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Executive Summary

Originally enacted in 2004, the Maritime Industrial Zoning Overlay District (MIZOD)
modifies the provisions of Baltimore City’s 1973 zoning code through an overlay
district. The criteria for inclusion in MIZOD include parcels with deepwater access
(18 feet or more), with rail access leading to a parcel with deepwater access, that
provide contiguity, or are zoned M-3 and not designated a Planned Unit
Development. MIZOD comprises five distinct areas of the city, all with access to
deepwater as a common denominator, but each with unique features, influences,
problems, and opportunities. These areas include Locust Point, Canton and Dundalk,
Curtis Bay, Fairfield, and Hawkins Point.

The MIZOD ordinance contains a sunset provision and expires in 2014. The city is
currently considering a proposal to extend the provisions of MIZOD for an additional
ten years with expiration in 2024. An extension at this time is somewhat paradoxical
since the city, having recently adopted a new comprehensive master plan and economic
development strategy, is in the midst of crafting a comprehensive zoning ordinance, the
first revision since 1973, which will include not only a new set of zoning classifications
and the regulations to govern them, but also a revised map of zoning districts.

Planning officials relate that drafting of the new zoning ordinance is slated to begin in
January 2009, with adoption targeted for 2010. Completion of the more time-
consuming and challenging process of mapping the new zoning classifications is
estimated to occur between 2011 and 2016.

Protection of Maritime Land

MIZOD is intended to preserve land with deepwater access for industrial use,
including non-maritime industrial uses, and prohibit hotels and motels, business and
professional offices other than accessory uses, planned unit developments, and
restaurants and lunchrooms other than accessory uses. Deepwater is prerequisite to
maritime business and is a scarce resource that once converted to non-industrial use
is not easily restored to maritime use. Marine terminals operate 24-hours per day,
seven days per week and often produce noxious odors, bright light, noise,
particulates, vibrations, unsightly views and the potential for industrial accidents that
might be considered nuisances by non-industrial neighbors and the source of
complaints to regulatory authorities with the potential to result in increased costs and
decreased productivity. The extensive sunk cost and corresponding reduced
operating expense from lengthy tenures at existing locations are built into current
business pricing models, and relocation would produce competitive disadvantage
relative to other ports. There are few alternative locations available for new or
relocated marine terminals for the following reasons:
* Few parcels with adequate size and deepwater are available;
* Considerable cost for dredging and construction to develop new or replacement
marine terminals;
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*  Capacity of existing dredge material placement sites is committed to maintenance
of the shipping channel; and

* Identification of and regulatory approval for new dredge material placement sites
to accommodate development of new terminal facilities is a lengthy and often
contentious process requiring long lead time.

The Port of Baltimore

The Port of Baltimore consists of both private and public marine terminal facilities,
as follows:

* 49 Marine Terminal Facilities;

* 43 are located within Baltimore City;

* 36 are privately owned and operated; and

e seven are owned by MPA.

The Maryland Port Administration (MPA) administers the state-owned public terminals
and as such, is only one component of the port.

According to a study conducted by Martin Associates entitled 7he Economic Impacts

of the Port of Baltimore conducted in 2008, the port excels in handling certain niche

cargoes for which it is a dominant port, namely paper, automobiles and roll on/roll

off (RO/RO) and bulk commodities. The Port of Baltimore is a significant regional

economic engine with:

* 106,493 direct jobs plus 33,693 induced & indirect jobs,

*  59% of direct jobs (9,718) are associated with privately owned marine terminals,

e 2921 of the total 6,775 jobs associated with the public marine terminals are held
by city residents (43.12%), while Baltimore and Anne Arundel County residents
hold 1,609 (23.75%) and 849 (12.53%) jobs respectively,

*  Personal Income associated with direct jobs at private marine terminals ($491.5
million) is 1.5 times that of public terminals ($296.4 million),

* The port is a source of job diversity for local economy offering high paying blue
collar employment to those with less than college education,

e Average 2006 wage $47,780; and

*  Average 2003 wage $50,870.

Demand for Non-Industrial Uses

Developers have discovered that the waterfront is an attractive location for lucrative
and successful mixed use residential and commercial projects in areas formerly
reserved exclusively for industrial maritime users. The economics of development
gives commercial and residential users the ability to pay more for waterfront property
than industrial users creating an affordability problem for industrial users in the

2 CHARTING THE FUTURE OF BALTIMORE’S INDUSTRIAL WATERFRONT



competition for waterfront land. The economic analysis presented in this study
concludes that mixed residential and commercial use development actually yields
greater job benefits to the city in certain redeveloping communities than the
maritime uses that MIZOD is intended to protect. Public and private port interests
would have to expend considerable sums to acquire property rights to buffer,
preserve and protect the port’s vital deepwater assets but for the city’s willingness
to impose land use controls like MIZOD.

Summary of Findings and Recommended Actions:

Land with access to deepwater that is functional and conducive to maritime use is

a scarce resource that warrants preservation and protection within the context

of a land-use plan based on present and prospective demand. Fortunately, most
MIZOD-protected parcels comport with contemporary parameters and are clustered
among other compatible industrial uses. But, industrial properties on the frontier

of residential-commercial uses should first be scrutinized to ascertain whether they
meet the threshold of physical and functional utility for maritime industrial use before
being automatically reserved for maritime purposes.

For properties located along the residential-commercial frontier in neighborhoods
already experiencing conflicts, a class of workable transitional uses that can serve

as effective buffers for properties near industrial uses, together with mandatory
architectural and engineering regulations and design standards with the potential to
neutralize the nuisances associated with maritime industrial uses need to be devised.
Likewise, encroaching non-industrial projects along the existing MIZOD periphery
should bear equal responsibility for providing buffers and design elements to mitigate
any unfavorable attributes of pre-existing nearby maritime industrial properties as
originally recommended by the Maritime Industrial Retention and Growth
Management Study (MIRGMS) published by the Port Land Use Development
Advisory Council in September 2005.

For those parcels whose physical and location characteristics do not meet the
expectations and requirements of contemporary maritime users, holding out for an
eventual maritime use of the property might be futile. If a parcel has physical or
functional deficiencies so pronounced that the cost to cure them no longer supports
its economically feasible industrial use for maritime purposes, the justification for
maritime industrial preservation and protection is weak.

The unconditional preservation and protection of underutilized or marginal
properties without first determining their feasibility for maritime industrial use
denies a cash-starved city with the highest tax rate in the state the opportunity
to reap potentially greater benefits from otherwise feasible alternative uses,
while contributing little to the overall success of the port. For such parcels, the
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development of suitable compatible transitional uses that would not undermine the
efficacy of nearby maritime uses, the specification of architectural and engineering
design elements that could mitigate use conflicts, and the establishment of a means
to infuse economic and community development resources capable of preserving
the viability of the maritime use should be considered.

Finding: MIZOD preserves properties adjacent to deepwater for industrial, not
necessarily maritime, use; however it ignores functional utility and/or economic
feasibility for such use.

Recommended Action: Properties should be reserved for maritime-related, not
merely industrial, use and the rules governing their use should have the capacity to
deal with and provide for compatible non-industrial uses for those sites that are not
suitable for deepwater maritime industrial use, especially at residential-commercial
frontier locations.

Finding: MIZOD does nothing to mitigate use conflicts that already exist nor does it
establish effective buffers or define transitional uses to be located therein.

Recommended Actions:

1. Define the composition of a suitable buffer and the appropriate transitional uses that
can best serve to protect and mitigate the effects of nearby heavy industrial uses.

2. Adopt mandatory architectural and engineering design regulations, including
required buffers for new and redeveloped non-industrial projects proposed in the
vicinity of existing maritime industrial uses to lessen the conflict between
industrial and non-industrial uses.

3. Provide that all leases and real estate sales contracts for property within a certain
distance of a maritime industrial facility contain a disclosure and
acknowledgement that the property is subject to certain unavoidable hazards and
nuisances originating from the maritime use.

Finding: MIZOD does nothing to preserve and protect essential industrial
transportation corridors that serve the properties located within MIZOD.

Recommended Action: Refine and reconcile city land use policies and decisions and
improve interagency coordination and communication to minimize adverse effects on

primary industrial transportation corridors.

Finding: MIZOD does not consider or address the off-dock and off-port land use
needs to facilitate and support port expansion and growth.
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Recommended Action: Provide protection for viable off-dock and off-port expansion
areas such as the Point Breeze Business Center and Chesapeake Commerce Center
that could be needed to support port operations now and in the future.

Finding: MIZOD does nothing to eliminate safety and security issues associated with
industrial proximity to residential and commercial uses in the event of an industrial
mishap or act of terrorism.

Recommended Action: Consider requiring mandatory architectural and engineering
design regulations, including required buffers for new and redeveloped non-industrial
projects proposed in the vicinity of existing maritime industrial uses to lessen the
effect of a possible industrial accident or security incident.

Finding: The port is a regional resource producing benefits beyond the city limits,
yet the city bears the direct costs and foregoes opportunity costs and tax revenue
associated with alternative non-industrial land uses that MIZOD prohibits.

Recommended Action: Develop a formula for the equitable sharing of port-related
costs and rewards to compensate the city for the benefits that might otherwise have
resulted from alternative uses of the land.

Finding: MIZOD does not provide assurance of continued industrial use for capital
sources and sunset provisions may actually encourage the land speculation activity
that MIZOD was intended to eliminate.

Recommended Action: Consider implementing periodic or cyclical comprehensive
zoning review and revision to address changing patterns of demand and land use
within city areas and neighborhoods as an alternative to the sunset provisions of
MIZOD.

Finding: By itself, MIZOD is not enough to preserve and promote a vibrant port.

Recommended Actions:

1. Protect maritime industrial sanctuaries such as Fairfield and Hawkins Point where
there are few apparent land use conflicts now, to avert problems before they can arise.

2. Devise financing and tax initiatives to assist vulnerable industrial users to retrofit
and reconfigure their properties to create better compatibility with adjoining
non-industrial land uses.

3. Encourage the creation of a new regional entity to foster and facilitate the sharing
of information regarding maritime industrial land use needs, regional cooperation
and the coordination of efforts and resources among public and private sector
interests to promote the port’s success.
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4. Baltimore City and the metropolitan counties need to better coordinate their
land use planning and zoning actions especially in areas along their common
borders, including examining the feasibility of Baltimore City, Baltimore County
and Anne Arundel County adopting uniform industrial zoning classifications
(particularly those concerning maritime uses) since the city is in the process of
drafting its first new comprehensive zoning code in over 35 years.

Finding: Currently, the city is required to report annually on the status of the MIZOD.
The measurements were selected on the basis of availability, cost-effectiveness and
practicality of collection and include: property taxes, number of permits, amount of
fixed cost investments, number of firms and cargo volume, and vessel arrivals.

However, all of the measures are currently presented without the benefit of context
or comparison.

Recommended Actions:
1. The city should provide the comparative context for existing measures.
For example, property taxes collected, building permits issued, fixed cost
investments, and number of new firms within MIZOD should be compared and
contrasted with industry on a city wide basis. Cargo volume and vessel arrivals
should be compared with experience at competitive ports.
2. The city should also measure whether:
* The city is receiving benefits commensurate with the diminished tax
revenues and forgone opportunity costs,
e the MPA is being funded at sufficient levels to enable the Port of Baltimore to
compete for its appropriate share of the market and to properly maintain
MPA facilities, and
* the port’s market share in its targeted commodity classes has grown or at
least remained the same relative to the competition.

Finding: The collection and analysis of data to support land use planning, especially
the assignment of responsibility for tracking data and comparing actual performance
relative to original projections over time, is lacking.

Recommended Action: The city needs better mechanisms to track and assess the
supply of and demand for various land uses, as well as the utilization and allocation
of economic and community development resources to gauge their productivity
and payoff.

Finding: Although MPA develops and issues a strategic plan, there is no strategic
plan or corresponding land use plan for the Port of Baltimore as a whole. This is
problematic as there is no calculation of the land requirements to accompany
projected expansion of the port and need for industrially zoned land with deepwater
access. With ownership divided between public and private marine terminal
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operators it is difficult to establish responsibility and accountability for the POB’s
performance and success. Further, the needs, objectives, decision criteria and
viewpoints of the MPA and private terminal operators are not always identical.

Recommended Action: The city should encourage and the MPA should support the
development of a comprehensive maritime land use plan for the Port of Baltimore
that is based on an empirical determination of the port’s land use needs that can
serve as the basis for future comprehensive zoning decisions.

Finding: To the extent that the Port of Baltimore may be disadvantaged by
competitors that are better funded and more agile, the city’s investment in MIZOD
(opportunity cost and diminished tax revenues foregone) may be for naught.

Recommended Action:

1. Establish a private port venture fund to work in tandem with public and private
terminal operators to provide bridge funding for opportunistic property
acquisitions.

2. Establish a port tax district, similar to a neighborhood tax district, with proceeds
dedicated to funding projects that specifically benefit the port and maritime
industrial users, including funding improvements to aid integration of industrial
facilities into the community, costs of ameliorating the effects of encroaching
non-industrial uses, etc.

Conclusion:

The challenge for the city is to craft a solution that ideally:

¢ Allows adequate time to plan the land use framework and preserve the requisite
amount and location of maritime land based on an empirical determination of
the port’s present and projected land use needs including the amount and
location of off-dock and off-port support land;

*  Provides maritime industrial users with:
— Adequate protection from and/or economic and community development
resources to mitigate the effects of nearby incompatible uses, and
— Assurance of continued industrial use for their properties to make informed
decisions and attract investment capital;

* Addresses issues within the context of a new comprehensive zoning code that
has the capacity to:
— Resolve present and prospective land use conflicts,
— Maximize opportunities for the city to prosper, and
— Remedy the shortcomings of the existing MIZOD; and
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Provides the owners of properties that are located on the periphery of the
existing MIZOD boundary, which have characteristics that render the property
incapable of maritime industrial use, or are of adequate size to be master planned
as a transitional use buffer area between existing residential and/or commercial
and industrial uses the opportunity to propose to the city, without undue delay,
alternative uses for their land that would not undermine the efficacy of nearby
maritime users. The Baltimore Development Corporation and the Planning
Department have identified only a handful of property owners who have
expressed such intent at this time.

While the City might accomplish the foregoing in any number of ways, some actions,
whether taken together or alone that the City might wish to consider, include
the following:

8

Formulate the new zoning code in a sequential manner.

Conceptually, the process of devising and mapping the new zoning code could
be segmented to prioritize the development and approval of the applicable
zoning classifications, their associated governance, and the land use framework
and its mapping first for those areas that now comprise the MIZOD on an
expedited, fast-track basis to facilitate completion and adoption before MIZOD’s
scheduled 2014 expiration. In the event that the development and mapping of
the new zoning code in its entirety is delayed and not completed by MIZOD'’s
scheduled 2014 expiration, those provisions developed for the communities
comprising the existing MIZOD could be adopted as an amendment to the
existing zoning code pending incorporation into and the subsequent approval of
the new zoning code at a later date.

Extend MIZOD'’s protective provisions or, in the alternative, enact substitute
legislation, for a period to run concurrent with the process of developing the
new zoning code.

This action would serve to protect strategic maritime parcels, avert renewed
speculation, price distortion, and the possible loss of deepwater sites to
non-industrial uses, and forestall any other detrimental effects envisioned by
maritime users as MIZOD’s scheduled 2014 expiration draws near, pending
adoption of the new zoning code, even if enactment of the new zoning ordinance
extends beyond the current 2014 expiration. It would also provide the time
necessary to devise the land use framework within the context of a new zoning
code, as well as empirically determine the port’s present and prospective land
use needs. Any legislation should also include provisions that would afford the
owners of those few parcels possessing the characteristics stipulated above and
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awaiting MIZOD’s 2014 expiration the opportunity to formulate development
plans that incorporate acceptable, compatible transitional uses along with
satisfactory buffers; effective architectural and engineering design standards;
suitable security measures; and adequate economic and community development
resources to resolve any inherent conflicts with nearby maritime industrial uses.

Finally, the Port of Baltimore is a regional asset that yields significant economic
benefits within and beyond the borders of Baltimore City. In certain city communities
higher value residential and commercial projects are now economically feasible on
the very land that maritime users deem essential creating not only a competition
between land uses, but also a conflict between local and regional interests as well.

Some governmental jurisdictions contribute or forego little in exchange for the
economic rewards that they reap from the port. Moreover, but for the city’s
willingness to impose land use controls like MIZOD, public and private port interests
would have to expend considerable sums for the acquisition of land or easements to
attain similar levels of preservation and protection of the essential deepwater assets.

With MIZOD, the city, through exercise of its police power of zoning, is asked, in
part for the benefit of the region, the state, and private port interests to constrain a
market that, if left unchecked, might otherwise produce superior tax and economic
benefits for the city than the maritime industrial uses that the legislation is designed
to protect.

For this reason, the city must consider whether the current formula for the sharing
of rewards from this vital regional asset among governmental jurisdictions adequately
compensates the city for the benefits that it might otherwise have received from the
very land uses that MIZOD prohibits.
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Introduction

The Abell Foundation has requested that Hentschel Real Estate Services (HRES)

analyze the costs and benefits associated with the extension of the Maritime Industrial

Zoning Overlay District (MIZOD) on Baltimore City’s tax base, economy, and
employment. Originally enacted in 2004, the MIZOD modifies Baltimore City’s 1973

zoning code to restrict allowable land uses to industrial and industrial-related uses in
waterfront areas with or adjacent to deepwater access. Although MIZOD is not set to

expire until 2014, the city is currently contemplating the extension of its original
provisions for an additional ten years until 2024.

To assist in this endeavor, HRES engaged Daraius Irani, Ph.D., and RESI of Towson
University Research and Consulting (RESI) to design and administer a survey of
MIZOD firms, and to perform economic analyses related to alternative uses of land
within MIZOD.

The findings and recommendations presented in this report are the result of four
months of work conducted from June through October 2008, the scope of which
included, but was not limited, to:

e Interviews with individuals representing the Port of Baltimore including

— Members of the Baltimore Industrial Group (BIG), the Maryland Industrial
Technology Alliance, Maryland Motor Truck Association, South Baltimore
Business Alliance, and various officials of the Maryland Port Administration
and Maryland Department of Transportation Office of Real Estate;

* Interviews with representatives of the Baltimore City Departments of Planning,
Transportation, Real Estate, and Finance, and the Baltimore Development
Corporation;

* A review of salient existing studies, reports, and documents related to

transportation and maritime industry, the Port of Baltimore, and MIZOD. A small

sample of documents of particular note include:
— A report of the Port Land Use Task Force,

— The Maritime Industrial Retention and Growth Management Strategy Report

(MIRGMS),

— The Baltimore Industrial Land Use Analysis,

— Baltimore Economic Development Strategy,

— Live, Earn, Play, Learn, The Baltimore Comprehensive Plan,

— Baltimore City Zoning Code and Zoning Code Diagnostic,

— Annual MIZOD Reports of 2006 and 2007,

— Zoning for Maritime Industrial Protection,

— Maryland Port Administration Vision 2025,

— The Economic Impacts of the Port of Baltimore, Martin Associates 2002
and 2008,

— Maryland Port Administration Marine Terminal Development Plan,

— Community SNAP Plans for Locust Point, Key Highway, Brooklyn-Curtis Bay;
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e Interviews with real estate executives of Colliers Pinkard and Cushman &
Wakefield, and with Aeigir Port Property Advisors, an international consulting firm
that specializes in maritime property;

* Interviews with representatives of property and business owners unrelated to the
maritime industry that are affected by MIZOD;

e Interviews with Baltimore County Planning and Economic Development officials;

* A review of studies, reports and articles concerning industrial land preservation,
zoning, land use, and development issues affecting other cities and ports in the
U.S. and abroad;

* Interviews with representatives of the Port of San Diego and the City of San
Diego Departments of Planning and Zoning, together with a site visit and
inspection of select San Diego Marine terminal facilities;

* Field inspection of the MPA public marine terminal facilities;

* A RESI-administered survey of MIZOD businesses conducted in August 2008; and

*  An analysis of the economic impact of alternative land uses within MIZOD.

A complete list of interviewees and documents reviewed is contained in the report

bibliography. In addition to John J. Hentschel, CRE, MAI, FRICS, other members of
Hentschel Real Estate Services who materially contributed to the preparation of this
report include Andrija Skopac, Jeremy D. Hentschel, and Jessica S. Hentschel.

The conclusion of our four-month examination of MIZOD has revealed more about
what MIZOD does not do, rather than what it does, and about what should and needs
to be done by the city and others to preserve, protect, and promote the port and the
maritime industry in Baltimore.

The investigation discovered not only conflicts in land use, but also inconsistencies
between the aspirations of neighborhoods and the needs of commerce and industry.
The research raised questions not only about the proper role and responsibility of
the city and others with regard to a resource that is critical to the economy of the
region and the state, but also about the appropriate equation to ensure an equitable
distribution of the benefits as well as sharing of the responsibilities, including
opportunity costs foregone.

The study uncovered inconsistencies in the interpretation of goals and the
application of policies that has resulted in ad hoc decisions that once made can
have lasting and profound consequences not just for the city, but the region as well,
a circumstance that is perfectly understandable for a city that is unaccustomed to
having options and needing to make choices.

Despite over ten years of blue ribbon committees, meetings, discussions and reports,
the investigation highlighted the current lack of coordination and communication
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regarding port land use needs among local governments of the region and the state,
as well as between the public and private sector components of the Port, including
professionals in the real estate community, and those responsible for local land

use decisions.

Finally, the study revealed that the city’s reliance on ad valorem property taxes and
income taxes that are based on place of residence rather than place of employment as
principal sources of budget funding can profoundly and inexorably influence land

use decisions.

The circumstances underlying the need for MIZOD, namely the changing character
of existing communities and the incursion of new residential and commercial uses in
the vicinity of established seaport facilities, and the conversion of land adjacent to
navigable deep water to non-maritime uses is a phenomenon that is not unique to
Baltimore. Indeed, port cities throughout the U.S. and the world are grappling with
similar issues. Although constrained by time and scope of work, this study has also
briefly looked at the experience of other cities in their search for solutions.

While the increased population and tax revenues resulting from the renaissance of
decaying and underutilized urban waterfronts are welcome news to struggling local
governments, the occurrence is particularly untimely for U.S. ports, including
Baltimore, as they contend with the effects of burgeoning global trade and rising
cargo volumes that are the result of the outsourcing of U.S. manufacturing
production to lower cost facilities overseas, as well as the “just in time distribution”
models which have altered the supply chain for the delivery of foreign goods from
the dock to U.S. consumers.

Although historically influenced by changes in currency exchange rates, trade is now
driven more by the economy and the demand for goods. The impending expansion
of the Panama Canal in 2014 is not only expected to dramatically increase business
for East Coast port facilities, but the competition for it as well.

It is indeed ironic that the debate about the destiny of port facilities in the United
States, the strategic pipeline through which the goods that satisfy our daily needs
flows, is being discussed and decided in the context of local zoning ordinances.

Although the issues that MIZOD seeks to address may be intractable, they are

not insurmountable, nor are there any obvious or easy solutions. Some good
recommendations have already been developed and presented in prior studies and
reports, but have not as yet been implemented. For certain, the city must carefully
weigh the options, for once made, the decisions are long lasting and difficult to
reverse and can have substantial regional consequences.
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Consideration of whether to extend the provisions of MIZOD for an additional ten
years must begin with what at first might appear to be an irrational question — do
the city, the region and the state really want the port and the benefits associated
with it, because if so, there are certain fundamental prerequisites that accompany
such a decision. An examination of the corollary issue, namely, what alternatives
and associated benefits are available to the city, and a comparative analysis follow.

An assessment of the port, in terms of its assets and its capacity to effectively vie for
business and produce benefits (in tax revenues as well as economic spin off) to the
city on par with or greater than those afforded by alternative uses of the land

now and in the future is essential, especially if the land use decisions confronting

the city are conflicting, irreconcilable and mutually exclusive. Of equal import is
consideration of whether moving marine terminal facilities to other locations to make
way for alternative land uses is feasible or even possible.

One of the author’s biggest disappointments was the inability to ascertain the “right
size” of the Port of Baltimore. None among the public or private sector port officials
and port real estate experts interviewed was willing or able to proffer an estimate of
the port’s appropriate size (in terms of acres) or in the alternative, its best case,
maximum size relative to its potential and likelihood to capture market share based
on its competitive stature. This is a significant shortcoming because if the port’s
proper physical size is unknown, how does one know whether legislation like
MIZOD is reserving and protecting too much or too little land for maritime purposes.
Although the Maryland Port Administration develops a strategic plan for its own
operations, it acknowledges that there is no apparent on-going process to collect or
analyze empirical data to assess either its own or the Port of Baltimore’s collective
present and prospective land use needs.

Moreover, the author discovered a dearth of corroboration and factual follow up to
refine future decision making. For instance, although numerous studies over the
years have recited a statistic that originally appeared in a Port Land Use Development
Advisory Council report in 2002 citing the need for 412 acres of port related industrial
land by 2012, this study was unable to identify anyone responsible for tracking data
over time to verify whether the projected need ever materialized, and if so, the extent
to which it was satisfied or not.

These are important questions because essentially with MIZOD, the city is asked to
exercise its regulatory police power of zoning to forestall market forces which, if left
unchecked, could definitely pose a threat to port interests, but also possibly yield
significant benefits, in terms of tax revenue, to a cash-starved city with the highest tax
rate in the state.
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The alternative to such regulatory action by the city would entail the expenditure of
funds by the Maryland Port Administration and/or private port interests to acquire
(if even possible and at ever escalating prices) property rights (in fee, by easements
or covenants) to buffer, preserve and protect the port’s vital assets.

In this regard, the land use protection afforded by MIZOD represents a decision by
the city to hitch its wagon to the port’s star whereby the city becomes a veritable
partner with a vested interest in the port’s success. One measure of the city’s
investment in such enterprise would be the tax revenue from alternative land uses
that might have come about in the absence of MIZOD protection.

As a regional resource, the Port of Baltimore produces numerous benefits to
governmental jurisdictions far beyond the city’s borders. The report briefly considers
whether such benefits are being equitably shared by the port’s beneficiaries.

The report also looks at those relatively few, but significant, parcels most likely to
seek to opt out of MIZOD in 2014, which are concentrated exclusively in Locust Point
and Canton along the frontier of residential and commercial development.

Finally, the report briefly presents a few examples of actions taken in other port cities

to address land use issues, as well as some recommended actions and strategies for
the Port of Baltimore, the city, the region and the state to consider.
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background

The Maritime Industrial Zoning Overlay District (MIZOD) was originally enacted in
2004. As set forth in Ordinance 04-804, the intent of MIZOD was

“...to delineate an area where maritime shipping can be
conducted without the intrusion of non-industrial uses and where
investment in maritime infrastructure is encouraged.” (Sec 8-402)

The MIZOD was the culmination of a process that began in 1996 with the formation
of the Port Land Use Task Force (PLUTF), which was originally assembled to address
the issue of underutilized land surrounding the Baltimore harbor. The focus of PLUTF
was to “catalog and analyze land assets surrounding the Port of Baltimore and to
define the issues and impediments which inhibit the bighest and best use of
available and underutilized land.”

Among other things, PLUTF conducted an initial effort to survey, inventory, and
analyze available waterfront, water dependent and proximate non-water dependent
land, and underutilized facilities. In addition to creating and maintaining a database
of properties, PLUTF espoused the creation of an “over-arching planning and
development entity” that would create a multi-jurisdictional comprehensive master
plan for port areas to provide a platform for regional cooperation. PLUTF concluded
that the most critical business imperative was to create a Port Development Zone
together with an “authority to clearly articulate and implement strategic
development of underutilized land,” recognizing the need to coordinate and resolve
the inevitable conflicts between the zoning, land use, and economic development
initiatives of the autonomous political jurisdictions that govern the area containing
the port.

To implement PLUTF’s recommendations, in 1998 the legislature adopted Chapter
414 of the laws of Maryland, which, among other things, established the Port Land
Use Development Zone comprising all public and private properties within 3,000 feet
surrounding the Port’s waterfront in Baltimore City and parts of Baltimore and Anne
Arundel counties. The Port Land Use Development Office within the Maryland Port
Administration (MPA) was charged with the responsibility of coordinating the Port
Land Use Development Zone and to establish a collaborative effort to market zone
properties for “port related or port compatible uses.”

This legislation also created the Port Land Use Development Advisory Council
(PLUDAC) which, among other things, was responsible for compiling and maintaining
an inventory of underutilized property within and developing a master plan for

the Port Land Use Development Zone. PLUDAC was the inter-jurisdictional body
envisioned by PLUTF that included representatives of Baltimore City, Baltimore
County, Anne Arundel County, and various state agencies as well as representatives

of maritime businesses, real estate developers, and residential communities.
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Contrary to the original perception that a significant amount of property within the
zone was vacant or underutilized, it became apparent as properties were surveyed
and the inventory database was compiled, that the original parameters of intensity
and extent of land use were flawed as indicators of property underutilization.
Thereafter, the tone of PLUDAC’s annual reports shifted from hopeful anticipation,
optimism, and promotion of redevelopment opportunities to cautious concern
about the perils of new development infringing upon and conflicting with existing
waterfront industrial uses that were first expressed in its 2001 annual report. By 2003,
PLUDAC was cautioning that

“...conversion of industrial use properties to mixed use activity
creates the potential for land use conflicts between existing Port
and Industrial Uses and new mixed use tenants and residents and
that local governments value redevelopment based on its return in
property taxes and job impacts.”

The report further acknowledged that the Port Land Use Zone was

“...once an area in which private investment was scarce but [it is]
now the site of competition for well positioned property...A policy
decision needs to be made as to where future growth should be
directed.”

Despite these warnings and the foreboding about the growing incursion of mixed-use
development and the accompanying potential for conflicts within the Port Land Use
Development Zone, by 2004, PLUDAC itself appeared to be conflicted, touting among
its successes “projects too numerous to mention involving the conversion of former
industrial use properties to mixed use developments throughout the Port Zone.”

In September 2005, PLUDAC published the Maritime Industrial Retention and
Growth Management Strategy (MIRGMS) to serve as the inter-jurisdictional master
plan originally envisioned by PLUTFE. But, by 2005, developers had discovered that
waterfront living was the lure to attract affluent suburban baby boomers back to the
city, while cheap, easy-to-obtain, flexible mortgages in the aftermath of 9/11 had
already been fueling an unprecedented housing boom along the city’s waterfront.

While port activity had been waning for years prior to the formation of PLUTE, by the
time PLUDAC was empanelled, port business was already on the rebound, and was
booming by the time MIRGMS was published. Indeed, the combined national total
value of imports and exports increased 65 percent between 1997 and 2005, and had
doubled by 2007 (see exhibit on page 29).
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Contrary to PLUTF’s original assumption (that there was a surplus of underutilized
property within the Port Development Zone that should be promoted for
redevelopment) PLUDAC concluded that there was a limited amount of vacant land
without development plans in place proximate to port facilities. PLUDAC worried that
strong investment activity throughout the region would challenge the port’s ability
to meet future market demand for land proximate to port facilities, especially for
land-intensive cargoes, such as Roll On Roll Off (RO/RO machinery and equipment),
envisioned by the MPA’s strategic plan.

MIRGMS estimated a need for 412 acres of land to support expansion, environmental
mitigation, and dredge placement through 2011, further projecting a Port Land Use
Development Zone requirement for 897,000 square feet of Port direct-related space,
and 4.858 million square feet of warehouse space, and 4.308 million square feet of
flex space within Baltimore City, far overshadowing the demand projections for
Baltimore and Anne Arundel counties.

Projected New Construction Demand by Sector
ANNE ARUNDEL BALTIMORE CO. BALTIMORE CITY

PORT DIRECT 0 sq.ft. 0 sq.ft. 897,336 sq.ft.
WAREHOUSE 722,000 sq.ft. 955,000 sq.ft. 4,858,000 sq.ft.
FLEX SPACE 491,000 sq.ft. 1,400,000 sq.ft. 4,308,000 sq.ft.

Source: Maritime Industrial Retention and Growth Management Strategy

As illustrated in the exhibit entitled Warehouse Space Statistics on page 26, CoStar
data indicate that between 2003 and 20006, the city added approximately 488,888
square feet of new flex and warehouse construction, an average of approximately
163,000 square feet each year. The total standing stock inventory of city warehouse
and flex space was up only slightly (about 200,000 square feet) during the same
period. This is far short of the MIRGMS estimated average annual demand for the city
of 917,000 square feet (projected 9.17 million square feet apportioned over 10 years).

Over the same period port container traffic increased almost 33 percent while total
port tonnage increased about 24 percent from 22.5 million to about 29 million tons
before declining to 27.8 million tons in 2006. Was the original MIRGMS demand
projection for the city too aggressive, or did the city fail to capture and produce its
share of the warehouse and flex space inventory?

Unfortunately, no public or private sector interviewee was able to comment on the
level of demand that actually ensued or whether the projected land and space needs
were met. Likewise, none could point to the organization or individual with the
responsibility for tracking actual performance relative to original projections, or for
modifying those projections over time.
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MIRGMS espoused certain strategies to support its stated Land Use Goal of retaining
industrially zoned land that would support the growth of industrial and Port Related
Industries within the Port Focus Areas, namely, to encourage local governments

to adopt:

1. Zoning and development controls to protect access to and use of transportation
infrastructure serving and connecting area distribution channels;

2. Zoning classifications and development guidelines that would maintain
appropriate land use buffers between port and other uses;

3. Legislation placing developers of land contiguous to industrial uses on notice
about the nature of industrial operations; required installation of buffers by the
developer of a new residential or commercial project contiguous to existing
industrial uses; requirements that developers of land adjacent to industrial
properties ensure that existing traffic flow will not be adversely impacted by the
proposed new residential or commercial development; and

4. Development guidelines and policies that would take MIRGMS into consideration
and promote MIRGMS vision and goals.

The original MIZOD legislation was viewed as a capstone supporting the tenets
of MIRGMS and was lauded among PLUDAC’s land use successes in its 2004
annual report.

However, as will be discussed elsewhere in this report, the city’s policies and actions,
as well as the provisions of the original MIZOD ordinance, appear to have fallen short
of MIRGMS'’ intended land use goals.

Upon publication of MIRGMS, PLUDAC viewed its work as completed and, thereafter,
disbanded, leaving implementation of MIRGMS to existing state and local agencies.
The Port Land Use Development Office (PLUDO) and the PLUDAC property
inventory database were reportedly transferred to MDOT’s Real Estate Unit, which
reports PLUDO to be defunct and the PLUDAC property inventory database retired
and outdated.

Thus, it is currently unclear who bears the responsibility designated by the legislature
to coordinate activities within the Port Land Use Development Zone and the
collaborative effort to market Port Land Use Zone properties for “port related or port
compatible uses.”
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What Is MIZ0D?

The Maritime Industrial Zoning Overlay District (MIZOD) was originally enacted in
2004 as an overlay zoning district, the intent of which was to delineate an area where:
*  Maritime shipping can be conducted without intrusion of non-industrial uses; and
* Investment in maritime infrastructure is encouraged.

An overlay district is not distinct. It merely modifies certain provisions of the
underlying zoning district the provisions of which otherwise remain intact.

While waterfront industrial retention programs in some U.S. cities restrict uses of

deepwater land to water-dependent or maritime uses, MIZOD permits any industrial

use but excludes the following uses that would otherwise be permitted in an M-3

zone or within an industrial planned unit development (PUD):

¢ Hotels and motels;

* Business and Professional Offices other than accessory;

* Planned Unit Developments;

* Restaurants and lunchrooms other than accessory without live entertainment
or dancing; and

e Taverns.

According to the city’s Department of Planning, the criteria used to establish

eligibility for inclusion within MIZOD was:

* A parcel with deepwater access (although the definition of deepwater varies
considerably depending on the source; MIZOD defines it as 18 feet or more);

* A parcel with rail access leading to a parcel with deepwater access;

* A parcel that needed to be included for contiguity of the zone; and

* A parcel that is zoned M-3 and not designated as a PUD.

MIZOD is generally referred to, viewed, and regulated as a single district, but it
actually comprises five separate and distinct areas of the city, all with deep water as
a common denominator, but each with unique features, influences, problems,
opportunities, and issues:

1. Locust Point
A long-standing redeveloping residential community that abuts a combination
of public and private marine terminals with existing land use conflicts

2. Canton/Dundalk
Historically, an isolated enclave of public and private marine terminals and other
related industrial uses into which new residential and commercial uses have only
recently been introduced
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Railroad
M-3 Zoning

MIZOD
CCB 08-0018

April 2008

Source: Baltimore City Planning Department
MAP OF MIZOD — PROPERTIES LIKELY TO OPT OUT IN 2014 IN YELLOW
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3. Curtis Bay
Private marine terminal facilities abutting a well-established residential
community albeit at an earlier phase of the redevelopment cycle than Locust
Point or Canton

4. Fairfield
An isolated sanctuary or enclave of industrial and maritime uses totally segregated
from commercial and residential uses; the remaining residential properties were
purchased by the city over a decade ago.

5. Hawkins Point
An isolated industrial sanctuary with a considerable amount of unimproved
land near the long-term future expansion areas of the port (Cox Creek and
Sparrows Point)

The MIZOD overlay district was originally enacted under the provisions of a city
zoning ordinance that has been in effect and generally unchanged since 1973.
MIZOD has a finite term that is currently scheduled to expire in 2014.

Having recently adopted a new comprehensive master plan, the city is now in the
process of developing a new comprehensive zoning code to implement the plan’s
vision, the first rewrite in 37 years. In July 2008, Transform Baltimore, as the zoning
code rewrite is known, published a Zoning Code Diagnosis document that not only
identifies the strengths and perceived shortcomings of the existing zoning code,
but also sets forth the framework within which the city intends to develop a new
comprehensive zoning code. The process began with an internal review by city
agencies with subsequent public input via a series of public meetings conducted
during the summer of 2008.

The new comprehensive zoning code will emerge from a two-phase process.
According to city planning officials, the first phase, which is expected to begin in
January 2009 and hopefully conclude with enactment of a new zoning ordinance by
the end of 2010, will focus on drafting the provisions of the new zoning ordinance
including development of the relevant zoning classifications and the rules to
govern them.

The second and more difficult mapping phase which will specify the exact locations
where each zoning classification and its corresponding restrictions will apply is
programmed to begin in 2011. Because this process will require extensive public
input and series of hearings, planning officials are uncertain of the amount of time
required to complete the mapping process, estimating a period of one to five years
from commencement.
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A viable land use plan and the zoning to implement it begin with a vision but should
always be grounded in reality. A land use plan should not only consider the supply

of various classifications of zoned land in terms of its geographic and physical
characteristics and economic linkages, but also should examine the extent of present
and prospective demand for the various classifications envisioned for each use and
community. Furthermore, since market conditions are constantly in flux, an effective
land use plan must also have the capacity to evolve in tandem with market needs.
Such deliberation appears to be lacking historically in Baltimore, and is absent from
the current dialogue about developing a new zoning code in general and with respect
to MIZOD in particular.

Similarly, although MPA develops and issues a strategic plan for its operations, there
does not appear to be a strategic plan for the Port of Baltimore as a whole. Likewise
there is no maritime land use plan for the Port of Baltimore as a whole that is based
on an empirical determination of the Port’s land use needs that can serve as a basis
for comprehensive zoning decisions.
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Industry Trends

Does the city want heavy industry and the industrial uses associated with the port?
This might seem like an odd question for a city with a long heritage as a blue-collar
manufacturing town. But many communities that once relied on heavy industry as
their primary source of employment now include within their comprehensive plans
goals and directives to replace heavy smokestack concerns with “cleaner,” more
environmentally friendly industries. Are heavy industries an integral part of
Baltimore’s future, or a remnant of its past?

The Industrial Land Use Analysis, commissioned by the Baltimore Development
Corporation in 2003, reported that the city’s industrial job base had been steadily
contracting. This trend has not only continued since that time, but the rate of decline
appears to be accelerating.

Across the board, total employment in Baltimore City has declined 5 percent since
2001, a loss of 23,203 jobs. This is in stark contrast to the 5 percent rise in

jobs statewide, and the 9 percent gain of 41,665 jobs experienced by neighboring
Baltimore County over the same period.

The contraction in the industrial job base (consisting of Manufacturing, Wholesale
Trade, and Transportation and Warehousing) has been even more severe. The city’s
total industrial employment has declined at a rate more than 2.5 times that of the
state (21 percent versus 8 percent), a loss of approximately 11,200 jobs from 2001
to 2006. In terms of manufacturing related employment, the city’s 31 percent
decline overshadowed that of Baltimore County and the state at 18 percent and 19
percent respectively.

While Wholesale Trade employment remained generally static statewide and in
Baltimore County, the city, however, posted a 26 percent job loss. On a brighter note,
the city gained 368 jobs in Transportation and Warehousing from 2001 to 2006, but
at a rate of increase of three percent, half of the six percent increase realized by

the State.

While losses of such magnitude are disturbing, as illustrated by the following table,
the acceleration in the rate of decline is of greater concern.
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BALTIMORE CITY JOBS

% change % change
1990- 2000-
1990 2000 2000 2006 2006
MANUFACTURING 41,500 26,900 (35%) 17,554 (35%)
WHOLESALE TR 21,600 13,300 (38%) 11,033 (17%)
TRANS WH UTIL 20,900 14,300 (32%) 13,509 (6%)
TOTAL 85,990 56,500 (34%) 44,102 (22%)
CHANGE (29,490) (12,398)
PER YEAR (2,949) (2,480)

Source: Maryland Department of Planning

While total industrial employment was down 34 percent for the 10 year period 1990
to 2000, it sustained a further 22 percent decline in just six years between 2000 and
2006. Meanwhile, manufacturing employment, which fell 35 percent over the 10-year

period between 1990 and 2000, plummeted another 35 percent over the 6 year

period between 2000 and 2006.

In addition to those jobs lost as a result of technological advances and enhanced
productivity, a combination of factors reported in the Industrial Land Use Analysis
has most likely contributed to the city’s continued industrial employment decline:
* An antiquated and functionally deficient supply of industrial space relative to
suburban locations;
* Adearth of industrial land parcels in functional denominations suitable for

industrial use convenient to transportation corridors;

e Incompatible adjoining land uses; and
* A noncompetitive tax rate relative to suburban locations.

Warehouse Space Statistics

Warehouse & Flex Region

Warehouse Only Region

Warehouse & Flex Baltimore City

TOTAL INCREASE  ABSORP TOTAL % OF INCREASE ABSORP TOTAL 9% INCREASE ABSORP % OF SF UNDER
SQFT.  SQFT.  SQFT. SQ.FT. WH&FLX  SQ.FT.  SQ.FT. SQ. FT REGION SQFT  SQFT REGION CONSTR
2000 185,269,291 3,588,325 150,612,110 81% 2,373,124 N/A N/A N/A
2001 188,524,437 3,228,146  -71939 152,487,747 81% 1,875,637 -411,168 N/A N/A N/A
2002 190,935,525 2,411,088 -1,603,972 154,213,368 81% 1,725,621 -1,559,605 N/A N/A N/A
2003 194,035,228 3,099,703 4,008,670 156,709,383 81% 2,496,015 3,698922 48,926,735 25% N/A 888476
2004 196,867,071 2,831,843 2,708,455 158,998,246 81% 2,288,863 2,027,097 49,118,907 25% 192,172 -114,705 192,172
2005 196,881,036 2,013,965 1,040,849 160,469,925 81% 1,471,679 73209 49225907 25% 107,000 -936,627 130,000
2006 201,194,544 2,313,508 1,735,773 162,323,963 81% 1,854,038 1,293,764 49,125,034 24%  -100,873 362,559 165,600
AVG/YR 2,649,709 1,629,452 AVG/YR 1,951,976 1,049,846 AVG/YR 66,100 199,703 12%
2003-06 7,159,316 2003-06 5,614,580 2003-06 198,299 3% 487,772
AVG.ANNUAL
ACRES 0.3 FAR 15 12
REQUIRED

Source: CoStar
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The Industrial Land Use Analysis concluded that “...without upgrading and
redevelopment of key industrial properties, Baltimore’s industrial demand will
continue to lag behind other jurisdictions in the region with only 10 to 15 acres of
annual demand.” As illustrated in the above exhibit entitled Warebouse Space
Statistics, it would appear that, at least through 2006, market experience resembled
the Industrial Land Use Analysis forecast.

The recent opening of the 184-acre Chesapeake Commerce Center on the former
GM site and the 50-acre Hollander-95 Business Park may help the city achieve the
Industrial Land Use Analysis prediction that “with modern buildings developed on
competitive sites in the 1-95 corridor;, Baltimore could expect to attract up to 15 to
20 percent of the region’s industrial activity, or 30 to 40 acres per year.”

During the interviews conducted in conjunction with this study, some members

of the city’s industrial business community expressed reservations about the city’s
interest in retaining or expanding heavy industrial enterprises within the city,
including the port. A brief look into the matter did reveal some conflicting policies,
statements and actions that would suggest that the city might have a less-than-
cohesive industrial retention and growth policy, and that the city does not always act
in tandem with its stated policies or with a uniform mindset when it comes to
industrial development.

For instance, in light of globalization, the propensity to outsource productive capacity
to lower cost locations abroad, and the corresponding decline in industrial
employment, it is not surprising that the city’s Economic Development Strategy and
the Comprehensive Master Plan documents would both emphasize the importance
of knowledge-based industries, targeting five growth sectors on which the city should
focus its economic development efforts.

Although admittedly new to their posts, the sector planners responsible for those
areas of the city containing the port, while familiar with MIZOD, were unaware
of Chapter 414 that created the Port Land Use Zone; or with the provisions of the
Maritime Industrial Retention and Growth Management Study, or the work and
findings of the Port Land Use Development Advisory Council (PLUDAC); or its
predecessor, the Port Land Use Task Force.

Although the city has a functioning GIS system, it apparently lacks a systematic
means of tracking and analyzing land use changes over time. This makes it difficult
to compare and contrast the amount of industrial land by zoning classification that
existed as of the MIZOD’s 2004 inception date with that which currently exists, or to
track the amount and location of industrial land lost to non-industrial uses as a result
of rezoning and/or redevelopment. Likewise, the ability to assess the extent of the
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city’s commitment of economic development resources (e.g., tax abatements, PILOTS,
public works contributions, loans, grants, TIFs etc.) to industrial versus non-industrial
ventures over time and to gauge and compare the relative productivity and return on
the respective investments appears to be limited. Despite the ongoing comprehensive
rezoning process, city officials interviewed acknowledge that there has been no explicit
attempt to estimate or project the amount of industrial land that will be needed to
support future industrial demand, including that generated by the port.

The incongruity of city actions at times seems to underscore the need for city officials
to view their actions and decisions in the context of the “big picture” and recognize
how land use decisions, including property dispositions, can have imperceptible

and unintended consequences with profound and long-lasting effects on industrial
communities.

For instance, in a recent Request For Proposals (RFP) to dispose of industrially zoned
surplus land situated in Anne Arundel County and associated with the closed
Pennington Avenue Landfill in Curtis Bay, the city’s RFP imposed the obligation on the
prospective developer not to overburden area residential streets, citing the area SNAP
plan’s recommendation that “... Pennington Avenue should be a local residential
street protected from heavy traffic levels...,” despite Pennington Avenue’s designation
as a federally supported intermodal transportation corridor as reported in MIRGMS.

Despite the parcel’s industrial zoning, the RFP established a residential land use goal,
reportedly in response to Anne Arundel County’s request. The city entered into
agreements with a developer who had also acquired adjoining land in Anne Arundel
County, portions of which had been zoned industrial, but had been rezoned by the
developer for residential use. The developer was seeking to create a residential
community to be known as Cedar Hill, some of which would overlook the Curtis Bay
industrial waterfront. The acquisition of city property would provide a means of
secondary ingress and egress via Aspen Street to Pennington Avenue.

The increased residential traffic and potential for future congestion of a designated
inter-modal, industrial transportation corridor that might ensue from the residential
development facilitated by this sale of city property is an example of how seemingly
innocuous property decisions made by the city can have inadvertent and
unintentional consequences on port related industrial users.
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The Port 0f Baltimore

The Port of Baltimore (POB) is not synonymous with the Maryland Port
Administration (MPA), an agency of the Maryland Department of Transportation.

According to the Regional Landside Access Study, The Port of Baltimore actually
comprises 49 marine terminals. Of the 43 that are located in Baltimore City, only
seven are under the control of the MPA. The other 36 marine terminals are privately
owned and operated. The aggregation of terminals within the city is, in part, a
function of the location of navigable deep water. Baltimore and Anne Arundel
counties have few deepwater locations, most requiring considerable, expensive
dredging with no readily available dredge material placement sites. Paradoxically,
because the city has a dearth of large well-located industrial sites, much of the land
for off-port expansion and support services is located in the counties.

As manufacturing capacity has been outsourced to lower-cost venues overseas
resulting in a general decline in U.S. manufacturing output and employment, U.S.
trade has been steadily increasing over the last decade with the dollar volume of
imports and exports doubling since 1997.

U.S. Imports and Exports Value in Millions of Dollars

YEAR IMPORTS % EXPORTS % TOTAL %
1997 876,794 CHG 678,366 CHG 1,555,160 CHG
1998 918,637 5% 670,416 1% 1,589,053 2%
1999 1,031,784 12% 683,965 2% 1,715,749 8%
2000 1,222,684 19% 771,994 13% 1,994,678 16%
2001 1,148,231 -6% 718,712 7% 1,866,943 -6%
2002 1,167,377 2% 682,422 -5% 1,849,799 1%
2003 1,264,307 8% 713,415 5% 1,977,722 7%
2004 1,477,094 17% 807,516 13% 2,284,610 16%
2005 1,681,780 14% 894,631 11% 2,576,411 13%
2006 1,861,380 11% 1,023,109 14% 2,884,489 12%
2007 1,967,853 6% 1,148,481 12% 3,116,334 8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Foreign Trade Division

Similarly, w