into system, 
destination, and route.  In response to a ship’s report, the shore-based authority sends information to assist mariners 
navigating through the area, such as the latest known location of the whales and other guidance on ways to avoid a ship 
strike. GPSR, Part G, I/13-1. 
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Traffic considerations 

9 The Great South Channel is the passage between the easternmost point of the Nantucket 
Shoals and the westernmost shoals of Georges Bank.  The channel is approximately 27 miles wide 
and has depths of 19 fathoms and greater throughout, with lesser depths along the eastern and 
western edges. The bottom topography and related features in the area contribute to the presence of 
the right whales’ preferred prey, copepods. 

10 Container ships, bulk carriers, passenger ships, cargo ships, and tankers pass in and around 
the area of the proposed ATBA. Although the exact number of ships that actually transit the area is 
difficult to determine,4 extrapolation from the data obtained from the MSR provides an estimate that 
around 200 vessels of 300 gross tons and above transit through the proposed ATBA each year during 
the four month period from April 1st - July 31st. Vessels bound for the port of Boston to and from 
points to the east, follow the Great Circle route to and from Europe and transit just north of Georges 
Bank to enter the Boston TSS well north of the proposed ATBA.  Using data from the MSR for the 
period of April-July 1999-2005, it is estimated that there were approximately 1,400 voyages that 
passed through the proposed area during the four month season over this seven year period.  The 
routes that will be affected by the proposed ATBA can be divided into three major categories:   

a.	 Vessels that enter or leave points south of Cape Cod appear to follow the Ambrose-
Nantucket TSS and then steer a northeasterly course into or out of the associated 
precautionary area to Europe.  These vessels may transit from the southwest to the 
northeast, cutting across a small portion of the southeastern portion of the proposed 
area (526 vessel voyages or, if averaged over the 7 year period of the available data, 
approximately 75 voyages per season).  See Annex 3, the area between points A and 
B; 

b.	 Vessels coming from Cape Hatteras, Chesapeake Bay, Delaware Bay, or New York 
usually pass Nantucket Shoals Lighted Whistle Buoy N, and then go though the Great 
South Channel to Cape Cod or the Gulf of Maine. Some of these vessels transit just 
east of the Boston TSS (171 vessel voyages or approximately 24 voyages per season) 
while others use the Boston TSS (335 inbound voyages or approximately 48 inbound 
voyages per season). These numbers are based on an assumption that only those 
vessels inbound to Boston from the south through the TSS are reporting and, since the 
MSR does not require that vessels report in twice, these vessels would not report in 
on their outbound voyage. Therefore, based on this assumption, the number of actual 
voyages through the TSS over the seven year period may be double that reported into 
the MSR or 670 voyages or 96 voyages per season). See Annex 3, the area between 
points C and D; and 

c.	 Some vessels proceed from east to west or vice versa across the proposed area (21-28 
vessel voyages or approximately 3-4 voyages per season).  See Annex 3. 

4 These difficulties include that some of the reports from ships are duplicative, some ships are simply in transit while 
others transit the reporting area both inbound and outbound, and, while compliance is increasing each year, it can be 
expected that some ships do not comply with the MSR.  In developing this proposal, the United States attempted to take 
into account these difficulties by providing a higher estimate of the number of ships that might be impacted by the 
proposed ATBA.  
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11 There are adequate surveys and charts of the area and, with modern navigation equipment, 
mariners are able to determine their positions in relation to the proposed area to be avoided.  There 
are appropriate aids to navigation in place and there is also complete differential GPS coverage and 
LORAN-C coverage. With respect to environmental conditions during the time of applicability for 
the proposed ATBA, the weather is highly variable, fluctuating from fair to cloudy to stormy. 
During April and May, low-pressure systems pass fairly regularly and produce precipitation on an 
average of one day in three. Much of the rainfall in June and July comes from showers and 
thunderstorms.  The heaviest gales are usually from the northeast or east.  The predominant wind 
direction is west through northwest.  Fog is prevalent throughout the year, particularly so in the 
months of April through July. 

Proposal 

12 The United States proposes to establish a recommendatory, seasonal ATBA for ships of 300 
gross tons and above for the four month period from April 1st– July 31st to significantly reduce the 
risk of ship strikes of right whales in the Great South Channel. As noted above, this area is of vital 
importance to right whales, and the whales engage in behavior in this area that makes them 
particularly susceptible to ship strikes. Right whales face their highest risk of ship strikes in this area 
during this four month period because of the significant seasonal whale aggregations that occur and 
their close proximity to ship traffic.  Moreover, it is important to note that there are right whales in 
this area that are rarely, if ever, seen elsewhere.  This was one of the bases for establishing right 
whale critical habitat in this area under U.S. domestic law. 

13 The United States has carefully considered the impact on ship traffic that would result from 
the proposed ATBA. First, the time that the ATBA would be operational has been constrained to 
address an industry concern that the measure should be limited to that which is strictly necessary to 
accomplish the biological objectives of protecting the remaining right whales while minimizing the 
adverse impact on shipping.   

14 Second, the ATBA has been configured to minimize adverse impacts on shipping and to take 
into account maritime safety considerations.  For instance, the eastern boundary of the proposed 
ATBA aligns with part of the MSR boundary.  The United States deviated from the right whale 
critical habitat boundary in this area to avoid mariner use of dangerous waters of the Cultivator 
Shoals. Additionally, the southern boundary of the proposed ATBA also deviates from the critical 
habitat boundary to provide an additional margin of protection to the greatest density of right whales 
and to safeguard maritime safety by aligning the ATBA boundary so that ships will enter the 
precautionary area at the seaward terminus of the traffic separation scheme. 

15 Third, the ship tracks through the proposed ATBA have been carefully examined.  The 
proposed ATBA affects the three major routes differently: 

a.	 Ships cutting across the proposed area in a southwest to northeasterly direction would 
have to adjust their bearing to avoid this area for the applicable four month period. 
The boundary is configured to accommodate ships on this bearing and to reduce the 
adverse impact on this traffic.  The increase in distance is estimated to be 
approximately 7 nautical miles;   

b.	 For ships navigating to the east of the Boston TSS, they would presumably not join 
the TSS until approximately a point south of the major turn in the TSS, where they 
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would then continue their journey north or south. Since there are clear navigational 
and operational rules applicable for ships operating in the TSS, maritime safety would 
be safeguarded and possibly improved for these ships.  Additionally, it is estimated 
that only approximately 24 vessels per season would be moved from navigating in the 
proposed ATBA to navigating in the TSS. It is not expected that this slight increase 
in the number of ships per year would adversely affect maritime safety.  The increase 
in distance is estimated to be approximately 14 nautical miles; and 

c.	 The relatively small number of ships that travel from east to west or vice versa (e.g., 
3-4 voyages per season) would be impacted the most by the proposed ATBA.  The 
increase in distance is estimated to be approximately 55 nautical miles. 

16 Maritime safety considerations have been carefully taken into account in the development of 
this proposal, in particular through a Port Access Route Study conducted by the U.S. Coast Guard 
which considered various alternatives and scenarios.  Maritime safety should be enhanced because of 
a decrease in the potential for any damage to a ship from hitting these large whales.  Also, if there is 
a decrease in ship encounters with whales, there will be a decreased risk of collisions between a ship 
taking avoidance action and another vessel. 

Additional Actions 

17 In recognition of the significance of this area to right whales, the United States has taken 
several measures under domestic law to protect this endangered species.  In 1994, the United States 
designated the area as “critical habitat” for right whales.  Under U.S. law, critical habitat is a 
geographically defined area that is designated because it has physical and biological features 
essential to the survival and recovery of threatened or, as in the case of the right whale, endangered 
species. In designated critical habitat, special management considerations apply and special 
protections can be adopted. In the Great South Channel Right Whale Critical Habitat, the United 
States has adopted several restrictions to protect right whales, including measures applicable to U.S. 
fishermen.  Examples include:  closing the area to gillnet fishing during the spring to reduce the 
potential for entanglement in gillnet gear; in other times and places there are required gear 
modifications such as breakaway buoys, weak vertical lines, or sinking lines designed to allow 
whales to break through encountered gear or reduce the severity of an entanglement; and periodic 
workshops are conducted to increase awareness of fishing practices and gear technology that reduce 
entanglements of right whales.  

18 The United States has also taken a number of steps internationally to identify and implement 
measures to reduce ship strikes of right whales.  Importantly, the United States sought—and 
achieved—approval by this Sub-committee of its proposals to amend the Boston TSS to significantly 
reduce ship strikes of right and other large whales (COLREG.2/Circ. 58) and to establish two 
mandatory ship reporting systems which educate mariners about the threat of ship strikes and 
provide them with the last known location of right whales (GPSR, Part G, I/13-1). 

19 Other steps that the United States has taken include the examination and identification of 
relevant information and management options.  These options have formed the basis for the 
development of the U.S. Right Whale Ship Strike Reduction program, which addresses such issues 
as research and development of technologies to reduce the risk of ship strikes, a merchant mariner 
education and outreach program, and targeted operational measures.  Guidelines for measures that 
mariners may take to avoid right whales are now published in various navigational aids such as U.S. 
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Coast Pilots, Notices to Mariners, Sailing Directions, and Admiralty Publications and broadcast over 
VHF radio by NOAA weather radio and U.S. Coast Guard facilities. Information brochures, 
placards, and computer CDs are also being distributed to mariners.  Additionally, a combination of 
aerial and vessel surveys are conducted seasonally to attempt to locate right whales and this 
information is provided via various telecommunication networks to mariners operating in the 
vicinity of whales.  While these surveys cannot result in a comprehensive picture of whale locations 
due to whale movement and weather limitations, they are the best means currently available for 
detecting the location of right whales and thus provide valuable information to mariners.  

20 In addition to the actions taken by the United States, Canada—as the other State where the 
North Atlantic right whale occurs—has taken extensive measures to protect right whales, in 
particular from ship strikes.  It sought—and achieved—approval by this Sub-committee and 
adoption by the Maritime Safety Committee of its proposal to amend the Bay of Fundy Traffic 
Separation Scheme (COLREG.2/Circ.52) and the establishment of a recommended, seasonal area to 
be avoided in Roseway Basin to reduce the risk of ship strikes (SN.1/Circ. 263). 

Action requested of the Sub-Committee 

21 The Sub-Committee is asked to approve this proposal for the establishment of a 
recommendatory, seasonal area to be avoided “In the Great South Channel” as set forth in the annex 
and forward the proposal to the Maritime Safety Committee for adoption.  The United States also 
requests that the effective date of implementation be six months after adoption. 

*** 
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ANNEX 1 

IN THE GREAT SOUTH CHANNEL 

(Reference charts: United States 13009, 2007 edition; 13200, 2007 edition. Note: These charts are 
based on North American 1983 Datum which is equivalent to WGS 1984 datum.) 

Description of the Area to be Avoided 

In order to significantly reduce ship strikes of the highly endangered North Atlantic right whale, 
ships of 300 gross tons and above—during the period of April 1st through July 31st —should avoid 
the area bounded by lines connecting the following geographical positions: 

(1) 41° 44'.08 N - 069° 34'.97 W  
(2) 42° 10'.00 N - 068° 31'.00 W  
(3) 41° 24'.89 N - 068° 31'.00 W  
(4) 40° 50'.47 N - 068° 58'.67 W 
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Chartlet 
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ANNEX 2 


Northern right whale sighting densities (whales/km2) in the Great South Channel during 
April-July, 1999-2005. 
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ANNEX 3 


Mandatory ship reporting system boundaries and densities of ship track (km of ship 
track/km2) through the proposed ATBA and existing TSS for April-July, 1999-2005. 



 
       

  
  
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Contact: Teri Frady, NOAA 774-263-8711 FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
Connie Barclay, NOAA 301-713-2370      May 26, 2009 
Carlos Diaz, USCG 202-372-4632 

Changes in Vessel Operations May Reduce Risk of Endangered Whale Shipstrikes  

Years of study and effort by NOAA and the U.S. Coast Guard will pay off this summer 
when two changes to shipping lanes into Boston are implemented. Both changes significantly 
reduce the risk of collisions between large ships and whales. 

Beginning on June 1, ships 300 gross tons and above will be asked to avoid an area in 
the Great South Channel from April through July, when right whales face the highest chance of 
being struck by ships. The channel is a feeding area for the endangered North Atlantic Right 
Whale. 

Also, ships transiting primarily from the south and entering Boston Harbor in shipping 
lanes will travel a slightly different path.  The north-south traffic lanes have been modified to 
reduce the threat of ship collisions with endangered right whales and other whale species. 

The width of the north-south portion of the lanes will narrow from a total of four miles to 
three miles. The width of the east-west portion of the lanes was narrowed and modified in 2007. 

Implementing the “Area To Be Avoided” and narrowing the “Traffic Separation Scheme” 
by one nautical mile will reduce the relative risk of right whale ship strikes by an estimated 74 
percent during April-July (63 percent from the area to be avoided and 11 percent from the 
narrowing of the Traffic Separation Scheme). 

Slow moving North Atlantic right whales--among the most endangered whales in the 
world--are highly vulnerable to ship collisions, since their primary feeding and migration areas 
overlap with major East Coast shipping lanes. Along with existing measures to prevent 
entanglement of right whales in fishing gear and regulations to reduce ship strikes by slowing 
ships, these changes in vessel operations are a part of the comprehensive approach that NOAA 
has taken in its effort to help right whales recover. 

 “Through years of study we have determined that these changes will likely provide a 
safer environment for whales and mariners, and at the same time, provide the least amount of 
disruption and impact to the economy,” said Jim Balsiger, NOAA’s acting assistant administrator 
for NOAA’s Fisheries Service. “NOAA and our partners are working extremely hard to do all we 
can to help save this critically endangered species, while helping mariners stay safe and 
productive.” 

Approximately 3,500 ships move through the entire Boston shipping lanes area every 
year, and more than half of the world’s North Atlantic right whales are known to be in this area 
during the spring. NOAA researchers used more than 20 years of sighting data to determine the 
risk of whales being struck by ships in and around the Boston shipping lanes to help develop 
these changes. Working with the Coast Guard, which assessed safety and navigational effects 
of ship lane modification to the shipping industry, NOAA proposed the changes to the 
International Maritime Organization in March 2008.  

The International Maritime Organization adopted both of these changes, so they will be 
reflected on all charts globally and used by the international shipping industry. NOAA’s Fisheries 
Service is working with NOAA’s Ocean Service and the U.S. Coast Guard to have these 
changes added to nautical charts and to the U.S. Coast Pilot as well. 



 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

“NOAA's scientific expertise and their investment in research into the seasonal 
distribution of right whales provided the Coast Guard with valuable data and information and 
helped identify shipping lanes that reduce the likelihood of vessel interactions with this protected 
species. Fewer collisions involving commercial shipping vessels and right whales will be a great 
outcome for the agencies, for mariners and coastal commerce and for the public," said Steven 
Tucker, deputy chief for marine protected species, U.S. Coast Guard Law Enforcement Office. 

Existing protective actions also include seasonal and dynamic vessel speed restrictions 
in selected areas, mandatory lanes into certain ports, surveying whale migration routes by 
aircraft and mandatory ship reporting systems that provide advisories and information on right 
whale locations to mariners. 

NOAA understands and predicts changes in the Earth's environment, from the depths of 
the ocean to the surface of the sun, and conserves and manages our coastal and marine 
resources. Visit http://www.noaa.gov. 
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Southeastern U.S. Area
 
Mandatory Speed Restriction November 15th through April 15th
 

Calving and Nursery Grounds 




 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 Mid-Atlantic U.S. Area 

Mandatory Speed Restriction November 1 through April 30
 

Migratory Route 


Vessel speed is restricted around each of the port or bay entrances identified and the 
designated area around Block Island Sound (a box with a 30 nm width extending south 
and east of the mouth of the Sound--reference points: Montauk Point and the western 
end of Martha’s Vineyard). The areas are defined as the waters within a 20-nm area 
with an epicenter located at the midpoint of the COLREG demarcation line crossing the 
entry into the designated ports or bays.  



 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
      

 
  

 

Final Northeastern U.S Area 

Mandatory Speed Restriction Times Vary 


Feeding Areas 


Right whales occupy and forage in four distinct areas in the NEUS from January through 
July: Cape Cod Bay; the area off Race Point at the northern end of Cape Cod; the Great 
South Channel; and the northern Gulf of Maine.  Little is known about recurring whale 
presence or density, and vessel traffic patterns (besides Portland transits) are not 
consistent or predictable, in the northern Gulf of Maine.  No seasonal speed restrictions 
are imposed in the northern Gulf of Maine.  For the other three areas: 

Cape Cod Bay Off Race Point Great South Channel 

January 1st through 
May 15th 

March 1 through April 30 April 1st through July 31st 
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# OBS 

556 

-

- 555 714 711 741 733 711 712 
687 

697 6817 

2006 MEAN 21.8 23.0 18.6 17.3 15.4 14.2 12.0  12.5 14.0 19.1 15.8 21.2  17.0 

MAXIMUM 

48.2 50.5 43.2 37.1 40.6 41.8 43.2  27.0 32.1 50.2 37.9 38.5  50.5 

DAY-HR 

18-20 13-00  01-03 24-05 14-08 07-14 21-09  07-12 11-14 29-14 23-19  08-22  FEB 

MINIMUM 

4.5 
1.9 

0.6 2.3 2.3 4.1 0.2 2.5 1.9 3.7 
2.3 

3.3 0.2 

DAY-HR 

03-00 21-11  29-10 27-16 28-20 15-00 16-00  18-13 27-10 08-23 07-05  07-22  JUL 

# OBS 

703 
623 

705 690 716 715 735 732 689 675 
642 

644 8269 

2007 MEAN 22.7 25.0 21.5 19.7 12.4 15.0 11.0  11.3 13.6 15.8 19.8 21.8  17.5 

MAXIMUM 

44.9 51.5 44.7 42.2 18.1 33.0 29.4  26.8 36.4 33.0 62.2 50.2  62.2 

DAY-HR 

21-02 14-20  06-22 16-04 31-07 13-20 05-14  08-19 15-12 20-06 03-23  04-08  NOV 

MINIMUM 

4.1 
3.1 

4.7 0.2 6.8 1.9 1.9 2.1 1.7 3.3 
3.9 

1.4 0.2 

DAY-HR 

07-22 28-13  26-02 12-00 31-12 01-03 17-09  30-07 21-08 30-23 20-20  26-17  APR 

# OBS 

604 
590 

617 325 24 707 734 725 708 719 
687 

703 7143 

2008 MEAN 21.8 20.3 20.5 14.9 16.4 11.9 10.9  11.5 15.1 18.4 17.9 22.7  16.8 

MAXIMUM 

53.5 46.3 46.7 34.0 36.9 27.8 27.0  23.7 36.9 46.3 39.7 51.1  53.5 

DAY-HR 

28-00 14-01  09-09 02-05 12-20 01-00 28-02  12-02 07-05 29-02 16-07  22-04  JAN 

MINIMUM 

2.7 
1.9 

1.7 1.7 1.2 2.1 1.2 2.3 1.9 2.3 
2.3 

3.3 1.2 

DAY-HR 

24-15 04-18  24-20 25-22 06-14 14-18 11-21  01-20 18-04 05-12 04-11  06-14  JUL 

# OBS 

707 
662 

724 704 739 712 739 736 711 737 
690 

699 8560 

POR MEAN 22.7 23.4 19.9 17.2 14.7 13.0 11.5  11.9 13.5 17.9 19.2 22.9  16.9 

MAXIMUM 

53.5 51.5 46.7 51.7 42.6 42.4 43.2  49.0 44.9 53.3 63.4 60.5  63.4 

YEAR 
MINIMUM 

2008 
1.2 

2007 

1.9 

2008 
0.6 

2003 
0.2 

2005 
1.2 

2003 
0.8 

2006  
0.2 

2003 
1.2 

2004 
1.6 

2005 
1.2 

2005 

2.1 

2004  
1.4 

NOV/2005
0.2 

YEAR 
# OBS 

2005 
3315 

2008 
2542 

2006 
2780 

2007 
2988 

2008 
3216 

2003 
4283 

2006  
4453  

2003 
5151 

2005 
4967 

2004 
5059 

2004 
4854 

2007  
4953  

APR/2007
48561 

STATION: 44018 -- POR (7/2002 - 12/2008) 

2 - MEANS & EXTREMES BASED ON HOURLY (GMT) OBSERVATIONS -- MONTHLY & ANNUAL BY YEAR 

ELEMENT: SIGNIFICANT WAVE HEIGHT (METERS) 

YEAR ELEMENT JAN 
FEB 

MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT 
NOV 

DEC ANN 

2002 MEAN -

-

- - - - 0.8 0.8 1.2 1.7 
2.0 

2.3 1.6 

MAXIMUM 

-

-

- - - - 0.9 2.3 5.1 5.4 
6.6 

8.2 8.2 

DAY-HR 

-

-

- - - - 31-08  31-20 12-08 16-21 07-05  26-13  DEC 

# OBS 

-

-

- - - -
20 

738 717 732 
716 

732 3655 

2003 MEAN 2.2 
2.2 

1.7 2.0 1.3 1.1 1.0 0.9 1.5 1.6 
1.8 

2.5 1.7 

MAXIMUM 

6.5 
6.6 

4.4 4.9 4.2 4.8 2.4 2.2 3.8 4.2 
5.7 

7.6 7.6 

DAY-HR 

02-17 18-04  03-17 08-15 03-17 02-02 23-23  06-07 29-01 16-04 29-18  06-21  DEC 

# OBS 

733 
665 

733 712 708 720 742 743 710 734 
715 

731 8646 

2004 MEAN 1.5 

-

- - 1.0 0.9 1.0 0.9 1.4 2.0 
1.8 

2.1 1.4 

MAXIMUM 

2.6 

-

- - 1.6 2.7 2.7 2.7 4.9 5.8 
6.0 

8.6 8.6 

DAY-HR 

07-13 

-

- - 29-22 01-22 20-04  31-13 30-00 24-09 14-04  27-08  DEC 

# OBS 

68 

-

- - 309 717 742 742 715 740 
709 

730 5472 

2005 MEAN 2.2 
2.1 

2.0 1.7 1.5 0.9 0.8 0.9 1.3 1.9 
1.5 

1.9 1.5 

MAXIMUM 

8.6 
4.0 

6.0 5.3 5.9 2.2 2.2 2.4 2.8 6.9 
6.5 

5.3 8.6 

DAY-HR 

23-19 04-22  09-10 03-20 25-02 15-11 01-21  16-00 27-11 25-15 22-23  09-23  JAN 

# OBS 

719 
652 

720 675 683 710 731 731 700 672 
672 

671 8336 

2006 MEAN 2.1 
2.0 

1.6 1.6 1.6 1.2 1.1 0.8 1.4 1.6 
1.6 

1.6 1.5 

MAXIMUM 

5.7 
6.6 

3.8 3.7 4.5 3.2 4.9 2.1 4.1 5.4 
5.3 

4.4 6.6 

DAY-HR 

04-03 12-15  26-22 24-09 02-04 07-20 21-09  29-19 12-17 29-05 09-09  02-09  FEB 

http://www.ndbc.noaa.gov/data/climatic/44018.txt 7/13/2010 
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# OBS 

669 
599 

673 678 703 711 729 718 676 647 
583 

595 7981 

2007 MEAN 

MAXIMUM 
DAY-HR 
# OBS 

1.8 
4.3 

21-06 
558 

2.1 
6.1 14-20  

544 

1.9 
4.8 

17-03 
559 

1.7 
4.1 

16-04 
302 

0.6 
0.8 

31-15 
24 

1.1 
3.5 

05-03 
687 

1.0 
2.4 

21-07  
704 

1.0 
2.8 

18-18 
705 

0.9 
2.2 

29-02 
686 

1.1 
3.0 

29-06 
651 

1.8 
8.5 04-04  

602 

1.9 
5.7 

17-06  
606 

1.4 
8.5 
NOV 

6628 

2008 MEAN 

MAXIMUM 
DAY-HR 
# OBS 

2.0 
8.1 

28-08 
605 

1.9 
5.9 14-06  

588 

2.0 
5.8 

09-12 
632 

1.6 
3.6 

07-15 
662 

1.5 
4.9 

10-19 
708 

0.9 
2.5 

01-09 
701 

1.1 
2.4 

22-15  
704 

0.9 
2.0 

26-11 
715 

1.5 
4.3 

07-09 
687 

1.7 
5.7 

29-02 
701 

1.8 
4.8 26-10  

622 

2.0 
5.2 

20-05  
622 

1.6 
8.1 
JAN 

7947 

POR MEAN 

MAXIMUM 
YEAR 
# OBS 

2.1 
8.6 

2005 
3352 

2.1 
6.6 2006 
3048 

1.8 
6.0 

2005 
3317 

1.7 
5.3 

2005 
3029 

1.4 
5.9 

2005 
3135 

1.0 
4.8 

2003 
4246 

1.0 
4.9 
2006  
4372  

0.9 
2.8 

2007 
5092 

1.3 
5.1 

2002 
4891 

1.7 
6.9 

2005 
4877 

1.8 
8.5 2007 
4619 

2.1 
8.6 
2004  
4687  

1.5 
8.6 

JAN/2005
48665 

STATION: 44018 
                    3 - PERCENT FREQUENCY OF AVERAGE WIND SPEED(KNOTS) VS AVERAGE WIND DIRECTION(TENS OF DEGREES) 
Month: JAN 

WIND DIRECTION 

WIND SPEED 
CALM 35-01 02-04 05-07 08-10 11-13 14-16 17-19 20-22 23-25 26-28 29-31 32-34 TOT % TOT N 

0 

0.1 0.1 

-

* - * - 0.1 - 0.1 

-

0.1 0.1 0.5 18 

1  -
3 0.5 

0.3 
0.4 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 

0.3 
0.3 0.5 3.7 129 

4  -
6 0.5 

0.7 
0.2 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.6 0.7 

0.6 
0.4 0.3 5.5 191 

7  -  10 
0.8 

0.7 
0.5 0.6 0.5 0.8 0.7 1.3 1.3 

1.8 
1.1 1.0 11.1 387 

11 
- 15 1.7 

1.3 
0.9 0.7 0.6 0.7 2.0 2.6 2.8 

3.4 
3.0 2.4 22.2 776 

16 
- 20 1.5 

1.2 
1.4 0.7 0.5 0.8 1.5 2.5 3.0 

3.6 
4.4 2.8 23.9 834 

21 
- 24 1.4 

0.5 
0.5 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.9 0.8 

2.6 
4.5 4.1 17.9 625 

25 
- 33 1.8 

0.9 
0.8 0.9 0.1 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.4 

1.5 
3.8 3.3 14.5 506 

34 
- 47 0.1 

0.3 
* - - - - - -

-

* - 0.5 18 

> 48 

-

-

- * - - - * -

-

- 0.1 0.1 4 

TOTAL % 
TOTAL N 
(* < 0.05%) 

0.1 
2 

8.4 
293 5.7 

200 

4.8 
169 

4.6 
160 

2.8 
99 

3.9 
137 

5.5 
193 

8.5 
295 

9.4 
328 13.9 

485 

17.7 
618 

14.6 
509 

100.0 
3488 

STATION: 44018 
                    3 - PERCENT FREQUENCY OF AVERAGE WIND SPEED(KNOTS) VS AVERAGE WIND DIRECTION(TENS OF DEGREES) 
Month: FEB 

WIND DIRECTION 

WIND SPEED 
CALM 35-01 02-04 05-07 08-10 11-13 14-16 17-19 20-22 23-25 26-28 29-31 32-34 TOT % TOT N 

0 

0.0 -

-

- - * * 0.1 - -

-

- - 0.2 5 

1  -
3 0.1 

0.2 
0.3 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 

0.2 
0.2 0.3 2.6 69 

4  -
6 0.6 

0.3 
0.4 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.5 0.8 0.6 

1.4 
0.5 0.6 6.4 171 

7  -  10 
0.9 

0.6 
0.6 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.9 1.1 1.0 

1.8 
2.1 1.4 12.2 325 

11 
- 15 0.5 

0.9 
1.4 1.2 1.1 0.5 1.1 1.0 3.7 

3.8 
3.6 2.6 21.3 567 

16 
- 20 1.1 

0.8 
0.7 0.8 1.1 0.9 0.7 1.1 3.0 

4.9 
4.3 3.1 22.4 596 

21 
- 24 0.8 

0.6 
0.9 0.4 0.3 0.6 0.8 0.4 1.0 

3.3 
5.7 2.2 16.9 451 

25 
- 33 0.7 

0.2 
0.9 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.5 0.5 1.3 

4.0 
6.3 1.8 17.0 452 

34 
- 47 0.1 

-

0.1 0.1 0.1 - - * * 
0.2 

0.2 0.1 0.9 25 

> 48 

-

-

* - - - - - -

-

- - 0.0 1 

TOTAL % 
TOTAL N 
(* < 0.05%) 

0.0 
1 

4.6 
123 3.5 

93 

5.4 
143 

3.9 
104 

3.9 
105 

3.2 
86 

4.7 
126 

5.2 
138 

10.9 
290 19.5 

520 

23.0 
612 

12.1 
321 

100.0 
2662 

http://www.ndbc.noaa.gov/data/climatic/44018.txt 7/13/2010 
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MAXIMUM 

53.5 49.4 47.2 51.7 47.8 43.4 35.4  30.3 50.3 47.0 52.9 51.9  53.5 

DAY-HR 

13-19 11-07  10-11 26-03 02-16 17-01 24-09  23-19 11-23 26-16 18-23  26-03  JAN 

MINIMUM 

4.5 
3.1 

3.1 3.9 1.9 2.5 1.7 3.1 3.7 5.6 
2.7 

1.4 1.4 

DAY-HR 

06-20 17-09  13-05 28-07 27-05 21-05 21-13  27-14 29-19 25-05 03-23  13-17  DEC 

# OBS 

740 
670 

742 711 736 717 732 677 720 736 
720 

740 8641 

2003 	MEAN 24.2 22.3 18.2 20.1 16.2 14.3 14.8  15.0 15.4 20.9 21.4 25.8  19.0 

MAXIMUM 

52.9 45.1 39.3 48.2 36.2 33.6 34.2  28.2 41.8 50.3 56.6 50.0  56.6 

DAY-HR 

02-08 12-16  03-10 26-20 26-22 22-19 27-19  17-20 23-21 15-17 14-05  07-01  NOV 

MINIMUM 

1.4 
2.5 

1.6 2.7 1.7 1.2 1.2 2.3 1.0 2.9 
1.7 

1.9 1.0 

DAY-HR 

06-01 26-20  28-17 25-11 07-05 26-16 20-12  12-15 22-06 09-18 27-19  20-00  SEP 

# OBS 

744 
672 

744 716 743 719 743 743 709 742 
720 

739 8734 

2004 	MEAN 25.8 19.5 20.9 19.2 15.4 15.5 14.2  15.0 16.0 19.4 21.1 22.9  18.7 

MAXIMUM 

57.5 49.4 48.2 41.0 34.2 32.1 34.2  41.4 52.1 42.2 51.3 59.5  59.5 

DAY-HR 

14-00 06-22  12-18 14-02 08-05 06-14 13-18  15-12 29-12 17-01 05-05  01-19  DEC 

MINIMUM 

4.5 
1.6 

3.9 2.9 1.2 2.1 2.5 1.4 1.7 1.6 
2.3 

2.7 1.2 

DAY-HR 

02-10 02-18  09-15 21-08 20-04 16-16 03-15  25-08 24-08 07-15 18-06  03-08  MAY 

# OBS 

744 
689 

742 719 738 718 742 740 720 743 
717 

741 8753 

2005 	MEAN 22.1 18.9 19.6 18.4 18.3 15.5 14.3  13.4 15.1 22.1 22.5 23.0  18.6 

MAXIMUM 

68.0 43.0 57.0 50.9 54.2 30.7 29.9  36.5 38.9 57.9 50.2 69.4  69.4 

DAY-HR 

23-13 15-10  09-03 03-07 07-17 30-15 25-17  31-22 29-21 25-15 03-20  09-20  DEC 

MINIMUM 

2.5 
2.5 

2.1 2.1 1.7 3.9 2.7 3.1 0.8 2.5 
3.7 

1.9 0.8 

DAY-HR 

08-08 02-00  21-15 01-06 04-14 04-17 05-04  25-02 07-08 01-04 19-16  25-06  SEP 

# OBS 

744 
670 

741 720 731 720 735 742 718 742 
718 

743 8724 

2006 	MEAN 22.4 24.5 19.9 18.7 18.8 17.5 16.4  13.9 16.2 22.6 18.3 21.8  19.7 

MAXIMUM 

53.5 56.4 45.7 40.4 42.2 46.3 35.4  33.2 38.1 57.2 48.4 53.8  57.2 

DAY-HR 

19-01 12-15  16-03 04-23 02-04 07-18 03-03  20-13 02-22 28-18 23-23  02-00  OCT 

MINIMUM 

2.1 
1.7 

1.7 3.7 3.3 3.1 4.1 2.9 2.7 3.1 
3.5 

0.0 0.0 

DAY-HR 

02-17 23-08  29-09 15-05 28-04 02-22 07-16  18-14 13-05 14-13 30-00  31-23  DEC 

# OBS 

740 
668 

743 717 732 706 276 300 640 657 
712 

735 7626 

2007 	MEAN 18.0 

-

17.8 19.9 16.4 17.5 14.1  13.9 16.0 18.6 22.7 22.3  17.9 

MAXIMUM 

43.9 

-

35.2 62.6 39.9 44.7 36.5  46.9 39.7 42.4 58.5 53.3  62.6 

DAY-HR 

08-11 

-

28-23 12-20 19-01 02-00 05-12  08-15 15-18 20-04 03-21  17-05  APR 

MINIMUM 

0.0 

-

3.7 1.7 1.7 1.9 2.1 0.8 2.9 1.9 
3.5 

3.3 0.0 

DAY-HR 

16-07 

-

28-02 11-14 13-12 03-15 17-15  19-15 02-04 03-03 14-07  19-16  JAN 

# OBS 

320 

-

168 701 735 712 736 736 709 741 
717 

669 6944 

2008 	MEAN 21.9 21.3 21.5 16.5 18.9 14.5 14.0  12.6 16.0 19.9 20.8 25.0  18.6 

MAXIMUM 

50.7 56.4 56.2 43.2 42.2 35.6 50.9  39.9 45.3 51.9 42.0 55.6  56.4 

DAY-HR 

30-20 11-05  09-07 02-01 13-15 24-20 27-20  11-15 07-09 29-04 16-14  22-05  FEB 

MINIMUM 

3.9 
2.1 

2.5 2.9 3.1 1.9 2.3 1.9 1.6 2.9 
2.7 

4.5 1.6 

DAY-HR 

26-18 26-11  27-13 17-04 05-14 19-15 06-08  21-16 13-17 16-02 08-07  26-20  SEP 

# OBS 

737 
688 

735 708 738 719 739 740 714 734 
701 

727 8680 

POR 	 MEAN 22.8 21.3 20.9 18.8 17.4 15.9 14.9  14.2 16.2 20.3 21.8 23.1  18.9 

MAXIMUM 

75.4 56.4 58.1 62.6 54.2 48.0 52.9  52.9 57.2 57.9 66.3 69.4  75.4 

YEAR 

1999 2008 1999 2007 2005 2000 2001  1998 1999 2005 1997 2005  JAN/1999

MINIMUM 

0.0 
1.6 

1.6 1.7 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.8 0.8 1.6 
1.7 

0.0 0.0 

YEAR 

2007 2004 2003 2007 2004 2003 2003  2007 2005 2004 2003 2006  JAN/2007

# OBS 

7373 6735 7521 7828 8488 8574 7656  8279 8489 8618 8571 8782  96914 

http://www.ndbc.noaa.gov/data/climatic/BUZM3.txt	 7/13/2010 

STATION: BUZM3 -- POR (10/1990 - 5/2006) 


2 - MEANS & EXTREMES BASED ON HOURLY (GMT) OBSERVATIONS -- MONTHLY & ANNUAL BY YEAR 


ELEMENT: SIGNIFICANT WAVE HEIGHT (METERS) 
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YEAR ELEMENT JAN 
FEB 

MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT 
NOV 

DEC ANN 

1990 MEAN -

-

- - - -
-

- - 1.1 
1.1 

1.4 1.2 

MAXIMUM 

-

-

- - - -
-

- - 3.0 
4.1 

3.3 4.1 

DAY-HR 

-

-

- - - -
-

- - 19-14 11-04  24-16  NOV 

# OBS 

-

-

- - - -
-

- - 506 
679 

633 1818 

1991 MEAN 1.2 

-

- - - -
-

- - -

-
-

1.2 

MAXIMUM 

2.8 

-

- - - -
-

- - -

-
-

2.8 

DAY-HR 

13-00 

-

- - - -
-

- - -

-
-

JAN 

# OBS 

290 

-

- - - -
-

- - -

-
-

290 

1992 MEAN -
1.1 

1.5 1.1 - -
-

- - -

-
-

1.3 

MAXIMUM 

-
2.9 

4.4 1.6 - -
-

- - -

-
-

4.4 

DAY-HR 

- 16-18  12-05 03-23 - -
-

- - -

-
-

MAR 

# OBS 

-
457 

400 29 - -
-

- - -

-
-

886 

1997 MEAN -

-

- 1.3 1.1 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.8 
1.2 

-
0.8 

MAXIMUM 

-

-

- 2.6 3.7 1.5 1.7 2.5 3.1 2.6 
3.9 

-
3.9 

DAY-HR 

-

-

- 29-11 03-22 22-09 25-23  21-22 29-23 28-02 02-00        
-

NOV 

# OBS 

-

-

- 75 702 700 709 723 692 685 
507 

-
4793 

1998 MEAN 1.2 
1.2 

1.3 1.0 0.9 0.5 0.4 0.6 0.4 0.5 

-
-

0.8 

MAXIMUM 

3.6 
3.3 

4.4 2.9 3.3 1.9 1.2 2.1 1.4 1.5 

-
-

4.4 

DAY-HR 

25-01 13-08  10-10 23-23 02-14 01-02 01-11  26-08 02-12 10-11 

-
-

MAR 

# OBS 

340 
588 

621 567 551 576 598 634 410 429 

-
-

5314 

1999 MEAN -
0.9 

1.3 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.8 1.1 1.0 
1.2 

1.2 0.9 

MAXIMUM 

-
2.5 

5.1 2.2 2.3 2.0 2.7 1.8 2.7 2.8 
4.1 

3.6 5.1 

DAY-HR 

- 13-03  04-17 08-22 25-19 28-23 02-19  14-13 30-15 19-04 03-08  30-11  MAR 

# OBS 

-
389 

691 692 707 695 699 418 202 276 
369 

548 5686 

2000 MEAN 1.3 
1.2 

1.0 1.3 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.7 
0.9 

1.3 1.0 

MAXIMUM 

5.9 
4.2 

3.0 3.9 3.5 2.0 0.8 1.8 2.8 1.9 
2.7 

6.3 6.3 

DAY-HR 

26-09 14-21  29-12 09-20 19-01 07-03 01-02  07-11 20-17 11-14 27-03  18-06  DEC 

# OBS 

558 
513 

487 426 352 314 
9 

591 684 658 
614 

611 5817 

2001 MEAN 0.9 
1.1 

1.2 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.7 1.0 
1.0 

1.0 0.9 

MAXIMUM 

2.7 
3.7 

3.8 1.9 1.5 1.6 2.2 1.9 2.1 2.8 
2.2 

2.2 3.8 

DAY-HR 

31-15 10-13  22-10 01-00 30-21 12-11 05-22  14-02 30-16 17-17 20-08  29-12  MAR 

# OBS 

529 
464 

487 400 342 550 512 610 503 557 
718 

738 6410 

2002 MEAN 1.3 
1.2 

1.3 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.8 0.9 
1.3 

1.2 1.0 

MAXIMUM 

2.9 
3.1 

3.7 2.3 2.4 1.8 1.6 1.4 2.9 3.3 
3.2 

3.1 3.7 

DAY-HR 

14-05 13-00  04-04 29-10 15-03 28-18 24-09  23-09 16-16 20-00 30-20  22-02  MAR 

# OBS 

740 
664 

732 699 721 676 683 683 566 683 
585 

654 8086 

2003 MEAN 1.1 
1.1 

0.9 0.9 0.7 -
-

- - -

-
-

1.0 

MAXIMUM 

2.6 
3.5 

2.3 2.1 1.1 -
-

- - -

-
-

3.5 

DAY-HR 

20-18 05-08  22-02 27-06 03-16 -
-

- - -

-
-

FEB 

# OBS 

720 
607 

653 557 121 -
-

- - -

-
-

2658 

2005 MEAN -

-

- - 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.9 1.1 
1.3 

1.3 0.9 

MAXIMUM 

-

-

- - 2.0 1.3 1.7 2.0 2.6 3.4 
4.5 

3.6 4.5 

DAY-HR 

-

-

- - 26-02 30-15 25-19  31-23 27-08 26-08 22-17  16-16  NOV 

# OBS 

-

-

- - 498 707 709 730 718 731 
717 

736 5546 

2006 MEAN 1.3 
1.3 

0.9 0.9 1.1 -
-

- - -

-
-

1.1 

MAXIMUM 

4.6 
3.7 

2.4 2.2 1.6 -
-

- - -

-
-

4.6 

DAY-HR 

19-04 06-13  11-01 04-21 02-05 -
-

- - -

-
-

JAN 

# OBS 

739 
668 

736 707 46 -
-

- - -

-
-

2896 

POR MEAN 1.2 
1.1 

1.2 0.9 0.9 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.9 
1.1 

1.2 1.0 

MAXIMUM 

5.9 
4.2 

5.1 3.9 3.7 2.0 2.7 2.5 3.1 3.4 
4.5 

6.3 6.3 

http://www.ndbc.noaa.gov/data/climatic/BUZM3.txt 7/13/2010 
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Port Statistics 
CARGO VOLUMES AT MASSPORT FACILITIES 

Containerized Cargo (Conley Terminal) 

Category 

Containerized 
Cargo 
Import TEUs * 
(Fulls) 

Containerized 
Cargo 
Export TEUs * 
(Fulls) 

Containerized 
Cargo 
Empty TEUs * 

Containerized 
Cargo 
Total TEUs* 

Containerized 
Import 
Short Tons 

Containerized 
Export 
Short Tons 

Total 
Containerized 
Short Tons 

Mar 08 – Feb 
09

100,013 

60,535 

43,479 

204,027 

1,039,035 

540,578 

1,579,613 

 Mar 07 – Feb % 

08 Change
 

107,559 -7.0% 

70,681 -14.4% 

44,853 -3.1% 

223,093 -8.5% 

1,117430 -7.0% 

631,181 -14.4% 

1,748,612 -9.7% 

Non-Containerized Cargo (Massport Marine Facilities) 

7/9/2010 



 

 
  

 

 

  

   
 

   

   

  

       
   

  

 

 

 

Port Statistics 

28,974 9,769 

272,548 234,284 

169,613 194,804 

Mar 08 – Feb Mar 07 – Feb 
Category 

09 08 

Automobiles 

Processed
 

Cruise Passengers
 

Cement Short Tons
 

* TEU (20-foot equivalent unit) 
* Totals do not include Over-the-Road containers 

Port Of Boston Activity 

All Volumes in Metric Tons Unless Otherwise Indicated 
Volumes Reported for Public & Private Terminals* 

2008 2007 

Containerized Cargo 

Public & Private Terminals

 Import Metric Tons 
973,409 1,113,654 

Export Metric Tons 
496,311 620,303 

Total Containerized Cargo 
1,469,720 1,733,957 

Container Ships (includes 
barges) 

242 281** 

Auto Vessels 32 20 

Bulk Cargo Imports in 
Metric Tons

 Petroleum Products 
6,837,017  7,679,205  

Liquefied Natural Gas 
2,556,039 3,154,858 

Salt 
688,695 715,339 

Cement *** 
161,656 257,508 

    Automobiles(Autoport) 29,150 10,971 

Gypsum 
27,692 159,055 

Other 
2,105,133 1,223,565 

Page 2 of 3 

% 

Change
 

196.6% 

16.3% 


-12.9% 


http://www.massport.com/port-of-boston/About%20Port%20of%20Boston/PortStatistics.aspx 

% 
Change 

-13% 


-20% 


-15% 


-14% 

60% 

-11% 

-19%    

-4% 

-37% 

166% 

-83% 

72% 

7/9/2010 
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Sub-total Bulk Imports 
12,405,382 13,200,501 -6% 

Bulk Cargo Exports in 
Metric Tons 

Scrap Metal 643,217 539,966 19% 

Automobiles (Autoport) 21,736 2,804 675% 

Other 135,571 29,659 357% 

Sub-total Bulk Exports 800,524 572,429 40% 

Total Bulk Cargo 13,205,906 13,772,930 -4% 

Bulk Cargo Vessels/Arrivals 435 481 -10% 

Total Port of Boston Cargo 14,675,626 15,506,887 -5% 

Container TEUs (Fulls Only) 164,548 177,013 -7% 

Automobiles Processed 
(units) 

26,779 10,079 166% 

Cruise Passengers 269,911 234,284 15% 

Cruise Vessel Sailings 113 101 12% 

NOTES: 

Container TEUs do not include Over-the-Road boxes
 
* Private Terminal Volumes are as reported by PIERS.
 
**Vessel arrivals for 2007 were previously reported in error as 361.  

*** Cement includes barge volumes at Massport facilities.  

Other bulk import cargoes include chewing gum, dyes, vegetable oil, putty
 
and caulk, and adhesives. 

Other bulk export cargoes include steel and used automobiles.
 

7/9/2010 
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The properties surrounding Fall River State Pier were carefully looked at to determine 
ownership, location and use. These properties from plot maps N-13, N-15, N-16, and T-03 were 
compared from the MassLandRecords 20/20 system to the Massgov PatriotProperties to ensure 
proper accuracy. Noted in the map below are the plot and lot numbers for the area surrounding 
Fall River State Pier. 

•	 Map ID 1 N-13-0020 is owned by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.  This property 
encompasses State Pier.  This property contains 7.180 acres; with one warehouse style 
building that is noted ‘Fall River State Pier’.  The area of State Pier is used for cargo 
shipment container storage.   

•	 Map ID 2 N-13-0021 is owned by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.  This property 
contains 2.020 acres and is located to the northeast of the State Pier property.  This 
property was also referred to as Steamship Dock; sign on property image states 
‘Battleship Massachusetts – Welcome Aboard’.  

•	 Map ID 3 N-16-0016 is owned by Nasser Real Estate Trust.  This property encompasses 
0.744 acres; the property image states Waterfront Café.   

•	 Map ID 4 N-15-0002 is owned by Borden & Remington F R LLC.  This property is 
classified as industrial with 14 mill style buildings on 29.220 acres.  This land is used for 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

industrial waterfront for textile rubber and chemical manufacturing.  This property 
encompasses from 63 Water Street west to the north side of Ferry Street.   

•	 Map ID 5 N-16-0030 and T-03-0019 are both owned by New York Central Lines LLC.  
These properties combined are 2.013 acres southeast of State Pier.  These properties are 
noted to be undeveloped. 

•	 Map ID 6 N-13-0003 is owned by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts C/O Department 
Environmental Management.  This property is to the north of State Pier – opposite the 
195 bridge. This property contains 2.060 acres; with one museum style building that is 
noted ‘Fall River State Pier’. 

•	 Map ID 7 N-13-0001 is owned by Jobs For Fall River Inc.  This property encompasses 
the land beneath the 195 bridge directly north of State Pier.  It is not noted how much 
land is contained only a museum style building.   

•	 Map ID 8 N-16-0011 is owned by Azar Jeanne Etali.  This property is classified as 
Restaurant/Bar and is located on 0.396 acres.   

•	 Map ID 9 N-16-0001 is owned by Fall River Inc. Marine Museum.  This property 
contains 0.438 acres and is noted as being the Marine Museum at Fall River.      
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LEASIS AG!I.l!;!MENTI 
I
I 

I I
::' 
' 

AGllE)ilMENT 111 <il and entered into this 31st day o:f! March 

19Q6 by and betw ll the CI'I'Y OF NEW BEDFORD, a. m1.1nic1pal corpm:ll• 

,, l,.on establi.shed nd'10r the laws of the Cornmonwalllth of Mas;;.'.chu

: 1 aetts 1 by and th ugh ita l!ARSOR DMLO!?MEN'I' com!+SSION1 herein

:'After t:o:fe.rred t u the "J;.Il:SSOR" 1 <md ll!l:'l.!U>Il MELV:t1:.LE SH!PYA!I.P. 

·'. i INC. , II MaSSAC:hl.l tts ac.rporation having a usu4l place .o~ busine~s 
:i

·i in Fairhaven, Ma achu111etts, hereinafter ~:aferred l:o &I t1·r:: 

;
d
l 1'l,ESSEE'" . 

. I 
liHJi:tu!AS , tb 

'I
=!ment a certain p reel of land in Naw aedf~rd, Massachusetts: and 

il
· · Wl!F.REAS, th LESSEE is desirous of leasing- amd developin; a 

;portion of said an~ in New Bedford; a~d 

WHEREAS, t :t.ESSO!l. l.s aware of th• desire of the i.U:!!SEE to 
l

Joccupy and deve p said land in New aedtord for the primary pur


Jpasa o~ operati a. shipyard inclu!l.ing the sale, rG>pai:r:, ar,d our..'


Ifitting of vess 1!11 


il NOW 1 THii:RE RF.1 .i.n consideration of thl'lir mutuAl p>::omisalil, 

;i!I covenants, lind·


i agrl'!e as follow 


I
I1 

AR'l'!CLE I 

I PRl!!MISES 

II Th• Lli:SSOP. oes heraby let, lease, and demise unto.the LESSEE, 

fo~:: ~t.s exclusi 

a certain parae of land as fUlly desg;ribed in Schedule A attache~ 

)lereto ;md here 

ARTICLE ti 

'l'ill.M OF LEASE 

TO HAVE AN TO acto the demised premises unto the LESSIE 

:
iJ fo.-c the term of ninety-nine (99) years co!IUllencing on _;:M151a,wrci.JhJ.___••• 
1

i.l 
---~3~1~-------' l986. Th~ t~~m of thi$ lease is subject to th•

i 
I
I 

~ii:';;;,l:I:!&,;.J~rn;;:·[l:'!..r,...::. ~....;,;, ""'· .. ·~,~-...t:!JZ'~i,..;~~~~-~.j'i~~~=·· 



.. 
·J..I.I::JUL... '-'..'.., t.ai~ +<L,o~;IWIM

I'
,If.
, i J.Ut or a~:~y 111.\CC 

~~~that th<) LESSI::<: 8 

j in writ;l.nq at 
'I 

:ive term. ln 
I
)l..I!SSOR of 

" I,the otl'lex

for the last tO! 

., 

., 
,! 

The L.ESSE!i: 

:!Hall in New Bedf,. 
': U:SSOR ~ball da11 

·l al :ror the 

i Thousan 

., 
" 

per ann 

Two and 

b) l'or tne 

the sum 

20/100· 

U0705 P 003/016 
........... +.......-~.................. -::;~- --· 


i 
eding twenty-five (~Sl yea~ term, In the eve~t ! 
ec~"' to $0 te*lllinete, he sl'u>l+ notify tlw I.I'JSSOR I 
t tw~lve month~ prior to the end of the respect-

event that the LESSEE does not notify the 

ion, the pa~ties he~eto shall b• bound eaoh to 

~~~~t succeeding term of twenty-five years e~aapt 

which shill be twenty-four yeare •. 

A:RTICt.E III 

~ 

venants and aqrees to pay the LESSOR at City 

d, Massachu~ettlil, or at such other place ~s the 

nate in writing, rent as ha~einaftar set forth: 

irst tW$nty (20) years ot tne term heroor Ei9ht 

Four Hundred Thirty-one and 20/100 !Xll~s ($8,4.31.;!0) 

in equal monthly installment• of Seven Hundred 

0/100 Dollars C$70~,60) 1 I 
ext succeeding five (5) years of tne term he~eof, 

f ~i;ht Thousand Four Hundred Thirty-one and 

llarm ($8,431.20) per annum payable in equal 

monthly installments of seven Hundrod Two and 60/100 

I.'I Dollars ($70:;!.60) 1 

il o) For the succeeding fifteen (15) years of the term he~aof, 

il the par i•• shall use their best efforts to agree to the 

'·II I' annual ental applicable thereto at 1east eighteen I+Sl,I 

il months ~ior to the ~~encement of said te~m. In the 

II •v•nt t at the parties cannot agree to the rental the

II ttSSOR hall !ldaot one arb.itrator and the LESSEE shall 

i prior t the ~ommenoement of the instant term and snal~ii 
so noti y the other of their respective choice. The two ij,, arbitra ors 

'i 
i 
I 

i 

II 


.. . .. . •.• • ,..;. .-. -'!"~· 

so selected shall determine a third arbitrator 

. .;.- .:: ~-._ ' 

i 

http:70:;!.60
http:8,431.20
http:writ;l.nq
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,, 

'i 
\j that th arbit:rators !'lelectad by the. parties cannot ,;.gree i 

to a th d arbitrator, the arbitrators shall IQlect a j 
<I 

third a 

nominee 

Assooia 

nation 

whicn 0 

• LESSEE • 

the narn 

snall b 

determi 

decisio 

months 

(15) ye 

that th 

itrato• from a panel of three d~sinter$ated 


to ba seleot~d by the American Arbitration 


on. lf at the end of one week after the dt$iq

3uch p~nel there remains disa9r~~roent as to 

said norn~nees shall serve, the LESSOR'S and 

arbitratonl, 1n that ordar, sha·ll each strike 

of one of the nolilinees artd the reroaininq n.ominee 

the third arbitrator, The rental tbiilt shall be 

d by a majority of the arbitr~tor~ in a 

of the arbitrators made at least fourteen (14) 

rior to the commenc•ment of the inetant fifteen 

r term ::.hdl. bt< bind.ins on aU pilrdes <'.'<cQpt 

r~ntal so det~rmin$d. shall not exceed. that o! 
I 

compa,~:a l.e lan:d o! thl\l LESSOlt leased for· -similar, pur)>0$1111; 

~nd in 

I ThOU$an

il ($12.,64 
II 

i 'rhe ar 
il_, 

rul.<>" 

q d) For th ,, 
·I the pa
I 

!i 
I annual 

i1 

ii ft'I.C:r.t.thSI 

" event!i 
:I 
•I thoiil $ 

!I 
I" $h<l\l.l." 'I " 

rental 

li'ort.:~~·i 
,, 

ten (1
'I 

e) For th 

i 
o ..vent shall the r..nt for said tarm ex~::eed TwelV(>

t 
lii.x Hundred Fo:ny~:;;i.;x; imd 80/lllO Pollar.i I 

.SO} per annum, $Ub:jeot·to suhparagraph l!' henin. i 

tration prooteding shall be conducted under the 

the American Arhitration Association. 

succeedin9 twenty (20} years of tile term hereof, 

ie.s shall u''"" their best efforts to agn• to the 

ental applicable thereto at least eighteen (lS) 

rior to the oomm@ncement of said ta~~~ ln tb• 

at the partie5 cannot agree to the rental, then 

pl:'ocedure as set out in (ol of this ART:tC:t.lt U;t 

applicable, except that in no event shall the 

or 0111\i d til!rm exceed 1'we1ve Thousand Si!c Hundred 

'x and 80/100 ($12,646. aa)D:>Uar~ ~ ann~m~ fOI:' the f~t 

years of said twenty (20) year term. 

5uco~ed~ng twenty (20) year and ningtean (19) 

http:ART:tC:t.lt


year ~~ ., 
the 	sam:1 
of this'I

H 

be limi 

Forty-s· 

forth t 

f) 	 In o:~l3,di 

out in 

said re 

l?eriod 

aureau 

<;;OSt Of 

consume 

);)y the 

during 

.I 
rentalIII. 

Mft~OUK UtUtLUPMEHT #0705 P. 006/018 
al periods, th~ rental shall be det6~~neQ ~n 

manner as set for~h in p&~agraph (c) an~ (dl 

RTiCLE lit. except that the arbitrators shall not 

d to tho maximum of Twelve Thou$and Six Mu~dred 

and a0/100 Doll~rs ($12,646.80) per ann~ sQt 

rein. 

ragraph~ (c), (d), and (e) of this ART!CtE II!, 

ill Shall ba adjusted upwa~d: at the .. nd of eaeh 

ecified, if the cost ef living index of the 

Lapor Statistics disclO$es an increase in the 

iving index, Aocordinq to th• United Statss 

f~1~e tnaex. Said ~en~al shall be adjuated upwa~d 

rcentage which saia price index hAl moved upwAr4 

he past rental periOd or past year, whichever 

•t 	is agreed and understood that said 
I 

i~ure may 	 thereto~•, with application of the cost, 

ii of livi q increase, exceed the Cap set out in paragraphs / 
II 

I! (c) an<! (dl • 

II g) 	 tt is s ecifioiiilly understood tha.t said :r;antal is e~tol\1·· 

siva of taxes on the structures on the ~~m1sed premises 

which s all be treated as realty for taxation purposes, 

which t xes shall be assessed by the City of New Bedford, 

'I,, 

The LESSEE 
'I on the damiaed 
1

, 

.! 

. : ;and equipi!U'!n t <~.. 
'i cperatinq a shi 

:' o I! v!l<nel.• ana/ 

for any pur,.ou• i 

. : re9ulat.i.ona <~PI? 

· remain the prop
·I 

: cause for 	t111rml. 

)I 
II 

.~~.l"""""""	····";-·;•....·.' ..~~''\" ' -~-~ ... ~~ ilol'•.- ...••·•""'.,.,:"........ ...... .. ~............ -~ •.·.-.",•.,,~ .. ·.'!·" 

ARTICLE! !V 

LESSEE'S USE OF ?RgUt§IS 

hall have unrestricted risht to QUild and install 

he may de$ire, but solely for the purpoac of 

ard, incluC!ing the a•~•, repair, and outfitting 

other water dependent activitie5, and use ~~• 

n conformance witn all ~oning and build~ng 

ty of the· 	t.lSSSli:l:l, A bnach of said use sh<~ll be 

t:ion hereunder by the L!!!SOR. In the event that 

·"""'' ...--'1..-.""""'........-'f""'"'""'W· .. ----~~, ................ , ..... _~-...-........::it_.....,.•,~· ~ ..
•· ··~!''" '+- ·-~··.·,t,;·..... :.·-~ .·:··· ....._,·~·?-············ . _:;···· - """·,;; '· .· :·· .,..., .._.,,....,... , ...... ,_,.. ' 

http:12,646.80
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,thi• Agreement i termin~ted fo~ any teason, said ctructures, ij 

:: improvemefits, lllll. hinary otnd equipment ""'¥ l:>e ..-amoved by the t.li!SS!i:li: J 
i 

provided the pre ises are p~t back in the same condition a~ they • 

were at the time cf! the' exeo~tion Cit: the t.e'!se an<;i provide.:!!. that 

all taxes and mo ies ~ue to the City of New aed£otd, the ~sson, 

nave been paid. 

The 4ESSEI hal~ commence con•truction of the buil~inq on the 

demised premises within 180 <iays f.~;om the <i~te of the e:.c•ou1.ion 

of the Lease. nstruotion shall p~acaad, without delay, and be 

completed in ac raanoe with tha t.ESS~E'S Appli~ation Plan, as 

subrnitt•d to th aarbor Development Comm:i.seion. 

ARTICLJ2 V 

LESSOR'S PRESt~'l'AT!ON AS TO THE OEMtSED P~MISES 

Section J., The tESSOR herel:>y jointly and severally warrants 

and represents ilt:
IIII a) l:t hal:l 9<>orl 1 clear, and me:rch;~~ntable t·itlli to the de

'ji mised prem;l.ae a has &t the execution of this Agreernen·t cldiverea. 

to the Ll!:SSU a ompl¢te physical property s~rvey of the cl•mised 

lprernises prepar and certified by.a land s~rveyor registered by 

, th• Oommonwealt 

b) The de sed premiPes are free and clear of all ancwmbran,, 

.cas ~d liens a that upon notice by the LESSEE ~t any time of 

,, sn~ undisclosed iens or def@cts the LESSOR will eause said liens 

' :to be removed o cl@ared. 

,, 
: elige of any cir whiQ)l would prohibit construction, 
i 
; support or util ation of the demised premises or any po~tion 
1 thereof. !iowev , th<> Ll!:SSE!'! ehall. ••ai<B ni• own en9ineering 

·: 
•determJ.nat.f.ons to the structural. suitability, tne ~ana having 

' been cre&ted. by the depositing of uncl<t:>aifiEtd f.Ul. 

d) It has ood and proper powe~ and authority to enter into 

. and tO perform t$ warranties, representations and undertakings, 

all as set tore in this Agreement and will exec:ut• and clel~ver 
·i 

il 

Jo 

http:prem;l.ae


. 
.ito the LESSEE an further written oe~ti£icates and authoriaations,, 

,j reasonably requi "'d by ~ounsel for th" J:.ESSl'll!i at ilny t.il!\Q ~~~ lUI 


'to further evide 

LES 

5ect1on 1. 

the L!SSEE anal 

. Qretion, to ass' 

'gubject to all 

or assign~nt, 

the payment of 

M!Y sublease or 

.liab.i.J.:i.tiea her 

Section 2. 

any part of the 

and &l)'l:'ees that 

premi~;es, shall 

I rental then bei 

II portion so subl 
1 th1!! provisions 
i 

!lent1ty owneC! by 

ii 
' 

!! 
,, 
'! 

section ;J., 
:i 
:1 the LESSOR from 
;: 

iittom ilny aot, o 
il

:I ~;ub~""'"''il'il r O;; 
i;
l<employeas r or 
d 
:<;;aused to l!lny 

·i ' .. durJ.ng
·i 
'l 
:or any
' 

""mult" from th 


Se<;;tion ~. 
:I 
!I 
il 

ce its ~ower and authority. 

ARTtCLlil III 
EE'S RlGHT ~0 ASSIGN OR SUaLEA$a 

Notwithstanq~ng any prov1•ion of thi• Agreement, 

at all times have the right, !n his sole di' 

n the lease or sublease the demised premises, 

ovisions hereunder. In the event of suoh ~ublease 

e LESSEE shall at au times be nsponsible fot' 

e rental& due hereunder and all other provisions. 

ssignment shall not telieve the L!SSBE of any 

nder. 

In the event that the LESSEE does sublease all or 

amtsed premisee, the LESSE.E henby represents 

h• l'Qnt to be received by him for the demi•ed 

ot exceed one hunllred ten percent (110')' of the 

pilid by the LESSl::l!l to tne LESSOR for that 

sed, It is expre~sly undurstood and agr•od that 

Artic~a VI, Saotion 2 shall not ~pply to any 

he LESSEE nereundar. 

Al'!.'l'XCL:C: VII 

NITY ANn PUBLIC LIABILITY lNSURANCE 

Th• LESSEE agrees to inaemniry an~ hold harmless 

nd against al:l, r.liilims of whatever nature arising 

ssion, or negligence of the LESSEE or LESSEE'S 

;ing from any acr;;ident, injury or 4ama;a whatsoavar 

son, or to the property of any person occurring 

•reot in or about the LESSEE'S demised p~:em.i.IUIG 

ts ther~on except to the extent that $UCh claim 

LESso~·~ n~9l~gen~" or fault. 

Tha LESSEE agrees to maintain in full force, 



"'"""" UtUtLUrMtNI 	 #0705 P.OOB/018 
.,'" 
' 

"'	,during the term. reof, policies of public liability and property 
i i
!d&mage inauranae nder which the ~~ssog (and such Other per$ons I 
I 	 I 

·as ar6 in priori of estat~ with ~~SSOR as may be set out from 
I· 

tilll., t;o tim.. ) an the LESS!'i.E are n!lllled as a1umr.eas ilnd under which 

the inGurer agre - to indemnify and hold harmle$s the LESSOR !r¢m 

any liability ar ing out of or based upon any ~nd all claims, 

accidents, injur s and damages set forth in Section l_ of this. 
ART!Ct.E VII. Ea 

.tespect to the SSOR and the LESSOR'S deaiqnees·without ten (lOl 

d&Yil pt"ior not:.:i.c to Lli!SSOR, and a duplicate original or c;:ertifi··· 

gat~ th~~$Of sha l be de~iv$rad to tsssoR, The.minimum ~imit~ 

Sh&ll be one Mil ion Dollars ($1,0PO,OOO.OOl combinad single limit 

covering persona injury liabtlity and property damage. ,Certificate~ 

of SUOh insuranc coverage sh~ll be deliver~d to LESSOR not later 

than ten (lO) .d~ s after ~SSEE ha& first taken pos~essionof 

il demi1ed premises It is expr••sly understood and agreed that 
IIiJ LESSEE shall be espon~ible for the payment of all premiums for 

II insurance cover e hereunder. 

ARTICLt ITIIl 

DEFAULT 

In the eve o! f~ilure by tile LiiS~E to perform, tulfill,
I·; 
i or observe any the term~, covenAnts, agreements and conditions 

~ ~ 

i ot 1:.111111 Agreeme contin"inq for a period of ~20 da¥S afteJ:: 
"i 
·~written notice om tne LESSOR to tnlil LE!ll!i!ilE. specifyinq such 
·i
d failure witnout ucn failure being waived or its effect cured 
,j 
; i or tha cure the of oomm~neQd and diliqentl¥ pro9eeuted th•re
lj 

:: after, the LESS roay1 by written notice to the LESSEE, terminat& 
:1 . 
. ; thJ.s A<;rr1uomant ereupon all of the LESSEE'S riqhts, obligations, 
il
'i and liabilities nder this Agreement shall cease except that the 

. i U:SSS:E shaU co inue to be liable to tne LESSOR for the oblig~

; tions of the LE EE whioh arose PJ::ior to such termination; pro~id

' ed, !;lowevel:, th the.dghtB of tht LESSOR unC!er tni.s Article shilll 

1 be :>uboJ::dinate d $ubject to any and all mort~•qes, deeds of 
' 

trust and other nstrurnents in the n~tu~• of a mortQage 01: 
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'I:;t.ESS!!!t, includin any right$ of the hold@ra of ~onds or other 
il 
·: obli91r1tions hsu ~Y the Gity of New Beatord, act~nq by ond 

through its I.n.<'l.u rial Oevelopm.,;nt l!'inancing Anthor1ty·6r 

atherwbe, to .fi nee facilities or equi~ment for use PY the 

L~SBEE on tha de 'sed premises, includin9 the ri9~t of any such 

holders to cure y default by the L!SS~~ wi~hin thirty (30) days 

,aft~~ the reeeip by ~Uch holders of notice by the LESSOR of 


suoh defauitl an , prcV~ded further, that the L~SSOR will pe•mit 


any purchaser at a foreclosure or other sale or disposition of · 


•tile 	demised prem sas OJ:" any of the facilitie:~~ or ·equipment USiiCI or 

made a part of t e demised premises by or en behalf of any 

such holders to ully pertorm, fulfill, and observe all of the 

:te=•• covenants a~reements ana conditions of the LESSEE und•r 


·this Agreement a d in such case such purchaser shall be entitled 


I: to all the right of the ~i5SEE und~r this Aqreement, 

M'.l'lC.l.ll: tX 

MISCELLANEOUS p~OVIStONS 

li Section 1. LESSEE, subject to tl\6 tli!rms ani'!. provisionll! of 

·:this Agreement paying of :rent and keeping and performing all 

of the terms.an provisions of this Agreamltnt on nis part to be 
I 
' observed, kept, nd performed shall 4awfully, peaceably, and 
1: 

I 

quietly held Oo p~ncy anQ enjoy the =•mised premises during the 

term hereof wi ut hindrance or ejection hy the persons or 

~i entitities al•i n; under the L!SS.OR. 
~ 
', 
i 

Section 2. LESs££ ag~ees to make every reasonable effort 
!! 
1 to d.i.scha:~:gli an mechanics, material-man o:r: othe:~: liens against

• 

I 
'I 

the demise.;! pre aes and/or the LESSOR'S interest therein, which 
:i 
·!may arise out o any payment due for or p~rported to be due for 
:; 
.'any labor, serv' es, materiels, supplie• or equipment alleqed to 
;I 

been furni ed for the LSSSES in, ~pon, or about the demised 

premises. 

Section J. In addition to the rents and covenants contained 

: ~oroin ~o ho pa ~nd performed by the LESS~~. the ~~SS~~ ag~ces 

nave 

; 

I 
I 


.· 


http:terms.an
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·i¢ pay, when due all real estate taxes on the d~mised premise$ 

anq any imptovem nt$ the~ato and any util1ty ch~ges perta1ning 

thl!trttto. 

Section 4. ex~ept as herein otherwise ex~ressly provided, 

the terms hereof shall be binding u~on and inure to the benefit 

of the successor and assigns respectively of the LESSOR and 

LilSSEt. 

Section 5. This Lease Agreemant shall~~ qoverned·e~clusive·· 

ly by the provi ons hereof ana by the laws of the Commonwealth o! 

· Massachusetts. 

Section 6, The p~rt~e~ hereto ~gree, upon request of the 

other, to e:Keou a notice of. a lease or short term hase in 

recordaole form nd gqmplying with applicable loo~J. laws' 

section 7. Whenever by the terms o:l! this l\.qreem<lnt., notice 

sh.. ll cr may be 

'I shall b• in wri

imail, poeta~:Je p 

ij 

II 

New Be 
l?ier 3 
N.ew Be 

and if to l!ho;j r.. 

ng and shall be sant by registered o: certified
• 

paid, and if to the LESSOR: 

o~d Harbor nevelopment commission 
Wharfinger Building

ord, MA 02740 

He;~;man 
42 Wat 

lville Shipyard,
Str<!iat 

Inc. 

!?ai.rha n, MA 02719 

section a, The r..~sSaE shall ba aubjact to the followin~ 

l. Any ad 'tional structures within the waterways shall be 
i 

,; auloject to all 
·:

·i canses and requ emen:t.s .. 

:: 


2. Saici p mises shall be ;:;uhject to the .~my co:.::ps of 
'i 
! Engineers Permi , incluciing compliance for contribution to Miti 

·i gat,i.on. Said c ntr1bution shall be Cletermined by the Harbor 

: Development Con ission. 

·' 

http:gat,i.on
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APP ICNAL L!ASE AND PURCHASE PROVISIONS 

:, 1. In the ~nt th~ ~~ssoa ~~bstanti~lly imprQv~s tile &:1:'6<0 ,, 
I shown on the pla ml'lntione<1 in sr;:nad~le A ot tllia lease -(Ill offers
" 


for sal" any ;ion of the l.ilnd in the are11 shown on l>he pla.l'l
po~ 

mentioned in, Sch ule A, it 2hall forthwith notify the LESSEE 

'of the te~ms and conditions of said sale and such notice shall 

autom~tically 9r t the LESSEE the right to purchase for the same 

cost per square ot as required of any third party purchaaar •. 

'The area shown o the plAn mentioned in Schedule A shall mean that 

'area o£ land of hich the demised premisea are a pa~t. The ~~SStt 

shall have one h n4red twenty (l20) days from the date of receipt 

·of said notice t a~ercise hiS right to purchase, by ~ending 

writte~ notice t LESSOR. In the event Of the tESSEE'S decision 

·to sQ purch~$~, he LESSOR ~nd LSSSEE ~h~ll ~se their Q~~t e!fort3 

to complete the ale and purchase in a proper and orllarly fashion. 

I 
I 2. The LES !t shall have an option of tirst refusal to 


.obtain any futur land to ba craated or davaloped directly

: 

abutting his lan This option is subject to the LESSEE present

ing an acceptabl development plan to the Harbor Development 

Commilsion showi g ~ continuation ot or extension of his then 

'! edstinq busines and is furthilr subject to the salt or leasE! 

.term~ tnen bein ot!ered by the Harbor oe~elopment Commission. 

~~· 3. Any ad tional filled land ar••ted as a result ot future 

': bulkheadins sha re~ain solely the property of the LESSOR. 
II 

Any i:m ovement• ~&dM tQ tn~ land 5eaward of the prasmnt 
~ I 
•: mea.n high wai:e-1:' ine of the Acushnet River aa indiQRted on thil 

l?lan referred t in SchedUle A, •h4ll tie at the sole risl< of the 

iLESSEE and no o pensation shall be due from the LESSOR in the 
I
, i event of the or tion of said additional filled land, 

r! 
i 

AR'I'tCLJ!: l(t
il CONS'I'RUC't'tON 

The LESSEE grees that in the event that construction of a 

. i 

il 
.r 
.; 

..
. """"'-"• •.~ ,:'.i 
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to i;!ispossess a ~;emove therefrom any anq all 0¢¢1,lpanr.s a)'ld thai:t 

effects Without eing liahl~ to any prosecution therefor, and to 

held prAmiseli a if this L10qn had not been maae. LESSEE ll!~tpreat>"' 

ly waJ.ves, in a~f of himself and all pe~son$ o~aiminq under 

f not:.l.ce to q1.1it or intention to re-enter 

an~ statute or of this Leese, in case ot such 

construction. 

the parties have hereunto caused these 

.presents to their dul~ a~tho~iaad officers and 

their "'"'"l,'" aff1xet!, ou·ly attested as ot tl'U! day an..:l year 

This lea'e and execution thereo~ be1nq 

the City Council of the City of New 

val ot tha Mayor, an<! vote of thl!\ N<J>w !l<>df.;;>rd 

t Commission, certified copies. ot sue~: o:4er and 

of the New Bedford Harbor oevel.opment-:Commissim: 

ana mA4e a part hereof. 

:1' 

·I
;: 
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• 
SCHEDULE "A" 

.BOUNDARY O£SCR!PTION 

nf lilnd sttuatea In th~'City of ll6w Jledford, County of 

onwealtll of Massachusetts, being parHcu14rly bownded on:~ 
s: 

4t i paint in the easterly line of He~an Melville 

, satd potnt forming the SQutheasterly point in the 

ion of North Front Strut, Wal!liuttoo street and Htnnan
Boulevard; 

rth 82° S3' 29" east for a tota1 af 465..00 feat tQ 

uth 7° Jl' 59" h$t for a tota 1 of 251LOO feet to 

~th 26° 18' 45" wast for a total of 314..00 feet to 

rth 88° 04' 00" west for a to~a1 of 310.. 00 feet: to 
n the euterl.)' line of said Hllrm~n Mehti·lle Boultvilrd; 

oog th• euterly 1ine of Jiid HennanMnlville Bouhward 
hwesterly direct.ion a total of 173.7~ .feet on a curve 
dius of 960 .oo feet to ' point in the ·S4id easter'iy
erman Melville Boulevard; 

rth 7° 31' ~9" west a total of l!ll0,47' faet along
rly 1ine of said Hennlln Mel.vt llt Boulevard to the
beginning: 

CONTA!Nl G twa huntirea nine tnousand, ai9ht huodrec! sixty•
six sq~ e feet, more or less (209,aGG tl , a total of four
point ej ht one 6\Qht (4.818) acres, more or less; 

Seine pa t of lot 248 on Assessors Plot 72. as shown on a 
plan ent tled "Pliln of Lond i~ New Seaford belonging to
City of ew lledfor<i", dated Mareh 30, 19116, 

'I' .,I 
'I 

i 
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KNOJo,' ALL }!EN BY 'I' SE PRESENTS, 'l'llAT WB, I:IONAL:l GRli:!I:N of 26 

Holly Drive, Fe.irhaven Massachusetts, ana SHERMAN C, SMITH ofI
1I 1136 Russells Hills oad, So. Dartmouth, Hamsichusetta, in 

I consideration of ONE 

I ii>.SS ign and transfer to ACUSHNET RlVER SftlfYA~D, ~Nc., a 

corporation duly organ zed under the laws of the Conmon~ealth of 

Masmachusetts, a cer a~n lease dated June 20, 1988 made by 

HERMAN MELVILLE SHIPYA D1 INC., to DONALD GREEN ani SHERMAN C. 

SMITH of the following premises: 

BEGINNING at a point in th~ east ~ine of Herman 
Melville &oulevar , said point being the ngrthwest 
corne~ of Lot i2 • shown on "Subdivision Plan of Land 
in New Beqford, Mass. located at Rermar1 ~elville 

Shipyard, Scale " ~ 30' dated 1 June 1988'' drawn by 
Benchmark Surve ng and Bngineerins Assoc., 667 
Cottage Street., w Bedford, ~A; th~nce 

NORTH S2° 26' 3 • east one hundred twenty and 42/100 
1120.42) feet to n ansle; 

Thence prooeedin north 86° 56' 27" east thre~ hundred
forty-five and /100 (346.46) feet to the ~est bank 

of t.h" A<luiihnet Vt9.T:'; 

Thence tu.rninl nd proceeding south 24° 
forty-one and 6/ 0 (41,6) feet to an angle: 

Thence proceedi south 37° 38' west seVer.ty-three 
a.nd 1/10 (73.1) et to an ansl•; 

Thence proceedin south 45•· Ui'
9/100 (87.9) fee to an angle. 

Thence proeeedin Eo~th 72° 36' west seventy and 2/10 
(70.2) feet to a &Dil&j 

Thence prooeedin eouth 1'16 a 44' west fift:r~six anti 
5/10 (!16.6) f••t to an a.nsle; 

Thence proceedin north 84° 41 1 WIJ>St twentr~•ix and 
8/10 (26.8) feet to an angle; 

Thenee proceedill south 69° 2'1' west twentr-one and 
7/10 (21.7) feet to an angle; 

Thenc"' )>rooeedLn $QUth 85° 52 1 west eight!'-One and 

6/10 (81.6) feet to an apgle; 

Thenc• prooeedin north 89• 23' W&l!t sixty-five and 
6/10 (65.6) feet to an II.Pille i 
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Thence proceeding north 55Q 32' west twentY-thrf.!l!! ano 
0/100 !23.0) feet to a point 1n the ea~terl; line ~o 
Herman H&lville B ul.,va.rd; 

Th~nce along the asterly line of said Herman llelvil..).., 
Boulevard in a n ~therlY direction a total of one 
hundred forty•fiv and 19/lOO (145.19) feet on a curve 
with a ra.oius of 60' to a point .i.l\ the aaid ·~asterly 
line of Rerma.n Melville BouleVArd to th• ;)oint of 
beginning, 

CONTAlNINO si~ty six thous•nd sev•n hundre! three 
{66, 703;t) square eet =ore or leaa. 

and recorded in Bri tol County (S.D.) Rei~stry ~f Deeds Book 

~t91, page 0242 with &11 and singular the preni•ec therein 

TO HAVE AND TO OLD the same to ACUSHNET RIV~R SHIPYARP 1 

Septembe~ 1, 19SSINC. and it& assigns om fo~ a~d during all 

the rest and ~em~ind yet to come of the lease, •ubject to the 

rents, agree~ents, an conditions contained in the lease. 

IN WITNESS WHERE the parties have hereur~o set their 

·L.""z:Ct day of)l I 1 ,v t:'?t::nvv....,, I- H B!l.hands and seals th~s 

Pu#:A'iu-
DO!IIALP GREEN 

A£;.·=- p..tl-~-J:-
SHERMAN c. S~~ 
ACUSHNET aiVEa SHI~YARP, INC. 

Title 

CONSENTED TO;' \ HERMAN MELVILLE SHIP RD, INC, 
\ 
\ 
\ 

\ 
I, 

\ 

\ 

I 

http:ul.,va.rd
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............................ -- ... ···--- .... 


' . 'the CITY OF B!DFOI<D, a municipal toaq;>oraticn 


ws of the Commonwealth of ·1assa.;:husett~ 


act in1 by And throuah 'h HARBOR DEVELOPMENT COHHI >SlON, bueb;· 


le~sed by it to HiRM Hi~VILLi SHIPYARD, INc., on March 31, 

1986 to IlONALD GREEN, 26 Holly Drhe, Fairhaven, ia.ssachuut.ts 

and SHERMAN SMITH, 136 Russella Mills Road, $~. Dartmouth, 

Mass&.ehusetts. 

In consideration f oon~~nt to this a~signment of lease 

(partial! by the City ! New Bedford, LESSEE/ASSIGNOR suaranteea 

performance by ASSIG E!S, or by their 

administrators, succ~ sors, or assigns of all esreemente and 

conditions contained · said lease as applies to that portion 

a~~i1ned 1 on the part f ASSIGNEES to be performed. 

WITNESS om• han and sea.ls this , ;{, ~~ i: :(. d.1.y of Novembcr 

1988. 

APPROVED 111 orm

and. ht!lflli


- -""":") /!'

t:a&K"'
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New Bedford State Pier Excerpt from the New Bedford Harbor Plan  

The State Pier program represents another of the major initiatives proposed along 
the New Bedford waterfront.  Numerous individual projects are proposed that 
collectively form the basis for a programmatic modification to the form and use of 
the Pier. This effort began with the new Ferry Terminal and roll-on/roll-off freight 
ramps added in the early 2000’s, the establishment of a waterfront visitor center, 
and the startup of the annual Working Port Festival.  Further improvements 
anticipated will enhance the Pier’s ability to handle import and export cargo, service 
cruise ships and support tourism initiatives such as an open air seasonal market, 
facilities for Schooner Ernestina, an area to view the fishing fleet, and other facilities 
of public accommodation.    

The projects range from replacing the pile supported portion of the Pier with a solid 
fill structure to improving buildings and other support facilities so that they can 
support new uses. 

Specific infrastructure work includes pier rehabilitation and building 
reconfiguration. The plan is for the north, south, and east faces of State Pier to be 
demolished and replaced by a new filled-pier structure.  The filled-pier structure will 
be comprised of a bulkhead that will be filled and capped by a concrete slab.  With 
a few exceptions, the edge of the bulkhead will generally follow the edge of the 
existing pier. The two exceptions are: 

•	 The northeast corner of the north and east faces of the Pier, which will be 
squared in order to accommodate the turning radius of future truck traffic; 

•	 The southwest corner of the south face of the Pier, at which the bulkhead will 
be installed further north to accommodate, proposed floating excursion piers 
in that area. 

The plans also call for building reconfiguration.  A portion of the east side of 
Building 1 would be demolished.  The remainder of Building 1 would be 
rehabilitated. Building 2 would be expanded to the south.  A second floor would 
be added to Building 2. The former Coast Guard Building would be demolished. 
Building 3, previously demolished, would be replaced with a new, two story 
building with a larger footprint. An elevated walkway would be installed between 
Building 2 and Building 3. A floating excursion pier would be added in the 
southwest corner. The excursion pier would consist of two sets of multiple floating 
pier structures, the outer edge of which would be aligned with the former southern 
edge of the Pier. 



 

  
 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

           

The new building structure would allow the separation of public and cargo areas by 
keeping public areas primarily on the second floor of most buildings.  Cargo would 
be handled and stored primarily on the first floor of most site buildings.  Future 
public use of the Pier would be maximized by keeping cargo areas isolated from 
public areas. Flexibility goals would be met by creating multiple-use facilities in site 
buildings, by using pier structures for multiple types of vessels (cruise ship vessels, 
fishing vessels, and shipping vessels), by preserving space in the southwest corner of 
the facility to potentially add finger piers in the future, and by maximizing the 
flexibility of the types of cargo (roll-on/roll-off, break-bulk, and load-and-go/inter-
modal) that can be accommodated at the Pier.  The north, south, and east faces of 
the Pier would be replaced to prevent the gradual collapse of those structures.  Site 
security and site safety concerns would be met by installing a filled pier structure 
when rehabilitating the north, south, and east faces of the Pier.    

Proposals have also been made to establish the southwest corner of the State Pier as 
a publicly accessible waterfront destination space with berthing for commercial 
charter fishing and excursion vessels, interpretive facilities associated with the 
Schooner Ernestina and the National Park combined with other visitor facilities 
including an open air market incorporated within temporary structures. 

Ferry Terminal/North Side 

The Ferry Terminal was constructed in 1999 with service commencing in 2000. The 
Ferry Terminal currently provides passenger ferry service to Martha’s Vineyard and 
Cuttyhunk Island. It is currently anticipated that this ferry service will continue. 
This Plan supports the further expansion of ferry service as opportunities are 
presented including possible service to Block Island, Providence, Nantucket and/or 
Woods Hole. 

Cargo Shipments/East Side 

The East Side (as well as portions of the North and South sides) of the State Pier will 
continue to be primarily used for cargo shipments.  The City wishes to maximize the 
flexibility of the types of cargo (roll-on/roll-off, break-bulk, and load-and-go/inter-
modal) that can be accommodated at the Pier.  The City of New Bedford has 
completed a Memorandum of Understanding, along with the Cities of Fall River, 
Salem, and Gloucester, with the City of Cape Canaveral in Florida to facilitate the 
creation of a Short-Seas Shipping corridor in order to by-pass shipping along the 
eastern coast of the United States.  Specific needs for accommodation of short-seas 
shipping vessels will need to be taken into account during the redevelopment of 



                                     
                         

                           
                 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

the pier. In order to facilitate the flow of truck traffic on the pier that will be 
involved in loading and unloading of cargo, this Plan supports the extension of 
the Harbor Line located proximate to the northeast corner of the State Pier, in 
order to square the corner off during rehabilitation. 

Storage Facilities 

This Plan supports the expansion of warehouse and storage space on the eastern 
end of State Pier, particularly on the first floor of the building.  The existing 30,000 
square foot cooler storage facility on the State Pier was too small to attract 
significant cargo to the State Pier, as the storage space is smaller than the size of 
typical vessels that would transport goods and services to the City.  Ultimately, the 
coolers were removed, and the facility now accommodates general cargo.  New 
refrigerated facilities will need to be sufficiently large to accommodate typical cargo 
loads. Therefore, expansion of these facilities wherever possible will allow 
increased cargo shipments to arrive to the City and will allow for increased 
economic activity. 

Cruise Ship Terminal/East Side and South Side 

Cruise ship operations were first accommodated at the New Bedford State Pier in 
July of 2002, at which time the Regal Empress docked at State Pier.  The visit was a 
success, but revealed the problems associated with the existing pile-supported 
structure of the south side of State Pier, when exposed to significant lateral loads 
from a large vessel. 

Since 2002, a vessel of the size of the Regal Empress has docked only rarely at the 
State Pier (due to the damage such a vessel would cause); however, multiple smaller 
cruise ships have arrived and been serviced.  DCR intends to upgrade the facilities 
at the pier such that cruise ship operations with larger vessels, such as the Regal 
Empress, can continue in the future.   

Pursuant to the Cruise Ship Initiative, the City and the HDC have been actively 
marketing the Port of New Bedford as a full service port of call for appropriate 
cruise and other transient vessels. For the coming year, the City has signed a 
contract with American Cruise Lines for up to 25 cruise vessels per year to arrive in 
the Port. As a result of this increase in Cruise Ship activity and marketing efforts by 
the State to attract more cruise ships to the region under Historic Ports of 
Massachusetts initiative, the HDC would like to see the redevelopment of State Pier 
to include a Cruise Ship Terminal that will allow for waiting areas, refreshments, 
and tourist-themed areas that would allow for increased economic activity 
associated with the arrivals. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Southwest Corner/National Whaling Historical Park 

The Harbor Plan designates an area on the southwest corner of the State Pier to 
function as a waterfront destination area for harbor visitors. The Harbor Plan 
supports continued use of the central berthing area in the southwest corner of the 
pier for commercial excursion and charter vessels, and the Ernestina, the official 
vessel of the Commonwealth (see below). The south wharf building will include a 
center for visitor services, programs, and support for the Schooner Ernestina, 
ticketing facilities for the excursion vessels, offices and classrooms to help support 
education of commercial and marine industrial uses of the Harbor, and will also 
include a fish market that will serve as a centralized location for Citizens to 
purchase fish for consumption at home. The south wharf will also include a harbor 
viewing area, allowing visitors to view the fishing fleet berthed on Steamship Wharf. 
This initiative will attract substantial numbers of visitors to the waterfront, enhancing 
its vitality and providing direct benefits to the downtown area as a whole.   

Schooner Ernestina 

The Schooner Ernestina is a National Historic Landmark and the official vessel of the 
Commonwealth; it was a gift from the Cape Verde government and is owned by the 
Department of Conservation and Recreation. It is currently berthed on the southwest 
corner of the State Pier. A center for visitor services, programs and support for the 
Schooner Ernestina will be developed on the southwest corner of the State Pier. The 
Harbor Plan concept for the southwest corner of the State Pier includes a berth for 
the Ernestina adjacent to its proposed visitor service facilities. The Ernestina 
anticipates a need for 5,000 square feet of support space onshore, some portion of 
which including interpretive facilities and storage space will be provided on the 
State Pier. 

Floating Dock for Excursion/Charter Boats and Water Taxi/Shuttles 

A substantial floating dock system is proposed to be placed adjacent to a portion of 
the Southwest Side of the State Pier to serve the Ernestina, and to establish an 
accessible central berthing area for charter fishing boats, excursion vessels, and 
other commercial boating services. These services have strong market support and 
will be the catalyst that establishes the waterfront as a visitor destination attracting 
visitors to the community and contributing directly to downtown revitalization 
goals. Establishing a critical mass of vessels in a central location will also bring 
tangible benefits to boat owners based on shared ticketing, shared advertising, and 
an established destination. Several such services currently exist around the harbor 
but they are dispersed and lack critical mass. Development of the proposed floating 



 

 

 

 

  

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

dock system would be subject to any applicable leases and would require approval 
from the Commonwealth or its designee. 

A similar opportunity exists on the northwest (inland) corner of State Pier including 
Tonnesson Park and adjacent to the existing Waterfront Visitor Center, where 
docking facilities should be improved to adequately support excursion boats and 
water shuttle/taxi services. Currently New Bedford/Fairhaven Harbor lacks the 
ability to provide adequate berthing for water taxis and launch service, excursion 
boats and space to berth security and port operational vessels.   

The City of New Bedford has requested $75,000 from the Massachusetts 
Seaport Council to build two (2) launch/berthing facilities that would support 
maritime operations and tourism on the waterfront.  One site would support 
access from launch and excursion services to a newly built waterfront 
restaurant in the working port and access to the historic downtown area.  The 
other site would support access by launch and excursion service to the historic 
down town area as well as berthing for the Port’s security vessels (police 
patrol, harbor master, and fire boat). The project is considered critical to 
support commercial and recreational boating activities in the Harbor.  Studies 
sponsored by the Maritime Trades Association indicate that for each $1 spent 
by a boater there is an $8 economic return to the community.  By not having 
an adequate water/land interface to support water taxi, excursion, and 
recreational boating operations, the Port loses the opportunity for this 
economic spin-off. Further and equally important, this project would meet 
some of the security goals critical to the maritime operations of this Port.  

Water Taxi/Launch Dock 

A water taxi/launch dock will be provided on the northwest corner of the State Pier,  

Use of the State Pier for Special Events 

As efforts proceed to revitalize the State Pier through development of freight ferry 
service and with renewed efforts to attract break bulk cargoes, full use will be made 
of the Pier on an interim basis for special events, waterfront festivals, and related 
activities including parking. These activities may make use of exterior Pier areas, the 
Cooler Storage Facility and both levels of the Transit Shed to the extent that they are 
not otherwise in use. Incorporation of these activities will not require any significant 
alterations to Pier facilities and will not impede use of the Pier for its primary users. 
Temporary uses will be limited to activities that are fully compatible with the needs 
of other Pier users and consistent with any applicable leases.  
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Rehabilitation of the North, East an<lSouth Piers 
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OCR ?ro!ect' Number 3540-D 


'~•rulrA• BOring Location ·* '" -·~ 
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II 
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30 
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ow~:~sott
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5 to 8 ~ MediUm Stiff 
9to15~Stlff 

1Bk13il~VeryStlff 

Mud\in"' EL 

Date Start 


lib. -~ ~Da~ 

SAMPLE DESCRIPTION (ASTM 02488) 

Blat:k SILT and Organk::s; very soft. 

. 
dMII caslng to 5.5 ft. 

1 aru1 casing to 5.5 ft. 

drYiiog resistance at 4 feet 

Dark grey fine SAND, trace silt, medium dense. 

IAdv PW drUI casloa to 10ft. 

Advance HW.drill casing to 10ft. 

~~~	coarse black SAND, mediUm dense. 
10"; Dark grey fm GRAVEl., $00le fine to coarse sand, trace silt, 

larav&l subangular and angylar (weathered bedrock). 

IAdv~rx:e PW drilt casing to 18 ft. 

:AdvaocEJ HW drlU casing to 18ft. 


l!~_of Bedrock at 14ft. 
rock core at 14ft. 

itbotlng log contirued on next page) 

''""'"'~''"'"""""' oomiiioi;.2. Udenotes 3-lneh 0.0. undiSturbed sample. 
1!: io denotes 3-lnch Oste=-~sturb&d sample. 
S: ~EN denote$ p.motratioo ~-:,:=~· 
~- ~;;:.-'" 

BORING NO. B·101 

SHEET _ 1_ of _2_ 

FILENO. ' 6570.005 

CtiKD. BY I<H 

Eastlno:~<d<A?M 
~Datum 

8. PPM denote5 parts p&r mlllloo. 
9. PP denow Pot:l«!t Penetro.metat. 
10. FVST denotts fleld vane sllur test. 
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4.0' 

GLACIQ-
F"LUVIAl. 

10.5" 

•~ no~oL 

BeDROCK 

. 14.0" 
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GeoLogic Earth Exeloratlon Setvices Boring Location Mudline El.R. EastWood 

' 

PROJECT 


Rehabilitation of the North, East and SOuth Plel'$ 

State Pier, New Bedford, Massachusetl$ 


OCR ProJect Number 3540-D 

C. M~rs 
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15·16 
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16,17 

17·18 

1S.19 
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6 

.;>1,;,;. 

' 
~'"' 
10 

A 

m...,., 

5 

mms. 

~:!:~:··· 
5 to .a •Medium Stiff 
9to15-Stiff 

~:~::%·"' 

·oate Start ~~Pi!~· 
ROCK CORE DESCRIPTION 

Hartt pink/grey fractvted, chtystalli,)O GRANITE: Porphorytic to Pe9matitic (in places), medium to 
.,...,.~,., grainqd; quartz, k-spar, plagioclase, blotHe llislble; 17 frachns (most SIJb...\lortktAI) 

R,:::C."' 100%. 

ROD =40'.4 (three sectio(W. between 4 and 9 inches In length). 


End R1 at 19.0 fl 


exploration at 19.0 ft.; boring terminated In bedrock. 

~ ~iampla. 
3.U0< Osterberg undi&tufbed sample. 

Jongth of G~Jmplor. 

~"""' of ...,;~.5~;;;:' 

BORING NO. B-101 
SHEET 2 of 2 
FILENO. 6570.005 

CHKD. BY KH 

~!!! P"" ,., miU~;"'*""
9. PP 'denote$ Pocket P&l'letrometer. 
1 0. FVST denotes field lianG shNt W&t. · 
11. ROD denotes Rocll: Q.lallty Oe$jgnaUon. 
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~tate P!er1 New Bedford1 Massachusetts 


l~o,~ng Co. GeoLfll!IC Earth Eaeloratlon Services Borlng Location N-Ina: ?R0?7?R ?R 

R. Eastwood Mudllne El. 	 ·~~::~dBy C. Myers 	 Date Start 
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SAMPLE INFORMATION 
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24/8= 0.2 

2418 6-8 

12.S.14.,24118 
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11 to 30 ~ Ml!lfi'om Dense 
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BORING NO. B-102 

SHEET _1_ of _L 
FILENO. 3540·0 

CHKO.BY KH 

I'A<tino: '"""' '" 
Datum . MLW 

~~~~~it 
SAMPLE DESCRIPTION (AsTM 02488) 

0 	 ·alack SILT and organics; very soft. Strong sutfi.Jr odor. 

'Advance PW drill cusing to 6ft. 


19 spoon: Black SllT and organics, trace coarSe sand, trace floe 
laravel ,(up to 1/8~ dia.}: very soft. Strong sulfur odor. 


Bottom of split spoort Dark grey coan;e sal):t, trace fi~ gravel (up to 1/'l.~ dia.), 

medium dense. 


driH c<l$irtg to 12.5 ft. 

IAdvarce HW driU ca:ofng to 12.5 ft. 


in drilllng J'e$~tance at 10.5 feet. 

22 Lki.~~bi'OYrn fine SA.~O; soma sat. traca 1lna gr<llvgj {up to 1!8~ dle.). ~of day; 

Advaooe PW dr61 caaing to 16.5 ft . 

AriiiAnr.n HW dr~l casing to 16:5 ft. 


~ ~ . - . 

Ught brown flOe SANO, some slit, trac~.flna gravel (up to 1/8~ dia.}, lenses of c:lay; 

~·· 
18 

Advance PW drll casing to 21 ft. 

AdvaOce HW dr1ll casing to 21 ft. 


STRATUM :;OESCRIPiiON 

ORGANIC 


SILT 


165' 

GLACIO

FLUVIAL 


9. PP deootesOstwberg unclllrturbed sample.5 to 8 • Medlum Stiff ~~ 
10. FVST deootfi fteld VOII'It IIO.iilr t&$t.Penetration IW~glh of sampler. 

....., < 11. RQO d~~~Q~lty D,esi~Jni'l.tloo.9to;E~~~sbff "'"'"·~ev:: 

::~:,.,..,,, 0.0. undisturbed sample. ~:I ',.."'"""· 

1. Casing bloWs fl'Jt recordlid beloW 22 ft. depth. 
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 OCR Project Number 3540-0 

Geol nni•~Services Boring Location Northlno: ooM7oo oo::dco 
. 

Mudllne EL -27.2By Date Start 

......" ,_,... 0.0: "'"""'""' 
II "'· ~~ 
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SAMPL.E INFORMATION 

':;.:!,H0:::::~~ 

,_,_._,24ii8 ~ 

. ,._._,..?4/4 

. 

14-Q.R-102410 I 31.5-a3.5 

3A...tri 12111:1'"''' 

SAMPLE 'DESCRIPTION (ASTM 02488) STRATUM ' •DESCRIPTION1.:!:0::. ' 
. 

" 
Light brown m$dlum SAND, trace fme gra'Jel (up to 1/8~ dia.); loose. 

. drill ca.:sing (Q 26.5 ft. 


drill. casing to 26.5 n. 


I 
GLACIO
FLUVIAL 

1-1 ILight brown coarse SAND, some fine gl'avel (up to 1/2~ dia:); medium dense. 

IAdvant:A PW drill casing to 31.5-ft 


!Advai'IC& HW drHI casing to '31.5 ft. 


21 INn recovery. Screen!ng of wash water Indicates presence of fine brown SAND. 

; to38 ft. 


iArrua""'~ HW drijl casing to 38ft 


.. . . 

lctum:u~.in drUfing resistance at 37 feet. 

GLACIAL 
. 120 IGtov and brown, fli)EI to coar:;~e SAND, little $lit, little fine to coars~ gra~el; verydenu• TILL 

:~,. TILL ,,._..ITop ·• "'"'" tt eegtn HV rocK core at 39.5 feel (boring lag contirl.lad 

~:!:~:Soft 1 7 t..,..., ><noh 0D.""''"""'"'""'"' 


BORING NO. 8·102 

SHEET ....L of_3_ 
FILENO. 6570.005 

CHKD.BY KH 

~6 

~=~in . 
~d ~ 


. ~~~~:;:;;,;;; 6. PPM tlenotfi parts per ll'llllion. 
11 to 30 • Medkml Oell$e 5 to 8- Medium Stiff li UO denotes 3-irtchOsterberg tJndistlJrbed sample. 9 PP denotes Pocket Pei'M!Itromew. 

10. FVST denotG$ flold vMG $h$ar te:!lt.31 to 50- Dense ato 16- St!ff . 1:: P_EN denote:!l penetration length?-~~~~~-
OVer~~ Very OIJnse ~!: :ao denotes Rock Ot~allly Oeslgnatbn.~~~-~~·tiff I;:~"'""'" ;~;;;;:.;;;;;;T.;, 

. ; . ; oo~ recorded below 22 ft:. depth. 
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PROJECT 


Rehabilitation of the North, East and South Piers 


State Pier, New Bedford, Ma:osachusetts 


R. Eastwood 
C. M~rs 

"'"" '= 39.5-40;, m 

min<. 

40.5-41Jl 1o 
I miM hard to moderately soft btue/gtey GNEIS~- Foliated and l~mlnated, moderately..41.5-425 Ea&Uy broken With pressure. Higtiy fractured (somt: with $lickensldes), oo section 

I"""'· h~er than 3 inches. 

42.5-43~ 7 
mio<. IRFC•78%. 

Boring Location ~ ••• 
M~.Jdlin$EI. oiifum Mi 
Date Start 

~~~ ~ 
ROCK CORE DESCRIPTION 

43.5-44$ 
ml;,.;. 

:~;::::-' . 
5to 8 Medium StiffM 

~to;~;~~~~= Stiff 

RQD,O%. 

End R1 at 44.5 ft 

Bottom of exploration at 44.5 fl; boring terminated in bedrock. 

13orirJQ completed in 3rd gear of drill rig. 


~: ~~==~~··".... -~"· 

3.UO . 

;: ~denote:~"'"'"' ~;;;:;•':
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BORING NO. 6-102 

Eastino:81AAM70 

SHEET. 3 of --3 
PILEi NO. 3540·0 

CHKD.eY KH 
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- . . - . 
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r.: . 
8. PPM denotes parts per million. 
9. PP denotes Pocket Penebl:lrileter. 
10. FVST deriot" field vane shear test. 
~;: :~o denotes~~~~~~r~eslgoa~n. 
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: - SAMPLE INFORMATION 
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48S-4 i 24/24 17-19 
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~: ,10 -loose 

OCR Project Number 3540~0 

Boring Location 
' Mudllne El• 

Date Start 

~ 

SAMPLE DESCRIPTION (ASTM 02488) 

.,

3 
5 to a- Medium Stiff .11 to 30 ~ MediUm O.nse 
9 to 15 ¥ Stiff· 31 to 50· Dente 

Over 50~ Very Dense :!= ~:~~SUff 

1. Casing blows not recorded below 12 ft. depth. 

BORING NO. 

SfiEET 
FILENO. 

_ 

B-103 
1_ of _3_ 

6570.005 

CHKD.BY KH 

g:~~M~ 

' 

letack org8nic SILT, trace fine gravel (up to 1/·8· dla.): very soft. Strong sulfur odor. 
drill ca,11ing to Gfl. 

hard, blue/dark grey foliated GNEISS; foliation$ aOO fractures on approxlmatety 
some laminatlofiS, Approximately 15 fracttKes (some with sliekenslides). 

No raCovery. Change in drilling rSstmance at 6.0 feet. $a"eenlng of wash water 

indioat~s presei'ICQ of coarse SAND, trace gravel (up to 1/13• die.). 


IAdvance PW drUI C?~lng to 1i ft. 
~.:.. HW drill casing to 12ft. 

to coarse SAND, trace flne gravel (up to 1/8" dia.): medium dense. 
to 17ft. 

drMI C8$ll'lg to 17 ft. 

-

·Top 16~: Light grey fine to coarse: SANO. traco-gravel (up to 118~ dla.); ~me. 

iBnttam a~: Fine to.coarse GRAVEL, some silt, trace fine sarid. 

~ 
··~~ . 

·!: ~ denottll 3--inch Ottlifberg undlttultled S4imple. 
PEN denotes penettalion length of umplor. 

:: =~:::::::~~c::~~~~c!•·. 

:STRATUM 

DESCRIPTION ; 

ORGANIC 


SJLT 


6.0' 

GLACIO~ 

FLUVIAL 

. ~: ~PM dlbi\Otes parts per million. · 
9. PP di!II'IOWS Pocket Peootromfltef, 
10. FVST ~~~~1"1(1~ field vane :shear tesL 
11. ROO denotes ROCk ':~!.D0$1gnauon. 

·-~~' 
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1. Casing blow$ not recorded below 12 ft. depth. 
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Boa/Qt~, MA 02210 OCft Prolecl Number 3540-0 CHKD. BY 
Phonoc "' '"·m'" 

GeoLogic Earth Exploration Services Bortng Location 

KH 

R. E~stwood Mudllne El. 
c. Mvers 

l·Onon' • ••• • t oliO I>"~ lb. 

Date Start 

·~:'"'" 
I 

: SAMPLE INFORMATION SAMPLE DESCRIPTION (ASTM 02488) 

: -- :1!: ~' '::.::' ~~· -~-' 
21 

22 

23 

. 24 '""' ·••.•• 

25 

26 

~t-t=t=:t::==t=====t=j:-;;:';;;"IHV;;:.;rock core at 24.5 ft.1 . continued on next page) 
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BORING NO•. B-103PROJECT 

·Rehabilitation of the North, East and South Piers SHEET 3 of 3~~- •.~ --8570FsState Pier, New Bedford, Massachusetts FILENO. 
314 CD~~Utu StJ'ut, SUite. S08 

OCR Project Number 3540~DBnltfm, MA'02210 CHKD.BY KH 
Plum~; 

d~o!.!ngCo. GeoLog;ic Earth ExEioratlon Services Boring Location i 
R. Eastwood MudllneEI. MLWs11~ l)atu"'

C.M_yers Date Start~~~~~d By 

~ ~~ 

ROCK CORE DESCRIPTIONco•• 
= COREINTMVAL -~ ~~ ~=H 

'" 24.5-25.525.5 5 ''"' 
""~' rz6.5 Z5.5·26.5 7 

.... l,)lue/dark grey foliated GNEISS; foliations and :lfactlres on approximately 45'i min$. 
26.5-27.5 • 'ant'I!N:. some lamlnat~. Approximately 15 fractures {some with sllckenslldes)•27.5 

ml"'. 

27.5-285'28.5 3 . 
RFC•90%. ·m'"'· 

026.5-29.5 ROD= 52% (fiVe sactlons from 4-6 Inches in length). 

- 'mi.,. 
29.5 

End R1 at 29.5 ft. 
Bottom of exploration at 29.5 ft.; boring tenninated In bedrock.-
Borin'J oompletod In 3rd gear of drill. rig. 

- . 

) -
'-

r 
1---' 


r 
~ 

r- 
. .-~ -

-
-· 

-

-

7.1 
S. PPM donatciG part& pur million.sample.3tu4·Softbto~;~~~o 
9. PP denole$ Pocket P~;~~ettometer. 

31 to 50.0$11$0 
3.UO" ... OSt~ undiSturbed u.mpte.5to 8 ~ Medium Stiff11 to 30 ~ Medium Dense 

10. FVST denotes field II'.!Ina shear test. l&nglh of sampt&r.9to1S·Stlff 
11. RQO dunotee Rock Quality Designation.Over 50 ~Very Dense .6~:~:V~Siilf .;,p;:;;;:;,;,;;•;;.;;,;~ ·- "~~.!."·. . 

1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
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PROJECT BORING NO. B-104 

Rehabililation of the North, East and South Piers SHEET _j_ of ....L 
State Pier, New Bedford, Massachu:set!s FILENO. 6570.005 

,14 CongrB$$ $tr(lat, Su/W 508 
~sttm, I.IA 02210 OCR Pro!eet Number 3540~0 CHKO.BY KH 

~~~~=rd ~- g:~T,""By Date Sta1t 

1:::: ~~:~i~! i hOm. he•gm ~ N ...... ~~ ~ ~ 
'~!~'!~'r"""r~~~~ I 

... ·~~... 
I 

'"'" ;·,;l;yj 

I : SAMPLE INFORMATION SAMPLE DESCRIPTION (ASTM 02488) STRAWM 

I : -':' i'.:' ~::~ -::;," ;..':'.:. DESCI\lPTION 

Push S-1 24/1 ().2 4 ... 11 T trace shen hash; very soft. Wooden timbers at ~line 
1 Witt! Initial boring attempt. 

Push •Advance PW drill casing to 6.5 ft. 
12 :Advance H~ drill casing to 6.5 ft. 

Push ORGANIC 
3 SILT 

; Puoh . 
4 

30 

5 
42 , ...., ~... .., re:sist<lnce at 5 feet 

6 

22 
1 S-2 24/2 36 GRAVEL (up ta1/2~ dia.), traQe coal'(le ~nd; dent;~;~. 

16 IAdvanca PW drHI casirg to 12.5 ft. 

• !Advance HW arnl castng 10 12.5 ft . 

~ 
17 GLACIO· 

FLUVIAL 

40 

10 
117 

11 
.15 

. 12 
8 

113 S-3 24/12 I 12.5"14.5 ,,. 1Fine SAND attd S1LT, som6 waatha:l!ld bodrock. fragmenbt (up to 314~ d!a.); trac8 

5 fine gravel (up to 1/6" dia.), trace clay; very dense. 

114 ITipof wuthored bedrock. BEDROCK 

4 to 16.4 ft. 
hs· .. :' . ~ . . ~ 'I casing· tel t6A ft.~ . ..~ 

~ 

12 
11~ 

33 
IH 1Topofa.drookol1Mft. 

I rock core at 16.4 ft. 

118 (boring log contiooed on next page;) 

19 

"" 
. 

!~~._~~~~=~o:l.OO!Ie ~~4-Soft 12. ' o.o. &ample.l'·s' ~"""""'·· 
11 to 30 • Medium Dense 5 to 8 • Medium Stiff ~~ UO <Jenote:; 3-\nd'l Osterberg uncfistwb6d sample. •. . 
31to50~0$1'1$11. 9to 15~;r:;stiff ~~· PEN denotes ~n~~ Qf SAA'IPII¥, 10. FVST 

~.,;o..
OVer 50 -Very 0$1'1Sfll ~~~: 1:: F>EC 'Slandonl I '""."'''lo.. 12. R .,,_. eo<e '"" numbM. 

1. RecovfilrYfor S-2 mayb&wa~h from a higher layer. 

' " ' 

16.4' 

) 



-- --
-PROJECT _BORING NO. B-104 

Rehabilitation of the North, East and South Piers SHEET 2 of 2/Ae!!!.,•.~ 
State Pllitr, New Bedford, Massachusetts FILENO. 6570.005 

374 Congres.r SJre.n, Suite .508 
iJool()n_ MA. Oi21() OCR Project. Number 3540-D CHKO.BY KH 
~. m •».M>h 

GeoLos:ic Earth Exploration Services Boring Loca'tion - Nnrthlnn: 2S92751.14 Eastirio: 8151~•" 
I ~0,~~~~ Co. 

~~~~~:d By 

'"""' ~~- ' 
17.4 

18.4 

~ 
I 20.4 

21.4 

f-----' 

1

~ 

f-----' 


f-----' 


·

-

-

-

-

"-"-

-
-
,....__ 

1

~~~~~~~· =· 9. PP denotes Pocket PeMtromotttr.5 to 8 ~ Medium Stiff11 to 30 • Medium Dense 
1Q. f'V$t c;lenotes field v11nt~ :iihur' tesL :: ~EN denOtos;9to15·Stitf31 lo 50- Oen$e llen,ih~~.;am-;~·16 to 30 ·Very StiffOver ~G ·Very Den$& 11. RQD denotes ~ 

R EastNood 
c. Myers 

Mudlint;l £:1. 
Date Start 

-31.6 
~=~~nd 

' ~ ~ 

CORE I ROCK CORE OE:SCRIPTION 

""" """ 
~INTERVAl '= =~ 

R1 16.4·17,4 • Ha<d• pegrnatltk> GNEISS; coarse grained, ITIOStly quartz and feldtope~r', 4 fractures, 

min• 2 lf'M?heS In le~th. 

17,4-18,4 7 Hard grey GNEISS with pegmatHe stringers in flow structures. GNEISS is f'ir'l&.medlum 
mlns. aralned aro larrllnated, pegmatite ls mootly quartz and feldspar; 31ract:ures, sections up to 

5 lrk::heS In IQngth. 

min•

19.4-20.4 5 

Pink and grey pegmatltlc GRANITE; coarse grained;· quartz, feldspar, biotite visible; 1 fracture. 
I 

20.4-21.4 5 
; 6 inches in length. 

521.4·22.4 and GNEISS, 1 fracture, sections 6 inches In length. 
I mlns. 

·REC ""105%. 

!ROO"" 55% (six sectlons.four to six lrt;:hes in length). 

lend R1 aq2.4 ft. 
IBottom of exploration at 22.4 ft.; boring terminated in bedrock. 

-

. . - . . . . . 

7.11.Sdonoteso~I 8. PPM deno\N· parts l>6f milliOn. 
~ 

' 

. 

.. 

~~~~r~atlon. 
'Nn• • 

1) 
2) 
3) 

http:2S92751.14


- - -- - - --

\ 


ft.e.~OMO,O~ 

374 Congress Sireet, Suit& 508 
Boston, MA 02210 

""''"" 
I,.• 

~~:~=~dBy 
l"m'"" ,.,."', . 

Ile~:~·~ 
' 

: -


. 
ohomnoo~f,,.l. "'' f301n<h... 

I ~~.".· 

SAMPLE INFORMATION 

PROJECT 


Rehabilitation of the North1 East and South Piers 


Stat$ Pler, New Bedford1 Massachu$etts 

DCR ProJect Number 3540~0 

. 

BORING NO. 

SHEET 

FilENO. 

CHKD.BY 

c.Boring Location '.71~nServlces 
Mudllne El. 
Dale Start ~=~~ 

. 

5]~ 

SAMPLE DESCRIPTION (ASTM D248a) . 

: """ i>: 
1 trace fine gravel (up to 1/8" dia.); very soft. Strong sulfur odor."'' 1 T 

Adva~VJ PW drUI casing to 6ft. 

. Black organic SILT. trace fine gravet (up to 1/8~ di<J.): very soft. 

Battuul 6~; Oark grey CQO'f$0 ~D, tra;;l;) f111e g~vel (IJP to 1/G" dioJ~.); IOQ$&. 


Advanco fYW drill caslog' to 12' ft. 

Advance HW. drill casing to 12 ft. 


t~nh. ,.. medium SAND, trace to coarse gravel (up to 1/8~ dla.); medium dense. 


Advancti PW drill cas~ to 1B ft 

Advance HW drlll casing to 18 ft. 


- . . . - .. 

' 

~ 

2 

3 

I• 

.lL 

6 

7 

8 

9 

L1l! 
11 

_g 

13 

1· 

,jfi 

116 

,17 

i 18 

119 

. Push I s.t 

Push 

Push 

Push 

Push 

Push 

Push I S-2 

S-3 

",;::::;' ':~" 
().22414 

24124 &-8 

24/24 12·14 

-. 

. 

) 
.~.. ) 

l:w 

~:~O~Loose 
· 

31 to 50· Oense 
· Over 50- Very DeriSe 

11 to 30 ~ MediUm Dense 

1. Casing blows rot recorded• 

WOR/24" 
. 

. 

0.().6.10 

:1-7-19-45 

I,:::;:,. 

~ 

6 

26 

-

21 ,~op4~: Light grey fine toe~ SAND, traceflna gravel (up to ~16· dla.); rnedh.Jm dtmse.24/8 18-20S-4 7-12-9-7 
!Bottom 4•: Black fq to coarse GRAVEL; mt.tdium dense. .. 

drill casing to 24ft. 

~:::~··· ~·-· . 
6 to 8 ~Medium Stiff 3-ird\ Ost1rbefg undlsturbtd sample. 
9 IP 16 - Stiff i;: ;~ denote:11 penettatloo length Of ~amPler. 
b~et 3o·: H~.r~Stiff . · Ie. denotes recovered length of~~·· 

6·105 

_1_ of -L 
6570.005 

KH 

MlW 

STRATUM 

DESCFtiPTION 

ORGANIC 
SILl 

GLACIO· 
FLUVIAL 

-.. - - - .. 

.· 

::~~~

9. PP denotes Poc:ket Penetrometer. 
10. FVST d8110t= field 'lane shear te&l 
11. RQD denotes Rock. Quallt)' OeslgnatJon, 
12.R• 

; 
" : 


7.5' 

http:rnedh.Jm
http:0.().6.10


~~~ngCo. Geologic Earth EXploration Services Boring Location 
Driller R. Eastwood Mudline El. 
Logged By C. Mvers Oat~ Slart 

:;;;;:~ ~~:~!: 
........ 


374 Congress Slreflt, Su~ 60lJ 
/J(J$/()n, MA 02210 _,,,, 

PROJECT 

Rehabilitation of the North. East and South Piers 
State Pier, New Bedford, Massachuseus 

OCR Project Number 354()..0 

BORING NO. 6·105 

SHEET _L of_L 
FILENO. 6570.005 

CHKD.BY KH 

:; . SAMPLE lf..IFciRMATION SAMPLE DESCRIPTION (ASTM 02488) '"'''""" •
DESCRIPTION K"::]': -'::i' li:::: =:' 

' 

21 

22 GLACIO. 
FLWIAL 

23 

24 
5-5 23/6 24·26 


25 

r:t-t~t!i(i4:::3~L~~~~~t!i:ro~lcc~;·,htht lbrQWn fine to coarse SAND, .some fJrJO gravel (up to 114M dla.), trace: silt; 

r'!--+-+---+---+-----4-......j very dense•. 

26~~-+=t==:t===~====t=Jw...ttoo«o bedr•ockat bOttom of split APQQn. 
BEDROCK 

27 .f---~27.0'rt-t=t=j===t====t=jT<opoiB<l<lr<oekat27 ft.) lzo~'f-~+-+---+--~+-----+--41'"~~egmln HV rock CQfO at 27ft. 

f---1--+---+-----+-~l,,,..;;oonloo"" Ilog continued on""'" page) 


130 

' 

. 

...... ' ...... ~ ..'35 

37 

38 
' ' 

39 

) 1. casing blqws ncrt recorded. 



--

- -

I 
) 

. 

29 

. 

PROJECT BORING NO. B-105 

SHEET 3 Of 3Rehabilitation of the North, East and South Piers~'""''" State Pie!'; New Bedfol\1, Massachusetts FILENO. 6570.005 
J74 Cangrus StrUI, Suitt JOS 

OCR ProJect Number 3540~0 CHKD.BY KHPwt~n,:: :::~:nn 

: ?00?007 71~o-~ngCO. GeoLogic Earth &j210ration SCilrvices Boring lOGation I 193.65 
R. Eastwood . Mudline El. -29.3 uatum · MLW~~~;:d By C. Mx:ers Date Start 

~~ ~-

;CO<E ROCK CORE DESCRIPTION 

...... I . (',QR~ INTE!WALll::H ""'"'1 'i:!'i' : 
.26 27·26R1 • 

! "'"'·28-29 3 
, grey/pink GRANITE: Porphoryl:ic to Pegmatitic medium grained; quartz, k-feldspar, plagioclaSe 

29-30 nti hkltlte visible. Approximately 13 noar~vertlcal to suMorizontal (45") frach.l'es, some with[30 • 
I I

'31 30:31 • 
•100%. 


31-32 
 RQD = 35% (with 5 sections between 4-5 inches In length).4132 
. 

r  """'· 
r: 

EndR1 at 32ft 

Bottom of 'exploration at 32ft.; boring terminated in bedrock. 
Boring cornpl0ted in 3rd gt'Jal' of dril rig. 

r- 
' r- 

r- 
. 

r-- ._ 

.r- 
-
-
- . 

.__.;:; . . . .. - - . 

-

-
 ' -

-
r-

I
~:!:' ~ 0.0, Uf'ldtsi\Jtbed Hmplft.. ~:-~~(1=::: parW per miWkm. 

9. PP denotas F'OI;ket Pu\~l.er. 
31 IO 50 • Dens& 

:3. ~'?denotes 3-IOCh Osterberg undisturt>ed sample,~~J~~~~mDense S to 8 • Medivm $tiff 
4. PEN denobn p~netralion length of eamplec, 10. FVST denotes field vano 3hoor «Mt. 

Over 50· Vety Dense 
llto15~Siiff 

;~· REC d&nQtes recovered length ofsample. 11. R~-~~~~Roek Qualit~ Oesl{,lllation. 
, SPT do.- Stand•"' 12: R , • '""'"mb~c,b':.~:::%"'" 

1) 

2) 

3) 


.4) 

http:Pu\~l.er


. !lORING NO. 8-106PROJECT 

. 

;Ae~~'5...,, ... Rehabilitation of the North. East and South Piers SHEET .....L of_L. 
State Pier1 New Bedford1 Massachusetts FILENO. 6570.005 

374 C~ss Slteof, Suite (j()8 

Bostotl. M4 02210 OCR ProJect Number 3540-0 CHKD.BY KH 
. 

'ri' '~. GeOLogic Earth Exploration Services Boring locatl?n ln? . c. 
. '"""" 

:~~dBy R. Eastw9od ·Mudline EJ. Datum ~ 
C.M .... Date Start · ·Date End .....,, I "" ,... 

~ ~~ ~ """"I
g~~~~~~·;_.., S<Mh IPW)flu!" I • .., ,'fHWI l"'h Ill 

. ' 
SAMPLE INFORMATlO"' SAMPLE DESCRIPTION_ (ASi'M 02~8) :: STRATUM-":':;' !\r. I~ ~ ~'.!'.:. 

• 
I ~ L~'' D~SCFtiP'fiON : 

P~h I S-1 1210 0.:1 . 120/6" 0 Nq I'$COVery. Obs~on pre~rt belOw split spoon. 
1 

Push S-2 2410 1-S WOR/24" passed, rc recovery for second sample. Water from &plit spoon ORGANIC 
2 IIMicates presence of black SILT and organics; 11er>/.SQft. SILT 

I Push 
3 

1 Push . . Change of drilling J~$lt.tance at 3.5 feet. 3.5' 

4 AdVan::e PW drill casifl9 to 6.5 ft. 
Advance HW drill casing to 6.S ft. . .' 

6 
. 

7. _§,3 2414 6.5-a. !-14 24 Light g~ firie to coarse SANO, soi'ne: ftne to coars9 {up to 1• dla.}; medium denstt. 

,Advanc. PW drt11 casing to 12$ ft. 
8 IAdvance HW. drill casing to 12.5 ft. 

9 

110 
GLACio-

111 FLUVIAL 
. 

12 

. 13 S-4 I 24112 112.1;.14.5 16 rme $AND, trace sHt,'tra<::e h to~ gravel (up to 1~ Qia.}; . lmOOium ®nse • 
:1· 
1- ... -
lui IAdvanca PW drill casl0Q ·tO· ~8 tt: .· - - -

driU casing to·18 ft. 
116 

. 
117 17.0' 

118 18.0' .. 18ft; Begin HV roekcore at 18ft. 

11~ ®ntlnued oo ooxt' page) 

120 

~ 
. 

~ .:~"""""'·· j...... . . ~:~PM-- ·-. .~~~~~~Z,:"' 
11 to :':\0 • Ml)dJUm Dtlr\$.$ 

9to 15-Stfff 1;: f~~ deno,.. ponolnflon longfh_~ ""!1.:.....,._ 
9. PP denotes Ptx:kat P.netrOI'llOtw. 

31 to 50- Dense 10. F\/ST denotes lltld vai"MI shear test. 
OVer 50~ Vef'/ O.nao ~=::~~~Sijtt le: SPT• :'". 

~!· :oo denotes R~~""'run ~~:~lgn$t1Qn.o . · · 
1. casing blow$1'\Qt r~~ed. 

. . 



\ . . . 

) 
~-~-) 

Ae~--'~ 
PROJEC:r BORING NO. B-106 

Rehabilitation of Ule North, East tmd SOuth PierS SHEET 2 of 2 
State Pier, N&W Bedford, Ma:»achu§OU$ . FILENO • .--6570-:005. 

374 Co~WUJ St1Ut, Suite 508 
OCR PrOJect. Number 354Q:.o ·BosiDn.. M.A. 02210 CHKD. BY KH 

Plum<· 617.72&0010 . 

~~~~~~Co. GeoLoaic Earth Explorati~n Services Boring Location -~ · Eastlna: 815217.24 
R. Eastwood Mudlioe'EI. "MLW

g:~nd ·!Logged~ C. Myers Dale Start 

~~ ~ 

. CORE ROCK CORE DESCRIPTION 
. : 

':'..':::' """' ' ".:::' I~ ~ 
19 R1 18-19 • 

"2o 19-20 
Imios. 

8 
. 

'21 I"''"'· pegm~titic GAANlTE (mostly P'agioclasAJaldapar). Oean (little wea~). . 

. :lo,21 ~ 
Imlns. lin length. 

'•" {mostly horizontal to sub-hor'lZontal {45"')). Five sectio~ up to 1 inehes 

'22 01-22 8 

r-;;- lm~s. 
22-23 11 RQD-50%. 

I"''"'·r--- . EndR1 <it 23ft. 

- laottom of exploration at 23ft.; bori~ terminated ln bedrock. 

"- . 

\
:r-
1--

1--

...,..--
. 

--:- . 

r--

1--
... . .. c .... --1-- - - - -

1--
.. 

1--

I-'-
1--

m~- ~ 1':~1!!! !.' ~-
. ;;;;;_.~•rll" oStiff 12.i ;;,_, ,,.,· . j ........ 

8. PPM det\Qte$ pW per milliOn, 
11 W 30 ~ Medium Oanse 0. PP denotes Pocket Petletrometer. 

. 31 tQ50~DOOse 

6~=~~~~Stiff 
~ -~~ ........ , . ~~~~~~: . 10. f'r.i.l dengto& field VMI<I &hear tNt. 

Over 50~ Vaty Dense ';.,""""'·' '·'~"'"~ . . ~~: ~~n=:~Quality OMlg(.atioo. 

1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 



- - - -

.~~:!..... 
314 Congro$11 Street, Suite 51)8 

Bos1Dn, MA D2210· 

""""'" 

PROJECT 

Rehabilitation of the North, East and South Piers 

state Pler,·New Bedford, MassaChusetts 

OCR PrOtect Nurri.ber 3540..0 · 

~~oO,ng Co. G~loglc 8\rth e.xa)muon Services Boring LoeaUon 
Iormor R E&ltwwd Mudllne El. 

~~~ ILogged By C.M ,. Date Ste<t 

1......... ;;>;;t;; i 
II ·~~: 

.,..... 
~ 

~~~~~~...~~~ • 
I 

: 
: ;: 
. Push 
1 

IP..Sh 
2 

Push 
i3 

Push 
'4 

Push 
6 

Push 

!a 
Push 

) 7 

38 

! ·• 

31 

9 
37 

110 

0 
11 

55 
12 

1)0 

13 
61 

14 
,43. 

I1s 
0 

I1e 

0 
.

' 117 
126 

L'• 
19 

20 

~~~ 
5-1 24/6 

S-2 2416 

I S·3 I 24118 

2418 

. 

-~: ~~ ~ L;,'ose 

,;;; i;,ju~g-ko~ ' I IIO<hK. 

SAMPI..E. IN~QRMATION SAMPLE 0e:S.CRlpTION (ASTM 02488.) 

11 to 30 ~ Medklm Dense 
31 to 50· Dense 
Ovur SO~ Vezy O.n$0 

-=~ 

0·2 

·-· 


10-12 

15-17 

' 

BORING NO. B-107 

SHEET _L of.._L 
FILENO. 6570.005 

CHI<D. BY KH 

. ~a<lln"' I 

L-1 .,.!,';!. 
0 IBlack organic SILT; very soft. Str~ sulfur-odor. 

casing to 6ft. 
drill casing to 6 ft. 

WOR/24' 

70 · w• SAND, some gravel (up to 1/8~ dia.); Yery dense. 
IAdvance PW drill casing to 10 1t. 

-Advance HW drnl casing to 10ft:. 

. 

.....,.• lt""' light brown mediurn to coarse SAND, some fine gravOI (up to 112~ dla.).

tr";"'M; ~"."'dense. · . . 
~ gnu ~;:asing to 15 ft. . · 

Advance HW dritl oasjng to 15ft. 

63 

. 

- ~ 

·2526-11-14-31 Uoht: brown fine to coa~se SAND, few fine {up to '1/4"); medium dense. 
·(top of sPlit spoof~) 

i' 

boulder encountered at 17 ft. 


[Top of Bedrock at 19.4 ft; Begin ~V-roc~ bore at 19.4 ft. 

~· I~· ':.~·=.:.:.: '"" 

STRATUM 

o!:SC~IPriON 

ORGANIC 
91LT 

I" 

GLACIO. 

FLUVlAL 


.. - 

8. PPM denQte;. pari:!; por mllllOI'I. 
9. PP denoto Pocket Penattclmeter. .I·: to 8 ~ M$0h,lill $tiff 
10. FVST dnnotsa floeld vitna shear tat.15~Sttlf 1; ~:'i.;.,;;,;; '~""'·"'~sampler.

~~~VeryStlff ::: ~~DI8.$PTdono"'S-dl .. ,..., ..'"'"' 

' "K 

6.0' 

19.4' 

. 



-, J---:-..,.-.----.--~~--:-:---:----.:.__~-------, 
"-- ~ROJECT BORING NO. B-107 

~~!!m;ol..~;... RehabilitaUon·oftheNorth,E:astandSouthPiers SHEET _2_ of_!.:_ 
State Pier, New Bedford, Massachusetts FILE NO. 6570.005 

JU COitiJ'US Strut SuiUi JOB. . . 
B(J.J/oll, MA 02210. OCR Projeot Number 3540·0 , CHKD. BY KH 

. 
~oE!ng Co•. Geologic Earth Exploration Services aortrig Location 
Driller · R. Ea•twood MudlineEJ. 
Logged By C. Myers Date Start 

ROCK CORE. DESCRIPTION 

. "::," '"""' 
. 20.4 

' ' 21.4 

'""" d~-~··. blu./grey GNEJSS. Follatlotl apparert.- Soma pragm;:~tltlc stringers 

s:1lv:0.'•quam and feld$par). ApPfOJO;imatel:y 16 fractures (foliations and fractures m0$tly" at 45"1 1 some slickensides. Seven ~lions between 4and &Inches In len9th. 
i"22A 

23.4 

24.4 

- {0... 

1 1 

,·~~j,';•;;.4·~ft;~·orallo>nat 24.4 ft.f bOrin-g-terminated in bi;Mtrack.~,,~.,_.;_ 

I -I ' 
\,..._ 

r-

r-

r 
-


-· 
---' 


.. 
 . . . . 

f-

r 
,--

~ 

r--

I 

CO<E 

;;;;;;
R1 

20.4-21.4 • 

~=:t=~~~j~m'"'~-•IOd•~..~V 
f-":==t=2~11.~.4·22~1~..4· •• j·;;4~~~1m;;;o
1

22.4·23.4 • 

~==t====:t:::~;E;nd~~: 
. 

) 1) 
2) 
3) 
.4) 

1--1---+---1 . 

~: ~ denotes parts per mllion. 
9. PP denotes Pocket Pwrtrtimeter. 
10. FVST doootos field vane Par teat. 

' 



,.. 

~~..~.-
314 CMQtllS& Slr&et. Suit& 508 
&stem ,w. 02210 

""" ' 
~~!~?Co. GeoL2Qic Earth Exeloratlon Se!'Viees Boring Location . Eastino: '""""" 

~~~By R. Eastwood · Mudllne EL · · umum 
C. W!'rs Date Start ~ Dot;~d 

. ........, ;~;;;; ;:': 
UIMIOht ot>OI ' ~ '~ ·~ . ~ . ~-.::.Ri&!. ,~...... I 

• •~nt "~"" "''"""' wkh •I . 

. : SAMPLE lNrORllltATION SAMPLE DESCRIPTION (ASTM 024llll)· STRATUM : 
:  '::J ill:. l=f 'f.!::' 

Push S-1 124112 o-a 
1 

Pu&h 

.~. 
Pus.h 

~ 

~~ 
, Push 

Push 
5 

l 5·2 24/8 5.0.1.5 

[7 
) 8 

9 

10 

11 

112 
S-3 24/18 12·14 

. [13 

114 

1.5 ' -. 

16 

1I 

( 16 
S-4 24/6 18-20 

i 19 

20 

'"'':'5 to 10 ~ l.a0$6 
11 to 30 ~ Medium Deme 
31 to50~0~ 
Over 50~ Very Dens& 

1. C.a$ing blowa ~ record'ed. 

ILOW......."'.. 
 DESCRIPTION.[..~ : 
WOR/24" 0 Black org~~ SILT, trace fi}e gravel (up'to 11s• d'a.); verv soft StroOg 'Altfi.r odor. 


Advance PW. ~HI casing to 5 ft. · . · 


ORGANIC . 
 .. $11.1' 


. 

. 5.0' 

132 Dark grey fine SAND, little snt, trace fioa gravel (up to 1tz· dia.); 'Very dense. 
. 

Faint sulfur smell. 

!Advance PW dril casii'Yd to 12ft, 

IAdvance HW drill casing to 12ft. 


GLACIO· 
FLUVIAL 

. . . 
O·IH<Hl 24 fine SAND, trace: mudlum to coarse sand, trace sit, trace fine to coarae 

lg~v~~~u~,!, ::.dia.?; medium dense. ·. . · · . 
to HI ft. 

· casing to 1Ut. 

. 

IBrown f10e:to coarse SAND, few sUt, tittle fine to coarse gravel; medium dense.·23 

PROJECT BORING NO. 11-108 

Rehabilitation-Of 1:h& North1 East and South Piers SHEET _1_ of _3_ 
FILENO. . 6570.005. State Pier. New Bedford 1 Massachusetts 

OCR Pro!ect Number 3540-D CHKD.BY KH · 

~.•.. .,, 

'QIUIC80ing 1o 21.6 fl. 
. 

3to4~Soft 1~: ~•..,,,., .,.;;,;~.. !._,~s to a~ Medium Stiff 

9.to 15. Stiff ~~- F'EN denotes ~~sampler. 


~~~~:~~Stiff ~~~,;;. 
. 

~~PM ........ pri .., ...,;,.;:• 
9. PP denota P~ POI'Ittrometv. 
10. FVST denoteS field vane &hear test 
11: ~p dMotes ~to~.* .Quality 0Mignatlon. 
12, 

. . 



. 

1. 

31,Q4~SottS to 10 ~ L'o~e 
6'to 8- Medium Stiff11 to 30 ~Medium'Denst!l 

10. FVST dlilnota OOid vane shear test31 to 50- Deosa 
OVer&>~ verY Oell$a. g: ::.~~ ;,,. ~·;.;;,;;;;;,· 

I 

;Ae!'6.,M"" 
. 374 CongrtJss StrOt:lt, Suito 51.18 

Boston, Mo\ 02210 

~""'"''' 

', 
PROJECT 

Rehabilitation of the North, East and Sou1h Piers 
.Stale'.Pier, New Bedford, Massachusetts · 

OCR Pro!ect Number 3540·0 
. 

Geob29ic Earth Exploration Services Boring Location 
R. Eastwood Mudllne El. 

Date StartC.M 

"":,"'•' . ·-~ ' >L•••• 
'!'.~'~· .~ ' ..- ..:·-.,. 

;- SAMPLE INFORMATION 

:":':;'~= ":: 
21 

. SAMPL.E DESCRIPTION (ASTM 'o248t)) 

22 · lrop of Bedrock at 21.6 ft. 
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FXM Associates 

Massachusetts Port-Wind Energy Project 
Technical Memorandum 
Port of New Bedford South Terminal Business Plan 

To: Ken Fields, Project Manager via e-mail:  ken.fields@tetratech.com
 TetraTech 

From: FXM Associates  
Date: December 22, 2009 (Revised January 5, 2010) 

I. Introduction 
This technical memorandum summarizes the analysis and findings of work accomplished by 
FXM Associates in preparing a preliminary business plan for a multi-use cargo facility at South 
Terminal in the Port of New Bedford.  The context for the business plan is three-fold: 

•	 The concurrent “Port and Support Infrastructure Analysis for Offshore Energy 
Development Study,” commissioned by the Massachusetts Renewable Energy Trust, and 
being prepared by the TetraTech consultant team of which FXM Associates is the 
economic consultant; 

•	 2009 New Bedford/Fairhaven Municipal Harbor Plan, prepared by the New Bedford 
Harbor Development Commission (HDC) which describes port assets, needs, and market 
opportunities with recommended port development initiatives and infrastructure projects 
to sustain, grow, and diversify the local maritime economy; and 

•	 City of New Bedford’s “Integrated Intermodal Transportation Infrastructure 
Improvements Plan” description of the South Terminal Renewable Energy Marine Park 
development in its recent application for US DOT TIGER Grant ARRA funding.  

FXM’s specific assignment is to (1) identify potential revenues and cargoes for the South 
Terminal facility, in addition to a Representative Offshore Wind Energy Installation (ROWEI); 
(2) identify an appropriate governance model for multi-use terminal ownership, development, 
and management; and (3) prepare a preliminary terminal business plan with operating pro forma. 
This Technical Memorandum incorporates portions of the draft report prepared by Captain 
Jeffrey Monroe that describes port management and terminal operation models, optimum and 
cost-effective models for support of offshore wind energy installation projects as well as other 
cargo types; the capital cost estimates for the South Terminal facility developed by Childs 
Engineering based on critical review of the City’s TIGER Discretionary Grant application and 
other sources; and other capital and operating cost estimates prepared by the consultant team.1 

1 Comparison of Selected Northeast Ports for Potential Handling of Wind Power Offshore Energy Installations, 
Captain Jeffrey Monroe, MAI  (Draft October 2009); South Terminal Capital and Maintenance Costs Spreadsheets, 
Dave Porter, Childs Engineering (November 30, 2009). 
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FXM also considered input from its specialized affiliates regarding other potential cargo uses at 
the expanded South Terminal facility for the long term financial sustainability of the project. 

FXM examined prospective demand, port governance/terminal management, overall 
development feasibility, and potential economic effects associated with developing and operating 
a multi-use Renewable Energy Terminal and General Cargo facility at South Terminal in the Port 
of New Bedford. This assessment was based on information obtained from the client/project 
consultant team, public and secondary data sources as referenced, as well as FXM independent 
research on potential cargo types and revenues to the facility owner other than those that are 
related to a representative offshore wind energy installation project(s).  An essential question to 
be answered in this report was whether and to what extent the South Terminal facility could be 
self-sufficient (that is, not require annual operating subsidies) during or after its use for offshore 
wind energy development2.  As such, this report focuses specifically on the proposed South 
Terminal project and does not address “quick response” or other possible options for handling 
Cape Wind’s proposed project, or other prospective wind energy development projects that 
might be staged from New Bedford. 

The following assumptions, drawn from related work of the consultant team, discussions with 
Cape Wind and City of New Bedford officials, underlie FXM’s analysis: 

•	 South Terminal represents the best option for the Port of New Bedford to capture off-shore 
wind developers, as well as other international and I-95 Coastal Highway cargo shipments. 

•	 North Terminal may be useful for off-shore wind related or other cargo shipments to the port 
by rail until the Route 6 Bridge is replaced to eliminate current navigation/vessel 
impediments. 

•	 The City of New Bedford or HDC will acquire an approximate 15-acre site in the South 
Terminal Area referenced in their TIGER grant application, finalize state/federal permit 
approvals in conjunction with the SER regulatory process, and complete final design and 
construction for a new, expanded South Terminal bulkhead, pier and dredged berthing areas, 
and other landside improvements to accommodate offshore wind energy installations and 
other potential cargo shipments/handling/storage/transshipments. 

•	 Prospective South Terminal offshore renewable energy installation (OREI) users will have 
the technical capacity, permits, and financial capability to assemble/fabricate and ship to an 
offshore construction site OREI equipment and materials from a South Terminal facility.  
The South Terminal facility will include suitable depth of water, pier facilities, and 
backland/storage space to handle offloading, storage, assembly and loading of machinery and 
equipment to the offshore construction site.  It is FXM’s understanding, based on input 
received from other study team members, that all terminal operations, including contracted 
shipping, stevedoring and other labor, maintenance, insurance, equipment, and supplies will 
be borne by the Developer and that – based on ROWEI filings to date – the owner of the 

2 Cape Wind is the “representative” project example (ROWEI) used throughout this report but is not the only 
potential offshore wind energy development project that could be staged from South Terminal 

South Terminal Port Facility Business Plan and Pro Forma 2 



 

   

 
 

  

 
 

FXM Associates 

South Terminal facility will receive approximately $1.5 million in lease payments for each 
year of the ROWEI’s 3-year projected construction/installation period ($4.5 million total). 

•	 A ROWEI may require the Developer to lease the entire South Terminal project area during 
the peak construction period, but the terminal facilities will accommodate other break-bulk, 
bulk, and container cargo as identified in this report.  The Terminal owner will use suitable 
contracting/leasing and other arrangements as noted in this report to manage an effective 
multi-use terminal facility.  Other prospective port calls related to reported HDC contacts 
with shipping companies, Port of Jacksonville, Port of Bayonne, and other American 
Maritime Highway (AMH) ‘port pair’ cities may represent additional cargo handling 
opportunities and potential revenue at the new South Terminal facility, although the cargo 
opportunities, business plan and operating pro forma developed in this report are sufficient to 
answer the questions FXM was contracted to address for this study. 

This technical memorandum subsequently includes Summary Findings (Section II, page 4); and 
sections reporting the research and analyses accomplished on Potential Cargo and Revenues 
(Section III, page 8); South Terminal Ownership, Development, and Management (Section 
IV, page 12); South Terminal Development Costs, Operating Income and Expenses (Section 
V, page 19); and Economic and Tax Effects of South Terminal Construction and 
Operation (Section VI, page 22). It should be noted that economic effects of the ROWEI 
project’s development and annual maintenance are NOT included in the economic and tax 
effects attributable specifically to South Terminal since at least one other Massachusetts port 
(Boston) may be capable of accommodating potential offshore wind energy development 
projects. Annual operating and maintenance economic and tax effects of the ROWEI are also 
not included in this report since they can be handled at other ports.  In the event that the South 
Terminal facility represents an option for offshore wind energy developers that enables them to 
choose a Massachusetts port over a non-state facility – that is, Massachusetts facilities other than 
South Terminal are not competitive for a specific offshore wind energy development project – 
then the construction period effects of that project could be attributable to construction and 
operation of the South Terminal facility.  Economic and tax effects of the ROWIE are discussed 
in FXM’s technical memorandum “Economic Effects of Offshore Wind Energy and Related 
Construction and Operating Expenditures”. 
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II. Summary Findings 
� A new multi-use cargo facility at the South Terminal site represents the best option in the 

Port of New Bedford for servicing offshore wind energy development projects during 
assembly and installation phases. 

� A new multi-use port facility at South Terminal can capture container, break bulk, and bulk 
cargoes not now handled in New Bedford or other Massachusetts ports, and can generate 
economic development benefits and net operating income to the HDC with or without 
offshore wind energy development projects.   

� The optimal model for governance of the proposed new facility at South Terminal will be 
ownership by the New Bedford Harbor Development Commission (HDC) which would lease 
offshore wind energy installations and other cargo handling, storage, and related facility 
operations to a qualified private operator. 

� Capital costs for a new multi-use port facility at South Terminal are estimated to total about 
$44 million (in 2009 dollars).  Approximately $32 million of this total investment is for land 
acquisition, bulkhead construction and dredging, buildings and site improvements that are 
considered functionally necessary to attract and support offshore wind energy development 
projects, with an additional $5 million in capital expenditures ($37 million total) considered 
functionally necessary to attract and support new bulk, break bulk, and container cargoes.  
Capital costs are shown in the text table below: 

Offshore Wind Non-Offshore 
SOUTH TERMINAL CAPITAL COSTS Installation Wind Cargoes 
Bulkhead and Dredging 19,990,977 $ 19,990,977$ 
Site Acquisition 2,100,000 $ 2,100,000 $ 
Backland Site Improvements (drainage, utilities, surfacing) 6,000,000 $ 6,000,000 $ 
SUBTOTAL Basic Infrastructure 28,090,977 $ 28,090,977$ 
Buildings and structures (35,000 SF) 3,500,000 $ 3,500,000 $ 
Crane $ 3,000,000 
Ground Equipment (fork lifts, trucks, etc.) $ 1,500,000 
Other Equipment & Fencing, Security 485,000 $ 485,000 $ 
SUBTOTAL with Support Facilities & Equipment 32,075,977 $ 36,575,977$ 
  Optional Fabrication Building  (75,000 SF) 7,500,000 $ 7,500,000 $ 
TOTAL with Fabrication Building 39,575,977 $ 44,075,977$ 
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� Net operating income to the HDC from the fully-developed South Terminal port facility 
would total about $1.2 million per year during a projected 3-year representative offshore 
wind energy development project.  Absent other wind energy developers use of the site, 
which might contribute higher net operating income, net income to the HDC is projected to 
average about $620,000 per year with full cargo operations.  Potential operating revenues 
and costs are shown in the text table below: 

Offshore Wind Non-Offshore 
SOUTH TERMINAL OPERATING INCOME & EXPENSES Installation Wind Cargoes 
Average Year Annual Operating Income 
Offshore Wind Energy Development  (ROWEI)	 $ 1,500,000 
Container Service $ 280,000 
Break Bulk Program $ 240,000 
Bulk Cargo $ 432,500 
Total Non-ROWEI Cargo	 $ 952,500 
Average Year Annual Operating Expenses 
HDC Personnel (contract/lessee management) $ 140,000 $ 140,000 
HDC Capital/maintenance reserve at 20% income $ 190,500 $ 190,500 
Average Year Annual Expenses	 $ 330,500 $ 330,500 
Average Year NET Operating Income 
Offshore Wind Energy Development  (ROWEI) $ 1,169,500 
Total Non-ROWEI Cargo $ 622,000 

� Based on the net operating income projected for South Terminal, annual operating subsidies 
for either wind energy development support or long term cargo operations at South Terminal 
are not anticipated to be required. 

� Net income from South Terminal operations could be used to stimulate additional economic 
development (jobs, income, business sales in the fishing and seafood or other industries) in 
the port of New Bedford as well as to finance some portion of South Terminal’s capital cost. 

� Construction of the South Terminal port facility is estimated to expand business output in 
Bristol County by about $44.1 million over the projected 2-year construction period, 
providing 380 person years of employment and $19.2 million in household income over the 
construction period. These economic impacts include total direct, indirect and induced 
economic effects within Bristol County. 

� Construction of the South Terminal port facility is estimated to expand business output in 
Massachusetts overall (including Bristol County) by about $65.5 million over the projected 
2-year construction period, providing 540 person years of employment and $26.1 million in 
household income over the construction period.  These economic impacts include total direct, 
indirect and induced economic effects within Massachusetts over the construction period. 

� The handling of cargoes not related to an offshore renewable wind energy installation (OREI) 
-- including container, break bulk, and bulk cargoes projected for South Terminal -- is 
estimated to expand business output in Bristol County by $15.7 million annually, providing 
130 permanent jobs and $5.9 million in new household income each year.  These economic 
impacts include total direct, indirect, and induced economic effects within Bristol County 
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estimated to recur annually following facility construction and do not include support of 
offshore wind energy projects. 

� The handling of non-OREI container, break bulk, and bulk cargoes projected for South 
Terminal is estimated to expand business output in Massachusetts overall (including Bristol 
County) by $20.2 million annually, providing 170 permanent jobs and $7.4 million in new 
household income each year.  These economic impacts include total direct, indirect, and 
induced economic effects within Massachusetts estimated to recur annually, not including 
offshore wind energy projects. Both construction period and annually recurring direct, 
indirect, and induced economic effects noted in the preceding bullet points are summarized in 
the text table below: 

Output Employment Income 
(000 $) (Jobs) (000 $) 

Construction Period Effects 
South Terminal Port Facility 

Bristol County 
Massachusetts 

$ 
$ 

44,100 
65,500 

380 
540 

$ 
$ 

19,200 
26,100 

Annual Operating Effects 
South Terminal Port Cargo 
Operations     

Bristol County 
Massachusetts 

$ 
$ 

15,700 
20,200 

130 
170 

$ 
$ 

5,900 
7,400 

Source: FXM Associates, RECON™ Input Output Model 

� During the construction period for the South Terminal facility about $480,000 in municipal 
revenues within Bristol County communities would be attributable to the total direct, indirect 
and induced economic effects of construction, and within Massachusetts communities overall 
$1.2 million in municipal receipts (including Bristol County) would be attributable to the 
construction period economic effects. 

� During the construction period for the South Terminal facility about $1.4 million in tax 
revenues to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and $7.3 million in federal taxes would be 
attributable to the construction period economic effects. 

� The handling of non-OREI container, break bulk, and bulk cargoes projected for South 
Terminal would generate about $300,000 in new tax receipts annually to municipalities in 
Bristol County and $480,000 to municipalities statewide (including Bristol County) each year 
based on the annual economic effects attributable to cargo operations. 

� The handling of non-OREI container, break bulk, and bulk cargoes projected for South 
Terminal would generate about $500,000 in new tax receipts annually to the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts and $2.2 million in federal taxes each year.  Both construction period and 
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annually recurring direct, indirect, and induced tax effects noted in the preceding bullet 
points are summarized in the text table below: 

Local Taxes State Taxes Federal Taxes 
(000 $) (000 $) (000 $) 

Construction Period Effects 
South Terminal Port Facility 

Bristol County 480 $ 440$ 1,820 $ 
Massachusetts 1,190 $ 1,440 $ 7,280 $ 

Annual Operating Effects 
South Terminal Port Operations 

Bristol County 300 $ 240$ 730 $ 
Massachusetts 480 $ 500$ 2,180 $ 

Source:  FXM Associates, RECON™ Input Output Model 
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III. Potential Cargo and Revenues 

In a study comparing Northeast ports for OREI cargo handling, the Port of New Bedford is 
described as already an active freight seaport and a major logistical connection for agricultural 
products entering the New England market.3  Highway connections are good and the port would 
benefit from expanded and improved rail connections to meet freight needs.  New Bedford is a 
small niche port that can continue to expand activities with some infrastructure improvements 
and investment.  The port has sufficient deep water access for the size and type of vessel 
common to most break-bulk and other cargo available to niche ports, and has available property 
for backland storage and expansion. 

Related Reports by Others 

In the City’s TIGER Grant application, the HDC anticipates that the Renewable Energy Marine 
Park at the extended South Terminal will become a construction staging facility for offshore 
wind farm energy production in New England. The first offshore wind farm that is expected to 
be developed in New England (Cape Wind) is anticipated to generate up to 420 megawatts of 
clean, renewable energy.  The planned infrastructure improvements and facility development 
could enable South Terminal Marine Park to become a key connection and marine terminus for 
renewable energy development projects on the coastline of New England, in addition to the Cape 
Wind project.  Movement of container shipping from ports south of New Bedford will also help 
to reduce truck traffic on the heavily traveled I-95 corridor.   

The HDC envisions development of South Terminal, a new deep water berth and cargo facility, 
to enhance and modernize the Port of New Bedford’s vessel handling ability.  The proposed 
development program for a multi-use South Terminal facility will service the Cape Wind 130 
wind turbine project’s assembly and installation phase and possibly foster additional local 
economic development.  Following the completion (construction and installation) of the Cape 
Wind project, South Terminal will be available to other deep sea cargo operations for port 
services.  The new customers will bring additional dockage, wharfage, and lease income to 
support HDC’s long term port infrastructure investments.  This section of the business plan 
identifies market opportunities and prospects for the new South Terminal facility which offer 
reasonably foreseeable cargo options for which the facility can be used after the completion of 
the proposed Cape Wind (and/or other) offshore renewable energy projects.    

The City’s TIGER Grant application references HDC’s business development contacts with the 
Port of Jacksonville, the Port of Bayonne, and shipping companies as indicative of demand for 
AMH/SST (American Marine Highway/Short Sea Transport) services at the Port of New 
Bedford. The HDC has been approached by multiple shipping companies, some of which say 
they are willing to manufacture vessels especially for shipping to the Port of New Bedford.  One 
shipping company indicated its willingness to transport up to 500 Container Equivalent Units 
(TEUs) per day to New Bedford once the proper facility improvements are in place to facilitate 
moving forward with shipping. The Reeve & Associates March 29, 2006 report estimated that 

3 Comparison of Selected Northeast Ports for Potential Handling of Wind Power Offshore Energy Installations, 
Captain Jeffrey Monroe, MAI  (November 2009) 
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$45 million of direct income and $72 million indirect income per year in the New Bedford region 
would be generated by short-sea shipping. While AMH services have been slower than expected 
to materialize (based on unanticipated drops in oil prices compared to projections just 2 to 3 
years ago), over the next several years these opportunities are expected to rekindle shipper 
interest. 

Consultant Team Cargo and Revenue Projections 

The following tables summarize three types of cargo potential based on the experience and 
judgment of existing operators in New Bedford and other port logistics experts.  The types of 
cargoes projected for a fully developed South Terminal facility (see subsequent discussion in 
Section IV) include containers, break bulk, and bulk cargoes that are not now handled at the Port 
of New Bedford, and do not include the transfer of any cargo handling operations currently being 
carried out at other facilities in New Bedford (State Pier, Maritime Terminal, Fish Island, and 
North Terminal) or at other Massachusetts ports.  Thus their economic and fiscal effects will be 
net new to New Bedford and to the State overall (see Section VI).  The tables also identify the 
revenue implications for the facility owner assuming a public ownership/private lessee operating 
model (see subsequent discussion of port governance/management options in Section IV).  
Revenues shown are net to the facility owner and the lessee is assumed to cover all operating, 
maintenance, insurance, and related costs of handling, storing, and transshipping the cargoes.  
Data in Table 4 (page 19, Section V) summarize potential operating income and expenses, as 
well as capital costs, for South Terminal including the handling of a representative offshore wind 
energy installation project. 

It is important to keep in mind that, in the experience of both niche and larger port operators, 
obtaining cargo for a port is a complex matching of pier and landside facilities and equipment, 
stevedoring and other labor costs, and point-to-point logistics involving specific shippers, 
carriers, and receivers.  Cargoes can be won or lost to a port on very small variations in cost and 
delivery times, and success is largely driven by the motivation and skill of individual business 
entrepreneurs and public officials.  Macro projections of commodity demands or cargo potential 
are not reliable for forecasting niche port operations. 
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Table 1 – Potential Container Service at South Terminal 
Program: Container Service 
Mission:  Developing a terminal capable of handling a regular shipping service 

for a small container route 
Goal: Marketing a small container terminal which can bring 4,800 

equivalent units (TEUs) per year  
Objectives: Increase revenues for the South Terminal  

   Provide jobs and sales for local/regional/state businesses 
Revenues 
User fees per TEUs $ 35 TEU 
Yearly TEUs 4,800 
Total revenue $168,000 

Dockage daily rate $ 1,000 Daily 
24 port calls at 2 days each 48 
Total dockage $ 48,000 

Cross docking, wharfage $ 2 Net ton 
2,500 

$ 3,750 

Monthly licensing fees $ 5,000 Monthly 
Container yard  12 
Yearly revenue $ 60,000 

Container revenue $279,750 

South Terminal Port Facility Business Plan and Pro Forma 10 



 

  

  

  

 

   

   
    

   
   

  
                                        

 
       

     

  
  

 
          

 
  
  

 
           

 
  
  

     
 

  
  

 

   
   

   
 

  
                                        

 
       

 

  
  

 
          

 
  
  

    
     

  
  

 
 

FXM Associates 

Table 2 – Potential Break-Bulk Cargo at South Terminal 
Program: Break-bulk Program 
Mission: Developing a terminal capable of handling refrigeration of dry
   break-bulk cargo 
Goal: Marketing a port terminal and warehouse which can bring 50,000 

net metric tons of general break-bulk cargo per year 
Objectives: Increase revenues for the South Terminal 

   Provide jobs and sales to local/regional/state businesses 
Revenues 
Wharfage per net metric ton $ 2 Net ton 
Yearly tonnage  50,000 
Total revenue $ 75,000 

Dockage daily rate $ 1,000 Daily 
20 port calls at 2 days each 40 
Total dockage $ 40,000 

Warehouse licensing fees $ 2,500 Monthly 
12 

Yearly revenue $ 30,000 

Storage revenue $ 3 Net ton 
50,000 

 $125,000 

Break-bulk revenue $240,000 

Table 3 -- Potential Bulk Cargo at South Terminal 
Program: Bulk cargo 
Mission: Developing a terminal capable of handling bulk cargo including 
   aggregates and salt 
Goal: Marketing a port terminal suitable for 150,000 metric tons of salt and 
   aggregates per year 
Objectives: Increase revenues for the South Terminal 

   Provide jobs and sales to local/regional/state businesses 
Revenues 
Wharfage per net metric ton $ 2 Net ton 
Yearly tonnage  150,000 
Total revenue $ 300,000 

Dockage daily rate $ 1,000 Daily 
10 port calls at 2 days each 20 
Total dockage $ 20,000 

Gate fees per truck $ 15 Per truck 
20 tons per load  7,500 
Total gate fee $112,500 

Bulk revenue $432,500 
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IV South Terminal Ownership, Development, and Management 

Port Governance & Management 

Ports need to function in a manner whereby they can control their finances, development, and 
management outside of unrelated political forces.  The most effective port agencies are those that 
are self governing and self funding, and port management revolves around one essential factor: 
the ownership of property, which in most cases is retained for some public benefit.  Quasi-
governmental ports or commissions are created by State legislatures to allow separate 
governance but are dependent on the local or state government for funding and project approvals.  
Public port authorities are entities also created by state legislative action with independent 
management and bonding authority to focus on commercial marine terminal activities and can 
include other operations such as airports, marinas, real estate development, and rail or highway 
infrastructure.   

Harbor Development Commission 

The New Bedford Harbor Development Commission (HDC) was created by the Massachusetts 
General Court under Chapter 762 of the Acts of 1957 to serve as the governing entity for the Port.  
Chaired by the Mayor, the Commission consists of 7 members as appointed by the Mayor and 
approved by City Council. The crucial day-to-day operation and decision making are the 
responsibility of the HDC staff headed by the Executive Director.  The HDC has jurisdiction 
over all the waters in New Bedford including the entire coastline of the peninsula, the harbor, 
and north along the Acushnet River to the City’s boundaries.  The HDC manages 20 commercial 
properties, a 198-slip marina on Pope’s Island, the ferry terminal on State Pier and its supporting 
Whales Tooth Parking Lot, 5 piers and wharves, 10 mooring fields, and enforces rules regarding 
the use of piers, wharves, and adjacent parking areas under its jurisdiction.  Being autonomous 
from City government, user fees, rents, and all other revenue streams do not go to the General 
Fund, but rather are reinvested by the HDC to support its operations, properties, infrastructure 
needs, and economic development initiatives.  The HDC may borrow and issue municipal bonds 
for capital improvements.  The goal of the HDC is to “support the maritime businesses of the 
Port, seek out new opportunities, and maximize the natural competitive advantage the Port 
provides to the New Bedford economy.” 

Optimal Port Governance Model 

The HDC structure is an optimal management model for the Port of New Bedford governance, 
and the City of New Bedford and Town of Fairhaven have a long established inter-municipal 
approach to sustaining and growing the port.  The 2009 New Bedford/Fairhaven Municipal 
Harbor Plan identifies key port infrastructure/facility projects and port development priorities.  
The Port of New Bedford governance and management have many of the characteristics 
associated with optimal port models which are summarized below. 

•	 Separately Enabled: An effective port agency is established as a separate incorporation with 
its own management, bonding authority, and ability to secure and retain revenue.  
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•	 Community Connections: Communities with port entities are best served when they have the 
ability to appoint governing boards with members who are committed to the vision and 
effective operation of the port. 

•	 Professional Staff:  Ports must hire and task professional port managers and staff who are 
trained and familiar with the port industry and its numerous complexities. 

•	 Effective Administration: Agency administration should not be expansive but should be 
capable of supporting the mission of the port, including financial and legal services.  

•	 Optimized Assets: Seaports are among several shared community assets, including airports, 
freight rail lines, public transit, and other transportation networks and services.  Communities 
can optimize effectiveness by combining administration of some or all of these assets into an 
integrated system or into a single transportation authority. 

•	 Effective Marketing and Development: Commercial growth is the result of an effective 
marketing plan coupled with an investment strategy that supports flexible development of 
assets. Many ports languish because they have limited staffs that are expected to manage, 
maintain, and market facilities. In most cases these efforts are unsuccessful because of 
insufficient resources. 

•	 Strategic Planning: Port agencies need to have a concise strategic and business plan which is 
developed in cooperation with the local community and port stakeholders and has focused 
implementation.  

South Terminal Ownership 

Agency ownership includes port authorities or other agencies that are quasi-governmental and 
created by an act of a legislative body.  Private ownership facilities are those that are fully in the 
control and ownership of a private corporation.  Public ownership of the expanded South 
Terminal and OREI terminal facility is an underlying premise of this business plan, and the HDC 
will own and develop the terminal facility, and also may own/lease/rent terminal equipment such 
as mobile harbor cranes and load stackers. 

South Terminal Development 

The South Terminal Renewable Energy Marine Park is a component of the City’s Integrated 
Intermodal Transportation Infrastructure Improvements Plan 2 for which the HDC has requested 
about $20 million of USDOT TIGER Discretionary Grant funds.4  New Bedford seeks to emerge 
as a leader in alternative energy and build its Port and landside infrastructure to support the 
operations of renewable energy technology companies.  Renewable energy industrial companies 
require waterfront support facilities for the manufacture, assembly, shipping, and maintenance of 
products such as wind blades, turbines, solar panels, wave energy turbines, and related products.  

4 Integrated Intermodal Transportation Infrastructure Improvements, New Bedford Harbor Development 
Commission (September 15,2009) 
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The HDC seeks to develop the southern portion of South Terminal to accommodate the nascent 
energy industry, with the long term goal of attracting a significant number of skilled 
manufacturing and operator jobs to the City of New Bedford.  The project as proposed utilizes 
existing infrastructure which is to be enhanced and/or reconfigured.  In-water and waterside 
development in New Bedford Harbor are afforded a unique permitting status so long as they are 
related to enhancements of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s ongoing superfund 
cleanup of the harbor. The expansion of South Terminal would require the filling of wetland 
resource area to create additional bulkhead space within the Harbor; however, portions of these 
resource areas are inundated daily with water and suspended sediment from the harbor which 
have elevated levels of heavy metals and PCBs.  The bulkhead would allow for the construction 
of a Confined Disposal Facility (CDF), described by the City as a “Waterfront Development 
Facility (WDF).”  The construction of the WDF would allow for continued confinement, 
monitoring and maintenance of contaminated sediments. 

The City’s TIGER Grant application characterized the southern portion of South Terminal as 
currently severely underutilized, and lacking sufficient space to utilize the area as a RO/RO 
terminal for prospective AMH cargo shipments.  However, extension of the bulkhead will allow 
use of the contiguous 15-acre site as a multi-use marine terminal and potentially invite future 
renewable energy industry services, as well as provide additional storage and staging for 
containers and trucks at other port terminals (State Pier, North Terminal, Maritime Terminal).  
The new South Terminals facility also could be suitable for temporary relocation of maritime 
operations to expedite planned State pier reconstruction. 

HDC procurement of heavy-lift cranes to unload containers and bulk goods and installation of 
RO/RO ramps are identified as very important steps in improving existing port facilities to be 
able to take advantage of anticipated AMH shipping as well as other container, break-bulk, and 
bulk cargoes.  The multi-use South Terminal facility must also meet the OREI developer 
specifications, and be flexible and adaptable to short-sea shipping services, including the 
transport of ocean containers, aggregates, bulk, and dry break-bulk cargo as well as berth and 
vessel limitations with these requirements5. The development program outlined below will 
accommodate the longer term cargo opportunities identified earlier in this report. 

Development Program   

•	 An expanded 1,000 linear-foot bulkhead with a 50’ apron to accommodate one large vessel 
and two small cargo vessels or barges simultaneously. 

•	 Vessel operations involving container, bulk, break-bulk cargo, and sea barges need a 
depth of minimum 25’ LLMW, and 30’ LLMW is recommended for a maximum potential 
yield at this new facility in the years to come.  The existing Federal channel and road from 
and to the port is at 30’ of depth which allows any vessel and large barges to come into New 
Bedford Harbor with up to a 28’ draft (8.50 meters) including a minimum allowance of 2’ 
under the keel for safe navigation that accounts for the propeller wash.  If the berth and the 
channel are dredged at only 25’ (7.60 meters) a safe allowance for sailing would be 23’ (7.0 

5 At the writing of this report, it is FXM’s understanding that the development program specified also meets Cape 
Wind requirements. 
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meters) and at 22’ (6.7 meters) the safe allowance is at 20’ (6.0 meters).  Additional details 
and guidance concerning vessel transit into New Bedford harbor can be obtained from the 
Northeast Marine Pilot Association. 

•	 A 50’ apron would be ideal to offload containers and other break-bulk commodities 
including over-dimensional cargoes.  Container chassis could safely jockey under the vessel 
crane or a shore crane for the pickup and delivery of ocean containers.   

•	 A 35,000 square feet (SF) building with office, shop, and storage spaces providing 5,000 SF 
of office and shop area, and a 30,000 SF cargo storage shed (about 20% larger than the 
existing State Pier building No. 2 building).  A 35,000 SF facility with a minimum roof 
height of 27’ would be ideal.  It is imperative that this building design accommodate break-
bulk cargo operations, and that the eastern end of the shed be at the same level as the berth 
apron. The western end should be where the loading docks are located at the standard 4’ 
elevation. Roll-on and roll-off (RO/RO) transport units, trucks, and forklifts must be able to 
travel freely from the pier apron to the northern and southern entrances of the building.   

•	 A building of 250’ x 140’ at a distance of no more than 100’ from the berth fenders will be 
ideal for handling of break-bulk cargoes. The building must be built length parallel to the 
berth with the offices being located on a second level at the northwest corner, above a 60’ x 
40’ shop for optimum space utilization.  A loading dock with a least ten loading bays is to be 
located on the west side of the building. Doors at the north and south end of the cargo shed 
would allow for over-dimensional pieces to travel inside the cargo shed.  

•	 The cargo shed’s location to the 600’ berth needs to be precise if the intent for the South 
Terminal is to be an efficient multi-purpose facility.  The cargo shed’s optimal position 
would be at the northeast section of the berth allowing for the southeast to be available for 
the handling of bulk aggregates or bulk salt. 

Acreage 

The expanded multi-use South Terminal facility will encompass a 15-acre terminal (about 
653,400 SF) with the following land use allocations: 

•	 5 acres -- cargo shed operation including parking for 30 trucks and the needed space for 
maneuvering tractor trailers and the loading dock for 10 trucks is estimated to use about 5 
acres of land. 

•	 10 acres -- available for paved container yard or to store bulk salt and aggregates and/or for 
other found purposes including additional cargo facilities. 

A small container service of 200 forty-foot equivalents per vessel call will require about 2.5 
acres of space for single stacked storage and less when the boxes are double stacked with a top 
pick forklift (empties stack three high).  The concurrent inbound and outbound movement of 
containers, including the storage of empty boxes, would thus require 5 acres of land in total. 
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The vessels that carry bulk salts can no longer economically unload in New Bedford at a facility 
on the north side of the New Bedford-Fairhaven Bridge.  The space allocation for this cargo 
assessed on the angle of repose can be supplied by the shipper, Morton Salt, which typically 
drops 50,000 MT or more per vessel call.  For the purpose of this business plan, FXM has 
allocated 5 acres for all aggregates. 

Development Schedule 

The City of New Bedford TIGER Grant application presents a 24-month construction schedule 
for the South Terminal Renewable Energy Marine Park, with project closeout (availability to an 
OREI developer/terminal operator) targeted during the first quarter of 2013 (January to March).6 

As described in Section 7.0 and Appendix A of the City’s TIGER Grant application the project 
may be authorized under a special expedited regulatory process referred to as the State Enhanced 
Remedy (SER) –Under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA), commonly known as Superfund, a SER project comes under the 
umbrella of a program where traditional local, State and Federal environmental permitting is not 
required for the waterways infrastructure portions of the project, relieving the project of 
conventional permitting process uncertainties.   

The Application also states that the HDC is preparing specifications which will be completed in 
November 2009 for the project, and HDC will initiate project organization, construction bidding, 
and logistics to begin construction within two months of receiving the project funds.   

South Terminal Operations 

Consultant team research for this business plan indicated the level of direct control that a facility 
owner has over a terminal determines the level of income, expense, and liability the owner 
assumes.  In the maritime industry, most private facility owners operate their own terminals 
while many public facility owners contract the facility out to the private sector.  Generally, 
terminal operations are divided into several categories including: 

• Facility Management 
• Marine Operations 
• Vessel Services  
• Stevedoring Services 
• Shoreside Terminal Operations 
• Support and Maintenance Functions 

A public entity that is also a terminal operating company may undertake all of the service areas, 
contract some services or lease the terminal to a third party operating entity.  As the industry 
strengthened, many public entities that initially operated ports began leasing facilities to private 
sector firms, which are partners in both development and investment of publicly owned marine 

6 Integrated Intermodal Transportation Infrastructure Improvements, New Bedford Harbor Development 
Commission (September 15, 2009) 
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facilities.  A major reason for third party involvement is the limitation of liability for operating 
entities. Marine and terminal operations involve large numbers of personnel, and injuries, 
damage to facilities, cargo damage, and environmental issues pose a potential significant cost to 
terminal operators. 

Terminals that operate with multiple operators often face conflicts and control issues.  Some 
terminals lease a portion of the facility out to a stevedore or terminal operator but this can often 
limit the port’s utilization of space.  The most effective models have a single entity handling all 
marine operations at the port and generally under license.  The port has the right to set the terms 
of any license it issues and it can elect to control rates and limit cargo types.  The terminal can 
also separate the marine component from the shoreside component particularly if the shoreside 
component involves a specialized field of cargo activity.  The marine activities are contracted 
and the third party held responsible for performance, regulatory compliance, and liability. 

Public entities that are ‘landlord ports’ often have a third party operator for cargo and marine 
operations, generally terminal operating companies that also serve as the terminal stevedore and 
handle all aspects of marine activities including administration.  A terminal management 
company is the fully functional form of stevedoring operation that handles both the vessel and 
terminal cargo handling activities.  To accomplish this successfully, a port needs to shift the cost 
center to the new operating entity.  Many ports have structured agreements with operators in the 
following manner: 

1.	 Contract Operator - The facility owner contracts a terminal operator to manage and 
control the facilities on a cost plus basis.  All revenue and expenses are retained by the 
owner. Liability is assumed by the operator. 

2.	 Cost Share Operator - The facility owner contracts a terminal operator to manage and 
operate the facilities based on a cost share formula.  The owner assumes a portion of the 
infrastructure cost while the operator assumes the operating cost.  The revenue is shared 
on a prorated basis and liability is assumed by the operator. 

3.	 Third Private Operator - A private operator assumes full responsibility for the facilities 
and pays a fixed lease cost to the facility owner.  This is only successful if there is 
adequate business revenue to justify the offsetting costs.  In many cases, this is not 
generated solely by the marine activity. 

A stevedore is an individual or firm employing longshoremen for the purpose of loading and 
unloading a vessel. Longshoremen are the personnel who handle the cargo aboard the vessel and 
ashore including yard and often ship equipment, as well as sort, check, stage, and manhandle 
when necessary all commodities in transit.  The stevedore is the employing management firm 
while the longshoremen are employed on a regular or casual basis. While stevedoring is 
generally limited to cargo handling, line handling and other dockside services are generally 
handled by the same labor force.  The stevedoring firm can either have regular employees or use 
contract labor. Personnel are often members of a longshoremen’s union in the United States but 
there are also a number of non-union operations.  The stevedore is responsible for all salaries, 
benefits, and care if a longshoreman is injured.   
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•	 When cargo (OREI components are considered to be project cargo) is received, the 
stevedore can act as the responsible receiving party or the cargo can be received by the 
terminal and handled on their behalf by the stevedore.  Stevedoring arrangements can 
vary according to the practice and work arrangements in a port.  The stevedore can have 
an exclusive or non-exclusive agreement for all cargo handling, may only handle one 
type of cargo on a terminal or may have leasehold on a portion of the terminal for a 
specific type of cargo handling, commodity, or operation.  

•	 Based on the arrangement, a license fee, percent of gross, fixed leased area fee or per 
unit/tonne fee is collected by the port from the stevedoring company.  Ports may also 
have the stevedore handle all billings and collections depending on the operation.  In 
most cases, the stevedore will provide all ground equipment which includes forklifts, 
reach stackers or top loaders, yard hustlers, small cranes, and other basic pier handling 
equipment.  Large cranes and similar equipment are generally provided by the port.  Use 
time and a fuel surcharge are generally charged to the vessel along with other fees.  

Terminal Lease 

Most cargo terminals at US ports are leased or licensed to private operators for the purpose of 
economic development and the creation of local and regional jobs related to the logistics field.  
However, the port infrastructures are built with public funds as social/economic investment 
similar to the road system.  For the governments to recover the financial investments in port 
facilities, infrastructure is considered payback in terms of job creation, taxes, etc., planned on a 
long term basis of 25 to 50 years.  This regional investment and return to a region is compounded 
with the development of parallel business arising for the initial harbor investment.  

In addition to the basic lease fees for the terminal, port authorities may also charge fees for 
activities associated with cargo handling.  These include fees for wharfage, tonnage or container 
or user fees, lease rents, storage, dockage, equipment rental and other ancillary services and 
activities.   

Security and US Customs 

The HDC South Terminal will have to be in full compliance with the US Coast Guard, Customs 
and Border Protection, and any other governmental agency’s laws and regulations. 
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V. South Terminal Development Costs, Operating Income and Expenses 

The following Tables 4 and 5 show data that represent a composite and synthesis of detailed 
capital costs, income and expense estimates prepared by FXM Associates, other project team 
members, and outside logistics experts.  It assumes that the optimal management model will be 
for the HDC to develop and own the South Terminal facility and then to lease its use to a 
qualified terminal operator(s) for offshore wind energy development and for the handling of non-
OREI container, break bulk, and bulk cargoes.  This approach is most likely to assure cargo 
opportunities will be realized, optimize net revenue to the HDC, and minimize liability and 
contingency costs, but it is not the only potential operating pro forma possible.   

Table 4 
Estimated Capital Costs of South Terminal Facility 

Offshore Wind Non-Offshore 
SOUTH TERMINAL CAPITAL COSTS Installation Wind Cargoes 
Bulkhead and Dredging 19,990,977 $ 19,990,977$ 
Site Acquisition 2,100,000 $ 2,100,000 $ 
Backland Site Improvements (drainage, utilities, surfacing) 6,000,000 $ 6,000,000 $ 
SUBTOTAL Basic Infrastructure 28,090,977 $ 28,090,977$ 
Buildings and structures (35,000 SF) 3,500,000 $ 3,500,000 $ 
Crane $ 3,000,000 
Ground Equipment (fork lifts, trucks, etc.) 
Other Equipment & Fencing, Security 
SUBTOTAL with Support Facilities & Equipment 
  Optional Fabrication Building  (75,000 SF) 
TOTAL with Fabrication Building 

1,500,000 $ 
485,000 $ 485,000 $ 

32,075,977 $ 36,575,977$ 
7,500,000 $ 7,500,000 $ 

39,575,977 $ 44,075,977$ 

Capital Costs 

As data in Table 4 indicate, capital costs for the multi-use South Terminal facility have been 
estimated by the consultant team to total approximately $44 million.  Of this total, approximately 
$32 million is considered functional for servicing the offshore wind energy development cargo 
handling, assembly, and storage requirements required for a staging operation of similar scope to 
that shown for the Representative Offshore Wind Energy Installation (ROWEI).  Approximately 
$20 million of this capital investment has been requested of the Federal government by the City 
of New Bedford in its TIGER grant application, which represents pier, bulkhead, and dredging 
cost estimates but does not include site acquisition or backland site improvements.  The $6 
million estimated for backland site improvements includes costs for drainage, utilities, surfacing, 
and mitigation.  Experience of wind energy developers indicates that a fully paved backland area 
may not be necessary, but these costs have been included because of uncertainty over the 
condition of the site and whether or not paving or other mitigation measures may be required if 
contaminated soils or poor drainage areas are an issue.  The $2.1 million acquisition costs 
assumes $150,000 per acre, a conservative high estimate given the $125,000 per acre costs 
reported by the New Bedford Economic Development Council (NBEDC)7 for recent sales in this 

7 Conversation with Matthew Morrissey, Executive Director, NBEDC, November 2009. 
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area. Additional capital costs to competitively service offshore wind energy installation projects 
are estimated to include $3.5 million for a 35,000 SF building to provide interior storage and 
terminal operations space, and approximately $500,000 for security fencing and miscellaneous 
equipment. 

Additional capital costs of approximately $4.5 million are estimated by the consultant team for 
the South Terminal facility to be able to competitively attract the container, break bulk, and bulk 
cargoes projected following the completion of offshore wind energy development operations.  
These include purchase of a 300-ton mobile crane ($3 million), other ground equipment ($1.5 
million). Both the mobile crane and other ground equipment, if purchased prior to the facility’s 
use for offshore wind energy development, could represent sources of net income to HDC.  
Currently, all equipment necessary for the offshore wind energy operation are assumed to be the 
cost of the developer and potential rental fees for such equipment are not included in the 
operating income shown in Table 5, below.  A large transit shed/fabrication building has also 
been included in the multi-use facility building program at a cost of $7.5 million, primarily to 
handle break-bulk cargo storage or fabrication/assembly operations for offshore wind energy 
developers and could also represent a source of net income to the HDC not included in the Table 
5 income estimates shown below. 

Table 5 
Potential Income and Expenses to the New Bedford Harbor Development Commission 

(HDC) Assuming Leasing of Terminal Operations 

SOUTH TERMINAL OPERATING INCOME & EXPENSES 
Average Year Annual Operating Income 
Offshore Wind Energy Development  (ROWEI) 
Container Service 
Break Bulk Program 
Bulk Cargo 
Total Non-ROWEI Cargo 
Average Year Annual Operating Expenses 
HDC Personnel (contract/lessee management) 
HDC Capital/maintenance reserve at 20% income 
Average Year Annual Expenses 
Average Year NET Operating Income 
Offshore Wind Energy Development  (ROWEI) 
Total Non-ROWEI Cargo 

Offshore Wind 
Installation 

Non-Offshore 
Wind Cargoes 

1,500,000 $ 
280,000 $ 
240,000 $ 
432,500 $ 
952,500 $ 

140,000 $ 140,000 $ 
190,500 $ 190,500 $ 
330,500 $ 330,500 $ 

1,169,500 $ 
622,000 $ 

Operating Income and Expenses 

During the assembly/installation phase of Cape Wind’s offshore wind farm development the 
HDC is expected to receive at least $1.5 million per year net of operating or maintenance costs 
for the developer’s use of the facility ($4.5 million over the three year estimated construction 
period). In addition, the developer/facility operator under terms typical of such leases would 
assume all liability (insurance) costs, homeland security costs, and so forth.  The HDC would be 
expected to receive about $950,000 per year in net income from the lease, dockage, wharfage, 
storage, equipment rental and so forth charges to a private facility operator shown by cargo type 
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in Section II of this report. As with the lease expected with the offshore wind developer (s), 
liability, homeland security, and maintenance costs would also be the responsibility of the 
private facility operator. The annual expenses to the HDC are estimated at $140,000 for 
personnel to administer and oversee the private lessee operations.  Contributions to a 
capital/maintenance cost reserve fund by the HDC are shown as a $190,000 annual expense.   

Net Income 

As shown by the data in Table 5, annual income to the HDC net of projected expenses is 
estimated at about $1.2 million per year for the projected 3-year ROWEI and about $620,000 per 
year for the additional cargo handling, storage, and transshipment operations.  The South 
Terminal port facility can thus cover its operating expenses during the offshore wind energy 
developer(s)’ use of the facility and on an average annual basis without a wind energy 
installation project based on the container, break bulk, and bulk cargo opportunities identified.  
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VI. Economic and Tax Effects of South Terminal Construction and 
Operation 

Data in Table 5 show the estimated economic effects attributable to the construction of the South 
Terminal port facility and the handling of non-offshore wind project related container, break bulk, 
and bulk cargoes identified in prior report sections.  A complete discussion of the assumptions, 
data sources, and analytic methods used for the South Terminal project economic assessment, as 
well the economic assessments of offshore wind energy projects and other potential port 
construction in Massachusetts, is included in a separate FXM technical memorandum: 
“Economic Effects of Offshore Wind Energy and Related Construction and Operating 
Expenditures”. 

Table 6 
Direct, Indirect and Induced Economic Effects of South Terminal Facility Construction 

and Annual Operations 

Output Employment Income GDP 
(000 $) (Jobs) (000 $) (000 $) 

Construction Period Effects 
South Terminal Port Facility 

Bristol County 44,100 $ 380 19,200$ 26,100 $ 
Massachusetts 65,500 $ 540 26,100$ 36,200 $ 

Annual Operating Effects 
South Terminal Port Cargo 
Operations     

Bristol County $ 15,700 130 $ 5,900 $ 9,700 
Massachusetts $ 20,200 170 $ 7,400 $ 11,900 

Source:  FXM Associates and RECON™ Input Output Model 

The construction period economic effects shown in Table 5 include a $65.5 million expansion in 
business output statewide ($44.1 million of that would accrue within Bristol County), 540 person 
years of employment statewide (380 person years in Bristol County), and $26.1 million in 
household income ($19.2 million in Bristol County) over the estimated 2-year construction 
period. Economic impacts attributable to construction expenditures are correctly interpreted as 
one-time, non-recurring economic effects. 

Annually recurring economic effects of the non-OREI cargo handling operations at South 
Terminal, as shown in Table 5, include $20.2 million in expanded business output statewide 
($15.7 million of that within Bristol County), 170 permanent jobs (130 within Bristol County), 
and $7.4 million in additional income each year to Massachusetts households ($5.9 million to 
households in Bristol County). 
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Data in Table 6 show the estimated tax effects attributable to the construction of the South 
Terminal port facility and the handling of non-offshore wind project related container, break bulk, 
and bulk cargoes identified in prior report sections.   

Table 7 
Direct, Indirect and Induced Tax Effects of South Terminal Construction and Operation 

Local Taxes State Taxes Federal Taxes 
(000 $) (000 $) (000 $) 

Construction Period Effects 
South Terminal Port Facility 

Bristol County 480 $ 440$ 1,820 $ 
Massachusetts 1,190 $ 1,440 $ 7,280 $ 

Annual Operating Effects 
South Terminal Port Operations 

Bristol County 300 $ 240$ 730 $ 
Massachusetts 480 $ 500$ 2,180 $ 

Source:  FXM Associates and RECON™ Input Output Model 

The construction period tax effects shown in Table 6 include $1.2 million in receipts to 
municipalities statewide ($480,000 of that would accrue to communities within Bristol County), 
$1.4 million in tax revenues to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and $7.3 million in federal 
taxes. These tax receipts are attributable to the economic impacts shown in Table 5 and are 
correctly interpreted as one-time, non-recurring tax effects. 

Annually recurring tax effects attributable to the non-OREI cargo handling operations at South 
Terminal, as shown in Table 6, include $480,000 in receipts to municipalities statewide 
($300,000 to communities within Bristol County), $500,000 in new tax revenues each year to the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and $2.2 million in federal taxes annually. 
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Appendix A -- Port of New Bedford Description8 

The Port of New Bedford is a deepwater commercial port with easy access to the maritime 
corridor from the Massachusetts coast, located on the northwestern side of Buzzard’s Bay 
approximately 9 nautical miles from the Cape Cod shipping canal, 83 miles south of Boston and 
166 miles north of New York.  The Port serves as the City’s greatest natural resource and most 
critical asset to stimulate investment, attract new industry, create jobs, and develop a healthy 
economy.  Over 4,400 people are employed by the commercial port.  New Bedford is the number 
one value fishing port in the nation generating economic activity in excess of $1 billion.  The 
fishing fleet lands over 145 million pounds of product annually, leveraging $241 million in direct 
sales. New Bedford is connected to the world market through its port and can capitalize on 
unique import/export distribution opportunities developing rapidly in the free global marketplace. 
Currently, the Port of New Bedford supports a diverse market of cargo transport handling over 
$230 million in shipping of bulk commodities and break-bulk cargo.  Barge operations move 
aggregate and break-bulk cargo to the Islands of Martha’s Vineyard and Nantucket.  Shipments 
of break-bulk cargo consisting primarily of household goods are exported to Cape Verde and 
Angola. 

The Port of New Bedford has the largest throughput tonnage of break-bulk perishable 
commodities in New England. The Port handles reefer (refrigerated) vessels which handle fresh 
fruit as well as fresh and frozen fish.  Fresh fruit is imported from North Africa, primarily 
clementines, and vessels are regularly loaded with New Bedford export herring product, direct 
call service from Norway handling product for Massachusetts fish processors and distributors.  
Each vessel load creates a $100,000 - $150,000 direct impact employing approximately 30 ILA 
for offloading and 20 teamsters for warehouse operations.  Those vessels that include export fish 
product cargo generate a $3 million direct economic impact.  Each shipment brings 100 to 150 
truckloads of product through the Port. The Port currently sees up to 25 freighters per year and 
is implementing a rigorous marketing initiative to expand import/export opportunity looking at 
opportunities to support offshore energy farm developments and the emerging American Marine 
Highway. The maturing nexus between marine science and the fishing industry puts 
New Bedford on the forefront as a leader in marine education, research, and technology.  

The Port also serves as an important land/sea intermodal center for ferry, cruise, excursion, water 
taxi, and other passenger operations bringing over 100,000 people through the Port annually.  It 
is the charter of the HDC to support the maritime businesses of the Port, seek out new 
opportunities, and maximize the natural competitive advantage the Port provides to the New 
Bedford economy.  Intermodal connections among port cargo facilities, rail, highway, and air 
freight are increasingly important as highways continue to become overly congested and the 
volume of East Coast ports goods movement is expected to realize exponential growth.  The 
funding requested herein would be used to provide the intermodal connector infrastructure 
critical to supporting the existing significant fishing, bulk, and break-bulk cargo industries, 
expanding international trade, and capturing coastal trade opportunities from the emerging AMH 
market sector.  Project elements incorporated into this work would seek to upgrade existing 

8 Integrated Intermodal Transportation Infrastructure Improvements, New Bedford Harbor Development 
Commission (September 15, 2009) 
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infrastructure to allow for full scale intermodal transport of goods. The proposal herein enables 
the Port to expand operations to include containerized cargo and oversized transport in addition 
to augmenting existing bulk and break-bulk shipping business. 

Port of New Bedford Profile in Northeast Port Mix 

The “Comparison of Selected Northeast Ports” study provides a description of New Bedford 
Harbor, and the Port of New Bedford in the terms of potential handling facilities for Offshore 
Renewable Energy Installation (OREI).9  The report identifies a number of key ports in the 
Northeast with potential for handling wind generation units, including importing components, 
storage, assembly and exporting to the construction site.  Massachusetts has a varied mix of 
marine activities in its five key port areas, and a number of ports that because of their existing or 
proposed marine terminals, geographic location and surrounding market area already have 
substantive marine activity including a wide range of freight activity.  These ports serve as 
transition points where cargo moves to and from marine modes including ship and barge to land 
based modes, in particular truck or rail.  This connection is being made to both international and 
domestic markets.  The state has one major tonnage and diversified seaport and four smaller 
niche ports that operate in the marine network: Boston is the major seaport: and, the niche ports 
include Gloucester, Salem, New Bedford and Fall River.  

Facilities 

The New Bedford waterfront has a number of large and small piers and wharves which are 
primarily used by the commercial cargo and fishing industry.  Most facilities have good highway 
connections as well as rail connections. Harbor regulations and berthing are enforced by the 
Harbor Development Commission (HDC) and the Port Maritime Security Unit except berthing 
for private terminals.   

•	 New Bedford South Terminal Wharf has a 1,600 foot berth with 30 feet of depth and 
serves as the major offloading center for fish product.  The wharf has 250,000 cubic feet 
of refrigerated storage on site and handles primarily seafood.  The most southern portion 
of the facility has the potential to build out a 400 foot solid fill bulkhead and act as 
potential terminal.  The site has 10 acres of backland. 

•	 Sprague Terminal just North of South Terminal works off a 740 foot berth with 27 foot 
depth alongside. The pier primarily handles petroleum products.   

•	 At the center of the inner Harbor is the State Pier Terminal which has three berths 
measuring 450 feet, 600 feet and 775 feet with 30 foot depth alongside.  There is 125,000 
square feet of covered storage for general cargo.  Cargo service out of state pier includes 
the movement of break-bulk cargo to Cape Verde and Angola.  The facility can support 
freighter service and store over 135 containers.  American Cruise Lines operates out of 
the facility bringing in a minimum of 20 ports of call on an annual basis and up to 89 
passengers per trip. Ferry services also operate out of State Pier, including passenger and 

9 Integrated Intermodal Transpiration Infrastructure Improvements, New Bedford Harbor Development 
Commission (September 15,2009) 
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cargo service to Cuttyhunk Island and passenger service to Martha’s Vineyard. Ferry 
service brings over 115,000 passengers through the Port annually.  The Quick Start Ferry 
facility on New Bedford State Pier allows intermodal transfers of waterborne freight and 
freight carried by truck and rail. The terminal features a 27-foot pier depth, roll on-roll 
off capability, offsite cold storage, and easy access to the interstate highway system. The 
ramp is 100 feet long and 18 feet wide and will hold up to 200 tons.  

•	 Above the Route 6 Bridge are Maritime Terminal, Bridge Terminal and North Terminal.  
The Maritime Terminal Wharf, operated by Maritime Terminal International, has a 600 
foot berth with 31 foot depth alongside.  The facility has 3 million cubic feet of 
refrigerated storage and is one of the largest U.S. Department of Agriculture-approved 
cold treatment centers on the East Coast for the use of controlled imported agricultural 
products. The terminal receives approximately 25 vessels a year, each carrying between 
1,500 and 4,000 tons of fish or approximately 2,000 to 3,000 tons of fruit.  

•	 The Bridge Terminal Wharf, on the northeast side of the harbor, is 450 feet long with 28 
foot depth alongside. The wharf has a 500,000 cubic foot refrigerator warehouse and 
handles frozen and chilled food products. The facility is owned and operated by Bridge 
Terminal Inc. 

•	 American Pride Seafood is a private facility operating out of North Terminal and one of 
the world’s leading seafood product processors.  The bulkhead supporting their operation 
is 580 feet long with 25 foot depth alongside.  The facility has 63,400 square feet of 
refrigerated warehouse space, 57,500 square feet of freezer space and 34,700 square feet 
of covered warehouse space. 

•	 Within the New Bedford North Terminal Wharf are commercial properties managed by 
the HDC. These properties cover 25 acres of land. Tenants include the seafood 
processors Eastern Fisheries and Seawatch International, barge operators, ship repair 
facilities, and other maritime service businesses.  A 2 acre terminal site is proposed to 
come on-line over the next 5 years.  This facility is currently operated by the EPA as part 
of the superfund clean-up and will revert back to City in the next few years.  The facility 
has rail connections that lead directly to the water’s edge. 

The port is considered a full service port and associated maritime industries include vessel 
maintenance and repair conducted at dockside or at repair facilities in New Bedford or in 
Fairhaven. The port has two moderate size shipyards, and equipment and provisions to support 
commercial and recreational vessels 

Harbor Profile 

The Port of New Bedford is considered a moderate deep-water port with overall depths of 30 feet 
at mean high water. The harbor is protected by a hurricane barrier that is constructed across the 
harbor entrance and equipped with a gate that can be closed during hurricane conditions and 
severe coastal storms. The port is considered a harbor of refuge for vessels in the region. 
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The Harbor approach is characterized by a number of ledges and shoals.  The approach channel 
allows for safe navigation and avoids most of the obstructions.  The hurricane barrier entrance is 
150 feet wide and opens up to a 350 foot wide channel, at a depth of 30 feet, extending to a 
turning basin 350 yards (1,000 feet) just above the New Bedford-Fairhaven Bridge.  The range of 
the tide is 3.5-4.0 feet and harbor currents are overall considered weak.  Maximum ebb and flood 
tide currents are under 2.5 knots average. 

There are vessel limitations due to the hurricane barrier and the highway bridge in the inner 
harbor. The hurricane barrier opening width is 150′ (45.7 meters), the New Bedford – Fairhaven 
Bridge is 92′ (28.0 meters) wide.  All vessel transit from and to the New Bedford – Fairhaven 
Bridge are subject to daylight-only restrictions for vessels with overall length above 400′ (121 
meters) and/or beam above 59′ (18 meters) and are subject to wind velocity restrictions. 

Advantages 

The port is well protected by the Hurricane Barrier and has support mechanisms in place for 
commercial and industrial vessel activity including OREI processing.  The port is has good road 
and rail access, and adaptable warehouse capacity is significant.  The port has excellent road and 
rail connections to its northern terminals and has several opportunities for expansion including 
OREI fabrication. 

The harbor is challenged by a significant pollution problem due to local industries which up until 
the 1970’s discharged wastes containing polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and toxic metals into 
New Bedford Harbor.  There are high levels of contamination throughout the waters and 
sediments of the Harbor which extends into Buzzards Bay. Hundreds of acres of marine 
sediment were highly contaminated. Biological effects of the contamination include reproductive 
impairment and death of marine life throughout the estuary, along with loss of marine 
biodiversity in areas of high contamination and gave New Bedford status as a Superfund Site.  
Since 2004 the EPA has been dredging to remove the PCBs through a complex process for 
dealing with contaminated sediments.  The EPA is expected to explore new technologies 
(confined aquatic disposal) that will reduce the demand for land-side facilities bringing the 
terminal facility under City control and opening other waterfront parcels up for development. 

Due to high levels of harbor contamination, no maintenance dredging had occurred for over 50 
years and had become critical.  The port faced the loss of waterfront businesses unless 
maintenance dredging could be implemented.  In 2005, the first navigational maintenance 
dredging was conducted restoring portions of the harbor to useable depths.  This has allowed 
business to increase and larger commercial vessels are returning to the harbor. 

Disadvantages 

Vessel draft is limited to 30 foot overall depth and the turning basin can only handle small cargo 
ships. The Route 6 Bridge limits the size vessel that can access the north terminal portion of the 
harbor and being an outmoded swing bridge causes delays in travel time.  Some of the most 
critical infrastructure in the port is aging and in need of repairs and improvements. 
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Potential 

There are several port areas adaptable for marine terminal expansion capable of supporting OREI 
processing. The State pier requires a significant amount of investment to bring it up to industry 
standards for cargo handling and there are several other facilities that require infrastructure 
improvements including bulkheads, piers and wharves. The rail corridor needs to be extended 
and track improved to accommodate increased and oversized shipments.  Commuter rail 
improvements are being planned and the engineering of commuter rail should include freight 
adaptable considerations. Development and of staging areas for trucks is also critical for 
increased activity in the port.  

The North Terminal owned by the Harbor Development Commission can be improved for 
handling of OREI fabrication and processing. Terminal facilities including the State Pier and 
North Terminal site should be equipped with a versatile mobile harbor crane and ground support 
equipment.  This equipment can be used for both cargo handling and wind farm components. 
Additional dredging to provide better access to all deepwater berths should be completed and the 
turning basin should be lengthened to accommodate longer, higher tonnage cargo vessels.  
Improvements to the Route 6 Bridge are critical to the passage of vessels to North Terminal and 
maximizing vessel access.  The suggested plan is to construct a double bascule bridge. 

South Terminal Port Facility Business Plan and Pro Forma 28 



 

   

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

                                                 
     

 

FXM Associates 

Appendix B -- Port Management and Governance Models10 

Port Management Models 

There are multiple models for port management which range from simple terminal management 
within a port to combined or collective port management which encompass multiple facilities or 
waterfront properties. Port management revolves around one essential factor, the ownership of 
property, which in most cases is retained for some public benefit.  The amount of port property 
and jurisdictional locations often dictate how the management will be structured. 

Ports or regions that manage their collective facilities cooperatively, or under the same 
management authority, often sustain growth more effectively.  This is primarily because 
competition for public financial resources is limited.  Over the last 50 years, public entities have 
taken over large expanses of waterfront property, including terminals and similar marine 
facilities, to insure the infrastructure was protected and allowed to provide public benefit.  This 
was most significant during the transition from break-bulk to container operations in the 
maritime industry which stranded many waterfront properties and left many facilities with 
marginal use.  In the United States, public entities include several types of management 
organizations: 

•	 Municipal ports -- Municipal ports are more common in small port areas.  The local 
municipal entity, town or city, provides management of the port’s facilities.  In most cases, 
the managers are a department of the local government, funded as part of the municipal 
budget. The advantage is cost effective management, the disadvantage is the port competes 
for funding with schools and community services.  Portland, Maine is an example of a 
municipal port. 

•	 State ports -- State ports are operated under the transportation department of a State and are 
managed or staffed with State employees.  Many communities have State owned facilities 
which are either promoted by the State or leased to a public or private entity.  In most cases 
State port management is limited to port promotion or infrastructure investment.  The 
advantage is coordinated transportation programs under a single State entity.  The 
disadvantage is funding competition.  Connecticut has a program under its Department of 
Transportation similar to this model.  

•	 Federal ports - Federal ports are owned and operated by the Federal government.  They are 
used for specific purposes such as handling of military cargo.  Earle, New Jersey is an 
example of a federal port.  

•	 Quasi-governmental ports or commissions -- Quasi-governmental ports or commissions are 
ports created by State legislatures that have a form of separate governance but are dependent 
on the local or State government for funding and project approvals.  They are intended to 
allow the local governmental entities to exert a level of local control over waterfront property 

10 Comparison of Selected Northeast Ports for Potential Handling of Wind Power Offshore Energy Installations, 
Captain Jeffrey Munroe, MAI  (Draft October 2009) 

South Terminal Port Facility Business Plan and Pro Forma 29 



 

 

   

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

  

FXM Associates 

in a community.  The advantage is the involvement of local government in decision making.  
The disadvantage is that the waterfront issues can be so diverse that progress is often slow for 
industrial or commercial development.  New Bedford’s Harbor Development Commission is 
an example of this type of structure. 

•	 Public port authorities -- Public port authorities are entities that are created or enabled by 
State legislative action and have independent management and bonding authority.  They 
focus on commercial marine terminal activities but can often include other operations such as 
airports, marinas, real estate development, rail or highway infrastructure.  The advantage is 
that they have the ability to promote their business activities with limited involvement from 
local government processes.  The disadvantage is that they can have diverse policy from their 
host communities.  The Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport) is an example of this type 
of entity. 

•	 Regional Ports -- The regional port council concept includes independent port agencies that 
work together to achieve common regional goals.  An effective model for a regional port 
cooperative is the Massachusetts Governor’s Seaport Council.  In this model each port is 
represented along with the key secretaries who have regulatory or development 
responsibilities for port areas, under the Office of the Governor.  Acting similar to a 
Metropolitan Planning Office (MPO), the council reviews projects, coordinates State’s 
response and allocates funding.  The council also provides a policy development forum that 
is coordinated with other State objectives. 

Ports themselves are a collection of marine terminals with associated landside transportation 
infrastructure. They are generally a collection of both publicly and privately owned facilities 
that have common interests in the growth and development of a port area.  Public entities often 
have leadership roles in the port and work with private entities to foster growth and development.  
In many cases, public entities operate marine terminals in a similar fashion as the private entities.  
The primary difference is that public entities are generally willing to handle all types of 
operations including cargo, industrial activities, and other similar operations, where private 
terminals only handle their own cargoes or activities.  

•	 Terminal ownership and management, public or private, along with their associated 
operational structures differ according to their location, historic staffing structure, and 
labor agreements.   

A public entity that is also a terminal operating company may undertake all of the service areas, 
contract some out or in some cases lease the terminal out to a third party operating entity.  
Occasionally, the terminal owner will contract a third party management firm who will manage 
terminal staff and personnel on behalf of the owner.  There was also a realization that ports 
needed to engage professional management and partner with the private sector to expand 
opportunities and create efficiencies.  Rail and marine terminal operators began venturing into 
becoming transportation companies handling every aspect of cargo transportation “door to door.”  
As the industry strengthened, many public entities that initially operated ports began leasing 
facilities out to the private sector who are becoming partners in both development and 
investment of publicly owned marine facilities.    
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Port Governance Models 

To highlight how port governance might be best achieved for a potential port activity, several 
examples are available for review. 

The Port of New Bedford is the first example. The New Bedford Harbor Development 
Commission (HDC) was created by the Massachusetts General Court under Chapter 762 of the 
Acts of 1957 to serve as the governing entity for the Port.  Chaired by the Mayor, the 
Commission consists of 7 members as appointed by the Mayor and approved by City Council. 
The crucial day-to-day operations and decision making is the responsibility of the HDC staff 
headed by the Executive Director.  The HDC has jurisdiction over all the waters in New Bedford, 
including the entire coastline of the peninsula, the harbor, and north along the Acushnet River to 
the City’s boundaries. The HDC manages 20 commercial properties, a 198 slip marina on 
Pope’s Island, the ferry terminal on State Pier and its supporting Whales Tooth Parking Lot, 5 
Piers and Wharves, 10 mooring fields, and enforces rules regarding the use of piers, wharves, 
and adjacent parking areas under its jurisdiction.  Being autonomous from City Government, 
user fees, rents, and all other revenues streams do not go to the General Fund, but rather are 
reinvested by the HDC to support its operations, properties, infrastructure needs and economic 
development initiatives.  The HDC may borrow and issue municipal bonds for capital 
improvements.  The goal of the HDC is to “support the maritime businesses of the Port, seek out 
new opportunities, and maximize the natural competitive advantage the Port provides to the New 
Bedford economy”.  Progress has been steady in achieving this goal.  

Massport is another example. The Massachusetts Port Authority was created in 1956, when a 
politically encumbered and ineffective, locally-controlled port commission was replaced by the 
autonomous, self-supporting authority.  Massport bought and rehabilitated abandoned or 
deteriorated property, began rebuilding rail and road connections and, invested in new facility 
development.  In 1966 after the advent of containerization, Massport's built one of the first 
container terminals in the country at Castle Island in South Boston.  In 1971, a second container 
terminal (Moran Terminal) was built by Massport in Charlestown. In 1980 and 1996, Massport 
rebuilt the container facility in South Boston expanding its footprint and upgrading its crane 
equipment.  The terminal is now known as the Paul W. Conley Container Terminal.   

In 1996, the process of optimizing Massport’s marine terminals in Boston also began to occur. 
All of the container operations were shifted to Conley Terminal and Moran Terminal was 
converted to an auto import and processing facility.  The newly expanded Conley Container 
Terminal and Boston Autoport were opened in 1997-1998.  As a result of focused investment 
and dedicated efforts, marine traffic at Massport’s terminals has increased substantially in the 
last thirty years. Container traffic has tripled and the cruise ship industry has also expanded from 
28 ships in 1994 to over 100 ship calls in the last several years.  Massport also operates two 
airports, a bridge and real estate development division in addition to port facilities.  In general, 
port revenue covers most of the port’s expenses, supplemented by revenue from other activities 
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applied to administrative expenses.  Massport has bonding authority for financing of all capital 
improvements and repairs. 

Portland, Maine, provides a third model.  The port is municipally owned and operated and 
management was combined with the Portland International Jetport under the City’s Department 
of Ports and Transportation. Port properties include a 15 acre cargo facility, 12 acre cruise ship 
and ferry facility and 12 acre fishing based industrial park. The fishing facility is managed by the 
Portland Fish Pier Authority while the other facilities re managed by the City.  It just completed 
a State and federally funded $22 million ferry facility intended to be expanded into a new cruise 
ship terminal. All revenue from operations went into the City’s general fund; all expenses were 
tax payer assessed. The port generated marginal income and recently, facing high infrastructure 
expenses, the City eliminated the marine division of the department and turned over control of 
the freight facilities to the Maine Port Authority. The City also had a process to offer 
development rights to a commercial developer for the former State pier, now the primary cruise 
ship terminal, which failed.  Financial challenges and funding competition within the City have 
led to stagnant development in the port. 
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I. Executive Summary 

This reports contains the findings and conclusions from a project funded by the 
Massachusetts Department of Business and Technology and Seaport Advisory Council 
(MSAC) to assess the market potential for short sea shipping operations (coastal 
shipping) to connect the ports of Fall River and New Bedford (ports of Bristol County) 
with other U.S. ports that would provide a new mode of transportation for freight that is 
currently moving over the highway. 

This report specifically addresses six key issues concerning the prospects for short-sea 
shipping services over the Bristol County ports: 

� What is the status of the emerging short sea network and its outlook for the future? 

� What is the potential impact of this network and the factors driving its development on 
the ports of Fall River and New Bedford? 

� What is the potential cargo hinterland for the ports? 

� What highway freight is currently moving into and out of this hinterland? 

� What type of freight is moving on these lanes and who is carrying it? 

� What is the likelihood of different segments of this highway freight market being 
diverted to short sea shipping through the two ports and the consequent prospects for 
the two ports becoming successful short sea shipping hubs for the region? 

The following are the conclusions of the project team on each of these issues based on 
the research and analyses that is described in the following pages of this report: 

Probability of Success for Bristol County Ports as Short-Sea Shipping Hubs 

� Several factors point to a strong probability of success for short-sea shipping services 
being developed to serve the ports of Fall River and/or New Bedford: 

– 	 There are substantial cargo volumes of truck traffic moving along the Atlantic 
seaboard with origins or destinations within the hinterland served by the Bristol 
County ports – options for such services include a short haul operation connecting 
with northern New Jersey and a longer haul operation connecting with ports in the 
South Atlantic such as Jacksonville, FL, Wilmington, NC, and/or Norfolk, VA. 

– 	 Truckers, particularly truckload operators, are becoming increasingly aware of the 
short-sea shipping option, and view it as an additional intermodal opportunity that may 
offset constraints on their ability to continue to grow pure truck transportation services 
due to increasing highway congestion and driver shortages as well as limits on hours 
of driver operation and rising fuel costs. 

– 	 The economics of short-sea shipping appear to be competitive with alternative modes, 
particularly on long haul lanes provided that “best in class” practices can be 
implemented in terms of vessel costs and manning levels as well as stevedoring 
operations that will enable short-sea shipping to achieve its full potential in terms of 
both cost and service efficiency. 

– 	 The primary competition to the Bristol County ports as short-sea hubs will come from 
the Rhode Island ports of Providence and Davisville (Quonset Point).  Although these 
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ports are well positioned in terms of physical facilities, they are at a greater distance 
from the central and northern New England hinterland that may potentially be served 
by the Bristol County ports. 

� However, there are also a number of factors that need to be addressed in order for 
short-sea shipping operations to be effectively realized in the ports of Bristol County: 

– 	 Current port capacity in both Fall River and New Bedford is limited in its ability to 
accommodate a major short-sea shipping operation such as envisioned in this project. 

– 	Fall River’s State Pier could accommodate short-sea operations moving the equivalent 
of 140 trailers into and out of the port on a daily basis but that would entail adding 
more trailer parking area to that within the current State Pier footprint and also 
possibly displacing some current users of the facility – in addition, the large volume of 
truck traffic into and out of the facility projected for the short-sea operation must be 
balanced with the needs of the adjoining Battleship Cove tourist facilities and other 
planned recreation activities in the area. 

– 	 New Bedford’s current cargo facilities in terms of berth and yard capacity need to be 
improved to effectively support a short-sea service.  In the long term, if the North 
Terminal is developed as a RoRo berth and adequate access to it is provided by 
reconstructing or relocating the Route 6 bridge, New Bedford would be an ideal 
location for a short-sea shipping operation. 

� In addition, factors that add to the cost of short-sea shipping such as Harbor 
Maintenance Tax (HMT) and the extremely high cost of commercial vessels built by 
U.S. shipyards must be addressed: 

– 	 The elimination of HMT on coastal domestic shipping services may prove to be 
revenue neutral as any foregone tax may be offset by funds saved in highway 
construction and repair as trailers are removed from the highways by short-sea 
shipping services. 

– 	 The high cost of U.S.-built commercial vessels may be addressed by increasing 
the percentage of such vessels that may be built overseas, by improved purchasing 
and sourcing practices by U.S. shipyards, by the application of modern vessel 
construction practices and technologies by the shipyards, and/or by a waiver of the 
U.S. Jones Act restriction on domestic operators using foreign-built vessels. 

Status of the emerging short sea network and its future outlook 

� Despite a number of efforts to develop short-sea shipping services along the U.S. 
coasts, there have been few successes to date – high costs on both the vessel and port 
side and slow acceptance of this alternative transport mode were primary factors that 
undercut these efforts. 

� Most of these earlier short-sea initiatives were carried out prior to the current conflux 
of highway congestion, driver shortages, and high fuel costs that are creating a more 
favorable environment for short-sea shipping transport alternatives. 

� Successful “short-sea” operations in the noncontiguous U.S. domestic trade lanes 
such as between the continental United States and Puerto Rico, Alaska, and Hawaii 
provide a business model that is applicable to coastal routes. 
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� There appears to be a significant opportunity that short-sea shipping services may be 
successfully launched in the near future if the cost issues are solved on the basis of 
current best practices within the U.S. and carefully planned partnerships between 
marine and ground transportation operators are developed to provide a true short-
sea/land intermodal service option. 

Potential Impact on the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 

� Both ports are well positioned to be significant players as short-sea shipping hubs 
although constraints on their capacity need to be addressed.  The proximity of the 
two ports to each other may be a plus in terms of sharing labor and services. 

� The total economic impact of the development of short-sea shipping services over 
the ports of Bristol County could be as high as $120 million, creating up to 800 jobs 
– at least fifty percent of this impact would occur in the immediate area of the Bristol 
County ports. 

Potential Cargo Hinterland for the Ports of Bristol County 

� The potential cargo hinterland for the ports of Bristol County extends a relatively 
short distance to the south by approximately 50-miles including much of Rhode 
Island, but a significant distance to the north and west to include most of central and 
northern New England up to 250-miles. 

Volume of Highway Freight into and out of the Bristol County Ports’ Hinterland 

� A total of 1.9 million trailer loads of highway freight move to destinations within the 
Bristol County ports’ hinterland annually from origins within 200-miles of a port 
along the U.S. Atlantic and Gulf Coasts seaboard – a total of 1.4 million trailer loads 
moves out of the Bristol County ports’ hinterland to destinations within 200-miles of 
a port along the U.S. Atlantic and Gulf Coasts seaboard. 

� The major port-pair partners for the Bristol County ports for short-sea shipping 

services appear to be Bayonne, NJ (total volume of 787,000 trailer loads) and 

Jacksonville, Florida (total volume of 418,000 trailer loads). 


Type of Freight and Carriers on these Routes 

� A broad assortment of manufactured goods, foodstuffs, and basic commodities move 
by highway freight on these potential short-sea shipping lanes. 

� Truckload carriers play a predominant role in these potential markets and also appear 
to have the greatest interest in short-sea shipping as an alternative mode to direct over 
the road transport. 

In summary, the ports of Bristol County appear to have a significant opportunity to 
become terminuses for short-sea shipping services.  Focusing on implementation 
strategies that address both the positive and negative factors listed above should enable 
this opportunity to be achieved. 
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II. The Emerging Short Sea Network 

Background 

The highway transportation system of the United States is coming under increasing 
pressure as growth in over the road traffic is exceeding the growth of capacity at the 
same time as truck driver shortages, restrictions on driver hours of service, and rising 
fuel prices are increasing the cost of trucking services. Coincident with these 
developments, many American companies’ supply chains have become more complex 
as they have internationalized much of their sourcing and reduced inventory levels 
through such strategies as “Just in Time” parts delivery to manufacturing plants.  This 
has had the effect of increasing these companies’ reliance on fast reliable freight 
transport.  The resultant strain from growth in freight transport activity has impacted all 
modes of transport, but none more than trucking.  Significantly increased highway 
congestion has come from the compound influences of the growth in freight and 
passenger traffic, especially in densely populated regions such as along the U.S. 
Atlantic Coast, particularly on the I-95 corridor.  

Given the current limited plans for new highway construction and likely ongoing 
federal and state fiscal constraints, it is likely that congestion on U.S. highways will 
continue to increase.  This will have the virtually inevitable effect of degrading the 
productivity of the nation’s businesses in terms of their transportation and logistics 
performance.  At the same time, the traveling public will be inconvenienced by further 
increases in traffic delays and the environment will be subject to additional damage 
from vehicle emissions (especially freight diesel emissions) that reduce air quality.  

One potential avenue that offers to relieve some of this strain on the nation’s transport 
infrastructure is the diversion of truck traffic from congested highways to the open sea – 
that is, to use what is termed “short-sea shipping” operations along the nation’s coasts 
as well as on inland waterways to absorb a significant part of the projected growth in 
highway freight traffic. These short-sea shipping operations would move freight on an 
intermodal basis by combining a relatively short overland “drayage” move by truck to 
transport goods from their origin to a nearby port from which a vessel would carry the 
freight to another port where a second truck would transport the load over another 
relatively short distance to its ultimate destination.  This short-sea model for domestic 
freight has already had some success through such operators as Osprey Lines in the U.S. 
Gulf and inland waterways. However, its application on the Atlantic Coast has been 
very limited and with no real success stories to date. 

Nevertheless, with the recent significant shift in the nation’s transportation equilibrium 
– highway capacity not keeping pace with the growth in demand, labor shortages for 
truck drivers becoming increasingly acute, and fuel prices rising dramatically – it is 
timely to take an objective and pragmatic look at whether short-sea shipping can 
provide a means to relieve some of the pressure on the nation’s highways and provide 
new business for shipping services and ports such as Fall River and New Bedford in 
Massachusetts. 
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The Potential Market 

The great majority of U.S. intercity truck freight travels only a relatively short distance, 
and is thus not conducive to an intermodal transportation mode such as short-sea 
shipping. Likewise, many freight movements occur in volumes and at frequencies not 
generally appropriate for intra or inter-coastal ocean service. Consequently, successful 
market penetration by short-sea shipping will be a function of two primary factors: (1) 
relative length of haul, and (2) the level of concentration of volume in specific traffic 
lanes. As the distance between freight origin and destination increases and lane volume 
(density) grows, intermodal services – such as short-sea shipping – become more 
competitive relative to highway transport, and their cost advantage increases.  Where 
significant highway congestion exists, such as in the U.S. Northeast corridor, the 
distance at which short-sea shipping may be competitive with pure highway traffic may 
decrease. Consequently, analyzing the relative lengths-of-haul and lane densities of 
truck traffic moving into and out of various regions of the U.S. with access to coastal 
ports was the first step in quantifying transportation market prospects for short-sea 
shipping services that may utilize the ports of Fall River and New Bedford (“Bristol 
County ports”). 

The key potential port partners of the Bristol County ports that were selected to be the 
focus of the market analysis were the following: 

� Bayonne, NJ � Tampa, FL 
� Norfolk, VA � Pensacola, FL 
� Wilmington, NC � Mobile, AL 
� Charleston, SC � New Orleans, LA 
� Savannah, GA � Port Arthur, TX 
� Jacksonville, FL � Galveston, TX 
� Port Canaveral, FL � Corpus Christi, TX 

These ports were selected on an indicative basis only. Other neighboring ports (such as 
Fernandina Beach, Florida in the case of Jacksonville) that would have essentially the 
same cargo hinterland may be substituted for the selected port if so desired.  

Cargo flows between the respective “hinterlands” of the various port-pairs were 
identified. The traffic flows were segmented at intervals of 50-miles as shown in the 
example of Exhibit II-1 below for traffic between the hinterlands of the Bristol County 
ports and the port of Jacksonville Florida. The analysis of potentially divertible traffic 
then focused on a “skewed” hinterland to reflect the key assumption that trucks would 
not backtrack very far to a port in the opposite direction of their desired direction of 
travel. Consequently, the scope of potentially divertible traffic was restricted to cargo 
moving between the respective port-pair hinterlands extending only 50-miles in the 
direction of travel (requiring a backtracking movement) and up to 250-miles in the 
opposite direction. 
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Exhibit II-1 

Prospective Cargo Hinterlands for Short-Sea Shipping Traffic
 

between Bristol County Ports and the Port of Jacksonville, Florida 


Methodology 

The purpose of the market-sizing task was to identify the U.S. East and Gulf Coast ports 
that, as trading partners of the ports of Fall River and New Bedford, may have the 
greatest potential for diverting current freight traffic from the highways to a short-sea 
shipping service between the respective port-pairs.  Global Insight’s TRANSEARCH ® 
database and ground freight analytical capabilities were used to size the potential short-
sea shipping market for Bristol County ports. 

TRANSEARCH is a commodity flow database that is produced annually from sample data 
provided by over 100 public and private data sources that is then subject to rigorous 
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economic modeling in order to develop an estimate of the total ground freight market on 
a county to county basis for North America.  For this project, the starting point was truck 
traffic (truckload, private, less-than-truckload, and Canadian/Mexican movements) from 
the 2003 edition of county-level TRANSEARCH. A detailed description of TRANSEARCH 
and the methods used to create it is attached as Appendix 1.  Traffic flow data from 
TRANSEARCH was analyzed for each port and its particular drayage hinterland, by 
direction for northbound and southbound traffic.   

The key port-pair partners for the Bristol County ports were matched to corresponding 
Federal Information Processing Standards (FIPS) county definitions (as shown in 
Exhibit II-2 below). This geocoding process provided consistent geographic analysis 
regions for the various source data. 

Exhibit II-2
 
Federal Information Processing Standards (FIPS) County Definitions 


for Selected Bristol County Port Partners
 

Port State FIPS 
Bayonne NJ 34017 
Norfolk VA 51710 
Wilmington NC 37129 
Charleston SC 45019 
Savannah GA 13051 
Jacksonville FL 12031 
Port Canaveral FL 12009 
Tampa FL 12057 
Pensacola FL 12033 
Mobile AL 1097 
New Orleans LA 22071 
Port Arthur TX 48245 
Galveston TX 48167 
Corpus Christi TX 48355 

A sustainable short-sea shipping operation was assumed to provide a less expensive 
service alternative to other means of transportation, with the understanding that low costs 
may equate with longer cargo transit times.  Reflecting this assumption, unique port 
catchment areas for a short-sea shipping service were determined using restrictions that 
take into account the characteristics of a short-sea shipping operation that must compete 
with the over the road transportation option. 

The key assumption behind the determination of cargo hinterlands was that a viable short 
sea-shipping market may exist when sea/land intermodal transport is significantly 
cheaper than pure land transport.  In our analysis, this was defined using the following 
criteria: a competitive market may exist when distance by land is greater than distance by 
sea (including land drayage) and the unique aspects of sea/land intermodal transport are 
considered. As mentioned, ocean transport is typically less expensive than truck 
transport. This means that, for the same price, goods transported by ship can travel 
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further than goods transported by truck.  To capture these savings, the cost advantage 
accredited to sea travel is quantified by applying a factor of 0.6 to each port's Ocean 
Miles (i.e., the estimated transport miles by sea from each port to Bristol County, MA). 
Sea/land intermodal transportation may also have inherent disadvantages, such as 
additions to overall transit time due to marine terminal vessel loading and discharge and 
cargo receiving and delivery operations.  In the potential market analysis, this 
disadvantage is accounted for by adding a 200-mile penalty (approximately four hours of 
drive time) to the calculated ocean miles for all ports except for Bayonne, which has a 
unique situation because of the highway congestion surrounding New York City.  The 
application impact of quantifying these unique characteristics is shown in Exhibit II-3, in 
which Adjusted Ocean Miles are equal to 200 miles + (Ocean Miles × 0.6). 

Exhibit II-3 

Calculation of Adjusted Ocean Miles 


Port Ocean Miles Adjusted Ocean Miles 
Bayonne 223 134 
Norfolk 408 445 
Wilmington 644 586 
Charleston 710 626 
Savannah 784 670 
Jacksonville 868 721 
Port Canaveral 1,068 841 
Tampa 1,477 1,086 
Pensacola 1,682 1,209 
Mobile 1,716 1,230 
New Orleans 1,785 1,271 
Port Arthur 1,945 1,367 
Galveston 1,947 1,368 
Corpus Christi 2,052 1,431 

Under these restrictions, a county was included as part of a port's catchment area if the 
distance by truck to/from Bristol County, MA was greater than the distance of Adjusted 
Ocean Miles plus drayage distance (miles to/from port to ultimate origin/destination). 

For each port catchment area, TRANSEARCH 2003 flow data for truck traffic, including 
origin, destination, mode, sub-mode, commodity, tons, and units, were extracted at the 
county level.  The multiple layers of detail in the dataset provide the basis for a 
comprehensive analysis and for data and volume validations at a port-specific level. 
These extractions yielded a preliminary dataset of over one million records. 

Once eligible flows were selected, flows that had a drayage distance of greater than 500
miles were eliminated, meaning if the flow originated or terminated within 500-miles of 

an eligible port, it was considered traffic available to that port.  At this point, a
 
commodity filter at the 2-digit Standard Transportation Commodity Code (STCC) level 

was applied to remove bulk commodities from the analysis.  Specifically, STCCs 10, 11, 
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13, 14 representing Ores, Coal, Crude Oil, and Minerals were excluded, as those are not 

commodities likely to move in a short-sea shipping liner service and are likely to travel
 
by water only in large bulk ships. In addition, traffic consisting of empty vehicles (STCC 

4221) and secondary traffic (STCC 50) were also removed.  


The database at this point contained "eligible flows," representing the traffic that could 
conceivably be captured by short-sea shipping services if certain other conditions were 
met.  The other conditions, which were not analyzed in this assessment, would include 
scheduling concerns, transit time, commodity value, and other considerations. 

Double-counting between port-pair flows was permitted, meaning one flow may be 
assigned as "available" to more than one port in the case where port hinterlands may 
overlap, for example between the ports of Jacksonville and Savannah, Georgia.  This 
enables the comparison of traffic volumes between particular port-pair combinations in 
order to select those that may offer the greatest market.  Of course, the port-pair 
combinations are not then additive if one were to seek to identify the total market. 

A distinction should be drawn between the measurements of domestic truck volumes 
versus international container shipments. In the case of international traffic, volume is 
typically measured in Twenty-foot Equivalent Units (TEUs), which correspond to 
multiples of a standard twenty-foot ISO container.  In contrast, domestic traffic is 
represented in truckloads as would be operated for a given commodity.  For dry van 
traffic, this would typically be either a 48 or 53-foot long trailer.  This difference in 
capacity must be taken into account when ship capacity requirements are examined.  The 
traffic measures included in the market analysis in this report are in “truckloads.” 

Findings on the Potential Market 

The results of the port-pair traffic flow analysis are provided below in Exhibit II-4. 
Among the preselected prospective port partners, the largest single potential short-sea 
shipping market for the Bristol County ports is Bayonne, NJ followed by Jacksonville, 
FL and Corpus Christi, TX.  It is noteworthy that traffic in all of the port-pairs is 
significantly imbalanced with northbound traffic invariably being the headhaul flow. 

Exhibit II-4 

Truckload Freight Movements between Bristol County Hinterland and Other Ports 


Southbound Northbound Total 
Bayonne, NJ 
Norfolk, VA 
Wilmington, NC 
Charleston, SC 
Savannah, GA 
Jacksonville, FL 
Port Canaveral, FL 
Tampa, FL 
Pensacola, FL 
Mobile, AL 
New Orleans, LA 
Port Arthur, TX 
Galveston, TX 
Corpus Christi, TX 

190,342 596,972 787,314 
24,409 47,038 71,447 
20,909 91,637 112,546 
41,517 222,536 264,053 
66,267 218,970 285,237 

140,773 277,086 417,859 
109,935 160,907 270,842 
56,677 149,828 206,505 
24,711 113,975 138,686 
70,539 307,285 377,824 
53,824 212,519 266,343 
52,059 206,148 258,207 
94,100 284,813 378,913 

158,594 258,382 416,976 
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Source: Global Insight Inc. TRANSEARCH database.  See tables in the Appendix for supporting detail. 
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The TRANSEARCH data was also used to identify the type of commodities moving by 
truck on the selected Bristol County port-pairs.  For example, as shown in Exhibit II-6 
below, foodstuffs (no doubt, including large volumes of seafood) are the single largest 
commodity group moving from the Bristol County hinterland to the Jacksonville area. 

Exhibit II-6 

Commodities Shipped from Bristol County Hinterland to Jacksonville Hinterland
 

SOUTHBOUND 
Port Name Jacksonville 

Loads To South 
STCC 2 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles Grand Total 
Apparel Or Related Products 56 2 - 338 1,425 1,820 
Chemicals Or Allied Products 90 658 1,959 3,385 5,764 11,856 
Clay, Concrete,Glass Or Stone 156 1,078 555 1,502 5,957 9,248 
Electrical Equipment 276 875 139 203 1,464 2,957 
Fabricated Metal Products 712 697 2,870 2,641 4,368 11,288 
Farm Products 4 8 4 - 31 47 
Food Or Kindred Products 999 2,451 343 5,220 12,712 21,724 
Forest Products - - - - 0 0 
Fresh Fish Or Marine Products - - - - 83 83 
Furniture Or Fixtures 20 378 10 82 2,117 2,607 
Instrum, Photo Equip, Optical Eq 217 77 171 319 909 1,692 
Leather Or Leather Products 64 92 80 146 130 513 
Lumber Or Wood Products 3 49 2 500 2,565 3,119 
Machinery 264 791 1,158 1,985 5,411 9,609 
Misc Manufacturing Products 31 164 108 370 603 1,275 
Petroleum Or Coal Products 3,162 11,288 14 2,564 1,099 18,127 
Primary Metal Products 847 4,123 1,295 1,513 5,046 12,823 
Printed Matter 1,866 584 43 1,821 1,515 5,830 
Pulp, Paper Or Allied Products 172 2,286 333 3,121 5,817 11,729 
Rubber Or Misc Plastics 965 4,228 2,173 3,626 863 11,855 
Textile Mill Products 335 188 120 138 419 1,200 
Transportation Equipment 6 49 120 15 1,179 1,368 
Grand Total 10,243 30,066 11,497 29,488 59,479 140,773 

Source: Global Insight Inc. TRANSEARCH database.   

In the reverse “headhaul” direction, chemicals are the major single item moving from the 
Jacksonville hinterland to the Bristol County hinterland with foodstuffs (including citrus 
and beef) also accounting for a significant share as shown in Exhibit II-7 below. 

12
 



 
 

 

   

 
 

 
                                                             

                                                 
                                                   

                                                                  
                                                                   

                                                                    
                                                      

                                                                                    
                                                                                    

                                                                
                                                                   

                                                                                  
                                                         

                                                         
                                                                         
                                                                              
                                                                  
                                                                   

                                                      
                                                                      

                                                                  
                                                                                    
                                                        

                                                                                     
                                              

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

   
                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                                      
                                                                                                                                          
                                                                                                                                                                  
                                                                                                                                                       
                                                                                                                                

   
                                                                                                                                        
                                                                                                                                
                                                                                                                                          
                                                                                                                                               
                                                                                                                                            
                                                                                                                                                                          
                                                                                                                                

Analysis of the Potential Market for Short Sea Shipping
 
Services into the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 


Exhibit II-7 

Commodities Shipped from Jacksonville Hinterland to Bristol County Hinterland 


NORTHBOUND 
Port Name Jacksonville 

Loads To Bristol County 
STCC 2 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles Grand Total 
Apparel Or Related Products 1,085 1,051 731 254 3,441 6,563 
Chemicals Or Allied Products 10,280 25,752 5,404 15,113 25,253 81,802 
Clay, Concrete,Glass Or Stone 12,190 3,187 6,828 32,845 11,687 66,739 
Electrical Equipment 238 1,013 583 349 757 2,940 
Fabricated Metal Products 404 574 1,038 363 586 2,966 
Farm Products 474 597 50 786 1,341 3,247 
Food Or Kindred Products 8,043 9,421 3,720 5,531 9,093 35,808 
Forest Products - - - - 6 6 
Fresh Fish Or Marine Products - - - - 0 0 
Furniture Or Fixtures 394 1,069 163 482 1,707 3,815 
Instrum, Photo Equip, Optical Eq 117 253 317 1,025 220 1,932 
Leather Or Leather Products 26 23 41 47 12 149 
Lumber Or Wood Products 6,896 2,866 2,013 1,961 643 14,378 
Machinery 669 1,978 1,178 1,174 1,393 6,392 
Misc Manufacturing Products 117 505 91 24 673 1,410 
Petroleum Or Coal Products 25 173 49 45 358 650 
Primary Metal Products 562 524 382 439 2,668 4,575 
Printed Matter 74 98 762 2,307 2,323 5,565 
Pulp, Paper Or Allied Products 1,278 7,232 4,304 3,668 3,519 20,002 
Rubber Or Misc Plastics 941 948 623 348 835 3,695 
Textile Mill Products 725 1,182 246 168 875 3,196 
Tobacco Products 5 - - - - 5 
Transportation Equipment 505 2,244 1,926 2,272 4,297 11,243 
Waste Or Scrap Materials - - - - 9 9 
Grand Total 45,050 60,690 30,449 69,202 71,695 277,086 

Source: Global Insight Inc. TRANSEARCH database.   

Given the type of commodities moving in the Bristol County/Jacksonville corridor, it is 
not surprising that tank and reefer trailers account for a significant share of the trailer 
loads in addition to the largest equipment type of dry vans as described in Exhibit II-8. 

Exhibit II-8 

Commodities Shipped from Jacksonville Hinterland to Bristol County Hinterland
 

SOUTHBOUND 
Port Name Jacksonville 

Loads To South 
Equipment Type 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles Grand Total 
Flat 
Dry Van 
Tank 
Bulk 
Reefer 

724 
6,151 
2,793 

8 
568 

2,499 
16,031 
10,817 

335 
384 

1,623 
8,274 
1,200 

5 
395 

2,675 
21,141 

3,728 
287 

1,656 

6,993 
44,716 

3,092 
1,345 
3,333 

14,513 
96,313 
21,630 
1,980 
6,336 

Grand Total 10,243 30,066 11,497 29,488 59,479 140,773 

NORTHBOUND 
Port Name Jacksonville 

Loads To Bristol County 
Equipment Type 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles Grand Total 
Flat 
Dry Van 
Tank 
Bulk 
Reefer 
Auto 

8,516 
26,551 
4,165 
1,390 
4,296 

132 

6,645 
32,019 
15,963 

2,046 
3,912 

106 

3,884 
21,119 

3,180 
758 

1,414 
93 

22,340 
29,418 

7,662 
6,622 
3,160 

1 

10,030 
42,612 

8,498 
2,640 
7,907 

8 

51,414 
151,718 

39,468 
13,456 
20,689 

340 
Grand Total 45,050 60,690 30,449 69,202 71,695 277,086 

Source: Global Insight Inc. TRANSEARCH database.   
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Short-Sea Shipping Case Studies 

Several recent examples of U.S. short-sea shipping operations were analyzed in order to 
identify key factors that contributed to their success or failure and their implications for 
the ports of Fall River and New Bedford. The examples are not intended to be a 
comprehensive listing of all recent short-sea shipping initiatives but were selected, rather, 
to reflect a range of type of operations and situations.  The results of this analysis that 
was based on publicly available information as well as interviews with the companies 
involved are described in the following case studies. 

Matson Navigation Company1 

Background: 
� Matson began operations in the U.S. mainland/Hawaii trade in 1882 
� Matson has a major share of the U.S./Hawaii shipping market estimated at 70 

percent 
� Between 1994 and 1999 Matson ran a single surplus 2100 TEU container vessel 

on a Los Angeles/Seattle/Vancouver/Los Angeles weekly service 
� Matson has recently taken delivery of two 2400 TEU U.S.-built container ships at 

a cost of $110 million each from Kvaerner Philadelphia Shipyard and another two 
2400 TEU vessels on order at $140 million each from the same yard 

Key Business Parameters: 
� Service carried both international cargoes (as feeder vessel), empty containers 

requiring repositioning, and domestic loads (approximately 30 percent of total 
containers carried) 

� Domestic loads increased from 25,000 to 45,000 annually between 1994 and 1997 
� Service was priced at a discount to prevailing truck rates 

Status: 
� Service was discontinued in 1999 due to poor financial performance 

Conclusions: 
� Service failed primarily due to high stevedoring costs – ILWU was unwilling to 

provide concessions to enable the service to be economically viable 
� Matson was able to gain a number of key accounts (e.g. Anheuser Busch) 
� The service was difficult to sell to traffic managers – “required going further up 

the management chain” 
� Matson was not successful in selling the service to truckers – many saw it as a 

“threat” 

1 Interview with Phil Grill, Vice President 
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Totem Ocean Trailer Express (TOTE)2 

Background: 
� Started roll-on/roll-off (RoRo) service between Tacoma, WA and Anchorage, AK 

in 1975 
� Provides two sailings per week on 1,000-mile route 
� Competes with AlCan Highway and container vessel and barge operators 
� Took delivery of two new U.S.-built 600 trailer capacity RoRo vessels in 2003 at 

reported cost of $180 million each 

Key Business Parameters: 
� RoRo vessels complete cargo discharge and load (up to 1,200 trailer moves plus 

auto traffic) within eight hours at each port 
� Primarily transports shipper-owned highway trailers 

Status: 
� Company has been consistently profitable 
� Parent is also majority owner of Sea Star Line in U.S./Puerto Rico trade 
� Possibly interested in other U.S. domestic shipping opportunities 

Conclusions: 
� Company gained strong market position by working closely with truckers and 

freight forwarders in the Alaska market 
� RoRo operation provides truck-competitive transit times and costs for all types of 

cargo 

Osprey Lines3 

Background: 
� Started business in 2000 as spin-off from Maersk’s acquisition of Sea-Land in 

order to provide U.S. flag container feeder operation in the Gulf for mostly 
international cargoes 

� Initially focused on shipping containers on barge between New Orleans and 
Houston 

� Have recently expanded into domestic cargoes in containers – operating Sea 
Trader 13.5 knot 124 FEU containership (converted from an offshore service 
vessel) on weekly Houston/Tampa/ New Orleans deployment carrying a 
combination of domestic and international cargoes in containers 

Status: 
� Kirby Marine recently purchased majority holding in company – Osprey Lines 

founder has departed to form new company “Couch Lines” 

2 Interview with Bob Magee, CEO 
3 Interview with Rick Couch, CEO 
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� Couch reports he is currently working on a vessel newbuilding program with U.S. 
shipyards for four 125 FEU (13.5 knots) containerships and looking to enter new 
coastal markets on U.S. Gulf and East Coasts 

Key Business Parameters: 
� Loads/discharges containers in port using boom cranes  

� Transported a total of 65,000 containers in 2004 (both international and domestic) 


Conclusions: 
� Domestic business built on incremental basis on top of international feeder loads 
� Marketing focus on heavy and out of gauge cargoes – carry both in containers and 

as breakbulk 
� Osprey seeks to control own terminals and trucking operations 
� Sells service reliability and value – sees as more important than transit time 
� However, believes still able to offer shippers truck-competitive transit time and 

significantly better transit time than rail intermodal 

New England Fast Ferry4 

Background: 
� Operates passenger ferries (with limited cargo capacity) between New Bedford 

and Nantucket/Martha’s Vineyard 
� Subsidiary of Moran Towing 
� Considering start-up of New Jersey (e.g. Bayonne)/New Bedford RoRo cargo 

service with medium speed vessels (catamaran hull design) 

Key Business Parameters: 
� Value proposition of new service is to provide truckers with overnight bypass of 

congested New York City/Connecticut area – e.g. depart New Jersey at 8 pm./ 
arrive New Bedford by 5 am next morning 

� Two catamaran vessel designs under consideration 
– 260’ RoRo with 24 trailer capacity at estimated capital cost of $25 million 
– 320’ RoRo with 42 trailer capacity at estimated capital cost of $30 million 

� Estimates economics of port to port move at $350 per trailer – key to holding 
down cost is using crew to load/discharge trailers 

Status: 
� Service still in planning stage 

Conclusions: 
� Looking for “cornerstone” contract with major trucker or truckers to provide base 

cargo volume 
� Prefers New Bedford to Fall River as Massachusetts terminus due to perception of 

better highway access and terminal capacity at New Bedford (NEFF already 
operates over New Bedford’s State Pier) 

4 Interview with James Barker, VP 
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� Proposed service offers opportunity for short-sea shipping start-up within 
relatively short term (2-3 years) if vessels are newbuilds in U.S. shipyard 

� Service could build credibility with truckers before expanding into longer haul 
markets 

� Question whether service economics can be achieved with small size of vessels – 
vessel with 150-trailer capacity may be able to operate at $300-350 per trailer 
load; smaller vessels may lack scale necessary to offset high fuel costs 

Trailer Bridge5 

Background: 
� Runs both RoRo and LoLo container barges between U.S. mainland (New York 

and Jacksonville) and Puerto Rico 
� Operated “Atlantic Highway” container barge service between Port Newark and 

Jacksonville from January to September, 1999 – service was terminated when 
hurricane delayed barge by four days leading to the loss of a major account 
(ToysRUs) 

Key Business Parameters: 
� Cargo on New York/Jacksonville service was entirely domestic
 
� Weekly capacity: 265 53’ containers 

� Major source of cargo was diversion from rail intermodal 

� Pricing per container load was around $500 

� New York/Jacksonville transit time was three days – comparable with rail 


intermodal but slower than truck 
� Major southbound shippers included GM for cars relayed through Jacksonville to 

Puerto Rico 
� Major northbound shippers included forest product shippers (packaging materials, 

lumber, and pulp) 

Status: 
� Service discontinued – no plans to restart 

Conclusions: 
� Service was sold primarily on price 
� Relatively slow transit time was not a major disadvantage to a shipper such as 

Toys RUS but unreliability was 
� Operating out of Port Newark added cost despite a “reasonable” deal with the ILA 

The case studies lead to a number of important overall findings on the current state of 
short-sea shipping in the United States: 
� Despite a number of recent efforts, domestic sort-sea shipping operations on the 

U.S. coasts have had only moderate success to date (e.g. Osprey Lines) 
� Nevertheless, a number of major shippers have elected to support short-sea 

shipping services (e.g. ToysRUs, Anheuser Busch, General Motors) 

5 Interview with John McCown, CEO 
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� Osprey appears to have benefited from a dual marketing focus on selling domestic 
transportation to both shippers and truckers  

� Truckers may be interested in the overall value proposition of adding short-sea 
shipping as an alternative mode, but they need to have the potential benefits 
clearly spelled out 

� Close cooperation with trucking companies is essential in successfully developing 
and operating a short-sea service – a key asset is building base cargo support 
through commitments from major truckers on a particular route 

� Schedule reliability may be at least as important a service factor in effectively 
marketing the service as door-to-door transit time 

� Labor buy-in is critical to creating a cost-competitive short-sea service in terms of 
both vessel and marine terminal operations 

� Short-sea shipping can be particularly competitive for heavy and/or hazardous 
shipments currently moving over the road such as chemicals 

� Service frequency needs to be at least 2-3 sailings per week on relatively long 
haul routes – daily is probably not necessary except on short-haul routes (e.g. 
Bayonne/Bristol County) 

In conclusion, there appear to be a number of factors that promote the emergence of a 
U.S. domestic coastal short-sea shipping network including increasing highway 
congestion (particularly in the Northeast), rising fuel costs, restrictions on truck driver 
hours of operation, and a shortage of drivers.  In addition, there is a great deal of truck 
cargo moving to and from the Bristol County port hinterland along the Eastern seaboard, 
some of which may potentially be divertible to short-sea shipping services.  However, 
despite the positive signs of a market opportunity, there is scant evidence of successful 
business plans being put in place to meet that market need.  As both the Matson and 
Trailer Bridge attempts to put a short-sea service in place failed for economic reasons – 
primarily due to high costs – the next section of this report will analyze the economics of 
short-sea shipping, particularly as they relate to potential services utilizing the ports of 
Fall River and/or New Bedford. 

The Economics of Short-Sea Shipping versus Alternative Modes 

The market analysis of trucking movements into and out of the Bristol County ports’ 
hinterland indicated that the prospective port partners of Bayonne, NJ and Jacksonville, 
FL had substantial potentially divertible traffic volumes.  Consequently, an economic 
model was developed to calculate the cost to the shipper of moving a trailer load of 
freight on each of these corridors using a short-sea mode versus over the road trucking or 
rail intermodal where appropriate. 

The economics of a short-sea shipping service include both direct vessel operating 
costs, capital costs, and other costs associated with the movement of a trailer-load of 
freight. Direct vessel operating costs include vessel manning, maintenance and repair, 
insurance (Hull & Machinery and P&I), capital, and vessel management costs, fuel and 
consumables, and port charges.  These costs were developed based on information 
developed from ocean carrier and port operator interviews, and general industry 
knowledge of the project team.  
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Non-vessel operating costs for the short-sea shipping service include stevedoring and 
marine terminal operations, container, trailer, and chassis leasing and maintenance, 
drayage operations, and sales and general administrative overhead.  These were 
developed from carrier and port operator interviews and the professional experience of 
the project team. In addition, the cost to shippers of Harbor Maintenance Tax (HMT) 
charged on shipments moving in and out of U.S. ports was also added as a line item in the 
model for short-sea shipping operations as would be applicable under the current U.S. tax 
regime. 

The key assumptions concerning vessel operations for ships to be deployed on the short 
haul Bayonne potential service and the long haul Jacksonville service are summarized in 
the following Exhibit II-9. 

Exhibit II-9 

Key Assumptions on Potential Short-Sea Service Vessels 


Vessel Operating Costs for Coastal Vessels 

Container Ship RoRo Vessel RoRo Ferry 
Cargo capacity 200 Trailers 140 Trailers 40 Trailers 
Key assumptions: 

Capital cost: $38 million $44 million $30 million 
Vessel speed: 25 knots 25 knots 20 knots 
Fuel consumption: 30 TPD 30 TPD 4,300 gals MDO 
Crew size: 10 10 8 

Vessel expense per day 
Crew $6,500 $6,500 $3,500 
Maintenance & Repair $875 $875 $700 
Consumables $600 $600 $250 
Insurance & Other $625 $625 $400 

$8,600 $8,600 $4,850 
Depreciation $4,164 $4,822 $3,288 
Total $12,764 $13,422 $8,138 

*Assumes 25 years vessel life 

The economics of the short-sea shipping option used in the transportation model are based 
on a theoretical level of costs that reflect some significant changes in current working 
practices that would need to be instituted by industry, labor, and government specifically for 
short-sea shipping but that are nevertheless reasonably achievable in the near term.  The key 
areas for which such theoretical cost levels were used include vessel capital costs, vessel 
crew costs and manning levels, and port stevedoring costs.  Although these cost levels are 
lower than those for most current Jones Act shipping operations, they should be attainable 
based on an analysis of current “best in class” industry practices within the U.S. today and 
U.S. and international benchmarks.   

The following are the key assumptions made concerning the operations and costs for a 
prospective short-sea shipping service: 
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� Both RoRo trailer vessels and LoLo container vessels were tested for the long 
haul Jacksonville service but only a RoRo vessel was evaluated for the short 
haul Bayonne service given the relatively short steaming distance (less than 200
miles) and the consequent premium put on minimizing port time both for 
expediting vessel turnaround and cargo despatch 

� Crew sizes of 10 for the larger container and RoRo vessels and 8 for the smaller 
RoRo vessel were based on the assumption that new manning agreements with 
the seafarer unions and the Coast Guard would be developed for a two-watch 
system for self-propelled vessels operating along the contiguous coasts of the 
U.S. 

� Marine terminal loading and discharging costs are on an “all-in basis” and 
reflect current best practices that would require labor agreements specially 
designed for coastal short-sea shipping 

� An average vessel operating speed of 25 knots was used for the Jacksonville 
service and 20 knots for the Bayonne service – this relatively high speed for 
conventional RoRo or container vessels on the Jacksonville service was deemed 
necessary to provide a “truck-competitive” transit time  

� The vessel capital costs used are lower than current prices from U.S. shipyards 
but still substantially higher than international prices – the lower U.S. prices 
reflect the assumption that long vessel-building runs, more aggressive 
purchasing practices, and improved productivity by U.S. shipyards would bring 
down the cost of U.S.-built vessels 

Similarly, the cost of trucking and rail intermodal operations on the respective Bayonne 
and Jacksonville corridors were also developed.  For a truck operator, fully allocated 
cost data provided by a major motor carrier was used as the starting point in developing 
the truck economics.  Truck operations were based on a single driver operating within 
current hours of service (HOS) restrictions. Future road congestion was not addressed – 
service and cost parameters are reflected as "current steady state". Additional highway 
cost data was developed using the TTS Blue Book of Trucking Companies (2004-2005 
Edition) and allowed for the disaggregation of wages and benefits, equipment, 
insurance, fuel and other expenses. Global Insight's Intermodal Cost Analysis Model 
(ICAM) was used to prepare estimates of the rail intermodal door-to-door delivery costs 
for each of the pilot project corridors.  

The key cost elements for motor carriers include pick-up and delivery, over the road 
vehicle operations, fuel, driver costs, dispatching, insurance, as well as other factors that 
would be directly affected by the choice of transport mode between the origin and 
destination markets in the particular lanes.  Highway tolls are reflected as a separate 
cost item in the model, and are estimated based on average toll costs per mile and 
average toll miles adjusted for specific corridors. Sales and administrative overhead are 
also included. Source information was developed from public data, carrier interviews, 
and general industry knowledge of the project team.   

Rail intermodal direct operating cost elements include locomotives and fuel, track and right-
of-way, yard and terminal operations, lift-on and lift-off movements, railcar, crew, 
trailer/container, and drayage expense.  Sales and administrative overhead are also included. 
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Again, this information was developed from public data, carrier interviews, and general 
industry knowledge of the project team.   

The cost of repositioning trailers or containers in a particular corridor was also built into the 
model for each mode.  Trucking and rail intermodal operations have an advantage in this 
area as they have greater latitude to search for return loads than the short-sea service that was 
assumed to be tied to a particular port-pair.  In this case, the short-sea service was charged 
with the cost of vessel loading and discharging for all empty trailers/containers in the 
backhaul direction of each particular corridor. 

A short-sea shipping carrier’s cost of moving a trailer load of freight between Bristol 
County, MA and Jacksonville was calculated at approximately $1,100, as described in 
Exhibit II-10 below. 

Exhibit II-10 

Short-Sea Shipping Costs Between Bristol County and Jacksonville, Florida 


US Coastal Liner Shipping Service Economic Model
 
Origin:
 
Destination:
 
Ocean Transit (Nautical Miles):
 
Vessel type:
 
Vessel speed: (Knots)
 
One Way Steaming Time (Hours)
 

Frequency in R/T voyages per week:
 
No. R/T voyages per year:
 

R/T Ocean Transit Days:
 
TTL Terminal Days:
 
Total Ship Days
 

TTL Drayage Days
 
Total Container Days
 

Total Volume of Lane Traffic (Truckloads):
 
Northbound:
 
Southbound:
 

Share of Total Lane Traffic: 
Northbound:
 
Southbound:
 

Vessel Capacity (truckloads): 
NB capacity payload utilization:
 
SB capacity payload utilization:
 

Freight Volumes (truckloads) 
Northbound Loads
 

Northbound Empties
 

Southbound Loads
 

Southbound Empties
 

Total Volumes 

Service Economics 
Variable Costs 

Marine Terminal Cargo-Handling
 

RoRo cost per unit (load & discharge): $100
 

LoLo cost per unit (load & discharge): $200
 

Mean terminal cargo handling cost per load 

Land Transportation
 

Origin Dray
 

Destination Dray
 

Long haul drays
 

Mean Truck Dray Expense 

Equipment Costs 

Container/Trailer 

Chassis 

Mean Equipment Costs 

Total Variable Costs 
Fixed Costs 

Vessel

Vessel fuel*
 
Port Charges
 

Sales & Administration
 

Non-Vessel Depreciation
 

Total Fixed Costs 
Total Operating Expenses 

Operating Expense per Revenue Load: 

Jacksonville/Bristol County Jacksonville/Bristol County 
Jacksonville, FL Jacksonville, FL 
Bristol County, MA Bristol County, MA 

993.00 993.00 
RoRo Container 

25
 25
 

40.0 40.0 

3.00 3.00 
144
 144
 

3.50 3.50 
1.50 1.50 
5.00 5.00 

2.00 2.00 
7.00 7.00 

Truckloads Truckloads 
277,000 277,000 
141,000 141,000 

Base Freq. Adj Net Share Base 
7% 100% 7% 10.0% 
8% 100% 8% 11% 

140
 200
 

96.2% 96.2% 
56.0% 53.9% 

Per Unit Per Voyage Per Year Percent Per Unit 

135 19,390 50% 
- - 0% 
78 11,280 29% 
56 8,110 21% 

Freq. Adj Net Share 
100% 10.0% 
100% 11% 

Per Voyage Per Year Percent 

192 27,700 50% 
- - 0% 
108 15,510 28% 
85 12,190 22% 

269 38,780 100% 

$ 120 $ 32,317 $ 4,653,600
 

$ - $ -

$ 152
 

$ 193 $ 41,141 $ 5,924,290 
$ 228 $ 48,455 $ 6,977,549 
$ 70 $  3,739 $ 538,374 

$ 438 $ 93,335 $ 13,440,213 

$51 $ 10,862 $ 1,564,170 

$ - $ - $  -

$ 51 $ 10,862 $ 1,564,170 

$ 641 $ 136,514 $ 19,657,983 

$  315
 $ 67,110 $ 9,663,840 28% 
$ 89 $ 18,900 $ 2,721,600 8% 
$ 19 $ 4,000 $ 576,000 2% 
$ 38 $ 8,000 $ 1,152,000 3% 
$ 5 $ 1,000 $ 144,000 0% 
$ 465 $ 99,010 $ 14,257,440 42% 
$ 1,106 $ 235,524 $ 33,915,423 100% 

$ 1,106 

385 55,400 100% 

$ - $ - $ -
$ 200 $ 76,944 $ 11,080,000
 

$ 256
 

$ 193 $ 57,962 $ 8,346,547 
$ 228 $ 68,267 $ 9,830,450 
$ 70 $  5,267 $ 758,498 

$ 438 $ 131,496 $ 18,935,495 

$ 53 $ 15,904 $ 2,290,130 

$ 18 $  5,386 $  775,600 

$ 71 $ 21,290 $ 3,065,730 

$ 766 $ 229,731 $ 33,081,225 

$ 213 $ 63,820 $ 9,190,080 20% 
$ 63 $ 18,900 $ 2,721,600 6% 
$ 13 $ 4,000 $ 576,000 1% 
$ 27 $ 8,000 $ 1,152,000 2% 
$ 3 $ 1,000 $ 144,000 0% 
$ 319 $ 95,720 $ 13,783,680 29% 
$ 1,085 $ 325,451 $ 46,864,905 100% 

$ 1,085 

Operating Statistics 
Number of Ships 
Door-to-Door Transit (days) 
Vessel Turns per Week 

Jacksonville/Bristol County Jacksonville/Bristol County 
2.00 2.00 
6.00 6.00 
1.40 1.40 
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Analysis of the Potential Market for Short Sea Shipping
 
Services into the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 


The cost of moving a trailer load of freight between Bristol County, MA and Northern 

New Jersey by short-sea shipping service was calculated at over $500 per trailer for a 40
trailer RoRo vessel and at around  $260 for a 140-trailer RoRo vessel, similar to that 

tested for the Jacksonville run.  The significant difference in the costs per trailer is due to
 
the much greater scale economies that the larger vessel is able to achieve as well as its 

substantially greater fuel efficiency per unit of cargo.  Given the volume of truck cargo 

moving in the Bayonne/Bristol County hinterlands corridor, the larger vessel would 

require a penetration rate of 7 percent of the total market versus 2 to 3.5 percent for the 

smaller vessel to achieve its projected cost per load as described in Exhibit II-11 below. 


Exhibit II-11
 
Short-Sea Shipping Costs Between Bristol County and Bayonne, NJ 


US Coastal Liner Shipping Service Economic Model
 
Origin:
 
Destination:
 
Ocean Transit (Nautical Miles):
 
Vessel type:
 
Vessel speed: (Knots)
 
One Way Steaming Time (Hours)
 

Frequency in R/T voyages per week:
 
No. R/T voyages per year:
 

R/T Ocean Transit Days:
 
TTL Terminal Days:
 
Total Ship Days
 

TTL Drayage Days
 
Total Container Days
 

Total Volume of Lane Traffic (Truckloads):
 
Northbound:
 
Southbound:
 

Share of Total Lane Traffic: 
Northbound:
 
Southbound:
 

Vessel Capacity (truckloads): 
NB capacity payload utilization:
 
SB capacity payload utilization:
 

Freight Volumes (truckloads) 
Northbound Loads
 

Northbound Empties
 

Southbound Loads
 

Southbound Empties
 

Total Volumes 

Service Economics 
Variable Costs 

Marine Terminal Cargo-Handling
 

RoRo cost per unit (load & discharge): $100
 

LoLo cost per unit (load & discharge): $200
 

Mean terminal cargo handling cost per load 

Land Transportation
 

Origin Dray
 

Destination Dray
 

Long haul drays
 

Mean Truck Dray Expense 

Equipment Costs 

Container/Trailer 

Chassis
 

Mean Equipment Costs
 

Total Variable Costs 
Fixed Costs 

Vessel

Vessel fuel*
 

Port Charges
 

Sales & Administration
 

Non-Vessel Depreciation
 

Total Fixed Costs 
Total Operating Expenses 

Operating Expense per Revenue Load: 

Bayonne, NJ/Bristol County Ocean Service Only 
Bayonne, NJ 
Bristol County, MA 

178.00 
RoRo
 

21
 

8.5 

7.00
 
350
 

0.70 
0.30 
1.00 

2.00 
3.00 

Truckloads 
597,000 
190,000 

Base Freq. Adj Net Share 
2.0% 100% 2.0% 
3.5% 100% 3.5% 

40
 
85.3%
 
47.5%
 

Per Unit Per Voyage Per Year 

34 11,940 

19 6,650 

53 18,590 

$ 100 $ 5,311 $ 1,859,000 
$ - $ - $ -

$ 100
 

$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 

- $ 

- $ 
- $ 
- $ 

- $ 

-
-
-

-

$ 

$ 

$ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

-

-

-

$ 

$ 

$ 

-

-

-

$ 100 $ 5,311 $ 1,859,000 

$  153 $ 8,138 $ 350
 

$ 154 $ 8,170 $ 2,859,500
 

$ 19 $ 1,000 $ 350,000
 

$ 94 $ 5,000 $ 1,750,000
 

$ 6 $ 300 $ 105,000
 

$ 426 $ 22,608 $ 5,064,850 
$ 526 $ 27,919 $ 6,923,850 

$ 526
 

Bayonne, NJ/Bristol Larger Ship (140 Trailers) 
Bayonne, NJ 
Bristol County, MA 

178.00 
RoRo 

21 
8.5 

7.00 
350 

0.70 
0.30 
1.00 

2.00 
3.00 

Truckloads 
597,000 
190,000 

Base 
7.0% 
7.0% 

Freq. Adj 
100% 
100% 

Net Share 
7.0% 
7.0% 

140 
85.3% 
27.1% 

Percent Per Unit Per Voyage Per Year Percent 

64% 
0% 
36% 
0% 

100% 

119 
-
38 

-

157 

41,790 
-

13,300 
 28,490

83,580 

50% 
0% 
16% 

 34% 

100% 

100 $ 15,740 $ 5,509,000 $ 
-$ -$ -$ 

100$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 

- $ 
- $ 
- $ 

- $ 

-
-
-

-

$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 

-
-
-

-

$ 

$ 

$ 

- $ 

- $ 

- $ 

-

-

-

$ 

$ 

$ 

-

-

-

100 $ 15,740 $ 5,509,000 $ 

0% 
41% 
5% 

25% 
2% 
73% 
100% 

85 $ 13,422 $ 350 $ 
25 $ 4,000 $ 1,400,000 $ 
10 $ 1,500 $ 525,000 $ 
32 $ 5,000 $ 1,750,000 $ 
4$ 600 $ 210,000 $ 

156$ 24,522 $ 3,885,350 $ 
256$ 40,262 $ 9,394,350 $ 

0% 
15% 
6% 

19% 
2% 
41% 
100% 

256 $ 

Operating Statistics 
Number of Ships 
Door-to-Door Transit (days) 
Vessel Turns per Week 

Bayonne, NJ/Bristol County Ocean Service Only Bayonne, NJ/Bristol County Full Service 
1.00 1.00 
0.50 2.00 
7.00 7.00 
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Analysis of the Potential Market for Short Sea Shipping
 
Services into the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 


In addition to the carrier’s costs for the respective modes on each corridor, the total cost 
for moving a trailer-load of freight on the particular corridor that would be incurred by 
the shipper of that freight was also calculated.  The cost to the shipper would include any 
“mark-up” or profit margin that the carrier would add to its costs as well as the 
incremental inventory carrying costs caused by the slower transit times of the rail 
intermodal and short-sea shipping service options versus trucking. In addition, Harbor 
Maintenance Tax (HMT) would apply to only the short-sea option.  Carrier mark-ups 
were estimated based on current practices and conditions in the U.S. domestic freight 
markets for each of the modes.   

As shown in Exhibit II-12 below, the short-sea shipping option on the Bristol 
County/Jacksonville Corridor is projected to achieve a significant cost advantage against 
both the truck and rail intermodal options, although with a longer transit time.6 

Exhibit II-12
 
Comparative Performance of Short-Sea Shipping versus 


Alternative Modes on the Bristol County/Jacksonville Corridor  


Truck Rail  Short-Sea   
  Intermodal   Shipping 

Total miles (door to door) 1,183 1,340 1,342 

Transit hours (door to door)  54.5 66.5  72.0 

Carrier cost per highway mile $1.59 $1.04 $0.90 

Shipper cost per highway mile $1.73 $1.26 $1.02 

Differential versus Truck -- -27% -41% 

In the case of the short haul Bayonne/Bristol County corridor, rail intermodal was not 
considered to be a viable option from a service viewpoint, so the service options were 
restricted to truck and short-sea shipping.  A distance of 498 miles was used for the truck 
movement in order to represent traffic moving between the two port hinterlands, not 
simply between the ports.  The impact of Harbor Maintenance Tax (HMT), an ad valorem 
duty, is immediately apparent when the short-sea costs for the Bayonne corridor are 
compared to truck as shown in Exhibit II-13 below.  The cost advantage for short-sea 
service is increased from 17 percent to 31 percent with the simple exclusion of HMT. 

6 Details behind these calculations are included in Appendix VI-3. 
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Analysis of the Potential Market for Short Sea Shipping
 
Services into the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 


Exhibit II-13
 
Comparative Performance of Short-Sea Shipping versus 


Alternative Modes on the Bristol County/Bayonne Corridor  


Truck  Short-Sea  
 Shipping 

Total miles (door to door)  498 558 

Transit hours (door to door)  12 17.5 

Carrier cost per highway mile  $1.49 $1.17 

Shipper cost per highway mile  $1.62 $1.35 

Shipper cost per highway mile (without HMT)  $1.62 $1.11 

Differential versus Truck (with HMT)  -- -17% 

Differential versus Truck (without HMT)  -- -31% 

The results of the economic analysis demonstrate that short-sea shipping can be 
extremely competitive with other transportation options on key corridors into and out of 
the Bristol County ports’ hinterland if certain key assumptions on vessel, crew, and 
stevedoring costs are met.  This competitiveness is further enhanced by the waiving of 
HMT. 

In order to further evaluate the commercial feasibility of short-sea shipping operations 
using the Bristol County ports, the competitiveness of short sea shipping economics and 
service levels versus alternative modes were tested in a number of interviews with 
prospective users. The results of this market research are described in the following 
chapter. 
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Analysis of the Potential Market for Short Sea Shipping
 
Services into the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 


III. Market Feedback on Short-Sea Shipping Services over Bristol County Ports 

Interviews were conducted in person and by phone with a total of seventeen prospective 
users of short-sea shipping services through the Bristol County ports that are described in 
Exhibit III-1.  The interviewees consisted of twelve ground carriers (primarily truckers) 
and five shippers.  The outline of the questionnaire as followed is included in Appendix 
VI-4. The output from the interviews is summarized in Exhibit III-2 (3 pages). 

The following are the principal findings obtained from the interviews: 

� All of the carriers interviewed, but only one of the shippers, professed some 
familiarity with short-sea shipping as a potential mode of transportation – a 
number of the carriers mentioned that they had been approached within the past 
year by groups looking for carrier support for a potential short-sea service start-up 

� The potential level of possible support for a short-sea service over the ports of 
Bristol County varied widely – from a possible 150 trailer loads a day out of the 
Raritan Industrial Center (Raritan Central Railway) on the Bayonne/Bristol 
County overnight shuttle to a few trailers a week.  In aggregate, however, the 
potential level of support based on this relatively small sample was very strong. 

� In terms of the key requirements that a short-sea service must have in order to be 
considered a viable transportation option, the most frequently cited were the 
following: 

– 	 Fast transit and reliable scheduling 

– 	Competitive price 

– 	 Seamless service – “just like trucking…no port hang-ups” 

� In probing on the issue of transit time for a short-sea service, the responses varied 
significantly 

– 	LTL operators tended to think that the multiple stages in a short-sea 
intermodal movement would not enable them to provide the “next day” 
delivery that their customers required, particularly on a regional basis 

– 	 TL operators were less concerned over short-sea being able to match trucking 
transit times but required absolute schedule reliability and a competitive price 
– they tended to see short-sea as another intermodal option 

– 	 The quoted transit times for both the Bayonne and Jacksonville short-sea 
prospective operations (10 hours port to port for Bayonne, 50 hours for 
Jacksonville) were generally acceptable to TL operators and most shippers 

� Respondents’ chief concerns varied widely  

– 	 One carrier (US Express) that is well-informed on short-sea shipping felt that 
Jacksonville was not a good southern port partner and that Wilmington, NC or 
Norfolk, VA were better situated to service large volumes of truck freight 
from the Southeast, particularly Atlanta 
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Analysis of the Potential Market for Short Sea Shipping
 
Services into the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 


Exhibit III-1 

Commercial Feasibility of Short-Sea Shipping Interviewees 


Ground Carriers 
Company 
US Express 

Truckload operator 

J.B. Hunt 
Truckload operator 

Schneider National 
Truckload & intermodal 
operator 

Swift Transportation Co. 
Truckload operator 

Wyatt Transfer 
Truckload operator 

Southeastern Freight Lines 
Primarily LTL operator 

Trimac 
Truckload bulk carrier 

New England Motor Freight 
Regional LTL/TL carrier 

Werner Enterprises 
Truckload operator 

DiSilva Transportation 
TL Specialist in Grocery Prod. 

Heartland Express 
Regional TL operator 

Raritan Central Railway 
Short line RR & Warehouse 
operator 

Location 
4080 Jenkins Road
 

Chattanooga, TN  37421
 

615 J.B. Hunt Corporate Drv.
 
Lowell, Arkansas 72745
 

3101 South Packerland Drive
 

Green Bay, WI 54306
 

HQ in Phoenix, AZ 

3035 Bells Road
 

Richmond, VA 23234
 

420 Davega Road
 

Lexington, SC  29073
 

3663 N. Sam Houston Pkwy.
 
Houston, TX 77032
 

1-71 North Avenue East 
Elizabeth, NJ 07201 

14507 Frontier Road
 

Omaha, NE  68138
 

50 Middlesex Avenue 
Somerville, MA  02415 

2777 Heartland Drive
 

Coralville, IO 52241
 

One Gateway Center 
Newton, MA  02458 

Person 
Craig Fuller 

Paul Bergant 

Brian Bowers 

Mark Martin 

Chick Rosemond 

Bob Bullock 

David Perry 

John Karlberg 

Steve Phillips 

Tom DiSilva 

Rich Meehan 

Eyal Shapira 

Position	 Phone 
President, Xpress Global (817) 829-5098
 

Systems
 

EVP	 (800) 643-3622
 

VP & GM of Intermodal (920) 592-3584
 

Services
 

EVP - East Coast	 (602) 269-9700
 

ext. 17523
 

VP Sales	 (804) 389-7299
 

VP International Business (704) 597-9828
 

& Partnerships
 

VP Business Development	 (285) 981-0000
 

President & COO	 (570) 386-4876
 

SVP - Van Division	 (800) 228-2240
 

CEO	 (781) 229-6380
 

VP Operations & Marketing	 (800) 451-4621
 

President	 (617) 243-0137
 

26
 



 
 

 

 

 

        
 

 

 

  
 

 

  
 

   

Analysis of the Potential Market for Short Sea Shipping
 
Services into the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 


Exhibit III-1 

Commercial Feasibility of Short-Sea Shipping Interviewees 


Shippers 
Company Location 
Quaker Fabric 1082 Davoll Street 

Uphostlery fabric Fall River, MA 02721 

Lightolier 631 Airport Road 
Lighting fixtures Fall River, MA 02720 

Titleist 333 Bridge Street 
Golf equipment Fairhaven, MA 02719 

Maritime International 276 MacArthur Drive 
Seafood New Bedford, MA 02740 

Weyerhaeuser Federal Way, WA 98063
 

Forest Products
 

Person 
Mark Helwig 

Bill Torrens 
Bill Poole 

Jim Day 

Pierre Bernier 

Craig Lawrence 
Mike Ocepek 

Position 
Supply Chain Manager 

Phone   
(508) 678-1951 

Traffic Manager 
(508) 679-8131 
(860) 886-2621 

Footjoy Traffic Manager (508) 979-2000 

Manager Shipping Ops 
and Logistics 

508 996-8500 
ext. 233 

CEO Westwood Shipping 
Logistics Planner 

(253) 924-4349 
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Analysis of the Potential Market for Short Sea Shipping
 
Services into the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 


Exhibit III-2 

Summary of Results from Market Research 


Ground Carriers 

Company 
US Express 

TL operator 

Familiarity 
with SSS

High 

Volume of 
 Potential Traffic 

Most traffic from 
W ilmington NC/ 

Norfolk area to NE 

Key 
Requirements 

Seamless service 
Excellent systems 
to track/manage 

freight 

Chief 
Concerns 

Jax may not be 
best southern 
port-does not 

serve Atlanta well 

Interest in Short-
Haul Service 

Very high-price 
is competitive, 
particularly on 
NB headhaul 
Maybe stop in 
Long Island 

Interest in Long-
Haul Service 

Also very high, 
although prefer 

service from NC or 
VA-weekly service 

with Friday NB 
departure would 

work 

Key Success 
Factors 

"Freight doesn't care 
about mode" - just 
make it work and 
SSS will succeed 

Perceptions of 
Fall River/New Bedford 

No views 

Swift Transportation 
Largest US TL operator 

(18,500 trucks) 

High Will not disclose Most hauls less 
than 600 miles

Question feasibility 
 "intermodal doesn't 

work well with 
short legs" 

Low - too 
many handoffs 

Low - don't 
have much 

longhaul freight 

Focus on longer 
haul lanes-"intermodal 
doesn't work well with 

short legs" 

No views 

Wyatt Transfer 
Long distance TL operator 

High Low Minimize trailer 
dwell time in port 

Longer transit 
time with SSS 

Low - sees 
cost about same 

Higher - SSS 
cost is comp. 

Make cost 
competitive 

No views - thinks SSS 
will happen due to 

hwy congestion 

Southeastern Freight Lines 
Primarily LTL operator with 
some TL as backhauls 

High Low 
Mostly shorthaul 

and limited in 
Atlantic corridor 

Depends on 
customer 

requirements 

Most of their 
traffic is LTL 

Might work -
need to minimize 

dray cost and 
time 

Limited - little 
traffic with New 

England 

Makes sense in 
NE due to congestion 

No views 

Raritan Central Railway 
Short line RR and 
warehouse/terminal
operator 

High Possibly 150 
TL's per day from 
 Raritan Industrial 

Center 

Reliable service 
Right economics 

Availability of 
right vessels in 
Jones Act fleet 

Very high-sees 
opportunity to cross-
dock from NJ DC's 

to trailers run on 
overnight vessel 

SSS cost is comp. 
Working with truckers 

on concept 

Medium-little freight 
in this lane 

Cost and transit 
time appear to be 

competitive 
Truck transit is 3 days 
and cost at $1.50/mile 
Rail intermodal cost 

is $1700 per TL 

Need to get major 
truckers involved 
Deliver service at 
cost as estimated 

Prefers FR location to NB -
closer to NY and "less 

political" 
Has 10 acres site in 

Raritan for potential SSS 
terminal - next to Raritan 

Industrial Center 

Werner Enterprises 
Truckload operator 

Some familiarity 9,000 trucks 
Active in 

Atlantic corridor 
Started intermodal 

in 2004 

Customer's 
needs for both 
transit time & 

reliability 

Reliability is key -
more important 
than transit time 

Medium - price 
is in ballpark but 
does not offer 

major advantage 

Higher - price is 
competitive 

Transit time is 
okay 

"Absolute 
dependability" - then 

price advantage 

No views 

New England Motor Freight 
Regional LTL/TL carrier 

Some familiarity 5 TLs/day in 
NE/Jax lane 

40 TLs/night in 
NE/NY lane 

Fast transit 
and absolute 

reliability necessary 
for LTL business 

SSS may be most 
suitable for TL 

business, not LTL 

Low-SSS cost is 
too high. NEMF 
does Pawtucket/ 
Plainfield NJ for 

$300/TL door to door 
Long Island service 

of more interest 

Higher-cost and 
transit time are 

competitive 
Likes Jax as port-
serve Puerto Rico 

Focus on TL sector No views 

Heartland Express 
Short to medium haul TL 
carrier 

Medium 
Feasible concept-

depends on 
shipper's transit 

time requirements 

86% freight is 
JIT - 30% volume 

is foodstuffs 

Transit time Driver shortage 
going to get 

worse 

Low - likely 
to cost more 

"Looks good on 
paper but may not 
work in practice" -
concern about ILA 

slowing transit 

Truck (single driver) 
costs need to rise by 
over 50% (from $1.45 

per mile to $2.25) 
Mimimize port time 

Prove service reliability 

No views 
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Exhibit III-2 
Summary of Results om Market Research 

Ground tinued) 
fr 

Carriers (con 

DiSilva Transportation 
TL Grocery Specialist 

High 25-30 truc 
day to NY metro 

ks/ 
to work 

Economics need 
in CT and NY area 
Increasing delays ttractive" 

SSS cost and 
overnight transit 
are competitive 

High-"very a Lower-little freight 
in this lane 

Cost and transit 
time appear to be 

competitive 
Truck transit is 3 days 
and cost at $1.50/mile 

Key is to be able 
to deliver service 

at costs as 
estimated 

Both ports have good 
locations-fit well into 

current  truck movements 

Trimac 
Truckload bulk carrier 

Very familiar "Very active" 
along Eastern 

seaboard-currently 
not using intermodal 

Competitive price 
and fast relaible 

transit 

Increasing driver 
shortage 

Also concern that 
hazmat regs 

Moderate-transit time 
okay but SSS price 
needs to be lower at 

$250-$300 

No interest-very little 
chemical traffic from 

Jax hinterland 

ISO containers may 
work for chemical 

traffic by SSS 

No views 

J.B. Hunt 
National truckload operator 

Very familiar High volumes of 
traffic along Eastern 
seaboard-currently 

major user of 
intermodal 

Traffic density -
ability to schedule 

and cost 
Consistency of 

service 

Driver shortage 
Highway 

congestion - 
particularly on I-95 

Pending review Pending review Motor carrier should 
play key role 

No views 

Analysis of the Potential Market for Short Sea Shipping
 
Services into the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 
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Analysis of the Potential Market for Short Sea Shipping
 
Services into the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 


Exhibit III-2 

Summary of Results from Market Research  


Shippers 


Familiarity Volume of Key Chief Interest in Interest in Key Success Perceptions of 
with SSS  Potential Traffic Requirements Concerns Short-Haul Svc Long-Haul Svc Factors Fall River/New Bedford 

Company 
Quaker Fabric Not familiar Inbound: 10 TLs/wk Need service Driver shortage Limited interest- High - but thinks Service must be Prefers FR-good access 

Uphostelry fabric from NC frequency 2-3/wk Increasing hwy not much freight in Wilmington NC door to door - from 195 and 24 
Outbound: Aprox congestion the lane would be best sold by truckers Although NB a little 
same volume but port further away, not a big 

consignee-controlled Price at $2200 difference 
roundtrip very 

competitive 

Lightolier Not very 3-4 TLs/wk from CT Fast transit Ocean may not be Cost sounds okay Cost sounds okay Ocean transits Not sure ports have 
Lighting fixtures to Fall River Safe handling fast enough Jax could serve all competitive with enough capacity 

90% of outbound Reliable service SSS does not fit Florida truck-adding any 
from FR is LTL well with LTL - significant port 

too many handoffs time will kill 
competitiveness 

Maritime Moderate Ship total of 100 Need to make Additional steps High interest-use Also interested- Get ships and port Either port okay 
International TLs/wk ex NB to service operate in process for Port Newark price should work ops to function at Interested in participating 

Seafood processor all destinations just like trucking Costs of Jones exports for drays up to 200 competitive cost in developing business-
Cold storage operator ~5 TLs/day to NY Act vessels-need Useful for over- miles level possibly in staging cargo 

~1 TL/week to Fla "proper vessel", not weight conts. Service frequency or terminal ops 
barge Price okay-paying of 3/wk is okay 

$800 NB and Good service for 
$550 SB overweight TLs 

Jax is "good choice" 

Weyerhaeuser High - just Large vols lumber, Match current Lot of traffic No real interest Would consider- Get major retailers No views 
Forest products implemented pulp ex New Bern NC intermodal service controlled by Not much traffic in currently using rail to support-possibly 

Canada/USWC Also large vols Service frequency major retailers (eg this lane intermodal and by providing 
short-sea service lumber ex Valdosta GA of weekly for Home Depot)-need rates "not good" logistics services 

Total traffic to NE longhaul is okay to integrate consol/ SSS price is in addition to basic 
region in area of 25- deconcolidation very competitive transportation 

40 TLs per week in service product Transit time is 
acceptable 

Titleist Not familiar Inbound shipments Must be All outbound No real interest No real interest Get ocean NB is convenient 
Sports equipment are containerloads via competitive with shipments are LTL carriers to use location 

Port Newark-ocean current service or parcel service- from Port Newark 
carriers arrange ground SSS may not be 
transport (18 TEU/wk) fast enough 
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Analysis of the Potential Market for Short Sea Shipping
 
Services into the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 


– 	 A number of interviewees believed that short-sea shipping services over 
Bristol County ports would be an important remedy to increasing road 
congestion in the New York and Connecticut metropolitan areas 

� Although several of the carriers interviewed (primarily TL operators) voiced a 
strong interest in the Bayonne short haul service option, only one of the shippers 
(Maritime International, a seafood shipper) indicated a strong level of interest 

– 	 Concerns over price competitiveness of the short-sea service (quoted at $300
$350 per trailer port to port) indicates that the service needs to be at the lower 
end of this range to be competitive with overnight truck prices 

– 	 Late cut-offs and early deliveries will be important to make the short-sea 
service competitive – e.g. take deliveries up to 7pm in Bayonne, sail vessel at 
8pm, arrive Bristol County at 5-6 am, commence deliveries at 7am 

� For those with significant volumes of freight moving in the long haul Eastern 
seaboard truck market, the general feeling was that the economics of a Bristol 
County/Jacksonville short-sea service were very good ($1200 on a port to port 
basis) 

� While daily frequency was considered necessary to be a credible player in the 
Bayonne short haul market, a frequency of 2 to 3 sailings a week was considered 
adequate in the long haul Jacksonville lane and two respondents (US Express and 
Weyerhaeuser) believed that one sailing per week, departing the South on a 
Friday evening in the headhaul direction, would be sufficient 

� In terms of key success factors, several respondents noted that the service should 
be sold by truckers – that it was important to get the truckers involved at an early 
stage. The support of major retailer/shippers such as Home Depot and Stop and 
Shop was also noted as a potential major contributor to a successful launch, 
particularly if short-sea transportation operations could be effectively integrated 
with the shipper’s total supply chain involving such steps as consolidation/ 
deconsolidation of loads at distribution centers at each end of the short-sea 
movement 

� Of the interviewees that felt able to express an opinion between the ports of Fall 
River or New Bedford as a northern terminus of a short-sea service (over half the 
interviewees had no opinion between the two ports), the results were split fairly 
evenly 

� Several interviewees expressed a strong interest in being involved in further steps 
on developing short-sea shipping services over the ports of Bristol County 
including US Express, Raritan Central Railway, DiSilva Transportation, and 
Maritime International 
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IV. Potential Impact on the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 

The short-sea potential market analysis, the economic analysis of short haul and long haul 
service options, and the market research with prospective service users, collectively 
demonstrate three key findings: 

� There is substantial truck traffic they may be diverted to short-sea services over 
the Bristol County ports given the right economics and service levels 

� The economics of long haul short-sea shipping operations over the Bristol County 
ports is very competitive with alternative modes and the short haul service 
economics are “in the ball park” of being competitive 

� Service levels at least in terms of transit time are also within acceptable ranges of 
most of the prospective users interviewed, particularly among truckload carriers 

Given these findings, it appears feasible that short-sea shipping services could be 
developed to operate over the Bristol County ports in the event that the contingency 
factors noted earlier in the economic analysis are effectively addressed, namely that 
vessels may be procured and manned on a cost-effective basis and that marine terminal 
operations are also carried out at a cost and productivity level consistent with high 
standards of performance currently being achieved at ports along the Atlantic seaboard.   

Based on the findings of this project, the operational “footprint” of short-sea services 
over the ports of Bristol County would likely have the following characteristics: 

� Short haul Bayonne RoRo shuttle service moving around 120 full trailers per 
voyage on average northbound and 40 full and 60 to 80 empty trailers southbound 
on a daily basis (may operate only 5-6 days per week depending on weekend 
demand)  

� Long haul Jacksonville (or Wilmington NC/Norfolk VA depending on demand) 
RoRo service 2 to 3 times per week moving around 138 full trailers northbound 
and 78 full and 58 empty trailers southbound per voyage  

The size of the vessels likely to be involved in such services would be similar with the 
following general characteristics: 

� Length overall: 190-200 meters (623-656 feet) 

� Beam: 24 meters (79 feet) 

� Draft: 6.4 meters (21 feet) 

� Deadweight: 12,000 DWT 

� Road trailers: 140 –150 (primarily 48’ and 53’) 

� Stern ramp or quarter ramp 

Consequently, the key factors determining whether the ports of Fall River and New 
Bedford would be able to effectively handle one or more short-sea services as described 
above would be the following: 

� Parking area for at least between 240 to 280 trailers requiring around 5.5 to 6.5 
acres of open paved ground 
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� Local street access to the highway system that is able to accommodate a flow of 
up to 140 trailers into the terminal and out of the terminal (each direction) within 
a three to four hour period 

� Vessel berthing facilities able to accommodate a RoRo vessel of the size noted 
above 

The Port of Fall River 

The primary facility being considered for use as a short-sea shipping facility within the 
port of Fall River is the State Pier.  The current plans for the State Pier are for a multi-use 
facility combining marine cargo transportation, cruise ship visitation, and other public 
uses such as restaurants (see Exhibit IV-1 below).  Proposed conversions to the State Pier 
facility that would convert current shed space into an open cargo apron and the available 
parking area within the existing marine terminal would provide approximately 2.5 acres 
of parking area for trailer staging.  Use of the current CSX railroad area and 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts lots across Water Street would add close to another 2.5 
acres of trailer parking area, bringing the Fall River facility close to the minimum 
requirement to handle one of the projected short-sea services.  The space demands from 
either the short or long haul services would likely preclude the operation of other 
significant marine cargo businesses such as the current Atlantic Shipping tenant within 
the same facility.  

Exhibit IV-1 

Proposed Conversions to the Fall River State Pier 


Source: Massachusetts Seaport Advisory Council 
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The South Berth appears to be suitable for RoRo vessel berthing and operations of the 
type projected, although the operational capability of the existing RoRo ramp is not 
known. However, high frequency/time sensitive calls of the type envisioned for a short-
sea shipping operation may make it infeasible to berth cruise ships in the same location.7 

Although access to Routes 195 and 24 is by local roads, the distance is relatively short at 
less than a mile.  It is likely that the bulk of trailer traffic into and out of the marine 
terminal at Fall River would occur in the early morning (before 8:00 am) and/or in the 
evening (after 7:00 pm), so the disruption to local traffic should not be high despite the 
potentially large number of trailer movements into and out of the State Pier area. 

The Port of New Bedford 

Unlike Fall River, the port of New Bedford has extensive waterfront land that could 
potentially be used for a short-sea shipping terminal.  However, use of this land in the 
near term (2-4 years) appears to be significantly inhibited by a number of factors: 

� The existing State Pier facility is reportedly not in good condition,8and has 
minimal immediately adjacent RoRo trailer parking areas – the limited available 
parking areas are primarily required for current passenger and cargo ferry services 
(up to nine departures daily) to the Massachusetts Islands (see Exhibit IV-2 for a 
plan of the New Bedford State Pier) 

� Substantial additional parking area is available in the North Terminal area of the 
port (future proposed Intermodal Transportation Center) but use of that facility 
would require trailers to be relayed over public roads approximately three-
quarters of a mile, adding significantly to the cost of loading/discharging the 
vessels as well as road congestion 

� There are substantial demands for existing port facilities from current users of the 
port including the fishing and fish processing industries as well as the ferry 
operators 

The North Terminal itself appears to be an ideal long term solution as a short-sea 
shipping facility in view of its location in close proximity to Route 195 that could enable 
a direct roadway link to be built to carry trailer traffic removing the necessity of moving 
it over city streets – however, development of this facility  as a major marine cargo 
terminal will require relocation of the current Route 6 swing bridge as the existing bridge 
openings are too narrow for vessels such as those considered for short-sea operation to 
safely pass through (see Exhibit IV-3). 

7 The reconfigured West Berth may be suitable for such a purpose. 
8 New Bedford/Fairhaven harbor Plan, 2002 
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Exhibit IV-2 

New Bedford State Pier 


35
 



 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

   

Analysis of the Potential Market for Short Sea Shipping
 
Services into the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 


Exhibit IV-3 

Inner New Bedford Harbor 


State Pier 

North 
Terminal 

Competitors to the Bristol County Ports 

Although the Bristol County ports are well positioned geographically to serve the 
surrounding communities of greater Boston, Providence, and most of central and northern 
New England, neighboring ports in Rhode Island also have competitive locations and 
facilities: 

� Providence is currently primarily a specialist in handling bulk and breakbulk 
cargoes – however, it has the basic infrastructure to serve as a short-sea terminus 
with six berths of 3,500 linear feet of berthing area and 20 acres of open paved 
storage area as well as onsite rail tracks.  It also has good direct highway access to 
Routes 95 and 195. 

� Davisville/Quonset Point is located at the entrance of Narragansett Bay and also 
offers deep-water cargo facilities.  The port is currently handling large volumes of 
RoRo cargo (e.g. 80,000 automobiles per year) as well as bulk (e.g. quarried 
stone), and breakbulk general cargo. The port has three major piers with over 
6,800 linear ft. of deep-water dockage with onsite rail tracks.  

Further expansion of Davisville as a cargo facility faces major opposition from local 
environmentalists, which could inhibit the development of short-sea shipping operations 
at that port. There do not appear to be such limiting factors at Providence. 
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Ports further to the south in Connecticut such as New London, Bridgeport, and New 
Haven are potential short-sea terminuses as well, but they are better located to serve the 
southern New England market  rather than the central and northern New England markets 
that are the natural hinterland of the ports of Bristol County.  Longer highway times over 
the relatively highly congested roads of central Connecticut will substantially increase the 
drayage times and costs for short-sea cargoes moving over these ports to/from locations 
in central and northern New England 

Economic Impact of Short-Sea Shipping Services over the Ports of Bristol County 

The establishment of two short-sea shipping services operating over the ports of Bristol 
County as the northern terminus of (1) a daily short haul shuttle to a port in the northern 
New Jersey area, and (2) a twice weekly long haul service to ports in the South Atlantic 
such as Jacksonville or Wilmington, NC would have the following projected impact on 
local business activity and employment: 

� The two short-sea services would generate an estimated total direct income of 
around $45 million per year – at least 50 percent of this would be generated 
within the Bristol County immediate area9 

� Indirect income of $72 million would further be created by secondary spending by 
the companies and employees involved in short-sea shipping – at least 50 percent 
of this would be generated within the Bristol County immediate area.10 

Consequently, the total economic impact of the two short-sea services would be 
around $117 million per year, with at least 50 percent of this ($59-$60 million) 
generated within the Bristol County immediate area 

� The creation of 300 jobs directly employed in short-sea shipping operations – at 
least 255 of these jobs would likely be in the Bristol County immediate area 

– 	 60 jobs manning the vessels (at least 50 percent within Bristol County region) 

– 	 30 jobs in shoreside and vessel management (at least 50 percent within Bristol 
County region) 

– 	 180 jobs in regional drayage operations as drivers and vehicle maintenance 
(100 percent within Bristol County region) 

– 	 30 jobs in longshore gangs (100 percent within Bristol County region) 

� Another 500 jobs would be created in industries that provide goods and services 
to those directly involved in short-sea shipping – these additional jobs would 
include services such as shipbuilding and repair and financial services11 

� Personal income for those directly employed in the short-sea shipping operations 
would be around $22.5 million and $35 million for those jobs that are indirectly 
created by the short-sea shipping operations12 

9 See details of economic analysis in the Appendix. 
10 Indirect economic multiplier for U.S. domestic shipping is 1.6 – source: Reeve & Associates, 
Economic Impact of the U.S. Jones Act, 2006 
11 Ibid 
12 Ibid 
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Of course, given that the intent of short-sea shipping is to remove trailers from the 
nation’s highways, it can be argued that there will be a loss of jobs among long distance 
truck drivers that may partially offset the economic gains listed above.  However, in view 
of the fact that there is an increasing shortage of long distance truck drivers within the 
U.S. and that trucking companies will be the primary marketers and operators of the 
overall door-to-door short-sea intermodal service, it is likely that any such job losses will 
be minimal, if they exist at all.  In fact, it could rather be argued that the addition of 
transportation capacity through the provision of short-sea shipping traffic corridors will 
provide an economic stimulus by enabling the economy to continue to grow through the 
transport of goods that would otherwise be constrained by highway capacity limits. 
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V. 	Probability of Success of Short Sea Routes Serving Bristol County Ports 

Several factors point to a strong probability of success for short-sea shipping services being 
developed to serve the ports of Fall River and/or New Bedford: 

� There are substantial cargo volumes of truck traffic moving along the Atlantic 
seaboard with origins or destinations within the hinterland served by the Bristol 
County ports – options for such services include a short haul operation connecting 
with northern New Jersey and a longer haul operation connecting with ports in the 
South Atlantic such as Jacksonville or Wilmington, NC and Norfolk, VA 

� Truckers, particularly truckload operators, are becoming increasingly aware of the 
short-sea shipping option, and view it as an additional intermodal opportunity that may  
offset constraints on their ability to continue to grow pure truck transportation services 
due to increasing highway congestion, increasing driver shortages and limits on hours 
of operation, and rising fuel costs  

� The economics of short-sea shipping appear to be competitive with alternative modes, 
particularly on long haul lanes – provided that “best in class” practices can be 
implemented in terms of vessel costs and manning levels and stevedoring operations 
that will enable short-sea shipping to achieve its full potential in terms of cost and 
efficiency 

� The primary competition to the Bristol County ports as short-sea hubs will come from 
the Rhode Island ports of Providence and Davisville (Quonset Point).  Although these 
ports are well positioned in terms of physical facilities, they are at a greater distance 
from the central and northern New England hinterland that may potentially be served 
by the Bristol County ports. 

However, there are also a number of factors that need to be addressed in order for short-sea 
shipping operations to be effectively realized in the ports of Bristol County: 

� Current port capacity in both Fall River and New Bedford is limited in its ability to 
accommodate a major short-sea shipping operation such as envisioned in this project 

– 	 Fall River’s State Pier could accommodate a single short-sea operation but that would 
entail adding more trailer parking area to that within the current State Pier footprint 
and also possibly displacing some current users of the facility – in addition, the large 
volume of truck traffic into and out of the facility projected for the short-sea operation 
must be balanced with the needs of the adjoining Battleship Cove tourist facilities and 
other planned recreation activities in the area 

– 	 New Bedford lacks berth and yard capacity to effectively support a short-sea service in 
its current configuration.  In the long term, if the North Terminal is developed as a 
RoRo berth and adequate access to it is provided by reconstructing or relocating the 
Route 6 bridge, New Bedford would be an ideal location 

� In addition, factors that add to the cost of short-sea shipping such as Harbor 
Maintenance Tax (HMT) and the extremely high cost of commercial vessels built by 
U.S. shipyards must be addressed 
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– 	 The elimination of HMT on coastal domestic shipping services may prove to be 
revenue neutral as any foregone tax may be offset by funds saved in highway 
construction and repair as trailers are removed from the highways by short-sea 
shipping services 

– 	 The high cost of U.S.-built commercial vessels may be addressed by increasing 
the percentage of such vessels that may be built overseas, by improved purchasing 
and sourcing practices by U.S. shipyards, by the application of modern vessel 
construction practices and technologies by the shipyards, and/or by a waiver of the 
U.S. Jones Act restriction on domestic operators using foreign-built vessels 

In summary, the ports of Bristol County appear to have a significant opportunity to 
become terminuses for short-sea shipping services.  Focusing on implementation strategies 
that address both the positive and negative factors listed above should enable this 
opportunity to be achieved. 
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VI. Appendices 

VI.1: Global Insight TRANSEARCH Methodology 


VI.2: Port-Pair Truckload Volumes from TRANSEARCH 


VI.3: Economic Analysis of Alternative Modes on the Jacksonville and Bayonne  

Lanes 


VI.4: Market Research Questionnaire 
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VI.1: Global Insight TRANSEARCH Methodology 

Transearch Database 

Building from the original TRANSEARCH, the national database of freight traffic flows that 
Reebie Associates (and now Global Insight, Inc.) created and has maintained and 
provided to the transportation industry for 18 years and drawing on its experience with 
custom database development, the team researched information needs and data sources in 
the government and commercial markets and the capabilities of state-of-the-art software. 
The results of the effort have been to make available a national county-to-county and zip 
code-to-zip code data product.  Key user needs like currency of the data, its reliability, 
flexibility in terms of seeing details of the traffic composition or relatively broad data 
summaries, and affordability can be satisfied. 

Issued annually, the data can cover all modes and commodities, including empty truck 
movements, international shipping, and truck shipments of non-manufactured goods. 
Features like external trip ends, vehicle miles traveled, gross ton-miles, and forecasts can 
be provided, and traffic routed along major modal corridors can be displayed. 

The database maps commodity flows (2, 3 and 4 digit STCC) in short tons between 
geographic entities (states, counties, BEAs) by mode (rail car, rail intermodal, truck load, 
less than truck load, private truck, air and water) for current year and forecast years.  All 
volumes shown in tons are in short tons, for 2003. 

A variety of data sources are used to compile the database ranging from government 
agencies to private sector industry associations and the carriers themselves, as shown in 
Figure A1.1. 

The data sources vary by the different modes of transportation.  The primary source for 
railroad data is the Carload Waybill Samples gathered from about 4% of total rail car 
traffic. Global Insight, Inc.  sources this data from the Surface Transportation Board. 
This data is compiled to provide both volumes and patterns of flow. 

The primary source for waterborne commodity flows is the Waterborne Commerce 
Statistics compiled by the Army Corps of Engineers.  This data tracks the flow of 
commodities along domestic lakes, rivers and canals, and is used to develop both 
volumes and patterns of flow. 
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Figure A1.1 
TRANSEARCH DATABASE DATA SOURCES 

Agency/Organization 

Rail − Carload Waybill Sample − Surface Transportation Board 

Water − Waterborne Commerce Statistics − U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Air − 

− 

− 

− 

FAA Airport Originating Tonnages 
Airport to Airport Flows 
Commodity Flow Survey 
TRANSEARCH 

− 

− 

− 

− 

Office of Airline Statistics (DOT Form 
41) 
BTS Office of Airline Information 
Bureau of Transportation Statistics 
Global Insight, Inc. 

Truck − 

− 

− 

− 

− 

− 

Carrier Data Exchange Program 
TRANSEARCH 

Annual Survey of Manufactures 
Freight Locater Data Service 
General Statistics for Verification 
Commodity Flow Survey 

− 

− 

− 

− 

− 

− 

Global Insight, Inc. 
Global Insight, Inc. 
U.S. Census Bureau 
Global Insight, Inc. 
Industry Associations 
Bureau of Transportation Statistics 

The air data is compiled from four major sources.  The first is FAA (Federal Aviation 
Administration) airport originating tonnages primarily from Form 41 reports and 
compiled by the Office of Airline Statistics (Federal).  This source establishes volume 
estimates at airports.  The second source is airport-to-airport (ATA) flows compiled by 
the BTS Office of Airline information.  These data are used to establish flow patterns. 
The third source is from Commodity Flow Survey (CFS) data, used to define the 
commodity types. The fourth source is Global Insight’s TRANSEARCH Database, which 
supplements the CFS data. 

The trucking data process is more complex and comes from a wide variety of sources 
developed over the course of 20 years. However, there are four primary sources.  The 
first is a data exchange program Global Insight has with motor carriers, which is used to 
estimate patterns and volumes.  The second source is a variety of industry associations 
(timber, plastics, chemical, automotive, etc.), which provide overall volume information 
for the respective industry sectors. The third major source is from the Annual Survey of 
Manufactures, primary employment and output data by industry, distributed at the state 
and local level. This data maps production and consumption of commodities and is used 
to calibrate the trucking flows.  The Freight Locater data service is a database of 
industrial facilities and their exact location.  This data supplements the previously 
mentioned sources to help calibrate the flows of goods between specific geographic 
entities. 

TRANSEARCH Data Issues and Limitations – Reebie Associates recently developed a 
finer detailed version of its TRANSEARCH database in an FHWA sponsored project known 
as the Intermodal Freight Visual Database.  It breaks down origin and destination market 
areas to the county level and is compatible with GIS applications.  It has been 
incorporated into TRANSEARCH, with its most current base year as 2003.    
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For this study, TRANSEARCH data were identified at varying levels of detail.  It is 
generally understood that large databases of this kind are never perfect, and TRANSEARCH 
is not an exception to the rule.  It is, however, the best available source of its kind in the 
cognizance of the study team.  TRANSEARCH is in use by virtually all major U.S. 
railroads and by more than a hundred motor carrier companies and several container 
shipping lines and air cargo carriers.  State and federal planning agencies, as well as port 
authorities, equipment suppliers, investment banks and judicial and regulatory bodies also 
use it. 

TRANSEARCH reports provide a broad picture of freight traffic movements in the United 
States. Various publicly available sources, as well as Global Insight’s proprietary motor 
carrier data exchange information, are used in the development of the TRANSEARCH 
database. Understanding the nature of particular sources when using TRANSEARCH data 
is important to interpret the information correctly.  The following guidelines should be 
helpful in gaining that understanding. 

Freight Rehandled By Truck From Warehouse and Distribution Centers Is Identified as 
STCC 5010 and Referred to as Secondary Traffic at a 4-digit STCC level or STCC 50 at 
a 2-digit STCC level. Many of these types of facilities handle a wide range of different 
types of commodities, and outbound shipments may also be of mixed consists.  For 
example, shipments from a supermarket chain distribution center are likely to contain a 
broad range of packaged food products and other consumer items. 

The Truck Portion of Truck/Rail Intermodal Activity Is Shown as STCC 5020 at a 4-digit 
STCC level or STCC 50 at a 2-digit STCC level. This activity includes two segments: 
the truck shipment, by trailer or container, from true origin to the intermodal railhead, 
and from the intermodal railhead to final destination.  The Rail Intermodal mode reveals 
the origin and destination points on the rail system, not the ultimate origin and 
destination. 

STCC 5030 Is Used to Identify the Truck Drayage of Air Freight Traffic 5020 at a 4-digit 
STCC level or STCC 50 at a 2-digit STCC level. Both the true origin to airport, and 
airport to final destination are included.  Origins and destination for movements classified 
in the air mode are airports.  Volumes that are transloaded from one aircraft to another 
are not shown at the transloading point. 

Large Portions of Today’s Intermodal (TOFC or COFC) Traffic Are Reported In Non-
Commodity Categories. Commercial arrangements in the railroad industry have fostered 
the use of “third parties” such as consolidators and forwarders.  Such traffic typically is 
labeled as “Freight Forwarder Traffic”, “FAK” (Freight: All Kinds), or “Miscellaneous 
Mixed Shipments”.  The specific commodities moving under these arrangements are not 
identified in the public use data sources. 

Shipments Made Up Of Several Commodities Will Be Credited To The Dominant 
Commodity. This occasionally occurs in the commodity identification of rail shipments. 
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In these instances, the tonnage attributed to the predominant commodity is greater than it 
should be, and the other commodities in the shipment are understated. 

To Provide Maximum Product Identification, Commodities Are Shown At the Greatest 
Level of STCC Detail For Each Code. Truck data is available and shown at the 4-digit 
level for the manufacturing sector.  Rail data, however, can be shown at 5-digits. 
Because of the desire to include the greatest amount of detail possible, commodities in a 
traffic lane may be identified at different levels of detail for each mode.  When this 
occurs, tonnages shown at the more detailed levels should be combined with those 
displayed at the more aggregate levels to gain a complete picture of modal share for the 
commodity. All freight traffic flow information in the study is expressed at the 4-digit 
STCC commodity code level, or consolidated to a 2-digit, or no commodity detail level. 

Tonnage Data in Each Cell Should Be Used as an Indicator of Relative Value—since 
many of the sources for traffic flow information use sample data.  Consequently, the 
more specific the definition of a particular flow, the greater its sampling variability.  The 
more aggregated the definition of the Geography/Mode/ Commodity combination, the 
more reliable the results. 

State-To-State Movements Of “Primary” Freight At The 2-Digit STCC (or SIC) Level 
Provide The Best Picture Of Primary Freight Moves In The Data Base. Analysts and 
planners, however, want and need more disaggregate pictures of the flow activity.  Not 
all of the data used in TRANSEARCH comes into the process beneath the state level or with 
more than 2-digit commodity/industry classification. 
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VI.2: Port-Pair Truckload Volumes from TRANSEARCH 

Truckload Volumes by Drayage Distance 

SOUTHBOUND 
Port Name Bayonne 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles Grand Total 
50 miles 
100 miles 
150 miles 
200 miles 
250 miles 

27,058 
9,751 
9,330 
4,112 
9,851 

49,881 
9,745 
7,507 
8,155 

10,213 

7,209 
803 
263 

1,029 
1,858 

7,713 
1,845 

712 
1,224 
3,403 

8,895 
4,604 
1,660 
1,795 
1,726 

100,756 
26,747 
19,471 
16,315 
27,052 

Grand Total 60,103 85,501 11,162 14,897 18,680 190,342 

NORTHBOUND 
Port Name Bayonne 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles Grand Total 
50 miles 
100 miles 
150 miles 
200 miles 
250 miles 

78,780 
34,435 
39,426 
29,505 
13,667 

87,694 
34,290 
30,490 
25,793 
23,370 

94,587 
9,831 
2,271 
9,248 
4,919 

18,218 
6,606 
5,474 
8,597 
5,245 

12,463 
6,116 
4,047 
6,603 
5,298 

291,741 
91,277 
81,707 
79,748 
52,499 

Grand Total 195,813 201,637 120,856 44,141 34,526 596,972 

Truckload Volumes by Drayage Distance 

SOUTHBOUND 
Port Name Charleston 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 255 1,138 490 164 443 
100 miles 1,590 2,352 2,163 716 626 
150 miles 1,922 2,769 5,393 1,411 1,405 
200 miles 1,508 5,260 1,068 718 637 
250 miles 2,650 3,224 939 773 1,903 
Grand Total 7,925 14,743 10,053 3,783 5,014 

NORTHBOUND 
Port Name Charleston 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 3,312 14,234 5,299 5,900 5,591 
100 miles 8,680 10,087 4,823 1,195 2,875 
150 miles 6,850 16,443 14,576 4,503 6,060 
200 miles 17,535 15,386 14,750 9,328 8,260 
250 miles 10,253 18,367 6,152 3,047 9,028 
Grand Total 46,631 74,517 45,600 23,973 31,815 

Truckload Volumes by Drayage Distance 

SOUTHBOUND 
Port Name Corpus Christi 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 227 327 457 2,650 1,365 
100 miles 5,523 14,738 6,030 12,965 36,485 
150 miles 3,802 5,600 3,682 6,084 23,459 
200 miles 872 2,927 3,069 3,228 5,877 
250 miles 1,154 4,974 2,408 6,389 4,301 
Grand Total 11,579 28,565 15,647 31,316 71,488 

NORTHBOUND 
Port Name Corpus Christi 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 3,924 2,954 1,909 5,220 12,145 
100 miles 1,217 5,635 1,883 6,149 21,630 
150 miles 3,315 6,267 3,830 92,475 12,764 
200 miles 7,779 5,010 2,383 861 1,739 
250 miles 15,536 20,657 13,540 4,829 4,730 
Grand Total 31,771 40,523 23,546 109,535 53,008 
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Analysis of the Potential Market for Short Sea Shipping
 
Services into the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 


Port-Pair Truckload Volumes from TRANSEARCH 
Truckload Volumes by Drayage Distance 

SOUTHBOUND 
Port Name Galveston 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 428 2,826 1,325 2,058 7,893 
100 miles 1,231 3,608 1,525 1,130 5,772 
150 miles 2,157 2,241 899 2,494 7,166 
200 miles 4,721 2,796 3,408 3,058 6,434 
250 miles 2,219 8,946 3,854 6,833 9,079 
Grand Total 10,757 20,417 11,011 15,572 36,343 

NORTHBOUND 
Port Name Galveston 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 18,111 17,014 15,853 31,979 76,919 
100 miles 5,236 6,710 4,178 7,391 3,162 
150 miles 11,828 7,128 3,012 2,408 4,260 
200 miles 2,435 1,620 678 756 773 
250 miles 13,580 15,457 5,654 12,967 15,702 
Grand Total 51,191 47,930 29,376 55,501 100,816 

Truckload Volumes by Drayage Distance 

SOUTHBOUND 
Port Name Jacksonville 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 1,146 4,588 440 2,529 6,870 
100 miles 1,446 2,694 2,437 3,958 9,128 
150 miles 1,318 6,888 4,593 8,178 15,239 
200 miles 2,904 8,346 2,406 6,715 15,001 
250 miles 3,429 7,550 1,620 8,107 13,241 
Grand Total 10,243 30,066 11,497 29,488 59,479 

NORTHBOUND 
Port Name Jacksonville 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 2,117 5,137 4,119 35,471 10,267 
100 miles 3,472 1,088 1,446 2,066 7,143 
150 miles 7,609 25,837 7,351 12,158 21,574 
200 miles 16,206 13,398 12,195 7,146 16,634 
250 miles 15,647 15,229 5,337 12,362 16,077 
Grand Total 45,050 60,690 30,449 69,202 71,695 

Truckload Volumes by Drayage Distance 

SOUTHBOUND 
Port Name Mobile 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 184 245 26 18 10 
100 miles 364 581 60 332 331 
150 miles 955 1,223 293 347 83 
200 miles 1,380 5,878 1,138 12,839 101 
250 miles 4,999 3,530 14 264 77 
Grand Total 7,882 11,457 1,530 13,800 601 

NORTHBOUND 
Port Name Mobile 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 1,513 14,757 15,717 429 126 
100 miles 6,144 5,204 1,464 3,806 21 
150 miles 11,247 16,951 6,137 718 5,506 
200 miles 21,978 25,089 2,837 1,650 3,969 
250 miles 3,999 3,920 216 211 34 
Grand Total 44,881 65,921 26,371 6,814 9,656 
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Analysis of the Potential Market for Short Sea Shipping
 
Services into the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 


Port-Pair Truckload Volumes from TRANSEARCH 

Truckload Volumes by Drayage Distance 

SOUTHBOUND 
Port Name New Orleans 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 1,142 4,658 2,481 4,185 35 
100 miles 4,016 7,700 3,423 9,700 151 
150 miles 2,854 2,901 95 253 120 
200 miles 1,857 1,942 526 1,594 15 
250 miles 2,033 1,084 839 68 151 
Grand Total 11,903 18,285 7,364 15,801 471 

NORTHBOUND 
Port Name New Orleans 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 19,603 55,397 25,347 1,742 8,026 
100 miles 14,982 36,728 13,137 2,289 2,422 
150 miles 4,162 4,540 509 903 28 
200 miles 951 762 2,999 1,226 29 
250 miles 7,786 5,825 1,086 625 1,417 
Grand Total 47,483 103,251 43,078 6,786 11,921 

Truckload Volumes by Drayage Distance 

SOUTHBOUND 
Port Name Norfolk 

dsLoa Bristol County, MA Catchment 
outhern Port Catchment S 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
0 miles 5 1,532 1,568 1,559 1,136 634 

100 miles 1,387 1,643 422 292 227 
150 miles 1,316 1,016 579 297 356 
200 miles 1,017 2,751 500 1,254 982 
250 miles 641 1,428 309 792 772 
Grand Total 5,894 8,406 3,369 3,771 2,970 

NORTHBOUND 
Port Name Norfolk 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 7,511 3,957 328 1,771 1,422 
100 miles 1,391 2,437 158 100 138 
150 miles 2,422 2,194 694 1,415 208 
200 miles 2,813 2,191 954 1,429 735 
250 miles 6,104 4,337 1,019 943 365 
Grand Total 20,241 15,116 3,153 5,658 2,869 

Truckload Volumes by Drayage Distance 

SOUTHBOUND 
Port Name Pensacola 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles

 miles 50 116 675 93 17 47 
0 miles 10 219 389 12 194 57 
0 miles 15 218 104 19 282 127 
0 miles 20 701 964 86 166 12 
0 miles 25 1,140 4,919 1,352 12,755 51 

nd Total Gra 2,394 7,049 1,562 13,414 293 

NORTHBOUND 
Port Name Pensacola 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 1,637 686 955 594 21 
100 miles 2,228 8,700 1,034 475 210 
150 miles 2,182 3,150 1,167 113 8 
200 miles 7,309 10,544 4,777 3,448 4,178 
250 miles 24,498 26,013 3,292 1,808 4,949 
Grand Total 37,854 49,094 11,225 6,438 9,364 
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Analysis of the Potential Market for Short Sea Shipping
 
Services into the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 


Port-Pair Truckload Volumes from TRANSEARCH 

Truckload Volumes by Drayage Distance 

SOUTHBOUND 
Port Name Port Arthur 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 274 2,111 710 574 9 
100 miles 3,653 2,422 1,708 1,228 847 
150 miles 1,983 7,326 1,221 2,761 273 
200 miles 3,016 4,059 2,020 1,711 92 
250 miles 4,194 3,166 3,414 1,634 1,655 
Grand Total 13,121 19,083 9,072 7,908 2,876 

NORTHBOUND 
Port Name Port Arthur 

dsLoa Bristol County, MA Catchment 
outhern Port Catchment S 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles
 miles 50 4,604 4,791 2,649 2,840 1,448 
0 miles 10 22,219 20,358 15,971 27,430 43,209 
0 miles 15 10,529 7,005 3,072 6,507 2,823 
0 miles 20 4,503 4,845 3,218 1,657 552 
0 miles 25 6,760 3,547 1,655 1,615 2,340 

rand Total G 48,615 40,546 26,565 40,049 50,372 

Truckload Volumes by Drayage Distance 

SOUTHBOUND 
ort Name P Port Canaveral 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 493 6,243 517 2,484 4,539 
100 miles 1,705 2,638 3,293 7,753 9,715 
150 miles 4,152 11,907 3,762 6,055 7,495 
200 miles 2,247 5,632 1,622 7,740 14,150 
250 miles 647 917 36 995 3,198 
Grand Total 9,244 27,337 9,230 25,028 39,097 

NORTHBOUND 
Port Name Port Canaveral 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 2,097 5,260 2,500 2,491 2,527 
100 miles 8,355 21,636 6,078 6,000 12,384 
150 miles 3,817 7,586 3,711 20,213 12,271 
200 miles 6,465 8,212 8,613 4,269 10,143 
250 miles 506 2,177 2,258 323 1,015 
Grand Total 21,238 44,871 23,160 33,296 38,342 

Truckload Volumes by Drayage Distance 

SOUTHBOUND 
Port Name Savannah 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles

 miles 50 740 1,251 1,030 1,635 381 
0 miles 10 626 1,986 1,552 759 1,295 
0 miles 15 2,413 3,900 1,000 1,001 1,907 
0 miles 20 2,363 7,944 5,605 3,600 3,926 
0 miles 25 2,198 8,068 3,847 3,692 3,548 

nd Total Gra 8,341 23,149 13,035 10,686 11,056 

NORTHBOUND 
Port Name Savannah 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 6,659 11,858 2,603 3,869 4,776 
100 miles 6,623 3,757 4,005 3,873 5,699 
150 miles 13,063 26,692 19,027 12,635 16,227 
200 miles 8,438 7,960 9,435 6,348 4,805 
250 miles 11,957 9,971 7,324 4,430 6,935 
Grand Total 46,740 60,238 42,395 31,155 38,443 
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Analysis of the Potential Market for Short Sea Shipping
 
Services into the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 


Port-Pair Truckload Volumes from TRANSEARCH 

Truckload Volumes by Drayage Distance 

SOUTHBOUND 
Port Name Tampa 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 739 5,932 1,705 1,272 904 
100 miles 2,100 2,681 816 538 386 
150 miles 1,580 3,145 203 216 558 
200 miles 2,077 956 84 179 43 
250 miles 370 1,127 307 72 349 
Grand Total 6,867 13,840 3,115 2,277 2,240 

NORTHBOUND 
Port Name Tampa 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 3,251 7,424 5,389 6,529 5,018 
100 miles 6,214 7,786 979 667 397 
150 miles 5,015 4,374 1,058 371 527 
200 miles 663 967 370 14 215 
250 miles 2,958 3,678 5,520 812 4,716 
Grand Total 18,101 24,230 13,317 8,392 10,873 

Truckload Volumes by Drayage Distance 

SOUTHBOUND 
Port Name Wilmington, NC 

Loads Bristol County, MA Catchment 
Southern Port Catchment 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles 
50 miles 418 1,012 114 172 277 
100 miles 915 1,631 297 382 652 
150 miles 1,569 863 176 117 484 
200 miles 832 2,019 156 410 834 
250 miles 1,485 1,656 3,092 637 709 
Grand Total 5,219 7,182 3,835 1,717 2,956 

NORTHBOUND 
Port Name Wilmington, NC 

dsLoa Bristol County, MA Catchment 
outhern Port Catchment S 50 miles 100 miles 150 miles 200 miles 250 miles
 miles 50 2,801 2,382 635 462 172 
0 miles 10 2,900 4,026 951 1,038 395 
0 miles 15 3,154 5,756 1,749 927 2,417 
0 miles 20 7,728 22,572 6,245 3,709 2,822 
0 miles 25 7,229 8,460 754 1,016 1,336 

rand Total G 23,812 43,197 10,334 7,152 7,143 
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Analysis of the Potential Market for Short Sea Shipping
 
Services into the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 


VI.3: Economic Analysis of Alternative Modes on the Jacksonville/Bristol County Lane 

Jacksonville, FL to Bristol County, MA 
Short Sea Shipping Truck Rail Intermodal 

OPERATING STATISTICS OPERATING STATISTICS OPERATING STATISTICS 
Ocean and Dray Miles 1341.95 

Transit Hours 26.5 
Highway Miles 1182.6 Rail and Dray Miles 1340.2 

Transit Hours 72.0 
Projected Door-to-Door Transit (Hours) 54.5 

Transit Hours 66.5 
Projected Door-to-Door Transit (Hours) 72.0 Projected Door-to-Door Transit (Hours) 66.5 

ESTIMATED OPERATING COSTS (Per Load) ESTIMATED OPERATING COSTS (Per Load) ESTIMATED OPERATING COSTS (Per Load) 
Vessel Costs $ 213 

Equipment (Tractor & Trailer) $ 121 
Driver - Wages & Benefits $ 738 Locomotives & Fuel $ 207 

Fuel Costs $ 63 
Fuel - Tires - Oil - Maint. $ 435 

Track & R.O.W $ 144 
Port Charges $ 13 

Insurances $ 81 
Yard & Terminal / Lift On/Lift Off $ 129 

All Other $ 30 
Repositioning $ 85 

Railcar Costs $ 57 
Marine Terminal Costs $ 256 

Tolls $ 71 
Crew & Other $ 108 

Trailer/Container Costs $ 51 
All Other $ 251 

Trailer/Container Costs $ 57 
Drayage Expense $ 438 

Depreciation $ 99 
Drayage Expense $ 421 

Depreciation (included in vessel costs) $ -
Total $ 1,881 

 Depreciation $ 112 
Total $ 1,065 Total $ 1,235 

Estimated Operating Cost per HWY Mile $ 0.90 
Estimated Markup $ 0.14 
Estimated Operating Cost per HWY Mile $ 1.59 Estimated Operating Cost per HWY Mile $ 1.04 

Estimated Markup $ 0.09 Estimated Markup $ 0.21 

SHIPPER COSTS SHIPPER COSTS SHIPPER COSTS 
Shipper HMT Expense $ 24 

Incremental Inventory Carrying Cost $ 11 Incremental Inventory Carrying Cost $ 15 
Total $ - Total $ 40 Total $ 11 

Estimated Shipper Cost per HWY Mile $ 1.02 
Discount vs. Highway Transport 27% 

Estimated Shipper Cost per HWY Mile $ 1.73 Estimated Shipper Cost per HWY Mile $ 1.26 
Discount vs. Highway Transport 41% 
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Analysis of the Potential Market for Short Sea Shipping
 
Services into the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 


Economic Analysis of Alternative Modes on the Bayonne/Bristol County Lane 

Bayonne, NJ/Bristol County, MA 
Truck Short Sea Shipping 

OPERATING STATISTICS OPERATING STATISTICS 
Highway Miles 498.4 Ocean and Dray Miles 558.00 
Transit Hours 12.0 Transit Hours 17.5 
Projected Door-to-Door Transit (Hours) 12.0 Projected Door-to-Door Transit (Hours) 17.5 

ESTIMATED OPERATING COSTS (Per Load) ESTIMATED OPERATING COSTS (Per Load) 
Driver - Wages & Benefits $ 334 Vessel Costs $ 85 
Equipment (Tractor & Trailer) $ 55 Fuel Costs  (25 TPD) $ 25 
Fuel - Tires - Oil - Maint. $ 197 Port Charges $ 10 
Insurances $ 37 All Other $ 32 
Repositioning $ 30 Marine Terminal Costs $ 100 
Tolls $ 20 Trailer/Container Costs $ -
All Other $ 32 Drayage Expense $ 333 
Depreciation $ 38 Depreciation (Vessel included in vessel costs) $ 4 
Total $ 742 Total $ 585 

Estimated Operating Cost per HWY Mile $ 1.49 Estimated Operating Cost per HWY Mile $ 1.17 
Estimated Markup $ 0.13 Estimated Markup $ 0.12 
Estimated Operating Margin 10% Estimated Operating Margin 10% 

SHIPPER COSTS SHIPPER COSTS 
Shipper HMT Expense $ 24 
Incremental Inventory Carrying Cost $ 5 

Total $ - Total $ 29 

Estimated Shipper Cost per HWY Mile $ 1.62 Estimated Shipper Cost per HWY Mile $ 1.35 
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Analysis of the Potential Market for Short Sea Shipping
 
Services into the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 


VI.4: Market Research Questionnaire 

Massachusetts Seaport Advisory Council: 
Study of Potential Market for Domestic Coastal Shipping 

Shipper/Carrier Interview Guide 

Interviewer 

Firm 

Phone 

Contact 1 

Contact 2 

Contact 3 

Cold Calling - Getting to the right person 
For Shippers 
Hello, my name is ____________________.  I’m calling on behalf of the Massachusetts Seaport 
Council. We are conducting a study of freight transportation options in the Eastern United States and 
would like to speak for a few minutes with the manager of your firm that handles shipping decisions.   

For Carriers 
Hello, my name is ____________________.  I’m calling on behalf of the Massachusetts Seaport 
Council. We are conducting a study of freight transportation options in the Eastern United States and 
would like to speak for a few minutes with the manager of your firm that develops and evaluates new 
services and market opportunities.    

When you reach the key individual 

Name, Title and 

Phone 


Date and Time 

Good Day, my name is ____________________ 
I am working on a project for the Massachusetts Department of Business and Technology and Seaport 
Council. The study is evaluating the market potential for domestic coastal shipping services that 
would connect ports in Massachusetts such as New Bedford and/or Fall River with other U.S. ports on 
the east coast that would provide a new mode of transportation for freight that is currently moving over 
the highway.  I would like to discuss this opportunity with you and get your reaction to how your firm 
might use this type of service.  I expect that the conversation might require 20-30 minutes of your time.  

Background Information to be used as necessary to advance conversation and define terms 
What is Short Sea Shipping?  Many in the transportation industry are concerned that growing 
highway congestion will continue to increase the costs and reduce the reliability of shipping by truck. 
Short Sea Shipping provides an opportunity to relieve some of this strain on the nation’s transport 
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infrastructure by diverting truck traffic from highw ays to the open sea.  With “short sea shipping” 
operatio ns along the nation’s coasts portions of th e projected growth in highway freight traffic would 
move via an “ocean highway” with consequent reduced demand for land highway capacity as well as 
drivers. 

Short sea shipping op erations would move freight on an intermodal basis by combining a relatively 
short overland “drayage” move by truck to transport goods from their origin  to a nearby port from 
which a vessel would carry the freight to another port where a second truck would transport the load 
v	 ly short distance to its ultimate destination.  This mode of operation for domestic o er another relative
 

freight has alre ady had some success through such operators as Osprey Lines in the U.S. Gulf.  

However, its application on the Atlantic Coast has been very limited to date.  We are working for the 

Massachusetts Seaport Council to explore how such a service may work for Massachusetts.  


Begin  the inte vie r w……………………….. 
All topics below should be addressed but as the interviews are expected to be with fairly senior people, 
the  interview shou ld be allowed to proceed on a fairly unstructured basis enabling the interviewee to 
provide as much of their perspective on an “unscripted” basis wherever possible.  

1. 	 Basic fam lia i rity with “short-sea shipping” concept:  Ask open question – probe on relative 
level of interest 

2. 	 Background on interviewee’s current freig ht operations: 

� Determine volume of road and rail intermodal traffic (trailer loads and type of freight) that could 
potentially be moved by SSS 

� Identify key requirements in terms of cost and service levels (e.g. transit time, schedule 
reliabili ty, safety, etc.) 

3. 	Concerns: Probe on any concerns that they may have on being able to meet key shipping 
requirements (e.g. restrictions on driver hours, driver shortages, highway congestion, rising fuel 
costs, etc.) 

4. 	 Opportunity for short-haul SSS: 

� Describe Short Haul Service – Daily  roll on/roll off (RoRo) service for truck trailers would be 
offered between a Northern New Jersey port (say, Bayonne) and a port on the Southeastern 
Coast of M a sachusetts, say Fall River or New Bedford.  Northbound service would depart s
New Jerse y each afternoon at approximately 5 pm and arrive in Massachusetts at 2 am.  
Southboun d service would depart Massachusetts for New Jersey at 6 am, arriving in New 
Jersey by 3 pm. Trailers could be dropped off at the port terminals up to one hour before 
vessel depa ure and would be ready for pick up within one hour of the vessel’s arrival at the rt 
other end.  Service would be by roll-on/roll-off vessel carrying standard highway trailers.  It is 
anticipated that the charge for the service wo uld be approximately $300 - $350 per trailer on a 
port-to-port basis not including local truck transportation at both ends of the trip.  

� Probe on reaction to daily Bayonne/FR-NB service – type of service, frequency, points served, 
pricing, etc. 

� Preference for door-to-door service (ocean plus drayage) or ocean only 

5. 	 Opportunity for long- haul SSS: 

� Describe Long Haul Service – Three departures per week service between Northern Florid a 
(say Jacksonville) and a port on the Southeastern Coast of Massachusetts, say Fall River or 

54
 



 
 

 

  
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

  

 
 

 

 

  

 

   

Analysis of the Potential Market for Short Sea Shipping
 
Services into the Ports of Fall River and New Bedford 


New Bedford, is envisioned.  The service would utilize roll-on/roll-off vessels that can handle 
any highway trailer.  Northbound service would depart Florida on a Monday, Wednesday or 
Friday afternoon and arrive in Massachusetts two days (50 hours) later (e.g. Monda y 
departure would arrive on Wednesday).  Again, trailers could be dropped off at the port 
terminals up to one hour before vessel departure and would be ready for pick up within one 
hour of the vessel’s arrival at the other end.  It is anticipated that the charge for the ser vice 
would be around $1,200 on a port-to-port basis not including local truck transportation a t both 
ends of the trip.   

� Probe on reaction to Florida service or similar service to other East Coast ports (please spe cify 
any other preferences) – type of service, frequency, points served, pricing, etc. 

� Preference for door-to-door service (ocean plus drayage) or ocean only 

6. Key factors for success and obstacles: 

� What has to happen for SSS to be a real modal choice for their business? 

7. Massachusetts ports: 

� Probe on perceptions of Fall River and New Bedford as prospective SSS gateways – 
advantages/disadvantages, respective strengths/weaknesses in terms of road access, port 
facilities, labor, etc. 

8. Close: 

Thank inte rviewee and determine if i nterested in participating in further analysis of the SSS 
opportunity 
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PORT OF NEW BEDFORD MASSACHUSETTS 

MAYOR SCOTT W. LANG 

Port Infrastructure Assets 
Contact: Kristin Decas, Port Director 

     (508) 961-3000 wk (508) 989-0103 cell 

Staging and Lay–down areas at the Marine Terminals 
and within the Port Area 

• North Terminal / Rail-yard = 33.5 acres 
• Paved Staging Area 7.5 acres 
• Unpaved Storage Area  14 acres 
• On Rail Railcar Storage = 12 acres 
• Staging for more than 100 Railcars 

• State Pier / Fisherman’s Wharf 
• 4 acres at State Pier 
• Room for 500 Stacked Containers 
• Staging for 70 Trucks 
• 1,000 lineal feet of bulkhead for vessel berthing 

• New Bedford Industrial Park 
• 30 acres of staging and lay-down area 

• New Bedford Regional Airport 
• 20 acres of staging and lay-down area outside the Terminal areas. 

• (Future) South Terminal 
• 20 acres of paved staging and lay-down area 
• 1,000 lineal feet of bulkhead for vessel berthing 

New Bedford Industrial Park: 
Within 6-miles of the docks, 
over 30-acres of Staging and 
Lay-down Area is available. 
New Bedford Regional 
Airport:  Located only 3.5 miles 
from the docks, the Airport has 
30 additional acres of Staging 
and Lay-down Area. 

(Future) South Terminal:  The 
future planned expansion of the 
existing South Terminal calls for the 
development of over 20-acres of 
paved staging and storage area to 
support multiple uses. 
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New Bedford Is: Local Connections = National Markets = International Trade. 
With Three full service Marine Terminals to support shipping, a strong Import/Export business, Rail Connections 

from the Port to all major Rail Corridors in the Northeast and to the rest of the Nation, and a major Regional
Airport within 3.5 Miles of the Marine Terminals; The Port of New Bedford is Ideally Suited to play a major 
Intermodal Shipping Role. 
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Apex Companies, LLC 

Memo 
To: File
 

From:  Chet Myers, P.E., LSP 


Date: April 14, 2010 


List of Attendees: 

Ronald A. Klempner, Managing Principal, Jersey Harborside  
Daniel J. Wahle, Vice President Marketing, Mass Coastal 
Chet Myers, Senior Engineer, Apex Companies, LLC 
Jessica Fernandes, Assistant Port Director, NBHDC 

Re: Summary of Meeting with Jersey Harborside Personnel 

Meeting was held at New Bedford Harbor Development Commission at 
approximately 12 PM. NBHDC was marketing the port to Jersey Harborside, which 
plans to import containers to southeast Massachusetts.  Jersey Harborside was 
particularly interested in the new South Terminal extension, which is anticipated to 
create a significant amount of potential loading and unloading area.   

Containers would be shipped into the harbor on a very large vessel (Panamax-sized 
vessels) that are approximately 500 tons.  They anticipate shipping of 3,000,000 tons 
of cargo per year. Ideal space requirements are between 10 and 20 acres for 
staging of materials. Of particular interest to Jersey Harborside was the potential to 
capture shipment of seafood processing output on their out-bound trips (i.e. a cargo 
being shipped from New Bedford could double the profitability of the operation, rather 
than just shipping to New Bedford).   

Ideal warehousing corridors for material shipped through New Bedford are along the 
128 corridor, along the Route 95 Corridor south of Boston, and the 495 Corridor north 
of Route 90 and Worcester. Shipping containers would require between 15 ft and 
30 ft of draft, depending upon the vessel utilized.  
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NBHDC took Jersey Harborside on a tour of available resources within the Harbor, 
including the New Bedford Railyard, North Terminal, State Pier, South Terminal, and 
the NSTAR facility. Jersey Harborside restated that South Terminal was the ideal 
location for their shipping operation once it was completed.   

Currently the team is evaluating multiple ports, but once settled on a port, would take 
apporoximately 18-24 months to ramp up the operation.  Therefore, construction of 
the facility, and use of the facility (initially) by offshore renewable wind energy would 
not prevent its future use by Jersey Harborside.    
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FIGURE 1 




Area of PCB Contaminated Sediment 
Above Clean up Leveis 

EPA Identified Contaminated Sediment 
Confined Disposal Facilities* 

Approximate Maintenance Dredging Limits 

CZM Identified Confined Disposal Facilities 

Facility Requested maintenance Dredging (2000-2015) 

Study Area Boundary 

*The Railroad CDF has also been identified by CZM 
as a potential maintenance dredging CDF. 

Note: All volumes expressed In 1,000s of cubic yards 

Source: Coasta' Zone Management / EPA 
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New Bedford K L  ̂  Fairhaven 
Harbor Master Plan 
Cit)' of New Bedford/Town of Fairhaven 

Harbor Master Plan Committee 

Dredging Projects 
Figure 5.8 

/ "• VHB Vanasse Hangen Brustlin. Inc. 
^ August 2000 

N ,  ̂  Fundingfof the Neu Bedford Tair
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FIGURE 2 
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FIGURE 3 
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