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MINUTES 

OF THE 

LONG-RANGE VINEYARD TRANSPORTATION TASK FORCE 

OF THE 

WOODS HOLE, MARTHA’S VINEYARD 

AND NANTUCKET STEAMSHIP AUTHORITY 
  

November 2, 2021 
 

Via the Zoom Video Conferencing App 
First Floor Meeting Room (Room 103) 

The SSA’s Administrative Offices 
228 Palmer Avenue, Falmouth, Massachusetts 

 
Task Force Member   Appointing Authority   Present/Absent 

  Leon Brathwaite        Dukes County Commissioners       Present 
  Doug Brown         Falmouth Select Board        Present 
  John Cahill         Tisbury Select Board        Present 
  Keith Chatinover        Dukes County Commissioners       Present 
  Robert Davis         Steamship Authority        Present 
  Thomas Feronti        Falmouth Econ. Dev. & Ind. Corp.      Present 
  Jesse Law III         Oak Bluffs Board of Selectmen       Absent 
  Mark Rozum         Steamship Authority        Absent 
  Michael Santoro        Oak Bluffs Board of Selectmen       Absent 
  Douglas Sederholm        Martha’s Vineyard Commission       Present 
  Julian Suso         Falmouth Select Board        Present 
  James Vercruysse        Martha’s Vineyard Commission       Present 
 
Also participating: 

  Justin Poulsen, Executive Director, New Bedford Port Authority 
  Steven Sayers, Counsel, Steamship Authority 
 
  1. Mr. Sayers began the meeting at approximately 4:00 p.m. by announcing that the 

Steamship Authority (SSA) and Stephen Baty of MVTV were making audio and video 
recordings of the meeting, and he asked whether anyone else was making a recording as 
well.  No one responded. 

 
  2. Mr. Sayers then announced that, in accordance with section 20 of chapter 20 of the Acts of 

2021, the SSA has ensured public access to the deliberations of the Task Force today for 
interested members of the public via Zoom, and that the link to access this meeting via 
Zoom has been provided in the meeting notice for today's meeting.   Mr. Sayers further 
stated that, also pursuant to that statute, all of the Task Force members were participating 
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remotely in today's meeting by the Zoom video conferencing app and that all members will 
be clearly audible to each other. 

 
  3. Mr. Sayers then welcomed new Task Force member Thomas Feronti, who was appointed 

by the Falmouth Economic Development and Industrial Corporation, and noted that, since 
2003, Mr. Feronti has been the Director of Planning and Construction with the Mashpee 
Commons Limited Partnership and involved with the construction and planning of 
Mashpee Commons. 

 
  4. Mr. Sayers also welcomed Justin Poulsen, the new Executive Director of the New Bedford 

Port Authority.  Mr. Sayers noted that Mr. Poulsen had started his career by managing 
operations for towboat vessels in Seattle, Washington, had then joined Holland America 
Line and later Silversea Cruises guiding strategic planning and product development, and 
most recently had been Vice President and Executive Director of Port NYC for the New 
York City Economic Development Corporation, where he oversaw cruise terminals in 
Manhattan and Brooklyn, rail, aviation, freight and offshore wind assets, and the Dock 
NYC program.  Mr. Poulsen explained that the Dock NYC program has a portfolio of 
various waterfront sites, including more than 10,000 linear feet of unused waterfront assets 
in New York City, that were available for short-term licenses. 

 
 

New Bedford’s North Terminal II Project 
 
  5. Mr. Sayers then asked Mr. Poulsen if he could describe the status of New Bedford’s North 

Terminal II project, which he understood is at a different location than New Bedford’s 
North Terminal I.  In response, Mr. Poulsen confirmed that North Terminal I and North 
Terminal II are two separate projects, although they are both located in New Bedford north 
of the Route 6 bridge.  Mr. Poulsen noted that North Terminal I is in the vicinity of the 
former EPA dewatering facility and is the subject of an extension project that is being 
funded by a MARAD grant, while the North Terminal II project is being funded by an EDA 
grant and is wrapped up in a larger project that also includes bulkhead remediation and re-
fendering for a number of sites in the harbor, including Pier Three, Steamship Pier, and the 
South Terminal fish houses.  Mr. Poulsen also observed that the North Terminal II project 
is really land reclamation, filling in a gully and creating about 100 feet of bulkhead with 
almost an acre of upland space that will be a fairly narrow strip of land, and that the site’s 
characteristics will constrain a lot of normal uses for the site. 

 
  6. For example, Mr. Poulsen said, a subject of conversations has been whether the site could 

be used as a roll-on-roll-off facility, and the New Bedford Port Authority has an interest in 
understanding whether that might be a potential use of the site because that could 
potentially interconnect and help solve an issue that the SSA has with finding an off-Cape 
transportation network.  Mr. Poulsen stated that, in order to evaluate this opportunity, he 
anticipates that the New Bedford Port Authority will issue a request for interest (RFI) in 
this site, which will allow the market to dictate what will need to be constructed there after 
the New Bedford Port Authority delivers the site with the bulkhead and the infill.  In this 
regard, Mr. Poulsen noted that this will help identify what else in terms of infrastructure, 
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investment, and development would be needed, given the anticipated limited throughput 
constraints on that site, as well as the benefits, including how many jobs are created, to 
understand whether such a use will be economically feasible at that site, and any traffic 
mitigation that may be required.  Mr. Poulsen observed that the responses the market gives 
the New Bedford Port Authority for interest in that site would really inform how the Port 
Authority would potentially respond to an RFP for off-Cape transportation. 

 
 With respect to the project’s schedule, Mr. Poulsen stated that he expected the Port 

Authority to go out to bid shortly in the next few weeks or months, and that construction 
is expected to be completed by February 2023, which is when the site will be delivered to 
the design for which it is currently permitted, which is essentially just a bulkhead.  As a 
result, Mr. Poulsen said, anything beyond a bulkhead that is specifically required for roll-
on-roll-off operations, such as a ramp, would need to be permitted, designed and 
constructed after February 2023, and that would likely take another eight to twelve months 
before the site would be ready for roll-on-roll-off operations. 

 
  7. Mr. Sayers then shared his computer screen, on which was a map (via Google Maps) of 

New Bedford harbor, and Mr. Poulsen pointed out where the North Terminal II site is on 
the map, at Herman Melville Boulevard and Wamsutta Street.  Mr. Poulsen noted that the 
site is the little triangular sliver of a gully to the south of Seatrade International that is going 
to be filled in, which will create about 100 feet of bulkhead and almost an acre of land. 

 
 Mr. Poulsen also noted that a benefit of the site is that it is not adjacent or proximate to 

New Bedford’s central historic waterfront and, as a result, the Port Authority would accept 
all different types of cargo coming across there.  Specifically, Mr. Poulsen said, refuse and 
containers of garbage would be fine. Mr. Poulsen also observed that the site has quick 
access to the roadway and it would not disrupt or disturb tourism activities in the central 
waterfront. 

 
But Mr. Poulsen stated that he did not know whether 100 feet of bulkhead would be enough 
for a roll-on-roll-off facility and the vessels using such a facility.  In addition, Mr. Poulsen 
said, the Port Authority needs to make certain that a roll-on-roll-off facility is the best and 
highest use for that site in terms of economics and return to the City.  Mr. Poulsen further 
observed that New Bedford harbor does not have a lot of extra space and that the harbor’s 
economic activity is based around berthing fishing vessels there. 

 
  8. In response to a question from Mr. Sayers, Mr. Poulsen confirmed that, in February 2023, 

the Port Authority planned to deliver the project as it is currently designed and permitted, 
which is essentially building the cells and then backfilling and building the bulkhead.  
Accordingly, the RFI that the Port Authority will be issuing will be specifically to find an 
operator for the site, who will then finish tailoring the site for its own purposes and operate 
the site itself.  Mr. Poulsen also stated that at some point the Port Authority, depending 
upon its funding situation, might discuss the possibility of providing the operator with 
additional infrastructure, but that the Port Authority was looking for an operator to permit, 
design, build and fund whatever roll-on-roll-off infrastructure is needed. 
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 Mr. Davis then observed that, based upon the nautical chart, there did not appear to be deep 
water around the site, and he asked whether the project will include any dredging.  In 
response, Mr. Poulsen stated that the project does include a dredging program. 

 
  9. Mr. Sayers then noted that the SSA’s staff has been tasked with developing a request for 

proposals for a private operator to provide freight service between Martha’s Vineyard and 
New Bedford and they were hoping that, in a few years, the North Terminal II site will be 
a multi-use facility that can include freight service from New Bedford.  Mr. Sayers then 
asked Mr. Poulsen whether he could say now whether that will be the case or whether the 
SSA should check back six months or a year from now. 

 
 Mr. Poulsen asked Mr. Sayers what the SSA has in mind for a mixed-use facility and 

whether it would include passenger ferry service.  In response, Mr. Sayers noted that there 
already is passenger ferry service to Martha’s Vineyard from the New Bedford State Pier 
and that the SSA was looking at the North Terminal II site principally for a freight service, 
as the Town of Falmouth’s goal is to have some of the freight that is currently shipped from 
Woods Hole shipped from New Bedford.  Mr. Poulsen then confirmed that that was also 
what the Port Authority was contemplating for the site, and he then asked whether the 
SSA’s RFP specifically was going to require that a freight service for Martha’s Vineyard 
be provided from New Bedford or whether it was going to be geographically agnostic. 

 
In response, Mr. Sayers recounted how, in the late 1990s, the SSA’s staff had looked all 
over the South Coast and beyond to try and find a suitable site for a off-Cape freight ferry 
service, and that the only area the staff was able to identify at that time was New Bedford. 
Therefore, Mr. Sayers said, even if the SSA’s RFP were agnostic in terms of geography, 
the probability is that New Bedford may be the only area that has a practical solution to the 
problem.  Mr. Poulsen then observed that he was not aware of anywhere else in New 
Bedford harbor, other than the North Terminal II site, that the Port Authority would 
consider suitable for such a service, although there might be a private site that he does not 
know about that can have the suitable infrastructure for a roll-on-roll-off facility. 
 
Mr. Poulsen then stated that the Port Authority was attempting to issue its RFI by the end 
of November or in December before the holidays, and that at that point it would have a 
much better idea of the site’s potential.  In this regard, Mr. Poulsen stated that he thought 
one of the big upsides of the site is that it is farther outside of our historic city center.  By 
contrast, Mr. Poulsen said, freight service from the State Pier would be incredibly 
problematic for the City given the proximity to all of its tourism activities, and the City 
would not want containers of garbage coming into State Pier, which he also noted is not a 
City asset.  Mr. Poulsen further observed that the southern part of the harbor is incredibly 
occupied with the fishing industry. 

 
10. Mr. Brown then recounted how, a couple of years ago, there had been some surveys of the 

State Pier and that it turned out that its condition was much worse than previously thought.  
Therefore, Mr. Brown asked whether Mr. Poulsen had had updates on what might be the 
projected fix for the pier and whether it needs a major overhaul of pilings or just bulkhead 
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work.  In response, Mr. Poulsen stated that he was not aware of any updates, as the State 
Pier is a State asset, not a City asset, and is not under the City’s jurisdiction. 

 
11. Mr. Davis then noted that, while the SSA will not be site-specific for a proposed off-Cape 

mainland terminal when it issues its RFP, when this issue had been looked at in the past 
New Bedford harbor seemed the most logical choice and the staff expects that New 
Bedford will be playing a role in this.  Mr. Poulsen agreed and stated that New Bedford 
wants to play a role in solving this challenge as long as it is not simply displacing a problem 
from Cape Cod to New Bedford.  Mr. Poulsen further stated that it has to be an innovative 
solution that brings a benefit to the City and as well as solving the challenge facing Cape 
Cod, which he understands to be compelling and real. 

 
Mr. Poulsen then asked whether the SSA’s RFP will simply attempt to procure a freight 
ferry service that replicates what the SSA currently provides and just moves it to another 
port, or whether it will try to procure a service that attempts to reduce the overall number 
of trucks on the road, although he acknowledged that he did not know how the SSA would 
implement this into the RFP.  In response to a question from Mr. Sayers, Mr. Poulsen stated 
that he was not referring to a break-bulk operation, but rather a study of the origin of the 
truck traffic so that, instead of having trucks driving by land, having them delivered by 
water to reduce the overall number of trucks on the road.  Mr. Poulsen then agreed with 
Mr. Sayers’ statement that, in order to do so, the SSA could review its freight customers to 
find out the origins of their shipments and then look at the interstate highway routes to 
determine what may be the closest suitable port for the majority of those shipments.  
Although Mr. Poulsen acknowledged it may be a “Blue Sky” objective, he stated that he 
thought it would be worthwhile to study whether it is economically feasible and whether 
there is an operator willing to do it, given how much more efficient and better for the 
environment moving goods by water is than by truck.  Mr. Poulsen also stated that, given 
the planned timeline of the development of the North Terminal II site, the SSA absolutely 
has the time to do that study and, further, that if there is the potential to have a more robust 
marine network that delivers on this objective of taking more trucks off the road, then it 
would be almost an obligation. 

 
12. Mr. Brathwaite then asked whether rail service will be available at the North Terminal II 

site.  In response, Mr. Poulsen stated that rail service was not contemplated at the moment. 
 
13. In response to a question from Mr. Brown, Mr. Poulsen then described the timeline for the 

North Terminal I project, which he noted is adjacent to the former EPA dewatering facility.  
Mr. Poulsen stated that the North Terminal I project is a bulkhead expansion project, that 
Phase 1 of the project is a 490-foot expansion north from the EPA facility, and that it is an 
18-month project.  Mr. Poulsen also stated that the Port Authority expects to issue an 
invitation for bids for that work very shortly and that, accordingly, it should be finished in 
the summer of 2023. 

 
14. Mr. Sayers then asked Mr. Poulsen what would be involved if the SSA were to look for a 

container facility instead of a roll-on-roll-off facility for trucks.  In response, Mr. Poulsen 
stated that the problem with a container facility is that it takes a lot of space because there 



6 of 12 

needs to be a place to put containers, and the North Terminal II site just does not have the 
space to lay down or stage or transload containers, which is why the Port Authority is really 
only contemplating a roll-on-roll-off facility. 

 
 Mr. Sayers then asked whether the SSA should be exploring any other types of facilities.  

In response, Mr. Poulsen noted that Mr. Sayers actually was asking what type of supply 
chain network the SSA should be considering, and the answer to that question was dictated 
by the volume of goods moving through the supply chain, the origin and destination of the 
goods, and how speed, economy and quality are prioritized.  For example, Mr. Poulsen 
said, if there are not a lot of containers and they can be rolled onto a ferry-type vessel or 
an integrated tug and barge, then the solution is easier because there is no need for a lot of 
space.  Mr. Poulsen observed that a vessel can then berth – either stern to bow or onto the 
bulkhead with a ramp – and everything just drives on and drives off with nothing that needs 
to be staged.  Mr. Poulsen also noted that such an operation’s labor requirements are quite 
low, as people are not needed to work containers or lashings.  Indeed, Mr. Poulsen said, 
this roll-on-roll-off type of operation is really the only thing that he had considered for the 
North Terminal II site because it honestly is the only operation that really works for the 
North Terminal 2 site.  By contrast, Mr. Poulsen observed that the scale of investment and 
infrastructure needed for a traditional container facility is not feasible because of the 
available amount of both funding and space. 

 
 Mr. Poulsen also stated that it would be interesting to know how many trucks a roll-on-

roll-off facility on the site could service, given the constraints of a 100-foot bulkhead and 
the size of the space, and how that volume would be impacted if additional constraints are 
imposed, such as when the site can operate (e.g., 24 hours a day, seven days a week, 
compared to only during daylight hours) or what traffic mitigation measures are required 
to control the number of trucks on the road.  Mr. Poulsen observed that this is something 
the market should answer, and that the solution may be related to sequencing and 
scheduling and having a very reliable, organized timeline of when everything shows up, 
such as not having anything show up until the vessel is unloaded. 

 
15. Mr. Brown then asked Messrs. Davis and Sayers how much space is required to stage trucks 

waiting to be boarded on one of the SSA’s ferries, and whether an acre would be sufficient.  
In response, Mr. Davis stated that he would have to look at that. 

 
16. Mr. Poulsen then noted that the North Terminal II project is a much, much bigger project 

than the North Terminal I project because it involves both a bulkhead and infill, and that it 
is also a bit more complicated because those improvements will take away water access to 
some of the City’s leaseholders, who have some legal rights such as a right of first refusal.  
Mr. Poulsen also stated that, although there are other interests that have a right of first 
refusal for the North Terminal II site, nothing is currently earmarked for that site. 

 
17. In response to a question from Mr. Brown, Mr. Poulsen stated that there is rail service to 

the former EPA dewatering facility because that is how the EPA used to move 
contaminated material to its disposal site once it was dewatered. 
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18. Mr. Poulsen also noted that, once negotiations are completed with the abutters who have a 
right of first refusal, there may be an additional 3-½ acres of land available, although it will 
still be a much more complicated site because there will technically be multiple parcels.  
However, although Mr. Paulsen stated that the Port Authority will most likely issue an RFI 
for the site and then eventually an RFP as well, he thought the Port Authority could 
determine the feasibility and market potential for the North Terminal II site much more 
quickly. 

 
 Mr. Brown then asked whether someone who responds to the RFI would have the option 

to extend the rail infrastructure to the site.  In response, Mr. Poulsen stated that he did not 
know of any practical impediments to extending the rail, except for cost, and that he could 
find out what the timeline would be for permitting and constructing it. 

 
19. Mr. Sayers then asked whether the Port Authority, when developing its RFI for the North 

Terminal II site, will consider describing a freight service between that site and Martha’s 
Vineyard as a potential prospect for the operator of that site.  In response, Mr. Poulsen 
stated that he believed the Port Authority would consider that because it wants to know 
what the throughput would be for the site.  In this regard, Mr. Poulsen noted that the Port 
Authority would need to know what the business model and economic return to the City 
would be, as there are a number of different ways that the City can levy different structures 
and types of tariffs on goods transported from the site.   

 
20. Mr. Poulsen then pointed out where the North Terminal I site is on the map (via Google 

Maps) of New Bedford harbor that Mr. Sayers was sharing on his computer screen, noting 
that it is where it says Eastern Fisheries (the white building just north of where it says 
Eastern), which is the former EPA dewatering facility, that the bulkhead will extend north 
of that to where it curves into the gully shown on the map and then at a right angle so that 
it will extend past where the barge and fishing boats are shown on the map into the 
shoreline, resulting in all of that getting filled in. 

 
21. Mr. Sayers then pointed out Ralph Packer’s property on the map, and asked Mr. Poulsen 

whether he would consider that property suitable for a roll-on roll-off operation.  In 
response, Mr. Poulsen stated that he was not knowledgeable enough about that site, 
although initially it would seem doable.  In addition, Mr. Poulsen said, he did not know 
where Mr. Packer was focusing his attention and resources, and a roll-on roll-off operation 
is often a lower margin use than other waterfront uses and difficult to do.  Mr. Poulsen 
observed that, as a result, a roll-on roll-off operation is often a difficult proposition when a 
business is evaluating how to leverage its site and activate it for its best and highest use. 

 
 In response to another question from Mr. Sayers, Mr. Poulsen stated that, as far as he 

knows, nothing that the Port Authority will be doing at the North Terminal I site will affect 
Mr. Packer’s operations. 

 
 Mr. Brown then recounted how, when speaking to Mr. Packer in the past, Mr. Packer had 

mentioned that he had made a preliminary design of a rail spur to his property, although it 
may have been an old design and he did not ask Mr. Packer whether he had an estimate of 
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the cost of building the spur.  In this regard, Mr. Poulsen stated that, based upon his 
experience with rail in New York City, it may be astronomically expensive to build, and 
that it may be fairly daunting to obtain the necessary permits and pay for the materials and 
labor over a long period of time. 

 
22. Mr. Feronti asked whether, when evaluating responses to its RFI, the Port Authority will 

focus strictly on the economic benefits the City will receive from a proposed use or whether 
the Port Authority will look at other factors as well.  In response, Mr. Poulsen stated that, 
in addition to the economic benefits to be received by the City, the other big factor will be 
how many jobs will be created by a proposed use of the site.  Mr. Poulsen further noted 
that the Port Authority will also want to make sure that the City does not have more trucks 
than necessary on the roads, so it will balance the incremental value a proposed use brings 
with how the operation will affect the community. 

 
23. In response to a question from Mr. Suso, Mr. Poulsen confirmed that the North Terminal 

II project is being funded by an EDA grant, and he stated that the Port Authority feels that 
the EDA funds will be sufficient for the project.  In this regard, Mr. Poulsen noted that the 
North Terminal II project is actually a component of a bigger project that includes bulkhead 
rehabilitation and re-fendering for a number of other assets in the harbor, including Pier 3, 
Steamship Pier and the South Terminal fish houses.  However, Mr. Poulsen cautioned that 
the project is becoming more and more expensive with every day that goes by, although 
the Port Authority feels quite good about coming in within budget.  Further, Mr. Poulsen 
said, there is a bit of synergy with some of the other projects going on in the harbor, as the 
fill for the project will come from dredging within the harbor. 

 
24. In response to a question from Mr. Sayers, Mr. Poulsen stated that the recent lawsuit against 

the City involved the North Terminal I site and did not have any implications for the North 
Terminal II site.  In addition, Mr. Poulsen said, that lawsuit has been completely dismissed. 

 
25. In response to a question from Mr. Cahill, Mr. Poulsen stated that, to date, no one has 

expressed an interest in using the North Terminal II site, but that was probably because the 
Port Authority purposefully has not raised awareness of the project.  Instead, Mr. Poulsen 
said, most of the public attention has been on the North Terminal I project because it is a 
needed project that is going to be a huge benefit for the current users of the harbor.  But 
Mr. Poulsen stated that the Port Authority believes that, with a well-written RFI and a 
robust marketing effort, there will be people interested in the site because of the scarcity of 
space and overcrowding in the harbor. 

 
26. Mr. Cahill then asked Mr. Poulsen whether he thought a prospective freight operator would 

also be able to obtain grant money for its operation.  In response, Mr. Poulsen stated that, 
while he was not paying too much attention to funding opportunities for private entities, he 
thought there potentially may be some funding available. 

 
27. In response to a question from Mr. Sayers, Mr. Poulsen emphasized that the North Terminal 

II project includes designing and delivering just a bulkhead, and that anything beyond the 
bulkhead, such as providing infrastructure for a roll-on roll-off operation, would need to 
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be designed, permitted, built and funded beyond the project that the Port Authority is 
delivering.  Mr. Poulsen stated that the Port Authority is only delivering a waterfront site 
and that the ultimate operator of the site will be responsible for any specific or niche 
infrastructure that is needed for its specific use of the site.  Thus, Mr. Poulsen observed, 
the North Terminal II site is designed to have 100 feet of bulkhead and it may not end up 
even having a roll-on roll-off facility. 

 
 In response to a question from Mr. Brown, Mr. Poulsen observed that, given the site’s 

proportions and shape, it is not suitable for a processing or cold storage facility unless 
someone were to come along with an incredibly innovative idea.  Mr. Poulsen also noted 
that while fishing vessels could be berthed there, the Port Authority would be interested in 
finding another opportunity for the site that creates jobs, contributes to an innovative 
solution to a very compelling problem, and returns a greater economic benefit. 

 
 In response to another question from Mr. Brown, Mr. Poulsen stated that the Port Authority 

had not considered whether there is another facility adjacent to the North Terminal II site 
that might be partnered with the project to provide more acreage. 

 
28. Mr. Sayers then asked whether any of the 20 attendees of the meeting had any questions 

for Mr. Poulsen about the project.  In response, Woods Hole resident Phil Logan observed 
that the North Terminal I site originally consisted of two lobes, the southern one having a 
scallop repair facility and the northern one principally having Mr. Packer’s barging facility, 
and he asked whether the North Terminal I project only involved expanding and filling in 
the southern lobe and leaving the northern lobe alone so that Mr. Packer can continue 
barging.  In response, Mr. Poulsen stated that when the original project went out for bid, 
there bulkhead was going to be extended almost 1,000 feet, but because the bids came in 
over budget, the decision was made to scale back the extension and have a first phase of 
around 490 feet, which will shortly be the subject of a new invitation for bids.  In addition, 
Mr. Poulsen stated that while at some point the Port Authority expects to complete the fully 
permitted and designed project, it does not currently have the funding to do so. 

 
29. Mr. Sayers then thanked Mr. Poulsen for his time that day, observing that the discussion 

had been extraordinarily informative.  Mr. Sayers also stated that, as a result of what the 
Task Force learned that day, it seemed to him that the SSA’s RFP for a Martha’s Vineyard 
freight service might be a little premature unless the SSA were to make it more open-ended.  
Mr. Brown then suggested that SSA staff consider designing its RFP around the parameters 
of the North Terminal II site that Mr. Poulsen had mentioned (namely, a one-acre site with 
100 feet of frontage), and then present it to the Task Force to discuss whether it makes 
sense.  In addition, Mr. Brown said, state legislators would likely have to be approached 
for help in obtaining some funding, as any service from New Bedford will require some 
type of infrastructure investment from some sort of state or federal governmental entity. 

 
 After the Task Force members thanked Mr. Poulsen again, he stated that that he was glad 

he could help out, that he would be happy to have another open conversation when needed, 
and that the Port Authority was really interested in understanding how it can be part of 
solving this issue. 
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Approval of the Minutes of the Task Force’s April 29, 2021 Meeting 
 
30. The Task Force then voted (with Messrs. Brathwaithe, Brown, Cahill, Chatinover, Suso 

and Vercruysse voting in favor, and Messrs. Feronti and Sederholm abstaining) to approve 
the minutes of the Task Force’s April 29, 2021 meeting in public session. 

 
 

Topics for Discussion at the Task Force’s Next Meeting 
 
31. Mr. Sayers then observed that, given the Task Force’s discussion with Mr. Poulsen that 

day, SSA staff probably should go back to the drawing board and see what alternative 
approaches make sense for developing an RFP for Martha’s Vineyard freight service.  
Further, Mr. Sayers said, while the Falmouth Transportation Committee had recommended 
that the SSA apply for grants for freight transportation improvements, the staff thought that 
there should be a joint grant application for this type of freight operation with the City of 
New Bedford, the Martha’s Vineyard Commission, and others, but that this did not look 
likely for the immediate future.  Therefore, Mr. Sayers stated that the staff will probably 
have to think about what type of grant application can be submitted that takes a more 
holistic approach to this problem in the interest of all of the communities. 

 
32. Mr. Brown then asked whether the SSA has thought about operating a freight service itself 

if there is no response to an RFP from a private operator.  In response, Mr. Sayers stated 
that the SSA does not have a spare boat that could provide the service and that merely 
maintaining the SSA’s current level of service requires an aggressive capital plan of 
replacing or undertaking a major refurbishment of one of its vessels every five years or so, 
which is already a huge capital investment. 

 
 Mr. Sayers also noted that the idea was to have the service provided by a private operator, 

whose costs are lower, based upon some type of open competition, and that the SSA could 
assist the private operator by making available its reservations system, ticketing facilities, 
and Vineyard Haven terminal.  In addition, Mr. Sayers observed, the SSA has no other 
place on the mainland from which to operate.  Mr. Brown stated that he agreed with that 
initial thought, but he was just curious about whether there is a backup plan in the event 
there are no responses to the RFP, although he said that perhaps we can wait see what 
responses are received before worrying about it. 

 
33. Mr. Cahill then asked Mr. Davis whether 100 feet of frontage would be sufficient for a roll-

on roll-off operation.  In response, Mr. Davis stated that it would be sufficient for one of 
the SSA’s vessels, whose beams don’t exceed 64 feet; but that because of the fendering 
that would be needed, 100 feet of bulkhead would probably be the minimum amount that 
would be needed to berth a vessel.  Mr. Davis also stated that he would have to see how 
many trucks could be staged on an acre of property, while leaving enough space for loading 
and unloading vehicles on and off a vessel. 

 



11 of 12 

34. Mr. Brown then suggested that, if the Task Force were to come to consensus that the North 
Terminal II site might be workable for a roll-on roll-off operation, which may require the 
services of a consultant, maybe the Town of Falmouth, the Martha’s Vineyard 
representatives and the SSA could make a combined request to legislators to fund the 
project with infrastructure money.  In response, Mr. Sayers stated that his concern was that, 
based upon what Mr. Poulsen had told them that day, the Port Authority may decide that 
there is a better use for that site for the City of New Bedford.  In this regard, Mr. Sayers 
noted that the Port Authority is only building a bulkhead at the site and that Mr. Poulsen 
stated a few times that a roll-on roll-off operation is a low margin, less profitable use for 
the site that also doesn’t create many jobs in the City, and that he did not know whether it 
would be constructive for the Task Force and the SSA to move forward with something 
that potentially is in conflict with what the City of New Bedford wants. 

 
 Nevertheless, Mr. Brown stated that he felt Mr. Poulsen was just cautioning the Task Force 

that a roll-on roll-off operation is not a use that generates a workable margin; but that does 
not take into account the possibility of having the state or federal government subsidize 
both the infrastructure and the ongoing service.  For example, Mr. Brown said, the subsidy 
could be in the form of an embarkation fee for the City of New Bedford to allow these 
vehicles to travel through the city and provide the city with an incentive for the operation.  
Mr. Brown observed that, while using the North Terminal II site for freight service for 
Martha’s Vineyard may not be the best option for the City of New Bedford if the operation 
is left to the private sector, there might be a package that the State can put together at our 
request to make it a more attractive proposal for New Bedford to dedicate at least a roll-on 
roll-off facility to our use.  In this regard, Mr. Brown noted that the need to make the service 
available can certainly be justified by the fact that the SSA is running out of capacity, which 
could be an argument for intervention by legislators to provide some sort of a subsidy for 
this service and make it more feasible. 

 
 
 
Then, at approximately 5:25 p.m., the Task Force unanimously voted (with Messrs. Brathwaite, 
Brown, Cahill, Chatinover, Feronti, Sederholm, Suso and Vercruysse voting in favor) to adjourn 
their meeting that day. 
 
 
 

   A TRUE RECORD    Steven M. Sayers   
       Approved by the Task Force at their meeting 

on February 22, 2022 
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Documents and Exhibits Used at the Task Force’s November 2, 2021 Meeting 
  
 

1. Draft Agenda for the Task Force’s November 2, 2021 Meeting (dated October 29, 2021). 

2. Draft Minutes of the Task Force’s April 29, 2021 meeting in public session (dated October 
29, 2021). 

3. A map of New Bedford Harbor via Google Maps (only shared by SSA Counsel Steven 
Sayers on his computer screen). 

 

 


