
URBAN WATERFRONT PLANNING - THE NEW JERSEY EXPERIENCE
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Decaying urban waterfronts which are apparent along the Hudson River stand in
dramatic contrast to the spectacular view of the Manhattan skyline. The
dilapidated piers are silent echoes of bygone time as well as provocative
Incentives for change.

of £1!*™!!°"! " revlta"zeuthe "«e«. urban waterfronts, the Department
of Environmental Protection has focused on a seventeen-mile stretch from
the George Washington Bridge to Bayonne. The revitalization process is
painstakingly slow and fraught with conflicting interests. However, a number
hoJ!0^V™ "T ?" be«lnnln8 t0 «'8e. This paper is written in the
2lCi~?«?E. 2 *exp!rfences viU P™vlde iwiSht for other states andmunicipalities working to bring new life to their waterfronts.

The pattern of development which caused the present appearance and pattern
of land use along New Jersey's Hudson riverfront is fairly typical of the
nation swaterfront cities. Waterfronts, considered cheap real estate,
became the location of railyards. Ports were prevalent because they were
the main entrance for commodities before trucks and airplanes could be used
to transport goods. During the period when the waterfront was busy with port
Et,^T»aJ fCtlrltles> ferries a"°" the Hudson to New York were an
important link in the transportation network. They brought New Yorkers to
work in the many industries as well as New Jersey residents to New York.

r^ltrLTwUlk Shlppin8 was ^doned for more modern containerport facilities,
Indultrli LCTTln5 PurtS " the reSt °f the cltles were lcft «"»•»•
of the ilm^H X?, IT* thC waterfront location to be adisadvantage becauseof the limited available space and moved leaving rubble, deserted buildines.
and rotting piers. "!>■»♦
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As with the change in port technology, changes in modes of transportation
caused in large part by the cheapness and convenience of truck and automobile
travel brought about the-demise of the ferry system crossing the Hudson. By
1967, all ferry service ended, leaving a few vacant ferry terminals as the
only remnants of miles of water routes.

The present scene along the waterfront was quite accurately described by the
Regional Plan Association (RPA) in "The Lower Hudson,"1 published in 1966.
In this report, RPA saw the waterfront in transition from railroads and
industry to housing, parks and offices in a disorderly, piecemeal fashion.
They saw serious conflicts emerging as new activities were planned and built,
particularly in terms of design and placement of buildings and transportation
problems.

Unfortunately,*their predictions appear to be true for the most part, 15 years
later. The challenge for the state and cities has been to attempt to
encourage private developers to bring ratables to the waterfront. Each
municipality has acted on its own, competing with the other municipalities
to the south and north. Municipalities have been so anxious to put property
back on the tax roles that they were less concerned with the appearance of
the waterfront and allowed development to occur in a haphazard fashion.

It was in this setting that RPA saw numerous conflicts emerging. To correct
the problem, RPA proposed, in its visionary 1966 report, that land be set
aside for public open space, that buildings be oriented perpendicular to the
waterfront so as not to block the view of the river or of the Palisades Cliffs,
and generally, that people should be allowed to see and enjoy the river. No
one heeded RPA's advice, however, until 1979 when the Governor of New Jersey
sought to find a regional solution to the problem of the state's decaying
northern waterfronts.

In trying to overcome the problems associated with this unplanned, haphazard
development, the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has
been working to revitalize the waterfront, particularly in terms of issues
which cross municipal boundaries, such as public access. The DEP has several
roles in revitalizing the waterfront. In performing these roles, DEP has
tried to maintain a broader perspective to ameliorate some of the problems
just described.

The Division of Coastal Resources reviews most proposals for development
within 500 feet of the waterfront under the Waterfront Development Law. This
authority gives the Division a good sense of what development is occurring
throughout the area and considerable power to control the development that is
immediately adjacent to the water. However, the Division does not have the
power to develop a master plan as a regional authority created for that
purpose would. Without this power, coordination of land use is near to
impossible.

In 1979, then Governor Brendan Byrne created the Hudson River Waterfront
Study, Planning and Development Commission specifically to "conduct a thorough
study and investigation of the various alternatives for the planning and
redevelopment of the Hudson River south of the George Washington Bridge."
The Division of Coastal Resources was asked to serve as staff to the Commission.
Thirty-nine men and women, including the Mayors of the nine municipalities
were appointed to the Commission.
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The Governor, through his Executive Order, informed the Commission that he
felt a regional approach to the waterfront was needed to spark redevelopment
of the valuable Hudson River waterfront land, which lay dormant in part
because individual communities lacked the resources to begin projects on their
own. A regional commission would have the ability to attract developers by
offering incentives such as tax abatements. By developing a master plan which
would coordinate activities, duplication of land uses could be avoided and
broader issues such as transportation and public access could be considered.

Over a period of one and a half years, the Commission deliberated over issues
such as mixed use development, recreation and transportation. The study
Commission agreed at an early stage that because they did not have the
necessary powers, their role was to develop a structure for a new permanent
commission. All concerned agreed that development had been stymied, and that
redevelopment was what the region needed, such as what is now found in Boston
and Baltimore. It quickly became apparent that while many agreed to similar
goals, the route to achieve them differed greatly, particularly in terms of
tax sharing, bonding power, and representation on the commision-to-be. By
the time the recommendations were put into an Assembly Bill format, no member
of the study commission nor the DEP felt they could support it. It appeared
that the proposed commission would only add another layer of government, instead
of encouraging development. To date, no further action has been taken to
create a regional commission.

Although this attempt to plan for the waterfront In a coordinated fashion failed,
the Division of Coastal Resources has continued to work with municipalities to
provide assistance in planning for the waterfront within each community and on
an individual project basis. In lieu of a regional commission to oversee
development along the Hudson River, the Division of Coastal Resources has
decided to actively plan for public access as a first step in creating a
unifying theme throughout the region.

The Division of Coastal Resources selected Wallace, Roberts, and Todd (WRT) of
Philadelphia to plan a walkway along the Hudson River from the George Washington
Bridge to Liberty State Park. Wallace, Roberts, and Todd will work closely
with municipal and county officials to prepare a plan which will parallel the
waterfront as much as possible for both walking and biking.

The plan Is unique In that it will be implemented in stages as individual
developers complete projects along the waterfront. Since roost development
within 500 feet of the waterfront is subject to the Waterfront Development
Law, the Division will use the plan to guide developers seeking Waterfront
Development permits in providing the required public access element of their
plan. The walkway plan will include guidelines so that developers may adopt
the proposed route to make it compatible with their site plans.

The plan will also help the Division to require public access where developments
occur In otherwise run down areas. Without the vision of a continuous pathway,
a developer could argue that there would not be any purpose in allowing
access to his/her site. The Division of Coastal Resources, by developing this
plan, will design the "front yard" for Hudson River development and will then
work with private developers, municipalities, and counties to create it.

The Division of Coastal Resources has also been able to aid municipalities by
awarding local coastal planning grants. Over the past three years, grants
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have been awarded to 31 municipalities or groups of municipalities. These
grants provide seed money for municipalities to begin to revitalize their
waterfront. The end result is a plan with recommendations for funding
sources. In many cases, the plan will either improve a decaying waterfront
by recommending revitalization of downtown districts and/or will recommend
provision of public access. Less typical studies have been on the feasibility
of locating a commercial fish processing plant in Ocean County and a market
analysis for a waterfront site in Elizabeth.

The Department of Environmental Protection is able to provide 50% funding
through the Green Acres Program for open space acquisition and construction of
recreation projects. These funds, made available from bond issues, have made
many parks possible. Local planning grant recipients are encouraged to pursue
Green Acres funds to implement their projects.

The waterfront, as it exists today, is a hodgepodge of uses. In Fort Lee,
the entire waterfront Is set aside for open space as part of Palisades Interstate
Park. In Jersey City, hundreds of acres of former railroad yards are available
for development.

The former West New York and Weehawken Penn Central Railroad Yards were recently
purchased by a developer who envisions creating a mixed use complex to Include
residential, commercial (that will compete for the New York market) and public
open space with riverfront access which the developer has referred to as
"Rome on the Hudson." Of all the proposals for the waterfront, this one is the
most comprehensive and seems the most likely to succeed. The difference between
this plan and others proposed is that the developers intend to include public
spaces and a great deal of access as well as major transportation improvements.

Transportation, in terms of adequate access to the West New York/Weehawken
site may be the most difficult issue to address in redevelopment, here, as well
as along the rest of the waterfront. It is ironic that most of the proposals
for alternative forms of transportation to solve the present problems rely on
routes that operated 50 and 100 years ago. The developer hopes to reinstate
the ferry from Weehawken to New York City, and to start a new route running
north and south to connect Weehawken with the other New Jersey waterfront
municipalities.

In order to expedite the permit process for this major development, the
Division of Coastal Resources brought together all of the permitting agencies
and the developer to discuss the West New York/Weehawken plans and what
modifications were necessary to comply with regulations. This project is
important to the region because if it is successful, it could spark a chain
of other developments. Therefore, the Division will provide as much
assistance as possible to help this project to begin quickly, in a fashion
that will be compatible with the New Jersey's Coastal Management Program.
The same process will be repeated for a site known as Harborcity in Jersey
City, where over 200 acres have been purchased by the Glimscher-Simon
Corporation. They plan to develop a 750,000 sq. ft. mall in addition to
residences.

There are many examples of haphazard, and poorly planned construction along
the waterfront, which demonstrate the reality of Regional Plan Association's
fears mentioned earlier. In Guttenberg, the Galaxie, a condominium complex
consisting of two high rise towers, was built into the Palisades Cliff,
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totally obliterating it. Most observers view this as an unfortunate
destruction of the natural setting. Admiral's Walk in Edgewater, which seems
to be a concrete wall separating the road from the river; is also viewed as
a type of building that should be avoided in the future. This uncoordinated
development is destructive to the quality of the region as a whole.

Even some valiant attempts, such as the one for Exchange Place in Jersey City,
do not always end with positive results. At Exchange Place, piers have been
removed in anticipation of construction of an urban plaza, which was planned in
1979 using a Local Coastal Grant from the Division of Coastal Resources with
funds from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Office of
Coastal Zone Management. The plan was for a 2-acre urban plaza with benches
and landscaping primarily for enjoying the views.

Shortly after the plan was completed, the Harbor Clean-Up Program, a joint
state/federal effort to remove sources of drift in the harbor, removed the old
piers from the water area to ready the site for development of the plaza.
Jersey City received a grant from the State Green Acres Program. The city
used federal funds and Port Authority funds as their match, so the plaza
could be built at no cost to the city.

Through an unfortunate set of circumstances, perhaps typical of urban
waterfront planning, the plaza is not yet complete. The Port Authority
objected to the plan because It included filling of the site, which would
place too much weight on their tunnels below the site. The project has been
redesigned so that the plaza will be built in pilings, but the Division of
Coastal Resources now finds it unacceptable because this design change makes
the plaza a great deal smaller. This change was necessary because the cost of
building on piles is significantly higher. In order to keep the cost of the
plaza approximately the same, the size had to be reduced, which limits views
of New York and the river from the plaza. All of the involved parties will
continue to negotiate to find an acceptable design solution.

Probably the most successful project along the waterfront to date is Liberty
State Park, which is considered one of the major causes of the recent start
of redevelopment of the waterfront. Old railroad yards, filled with rubble
were converted for the Bicentennial in 1976 to the first section of the park
consisting of an administration building, a large grassy area, and picnic
facilities. Ferry service connects the park with the Statue of Liberty and
Ellis Island. This 35 acre parcel was the first step in developing the State's
largest urban park, which has already become the most highly visited State park
Today, the Central Railroad of New Jersey Terminal at the north end of the park
has been restored, and a plaza for festivals and concerts has been added.
Eventually the interior of the terminal will be used, perhaps for restaurants
or shops, but the terminal now stands vacant until a suitable use is determined.
The next major addition will be a seawall and walkway connecting the north
and south ends of the park, almost a two-mile stretch.

The debate over appropriate uses for Port Jersey and Greenville Yards, two
vacant properties in Jersey City, demonstrates the type of conflict that will
continue to arise in the future. The Port Authority recently purchased them
both and is considering putting a coal transshipment facility at one of the
two locations. Both citizens and the municipal governments feel this is an
inappropriate use of the land.
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The Port Authority, in response to this opposition, sponsored a workshop
to discuss their proposal to select Port Jersey or Greenville Yards, and to
explain the technology. During the Introductory session, Jersey City
expressed their vehement opposition to the proposal and refused to participate
further in the workshop. Jersey City's position is that the site is more
suited to mixed use development, so the city is hesitant to allow a coal port
which could have potentially detrimental effects on the surrounding neighborhood
in lieu of activities which are more aesthetically pleasing. The conflicts
concerning the coal port demonstrate that the seemingly unlimited space will
quickly disappear, and without careful planning, a patchwork of development will
result.

In summary, New Jersey's Hudson River waterfront is in transition. It appears
that over the next several years, the pace of development will accelerate
dramatically. It will probably be a decade before the true Impacts will be
apparent. Individual municipalities will have to make difficult decisions
and choices between a variety of land uses which will determine the future of
the waterfront. The element which is lacking is a regional plan to coordinate
ail of these diverse proposals, and to connect new developments with each other
and with the rest of the region.

Ideally, the Division of Coastal Resources would create a regional commission.
Because of all the conflicting interests involved in the region, it was not
possible to form such a commission. To continue to progress in redeveloping
the waterfront, the Division, in an attempt to achieve some of the same benefits
obtainable through a regional plan, sought to identify unifying and limiting
themes. The first of these was the proposal for the walkway along the river, to
set aside as much public access as possible before major developments were
completed. This vision of a continuous walkway guides communities and developers
in a manner consistent with the goals of a regional commission.

The Division felt that if a piecemeal approach is unavoidable, it could tie
together individual plans by providing those elements of a regional plan which
supersede the concerns of each individual community. This method is a much less
comprehensive approach than a regional plan would have been. It seems that to
be successful in this region, the set of constraints must impact upon development
to an extent without being so restrictive that redevelopment is prevented,
discouraged, and stymied.

1. Regional Plan Association, The Lower Hudson. New York, 1966.
2. Governor Brendan Byrne's Executive Order No. 69, January 24, 1979.
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RESTORING PUBLIC ACCESS AND USE OF THE URBAN

WATERFRONT IN PENNSAUKEN, NEW JERSEY

Robert W. Pierson, Jr.

Rogers, Golden & Halpern
1427 Vine Street

Philadelphia, PA 19102

Pennsauken Township is located in Camden County, New Jersey, on the Delaware
River across from Philadelphia. It is a fairly urban community with about 2,500
people per square mile and much industrial development. Although Pennsauken has
more than 20 developed recreational sites, nowhere along its six-mile Delaware
River waterfront are there public recreational facilities. This paper will discuss
two waterfront sites that represent a breakthrough in terms of access and
recreational opportunities. They are known locallyas Fish House Cove andTippin's
Pond. (See Figure I.).

Fish House Cove is the last major remnant of a once vast freshwater tidal marsh
along the Delaware in Camden County. It covers about 150 acres of water, marsh,
and fastland. It is rich in wildlife, particularly birds. Tippin's Pond is a four-acre
Pond just to the east of the Cove. Both are pieces of wilderness in an urban
setting, reminders of a different time.

Traditional uses of the Pennsauken waterfront

Prior to the arrival of colonial settlers, the Pennsauken area was occupied by
Lenni-Lenape Indians, who valued the area for its wild rice, peas, raspberries,
blackberries, and wildlife. The Fish House Cove area was the birthplace and home
of Chief Tammane, who knew William Penn and became a well-known figure in
Philadelphia in the late 1600s. In recognition of his honesty, the Democratic Club
of New York chose to name its meeting hall after him, but subsequently, scandals
in that organization unfairly linked the Tammane name (original spelling) with
corruption in government. In the seventeenth century, many Quakers seeking
religious freedom came to settle near Pennsauken. The early settlers were
farmers, and through the 1800s the area was primarily characterized by farms and
orchards. Philadelphia Quakers, seeking freedom of quite another sort, came to
Petty's Island, off the Cove, to gamble outside the reach of Philadelphia's strict
laws.
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The town of Fish House sprang up on the shores of Fish House Cove. The town was
5?Hi« iTTi ,Shi"8i in fact' !t was the nome of four fisnin8 c'ubs- In 1880,28,000 shad were caught along this shore. An early yacht club is still standing on
the Cove, and a sandy beach there was a popular summer spot for Philadelphia
tourists. There were boardwalks built along the shore. Ice boating and iceskatin*
were popular winter sports. The Cove was a major regional waterfront
recreational site.

The Tippon family (original spelling) moved to the area In 1890 and ran a store and
a tavern. Tippin's Pond was used for picnics, fishing, ice skating, and family
reunions. '

Progress comes to the waterfront

In 1834, the Camden and Amboy Railroad opened a line through Pennsauken that
now divides Fish House Cove from Tippin's Pond. Local farmers opposed its
opening, claiming that the railroad was unsafe and that it made the chickens stop
laying eggs. An underpass from Tippin's Pond allowed access to the Cove.

As larger ships plied the Delaware and farming and mining in the hinterland caused
•Jl* T # ue cham?'> ,the Armv Corps of Engineers began dredging projects that
used the freshwater tidal marshes as spoil disposal sites. In the mid-1920s, a large
area upstream from the Cove was bulkheaded and dredged spoil placed behind it.
JtterihP?fUJV Y theMarea ?or fishinS dr°PI*d off after 1924, when a fish kill,attributed to water pollution in the Delaware River, destroyed the shad population!
After the decline of fishing, the summer home town of Fish House became a
settlement of squatters. Later, the downstream part of the Cove was filled,
leaving the Cove with its modern shoreline and industry literally squeezing in on
every side. Figure 2 shows thechanges that filling activity made to the Fish House
Cove shoreline in this century.

All public access to the Cove was finally eliminated when the underpass beneath
the rail line was filled. For many years now, the tradition of recreation in the
Cove has been silent except for the occasional report from a hunter's gun.

1959 1966 1071
Figure 2. History of filling in Fish House Cove, 1909-1979
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Industrial uses predominate in the waterfront area, and threats to the Cove
continue: recently, a major oil company was caught illegally filling in the Cove,
and a construction firm was forced to stop an illegal landfill operation adjacent to
it.

Public awakening to the potential of the waterfront; restoring traditional uses

Several years ago a group of local citizens, realizing the tragedy of lost access to
the waterfront, convinced Township officials to form a Waterfront Management
Committee. One of its first accomplishments was the creation of a Waterfront
Management Area amendment to the zoning code. The Division of Coastal
Resources in New Jersey's Department of Environmental Protection gave the
Township technical assistance in this effort.

The purpose of the Waterfront Management Area is to ensure a balanced and
compatible mix of waterfront uses, with particular emphasis on protection of the
natural environment along the river, public use of waterfront areas, and public
access to the waterfront. To achieve these purposes, certain areas within the
Waterfront Management Area may only be used for public recreation, and all new
uses proposed for the area must be functionally dependent on access to the
waterfront.

In the course of this work, the Waterfront Management Committee became aware
of Fish House Cove, its history, and its potential for recreational use. The
Committee forged an alliance with the Camden County Environmental Agency to
seek the preservation of the Cove and to provide for recreational uses.

The situation today

Land uses surrounding Tippin's Cove are industrial, and there are some vacant
parcels. Oil companies (Texaco, Cities Service, Hess) are well represented. The
state owns the main parcel in the Cove.

Tippin's Pond and land around it separate large residential neighborhoods from
industrial uses. The municipal swimming pool is across River Road. The Township
purchased the Pond property in the mid-1970s. The Pond hasbeen used by several
generations of Pennsauken youngsters as a fantastic, unsupervised wilderness area.
It is still used heavily in the wintertime for ice skating.

In 1981, Rogers, Golden and Halpern was engaged by the Township to develop
conceptual plans for the two sites, to solve the access problem, and to assist the
Township with applications for acquisition anddevelopment funds.

The design for access and recreational use of the waterfront

After collecting and analyzing much data concerning the two sites and talking
extensively to the Waterfront Management Committee,we advised the Township to
settle ona plan that would emphasize the traditional recreational usesof the area,
insofar as these were still physically possible. It was clear that the Pond was a
natural gateway to the Cove, and a place for more active recreation than should be
allowed in the wildness of the Cove.

In the new design, access to the Cove is provided by way of the Tippin's Pond
property through the old underpass, which will be cleared out. Parking areas on
both sides of the Pond lead down to pathways around the water's edge and then to
picnic areas. The central focus of the Pond is a small amphitheater that will be
used for summer theater events and as a gathering point for school trips to the
Cove. The plan for Tippin's Pond is shown in Figure 3.
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The Cove consists of upper, middle, and lower marshes created by the tidal
fluctuations and large mud flat exposed at low tide. A ten-acre stand of wild rice
persists in Fish House Cove. The recreational use of the site as planned is limited
to observation of marsh wildlife along a boardwalk that extends into the marsh on
pilings from the access point at Tippin's Pond. Several observation decks and a
birding blind are planned. Figure 4 shows the system of boardwalks and paths
planned for the Cove.

However, other plans were afoot that became public just as the ink on the final
concept plan was drying. The Camden County Municipal Utilities Authority
revealed plans to put a 48-inch regional sewer interceptor right between Tippin's
Pond and the Cove at an elevation that would block access from the Pond to the
Cove through the underpass. After negotiating with the Township, the CCMUA
revised its plans, lowering the pipe somewhat and providing a short stairway over
it. However, the coveredinterceptor will still represent a major visual intrusion on
the natural edges of the Pond.

After completion of the concept plan, we assisted the Township in applying for
Coastal Energy Impact Program funds that had recently been made available to
New Jersey by the U.5. Department of Commerce. The first stage was a grant
application to New Jersey's Department of Energy. After this application was
approved, a more extensive CEIP application, including an environmental
assessment and preliminary engineering report, were prepared and sent to the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration in Washington. In early October
1982, Pennsauken received notification that it was awarded $288,000 from NOAA
toward implementation of its waterfront project. The Township's next step, now
under way, is to obtain matching funds from New Jersey's Green Acres program for
land acquisition.

If everything goes smoothly, Pennsauken can look forward to its first waterfront
park on the Delaware River, with a beautiful entrance in a natural setting from
Tippin's Pond. It is hoped that this will be the first of many opportunities that
zoning and citizen action will open up over the coming decades to create
continuous open space integrated with residential, commercial, and industrial
development of the Township's revitalized waterfront.
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Figure 4. Final concept plan for Fish House Cove
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CONSENSUS SEEKING FOR WATERFRONT REVITALIZATION
THROUGH VISUAL SIMULATION IN

CLAYTON, NEW YORK7

Gary J. Willmott

Richard C. Smardon

S.U.N.Y. College of Environmental
Science and Forestry
Syracuse, New York 13210

Rodney A. McNeil

St. Lawrence-Eastern Ontario Commission
Watertown, New York 13601

Introduction

Historic Background

The Village of Clayton Is situated in northern New York on the
St. Lawrence River 1n the center of the Thousand Island Region (see
Figure 1) and has a population of around 2,000 year-round residents
Water-related tourism is a principle and long established Village
industry dating from a turn-of-the century heyday. During that
era, the Village serviced the needs of the very wealthy, many of
whom maintained large Island estates for their summer residency.
Since that time, the character of the Industry has altered signi
ficantly. Gone are the trains and private Pullman cars, the luxury
steamboats, and a good many of the very wealthy. Yet, despite the
changing face of Clayton's tourism, the industry remains important
to the local economy.

As a result of the tourism industry's Importance, as well
as wider aesthetic concerns, many local people recognize the im
portance of maintenance and enhancement of the visual quality of their
Village. There also exists a concern for future provision of
facilities and attractions that will enhance the life-style of the
village for residents and tourists alike.

1
Funding for this study was shared by the St. Lawrence-Eastern
Ontario Commission, the College of Environmental Science and
Forestry, the Clayton Improvement Association, the Clayton
Lions Club, and the Village of Clayton.
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Study Design

It is through such local concerns that the described study was
initiated. The study methods for the summer-long study are
illustrated by means of a flow chart In Figure 1, and the work is
divided Into the five following sections:

I. BACKGROUND STUDIES. Initial data collection and
characterization studies including interviews
as well as land use, historic, vehicular, pedestrian,
and boat circulation studies.

II. ANALYSIS. Synthesis of the background studies to
summarize "opportunities" and "constraints" to
future Village Image enhancement.

III. DESIGN CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT. The creative phase where
different design Ideas were generated.

IV. CONSENSUS SEEKING. Public surveying, using "photo
simulations" to discover preferences and opinions
among Village residents and visitors.

V. SUMMARY-FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS. Future directions for
conserving and enhancing the image of the Village of
Clayton.

It should be noted that the study was basically limited to
discussion of the commercial downtown area of Clayton and the
Immediate waterfront area.

Previous Related Work

In general, there has been very little in the way of community
Image assessment for historic waterfront environments. Image
assessment goes back to Lynch*s (1960) work In city image assessment
and the current practice of visual resource management, which Image
assessment Is part of, Is surveyed in the special Issue of the Coastal
Zone Management Journal (Smardon and Felleman, 1982). A recent article
by Blair et al. (1982) reports on the use of visual simulation to
gauge public's reactions to proposed waterfront development. Credit
should also be given to Rachel Kaplan (1979) for her pioneering work
with photo questionnaires which were used by herself and her students
to gauge responses from subjects to different landscape photographs.

Methods

Basic Inventory and Analysis

Preliminary Interviews. To assess the present Image of the Village
as perceived by Its residents, 30 "key" people were Interviewed. The
Interviews covered a broad cross-section of people Including house
wives, local merchants, teachers, local officials, summer residents,
retired people, and others. The Interview was basically divided into
two parts. Those interviewed were shown photographs of various
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Village scenes and asked to explain why they liked or disliked each
scene in the first part of the Interview. The results are presented
In Table I.

In the second part of the Interviews, residents were presented
with a list of specific attributes of the visual quality of Clayton.
The list included such attributes as general building condition,
the appearance of street lights, sidewalks, signs, and many other
factors. Residents were asked to rate each attribute according to
its "visual" condition as either good, no problem, small problem
or large problem. A partial summary of the results 1s presented in
Table II. In addition, the interviews also sought more general
views about the Village's appearance.

Land Use. Historic, and Circulation Assessment. The principal uses
made of land and buildings 1n the study area were surveyed, as
well as historic resources and boat, vehicle and pedestrian circulation.

There are several aspects of the assessment worth noting:

Land Use 1. The large amount of mixed commercial/residential
space in the downtown area, much of which appears
underutilized.

2. The large amount of commercial space that is highly
tourist orientated.

3. The string of four Village-owned waterfront
properties and

4. The presence of Industrial land uses on the
waterfront.

Historic. 5. The presence of three possible historic districts
with the central district being the roost
significant.

Circulation. 6. Only low to medium levels of vehicular traffic were
observed.

7. Vehicular parking was mainly on-street and spread
throughout all of the streets on the tip of the
peninsula.

8. Pedestrian traffic was found to be heaviest along
Riverside Drive, particularly to and from the
Village docks.

9. Boating traffic was found to be surprisingly heavy
with radiating paths converging at the Village
docks.

The preliminary survey, land use assessment, historic assess
ment and circulation assessment were analyzed and developed into sets
of development constraints and opportunities which are summarized
within the results section of the paper.
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Design Concept Development

The background studies and resultant analysis described In the
previous sections provided much of the stimulus and direction for
design concept development. Many different ideas and alternatives
for Clayton's future Image enhancement were developed. It should,
however, be noted that Ideas developed were "conceptual" in
character representing major themes and not specific construction
details.

Video as a Design Aid. Faculty and students of the School of Land-
scape Architecture, College of Environmental Science and Forestry,
at Syracuse, represent a considerable wealth of design ideas. However,
the barrier of distance limited their direct accessibility to
Clayton. Seeking to overcome this barrier, and in effect bring
the Village to the designers, It was decided that a short video film
of the Village would be appropriate to display different experiential
modes.

The Fourth of July weekend is traditionally a time of high
activity in and around the Village. Thus, on July 4, 1982, a video
film crew from the College of Environmental Science and Forestry,
at Syracuse, made a short documentary of the sights, character, and
activities of Clayton Village. The film included views from a moving
car, a boat, several rooftops, and from sidewalks.

Intensive Design Workshops. All of the information provided by
the study to this point, Including photographs, interview results,
assessment and analysis maps, and the video film, was used for a
design workshop. The Intensive workshop took place at the School
of Landscape Architecture, College of Environmental Science and
Forestry, at Syracuse. Participants included faculty and graduate
students from the School. The workshop was used to "brainstorm"
design concepts for Clayton's future image development as well as
develop specific design actions which wuld be arrayed as waterfront
development alternatives.

Initial Design Concept Review. Following the workshop, sets of
alternative ideas and phases of development were more formally
developed and portrayed in plan form. The plans were then presented
at two successive meetings where initial reactions were sought.
The first meeting was held at the offices of the St. Lawrence-
Eastern Ontario Commission with their staff and the Village Mayor
in attendance. The second meeting was held in Syracuse at the
School of Landscape Architecture, and faculty and students were
again in attendance. Some modification and streamlining of ideas
occurred as a result of these meetings.

Final Design Concept/Development. The final design concepts were
then developed In map form. They suggest several clear alternatives
as well as possible sequence of events or phases in Clayton's
future image enhancement.
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Consensus Seeking

The intent of this stage of the study was to both inform the
general public of ideas generated and to gauge the acceptability
of those ideas. In view of the Village's limited financial resources,
an Indicating of the strength of local commitment was considered a
particularly important aspect at this stage within the project.

Photo Simulations. Traditionally, public reaction to proposed design
has been sought through the presentation of maps and plans or
through the device of artist's renderings. The former media can be
difficult for many publics to understand, and later is fraught
with the hazards and biases of "artistic license." Photo simulation
is a relatively new technique and can allow people unfamiliar with
traditional design drawings to more easily assess the merits of
those designs. At the same time, the technique provides improved
validity in the presentation of designs than the traditional
sketch or rendering.

The technique adopted in the Clayton study 1s known as photo
montage. Each part of a proposed design, such as a set of steps,
is sought out and carefully photographed in an existing context.
The separate photographs of all the new features are then cut out
and glued into a copy of the original photograph to produce the
finished simulation (see Willmott, 1982).

Survey Design/Administration. The survey consists of a five-page
display of the design concepts. Each page deals with a single
area of concern, presenting a "no change" option and one or more
alternatives of "proposed change." Each option Is presented in
three ways: as a photograph or photographic simulation, as a plan
sketch, and as a written description. Respondents addressed in the
survey were asked, page by page, to indicate their preference
between each of the options. Concepts covered by the survey included
those for Frink Park, Riverside Drive, Centennial Park, and the
Boardwalk.

The diverse nature and concerns of respondents found in the
Village prompted the division of those surveyed into three
recognizable subpopulatlons who are: (1) permanent residents,
(2) seasonal (summer) residents, and (3) day tourists.

The first two groups, permanent and seasonal residents, were
surveyed by a postal ballot, while the day tourists were surveyed
by direct interviews on the 1982 Labor Day weekend.

Results

The following is a brief description of the preliminary inter
view results, design contraints and the opportunities, design
concepts and photo simulation survey results in that order.
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Preliminary Interview Results

Residents were shown photographs of various Village scenes*
and their comments about them were recorded (see Table I.)
Residents were asked to Indicate the visual condition of specific
aspects of Clayton's appearance (see Table II).

TABLE I - SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECORDED TABLE II
FROM VARIOUS VILLAGE SCEHgS"

PARTIAL SUMMARY OF RESPONSES
RECORDED ON VlSUM APPEARANCE
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Parts 1 and 2 of the interviews revealed a broad range of
attitudes on many issues surrounding Clayton's appearance. However,
relative consensus was reached on many points Including dislike for
overhead utilities, concern for views of the Village from the river,
lack of trees 1n some areas, and dissatisfaction with the appearance
of many buildings. General consensus Indicated a fairly positive
attitude towards the Village's appearance at present, although
almost all interviewed indicated the potential for improvement.

The greatest visual asset the Village has is clearly the river
with 48% of the 30 interviewed Indicating its value. The second
most Important asset is the Village's old building stock (41%),
followed by cleanliness and quality of upkeep (24%), and lack of
"honky-tonk" (172).

On the negative side, the condition and appearance of buildings
is clearly of greatest concern with 55% mentioning 1t. Lack of
progressive attitudes and/or lack of direction was Indicated
problematic by 38%, while 24% indicated concern for views of the
Village from the river. Grave concern was Indicated by 17% for
the ability of the tax structure to provide Incentives for appearance
Improvements.

Constraints Analysis

The constraints analysis illustrates factors that might constrain
Clayton's future Image enhancement—factors such as prevailing weather,
land ownership, restrictions, and unfavorable views.

Constraints particularly germain to this study Include:
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1. The limitations of the Frlnk Park site, Including exposure to
the weather, shallow depth to bedrock, and deed restrictions,
preventing certain uses of the site,

2. Pedestrian and visual conflicts caused by the width of River
side Drive, and the need to acconroodate parking and deliveries,
and problematic snow removal,

3. The limitations of the current boat docking and limitations on
the expansion of same, principally because of problems with
water depth and exposure to weather,

4. The threats that commercial development poses to the historic
character and image of the downtown area,

5. Threats made by commercial development to visual and physical
access to the river,

6. The presence and further encroachment of inappropriate land
uses on or adjacent to the river and central commercial area,

7. The visual Impact of proliferating overhead utilities, and

8. The inability of the existing tax structure to encourage or
direct suitable property improvements.

Opportunities

The Opportunities Analysis summarizes factors that could be
capitalized upon in the future enhancement of the Village's image.
Indeed, there are many aspects of the Village that favor future
improvements. Undoubtedly, the major opportunity Is the Village's
Riverside site; and thus, the value of Frlnk Park Is obvious.
However, many other fine views and great opportunities for Increased
public access and appreciation of the river exist.

Centennial Park was identified as a possible location for
expanded docking, offering water of manageable depth for a floating
breakwater and land already held in public ownership with possible
room for expansion. Additionally, the site 1s Ideally located with
respect to the Village's commercial center.

Opening up access to the rear of the buildings along River
side Drive with an extended public boardwalk has been a long debated
opportunity available to the Village.

Another of Clayton's finest opportunities Is undoubtedly the
highly uniform and relatively intact historic buildings lining the
northern side of Riverside Drive and the western side of James
Street. The width of Riverside Drive 1n this area could certainly
be capitalized upon to enhance the image of these buildings.

415



Design Concepts

Actual design concepts, alternatives and phases of development
were produced 1n schematic plan form. There 1s not sufficient space
to describe each of these within this short paper, but the option
format 1n the questionnaire gives the general notion of these
design options which are more fully treated 1n the original report
(Willmott, 1982).

Photo Simulation Survey Results

A total of 379 people responded to the photo questionnaire
survey: 212 permanent residents, 29 seasonal residents, and 138
day tourists. The response rate for the mailed-out portion
was low with only 16.1% returning the questionnaire. This low
return rate is at least partly attributed to the non-Inclusion of
return postage. A summary of the results is presented here,
while a more detailed set of tabulations appears in Table III.

TABLE III - CLAYTON WATERFRONT IMAGE ASSESSMENT
STUDY SURVEY RESPONSE TABULATIONS
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rtl? »rk' T£ree opt1ons for Fr1nk Park we«"e presented as follows:
K; «!!*« "2 cna"Se« °P"°n B~a proposal featuring exposed granite,
and Option C-a proposal featuring a retaining wall lookout area.

»R» h»i«rle?LC^riUS Wa5 0bH1ne^ for chan9e <86-62 overall), withB being the most favored option by all three groups (54.1% overall).

»1?!rs1iie ****£' A9a1n» three 0Pt1«>ns were presented as follows:
*% ?£*t:~nc me' 0pVln E"a Proposal Incorporating large planters,and Option F-a proposal for a pedestrian mall. Overall, a clear
™U!eh!«?*r°r Sh5?9e4.!lBS ind,«ted although permanent residents were
more hesitant indicating an almost even split between options "D"
r^ cfiIrMl!!e..n"r£™t0*taypayer? was the mst often repeated reasonfor selecting "D" (27% of reasons . Overall, Option "E" was the most
preferred (50%) with Option "D" being second (30%).

Riverside Drive-No Utilities. Four options were presented in this
section as follows: Option G-no change, Option H~removal of
overhead utilities only, Option I--removal of overhead utilities
and Inclusion of large planters, Option J-removal of overhead
utilities and Inclusion of a pedestrian mall. Results from this section
2JK«Sr?Si4aPrJIot Cl?ar-Sut' AmaJ*<"-ity of permanent and seasonalresidents Indicated an almost even split between Options "G" and "I"
Only day visitors Indicated a clear single option preference,
rhncl nS«L .(.r» 'Zu 0f ,ho?f P?™3."6"* and seasonal residents thatchose Option "G", the majority (70% Indicated "cost" as at least
part of the reason for their choice.

Centennial Park. Two options for Centennial Park were presented as
Ind S!SHr.2Pf!Si«"no Shan9e* and Opt1on L"a "eating breakwaterand docking facility. Permanent residents generally favored the
no change option (50%), expressing particular concern (32% of

comments) for the loss of swimuing access that would be incurred by
a docking facility. Seasonal residents and day visitors were much

ffleitSTStlMf»Lt»).d0Ckin9 Pr°P0Sal lm and m ^Pectively
£?l?wa-dMaJlH ™1S s*tion> a9a1n. presented two options as
wallr^nf Pll« £"25 C?anse' and Opt1on N"a b°a"lwalk along the
SfiPfL In ^aIdwaU Pr°P°sa1' °P«on "N\ received enthusiastic
(76Ts^ercLal}hishreoKUPS SUrV6yed- AClMr °Vera11 ™ior"y
fsCTto'|[owsf:S'l''VeY r"S"1tS- ThG reSUltS 0f the survey are sim-narlzed
1. The proposed changes receiving themost support were those for

Frlnk Park and the Boardwalk.

2' M«i?^?a.«en^COnfern• overa11« and Particularly in relation tor^t. It *VVe 1mProveroents, was for the cost of such improve
ments and the consequent effect on taxes.

3' I« m«LaCKePtabnity °f the Centennial Park docking proposal
vamnf'cdi^aVnC2VeHn9 of a stror,9 local «n«rn for theVillage s lack of safe, centrally located riverside swimning area.
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4. Day visitors were the most enthusiastic in their support of
the proposes changes to Clayton, with the sunnier residents
ranking second, and the permanent residents third.

Discussion

The process of image assessment has not advanced far from
Lynch's book Image of the City published in 1960. However, the
Clayton project has provided insight and useful procedures to
(1) uncover what local residents believe are Image problems and
(2) to solicit reactions to proposed design options from three
different affected groups. One should note that there appear to
be substantial differences between each group's response to the
design options (see Table III) with the year-round residents having
the most conservative reactions to changes and the day visitors
being most enthusiastic. Statistic analyses of group response
differences will be done to Illustrate these potential differences.

The photo questionnaire utilizing black and white photo
simulations augmented by plan views and written descriptions would
seem to be a powerful tool for eliciting responses and gauging amount
of consensus on proposed design changes. One should use caution in
the use of such a tool. We are not sure how representative visual
simulations taken from one viewpoint are of the total potential
response possible from different viewpoints.

Secondly, the photo simulations have to be as representative
as possible of the proposed design changes without taking "artistic
license." We do not yet know how to factor in such aspects as
weathering, wear from usage and other phenomena that would change
the appearance of design changes over time.

Thirdly, there 1s the question of adequate representation and
sampling of affected groups. By not including return postage on the
return envelope, we could have biases or unduly constrained our
response makeup and total. We need to refine survey format and
packaging to ensure a higher and unbiased response population.

Not withstanding these problems, we feel that the photomontage
simulation questionnaire/ballot to be a potentially useful tool.
This tool is most appropriate to be used where local publics are
not visually atuned to read plans and are difficult to gain
reactions from. It 1s also appropriate when careful consideration
needs to be given to proposed design changes that affect the historic
character of waterfront development, where visual access to water
needs to be maintained, and where publics have deep seeded and
sensitive feelings about the character of their waterfront Image.
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NORFOLK HARBORPEST STUDY: COHHUNICATING INFORMATION
TO WATERFRONT UTILIZATION DECISIONMAKERS FROM

CHESAPEAKE BAT TO PUGET SOUND1

Jon A. Lucy

Virginia Institute of Marine Science
School of Marine Science

College of William and Mary
Gloucester Point, VA 23062

Operation Sail 1976. better known as Op Sail '76. seemed to awaken in
Americans a new awareness of their maritime heritage. Coupled with this
awakening came the realization that significant elements of our maritime
resources, our community waterfronts, had been largely forgotten by, or
even isolated from, the public. Waterfront community and port city
leaders, sensing the renewed citizen interest in maritime heritage and
waterfront activities, and observing the almost magical attraction of the
tall ship festivals, began looking for ways to keep the magic alive. If
this could be accomplished, a new source of energy could be tapped to
help revitalize and restore what, in many instances, had become decaying
useless waterfront areas (U.S. Dept. of the Interior, 1979; U.S. Dept. of
Commerce, 1980). A catalyst for action had been discovered in waterfront
festivals (Lucy, 1981), one especially suited to the needs of
metropolitan waterfronts.

°P Soil's success had opened the eyes of major ports to the positive
impacts to be derived from waterfront festivals, a lesson learned decades
earlier by scattered small coastal towns whose only other major resource
than the seafood industry and some shipping was tourism. In the
Chesapeake Bay region, for example, small town businesses and civic
organizations have long benefited from events such as Chincoteague,
Virginia's Pony Penning Festival, presently in its fifty-seventh year;
Crisfield, Maryland's National Hard Crab Derby in its thirty-fifth year;
and Urbanna, Virginia's Oyster Festival, celebrating its twenty-fifth
anniversary this fall. The latter festival attracted over 21,000
He!.'!!!!!! J" 1979 re8ultin8 in «> estimated total economic impact of over
$565,000 (Lucy and Vance, 1982). The same catalytic phenomenon,
admittedly on a much larger scale, only needed to be allowed to work in
such major harbors as San Francisco, Philadelphia, New Vork. Boston.
Baltimore and Norfolk. '

XVIMS Contribution No. 1077
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Norfolk, along with the majority of the other mentioned ports, quickly
capitalized on the benefits of waterfront festivals after Op Sail.
Holding its first official Harborfest in 1977, Norfolk estimated
approximately 80,000 patrons attended the festival. Attendance was some
30,000 more than that estimated for the 1976 event. Organized as an
annual late spring event again in 1978, Harborfest continued to grow in
popularity, as evidenced by another record attendance.

However, with the economy beginning to tighten and the City having more
and more demands placed upon its limited tax revenues, some citizens
began to question whether the festival, supported in part by the City,
was a wise use of tax dollars. Also, in formulating a downtown
waterfront development plan, development interests and City officials
were beginning to scrutinize the rather barren waterfront acreage on
which Harborfest was held. The development planning process naturally
raised questions concerning the relative significance of the new
festival, e.g. was it something that should be planned into the overall
development concept or simply left to take its own course once
redevelopment was firmly underway?

Norfolk officials felt the appropriate way to get the input they needed
was to have the festival objectively evaluated. The questions of
greatest concern were: (1) Did the patrons of the festival really think
the event was worth having and did they generally like its content?, (2)
From what geographical areas did the festival draw its attendance?, and
(3) Was the festival breaking even, costing the City money or possibly
even making money for the City and downtown merchants?

In early spring 1978 a member of the Harborfest Committee approached VIMS
Sea Grant Marine Advisory Service about conducting a study of the
festival. While lead time was too short for a proper study to be planned
and initiated, interest in assisting Norfolk was indicated for the 1979
event. By 1979 the City of Norfolk was under even more pressure than in
1978 to have an objective evaluation made of Harborfest. Even though
Norfolk had no funds to support the study, VIMS undertook the project
because of the significance of the City's need and the data base the
study would provide other communities.

In working with Norfolk officials on the types of information to be
collected during the study, it became evident that they wanted to be able
to review a draft of the study report before it was published. This was
a natural request in that the City needed to have a prepared response for
the press when the report was released. However, there seemed to be an
underlying concern that if the festival experienced bad weather and
attendance dropped significantly, the City wanted to have some say as to
how broad a distribution the study received. It was understandable that
City officials were anxious about an unimpressive festival report. When
the researchers suggested that the festival study include constructive
criticism from patrons regarding what they did not like about the
festival as well as what they did like, City officials became even more
concerned about not having control over the final distribution of the
study report.

Pressure was on the City to have faith in its festival or face questions
about its value without supporting facts. City officials finally seemed
to accept the researchers' suggestion that, if the track record of the
festival was so strongly positive, then they really had very little about
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which to worry. They were also politely reminded that, since the study
was being conducted by a state university with some use of federal Sea
Grant funds, the report would be public information and given wide
dissemination. Although still somewhat apprehensive, officials finally
accepted the concept of the study and endorsed it.

The study was conducted during the second weekend of June, a draft study
report reviewed by City officials in late August, and the final report
presented to Norfolk's City Council during the first week of September
(Lucy and Baker, 1979). In writing the report, considerable effort was
made to make it highly readable and uncluttered with jargon. Study
results indicated that an estimated 185,000 persons visited the Norfolk
waterfront during the two-and-one-half day event, spending approximately
$1.9 million on food, beverages, lodging and miscellaneous items. Of
this total, approximately $7,700 was contributed by the 200 crew members
of the U.S. Coast Guard Cutter Eagle. Applying an appropriate
expenditure multiplier to those revenues derived from persons attending
the festival from areas outside Norfolk's Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area showed the total economic impact of Harborfest to be
$2.1 million. Of particular interest to Norfolk was the fact that the
City received approximately $40,000 from the event in terms of
concessionnaire fees, parking fees and sales tax revenues. This figure
exceeded what the City had put into the festival in direct expenditures.

While providing Norfolk with the data it needed to evaluate Harborfest,
the study report also proved to be of interest to localities both within
and outside Virginia. As copies of the report began to be distributed by
Norfolk officials and through VIMS Sea Grant Communications Office to
leaders of other waterfront communities, an awarness developed in VIMS
Marine Advisory Service of the need for better communication between
waterfront communities on all aspects of festivals. With 1980 being
officially declared "Year of the Coast," many coastal communities were
going to try their festival and waterfront event wings for the first
time. Such first time efforts are notoriously shaky and, without the
benefit of other communities' experiences and suggestions, they might
well result in town councils or chambers of commerce giving up before
they really gave themselves a chance to be successful.

In response to the perceived need for improved communications between
communities on how to plan and conduct waterfront festivals, how such
festivals can evolve, and what impact they might have, the VIMS Marine
Advisory Service organized a national conference addressing these topics
in 1980. Entitled "Waterfront Festivals: Community Impact and
Potential," the conference provided a unique forum and one-step learning
event for existing and potential waterfront festival organizers.
Sponsors of the conference included the National Sea Grant Office,
Coastal Plains Center for Marine Development Services and Office of
Coastal Zone Management (0CZM). In addition to allowing participants to
share experiences with and learn from one another, the conference also
served to introduce community leaders to the International Festival
Association, an organization which provides its members with a wide range
of informational services on festival planning. The conference also
developed an informational exchange among those having different festival
planning experiences through its poster session, where both successes and
failures were shared in an informal atmosphere.
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Norfolk's Harborfest was an integral part of the conference, as
conference participants were given the opportunity to experience
firsthand the excitement and crowd-drawing power of a portion of the
festival itself. The conference schedule was designed in such a way that
it made Harborfest's tall ships parade of sail a functional part of the
program. Following a mid-morning wrap-up sessiou, conference
participants were taken by bus to the Norfolk waterfront. There they
boarded a cruise boat to intercept the festival's parade of sail coming
into the downtown harbor. This concluding conference activity brought
alive the previous two-and-one-half days' information sharing sessions.
If there had been any doubts as to whether a waterfront festival could be
made to work, these doubts were dispelled by the magnificance of the tall
ships and the enthusiasm of the thousands of onlookers lining the Norfolk
shoreline.

One way to evaluate a conference's success is to determine whether any of
the participants, after returning to their communities, did anything with
the information gained and contacts made. Post-conference developments
in three cities warrant mentioning in light of each having
representatives at the conference. On a somewhat negative note, a power
boat association in the City of Hampton, Virginia was in the early stages
of trying to organize a summer festival around a hydroplane regatta when
their representative attended the conference. Because of numerous
contraints, the Hampton festival organizers were unable to benefit from
the conference's dialogue concerning the importance of a broad-based
festival planning committee. In Hampton, all festival details were
handled by a few individuals and, when City Council did not provide the
venture with significant support, it ended up drawing much smaller crowds
than anticipated. To date, it has not been revived.

In a more positive vein, the Mayor's Office of Jacksonville, Florida
organized its own festival conference in 1981 to run concurrently with
three festivals being held over a one-week period. On the West Coast,
the city of Bellingham, Washington held its first waterfront festival in
1981. Festival organizers largely attributed their ability to undertake
the festival to what they learned at the Virginia conference.

The impact of the conference was enhanced further by the conference
coordinator having the opportunity to address Delaware's Third Governor's
Conference on Tourism and Recreation held in September 1980 (Delaware Sea
Grant College Program, 1981). Drawing on the Virginia conference's
content and discussions, the presentation provided an overview of how to
plan for and execute critical waterfront festival elements essential to
the success of such an event. The presentation was published as a
special paper through VIMS Marine Advisory Service (Lucy, 1980). The
paper's availability was widely publicized by the OCZM newsletter
"Waterfront Action: Events and Reports" (Cowey, 1981), and has been
requested by well over one hundred coastal. Great Lake and riverine
communities in the U.S. and Canada.

The point to be made by tracing this course of events, which began with
the study of Norfolk's Harborfest, is that we all need to make ourselves
alert to opportunities for increasing the transfer of information about
the results of projects on which we work. So often, survey and research
results remain fairly close to home once projects are completed and our
time is required on new ventures. At best, the results of such efforts
are frequently circulated only among our peers. We must strive to make
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extra efforts to observe the information needs around us and try to
respond to them in some appropriate way. Admittedly, the Marine Advisory
Service organizational framework has built into it a certain amount of
response time. Therefore, those of us involved in such programs likely
have more flexibility to take advantage of informational linkages that
may exist.

The example discussed here shows how one can build and expand an
information network by evaluating the response to a particular product or
effort. In this case, the response to the results of the Harborfest
study led to organizing a national conference. This conference, in turn,
reached a much broader audience through a second conference, ultimately
resulting in a publication. By being alert to peoples' information needs
and being willing to package information in different ways, we can
significantly enhance both the application and utilization of the
products of our efforts, a goal towards which we all at least
subconsciously strive. Possibly we need to make more conscious efforts
to reach it.
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