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August 28, 1972

The Honorable Kenneth M. Curtis
Governor of Maine

Office of the Governor

Augusta, Maine 04330
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Dear Governor Curtis:

I have the honor to submit herewith the report of your Task
Force on Energy, Heavy Industry and the Maine Coast.

In your charge to the Task Force given last December you
asked us to consider several approaches to the development of
heavy industries, especially the shipment and refining of oil,
in the coastal region. We have done this in as careful and
reasoned a manner as we could, and arrived at certain conclusions
and recommendations which are set out in the last two chapters.

Throughout our deliberations we have tried to keep in mind
the long and varied history of economic activity on the Maine
Coast with the numerous ups and downs associated with ship
building, forestry, fishing, and even ice production. Among
the lessons to be learned from this history is that the essential
quality and beauty of the coast should not be sacrificed to short-
lived advantages of particular resource, technological, or locational
features. Another lesson is that, within the strictures laid down
by the first lesson, a decent livelihood for Maine Coast citizens
must be provided. The reconciliation of these two factors—-
environmental protection and jobs~-constituted the principal
problem and challenge of our Task Force.

Our principal finding is that for the most part future heavy
industries should locate in two designated zones on the Maine
coast: one in the Portland-Casco Bay region and the other in the
Machias Bay region. With certain exceptions noted in the report
the rest of the coast--perhaps 98 percent of the coastline--would
not be eligible for heavy industrial plants but would be retained
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for open space, scenic benefits, outdoor recreation and tourism, summer
and year-round residences, appropriate light industry both old such

as boat building and new such as aquaculture, and of course further
planned development of cities and towns.

We see much merit in confining heavy industry, again with a
certain few exceptions, to the two zones, both in the interests
of more efficient operation of these industries and for the peace
of mind of those who want the coast preserved for other values and
uses,

On the urgent matter of oil development we recommend that the
Portland-Casco Bay zone be eligible for oil refineries, port and
trans—-shipment facilities, and related industrial activities; but
only after investigations of the July, 1972 Tamano oil-spill have
been completed and all feasible corrective and preventive measures
taken to protect against any future accidents of this kind. Re-
garding the Machias Bay zone we recommend that heavy industrial de-
velopment exclude oil and oil related facilities at this time,
awaiting further assurance that such activities will not constitute
too great a risk of damage especially to the quality of the water
in that presently unindustrialized bay.

The exceptions referred to earlier are principally two: the
few locations where heavy industry already exists should be per-
mitted to continue and to grow modestly to meet existing markets
and provide jobs, and electric power plants should continue to be
sited on a case-by-case examination having in mind not only the
environmental effects at the plant sites but also the environmental
effects of transmission lines.

In all cases new heavy industries, of course, will have to meet
the standards established by the environmental improvement laws as
administered through the Department of Environmental Protection and
other relevant state, local, and federal laws.

To implement our primary recommendation for the two zones we
propose a Maine Coast Industrial Development Corporation, set up
under state law and having appropriate financial, managerial, land
acquisition, and other powers. Adequate attention would have to be
given to any possible adverse effects on the financial condition of
near-by local political jurisdictions through provision of in-lieu
property tax payments. Leasing charges on industrial sites within
the zones should be such as to return at least some funds to the
state govermment for general use throughout the state unless, of
course, more general tax reform provides for a similar transfer
from the new industries to the state.
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As you charged me in our earlier talks I have tried diligently
and persistently to find as large a measure of consensus among the
diverse views of the members of the Task Force as I possibly could
without watering down our findings and recommendations to the extent
that they would be of no particular help to you and to the state.
The members of the Task Force have entered into this consensus-—
finding effort in genuine good spirit. Individual members at times
have expressed themselves vigorously but never acrimoniously. Most
differences were slowly eroded through the process of discussion so
that in our report we have found the kind of consensus that you were
seeking on nearly all points.

The members of the Task Force would want me to point out that
all of them agree with the zone approach taken in the report and
with the general thrust of the conclusions and recommendations
though not necessarily with each and every point. Significant
modifications or disagreements of members are set forth where
appropriate in the text, but our consensus turned out to be such
that no member felt it necessary to make any separate, dissenting
statement of his views in appendix form.

Our report points logically to certain next steps. A bill
to establish the Maine Coast Industrial Development Corporation
should be drafted for presentation to the next session of the state
legislature. Further refinements in the geographic definition of
the heavy industry zones and in the powers and procedures of the
corporation will be necessary. The intention of the state to pursue
the zone approach instead of the open-hunting approach by means
of which industries and towns anywhere could vie for a heavy indus-
trial plant should be made clear from the outset.

It was brought repeatedly to the attention of the Task Force
that the deleterious environmental effects of continued unplanned,
helter~skelter development of land uses along the coast would
probably be more damaging than any likely heavy industrial devel-
opment, Such effects in the past have resulted from the rapid
growth of recreation and tourism along the coast; these effects
will multiply in the future unless strenuous efforts, some of which
have already been begun, are exerted to check and control them. We
urge the state to strengthen its efforts along this line.
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Finally, for the Task Force I want to thank the several de-
partments and agencies of the State government, particularly the
State Planning Office, which helped us so much in our work by
preparing background and technical reports, presenting material
to us in our meetings, and generally serving as our guides and
consultants. We were fortunate in being able to secure important
analytical reports from the Allagash Group and the Public Affairs
Research Center as well as from a distinguished Canadian consultant.
Peter Bradford, presently a member of the Maine Public Utilities
Commission and formerly of your staff, was the Executive Director
and Secretary to the Task Force; without his quietly effective
work it is hard to see how we could have completed the assign-
ment. The Task Force was ably assisted on particular projects
by Ronald Poitras of the State Planning Office and P. Andrews
Nixon, Vice-President of the Dead River Company.

If you would like additional information from us, I am sure
the Task Force as a whole or individual members would be pleased
to try to furmnish it.
incerely your

TRk

Joseph L. Fisher

JLF/hmec



REPORT OF THE GOVERNOR’S TASK FORCE
ON ENERGY, HEAVY INDUSTRY, AND THE MAINE COAST

Augusta, Maine
September 1972

“To justify a course of policy in its largest dimension is to predict what will happen if that
course is not taken, to prophesy the unknowable turns of history. All that any leader can do is call
upon wisdom, judgment, and national principle, a sense of history and a knowledge of present reality,
and act on the speculative and intuitive guess that results. This enormous limitation is reflected in Albert
Einstein’s famous reply when he was asked why the politicians could not catch up with the creations of
science--he said that ‘politics is much harder than physics’--and in George Kennan's testimony that ‘the
most important thing a government such as ours can have, as it faces the long term future,,., is right
principles rather than the gift of prophecy.” The huge and inexcapable uncertainties of this process impose
on any sensible statesman an essential skepticism, from which flow at least two guiding rules...: to decide
as little, in places of danger, as present urgencies require, leaving room for change if events contradict
judgment, and to take as few risks as action requires, refusing to hazard enormous consequences on
speculation. The most frequent flaw..., running through the arguments on all sides, is the recurrent
claim that the unknowable can be stated with certainty.”

——— Richard N. Goodwin, Triumph or
Tradegy: Reflections on Vietnam
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Messrs. Greene Choate and Appollonia each held the position of Commissioner in this
Department during the Task Force’s life span.

Task Force Procedures

The full Task Force met seven times, approximately monthly. The early meetings were
devoted primarily to presentations by state agencies (Sea and Shore Fisheries, the State Planning
Office, the Department of Environmental Protection and the Department of Commerce and
Industry). These presentations considered the natural and human resources in question, present
laws and recent cases, ongoing state coastal zone programs and possible future developments.

In February, the Task Force commissioned two papers, one {Appendix 1) outlining a more
industrialized future for the Maine coast, the other {Appendix |l) analyzing the primary activities
in a less industrialized future. The contents of these papers were the basis for discussion at the
February and March meetings.

In April, the Task Force commissioned a review of the two “Futures’’ papers by a Canadian
economist in order to obtain the perspective of a maritime region with some history of oil and
heavy industrial development. That review is Appendix Ill. Also in April, the Task Force
designated a drafting group (Doctors Fisher, Shipman, and Koons plus staff) to prepare a draft
report. The drafts of the report were the basis for discussion at the April, May and June
meetings.
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Definitions

1. For purposes of this report, heavy industry is defined to be industry having one or
more of the following characteristics: {a) High fixed capital requirements per employee,
(b) substantial inputs of bulky raw or partially processed materials, fuel, electric power, or
water, and (c)} substantial environmental impact. Examples of heavy industry, so defined, include
pulp and paper, petroleum refining, industrial chemicals, primary metals, large scale electric
generation, and shipbuilding. Light industry, on the other hand, would be typified by most food
processing establishments, electronics assembly (though not heavy electrical equipment), apparel
manufacture, leather products, boat building, and furniture. In between will be numerous types
of enterprise that do not fit easily into one or the other category. For example, a small-scale
metal fabrication facility, an air freight terminal, a medium sized container port or oil terminal
facility are difficult to classify under either heading. For present purposes, these latter types of
facilities, unless they are quite large scale, are not construed to be heavy industry.

2. For purposes of this report, the State Planning Office’s definition of the coastal zone .
has been adopted. In general, this coastal zone is a ten mile wide strip of land along the coast
and tide-water areas including some 3100 square miles and more than 600,000 residents. We
have deviated from the Planning Office definition in that we specifically include the area of
water lying offshore for a distance of three miles and we do not extend the zone inland to the
head of the tide on major rivers. The eastern boundary is the mouth of the St. Croix River
on Passamaquoddy Bay.
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PREFACE

The Governor’s Charge

This report is the work of a 26 member Task Force created by Governor Kenneth M.
Curtis on November 10, 1971. Governor Curtis instructed the Task Force as follows:

“In the five years during which | have been Governor of Maine, no single problem has been as complicated
or as difficult to deal with as the question of heavy industry and the Maine Coast. From 1968 until today,
the continuing flow of projects, facts, rumors, and inaccuracies has challenged every resource of state
government in our effort to develop fair and strong regulations,

Our Site Approval Law is a step in the right direction, but members of the Environmental improvement
Commission, including its Chairman, have indicated that the Commission badly needs additional policy
guidance if the State expects it to limit oil, power generation, or heavy industry to a small number of
sites.

Because | have received so many letters and other expressions of concern from those who look to the
future Maine Coast as a source of jobs in a time of high unemployment, recreation and solitude in a
time or urban unrest, marine resources in a time of worrisome food projections, energy during an energy
shortage, tax dollars to relieve unfair property taxes, and profit in a declining economy. | am convinced
that each of these uses must accept some limitations if the others are to be accommodated. No one
activity may claim the entire coast or be conducted in such a way as to substantially curtail other uses.
Any activity which would ruin the coast for Maine people should be prohibited.

The studies, hearings, and controversies of the last two years have added much to our knowledge. To
draw conclusions from this knowledge, | am appointing this Task Force. The State’s need is not now for
an exhausive study but for well considered and impartial advice. | therefore charge you as follows:

I am asking this group to prepare policy recommendations to guide future state action in the area of
industrial development on the Maine Coast. Specifically, | am asking you for guidance in minimizing the
conflicts which many feel will arise out of the interplay between recently proposed energy oriented activities
such as oil refining or power generation and the more traditional uses of the Maine Coast such as fishing,
tourism, vacation homes, recreation, and residence. To the extent the guidelines which you develop are
applicable to other types of heavy industry, | hope that you will so indicate.

Much of the immediate urgency of your task arises from the several past and pending proposals for
oil development in Maine’s deepwater areas. | am therefore specifically asking you to consider a) the
feasibility and consequences of limiting the number of areas to be considered as potential oil ports, b) the
feasibility and consequences of foregoing oil development at present, and c) the feasibility and consequences
of continuing with the strict case by case approach which the Site Approval Law now applies to our
entire coast. | am also asking you to assess the possibility of clustering future coastal energy production and
perhaps other heavy industry in one or a few sites while preserving the rest of the coast for other uses.

| am hopeful that this task will be completed at the earliest opportunity but not later than
June 1, 1972.

In conclusion, | want to emphasize that the work of this group will not be used to weaken the
Site Approval Law or any other environmental protection measure. | hope that your report will provide a
framework for future State legislative and administrative action which will promote the highest and best
use of our coastal resources and which will spare the State and the EIC the costs and confusions of
continual heavy industrial speculation over the whole length of the Maine Coast.”



PERSPECTIVE

This Task Force was assembled to make recommendations to the Governor on the
specific issues of energy and heavy industry on the Maine coast. Our mission was to
consider information and experience now available and to try to reach a consensus on
conclusions and recommendations. We have not functioned as a research group in search
of new information, and we feel that it is important to acknowledge at the outset that
a report such as this would be substantially strengthened by completion of the various
coastal resource inventorying projects now underway. The requirements of federal and
state environmental laws will in any case necessitate a thorough completion and evaluatio
of much of this work before essential permits can be granted to any heavy industrial
project.

There are certain further limitations which the reader should keep in mind with regard
to the report.

First, the report is concerned only with coast. Such restraints on random industrial
growth as it may impose apply only to the defined coastal strip. A close relationship will
inevitably exist between the future of the coast and the economy and ecology of Maine as a
whole, but limitations on heavy industry in the coastal zone do not, for better or for worse,
limit such sites in the non-coastal 90% of the State.

Secondly, while all of the information available to the Task Force suggests that the
assumptions which we have made with regard to particular heavy industries are realistic, we have
no assurance that these industries are in fact knocking at the door. Only expansion of the
electric power industry can be predicted for the coast with some confidence, and it is at
least possible that the much discussed oil refinery will not come. The recommendations in
the report are, to some extent, based on assumptions, not predictions. Combinations of events
entirely different from those postulated in Chapter 2 are possible. However, while the events
may be different, the types of decisions called for will probably be unchanged. That is why
right principles are needed more urgently than plausible prophecies.

Third, we have not attempted to deal with the issues involved in offshore exploration
for oil and gas. An extensive report on this subject is being prepared for the New England
Governors by the New England River Basins Commission in conjunction with the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology. That report shouid be available by the end of the year and will be
more extensive and well-grounded than any remarks on that subject by this Task Force.

Fourth, we have deliberately made no effort to assess public feeling either in Maine as
a whole or in specific localities. Our report is advisory to Governor Curtis, and there will be
ample opportunity for public hearings at both state and local levels before any of our
recommendations can become law. We do not intend the exclusion of political calculations
from this report to suggest that final decisions should be made without full public participation;
we do feel that this report will be more useful for not having been tailored to meet subsequent
public reaction.



Fifth, there has been some debate in the legal community in Maine as to the constitutionality
of previous proposals similar to some of our recommendations. This debate can be expected to
rekindle around any legislation that may result from this Report. At this point, it is enough to
say that, while some care in drafting will be necessary, we are confident that our basic
recommendations can be implemented constitutionally within the framework of present concepts
of land use law, property law, and environmental law.

Nevertheless, the Maine Constitution restricts the exercise of eminent domain to governmental
projects with a clear and broad public purpose. To the extent that eminent domain is essential
to implement our recommendations, an early test case would be desirable.
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Chapter |
BACKGROUND

History

Five themes relevant to this report emerge from the general history of the coast.* These themes
are the critical role of transportation in Maine development, the relative absence of the economic
benefits of higher wage value adding manufacturing industry, the inseparability of Maine from
the Nation, the eagerness of the state to aid development and developers, and Maine’s failure to
recognize until very recently that development imposes some social costs which government
must minimize and apportion fairly.

With regard to transportation, Maine’s coastal economy has flourished when it fit national
needs in waterborne commerce or when transportation economics dictated that Maine’s imports
and exports should move by water. The coastal economy reached its zenith when Maine raw materials
were processed prior to export. Shipping out raw lumber couid sustain the coastal economy but
using that lumber to build Maine ships brought greater prosperity. Limitations in transportation,
location, and natural resources have prevented other forms of coastal activity from doing more
than sustaining particular localities. Only fishing has been of continued importance over most of
the coast, but even here, as with coastal traffic in tourists, granite, ice or oil, the absence of
significant value adding manufacturing activity has limited the benefit to the state to the value of
the basic resource, if found in Maine plus transportation and service charges. Only in the case of long
term summer residents do transportation and service charges amount to much per item handled, and
the wages paid rarely approach national or regional averages.

Thus a major significance of recent oil and power plant proposals is that they would depend
on, although they would not process, newly valuable Maine coastal resources (deep water, cold
water, available land) to offset Maine’s historic geographic disadvantage. Furthermore, they
would be more significant to the state economy than any past manufacturing industries except
shipbuilding, paper production, and the very early saw milling. Among potential non-heavy
industry developments, aquaculture might offer similar benefits from value adding processing
as might the location of modular housing or conventional fish processing operations in Maine.

The historic inseparability of the Maine economy from national trends and policies is proven
by the destructive effects of the 1807 Embargo and the Civil War, as well as by the consequences
of federal subsidies to the U.S. Merchant Marine, the denial of protection to fishermen, the
trend away from wooden ships, and the aborted Passamaquoddy tidal power project. Present
day counterparts would be the oil import program, supertankers, the recreation boom, and the
extension of Boston based manufacturing growth into southern Maine.

The eagerness of the state to aid development and developers is a clear theme in the history
of the railroads, the power companies, and the paper companies. Rights of way, water rights, and
huge tracts of land were conveyed out of the public domain during the last 100 years on
liberal terms.

* The State Planning Office prepared a brief coastal history for the Task Force. Copies of that paper may be obtained from
the Planning Office; it is the basis for the historical outline at Appendix 1V.



Slightly less direct recent subsidies took such forms as low taxes, tolerance of all types of
pollution, and loan guarantees. The Site Approval Law and the extensive scrutiny now given to
development oriented laws and activities are proof that Maine now intends to drive harder
bargains in the public interest than it did in the past.

Lastly, a historical review of this nature is a reminder of the forces, trends, and time scale
within which the state government is operating. No evaluation of present development possibilities
can be realistically made without some sense of the past history of the coast. It is an area which
has seen 200 years of economic activity ebb and flow. Some of the constraints, some of the
encouragements, some of the scars and some of the benefits have endured throughout that time.
Except for fishing and some kinds of shipbuilding, farming and logging, no specialized business
activity has spanned the two centuries.

Recent Past

As the Governor’s charge notes, the Maine coast offers different and sometimes inconsistent
hopes to different people. A chronology of recent pressures which have necessitated a review of the
role of heavy industry on the coast would include the following:

1968
Maine Yankee continues construction of Wiscasset nuclear power plant.

Occidental Petroleum Company and the State of Maine announce plans for a 300,000
barrel per day oil refinery at Machiasport to relieve high New England oil costs and to
provide a supertanker port on the U.S. East Coast.

TEPCO announces plans for a nuclear powered aluminum smelter at Trenton, is
rejected by Trenton voters, considers Biddeford and Kennebunkport before going to
Berlin, New Hampshire where it is still seeking approval.

Shaheen Natural Resources Company announces its desire to build a refinery in the
Machiasport foreign trade zone.

1969

Atlantic Bichfield announces interest in constructing a Machiasport refinery some
distance from the coast.

Atlantic World Port (no kin to Atlantic Richfield) announces interest in constructing a
Machiasport refinery.

Federal government announces that no decisions on Machiasport will be made until
the oil import program has been reviewed.

The icebreaking tanker Manhattan reaches the Alaskan North Slope on a route which
stirs speculation that Alaskan oil will be refined in Maine.

An unnamed oil company purchases options in Perry.

King Resources Company (KRC) buys former naval oil storage facility in Portland
Harbor, announces plans for a supertanker storage and transshipment facility.



1970
Federal oil import review ends inconclusively, no action taken on Machiasport projects.

Maine Site Approval and Oil Handling laws passed with broad statewide support.
Oi! Handling Law enjoined pending determination of lawsuit filed by oil industry.

King Resources project rejected by Environmental Improvement Commission (now the
Department of Environmental Protection}. EIC partially reversed in court, but KRC, in
financial difficulty elsewhere, goes bankrupt leaving status of terminal in doubt.

Engineering firm of Ford, Bacon, and Davis seeks Machias area options on behalf of
unnamed petrochemical company.

First supertanker (250,000 deadweight tons) arrives at St. John, New Brunswick,
42 miles from Eastport.

Fuel Desulphurization, Inc. announces South Portland refinery proposal. Province of
New Brunswick announces plans for extensive supertanker development at St. John.

City of South Portland rejects Fuel Desulphurization, {nc.

1971
Maine Clean Fuels {an offshoot of Fuel Desulphurization) announces plan for Penobscot
Bay refinery.

Environmental Improvement Commission rejects Maine Clean Fuels proposed Penobscot
Bay refinery.

Legislative Research Committee announces study of feasibility of Eastport refinery.

Metropolitan Oil Company announces plans for Eastport refinery. Legislative Research
Committee terminates Eastport study. Environmentalists and proponents of particular
sites or projects combine to defeat legislation designed to create Maine Industrial
Port Authority empowered to establish one oil port at an undetermined location.

Commerce and Interior Department officials, still not having acted on 1968 Machias-
port applications, accuse Maine conservationists of obstructing efforts to build East
Coast supertanker port to combat high oil costs and energy shortages.

THT Associates attempts to get permission to build terminal on Passamaquoddy Indian
reservation near Eastport and refinery on the other reservation, near Princeton.

Passamaquoddy Indians reject THT.

Atlantic World Port conveys Machias options to the Allagash Group and dissolves.



1972

Corps of Engineers, Commerce Department, and Council on Environmental Quality
announce projects to evaluate port sites, including six in Maine. Commerce Department
still has not acted on 1968 Machiasport applications.

Interior Department announces desire to explore for oil and gas on the Continental
Shelf off East Coast states.

Tanker “Tamano”’ strikes ledge, loses more than 90,000 gallons of industrial fuel oil
into Casco Bay causing extensive damage to shoreline, clam flats, and boats.

Maine Qil Handling Law still enjoined as a result of oil industry suit.

Maine Yankee generates conservationist objections to site at tidal node on coastal bay
with low flushing rate, forced to curtail power output and change discharge plans.

Recent Developments in Coastal Planning.*

Maine — Until recently Maine did little to regulate use of its coastal areas and submerged
lands. Comprehensive planning to define and protect the public interest was nonexistent.

The philosophy of private and local government management was to emphasize fisheries
development and forest harvesting. This approach was consistent with a moderately growing
state population and economy based largely on agriculture, fishing and forestry. Only since the

state became attractive for significant coastal industrial development and tourism has a reappraisal
taken place.

Late in 1968 the 103rd Maine State Legislature established a State Planning Office and

directed it to prepare comprehensive plans for the physical development of the state. To carry
out this assignment, the Planning Office has undertaken:

(1) A Comprehensive Policies Plan consisting of a coordinated statement of goals and
objectives for all functions of state government.

(2) A Comprehensive Coastal Development Plan started in October, 1969. Unexpected
federal and state funding shortages have slowed this program, but a comprehensive inventory

of all coastal natural resources in Penobscot Bay has been completed and will be a model for
other coastal areas.

* This section is based on a more extensive State Planning Office background paper, copies of which may be obtained
from the Planning Office.



A major incentive to coastal planning and management was the strong, continued interest
of major oil companies in locating oil handling and processing facilities on the coast. In 1970,
reacting to potential oil industry expansion into Maine, the state passed two of the strongest
environmental laws in the United States. One of these, the Oil Handling Law, provides a Maine
coastal protection fund to finance the cleanup of oil spills. The operation of this fund has been
enjoined for two years pending settlement of a lawsuit filed by major oil companies. The other,
the Site Approval Law imposes statewide review for large scale development projects. As of
August of 1971, 124 projects were reviewed. One hundred eleven of the projects were permitted
or found to be exempt, four were denied, and nine were withdrawn.

Zoning has in the past been the most sophisticated manifestation of the extent of local
planning and local land use control. With the recent passage of the State Shoreline Protection
Act, all communities in Maine will be required by July of 1973 to zone at least those areas
within 250 feet of all coastal, river and lake shorelines.

Of the 139 civil subdivisions along the coast 31 now have zoning ordinances, 59 have
completed local comprehensive plans, and 115 communities have been included as part of
regional land use planning programs now underway.

Other States — Three or four states have land use controls similar to Maine’s site approval
law. One state, Hawaii, has advanced to the point at which coastal land use decisions are
made on the basis of a sophisticated system of area classifications based on existing resources
and compatible activities. Most other states regulate particular activities and types of pollution
and have a planning process, but only a few have moved comprehensively toward state level land
use controls. Delaware has prohibited further heavy industrial development beyond the major
petrochemical plant now located in its coastal zone.

Federal Legisiation — Apart from single purpose federal actions such as the aforementioned
deepwater port survey, the push for offshore oil exploration, and pending power plant siting
legislation, Congress is considering a variety of bills aimed at fostering national land use
planning and coastal zone planning. Coastal zone management bills have now passed both branches
of Congress and gone to a Conference Committee.

The federal role seems likely to consist of extensive funding of state planning coupled with
the establishment of guidelines and standards against which state planning and enforcement will
be reviewed. The primary responsibility for planning and enforcement seems likely to be lodged
in state government with some opportunity for delegation to interstate, regional, or local units
of government.

Projections

There is a dearth of basic projections throughout Maine state government which weakens
policymaking. As background for this report it will be helpful to set forth at this point some
of the sketchy and sometimes inconsistent predictions that have been furnished to us, while
reiterating that these predictions are not ours. In addition, certain other projections are discussed
where appropriate to particular topics, and Appendixes | and Il contain projections of their own.



1. Population — depending on assumptions regarding migration, fertility, and mortality,
Maine’s population in the year 2000 will be between 1.0 million and 1.3 million. The lower
figure would involve little or no change over the next three decades. The higher end of the
range would involve a population increase of about ten percent per decade. Population will
probably grow primarily in the southern coastal counties and little if at all in the northern
and easternmost areas.

2. Employment is projected to increase from slightly more than 400,000 today to about
550,000 by the year 2000. In 1980 it will have reached about 440,000.

3. Under current conditions, Maine is experiencing a shortfall of about 7,000 jobs per
year in terms of new entrants to the labor force. This gap has been projected by some state
agencies to continue or widen slightly with a resulting combination of high unemployment
and outmigration.

4. Without corrective governmental and private action most Maine fisheries will experience a
decline in the fish caught per man hour worked. However, with proper incentives and conservation,
Maine fisheries can be reasonably expected to reverse recent downward trends.

b. Tourism and tourist related revenues will double between 1970 and 1980 and will
continue to grow but less dramatically, in the two following decades.

6. Maine and New England energy demands are projected approximately to double
every 10 years for the rest of the century.



Chapter 2

ALTERNATIVE FUTURES AND POLICIES

In evaluating the alternatives open to Maine with regard to heavy industry the Task Force
considered several different hypothetical future courses. In one of these futures, no further
coastal heavy industrial development was permitted. In another, heavy industry on the coast was
limited to one or two zones; in the third, the state continued to consider coastal heavy industry
on a case by case basis under the Site Approval Law with certain changes in the criteria for
approval. Completely unrestrained location of heavy industry on the coast has already been
rejected by the passage of the Site Approval Law and was not regarded by the Task Force as
meriting consideration.

NO FURTHER COASTAL HEAVY INDUSTRY
The prohibition of further coastal heavy industry, which would require changes in the

state’s laws and perhaps even its Constitution, would reserve the coast entirely for the types
of development portrayed in the report prepared for the Task Force by The Allagash Group
(TAG) (Appendix I1). These development types are:

Tourism and recreation.

Second home development.

Fishing and aquaculture.

Research and educational institutions.

Retail and consumer service firms.

Light industry and agriculture.

Coupled with a sprinkling of heavy industry, these six activities are the basis of the current
coastal economy. Expansion restricted to these activities would produce the smallest change in
the character of the coastal zone as a whole. However, this is not to say that the coastal zone
would be unchanged. It is reasonable to expect that the denser development of the Casco Bay
area would expand northward and that profound changes in the density and character of the
coast east of the Kennebec would result. Scarcity of sand beaches and greater distance from
Boston suggest that the phenomenon of the one day summer visitor will not extend beyond
Portland, and, for the same reasons coupled with soil suitability, the very dense summer cottage
developments on the York County beaches are unlikely to be repeated to the east.

Tourism, Recreation, and Second Home Development

Despite the foregoing limitations, recreation oriented economic growth in Maine in the
next 20 years will be dramatic. The TAG report projects a 1980 doubling of tourist days spent
on the coast from 12.3 million in 1970 to 24 million, and a trebling to 35.6 million by 1990.
Tourist expenditures are expected to increase even more, going from $104.3 million in 1970 to
$311.5 million to 1980 and $575.2 million in 1990. Other estimates, which take into account a
recent trend toward inland development along with limitations in soil suitability on the coast,
are somewhat lower, and TAG asks that its figures not be regarded as firm. In any case, the
trend is clear.



In addition, a total of 23,000 new summer homes are forecast by 1990. At an average
expenditure of $18,000 per home, these will result in a total investment of $414 million, or
$20.7 million per year. Approximately 2/3 of this expenditure, or $13.8 million per year,
could stay in Maine with significant income and employment multiplier results.

Second home development will have a significant additional impact. First, the TAG report
forecasts an additional 16,000 renovations at $8,000 per renovation during the 20 year period.
This would result in an investment of $128 miltion, or $6.4 million per year. In addition,
coastal property tax revenues, at current assessments, would increase by $1.4 million per year.
and between four and five thousand new jobs might be created.

Two further benefits from second home development are: (1) second home owners are
clearly the most economically desirable of all tourists because they spend the most, and (2) the
caretaking and maintenance jobs generated by empty second homes in the offseason. However,
these benefits must be weighed against the fact that tourism and recreation on the Maine coast
are heavily seasonal activities, and growth in the summer peak will do little to produce a
satisfactorily balanced coastal economy.

Tourism, recreation, and second home development, although often environmentally
juxtaposed against oil and other heavy industry, do bring significant environmental problems of
their own. Clam flats closed in the vicinity of most Maine towns and summer resorts were closed by
locally originated pollution, not by oil spills, and several York County towns are choked to the
point of serious congestion by human traffic not by industrial air pollution.

In short, a coast from which heavy industry is barred will not automatically be pollution
free. The environment of the non-industrial future wili depend heavily on vastly improved sewage
treatment and on sophisticated resource inventories, land and transportation planning, and land
use controls. Specific recommendations in this area are beyond the scope of this Task Force,
but we do urge attention to the recommendations in the TAG report (pp. 89-92) as well as in the
recently completed Penobscot Bay Pilot Project of the State Planning Office. A further step in
the right direction is the Natural Areas Inventory project which the Planning Office has now
completed for the entire coast. Priorities must be assigned to those areas which the Legisiature
agrees are in need of special protection even as the state continues to apply its Shoreland Zoning
Act and its Site Approval Law.

Retail and Consumer Service Firms

The TAG Report (pp. 85-87 and the recently published Maine Manifest indicate that,
without state action, much of the profit and related economic benefit of increased tourist and
recreation development will go out of state to national food and lodging operations. While such
operations are not evil in themselves, they do skim off dollars which might otherwise be reinvested
in Maine. Whether the state approaches this problem through traditional laissez-faire, through state
development, through local development corporations, or through reinvestment requirements and
incentives, the problem is real and complex. It merits more careful analysis than any underway.

Fishing and Aquaculture
The future of conventional fishing and aquaculture have been the subject of much debate
in Maine. Even on a nonindustrial coast, both face significant problems



Aquaculture in Maine is confronted by uncertain economics and legal barriers to ocean fioor
leasing. Removal of the legal barriers is hampered by the resistance of fishermen to a perceived
threat of competition from the products of aquaculture. The TAG Report suggests that this
apprehension is not well founded with regard to the most probable aquaculture ventures because
the demand for the fish (lobster, salmon, or oysters) is great enough to absorb major increases in
supply without disastrous price effects.

Without additional pilot projects, the true potential of aquaculture and its impact on Maine’s
conventional fishery will remain basically unascertainable. Whether or not the logal obstacles are
removed and pilot projects undertaken in the near future, significant aquaculture impact on the
Maine coastal economy in the next five years in unlikely. Beyond 1977, the potential impact,
although it may be significant, cannot now be determined. It should be noted, however, that
the Department of Sea and Shore Fisheries feels that the potential of both aquaculture and the
conventional fisheries is far greater than the yield now being realized and that the fishery
resources, properly managed, offer economic benefits at least on a par with heavy industry.

The principal problems confronting the conventional fishing industry are subsidized foreign
competition, and inefficient processing and marketing structure, outdated equipment, over-
fishing, and sewage pollution. These probiems will persist and call for remedies by Federal, State,
and private action regardless of whether environmentally regulated heavy industry comes to the
Maine coast. If remedial steps are not taken, the decline of the conventional fishing industry will
continue at about the same pace in a non-industrial future as in a controlled more industrial
future.

Research and Education

Material covered by the Task Force does not permit concrete judgments as to the economic role
of research and education facilities in a nonindustrial coastal future. Certain observations, some
of which stem from those contained in the TAG Report (pp. 83-84) are possible:

(1) Such facilities will be at least partially marine related. Coastal land will probably be too
expensive for those which can as easily be located inland.

(2) The direct economic impact will be more in the stemming of outmigration of skilled
personnel then in the alleviation of basic unemployment.

(3) The indirect economic impact of such facilities may be considerable. They will certainly
be of use to existing industry and very likely will also germinate concepts on which new
ventures could be based.

(4) The tax base impact of these institutions will vary but, in general, it is probably no
better than slightly positive.

(6) For this Task Force, the most important conclusion is that the future of such facilities
does not depend on whether the future of the coast contains heavy industry. Indeed, for certain
types of research facilities, nearby client industry would be a prerequisite.

Light Industry

As the TAG Report notes, factors such as transportation and labor force are likely to result
in light industry east of Bath and probably east of Portland being located away from the coast as
long as the transportation system adheres to the present general pattern.



Those light industries such as boat building and fish processing which will continue to
locate on the coast can be expected to grow in proportion to the water related activity on
which they are based. Again, the presence or absence of heavy industry per se is not a
governing factor although polluting heavy industry would clearly have a major adverse impact
on the growth of many types of coastal light industry.

* * * * *

This significant point recurs in each of the above sections: limited heavy industry designed,
located, and regulated to meet stringent environmental standards does not appear to have a
substantial impact on nonindustrial development.

LIMITED HEAVY INDUSTRY

The second hypothetical option considered by the Task Force consisted of limiting heavy
industry to one or two zones. The rationale for permitting any heavy industry in the coastal
zone would be that: (1) some types of heavy industry which require location on or near the
ocean would not otherwise locate in Maine: (2) many of Maine’s present manufacturing and
product export activities are shrinking or barely holding their own, and these sectors must
expand to assure balanced growth and opportunity in the state; (3) such activity does provide
well paying jobs, tax revenues, and valuable products; (4) with proper locational and environmental
surveillance and sound general planning, ecological and social costs can be kept to an acceptable
level; and (5) the activities discussed in the nonindustrial future are not incompatible with properly
controlled heavy industry.

The rationale for limiting such industry to one or two zones would be that: {1) environ-
mental controls are more easily imposed and supervised at central locations; (2) Maine’s
immediate or medium range attractiveness to heavy industry is not so great that the state
need fear that it will be concentrating numerous well regulated polluters in ways likely
to lead to harmful cumulative total discharges; and (3) the state gains valuable certainty from
knowing more or less precisely where its future heavy industry will be. The value of such
certainty lies in the predictability which it affords to people, industries, coastal towns, and the
state. Individuals know where heavy industry and accompanying jobs will be, and conversely,
where they may buy and build secure in the knowledge that it will not be. Towns may plan
their futures without distraction from the will-‘o-the-wisp which heavy industry is for most of
them: those towns without heavy industry will, as Chapters 3 and 4 indicate, still share in
the tax benefits.

Very few large industrial concerns would not trade the remote possibility of a debatable
bonanza for real predictability on which to base their future development planning, but this
principle is not yet accepted widely by state and local governments. It is, nevertheless, an
essential premise to the argument in favor of industrial zones that heavy industry and its
proponents would trade a fighting chance to go anywhere in Maine for an assurance that they
may go somewhere, while those concerned about the adverse effects of heavy industry would
trade their fighting chance to block all such projects for an assurance that most of the coast,
including its most ecologically and scenically important areas, will not be recurringly menaced
by the spectre that they perceive heavy industry to be.
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One Zone

This approach postulates the location of all future heavy industrial development in one
coastal zone. Such a zone need not and probably would not be one solid, fenced-in piece of
land, although such an area might comprise the bulk of a zone. The primary limitation on the
zone would be that it would be restricted to one harbor area with shared port facilities preferably
owned by the state.

For reasons set forth in the Public Affairs Research Center (PARC) paper prepared for
the Task Force (Appendix 1), the first such zone would almost inevitably be in the Portland
area. It is important to stress that this does not mean that the zone itself would be in Portland.
In fact, although the zone would certainly reach the water at Portland or South Portland, much
of the industry should be located in some section of the considerable open space still available
within a 30 mile radius of the Portland waterfront.

Portland’s deep water, access to Maine’s largest and most diverse labor market, proximity
to southern New England and New York markets, transportation connections, and more nearly
compatible present land and water uses all make it the most logical site in coastal Maine for a
heavy industry zone. Its major disadvantage is a relative shortage of available land, but, as noted
earlier, this is really a problem only on the waterfront.

For purposes of this report, it is more important to analyze properly what might happen
in such a zone than to predict exactly what will happen. To that end, we have postulated but
not predicted that the zone would include either a 100,000 barrel per day or a 300,000 b/d
oil refinery, a large power plant (which might have to be on or near the ocean for cooling
purposes) and a paper mill. Other industries might be integrated with these to good advantage.

Other economic benefits would include additional tax revenues, additional energy or other
product benefits to present Maine industry, and possible new industry through the availability
of an assured energy supply. The importance of the latter benefit is reinforced particularly by
the allusion to the New Brunswick Power Development Corporation’s surplus capacity policy
contained in the third special study for the Task Force (Peter McLoughlin, “A Canadian
Perspective”” Appendix (I11, p. 103).

Less direct economic benefits would include the check which jobs in these facilities would
have on outmigration of executives and skilled workers and the attraction of at least some skilled
out-of-state managers, workers, and other personnel to Maine.

A possible but speculative benefit would be impact on oil prices. Maine's industrial oil prices
are already part of the world market system and probably would not vary significantly. Home
heating and gasoline prices are supported at artificial levels by the national program of oil import
restrictions. A refinery which received a significant quota could favorably affect these prices,
particularly if in its early years it were owned by a refiner seeking to establish or increase his
market share. |t is significant, however, that proximity to a refinery in the United States today does
does not necessarily mean lower prices.

The costs of such a zone would include some degradation of water quality, some air pollution,

possible thermal discharge, the removal of a sizable tract of land from other uses, some scenic impact,
and substantial expenditures for schools, highways, and other state provided services.
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