
MINUTES 
 

OF THE 
 

WOODS HOLE, MARTHA’S VINEYARD 
AND NANTUCKET STEAMSHIP AUTHORITY 

 
The Meeting in Public Session 

 
January 16, 2003 

 
 The Members of the Woods Hole, Martha's Vineyard and Nantucket 
Steamship Authority met this 16th day of January, 2003, beginning at 9:30 
a.m., in Rooms 104 and 105 of the Marine Biological Laboratory’s Candle 
House, located on Water Street, Woods Hole, Massachusetts. 
 
 Present were all five Members: Chairman Grace S. Grossman of Nan-
tucket; Vice Chairman Robert L. O’Brien of Barnstable; Secretary Kathryn A. 
Roessel of Dukes County; David J. Oliveira of New Bedford; and Robert S. 
Marshall of Falmouth. 
 

The following members of the Authority’s management were also present:  
Chief Executive Officer Fred C. Raskin; Treasurer/Comptroller Wayne C. 
Lamson; General Counsel Steven M. Sayers; Director of Information and 
Technologies Mary T.H. Claffey; Director of Marketing and Community 
Relations Gina Barboza; and Executive Secretary to the Chief Executive Officer 
Maxine Horn. 
 
 

Minutes: 
 
IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. O’Brien’s motion, seconded by 
Ms. Roessel -- to approve the minutes of the Members’ 
meeting in public session on October 3, 2002. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 

Mrs. Grossman     35 % 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     90 %     0 % 
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IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. O’Brien’s motion, seconded by 
Ms. Roessel -- to approve the minutes of the Members’ 
meeting in public session on December 9, 2002. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 

Mrs. Grossman     35 % 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     55 %     0 % 

 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. O’Brien’s motion, seconded by 
Ms. Roessel -- to approve the minutes of the Members’ 
meeting in public session on December 19, 2002. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 

Mrs. Grossman     35 % 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     90 %     0 % 

 
 
 
 Port Council Guidelines: 
 
 Mrs. Grossman presented to the Members for discussion draft guidelines 
which she had prepared for the Port Council, as it relates to the Authority’s 
Members and management.  Mrs. Grossman emphasized, however, that the 
document was only a draft, and that the only reason she was raising this issue 
was to make certain that management would not be directed by two different 
boards. 
 
 Mr. O’Brien then offered some suggestions to the draft.  With respect to 
the first proposed guideline, which stated that the staff would not be available 
for the Port Council’s meetings, Mr. O’Brien suggested that the staff should be 
available, but only until 8:30 in the morning so that the Members will be able 
to continue to meet with the staff themselves and discuss any issues that need 
to be clarified before their monthly meetings.  Mr. O’Brien also suggested that 
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the Port Council may want to hold their meetings in the conference room at the 
Woods Hole terminal so that the staff would not have to travel back and forth 
during those mornings.  Finally, Mr. O’Brien suggested that, at the beginning 
of each monthly Authority meeting, the Port Council make an official report to 
the Members as part of the regular agenda. 
 
 Ms. Roessel agreed that it would be a good idea to have some guidelines 
regarding how the Port Council should relate to the Authority’s Members and 
management, as she shared Mrs. Grossman’s concerns about management 
receiving directions from two different boards.  Ms. Roessel also stated that she 
liked Mr. O’Brien’s idea about the Port Council making oral reports at the 
monthly Authority meetings, and was considering other suggestions which had 
been made to her by Mr. Oliveira and the two Port Council Members from 
Martha's Vineyard. 
 

Ms. Roessel then declared that she would like to see a very small ad hoc 
committee sit down and draft proposed guidelines for review by both the 
Members and the Port Council, and she expressed her hope that the ultimate 
document would be agreeable to everyone.  Accordingly, Ms. Roessel moved 
that the Members appoint such a committee, consisting of Mr. Oliveira and one 
Port Council Member from one of the islands, to get together, discuss the 
subject with their respective boards, and then present proposed guidelines for 
consideration by both the Members and the Port Council the following month. 
 
 New Bedford Port Council Member George J. Leontire then advised the 
Members that the Port Council had discussed the draft guidelines at their 
meeting earlier that morning, and that he thought it would be helpful to let the 
Members know where the Port Council stood on these issues.  With respect to 
the first proposed guideline, Mr. Leontire said, the Port Council agreed that the 
Authority’s management had to understand that they serve only one board, 
and that was the Authority Members.  Accordingly, Mr. Leontire stated that the 
Port Council had voted unanimously that any request or recommendation for 
the staff to take a specific action other than provide information shall be 
submitted to the Members.  Mr. Leontire also reported that the Port Council 
had voted to request the Members to appoint a committee comprised of one 
Authority Member and one Port Council Member to develop acceptable 
guidelines to both parties, and that the Port Council had selected Barnstable 
Port Council Member Robert R. Jones to represent them on that committee.  
 
 Mrs. Grossman declared that the Port Council should decide itself who 
should represent them on the committee, but Ms. Roessel observed that she 
would like to see representatives on the committee from both the islands and 
the mainland.  Mr. Marshall then suggested that the committee be comprised 
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of three members, but Ms. Roessel stated that she would like to limit it to two, 
as she thought the guidelines would be relatively easy to develop. 
 
 Mr. Leontire further reported that the Port Council had voted to request 
that the Members place the Port Council on the agenda of each meeting, that 
the Port Council’s Chairman or designated representative be allowed to speak 
on any agenda item, and that other Port Council members also be recognized if 
they want to speak individually on any issue.  The Port Council also had voted, 
Mr. Leontire said, that the Authority’s staff should be available unless they had 
a scheduling conflict, that the staff should provide them such information as 
the Port Council deems advisable, and that the Port Council be provided with 
the same information and correspondence received by the Authority Members.  
Finally, Mr. Leontire reported that the Port Council had voted six to one that it 
was imperative that they be able to attend executive sessions, although they 
acknowledged that they should not be allowed to participate during executive 
sessions except to comment before any vote and obtain information. 
 
 Both Mrs. Grossman and Ms. Roessel noted that they had a problem 
with the Port Council attending executive sessions, but Mrs. Grossman stated 
that the other positions taken by the Port Council were wonderful suggestions.  
Mr. Oliveira then argued that the Port Council should be able to attend 
executive sessions, observing that each of the Port Council members had 
something to contribute and were capable of engaging in a constructive 
dialogue as representatives from seven different communities.  Mr. Oliveira also 
noted that some of the Authority’s most contentious and important issues are 
discussed in executive session, which have serious impacts on the Authority’s 
financial condition and overall direction, and he felt that, because the Members 
were such a small group, they may have gotten the Authority into conflicts due 
to too much insular thinking.  Accordingly, Mr. Oliveira said, he welcomed the 
Port Council’s participation in executive sessions. 
 
 Ms. Roessel, however, disagreed with Mr. Oliveira about the wisdom of 
having twelve people in executive sessions, especially since most of the matters 
are ones which need to be kept secret.  In this regard, Ms. Roessel recounted 
how the Authority had difficulty maintaining the confidentiality of executive 
session matters even with the three-member Finance Advisory Board, and she 
declared that she would feel even more uncomfortable having twelve people 
involved. 
 
 In response, Mr. Oliveira suggested that the Members might restrict the 
Port Council’s participation in executive sessions when the matters discussed 
need to be kept secret, but he observed that generally over the past several 
months the Members would have benefited from having broader feedback from 
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a greater pool of people in the community.  Therefore, Mr. Oliveira declared 
that he thought the Port Council could add to the Members’ debate in a very 
constructive manner, especially when the matters being discussed pertain to 
the Authority’s overall direction. 
 
 Mr. O’Brien suggested that the discussion of whether the Port Council 
should be allowed to participate in executive sessions should be left to the 
small committee, but he noted that he too believed that having twelve people in 
executive sessions would be very unwieldy and that a possible compromise 
might be to allow the Port Council’s Chairman and Vice Chairman to attend.  
Mrs. Grossman agreed, observing that her concern was over maintaining 
confidentiality of executive session discussions, and she thought it would be 
very difficult to maintain that confidentiality with twelve people participating. 
 
 However, Falmouth Port Council Member S. Eric Asendorf observed that 
it was the Legislature who decided that there should be five Authority Members 
and seven Port Council Members and, accordingly, the Authority was supposed 
to work with those numbers of individuals.  Mr. Asendorf also declared that his 
charge was to represent his community and advise the Authority Members 
regarding any activities underway.  From his experience as a Finance Advisory 
Board Member, Mr. Asendorf said, he knew that many matters affecting his 
community are discussed in executive session -- such as real estate, collective 
bargaining and litigation matters -- and he could not very well perform his 
duties as a Port Council Member if he were excluded from executive session. 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. O’Brien -- to establish a small committee comprised of 
Mr. Oliveira, one island Port Council Member selected by the 
Port Council, and one mainland Port Council Member 
selected by the Port Council, to draft guidelines for the 
Members’ consideration on how the Port Council should 
relate to the Authority’s Members and management. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 

Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 
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 Advertising Overview: 
 
 Mr. Raskin reported that, in December 2002, the Authority had issued a 
request for qualifications (“RFQ”) to advertising agencies inviting them to advise 
the Authority of their qualifications and how they might handle the Authority’s 
account beginning some time in 2003.  Mr. Raskin stated that approximately 
eight agencies had asked for copies of the RFP, and that responses were due at 
the end of January.  Accordingly, Mr. Raskin said, he anticipated that in early 
February management would ask a few agencies to make presentations, and 
that he would notify the Members of those dates so that they could attend the 
presentations as well.  Mr. Raskin stated that, after those presentations were 
concluded, he would discuss with the Members what management’s intentions 
were with respect to which agency should be selected. 
 
 
 
 Results of Operations: 
 

Mr. Raskin summarized the results of the Authority’s operations through 
the month of November 2002, as set forth in a business summary for that 
month which had been provided to the Members and the public.  Mr. Raskin 
stated that the relatively poor results reflected the poor weather during that 
month, particularly on weekends, as well as higher maintenance costs, such as 
replacing the Eagle’s bow and stern doors, to make up past under-spending.  
Mr. Raskin also reported that, although the reports for December 2002 had not 
yet been finalized, that month also was very difficult, with both maintenance 
and legal expenses well above budget.  Nevertheless, Mr. Raskin said, the 
situation was somewhat cushioned by the fact that the balances of both the 
Authority’s cash accounts and its special purpose funds were $2,000,000 
higher at the end of November than had been budgeted. 

 
 
 
New Bedford-Martha's Vineyard Passenger Service: 

 
 Mr. Raskin reported that ten potential operators had requested copies of 
the request for proposals (“RFP”) that the Authority had issued in November 
2002 to provide a passenger ferry service between New Bedford and Martha's 
Vineyard, and that the deadline for submitting proposals in response to that 
RFP had been extended to February 14, 2003.  Mr. Raskin also reported that 
management had held an informational meeting on January 13, 2003, at 
which time they advised prospective proponents that they anticipated that any 
license issued for the service would be exclusive as long as the demand was 
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being satisfied, and that the Authority had no plans to end Schamonchi service, 
although it needed to continue to try to make that service economically viable.  
Finally, Mr. Raskin noted that, by February 14th, Mr. Lamson should conclude 
his analysis regarding options the Authority has to provide such passenger and 
freight service itself, and that hopefully management would be in a position to 
present the Members with certain proposals at their March meeting. 
 
 Ms. Roessel noted that she too had attended the informational meeting 
and that the RFP process seemed to be proceeding well.  Ms. Roessel declared 
that she was confident the Authority was going to have some options, and that 
she was glad that there will be plenty of time for public comment while those 
options are being reviewed. 
 
 
 

Web Reservations Update: 
 
 Ms. Claffey reported that the Authority’s new website had been live since 
the end of November 2002 and, to date, had received over 1,000,000 hits on its 
various pages.  Ms. Claffey also reported that the Authority had added a Public 
Meeting Forum to the site, was continuing to add other features, and would 
welcome any additional suggestions from the public.   
 
 Ms. Claffey then stated that she expected to be able to give the Members 
a live demonstration on how to book a reservation on line at their next meeting, 
but at the moment the Authority was still conducting internal reviews of the 
process after extensive testing by its consultants as well.  Also by that time, 
Ms. Claffey said, the Authority will have gone live with on-line reservations, and 
the traveling public will then be able to make reservations over the Internet for 
sailings through April 28, 2003.  Ms. Claffey further reported that, after 
summer reservations open to the general public on March 17th, customers will 
be able to make on-line reservations for sailings through November 7, 2003. 
 
 
 

License Requests: 
 
 Mr. Sayers advised the Members that the Authority had received 
requests for renewals of two licenses previously issued by the Authority, one 
from the operator of the Freedom, which runs between Harwichport and 
Nantucket, and another from the operator of the Pied Piper, which runs 
between Falmouth and Edgartown.  Mr. Sayers reported that the appropriate 
local public officials had been notified of the requests, that advertisements had 
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been placed in the local newspapers, and that public comments were due by 
February 3, 2003.  Accordingly, Mr. Sayers stated that management would be 
presenting its recommendation at the next meeting as to whether the requests 
should be granted.  In this regard, Mr. Sayers said, management considered 
both of these operations to be integral portions of the transportation network 
between the mainland and the islands and it appeared that the only potentially 
controversial issue may be the amount of license fees to be paid. 
 
 Mr. Sayers also reported that he had been informed by Mr. Marshall of 
his friendship with the principals of Falmouth-Edgartown Ferry, Vince Geoffroy 
and Stephanie Elliott, and of the fact that he is also a customer of their related 
business, Falmouth Marine.  Mr. Sayers stated that he and Mr. Marshall would 
therefore be preparing the required disclosure to the Falmouth Selectmen so 
that Mr. Marshall will be able to participate in these matters next month. 
 
 
 

Procurement: 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. O’Brien -- as follows: 
 
(a) to award Contract No. 02-03, entitled “M/V Islander 

Drydock and Overhaul Services,” to the lowest eligible 
and responsible bidder for that contract, Thames Ship-
yard & Repair Company of New London, Connecticut, 
in the amount of $104,450.00; and 

 
(b) to award Contract No. 04-03, entitled “M/V Nantucket 

Painting Services,” to the lowest eligible and respon-
sible bidder for that contract, Yankee Fiber Control 
Incorporated of East Providence, Rhode Island, in the 
amount of $186,550.00 

 
 VOTING     AYE    NAY 

 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 
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 Plaque Honoring James Smith: 
 

Mr. Raskin advised the Members that James H. Smith had expressed his 
appreciation for their unanimous vote the previous month to honor him with a 
plaque at the Woods Hole terminal recognizing his 29 years as the Authority’s 
Falmouth Member. 
 
 
 
 Smith & Duggan Legal Fees: 
 
 In response to a question from Ms. Roessel, Mr. Sayers confirmed that all 
matters on which the law firm of Smith & Duggan had represented the 
Authority had been completed and that, therefore, except for the Authority’s fee 
dispute with that firm, all such matters were no longer appropriate subjects for 
discussion in executive session.  Ms. Roessel then moved to request Smith & 
Duggan to provide Mr. Sayers with their entire files on all of the matters in 
which they have represented the Authority and the Members, including but not 
limited to matters with respect to the Members’ relationship with Mr. Raskin, 
internal governance matters and other general matters, and that these files 
contain all of their papers, documents and memoranda they wrote. 
 

Ms. Roessel stated that she was making this motion because she had 
reviewed Mr. Sayers’ memorandum on this subject and observed that the 
Authority had spent a lot of money on that firm not only with respect to the 
prior Falmouth Member’s problems with the Falmouth Selectmen, but also 
around $40,000 on internal governance matters.  Noting that the law firm had 
written memoranda with respect to these matters, and that the Authority had 
paid for that work, Ms. Roessel stated that she felt the Authority’s General 
Counsel should have the firm’s work product so that the Authority would have 
the information in the event any of the issues come up again and also could 
see what it paid for. 
 
 In response to a question from Mr. O’Brien, Mr. Sayers stated that the 
amount of the Authority’s fee to Smith & Duggan was still in dispute, and that 
the Authority had retained its right to continue the matter if it felt it was 
appropriate.  Mr. Sayers also stated that, while the Authority was still subject 
to a lawsuit by Smith & Duggan with respect to a very small portion of the fee 
charged with respect to Mr. Robbins’ dispute with the Falmouth Selectmen, it 
was not subject to any lawsuit with respect to any of the matters as to which 
the firm had represented the Members.  Upon hearing this, Mr. O’Brien 
questioned whether Smith & Duggan would even respond to Ms. Roessel’s 
request if their fee was still up in the air. 
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 Ms. Roessel then withdrew her motion for the time being and moved first 
that all matters pertaining to the Smith & Duggan bills be removed from 
executive session, that all executive session minutes pertaining to those 
matters be made public, and that the Members commence public discussion on 
those matters.  Ms. Roessel declared that, while the issue of the fee dispute 
properly had been a matter for executive session, she felt that the Authority no 
longer needed to keep its positions secret because it was no longer involved in a 
bargaining process with the firm.  Further, Ms. Roessel said, she had received 
a number of inquiries from people on Martha's Vineyard regarding the bills, 
that they were quite properly interested, and that she believed the Authority 
should now open the process so that the public could see where the Authority 
had been and where it was going. 
 
 In response to further questions from the Members, Mr. Sayers advised 
them that it was up to the Members themselves to decide whether they want to 
discuss a continuing dispute in public or in executive session; and, in order to 
do the latter, a majority had to vote to go into executive session to discuss that 
particular subject.  Mr. Sayers also confirmed Ms. Roessel’s understanding 
that the Authority was no longer bargaining with Smith & Duggan over the 
amount of the firm’s fee, and declared that he did not believe the Authority’s 
position would be undercut in any way by making everything public.  Indeed, 
Mr. Sayers said, everything that had taken place in executive session was 
already known by Smith & Duggan, and the Authority’s positions would have 
to be made public in any event when the dispute is settled. 
 
 Mr. Oliveira observed that some of Smith & Duggan’s documents could 
well be very straightforward research regarding the open meeting law, the 
conflict of interest law, legislative research and corporate governance; and he 
declared that certainly those documents, for which the Authority had paid 
substantial amounts of money, should be made available to the Authority to 
help guide the Members in moving forward. 
 
 In response to another question from Mr. O’Brien, Mr. Raskin stated that 
Paul Johnson of Smith & Duggan had stated that he would be satisfied with 
the amount that the Authority subsequently paid to the firm; but that amount 
was not one which management necessarily felt was the right resolution.  If 
that is the case, Mr. O’Brien said, he could support Ms. Roessel’s motion. 
 
 However, Mrs. Grossman stated that she would like to wait until the 
Authority found out whether there was going to be litigation.  But Ms. Roessel 
noted that the only reason to keep things secret would be to prevent Smith & 
Duggan from finding out information they did not know; yet Smith & Duggan 
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already knew all of the information and it was only the public who did not have 
it.  Mr. Marshall also observed, based upon Mr. Sayers’ advice, that it appeared 
the Authority would only be postponing the inevitable by not making the 
information public at that time. 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Oliveira -- to remove all matters pertaining to the Smith 
& Duggan bills from executive session, to make all executive 
session minutes pertaining to those matters public, and to 
commence public discussion on those matters. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 

Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 

 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Oliveira -- to request Smith & Duggan to provide the 
Authority’s General Counsel with their entire files on all of 
the matters in which they have represented the Authority 
and the Members, including but not limited to matters with 
respect to the Members’ relationship with the Chief 
Executive Officer, internal governance matters and other 
general matters, and that these files contain all of their 
papers, documents and memoranda. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 

Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 

 
 
 Mrs. Grossman abstained from voting on either of Ms. Roessel’s motions. 
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Barging: 

 
 Mr. Raskin reported that management had met with Moran Towing, a 
large tug and barge operation based in Connecticut, regarding possible barge 
operations between New Bedford and the islands, and that they also planned to 
meet with Ralph Packer the following week.  Mr. Raskin cautioned, however, 
that any economic barge operation would be a very different type of operation 
than that with which the public was familiar.  Mr. Raskin also observed that 
there were a number of significant infrastructure issues, such as the fact that 
ocean-going barges will not easily fit into the Authority’s slips and the scarcity 
of alternative sites from which to unload.  In addition, Mr. Raskin said, a 
round-trip voyage between New Bedford and Nantucket would take anywhere 
from eight to twelve hours, so unloading might have to take place early in the 
morning or late at night.  Nevertheless, Mr. Raskin there was still a possibility 
that a barge operation will be viable, provided the barge is large enough and 
the Authority directs enough traffic to fill it. 
 
 Mr. Oliveira encouraged Mr. Raskin to discuss this subject with the 
political leaders of New Bedford and other host communities early on in the 
process.  Mr. Raskin agreed, observing that it will take a lot of community 
involvement to get a barge operation to work.   However, Mr. Raskin stated that 
for the next few months management would be simply trying to figure out 
whether an economically viable service was possible, and there would be no 
point in involving any public officials until that was determined. 
 
 
 
 New Vessel: 
 
 Noting that the new vessel was now in the planning stages, Ms. Roessel 
asked Mr. Raskin if it were possible for management to start working on a long-
range plan for the next ten years describing the expected service between 
Woods Hole and Vineyard Haven, so that the new vessel would be placed in 
context.  For example, Ms. Roessel said, the plan should address how the new 
vessel will fit into the Authority’s service, whether it will result in fewer freight 
boat trips, and whether it will result in fewer trips per day.  Ms. Roessel also 
noted that nothing regarding the new vessel had yet been decided, that the 
Authority was still in the process of having public meetings regarding the 
vessel, and that there would also be public hearings under the Tisbury DCPC 
regulations. 
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 Mr. O’Brien then expressed his hope that the Port Council will be a very 
active player in this process, as the new vessel will affect their ports due to its 
size.  In this regard, Mr. Jones reminded the Members that, pursuant to the 
Authority’s agreement with the Town of Barnstable, no Authority vessel over 
235 feet can sail into Hyannis harbor.  Therefore, Mr. Jones said, if the new 
vessel is going to be dedicated to the Martha's Vineyard route, its proposed 
length of 250 feet may not be a problem; but if the new vessel is meant to be a 
universal vessel, the Authority needed to give the subject further thought.  
Nantucket Port Council Member H. Flint Ranney agreed, saying that if the 
Authority wanted flexibility in its fleet, the new vessel possibly should be 
limited to 235 feet in the event the Authority ever wants to operate it between 
Hyannis and Nantucket. 
 
 Mr. Marshall observed that the planning for the new vessel raised issues 
about the Authority’s capacity in terms of how many cars and trucks are going 
to be carried.  Accordingly, Mr. Marshall said, it may be incumbent upon the 
Authority to explore the subject of barging sooner rather than later, as it may 
become part and parcel of where the Authority is headed in terms of capacity. 
 
 
 

Public Comment: 
 

In response to a number of questions from several newspaper reporters, 
Mr. Raskin, Mr. Sayers and the Members discussed at length various issues 
surrounding Smith & Duggan’s representation of the Authority and its former 
Falmouth Member, Galen M. Robbins.  Mr. Raskin and Mr. Sayers stated that, 
while management still lacked full understanding as to why the law firm’s 
billable hours were as high as they were, they had paid around $104,000 of the 
$112,000 bill submitted for the firm’s representation of Mr. Robbins to avoid 
the possibility of paying interest on any amount due while they decided 
whether to pursue a refund.  Mr. Sayers also reviewed the votes that had been 
taken in executive session on December 9 and 19, 2002 authorizing payment of 
all of the bills. 
 
 Ms. Roessel noted that the Members were surprised by the large amount 
of the bills, which were submitted long after the services had been rendered, 
and that she personally thought the amount billed was far from reasonable in 
the circumstances.  In addition, Mr. Roessel said, at no point did the Members 
engage Smith & Duggan to research such matters as internal governance, and 
the Authority has never received any of the firm’s work product regarding those 
matters. 
 



January 16, 2003  
Minutes of the Public Session 

 Page 14 

 Mr. Sayers stated that Smith & Duggan first had been engaged by the 
Members in June 2002 to advise them regarding their contract negotiations 
with Mr. Raskin and related matters, and that their vote to do so appropriately 
had been taken in executive session.  In August 2002, Mr. Sayers said, the firm 
was then engaged by management for the purpose of representing Mr. Robbins 
in connection with the proceedings that had been commenced by the Falmouth 
Selectmen to remove him as an Authority Member, and that engagement was 
appropriate under the indemnification provisions of the Authority’s enabling 
act and a vote which had been taken by the Members in 1986.  Mr. Sayers 
stated, however, that when the Authority received its first bill on that matter in 
late October 2002, it engaged attorney Richard Gargiulo as substitute counsel 
for Mr. Robbins 
 
 Mr. Leontire agreed that it was typical for board members and other 
public officials to be indemnified by a public authority when they are sued or 
other legal action is taken against them, but he stated that he had never seen a 
public entity indemnify a public official to bring a lawsuit against another 
public entity.  However, Mr. Sayers observed that Mr. Robbins’ lawsuit was still 
defensive in nature, as it was commenced to prevent a disciplinary proceeding 
which already had been scheduled.  Therefore, Mr. Sayers said, he did not have 
a quarrel with the lawsuit as far as litigation strategy was concerned.  Further, 
Mr. Sayers noted that the Authority’s indemnification vote had no limitation on 
indemnifying such lawsuits and that, for the future, the Authority may want to 
amend that vote to require that such lawsuits only be indemnified if they are 
expressly authorized in advance by the Members themselves. 
 
 Falmouth Selectmen Ahmed Mustafa and Carey Murphy then welcomed 
Mr. Marshall as the Authority’s new Falmouth Member, and wished him luck.  
Woods Hole resident Frank Shephard similarly welcomed Mr. Marshall, and 
wished everyone a fresh and harmonious start for the new year. 
 
 A Woods Hole resident stated that he had been informed that the 
foundations of Woods Hole Road, Locust Street and Palmer Avenue were not 
capable of handling 40-ton trucks traveling at high rates of speed.  In response, 
Mr. Raskin stated that he would investigate the situation to see whether the 
Authority could find a way to solve the problem. 
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At approximately 11:40 a.m., Mrs. Grossman entertained a motion to go 
into executive session, and announced that the Members would not reconvene 
in public after the conclusion of the executive session. 

 
 
IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. O’Brien -- to go into executive session to discuss the 
Authority's strategy with respect to collective bargaining 
and litigation matters, the purchase, exchange, lease and 
value of real estate, contract negotiations with nonunion 
personnel, and the deployment of security personnel and 
devices. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 

Mrs. Grossman     35 % 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL   100 %     0 % 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 A TRUE RECORD   ____________________________________ 
      KATHRYN A. ROESSEL,  Secretary 



MINUTES 
 

OF THE 
 

WOODS HOLE, MARTHA’S VINEYARD 
AND NANTUCKET STEAMSHIP AUTHORITY 

 
The Meeting in Public Session 

 
March 20, 2003 

 
 The Members of the Woods Hole, Martha's Vineyard and Nantucket 
Steamship Authority met this 20th day of March, 2003, beginning at 9:40 a.m., 
in Rooms 104 and 105 of the Marine Biological Laboratory’s Candle House, 
located on Water Street, Woods Hole, Massachusetts. 
 
 Present were four Members: Chairman Grace S. Grossman of Nantucket; 
Secretary Kathryn A. Roessel of Dukes County; David J. Oliveira of New Bed-
ford; and Robert S. Marshall of Falmouth.  Vice Chairman Robert L. O’Brien of 
Barnstable was not present. 
 

The following members of the Authority’s management were also present:  
Chief Executive Officer Fred C. Raskin; Treasurer/Comptroller Wayne C. 
Lamson; General Counsel Steven M. Sayers; Director of Operations James P. 
Swindler; Director of Information and Technologies Mary T.H. Claffey; Director 
of Marketing and Community Relations Gina Barboza; and Executive Secretary 
to the Chief Executive Officer Maxine Horn. 
 
 
 

Minutes: 
 
IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Oliveira -- to approve the minutes of the Members’ 
meeting in public session on January 16, 2003. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     55 %     0 % 
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Mrs. Grossman declared that this was a sad day for America because it 
was at war, which was devastating.  Mrs. Grossman also observed that 
everyone’s prayers and thoughts were with the nation’s troops who were 
fighting on foreign shores and would hopefully come back safely and soon. 
 
 
 
 Massachusetts State Police Presentation: 
 
 Sergeant James Plath recounted how, in December 2002, he had been 
assigned with the Massachusetts State Police Detectives for the Cape and 
Islands District to conduct a one-day crisis training exercise utilizing an 
Authority vessel for a staged hostage negotiation which involved a number of 
negotiators and members of the State Police’s SWAT team.  Sergeant Plath then 
declared that the State Police wanted to extend their deep appreciation to the 
Authority’s Director of Operations, James  Swindler, who had been responsible 
for organizing the event.  Without Mr. Swindler’s hard work, Sergeant Plath 
said, the State Police would not have been able to conduct the exercise.  
Sergeant Plath further noted that the State Police have a responsibility to 
protect not only the citizens of the Commonwealth, but also its transportation 
systems, and they know that the Authority  plays a very vital role in the 
transportation of not only thousands of tourists to the islands of Nantucket 
and Martha's Vineyard, but also the thousands of residents of those two 
islands who live there and are citizens of the Commonwealth. 
 

Captain Robert Laprel of the Tactical Operations Division then recounted 
how he had coordinated the crisis negotiators and declared that he was 
honored to be at the meeting and reiterate Sergeant Plath’s comments about 
the assistance the State Police received from the Authority.  Captain Laprel 
then presented Mr. Swindler with a plaque, which stated:  “The Massachusetts 
Steamship Authority is hereby awarded a certificate of appreciation in grateful 
recognition of the time and energy expended on behalf of the Department of 
State Police.  The men and women of the nation’s oldest law enforcement 
agency salute you.” 
 
 
 
 Meeting Dates: 
 
 Mrs. Grossman reported that, at the request of  Barnstable Authority 
Member Robert L. O’Brien, the Members’ monthly meeting in June would take 
place on June 26, 2003 instead of June 19, 2003. 
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 Results of Operations: 
 

Mr. Raskin summarized the results of the Authority’s operations through 
the month of January 2003, as set forth in a business summary for that month 
which had been provided to the Members and the public.  Mr. Raskin noted 
that, unfortunately, 2003 had begun much as 2002 had ended, with difficult 
weather conditions and disappointing traffic levels.  Mr. Raskin also reported 
that there were continued problems on the Flying Cloud, which resulted in 
significantly lower revenues.  Further, Mr. Raskin said, truck traffic was down 
by a surprising 7.3%.  Indeed, he observed that Nantucket truck traffic was 
down by 14%, and freight levels on that route for the months of January and 
February 2003 may even be lower than they were in 1997. 

 
Mr. Raskin then reported that, during the month of February 2003, the 

Authority’s results of operations continued to be worse than budget by around 
$450,000.  Therefore, Mr. Raskin said, management would continue to monitor 
the problematic traffic levels and hold down discretionary spending. 

 
Mrs. Grossman similarly pointed out that the Authority’s freight traffic 

levels for the Nantucket route were lower than what they had been in 1997, 
with the Authority carrying 215 fewer trucks in January 2003 and 197 fewer 
trucks in February 2003 than it had carried during those months in 1997. 

 
 
 
License Renewals: 
 
 
IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. O’Brien’s motion, seconded by 
Ms. Roessel -- to authorize the Chief Executive Officer to 
execute a new three-year license agreement with Freedom 
Cruise Line, Inc. (“Freedom”) upon the same terms and 
conditions as Freedom’s previous license agreement, but 
containing the new license fee formula attached to Staff 
Summary # L-334 Revised, dated March 10, 2003. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     55 %     0 % 
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IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Oliveira -- to authorize the Chief Executive Officer to 
execute a new three-year license agreement with Cape & 
Islands Transport, Inc. (“CIT”), d/b/a Falmouth-Edgartown 
Ferry, essentially upon the same terms and conditions as 
CIT’s previous license agreement, but containing the new 
license fee formula attached to Staff Summary # L-333, 
dated February 13, 2003. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     55 %     0 % 

 
 
 
New Bedford-Martha's Vineyard Passenger Service: 

 
 Mr. Raskin reported that, on February 14, 2003, the Authority had 
received two proposals in response to its request for proposals to provide 
passenger ferry service between New Bedford and Martha's Vineyard, and that 
management had reviewed those proposals and had prepared its own analysis 
of other alternatives, all of which was contained in Staff Summary #CEO-454, 
dated March 13, 2003.  Accordingly, Mr. Raskin said, over the following weeks, 
management would stand ready to answer any questions the Members may 
have, and that it was hoped that the Members would be prepared to act on this 
matter at their April 2003 meeting.  In this regard, Mr. Raskin observed that 
both proposals contemplated the construction of new vessels to provide the 
service, so any delay on the Authority’s part in awarding a license might 
jeopardize the commencement of the service by the 2004 summer season. 
 
 Mr. Raskin further reported that management was continuing to review 
the credit issues of both proposals, including the one which recently had been 
raised regarding the receivership of Blount Barker Shipyard; but he noted that 
the credit issues were somewhat ameliorated by the Authority’s insistence that 
the successful proponent provide the Authority with a performance bond in the 
amount of $3,000,000.  Meanwhile, Mr. Raskin said, management would begin 
discussions with the Department of Environmental Management and the City 
of New Bedford regarding the operating requirements for the use of the New 
Bedford State Pier, and that it also would respond to an inquiry from the State 
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Auditor regarding an assertion by two unions representing Authority vessel 
employees that an award of a license by the Authority would constitute an 
impermissible privatization under the so-called Pacheco Law. 
 
 Mr. Raskin also observed that it would be difficult to estimate how many 
passengers carried by a licensed operator between New Bedford and Martha's 
Vineyard otherwise would have traveled from Woods Hole or on the Authority’s 
Schamonchi, but he acknowledged that the Authority will lose revenues to the 
new service.  Nevertheless, Mr. Raskin said, those lost revenues to some extent 
will be ameliorated by license and dockage fees received by the Authority, as 
well as the Authority’s sharing of New Bedford parking revenues.  
 
 Ms. Roessel stated that she had some questions regarding management’s 
recommendation, and that she had included them in a letter to Mr. Raskin.  
Ms. Roessel then declared that it was very important to understand why the 
Authority was doing this and how it will measure the success and cost of the 
service.  In her view, Ms. Roessel said, what the Authority was contemplating 
was nothing less than a paradigm shift in the way it affects all of its port 
communities and, for that reason, the Members had to take enough time to 
make certain that all of their constituents agree with this approach and that 
the entire burden of the service does not fall on Martha's Vineyard ratepayers. 
 

In this regard, Ms. Roessel reported that, the previous night, she already 
had met with the Tisbury Harbor Management Committee on this subject, and 
she described the meeting as having been very positive.  Ms. Roessel further 
reported that, on April 3rd, she was appearing before the Martha's Vineyard 
Commission’s Planning and Economic Development Committee, which was 
concerned with how the proposed service might affect the island as a whole; 
and that, on April 13th, there would be a large meeting at the Katharine Cornell 
Theatre in Tisbury, which the Falmouth Selectmen had expressed an interest 
in attending and to which she also would be inviting all of the island’s 
selectmen, as well as the county commissioners and the public at large.  
Further, Ms. Roessel noted that, because the proposed service involved 
Vineyard Haven Harbor, she understood that Mr. Sayers also would be 
submitting a notice to the Tisbury Selectmen under the Vineyard Haven Harbor 
DCPC Regulations, which would result in a formal public hearing in Tisbury in 
the context of a regularly scheduled meeting of the Selectmen. 
 
 Ms. Roessel stated that a number of people already had expressed their 
feeling that the length of the proposal should be shortened, and that the 
Authority should negotiate some sort of an arrangement where, if the service is 
successful, the Authority ultimately can take it over under some formula 
agreed upon in advance.  And again, Ms. Roessel stated that she was interested 
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in knowing how the Authority was going to measure the success and cost of 
this initiative, and how it was going to make certain that the entire cost does 
not fall on the shoulders of the Martha's Vineyard ratepayers. 
 
 Mr. Marshall declared that he shared some of Ms. Roessel’s concerns, 
although he understood that management was still in its preliminary review 
stage of the proposed service.  In addition, Mr. Marshall emphasized that any 
consideration by management of reallocating freight was still in its very 
premature stages, and that much more had to be done before the Members sat 
down and discussed that particular subject.  Mrs. Grossman agreed, saying 
that the matter before the Members involved only the proposed passenger ferry 
service between New Bedford and Martha's Vineyard, and did not include any 
proposed freight service.  Mrs. Grossman then noted that she too had some 
questions regarding management’s proposal, such as what the fees for the New 
Bedford State Pier would be, what the parking revenues would be, whether the 
Authority’s Oak Bluffs  and Vineyard Haven terminals had sufficient room to 
accommodate the proposed additional dockings, where the Schamonchi would 
dock, what the license fees would be, and what would be the length of the 
agreement’s term. 
 
 New Bedford Port Council Member George J. Leontire reported that the 
Port Council had similar questions about the proposed service at their meeting 
earlier that day.  In light of those questions, Mr. Leontire said, six members of 
the Port Council still voted to support management’s recommendation, while 
Oak Bluffs Port Council Member Marc Hanover was of the opinion that the 
Authority should run the service itself. 
 
 Bill Campbell of the Marine Engineers Beneficial Association (“MEBA”) 
declared that one issue raised by the proposal was training and security.  In 
this regard, Mr. Campbell stated that the Authority had educational programs 
available at nominal costs through MEBA, whose engineers were the most 
highly trained in the industry in areas such as advanced firefighting, advanced 
first aid, crowd control, chemical and biological radiation, and anti-terrorism.  
Mr. Campbell declared that the Authority had a fiduciary duty to its passengers 
to secure their safety, and that this issue had to be addressed. 
 
 James Lobdell of the Tisbury Harbor Management Committee reported 
that the committee had met with Ms. Roessel the previous night, and that they 
also had met with New England Fast Ferry Co. representatives a month before.  
Mr. Lobdell said that he was impressed with the proposal and the particular 
vessel involved, because its scale and design seemed very sensitive to the 
environment.  In this regard, Mr. Lobdell stated that the committee was most 
interested in how the proposed service will affect Vineyard Haven Harbor itself. 



March 20, 2003  
Minutes of the Public Session 

 Page 22 

 
 Ms. Roessel noted that she had pushed very hard for criteria in the RFP 
to ensure that any proposed service not only would benefit Falmouth and New 
Bedford by removing traffic from Cape Cod, but also would be a positive benefit 
to the people and port communities of Martha's Vineyard.  Ms. Roessel stated 
that she was accordingly delighted to see that one of the proposals included a 
component for year-round service out of Vineyard Haven Harbor because that 
is the only harbor appropriate for that kind of service and because it also 
supports the purposes of the Vineyard Haven Harbor DCPC regulations, which 
had been voted on by the entire town to advise all concerned what the people’s 
vision is for their waterfront.  Ms. Roessel also observed that the proposed 
service included bringing dolly freight from New Bedford, which would support 
both the ship building businesses there and other businesses on the island, 
which was one of the reasons why the service appeared to be beneficial. 
 
 
 

Web Reservations Update: 
 
 Ms. Claffey gave a presentation on the new website which the Authority 
had launched the previous November, and which now allows customers to 
make reservations on line for travel between March 20 and November 7, 2003.  
In response to a question from Ms. Roessel, Ms. Claffey acknowledged that the 
Authority was still mailing out tickets to customers who make reservations over 
the Internet, even though the customers are able to print out their reservation 
confirmations at home.  However, Ms. Claffey said, over time the Authority may 
decide to phase out that practice.  In response to other questions from the 
audience, Ms. Claffey stated that the website can accommodate 10,000 
customers per minute seeking to make reservations, and that the Authority 
has found that its customers generally are taking around two to four minutes 
to make their reservations.  After the presentation, Ms. Roessel congratulated 
Ms. Claffey and thanked her for all of the work she had put into this project. 
 
 
 
 Treasurer’s Report: 
 
 Mr. Lamson reported that, as previously authorized by the Members, he 
had sold $9,315,000 Steamship Bonds earlier that month at a net interest cost 
of 3.152%. Mr. Lamson further reported that the proceeds of the bonds were 
being used to refund some of the Authority’s other outstanding bonds, which 
will ultimately lower the Authority’s debt service requirements over the next 
thirteen years by an aggregate $516,000.  



March 20, 2003  
Minutes of the Public Session 

 Page 23 

 
 Mr. Raskin also noted that Mr. Lamson and the Authority’s underwriters 
had done a very good job negotiating such a favorable interest rate at a time 
when the Commonwealth’s bonds were in the process of being downgraded.  
The Members congratulated Mr. Lamson, and Ms. Roessel took the opportunity 
to thank him for the sense of security which the Members had due to his 
financial oversight over the years. 
 
 Mr. Lamson then reported that, beginning with the Woods Hole terminal, 
management was looking into the possibility of compacting rubbish in order to 
save some money, and requested that the Members adopt an amendment to 
the Authority’s Procurement Policy which would exempt from its requirements 
all contracts for the collection, transportation, receipt, processing or disposal of 
solid waste, recyclable or compostable materials.  In this regard, Mr. Lamson 
noted that such an exemption would be identical to an exemption appearing in 
the Model Procurement Code, Mass. G.L. c. 30B, upon which the Authority’s 
Procurement Policy was patterned. 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Oliveira -- to amend the Authority’s Procurement Policy 
so that it exempts from the competitive procurement 
process all contracts for the collection, transportation, 
receipt, processing or disposal of solid waste, recyclable or 
compostable materials, as recommended by the Treasurer/ 
Comptroller in his memorandum to the Chief Executive 
Officer, dated March 13, 2003. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     55 %     0 % 
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 Port Council’s Report: 
 
 New Bedford Port Council Member George J. Leontire reported that the 
Port Council earlier that day had formalized the appointment of Oak Bluffs Port 
Council Member Marc Hanover and Barnstable Port Council Member Robert 
Jones to the committee which has been charged to finalize the guidelines of the 
interaction between the Authority Members and the Port Council. 
 
 
 

Procurement: 
 
 Mr. Raskin asked the Members to award the construction contract for 
Phase II of the Palmer Avenue Parking Lot Improvements Project, which called 
for the redesign of the exit lane away from Skating Lane and the skating rink, 
and some additional  landscaping.  Mr. Raskin also noted that Phase I of the 
project had won an award from the Falmouth Preservation Society.  Declaring 
that he supported the project, Mr. Marshall reported that it also had the 
unanimous approval of the Falmouth Board of Selectmen.   
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. Marshall’s motion, seconded by 
Ms. Roessel -- to award Contract No. 06-03, “Palmer Avenue 
Improvements, Phase II”, to the lowest responsible and 
eligible bidder for the contract, T & K Enterprises, Incorpor-
ated, of Whitman, Massachusetts, as recommended in Staff 
Summary #E 2003-3, dated March 10, 2003. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     55 %     0 % 
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Public Comment: 
 
 In response to a question from Martha's Vineyard Times reporter Nelson 
Sigelman, Ms. Roessel stated that she had gauged island interest in having 
year-round ferry service to New Bedford based upon various discussions with 
people on Martha's Vineyard and reviewing the purposes of Tisbury’s Vineyard 
Haven Harbor DCPC Regulations, which had been adopted by a unanimous 
vote at Town Meeting.  Ms. Roessel also disagreed with Mr. Sigelman’s opinion 
that Tisbury residents did not want a fast ferry, cautioning him that he had to 
be careful to distinguish between the vessels proposed by New England Fast 
Ferry Co., which were 95-foot, propeller-driven boats, and the ones which 
previously had operated in the harbor, the Sassacus and the Tatabom. 
 

Indeed, Ms. Roessel said, during the twenty or so public meetings over 
the course of developing the Town’s vision of the harbor and the DCPC 
regulations, there was a lot of discussion over whether the regulations should 
ban fast ferries, and the general consensus was that they should not.  Instead, 
the regulations ban only service which is out of scale of the size of the harbor 
or creates unwarranted congestion  Thus, Ms. Roessel stated that she knew 
from participating in all of those meetings that the people of Tisbury seriously 
considered and decided not to place a moratorium on fast ferries in Vineyard 
Haven Harbor; rather, they wanted an opportunity to review the equipment to 
decide if it is right for the harbor, to have a public meeting and, if the service is 
proposed by the Authority, to have the Authority be responsive to their wishes. 
 
 Ms. Roessel further said that she wished she had a similar document 
from which she could determine what the people of Oak Bluffs want for their 
harbor, but that none existed.  Nevertheless, Ms. Roessel stated that, based 
upon meetings she has had, it was her belief that the businesses in both Oak 
Bluffs and Tisbury supported an increase in the number of foot passengers 
arriving in their communities, as opposed to vehicles.  In addition, Ms. Roessel 
declared that, when invited, she is happy to meet with any board of selectmen 
to discuss these and any other issues, and she hoped that all of the boards 
would send a representative to the meeting on April 13th. 
 
 Nantucket resident Nathaniel Lowell declared that nobody was going to 
take a ferry between New Bedford and Martha's Vineyard during the winter, 
and that he did not believe the people of Martha's Vineyard should be asked to 
pay for such a service when there was no market for it.  But Ms. Roessel noted 
that it would not cost the Authority anything if nobody took the fast ferry.  
Indeed, Ms. Roessel said, what she found fascinating was how opinions seemed 
to break down into two camps:  on the one side were the people who say that 
nobody is going to take the service and that it is going to be a failure; and on 
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the other side were the people who are equally convinced that the Authority 
should be running the service itself because it is going to be wildly successful. 
 
 Falmouth Port Council Member S Eric Asendorf also observed that the 
passenger markets for each island were quite different, and that there were a 
significant number of people on Martha's Vineyard who commute off-island on 
a daily basis.  Mr. Asendorf noted that many of those people work off Cape Cod, 
and the proposed service would open up the opportunity for even more people 
to work there.  In addition, Mr. Asendorf said, the service would open up a 
labor market for Martha's Vineyard.  For all of these reasons, Mr. Asendorf 
stated that this particular passenger market was not insignificant and was one 
which could be tested by the proposed service. 
 
 Mr. Lamson noted that, in developing his comparison of alternatives, it 
was fairly easy to estimate what it will cost to provide each type of service.  The 
problem was attempting to estimate what the traffic will be, and where those 
passengers will originate, such as whether they will represent an increase in 
the market or whether they will be passengers who otherwise would have 
traveled from Woods Hole.  Ultimately, Mr. Lamson said, he had estimated that 
any service operated by the Authority on a seasonal basis would have to carry 
158,000 passengers to be profitable on a stand-alone basis. 
 
 Mr. Raskin agreed with Mr. Lamson, declaring that any year-round 
service by the Authority would be very difficult to justify.  Mr. Raskin observed 
that New England Fast Ferry Co.’s proposed operations differed significantly 
from the Authority’s operations, in that it was based on a very low cost service 
model that relied on two smaller vessels, only one of which would operate in 
the winter. Mr. Raskin also stated that, because of his concern over whether 
there was any viable fast ferry market between these two ports, even during the 
summer, he wanted to continue operating the Schamonchi alongside the fast 
ferry until actual results demonstrated whether a market exists only for a fast 
ferry market, or only for a traditional ferry, or for both types of service.  Noting 
that the Schamonchi carried 90,000 passengers last year, Mr. Raskin stated 
that he was reluctant to stop operating that vessel at this time because it 
would then be difficult to rebuild that passenger base if the fast ferry turns out 
to be unsuccessful. 
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At approximately 11:09 a.m., Mrs. Grossman entertained a motion to go 
into executive session, and announced that the Members would not reconvene 
in public after the conclusion of the executive session. 

 
 
IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. Marshall’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Oliveira -- to go into executive session to discuss the 
Authority's strategy with respect to collective bargaining 
and litigation matters, the purchase, exchange, lease and 
value of real estate, contract negotiations with nonunion 
personnel, and the deployment of security personnel and 
devices. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 

Mrs. Grossman     35 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     90 %     0 % 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 A TRUE RECORD   ____________________________________ 
      KATHRYN A. ROESSEL,  Secretary 



MINUTES 
 

OF THE 
 

WOODS HOLE, MARTHA’S VINEYARD 
AND NANTUCKET STEAMSHIP AUTHORITY 

 
 

The Meeting in Public Session 
 

May 15, 2003 
 
 
 The Members of the Woods Hole, Martha's Vineyard and Nantucket 
Steamship Authority met this 15th day of May, 2003, beginning at 9:30 a.m., in 
the Redfield Auditorium, located at 45 Water Street, Woods Hole, Massachu-
setts. 
 
 Present were five Members: Chairman Grace S. Grossman of Nantucket; 
Vice Chairman Robert L. O’Brien of Barnstable; Secretary Kathryn A. Roessel of 
Dukes County; David J. Oliveira of New Bedford; and Robert S. Marshall of 
Falmouth. 
 

The following members of the Authority’s management were also present:  
Chief Executive Officer Fred C. Raskin; Treasurer/Comptroller Wayne C. 
Lamson; General Counsel Steven M. Sayers; Director of Operations James P. 
Swindler; Director of Marketing and Community Relations Gina Barboza; and 
Executive Secretary to the Chief Executive Officer Maxine Horn. 
 
 
 Mrs. Grossman began the meeting by asking all in attendance to observe 
a moment of silence for the nation’s troops serving abroad. 
 
 
 

Minutes: 
 
IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Oliveira -- to approve the minutes of the Members’ 
meeting in public session on March 20, 2003. 
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 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 

 
 
 
 Results of Operations: 
 

Mr. Raskin summarized the results of the Authority’s operations through 
the month of March 2003, as set forth in a business summary for that month 
which had been provided to the Members and the public.  Mr. Raskin further 
reported that the Authority’s traffic volumes were five to eight percent lower 
than the previous year due to a combination of bad weather (often on busy 
weekends), a weak economy, and the war in Iraq.  As a result, Mr. Raskin said, 
the Authority’s revenues were $1,000,000 less than that which had been 
projected in the budget, while net income was off by $560,000.   Mr. Raskin 
then stated that management would be revising the Authority’s annual budget 
over the course of the following few months, and that it also would be spending 
slightly more on advertising in the interim in order to notify customers that 
space was available on the Authority’s vessels.  Further, in response to a 
question from Ms. Roessel, Mr. Raskin reported that the Authority soon would 
be testing automated ticket machines at the Woods Hole terminal, which then 
would be used at the Oak Bluffs and Vineyard Haven terminals as well. 
 
 Mr. O’Brien expressed concern that the Nantucket traffic was below 1997 
levels even though the Authority since had enlarged the capacity of its freight 
vessels and increased the number of sailings on that route.  Mrs. Grossman 
noted that the decline in traffic was due to a combination of factors, including 
the fact that some people were no longer sailing with the Authority because of 
the large number of rules and regulations they have to go through in order to 
make a reservation.  Mr. Raskin also reported that management continued to 
be concerned over the growth in the percentage of the Authority’s customers 
who were traveling on excursion fares.  
 
 Ms. Roessel declared that the Authority should codify in plain English all 
of its various policies, practices and procedures regarding its various types of 
reservations, excursion fares and the preferred space program, as well as how 
the Authority addresses the needs of customers who must travel off-island for 
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medical reasons.  Accordingly, Ms. Roessel suggested that the first task of the 
Authority’s new Director of Public Relations and Marketing might be to write a 
policies and procedures manual, which would then enable the Members to look 
at all of the Authority’s policies and determine how they should be changed. 
 
 In this regard, Ms. Roessel noted that one of the biggest users of the 
Authority’s excursion fares was the State Police, and she suggested that the 
Authority should review that situation.    Ms. Roessel recounted how excursion 
fares originally had been instituted to provide individual island residents with 
an inexpensive and subsidized way of getting off and on the island for “lifeline” 
purposes, and she expressed her feeling that the fares should not be used for 
anything other than their intended purposes.  
 
 Mrs. Grossman repeated her concern that the Authority was making it so 
difficult for its customers that they were choosing other means of travel, and 
she declared that the Authority was thought of as “the Authority” because it 
was always making rules and regulations.  Accordingly, Mrs. Grossman said, 
the Authority needed to stop dictating to its customers.  Ms. Roessel stated 
that the first step to change the situation would be to codify the Authority’s 
rules so that the Members could see how they can be made easier and more 
transparent.  Mr. Marshall agreed, but he also stated that he did not believe 
the Authority’s rules and regulations were the reason for the current decline in 
traffic. 
 
 
 
 M/V Schamonchi: 
 
 Mr. Raskin reported that the commencement of the Authority’s seasonal 
passenger service between New Bedford and Oak Bluffs with the Schamonchi 
was going to be unavoidably delayed this year due to the Authority’s inability to 
renew its lease for Billy Woods Wharf in New Bedford.  Mr. Raskin explained 
that Carl Pimentel, the owner of Billy Woods Wharf, historically had leased 
parking facilities across East Rodney French Boulevard from the City of New 
Bedford, and that Mr. Pimentel’s lease with the City for those facilities similarly 
had expired.  Although the City was willing to extend that lease for this year at 
no cost increase, Mr. Raskin stated that Mr. Pimentel was insisting that the 
renewal be for more than one year.  Mr. Raskin also expressed his concern 
that, if Mr. Pimentel succeeded in obtaining a longer lease from the City, he 
would then ask the Authority to commit to operating the Schamonchi from Billy 
Woods Wharf for subsequent years as well.  Mr. Raskin declared that, given the 
Schamonchi’s lack of profitability, the Authority could not make such a 
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commitment and, accordingly, management was looking at potential alternative 
facilities to satisfy the needs and expectations of the Authority’s customers. 
 
 Mr. Raskin further stated that, while one of the Authority’s options was 
possibly to operate from the New Bedford State Pier, the additional distance to 
that pier would add ten or fifteen minutes to each one-way trip, which would 
potentially increase the Schamonchi’s operating day to over twelve hours and 
thereby necessitate manning the vessel with three crews instead of two.  For 
that reason, Mr. Raskin stated that he would prefer to find another facility 
south of the New Bedford hurricane barrier.  On the other hand, Mr. O’Brien 
pointed out that when a high-speed ferry begins using the State Pier in the 
future, it would make sense to move the Authority’s operations to that location 
in order to consolidate all of the ticketing and other land-based operations and 
to provide customers with their choice of vessels. 
 
 New Bedford Port Council Member George J. Leontire reported that both 
the Authority’s management and the City of New Bedford had been working 
very hard to obtain suitable facilities for the Schamonchi, and that several other 
locations already had been identified which appear to be feasible.  Mr. Leontire 
also stated that, in the current fiscal climate, the City understandably had 
concerns about the terms under which Mr. Pimentel had been leasing the 
City’s parking facilities, in that Mr. Pimentel had been paying only $39,000 in 
rent each year while the City had estimated that the facilities generate between 
$350,000 and $500,000 in annual revenues.  Nevertheless, Mr. Leontire said 
that the City was willing to make those facilities available for as long as the 
Authority wanted to operate the Schamonchi from that location. 
 
 

 
License Renewals: 
 
 
IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. O’Brien’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Marshall -- to authorize the Chief Executive Officer to 
enter into a new “Inter-Island” License Agreement with 
Hyannis Harbor Tours, Inc. (d/b/a “Hy-Line”) for the 2003 
operating season containing the same terms and conditions 
as its previous license agreement, as recommended in Staff 
Summary #L-335, dated May 9, 2003. 
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 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 

 
 
 
New Bedford-Martha's Vineyard Passenger Service: 

 
 Mr. Raskin recounted how, at the March 20, 2003 meeting, management 
had recommended that the Authority attempt to negotiate the necessary 
agreements which would allow New England Fast Ferry Company (“NEFF”) to 
provide passenger-only service between New Bedford and Martha's Vineyard, 
based on management’s opinion that NEFF’s proposal would best satisfy the 
needs of the traveling public.  Mr. Raskin also recounted how management had 
two goals in making this recommendation:  first, to reduce traffic on Cape Cod; 
and, second, to provide a service which over time would be of value to Martha's 
Vineyard travelers.  Mr. Raskin stated that management had recommended 
NEFF’s proposal based primarily on its commitment to provide winter service 
and, to a lesser extent, its intent to provide dolly freight service, as well as 
management’s own initial review of the wake characteristics of the proposed 
vessel and the overall economics of the proposal itself.  Mr. Raskin further 
noted that management was not recommending that the Authority provide the 
service itself, due to management’s concerns over the viability of year-round 
service between New Bedford and Martha's Vineyard and the significant capital 
program which the Authority will be undertaking over the next several years.  
 
 Mr. Raskin reported that, since March 20th, several issues had arisen 
during the course of various presentations and meetings which had been held 
on NEFF’s proposal.  For example, Mr. Raskin said, the other proponent, 
Boston Harbor Cruises, had questioned the creditworthiness of NEFF; and 
concerns had been raised over the proposed vessel’s wakewash and seakeeping 
characteristics, as well as NEFF’s requested twelve-year term.  Mr. Raskin 
further noted that a general concern also had been raised over the financial 
risks which the proposal posed to the Authority in the event NEFF’s ridership 
turns out to be greater than anticipated. 
 



May 15, 2003  
Minutes of the Public Session 

 Page 33 

 Mr. Raskin noted that the concern with NEFF’s creditworthiness was 
based on the fact that the shipyard which was to build its proposed vessel had 
been placed in voluntary receivership.   But Mr. Raskin stated that NEFF had 
confirmed that the shipyard has no legal interest or management representa-
tion in NEFF.  In any event, Mr. Raskin said, management would not be relying 
on its own credit evaluation of NEFF, but would continue to require that NEFF 
provide the Authority with a performance bond to secure its performance.  
 
 Mr. Raskin also reported that management had contacted the naval 
architect firm of Fox Associates to review the proposed vessel’s wakewash and 
seakeeping characteristics.  Mr. Raskin said that Fox Associates had concluded 
that neither NEFF nor Boston Harbor Cruises had accurately predicted their 
vessels’ wakewash characteristics because each of their calculations had been 
based on vessels which are not similar enough to the ones being proposed.  
Nevertheless, Mr. Raskin said, Fox Associates believes that the wakewash of 
NEFF’s vessel will be significantly below that of Boston Harbor Cruises’ vessel.  
On the other hand, Mr. Raskin said that the same characteristics which cause 
NEFF’s vessel to produce a lower wake will likely result in passengers not 
having as comfortable a ride as they would on Boston Harbor Cruises’ vessel.  
Therefore, Mr. Raskin stated that management would ask that NEFF undertake 
certain procedures which Fox Associates had recommended to improve the 
seakeeping characteristics of NEFF’s vessel. 
 
 Mr. Raskin further stated that management would be responsive to the 
concerns which had been expressed over NEFF’s proposed twelve-year term, 
and declared that a shorter agreement could still be negotiated which would 
provide NEFF with an opportunity to develop the market and earn a reasonable 
profit over time.  Mr. Raskin also said that he felt the Authority could offset the 
financial risks of greater ridership through a combination of license fees, 
dockage fees, reduced operating costs, and sharing of parking revenues with 
the City of New Bedford.  Accordingly, Mr. Raskin requested that the Members 
vote to authorize management to negotiate along these lines with the various 
parties involved and attempt to arrive at a definitive proposal for consideration 
by the Members at a later meeting. 
 
 Ms. Roessel noted that she had written an “Op-Ed” article describing her 
thoughts on this subject which had appeared several weeks ago in both the 
Vineyard Gazette and the Martha's Vineyard Times.  In addition, Ms. Roessel 
said, she had attended at least six public meetings on NEFF’s proposal, the last 
one of which had been with the Tisbury Harbor Management Committee where 
NEFF had given a presentation of their proposed business plan.  Ms. Roessel 
reported that NEFF had made similar presentations to various island selectmen 
and business associations, and that she hoped it would make another such 
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presentation to the Dukes County Commissioners when Ms. Roessel was 
scheduled to meet with them on May 28th.  Ms. Roessel also stated that there 
would be opportunities for further public meetings if people felt that they were 
necessary, although she had not received much feedback from the public 
except for a few individuals who were all favorably disposed towards NEFF’s 
proposal. 
 
 However, Ms. Roessel reported that she had received a letter from the 
Dukes County Commissioners that morning in which they had asked the 
Members to delay consideration of NEFF’s proposal because of lack of public 
input and their concerns over the financial impact it will have on the Authority.  
Ms. Roessel declared that she wanted to address the Commissioner’s concerns.  
First, Ms. Roessel stated that, while she thought there already had been a lot of 
opportunity for public input, she was perfectly willing to have more public 
meetings if anyone can be found who wants to attend them.  Second, in order 
to address the concerns about the proposal’s financial impact on the Authority, 
Ms. Roessel noted that there was no way to determine what that impact will be 
until the Members know the terms of the various agreements which they will be 
asked to consider and approve specifying what the Authority will receive in 
terms of license fees, dockage fees and its share of parking revenue. 
 
 Therefore, Ms. Roessel stated that she thought the Authority’s next step 
should be to have management move forward and negotiate the various 
necessary agreements so that the Members can have the hard numbers and 
present them to the public before acting on NEFF’s proposal.  Ms. Roessel also 
stated that she thought the proposal should be revenue neutral for the 
Authority and that, if it were not, she would have no qualms voting against it.  
Further, she asked that management request NEFF to provide at least one trip 
a day into Vineyard Haven during the service’s first year and that appropriate 
systems also be established to monitor the cost of the service to the Authority’s 
ratepayers. 
 
 Mrs. Grossman stated that she similarly had some questions regarding 
the proposal, such as what the Authority would receive in license fees, dockage 
fees and parking revenues.  Mrs. Grossman also noted that she had been told 
that the Authority was going to enter into an agreement with the Department of 
Environmental Management for NEFF’s use of the New Bedford State Pier.  If 
so, Mrs. Grossman asked whether there would be any circumstances where the 
Authority would be financially obligated to the City of New Bedford and not be 
able to receive payment of those obligations from NEFF.  Mrs. Grossman also 
questioned whether a license fee in the amount of two percent of NEFF’s gross 
revenues would be sufficient. 
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 Mrs. Grossman then asked whether the Authority would receive financial 
remuneration based upon NEFF’s revenues from charters and coupon books; 
whether the capacity of NEFF’s vessel would be limited to 149 passengers; 
whether the Authority was allowed to enter into an agreement with a shorter 
term than specified in its Request for Proposals; whether the manning of 
NEFF’s vessel would be regulated by the United States Coast Guard; whether 
NEFF would use any of the Authority’s terminal employees; whether a half 
hour was a realistic turnaround time for the vessel in light of its transportation 
of dolly freight; whether the Authority will charge for NEFF’s use of ticket 
booths at the Authority’s terminals; and whether NEFF can safely carry dolly 
freight in the same areas as it carries passengers on a high-speed vessel. 
 
 In response, Mr. Raskin observed that all of those matters would have to 
be addressed and negotiated, and that he might not be able to achieve a 
financial result which he believes is reasonable.  But Mr. Raskin also cautioned 
that there will be no “right number.”  Instead, the agreements most likely will 
reflect a reasonable range of potential payments which the Members will then 
be able to evaluate and determine whether or not to go ahead. 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. Marshall’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. O’Brien -- to authorize management to negotiate all 
necessary agreements and to take all other necessary 
actions to provide for a fast ferry passenger-only high-speed 
ferry service between New Bedford and Martha's Vineyard by 
New England Fast Ferry Company, as outlined in Staff 
Summary #CEO-455, dated May 12, 2003, but subject to 
final approval by the Members at a subsequent public 
meeting. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 
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 Mr. Leontire then reported that the Port Council that day unanimously 
had voted that high-speed passenger service should be provided between New 
Bedford and Martha's Vineyard, and that it also had voted six-to-one to 
support management’s proposal. 
 

Mr. Oliveira expressed his thanks to the other Members for their open-
mindedness, to management for their perseverance, and to NEFF and residents 
of Martha's Vineyard.  Mr. Oliveira also noted that, while financial costs may be 
easy to quantify, management also needed to try to quantify what will be the 
benefits of the proposal, such as reduced traffic in Falmouth, an additional 
lifeline to the island, and a leaner Schamonchi operation.  Mr. Marshall agreed, 
and added his specific thanks to Ms. Roessel, declaring that while he knew full 
well her concern that the proposed service should have no negative economic 
impact on Martha's Vineyard, she also had been sensitive to Falmouth’s traffic 
concerns. 
 
 
 
 2003-2004 Vessel Operating Schedules: 
 
 Ms. Barboza reported that management had submitted to the Members 
for their consideration at a later meeting proposed vessel operating schedules 
for the period from November 8, 2003 through May 5, 2004, as set forth in 
Staff Summary #MCR-117, dated May 9, 2003.  However, Ms. Barboza stated 
that within the next few weeks management also would be offering alternative 
schedules which would result in potential savings to the Authority, tighten up 
vessel turnaround times, and have the freight boats begin later in the day. 
 
 Mr. O’Brien declared that the Authority needed to acquire some type of 
modeling program to arrive at its optimum vessel schedules, and that the days 
of simply “eyeballing” the schedules were over.  In response, Mr. Raskin stated 
that management would come back to the Members with some suggestions as 
to which type of modeling program should be used. 
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 Hyannis Terminal Property Proposal: 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. Marshall’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Oliveira -- to authorize the Chief Executive Officer and 
General Counsel to execute all documents and take all 
actions necessary and appropriate to effect the exchange 
and joint use of properties owned by the Authority and the 
Town of Barnstable at the southern end of the Authority’s 
Hyannis terminal upon the terms and conditions set forth in 
Staff Summary #L-336, dated May 9, 2003. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 

 
 
 
 Request for Proposals for Indoor Advertising Displays: 
 
 Noting how management was investigating other sources of revenue for 
the Authority, Mr. Raskin reported that they had issued a request for proposals 
from advertising agencies for the right to provide, place and maintain indoor 
advertising displays in the Authority’s vessels, terminals and buses.  Ideally, 
Mr. Raskin said, the selected agency will provide not only advertising, for which 
it would pay a fee to the Authority, but useful information as well, which would 
be an additional service to the Authority’s customers. 
 

Mrs. Grossman suggested that the Authority may want to advertise itself 
at kiosks in the Cape Cod Mall, and provide schedules and information about 
its fast ferry. 
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 Barging: 
 
 Mr. Raskin recounted how, in response to Mrs. Grossman’s request, 
management had investigated the feasibility of barging bulk freight to 
Nantucket, but had concluded that such barging would require significant 
improvements to the island’s infrastructure before it could be successfully 
implemented.  However, Mr. Raskin said, management was currently looking 
into whether fuel could be barged to the islands, and was discussing that 
subject with Ralph Packer.  Mr. Raskin also reported that management would 
be recommending in the future that the Authority increase its tariffs for fuel 
trucks to make certain that it recovers its costs of carrying them on its vessels; 
and that management also was going to investigate whether the Authority 
could issue an invitation for bids that would allow a private vessel or barge 
operator to transport fuel to the islands on a contractual basis with the 
Authority.  The goal of all of these measures, Mr. Raskin said, was to reduce 
the Authority’s own freight traffic levels. 
 
 Later in the meeting, Mr. Oliveira cautioned that the Authority needed to 
be sensitive to environmental and safety issues when considering the subject of 
barging fuel to the islands. 
 
 
 
 Port Council’s Report: 
 
 Mr. Leontire reported that both Oak Bluffs Port Council Member Marc 
Hanover and Vineyard Haven Port Council Member Thomas Pachico had 
expressed concerns about congestion in their towns when the Authority’s 
vessel unload, and that they also had suggested that kiosks be provided at the 
Authority’s terminals from which tour operators can operate. 
 
 Fairhaven Port Council Member Brian K. Bowcock reported that a very 
substantial dredging operation was underway in the New Bedford-Fairhaven 
harbor and that, because the Authority’s Fairhaven maintenance facility had 
ten feet of silt around it, the Port Council had voted to recommend that the 
Authority cooperate with local authorities to take advantage of cost savings for 
the Authority’s facility.  Dr. Bowcock further reported that the Port Council had 
suggested that the Authority put in substantial moorings in the harbor which 
could then be used for its own vessels during a hurricane or could be leased 
out for revenue. 
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 Falmouth Port Council Member S. Eric Asendorf then commended the 
Authority for the safety and aesthetic improvements it had made to the Palmer 
Avenue parking lot. 
 
 
 

Public Comment: 
 
 In response to a question from Martha's Vineyard Times reporter Nelson 
Sigelman, Ms. Roessel stated that she felt all of the Authority’s reservations 
and ticketing policies should be compiled into one document so that the 
Members could then review them and see which ones should be changed.  For 
example, Ms. Roessel said, if a customer is late for his or her reservation, the 
ticket is apparently “furloughed” or forfeited, although she personally had 
never seen such an Authority policy.; and Ms. Roessel declared that, in her 
opinion, once a customer buys a ticket, he or she should never be told that it is 
worthless and has no value. 
 
 Falmouth Selectman Carey Murphy commended the Members on both 
their progress and their vision with respect to the proposed high-speed ferry 
service between New Bedford and Martha's Vineyard. 
 
 Nantucket Port Council Member H. Flint Ranney stated that it was his 
understanding that the Members would be considering Mr. Raskin’s contract 
and that, in connection with that subject, they should consider what he said 
was poor maintenance of the Eagle and Nantucket.  Mr. Ranney also declared 
that Mr. Raskin should be encouraged to travel to Nantucket once in a while on 
those vessels because it was important for Mr. Raskin to understand what 
condition they were in, and Mr. Ranney then presented photographs of the 
Eagle which he stated had been taken the previous day. 
 

Mr. Marshall stated that the Members had been somewhat negligent in 
not yet putting together their goals and objectives for management.  However, 
Mrs. Grossman disagreed, saying that the Members had agreed upon them the 
previous year.  Nevertheless, Mr. Marshall maintained that the Members had 
not yet approved those goals and objectives; but in any event, Mr. Marshall 
said, the Members were committed to readdressing that subject and he agreed 
with Mr. Ranney that the maintenance issue should be addressed as part of 
that process. 
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 Bill Campbell of the Marine Engineers Beneficial Association (“MEBA”) 
declared that, when negotiating an agreement with New England Fast Ferry 
(“NEFF”), the Authority needed to ensure that NEFF will provide its crew 
members with advanced training, especially as to firefighting, which exceeds 
United States Coast Guard regulations. 

 
 
 
 

At approximately 11:06 a.m., Mrs. Grossman entertained a motion to go 
into executive session, and announced that the Members would not reconvene 
in public after the conclusion of the executive session. 

 
 
IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Oliveira -- to go into executive session to discuss the 
Authority's strategy with respect to collective bargaining 
and litigation matters, the purchase, exchange, lease and 
value of real estate, contract negotiations with nonunion 
personnel, and the deployment of security personnel and 
devices. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 

Mrs. Grossman     35 % 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL   100 %     0 % 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 A TRUE RECORD   ____________________________________ 
      KATHRYN A. ROESSEL,  Secretary 



MINUTES 
 

OF THE 
 

WOODS HOLE, MARTHA’S VINEYARD 
AND NANTUCKET STEAMSHIP AUTHORITY 

 
 

The Meeting in Public Session 
 

June 26, 2003 
 
 
 The Members of the Woods Hole, Martha's Vineyard and Nantucket 
Steamship Authority met this 26th day of June, 2003, beginning at 9:30 a.m., 
in the Katharine Cornell Theatre, located at 51 Spring Street, Vineyard Haven, 
Massachusetts. 
 
 Present were five Members: Chairman Grace S. Grossman of Nantucket; 
Vice Chairman Robert L. O’Brien of Barnstable; Secretary Kathryn A. Roessel of 
Dukes County; David J. Oliveira of New Bedford; and Robert S. Marshall of 
Falmouth. 
 

The following members of the Authority’s management were also present:  
Chief Executive Officer Fred C. Raskin; Treasurer/Comptroller Wayne C. 
Lamson; General Counsel Steven M. Sayers; Director of Operations James P. 
Swindler; Director of Engineering & Maintenance Carl R. Walker; Director of 
Public Relations and Marketing Paula Peters; Director of Information and 
Technologies Mary T.H. Claffey; Director of Marketing and Community Rela-
tions Gina Barboza; Vineyard Haven Terminal Manager Bridget Tobin; and 
Executive Secretary to the Chief Executive Officer Maxine Horn. 
 
 
 

Minutes: 
 
 
IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. O’Brien’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Oliveira -- to approve the minutes of the Members’ 
meeting in public session on May 15, 2003. 
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 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 

 
 
 

Chairman’s Report: 
 

Declaring that it was a pleasure to be on the beautiful island of Martha's 
Vineyard, Mrs. Grossman observed that Nantucketers always have felt that the 
residents of Martha's Vineyard were part of their family and that, like a family, 
the two islands at times have their differences.  But Mrs. Grossman pointed 
out that the two islands have to sit together, as they have in the past, to fulfill 
the Authority’s mission, which is to take care of the necessities of life for both 
islands, because the islands need the Authority and the Authority needs the 
islands.  Mrs. Grossman stated that she hoped they would be able to continue 
to work together and make this come to fruition. 
 
 
 
 Results of Operations: 
 

Mr. Raskin summarized the results of the Authority’s operations through 
the month of April 2003, as set forth in a business summary for that month 
which had been provided to the Members and the public.  Mr. Raskin further 
reported that the Authority’s traffic volumes continued to be two to six percent 
lower than the previous year, due to the fact that it had rained twelve of the 
prior thirteen weekends.  Mr. Raskin also noted that while automobile traffic 
was down two percent, excursion trips had increased by five percent, and that 
the change in that mix of customers was further hurting revenues.  As a result, 
Mr. Raskin said, revenues for the year were $1,100,000 below budget, although 
net income was off by only $800,000 because management had been able to 
reduce certain costs to help offset the revenue shortfall.  Mr. Raskin also stated 
that, due to the situation, Mr. Lamson would present a revised budget at the 
Authority’s July 2003 meeting, taking into account what had already occurred 
as well as revised traffic projections for the remainder of the year. 
 
  



June 26, 2003  
Minutes of the Public Session 

 Page 43 

 
Operating Schedules – Nantucket Route: 

 
 Mr. Raskin reviewed Staff Summary #MCR-118, dated June 19, 2003, 
and requested approval of management’s proposed operating schedules for the 
Hyannis-Nantucket route for the period from November 8, 2003 through May 
5, 2004.  Mrs. Grossman stated that Nantucket Terminal Manager Elaine 
Mooney had asked if the Nantucket’s departures could be delayed by fifteen 
minutes the following summer so that two vessels would not be disembarking 
and boarding passengers at the terminal at the same time, which would help 
alleviate traffic congestion there.  Mrs. Grossman also stated that several of the 
Authority’s Captains had suggested that the Flying Cloud be berthed overnight 
on Nantucket to eliminate the early morning trip from Hyannis with only a few 
passengers on board.  Mr. Raskin stated that he would consider those requests 
for next year, and Mrs. Grossman said that she would provide him with a copy 
of Ms. Mooney’s note. 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. O’Brien’s motion, seconded by 
Ms. Roessel -- to approve the vessel operating schedules for 
the time period of November 8, 2003 through May 5, 2004 
for the Hyannis-Nantucket route, as attached to Staff 
Summary #MCR-118, dated June 19, 2003. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 

 
 
 

Operating Schedules - Martha's Vineyard Route: 
 
 Mr. Raskin then reviewed Staff Summary #L-337, dated June 20, 2003, 
regarding possible alternative operating schedules for the Woods Hole-Martha's 
Vineyard route during the off-season which could result in substantial savings 
for the Authority.  However, Mr. Raskin noted that a number of concerns about 
the alternative schedules had been raised by customers at two public meetings 
which management had held on Martha's Vineyard the previous week, and that 
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those concerns could impede the Authority’s ability to adopt the proposed 
changes on a short-term basis.  Nevertheless, Mr. Raskin said, management 
would develop revised schedules for consideration by the Members at their  
next meeting.  
 
 Ms. Roessel thanked Mr. Raskin for his efforts on this matter, declaring 
that the Authority needed the efficiencies reflected in the alternative schedules.  
Ms. Roessel stated that the days were gone when the Authority could afford to 
pay employees for a full day’s work without having the employees actually work 
all of the hours for which they are paid.  However, Ms. Roessel cautioned that 
the Authority needed to move in the proposed direction with least disruption to 
the traveling public, and she suggested that management’s focus the following 
month should be on shortening the daily operating schedule only for the freight 
boat.  Ms. Roessel also asked Mr. Raskin to help her notify the Authority’s 
freight customers of the proposed changes to make certain that they cause a 
minimum amount of disruption to their operations. 
 
 Ms. Roessel acknowledged that the Authority also needed to work toward 
the proposed scheduling efficiencies for its larger passenger vessels, but felt 
that more notice needed to be given to those customers who would be affected 
by the changes, such as commuters, high school sports teams and Falmouth 
Academy students.  Accordingly, Ms. Roessel stated that the Authority may 
want to take the suggestion made by Dukes County Commissioner Robert 
Sawyer to appoint a committee of island residents to develop a more efficient 
schedule which will cause the least disruption to their travel needs.  For these 
reasons, Ms. Roessel said, she would be prepared to vote for only a revised 
freight boat schedule for the upcoming off-season and only if that schedule 
could be accomplished without a great amount of disruption.  
 
 
 

Customer Assistance Program: 
 
 Mr. Swindler reported that the Authority, in cooperation with Islanders 
for Universal Access, was developing a customer assistance program patterned 
after similar programs seen at airports.  Under the program, Mr. Swindler said, 
a customer requiring assistance in traveling  will be able to call the Authority in 
advance of his or her arrival, which will prompt the appropriate terminal 
manager to appoint an employee to greet and provide the customer with 
whatever assistance he or she needs in boarding, and then notify the vessel’s 
captain so that similar assistance is provided during the voyage.  Mr. Swindler 
stated that the captain also will notify the terminal manager at the arriving 
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terminal, who similarly will take responsibility for the customer upon arrival 
and will also make any necessary arrangements for public transportation. 
 

Mr. Swindler declared that the program’s vision was for the Authority’s 
customers to have a seamless transition during the entire time they travel with 
the Authority and that it just represented good customer service.  In response 
to questions from Mrs. Grossman, Mr. Swindler further said that the program 
was being developed for both routes and would also address the needs of 
disabled customers who ride with their vehicles and need to be positioned near 
the front of a vessel, an elevator or window. 
 
 
 

Martha’s Vineyard Capital Improvements: 
 
 Mr. Walker reported on several capital improvements the Authority has 
made at the Vineyard Haven terminal over the past few months.  Mr. Walker 
first stated that the Authority had constructed a new dinghy dock on the north 
side of the terminal because of potential safety issues that had existed with the 
old dock.  Mr. Walker said that the new dock now extends farther out into the 
harbor, creating more space for boats, and that it also was designed to float 
with the tide instead of being a fixed structure. 
 
 Mr. Walker stated that the Authority also had constructed a new bus 
turnaround at the terminal to bring all of the land-based transportation 
services to one location and alleviate congestion in the Authority’s passenger 
loading and unloading area.  Mr. Walker reported that the Martha's Vineyard 
Regional Transit Authority’s buses already were using the turnaround, where 
the booth for the chamber of commerce also was being moved; that taxis were 
remaining in the same area as before; that tour buses were being moved to the 
front of the terminal; and that the handicapped parking spaces were being 
moved to the south side of the terminal.  Mr. Walker stated that the Authority 
hoped to finish the project by the end of the following week. 
 
 Ms. Roessel complimented both of the capital improvements, and said 
that her only suggestion would be to plant a tree in the middle of the turn-
around so that there would be some shade at that location. 
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New England Fast Ferry Negotiations: 
 
 Mr. Raskin reported that management was in the process of finishing 
negotiations with New England Fast Ferry Co. (“NEFF”) to provide passenger 
service between New Bedford and Martha's Vineyard, and that negotiations 
were expected to start the following week with the City of New Bedford and the 
Department of Environmental Management for use of the New Bedford State 
Pier and the City’s parking facilities.  Mr. Raskin also reported that, although 
he had been hopeful that management would be able to conclude those 
negotiations in time for the Authority’s July 2003 meeting, one obstacle had 
arisen which could cause some delay.  Specifically, Mr. Raskin said, the 
Authority’s unions had petitioned the State Auditor claiming that a license to 
NEFF would constitute a privatization under the so-called “Pacheco Act” and, 
depending upon what the Auditor’s response to that petition is, the Authority 
may have to go through some additional procedures in order to comply with 
that Act.  However, Mr. Raskin stated that he would first have to review a letter 
that was forthcoming from the Auditor’s office so that he could understand 
fully what the implications are, and he said that he would then report back to 
the Members on this matter.  
 
 In response to questions from the Members, Mr. Raskin stated that, if 
the Auditor were to decide that the agreement with NEFF were subject to the 
Act, it could take several months to finalize the process, which would delay the 
construction of NEFF’s vessel and, in turn, delay the commencement of the 
service.  Mr. Raskin also noted that the process might require NEFF to increase 
its wage rates, which could have cost implications for both the Authority and 
the service itself.  In response to a question from Mrs. Grossman, Mr. Sayers 
stated that he still was of the opinion that the Act did not apply to this agree-
ment, but he noted that the final decision rested with the Auditor.  Mr. Sayers 
also stated that, if the Auditor were to hold that the Act applies, the Authority 
still should be able to comply with the Act expeditiously and hopefully allow the 
service to commence by the 2004 summer season. 
 
 Mr. Oliveira strongly encouraged Mr. Raskin to have a personal meeting 
with the State Auditor’s office and declared that, as far as New Bedford was 
concerned, they were looking forward to working with the Authority to achieve 
a speedy resolution of this matter.  New Bedford Port Council Member George 
J. Leontire stated that the City similarly needed to know the status of the 
agreement, as it was in the process of building a passenger terminal on the 
State Pier, and he asked that the Members consider approving the agreement 
with NEFF at their July 2003 meeting subject to resolution of this one issue.  
However, Mrs. Grossman noted that proceeding in such a manner would not 
result in an earlier commencement of the service, as NEFF certainly would not 
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begin construction of its vessel until it was assured that its agreement with the 
Authority complies with the Pacheco Act. 
 
 
 
 Indoor Advertising Displays: 
 

Mr. Raskin recounted how, at the Authority’s May 2003 meeting, he had 
reported that management had issued a request for proposals for advertising 
on Authority facilities, buses, vans, terminals and vessels.  Mr. Raskin reported 
that management since had considered presentations from two advertising 
firms and would be signing an agreement with Carroll Advertising, a local 
Boston firm.  Mr. Raskin stated that management’s goal was to try a very 
gradual, incremental approach to such advertising in an attempt to raise some 
non-traditional revenue for the Authority which can be used to offset other cost 
increases in the system.  Accordingly, Mr. Raskin said, the Authority would be 
proceeding very slowly down this path, with the number of advertisements 
being limited.  In addition, Mr. Raskin stated that Carroll Advertising would not 
be able to place any advertisements at any location without the Authority’s 
approval.  For all of these reasons, Mr. Raskin said, people will not be seeing 
any major changes in the look of the Authority’s terminals, buses or vessels 
any time soon. 

 
Mrs. Grossman expressed her concern about a three-year contract and 

the possibility that advertisements in the Authority’s terminals and vessels 
might be in bad taste, thereby detracting from the Authority’s own paintings 
and décor.  While Mrs. Grossman stated that she could understand allowing 
advertising on the Authority’s buses, she did not believe the Authority was 
going to make enough money to justify advertising in its terminals and vessels.  
Mrs. Grossman further requested that the Members be involved in approving 
the placement of advertisements to make certain they were tasteful, especially 
with respect to the terminals and vessels. 
 
 But Mr. Raskin assured Mrs. Grossman that such advertisements would 
have a very limited application, which was the reason why he did not believe 
the contract would generate much revenues for the Authority, at least not until 
the Authority became comfortable with the concept.  Mr. Raskin also stated a 
three-year contract was needed so that Carroll Advertising could earn a return 
on its capital investment in the project.  Mr. Raskin noted that each placement 
would be separately negotiated, that the Authority was not committing to any 
minimum volume of advertisements, and that management would have the 
right to approve or disapprove any advertisement. 
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 Ms. Roessel then declared that she was delighted that management was 
pursuing additional sources of revenue.   Further, Ms. Roessel stated that she 
did not believe that having distasteful advertisements would become an issue, 
observing that the Authority already had advertisements on its vessels, such as 
various flyers and other print media.  The only difference, Ms. Roessel noted, 
was that the Authority currently was not making any money from them. 
 
 In response to questions from the Members, Mr. Sayers stated that while 
the Authority would have to act within constitutional limitations imposed by 
the First Amendment when disapproving any advertisement, that did not mean 
that the Authority would have to accept any advertisement being proposed.  In 
this regard, Mr. Sayers observed that the MBTA and Massport have the same 
constitutional obligations as the Authority, and that advertisements placed on 
their property were almost always in good taste.  Further, Mr. Sayers said, 
because passengers in enclosed spaces such as buses and vessels cannot avoid 
looking at advertisements which are placed there, historically the courts have 
allowed public entities to establish even stricter guidelines for advertisements 
in those types of locations, which may include an absolute prohibition on 
tobacco and alcohol advertisements. 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. Marshall’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Oliveira -- to authorize management to proceed to 
negotiate and implement an agreement with Carroll 
Advertising for indoor advertising displays. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 
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 Proposed Investment Policy: 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. O’Brien -- to adopt the Investment Policy attached to 
Staff Summary #A-427, dated June 19, 2003, as proposed by 
the management staff. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 

 
 
 
 Port Council’s Report: 
 
 Mr. Leontire reported that there were no other issues that warranted 
further remarks. 
 
 
 

Management Goals and Objectives: 
 
 Mr. Marshall reported that he had taken the liberty of distributing to the 
other Members a draft set of management goals and objectives which had been 
prepared by Mr. O’Brien and which he had slightly edited.   Declaring that the 
Members had both a contractual and a fiduciary obligation to establish such 
goals and objectives, Mr. Marshall suggested that the Members discuss and 
vote on an agreed-upon document at their July 2003 meeting.  
 
 Mrs. Grossman agreed with Mr. Marshall’s suggestion, and Mr. O’Brien 
asked the Members to submit to Mr. Marshall any other goals or objectives 
they might have so that they all could be homogenized together.  In this regard, 
Mrs. Grossman noted that she already had submitted to Mr. Marshall the goals 
and objectives which had been prepared by former Falmouth Member Galen 
Robbins the previous year and were a composite of what had been suggested 
by Ms. Roessel and herself.  Mrs. Grossman also stated that Mr. Raskin had 
received them as well, and that they had been agreed upon. 
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 But Mr. O’Brien stated that he had not seen any agreed-upon goals and 
objectives, and that he had not agreed with all of the ones which had been 
prepared by Mr. Robbins.  Similarly, Mr. Raskin stated that he had only seen 
draft goals and objectives, and that they had never been finalized.  However, 
Mrs. Grossman declared that nothing in Mr. Raskin’s employment agreement 
required the Members to vote on them.  Nevertheless, both Mr. Marshall and 
Mr. O’Brien declared that it was important for Mr. Raskin to agree to whatever 
goals the Members established. 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Marshall – that all of the Members provide the Falmouth 
Member with their suggested goals and objectives for 
management prior to the July 2003 meeting, and to allow 
sufficient time at that meeting for a discussion and vote on 
such goals and objectives. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 

 
 
 

Pending Legislation: 
 
 In response to a question from Ms. Roessel, Mr. Sayers reported that the 
state budget recently passed by the Legislature contained Outside Section 651 
which would protect the confidentiality of information regarding the Authority’s 
customers by making such information exempt from the public records law.  
Mr. Sayers also reported that he had just spoken with a representative of the 
Governor’s office, and that he was optimistic that the Governor would approve 
the section. 
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Maintenance: 
 

Mr. Walker reported on several maintenance issues that had been raised 
at the May 2003 meeting by Nantucket Port Council Member H. Flint Ranney.  
Mr. Walker first reported that he had toured the Eagle the previous day with 
the vessel’s Senior Captain and Chief Engineer, who had developed a plan and 
schedule to fix the vessel’s maintenance problems over the course of the year.  
Mr. Walker noted that many of the rust stains photographed by Mr. Ranney 
were attributable to “rust generators,” such as insides of pipes which were very 
difficult to maintain.  Nevertheless, Mr. Walker stated that the vessel’s crews 
would be required to clean them on a periodic basis, and that other measures 
would be taken during the vessel’s annual overhaul.  In this regard, Mr. Walker 
noted that the Eagle had been the first vessel overhauled last year, and was 
worn from operating in line service since the beginning of December 2002 
through a very severe winter. 
 
 Mr. Walker also reported on the state of the tiles that had been installed 
on the Eagle.  First, Mr. Walker stated that the tiles themselves had been the 
subject of a study by the United States Navy, and that their quality was not the 
issue.  Rather, Mr. Walker said, the Authority had encountered quality control 
problems with their installation, which had been performed by a local vendor.  
Mr. Walker stated that the vendor had been provided with the opportunity to 
repair its mistakes, but that after one or two failures the Authority had brought 
in a new vendor.  Mr. Walker declared that he believed the issue had been 
resolved and that the tiles were now in place. 
 
 Mr. Walker also recounted how the Authority had an issue in 2002 with 
new paint on the Nantucket which was incompatible with the previous painting 
system despite the vendor’s assurances to the contrary.  Mr. Walker reported 
that the vendor had provided the Authority with new materials at its own cost, 
but that the Authority was unable to repaint the vessel while it was in service.  
Instead, Mr. Walker said, the Authority waterblasted all of the paint flakes off 
the surface and then, when the vessel was in overhaul earlier this year, the 
Authority waterblasted the entire freight deck and reapplied a new coating.   
 
 Mr. Walker further reported that he had inspected the Eagle after one of 
its rudders recently had fallen off.  Mr. Walker stated that he observed that the 
“keeper” which holds in place the rudder’s nuts had fractured, not corroded, 
which indicated to him that there had been a sheer force, especially since the 
vessel’s other rudder was fine.  Although Mr. Walker conceded that he did not 
know where that force had come from, he observed that due to the severe 
winter this past year the vessel had been operating at full power through ice-
filled harbors in both Nantucket and Hyannis, which may have been the cause 
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of the damage.  In this regard, Mr. Walker noted that at times this past winter 
even the United States Coast Guard had not been able to break the ice in 
Nantucket. 
 
 Mr. Ranney stated that he appreciated management’s concern and 
attention to the Nantucket route, as well as Mr. Walker’s report, and that he 
hoped management would continue to pay attention to both the vessels and 
the route itself. 
 
 
 

Public Comment: 
 
 In response to Vineyard Gazette reporter Julia Wells, Mr. Raskin stated 
that the Schamonchi was indeed operating, although its ridership figures were 
suffering along with all of the Authority’s other vessels.  Mr. Raskin also stated 
that he would continue to recommend to the Members not to make any long-
term commitment to the Schamonchi unless the Authority were able to improve 
significantly its economics.  Mr. Raskin also noted his frustration that the 
Authority’s unions had filed a grievance and a prohibited practice charge in 
response to some of management’s common-sense measures to improve the 
Schamonchi’s labor cost situation without adversely affecting safety. 
 
 Mr. Raskin also stated that he had not yet seen the final version of the 
letter he was expecting from the Auditor’s office setting forth its position with 
respect to whether the Authority’s license agreement with NEFF had to comply 
with the Pacheco Act.  While Mr. Raskin said that he had a seen a draft of that 
letter, he understood that the Auditor’s office was considering issues raised by 
the Authority and potentially would be revising the letter before it was sent out 
in final form.  Mr. Raskin further stated that he disagreed with one aspect of 
the draft letter which took the position that there might be issues under the 
Pacheco Act if the Authority discontinued the operation of the Schamonchi in 
the short term.  Mr. Raskin declared that whether or not there is a fast ferry 
between New Bedford and Martha's Vineyard was a completely separate issue 
from the Schamonchi, and that the Authority was not considering licensing 
NEFF to operate a fast ferry in order to get rid of the Schamonchi. 
 
 In response to questions from Martha's Vineyard Times reporter Nelson 
Sigelman, the Members agreed that they would allow the public to participate 
when they discuss their proposed goals and objectives for management at the 
July 2003 meeting, and that hopefully they will be able to vote on those goals 
and objectives at that time.  The Members also noted that they constantly 
receive input from their constituents regarding what those goals and objectives  
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should be, and that they expected to continue receiving such input on an 
ongoing basis.  Finally, the Members agreed that, once Mr. Marshall prepared a 
draft of the goals and objectives in sufficiently definite form to form a starting 
point for the discussion by the Members at their next meeting, Mr. Sayers 
would review and make public in advance of the meeting the portions of the 
document which are not appropriate subjects of executive session. 
 
 Ms. Roessel reported that she had circulated a memorandum to the other 
Members to prompt them to start thinking about how the Authority’s new 
vessel should be named.  Ms. Roessel noted that naming a new vessel was the 
prerogative of the Members and that certain traditions had been involved, such 
as allowing the Members to take turns in naming vessels.  Ms. Roessel stated 
that, given the recent expansion of the board, the Members may now need to 
develop new traditions, and hopefully name new vessels by consensus while 
maintaining a certain amount of tradition.  In this regard, Ms. Roessel observed 
that Authority vessels often had been named after previous vessels or bore 
names of places.  Ms. Roessel also recounted how a new tradition had been 
established of naming vessels after historical vessels, such as the Flying Cloud, 
and she stated that she had suggested naming the Islander’s replacement after 
the Liberdade, an historical vessel associated with Martha's Vineyard.  
Nevertheless, Ms. Roessel noted that the Members still had several years to 
decide how they wanted to name the new vessel and what that name would be. 
 
 Nora Nevin, Tisbury’s representative to the Martha's Vineyard Regional 
Transit Authority, stated that the Transit Authority was very happy with the 
new turnaround at the Vineyard Haven terminal, but that some measures still 
needed to be taken to make certain that the public followed the desired traffic 
pattern.  In response, Mr. Walker and Mr. Swindler stated that the Authority 
had not yet completed its painting of the turnaround, which should help the 
situation, that they also were considering placing signage there, and that two 
police officers were now being assigned at the terminal to help direct traffic. 
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At approximately 11:12 a.m., Mrs. Grossman entertained a motion to go 
into executive session, and announced that the Members would not reconvene 
in public after the conclusion of the executive session. 

 
 
 
IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. O’Brien -- to go into executive session to discuss the 
Authority's strategy with respect to collective bargaining 
and litigation matters, the purchase, exchange, lease and 
value of real estate, contract negotiations with nonunion 
personnel, and the deployment of security personnel and 
devices. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 

Mrs. Grossman     35 % 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL   100 %     0 % 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 A TRUE RECORD   ____________________________________ 
      KATHRYN A. ROESSEL,  Secretary 



MINUTES 
 

OF THE 
 

WOODS HOLE, MARTHA’S VINEYARD 
AND NANTUCKET STEAMSHIP AUTHORITY 

 
 

The Meeting in Public Session 
 

July 17, 2003 
 
 
 The Members of the Woods Hole, Martha's Vineyard and Nantucket 
Steamship Authority met this 17th day of July, 2003, beginning at 9:30 a.m., in 
the second floor meeting room of the Authority’s Hyannis terminal, located at 
141 School Street, Hyannis, Massachusetts. 
 
 Present were five Members: Chairman Grace S. Grossman of Nantucket; 
Vice Chairman Robert L. O’Brien of Barnstable; Secretary Kathryn A. Roessel of 
Dukes County; David J. Oliveira of New Bedford; and Robert S. Marshall of 
Falmouth. 
 

The following members of the Authority’s management were also present:  
Chief Executive Officer Fred C. Raskin; Treasurer/Comptroller Wayne C. 
Lamson; General Counsel Steven M. Sayers; Director of Operations James P. 
Swindler; Director of Engineering & Maintenance Carl R. Walker; Director of 
Public Relations and Marketing Paula Peters; Director of Information and 
Technologies Mary T.H. Claffey; Director of Marketing and Community Rela-
tions Gina Barboza; and Executive Secretary to the Chief Executive Officer 
Maxine Horn. 
 
 
 

Minutes: 
 
 
IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. Oliveira’s motion, seconded by 
Ms. Roessel -- to approve the minutes of the Members’ 
meeting in public session on June 26, 2003. 
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 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 

 
 
 
 Results of Operations: 
 

Mr. Raskin summarized the results of the Authority’s operations through 
the month of May 2003, as set forth in a business summary for that month 
which had been provided to the Members and the public.  Mr. Raskin further 
reported that the Authority’s traffic volumes continued to decline during the 
month of June 2003, and that more of the automobiles carried by the Authority 
were traveling on excursion fares, which was further hurting revenues.  As a 
result, Mr. Raskin said, net income for the month was $400,000 below budget.  
Mr. Raskin also noted that Nantucket truck traffic had increased by 7.3% in 
June, although on a year-to-date basis it was still 4.4% lower than in 2002. 
 
  
 

Operating Schedules – Martha's Vineyard Route: 
 
 Mr. Raskin recounted how the Members previously had approved the 
operating schedules for the Nantucket route for the period from November 8, 
2003 through May 5, 2004, and stated that management was now asking for 
approval of the operating schedules for the Martha's Vineyard route during the 
same time period.  Mr. Raskin noted that management had held a public forum 
on Martha's Vineyard regarding the proposed schedules and had attended a 
meeting of the Tisbury Selectmen as well.  As a result, Mr. Raskin said, 
management had revised the proposed schedules from those which had been 
presented for discussion the prior month, although they still represented a 
$200,000 savings from prior year’s operations due to the reduction of the 
freight boat’s sailing schedule to below twelve hours a day during the off-
season. 
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IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Oliveira -- to approve the vessel operating schedules for 
the time period of November 8, 2003 through May 5, 2004 
for the Woods Hole-Martha's Vineyard route, as attached to 
Staff Summary #L-338, dated July 10, 2003, with the 
proviso that the Authority should provide additional service 
on that route when needed. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 

 
 
 

M/V Islander Replacement Vessel: 
 
 Mr. Raskin reviewed Staff Summary #E 2003-4, dated July 10, 2003, 
and reported that management was recommending that the Authority enter 
into a contract with Elliott Bay Design Group of Seattle, Washington to provide 
design and engineering service for the Islander’s replacement vessel, based 
upon their extensive experience and performance in designing double-ended 
ferries, their familiarity with Z-drive propulsion, and their favorable pricing 
differential 
 
 Mr. O’Brien declared for the record, however, that while he realized the 
replacement vessel will be environmentally friendlier than the Authority’s other 
vessels, it still would not be sailing into Hyannis harbor because it was going to 
be 250 feet long, which was longer than what is permitted by the agreement 
between the Authority and the Town of Barnstable.  Accordingly, Mr. O’Brien 
stated that he felt it was a shame to build a vessel that was going to be limited 
to a single route.  In response, Ms. Roessel noted that she had doubts about 
whether that agreement was legally enforceable, although she hoped that the 
Authority would not have to worry about it. 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Oliveira -- to appoint the firm of Elliott Bay Design 
Group as the first ranked naval architecture and engineering 
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firm from the finalists for Contract 10-03, “M/V Islander 
Replacement Vessel Design and Engineering”; ; to authorize 
the Chief Executive Officer to negotiate and award the 
contract to Elliott Bay Design Group at a cost not to exceed 
$900,000.00; and, in the event management is unable to do 
so, to authorize management to negotiate a contract with 
any of the other finalists, as described in Staff Summary #E 
2003-4, dated July 10, 2003. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     55 %     0 % 

 
 
 Mr. O’Brien abstained from voting on the motion. 
 
 
 

Proposed Coast Guard Security Regulations: 
 
 Noting how security issues for the Authority and other transit systems 
are high on a list of national concerns, Mr. Raskin reported that that United 
States Coast Guard had now turned its attention to security measures for 
ferries and had published proposed rules on that subject.  Mr. Swindler then 
reported how the rules, although effective immediately, were to be implemented 
over the following twelve months, and applied to all vessels which carry 150 
passengers or hazardous cargo, as well as to all facilities which accept those 
vessels.  Mr. Swindler also noted that, while the Authority had prepared its 
own plans in anticipation of these rules, those plans would now have to be 
reviewed in light of what had been published. 
 

Mr. Swindler further reported that the rules’ emphasis was on personnel 
qualifications, drills and exercises and, in this regard, noted that the Authority 
already had conducted training sessions for both vessel and terminal personnel 
and was in the process of scheduling more sessions.  In addition, Mr. Swindler 
stated that the rules will require ferry operators to designate an individual 
security officer on each vessel and adopt different procedures depending on 
which security alert level is then in effect.  Ultimately, Mr. Swindler said, it did 
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not appear that anything in the rules would significantly affect the Authority’s 
operations or inconvenience its customers. 
 
 Mr. Swindler also reported that, out of the $624,000 in federal grant 
money the Authority already had been awarded for security matters, $400,000 
would be used to design and develop secure passenger areas at the Authority’s 
terminals.  Observing that the specific design needs will be determined to 
address conditions during periods of heightened security, Mr. Swindler stated 
that one project would be a passenger waiting area at the Vineyard Haven 
terminal, another project would be a secure area at the Woods Hole terminal, 
and that there also would be fencing at the Nantucket terminal.  In addition, 
Mr. Swindler said, the Authority would install closed circuit television cameras.  
Mr. Swindler also noted that while the Authority had received almost all of the 
grants for which it had applied, the money can be used only for infrastructure 
and equipment, and cannot be used to pay for the Authority’s consultants. 
 
 Ms. Roessel then asked Mr. Swindler if he could provide her with a copy 
of the new rules, and noted that the Town of Oak Bluffs would be buying a 40-
foot patrol boat as an additional security measure.  Mr. Swindler stated that 
the Authority already had scheduled a meeting with the town on their security 
efforts, and that the two parties might file a joint application for more grant 
money. 
 
 
 

New England Fast Ferry Negotiations: 
 
 Mr. Raskin reported that, with respect to the proposal by New England 
Fast Ferry Co. (“NEFF”) to provide passenger service between New Bedford and 
Martha's Vineyard, NEFF and management had met with the City of New 
Bedford and the Department of Environmental Management (“DEM”) and had 
reached agreements on such matters as dockage fees and procedures for use of 
the New Bedford State Pier.  Mr. Raskin further reported that management had 
made a proposal to the City regarding the sharing of parking revenues, which 
he hoped would be acceptable. 
 
 Meanwhile, Mr. Raskin said, the Authority had received a letter from the 
Office of the State Auditor in response to a petition from the Authority’s unions 
asserting that a license to NEFF would be a privatization under the so-called 
“Pacheco Law.”  Mr. Raskin stated that management was studying this issue 
carefully to make certain that, if the law were to apply to this situation, the 
Authority fully complies with it.  As a result, Mr. Raskin said, the process may 
be delayed a few months, but hopefully would still be finished in time for NEFF 
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to commence service next season.  Indeed, Mr. Raskin stated that management 
was reviewing potential alternatives which might make this issue academic, 
and he expressed his hope that management would be presenting a proposed 
agreement with NEFF to the Members for their consideration at next month’s 
meeting. 
 
 In response to a question from Mrs. Grossman, Mr. Raskin stated that 
NEFF, not the Authority, would be paying DEM and the City of New Bedford for 
use of the State Pier, which is owned by DEM and operated by the City, as well 
as the parking facility, which is both owned and operated by the City, while the 
Authority would share the parking revenues with the City.  New Bedford Port 
Council Member George J. Leontire agreed, declaring that the agreements 
would not require the Authority to pay anything to either DEM or the City. 
 
 
 

Revised 2003 Operating Budget: 
 
 Mr. Lamson then reviewed Staff Summary #A-428, dated July 11, 2003, 
which described the basis for management’s request that the Members approve 
a revised 2003 Operating Budget.  Specifically, Mr. Lamson said, the revised 
budget would include discontinuing the Schamonchi passenger service between 
New Bedford and Martha's Vineyard on September 8th instead of October 1st, 
and reducing the freight boat’s operating schedule between Woods Hole and 
Vineyard Haven to a 12-hour operating schedule starting October 15th through 
December 31st.  Mr. Lamson stated that those two changes alone would save 
the Authority over $200,000 for the remainder of the year. 
 
 Ms. Roessel then noted that the Legislature recently had passed a bill to 
impose an embarkation tax on ferry passengers traveling to and from Martha's 
Vineyard and Nantucket which would provide funds for the port communities 
to use to mitigate the impacts of the ferry on their harbor areas.  Accordingly, 
Ms. Roessel observed that this tax could provide the towns with money for 
projects such as dredging, which previously had been paid for by the Authority.  
While Mr. Lamson agreed that the use of such funds for these purposes would 
result in savings for the Authority, he questioned whether it would offset the 
impact the tax will have on the Authority’s ridership. 
 
 Mr. O’Brien, however, noted that the tax will not be mandatory; rather, 
before a port community can impose it, it will need to be approved in a local 
election.  Mr. Marshall also questioned Mr. Lamson’s concern that the amount 
of money involved will affect anyone’s travel plans.  But Ms. Roessel disagreed, 
declaring that it may have a very significant chilling effect on those who are not 
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in a position to buy commuter books.  Ultimately, Mr. Oliveira observed that 
the final legislation was not what was intended, and he suggested that the 
Members might want to ask that hearings be conducted so that proper 
legislation can be drafted. 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. Oliveira’s motion, seconded by 
Ms. Roessel -- to approve the revised 2003 Operating Budget 
as proposed in Staff Summary #A-428, dated July 11, 2003. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 

 
 
 
 Port Council’s Report: 
 
 Mr. Leontire reported that the Port Council had voted unanimously to 
request that the legislative delegation advise them as to the status of the 
embarkation fee legislation, and meet with them over what is going to be done 
to change it.  Falmouth Port Council Member S. Eric Asendorf then warned 
that the potential divisiveness of this issue could tear apart the port 
communities, and he suggested that the Members should ask the Legislature 
to come up with another idea.  In this regard, Mr. Asendorf noted that the 
disputes would not only be with respect to how much is going to be charged 
and who is going to be charged, but also with respect to who is going to decide 
how to spend the money and who is going to receive it.  However, Tisbury Port 
Council Member Thomas Pachico disagreed, declaring that the legislation was 
an opportunity for all of the ports to have substantial income at the expense of 
visitors, and that he felt the various issues could be worked out and agreed 
upon. 
 
 Mr. Leontire then reported that the Port Council reviewed Mr. Marshall’s 
July 9, 2003 memorandum regarding management goals and objectives, and 
had just a few comments.  Specifically, the Port Council had unanimously 
adopted a request from Nantucket Port Council Member H. Flint Ranney to 
include a preamble reciting the Authority’s statutory mission as the lifeline to 
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the islands; they had also voted, at Mr. Pachico’s request, to include in the 
seventh short term goal and objective which asks management to examine all 
possible opportunities to reduce operating costs, language that would require 
management to work in conjunction with the Authority Members, Port Council 
members, the public at large, and the terminal agents; they had added a tenth 
short term goal and objective for management to travel the routes frequently to 
gauge the effect of maintenance and customer service improvements; they had 
recommended the deletion of the third medium term goal and objective to move 
the reservation center to a port community because of some concern over 
whether such a move would be the most cost effective; and they recommended 
that the threshold for the inclusion of major expenditures in the capital budget 
be reduced from $1,000,000 to $500,000. 
 
 Mr. Leontire also reported that the Port Council had asked to be involved 
in the Authority Members’ executive sessions when any financial matters are 
discussed, and that management provide the Port Council with an update of 
the status of the agreement between the Authority and the Town of Barnstable. 
 
 Mr. Oliveira then proposed that the Port Council be able to participate in 
the Members’ executive sessions and offer comments on financial matters.  But 
Mrs. Grossman disagreed, saying that including the Port Council would make 
it very unwieldy and difficult for the Members to discuss all of the matters that 
need to be discussed there.  After Ms. Roessel and Mr. Marshall stated that 
they agreed with Mrs. Grossman, Mr. O’Brien suggested that perhaps the Port 
Council’s Chairman could attend executive sessions, as long as he understood 
he was only monitoring and not participating.  But Ms. Roessel noted that this 
suggestion implied that the Chairman would be reporting back to the Port 
Council, and she objected that the procedure would make it more difficult to 
keep the content of those sessions from being leaked prematurely.  Ultimately, 
Mr. Oliveira withdrew his proposal. 
 
 Barnstable Port Council Member Robert C. Jones recounted how the 
Authority and the Town of Barnstable had entered into an agreement in 1997 
which requires that certain subjects be addressed no later than 2003.  For that 
reason, Mr. Jones requested that the Authority, through management and the 
Members, address those issues and advise the Town where it stands on what 
has been done and what will be done to comply with the agreement.  In 
response, Mrs. Grossman declared that the Authority wanted to work with 
Hyannis and be friends, but that there were some problems as far as 
Nantucket was concerned due to the fact that New Bedford was too great a 
distance away to serve as a port for Nantucket’s excess freight. 
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 Finn Murphy, Chairman of the Nantucket Board of Selectmen, declared 
that this was a matter of vital concern for everyone on Nantucket and that the 
Nantucket Selectmen would very much like to be involved in these discussions.  
For example, Mr. Murphy said, the two communities had been working on a 
number of things they have in common, such as the Windfarm and the 
Nantucket cable project, that they had economic ties with each other, and that 
they looked at traffic and its impacts in similar ways.  Mr. Murphy also noted 
that the airports had just signed a mutual grant application to reduce lights.  
 

Mrs. Grossman also observed that the Authority’s freight traffic levels 
had significantly decreased, and that the Authority was very close to the 1997 
levels.  Accordingly, Mrs. Grossman said, it looked like the Authority was 
adhering to the agreement in many ways. 
 
 Mr. Jones responded by declaring that perhaps the agreement needed to 
be revisited and, if so, that he felt confident that reasonable people could make 
reasonable decisions.  Mr. Jones also noted that, while the traffic problems 
caused by the Authority represented only a portion of the Town’s overall traffic 
problems, the Town could end up with gridlock if they were not addressed. 
 
 Mrs. Grossman then observed that the Authority also was discussing the 
possibility of warehousing freight on the island to decrease the amount of 
traffic during the summer season, and was discussing the subject of barging as 
well.  Mr. Raskin further noted that while each side may have legal and 
equitable arguments regarding the agreement, he hoped that reason would 
prevail in light of the large number of mitigating factors, such as whether 
freight service from New Bedford could be economical in any event.  Ultimately, 
Mr. Raskin said, the best thing to do would be to sit down and talk about the 
subject. 
 
 
 

Management Goals and Objectives: 
 
 Mr. Marshall then reported that, in his July 9, 2003 memorandum to the 
Members, he had attempted to draft a consensus of the Members’ goals and 
objectives for management.  In this regard, Mr. Marshall observed that each 
Member had a responsibility to his or her own community and also to maintain 
a working organization.  For this reason, Mr. Marshall said, he had tried to 
eliminate all of the Members’ individual local concerns and generalize them. 
 
 The Members discussed the goals and objectives in Mr. Marshall’s July 
9, 2003 memorandum and agreed upon certain revisions to them.  Afterwards, 
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Mr. Raskin stated that he felt the various goals and objectives were achievable, 
although not quantifiably measurable due to the fact that management does 
not have full control over many issues. 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. O’Brien -- to adopt the following goals and objectives for 
management, with the understanding that both the 
Members and management must always keep in mind that 
the Authority’s statutory mission is to be the “lifeline” for 
the islands of Nantucket and Martha's Vineyard: 
 

 
Goals and Objectives – Short Term (12 months) 
 
1. Prepare and implement a customer service improve-

ment plan beginning with a complete review, codifica-
tion and re-evaluation of all “rules and regulations” 
that affect the Authority’s customers. 

 
2. Establish a measurable “boat and terminal” mainten-

ance program. 
 
3. Create an aggressive public relations campaign (to 

include a merchandising program). 
 
4. Complete a mainland port traffic mitigation program 

(e.g., Martha's Vineyard/ New Bedford passenger 
service). 

 
5. Meet with the Authority and Port Council member 

from each port quarterly to discuss specific needs, 
concerns and action plan relative to his or her port 
community. 

 
6. Examine and evaluate the food concession and put the 

new contract out for bid. 
 
7. Examine all possible opportunities to reduce operating 

costs, e.g., scheduling. 
 
8. Conduct a complete review of fares and rates as part of 

the 2004 operating budget. 
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9. Develop and implement a security program commen-
surate with the level of risk. 

 
 
Goals and Objectives – Medium Term (12 to 24 months) 
 
1. Investigate other methods to alleviate traffic at main-

land ports, e.g., barging, staging, stockpiling of non-
perishables. 

 
2. Continue to look for ways to increase revenues other 

than through fare increases. 
 
3. Plan to move reservations center to a port community. 
 
4. Review and implement an environmental policy, 

program and goals. 
 
5. Develop a senior management succession plan. 
 
 
Goals and Objectives – Long Term (5 years) 
 
1. Develop an initial strategic plan identifying all known 

and anticipated issues with goals of resolving or 
achieving them for review by the Members in January 
or February 2004. 

 
2. Develop a capital budget to include all major expendi-

tures ($500,000 or more).  
 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 
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Public Comment: 
 
 Mr. Raskin reported that the Authority was going to start selling tickets 
from a kiosk outside the Woods Hole terminal.  Ms. Claffey further stated that 
initially only passenger tickets will be sold from the kiosk, which will require 
that customers use a credit card.  Ms. Claffey also stated that additional kiosks 
would then be ordered for other terminals, but only after management has the 
opportunity to install this first one and make certain its application is correct.  
 
 In response to a question from MEBA Representative William Campbell, 
Mr. Raskin declared that the Pacheco Law had absolutely nothing to do with 
the Authority’s decision to stop the Schamonchi service a few weeks earlier than 
originally scheduled.  Mr. Raskin noted that the number of passengers riding 
the Schamonchi had dropped substantially this year, and that the Authority 
historically loses money even more rapidly during the shoulder season. 
 

At approximately 12:08 p.m., Mrs. Grossman entertained a motion to go 
into executive session, and announced that the Members would not reconvene 
in public after the conclusion of the executive session. 

 
 
IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. O’Brien -- to go into executive session to discuss the 
Authority's strategy with respect to collective bargaining 
and litigation matters, the purchase, exchange, lease and 
value of real estate, contract negotiations with nonunion 
personnel, and the deployment of security personnel and 
devices. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 

Mrs. Grossman     35 % 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL   100 %     0 % 

 
 
 A TRUE RECORD   ____________________________________ 
      KATHRYN A. ROESSEL,  Secretary 



MINUTES 
 

OF THE 
 

WOODS HOLE, MARTHA’S VINEYARD 
AND NANTUCKET STEAMSHIP AUTHORITY 

 
 

The Meeting in Public Session 
 

August 21, 2003 
 
 
 The Members of the Woods Hole, Martha's Vineyard and Nantucket 
Steamship Authority met this 21st day of August, 2003, beginning at 9:30 a.m., 
in the Large Instruction Room of the Nantucket High School, located at 10 
Surfside Road, Nantucket, Massachusetts. 
 
 Present were five Members: Chairman Grace S. Grossman of Nantucket; 
Vice Chairman Robert L. O’Brien of Barnstable; Secretary Kathryn A. Roessel of 
Dukes County; David J. Oliveira of New Bedford; and Robert S. Marshall of 
Falmouth. 
 

The following members of the Authority’s management were also present:  
Chief Executive Officer Fred C. Raskin; Treasurer/Comptroller Wayne C. 
Lamson; General Counsel Steven M. Sayers; Director of Public Relations and 
Marketing Paula Peters; Director of Information and Technologies Mary T.H. 
Claffey; Director of Marketing and Community Relations Gina Barboza; 
Nantucket Terminal Manager Elaine Mooney; and Executive Secretary to the 
Chief Executive Officer Maxine Horn. 
 
 
 
 Results of Operations: 
 

Mr. Raskin summarized the results of the Authority’s operations through 
the month of June 2003, as set forth in a business summary for that month 
which had been provided to the Members and the public.  Mr. Raskin also 
reported that the Authority’s traffic volumes continued to decline during the 
month of July 2003, including a 35% decrease in the number of passengers on 
the New Bedford-Martha's Vineyard route, and that more of the automobiles 
carried by the Authority were traveling on excursion fares, which was further 
hurting revenues.  Mr. Raskin further reported that the Authority’s parking 
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revenue had decreased, particularly in Hyannis, because it appeared that more 
passengers were parking for free at Cape Cod Community College and taking 
the free shuttle bus service to the terminal. 

 
Mrs. Grossman stated that she had received a number of complaints 

from passengers using that shuttle service who missed their boats because the 
bus made stops along the way, and asked whether anything could be done to 
correct the situation.  In response, Mr. Raskin stated that it was probably too 
late to change the operation for the remainder of the current summer season, 
but that he would see what could be done for the following year. 
 
  
 
 M/V Schamonchi: 
 
 Mr. Raskin reported that the number of passengers traveling on the 
Schamonchi had steadily fallen this year despite the Authority’s increased 
promotional efforts.  Specifically, Mr. Raskin said, in 2001 the Schamonchi had 
carried almost 100,000 passengers, while this year with a shortened season it 
would carry only around 70,000 to 75,000 passengers.  While Mr. Raskin 
acknowledged that the Schamonchi would have carried as many as 85,000 
passengers if it had operated the entire summer, he noted that shortening the 
season had helped the bottom line performance of the service, which would 
result in an $800,000 bookkeeping loss and a $600,000 cash loss this year. 
 
 Mr. Raskin further reported that management was not optimistic about 
its ability to improve the Schamonchi’s future performance.  While the decline 
in passenger traffic this year may have been attributable to a number of 
causes, such as the Authority’s difficulty in arranging for a dock and parking in 
New Bedford, the bad weather and economy and the commencement of a new 
fast ferry service from Rhode Island, Mr. Raskin observed that the Authority 
will continue to have higher labor costs, less flexibility in the scheduling of its 
crews, and an aging vessel which will need more and more attention. 
 
 Mr. Raskin advised the Members that, for all of these reasons, manage-
ment believed a private operator would be in a far better position to provide 
conventional passenger service between New Bedford and Martha's Vineyard 
than the Authority, and that management accordingly would be issuing an 
invitation for bids from private operators who may be interested in doing so.  
Mr. Raskin further stated that the process would comply with the so-called 
“Pacheco Act,” which regulates the privatization of the Authority’s services, and 
that the Authority may be required to provide a modest subsidy for the service, 
which could amount to as much as $250,000 a year for two years. 



August 21, 2003  
Minutes of the Public Session 

 Page 69 

 
 Mrs. Grossman questioned why the Authority should pay such a large 
amount and stated that she believed the Authority should just get rid of the 
service entirely.  But Mr. Raskin noted that, instead of providing the service 
itself at a cash loss of $600,000 a year, the Authority effectively would be 
saving $350,000 a year by so subsidizing a private operator and, further, that 
the obligation to pay that subsidy would only last for two years.  Mr. Raskin 
also pointed out that the Members were free to disagree with management on 
this issue, as it appropriately was a matter of policy for the Members to decide 
whether to suspend service between New Bedford and Martha's Vineyard or to 
make certain that there is an alternative service between those two ports for 
the benefit of those communities. 
 
 Mrs. Grossman then declared that she found it unacceptable for the 
Authority to subsidize a private carrier.  But Ms. Roessel disagreed, noting that 
the Authority’s annual loss on the New Bedford-Martha's Vineyard route would 
decrease from $600,000 to $250,000 for two years, and that those losses were 
being borne by the ratepayers on Martha's Vineyard and were a large part of 
their cost of living due to the fact that they often travel off-island.  In this 
regard, Ms. Roessel also observed that this process was necessary in order for 
the Authority to be able to provide an additional service for Martha's Vineyard 
residents which they presently did not have, that traffic problems on Cape Cod 
were only going to get worse in the future, and that ultimately this approach 
would bring the Authority to the point where service from New Bedford was not 
going to cost it anything at all. 
 
 Ms. Roessel also declared that she was loathe to give up on traditional 
service between New Bedford and Martha's Vineyard because so many people 
have been depending on it for years.  While Ms. Roessel acknowledged that 
ridership on the Schamonchi had been declining, she suggested that this type 
of passenger service was one that might work better in private hands, and that 
it was also important to maintain a service with conventional vessels because it 
would provide more confidence to those passengers using a fast ferry service. 
 
 Mr. Oliveira also pointed out that, if the Authority were to select New 
England Fast Ferry (“NEFF”) to provide high-speed service between New 
Bedford and Martha's Vineyard, it would be necessary to continue some form of 
traditional service in order to make that arrangement succeed.  In this regard, 
Mr. Oliveira observed that NEFF was proposing to provide fast ferry service 
with a vessel that will have a capacity of only 150 passengers.  Mr. Oliveira 
noted that he was traveling from New Bedford on the Schamonchi the previous 
day when it had 340 passengers on board; and if only NEFF’s fast ferry were 
operating on that route, 190 of those passengers would have been stranded at 
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the dock in New Bedford that morning and, even worse, 40 of those stranded 
passengers would not even have been able to get on NEFF’s following trip to 
Martha's Vineyard at 12:30 that afternoon. 
 
 Mr. Marshall similarly stated that, as a last resort, he would be happy to 
pay $250,000 a year to save $350,000 a year, given that it would be a two-year 
program.  While Mr. Marshall acknowledged that management’s plan may not 
represent the best economic deal for the Authority, it certainly was not the 
worst one either. 
 
 
 

New England Fast Ferry Negotiations: 
 

Mr. Raskin then presented management’s recommendation regarding the 
Authority’s potential award of a license to New England Fast Ferry of 
Massachusetts, LLC to provide high-speed ferry service between New Bedford 
and Martha's Vineyard, and the Members discussed that recommendation.  
Due to the length of the statements made during the presentation and 
discussion, they are attached hereto as a supplement to the minutes of this 
meeting. 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. Marshall’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. O’Brien -- to authorize management to issue a license to 
New England Fast Ferry in substantially the form attached 
to Staff Summary #CEO-456, dated August 15, 2003, with 
the revisions described by the Chief Executive Officer at 
today’s meeting and also subject to the resolution of the 
outstanding issues with respect to the parking agreement 
with the City of New Bedford as also described by the Chief 
Executive Officer at today’s meeting. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 

Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 
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Policies and Procedures: 
 
 Ms. Peters reported that, as requested by the Members, management had 
established a policy review team first to develop a list of all of the Authority’s 
policies and procedures and then to review each one of them to determine their 
value and make recommendations.  Ms. Peters also stated that the team was 
prioritizing certain of their recommendations so that they could be presented to 
the Members for their consideration and hopefully implemented in time for the 
following year.  After the Members thanked Ms. Peters for the status report, 
Ms. Roessel suggested that management give the public an opportunity to 
comment on any of the team’s recommendations before presenting them to the 
Members.   
 
 
 

2004 Budget Policy Statement: 
 
 Mr. Lamson presented management’s proposed budget policy guidelines 
for the year 2004, as well as the tentative operating schedule that will be used 
by management as the basis for estimating the following year’s cost of service.  
Specifically, Mr. Lamson stated that management would be looking at ending 
the 2004 summer schedule at the end of September in order to save money on 
the Nantucket route, as the Authority in past years has had excess capacity on 
its vessels after the end of that month.  Mr. Lamson also noted that, since the 
Authority was now reducing the excursion rate in mid-September, Nantucket 
residents would still have time to take advantage of that fare reduction. 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. O’Brien’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Oliveira -- to adopt the 2004 Budget Policy Statement as 
proposed by management in Staff Summary #A-429, dated 
August 14, 2003. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 

Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 
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 Port Council’s Report: 
 
 New Bedford Port Council Member George J. Leontire reported that there 
was serious concern among the Port Council members that they were not being 
adequately utilized.  Mr. Leontire assured the Members that the Port Council 
viewed themselves as an advisory group and that they wanted to make certain 
there was no perception on the part of the Members that the Port Council was 
trying to usurp the Members’ authority.  In this regard, Mr. Leontire stated that 
the Port Council recognized that it was the Members’ responsibility to make the 
ultimate decisions on matters affecting the Authority. 
 
 
 

Public Comment: 
 
 Nantucket Board of Selectman Chairman Finn Murphy declared that the 
Authority needed to schedule more time between the departures and arrivals of 
its vessels, as the current schedule had a massive negative effect on downtown 
traffic and was requiring the Town to deploy six police officers.  Mr. Murphy 
suggested that, until the schedule could be changed, the Authority should 
assign an employee, or engage a detail officer, during peak times to keep the 
traffic on its wharf moving.  Mr. Murphy’s concern was shared by several other 
members of the audience during the public comment period. 
 

Mr. Murphy further noted that the Authority was instituting park and 
ride lots at some of its ports, and that Nantucket could certainly use one there 
as well.  Finally, Mr. Murphy recounted how, under a 1993 memorandum of 
understanding, the Authority had agreed to log all black water discharges from 
all of its vessels.  In this regard, Mr. Murphy said, there had been a report of a 
black water discharge from the Flying Cloud at 2:55 p.m. on August 15, 2003, 
and he asked that the Authority investigate the incident and report back to the 
Selectmen. 
 
 Nantucket Selectman Frank Spriggs noted that the federal government 
was imposing new security regulations on the Authority, and asked that the 
Authority communicate with the appropriate Nantucket authorities before 
making any decisions on such matters.  Mr. Spriggs declared that Nantucket 
would not want to see anything that would negatively impact its tourism. 
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 Roger Ernst reported that he was the chairman of an advisory committee 
consisting of thirteen non-voting taxpayers appointed by the Nantucket Board 
of Selectmen, and that the committee had issued a policy dictum declaring that 
Nantucket’s non-voting taxpayers were more than equally responsible for the 
Authority’s performance and urging the Authority to recognize that they are 
entitled to receive equal treatment in its procedures and policies. 
 
 Nantucket Port Council Member H. Flint Ranney declared that the one-
year time period in which someone may return to the island on an excursion 
fare was too long, and suggested that a thirty-day limitation would be fair. 
 
 Other members of the audience asked whether the Authority could enter 
into joint ticketing and marketing arrangements with the Nantucket Regional 
Transit Authority; whether the new telephone answering service could be 
updated more often to accurately report the status of the Authority’s service; 
whether dogs could be permitted to ride on the Flying Cloud if they were taken 
care of properly; and whether the Authority could issue a report regarding what 
its fall initiatives were for the print media 
 
 Nantucket resident Cathy Molloy recounted how she had been traveling 
on an excursion fare in July when she had been delayed a day on her return 
and was not able to call the Authority to change her reservation.  Ms. Molloy 
complained that when she arrived at the Hyannis terminal she was advised 
that she would have to pay another $200 and travel on standby status because 
she had been identified as a chronic abuser of the excursion fare. 
 
 In response to a question from the press, Mr. Raskin stated that the 
Members would be discussing the subject of the Flying Cloud’s extended engine 
warranties in executive session, and that he expected the Members’ action 
would become public within the next few days. 
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At approximately 12:16 p.m., Mrs. Grossman entertained a motion to go 
into executive session, and announced that the Members would not reconvene 
in public after the conclusion of the executive session. 

 
 
IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. O’Brien -- to go into executive session to discuss the 
Authority's strategy with respect to collective bargaining 
and litigation matters, the purchase, exchange, lease and 
value of real estate, contract negotiations with nonunion 
personnel, and the deployment of security personnel and 
devices. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 

Mrs. Grossman     35 % 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL   100 %     0 % 

 
 
 
 
 A TRUE RECORD   ____________________________________ 
      KATHRYN A. ROESSEL,  Secretary 



DISCUSSION  REGARDING 
 

NEGOTIATIONS  WITH  NEW  ENGLAND  FAST  FERRY 
 

FOR  A  LICENSE  TO  PROVIDE  PASSENGER  SERVICE 
 

BETWEEN  NEW  BEDFORD  AND  MARTHA’S  VINEYARD 
 

 
August 21, 2003 

 
 
 Chief Executive Officer Fred C. Raskin:     We have obviously touched 
on some related issues.  By way of background we sent out a Request for 
Proposals back in November 2002, and you may recall that our goal in issuing 
that RFP was to pursue possibilities of seeing whether there are ways of 
reducing Cape traffic while providing a valued service to travelers to and from 
Martha's Vineyard. 
 

There were two responsive submissions, one by Boston Harbor Cruises 
and one by New England Fast Ferry.  Management made its recommendation 
to the Board in May of this year and based it basically on several things.  First, 
the New England Fast Ferry proposal contemplated year round service.  It also 
discussed an effort to promote dolly freight from New Bedford to the island.  
Their boat design was attractive and they evidenced good management 
experience in this regard. 

 
In our recommendation to the Board, we also mentioned that we 

preferred a third party operator such as New England Fast Ferry over the 
Steamship Authority doing it itself for several reasons.  The first reason was 
that we had and continue to have some substantial questions about the long-
term viability of the fast ferry market from New Bedford to Martha's Vineyard.  
Given what has happened since then, I don’t step back from that.  I continue to 
have some concern.  Our own Schamonchi experience certainly does not give 
me great comfort in that regard.  The fact that a non-Massachusetts service 
has started up from Quonset Point, Rhode Island to Martha's Vineyard points 
out one of the things that we mentioned in the original recommendation to the 
Board, and that is that New Bedford is not insulated from the Enabling Act’s 
monopoly status.  So there is going to be more competition from that part of 
the southern New England coast line. 
 

We are also concerned about other things.   Our capital commitments are 
an issue.  We have some significant dollars planned to replace the Islander for 
Martha's Vineyard, also the Oak Bluffs terminal and further down the road we 
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have significant dollars intended for both the Nantucket and the Eagle for 
refurbishment.  So our capital plate was then, and still is, rather full, and given 
our market concerns we recommended New England Fast Ferry.   
 

During the whole process, there were significant community inputs, a 
number of forums on Martha's Vineyard.  We engaged Fox Consultants to help 
us on some technical issues and we tried to be responsive.  The primary input 
from all of these sources was concern about the proposed twelve year term that 
was described in our RFP.  We did that initially to make sure that there was as 
good an economic scenario as possible in the proposal that would translate 
into low ticket prices.  In that sense I think the goal was achieved.  The twenty 
dollar proposed price is lower than the $25 which Boston Harbor Cruises had 
talked about six or eight months before we went out with the RFP. 

 
Both travelers and our consultants talked to us about full ride control 

and the people at New England Fast Ferry also recognized that as a concern 
and an issue, and they have committed to provide full ride control service on 
both fast ferries.  Obviously not planned but part of the process was the 
request by our unions to the State Auditor’s office for determination of the 
applicability of the Pacheco Act, which governs privatization or outsourcing.  
Although we disagree with the General Counsel’s view that this potentially 
could be viewed as applying, we have been working mindful of the Pacheco 
provisions and now I believe we will fully be in compliance with that. 
 

Let me just briefly review some of the provisions which have changed 
since our original RFP back in November.  As I mentioned, the term has been 
shortened.  Rather than a twelve-year term, we have gone to a seven-year, 
three-month term and that obviously significantly impacted the economics for 
New England Fast Ferry, and not to the better.  But that was a provision that 
we required and they were responsive to that.  In addition to that shortened 
term, we have committed that should we decide to end their license at the end 
of seven years and three months, that we would undertake for three and one-
half years to charter the two fast ferry vessels at $30,000 a month, which in 
today’s dollars are attractive rates.  Should we decide to take over the service at 
the end of seven years, we will want those vessels because we will want to 
make sure that we adequately plan for and design and construct vessels that 
we think will be the right ones for that service. 

 
We also changed in the definitive agreement the wake provisions of the 

RFP.  Boston Harbor Cruises raised some definitional issues as to whether or 
not the wake proposed by New England Fast Ferry was the right way to 
measure and whether or not they would meet that.  We still think they will 
come close to the original specifications, but we have increased the permitted 
wake of these vessels to a level that is still substantially below any of our own 
vessels at the Steamship Authority, below Boston Harbor Cruises’ proposed 
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vessel, and below the level required in our RFP to deserve a Highly Advan-
tageous rating.  So we made that to avoid any technical arguments of non-
compliance. 
 

As I mentioned, New England Fast Ferry has agreed to put in a full ride 
control.  Because of the very tight time schedule that they will be under if the 
Board approves the New England Fast Ferry license application today to 
construct a vessel, they have asked on a hypothetical basis that if they 
determine that there is a vessel out there that meets all the specifications and 
would be acceptable to the Steamship Authority, that they be allowed to use it 
as a substitute vessel.  As I understand, there are no current plans for that, 
and we would probably in any event have a reasonable duty to entertain any 
such request, and that is all our duty is, we will look at it, and if it is not what 
was promised to us, we will not accept that and continue with the original 
vessel construction. 
 

I have mentioned the Pacheco issue.  I believe by virtue of the items we 
have discussed already, proposed outsourcing of the New Bedford slow ferry 
service, and this is based upon discussions with the General Counsel and our 
own attorneys, Pacheco should not impact the New England Fast Ferry license 
application.  We will give New England Fast Ferry an indemnification should 
there be a technical violation, but we do not anticipate that there will be one.  
 

Another issue was the performance bond.  We had originally requested a 
$3,000,000 performance bond throughout the twelve-year term.  But as I have 
mentioned, we have significantly reduced the term of the agreement, making 
the overall contract term slightly less attractive, and we also increased license 
fees.  That significantly altered the economic analysis of the license and New 
England Fast Ferry asked us to consider, as we said we would, reducing the 
twelve-year term of the bond and the $3,000,000 absolute dollar amount.  We 
have agreed with them that we would reduce the amount of the bond after the 
first year to $1,500,000, and assuming that there has been good service 
complying with their commitments under the contract, that we would eliminate 
the bond requirement at the end of the second year.  One of the reasons we 
have agreed to this is that I have learned that in order to get these performance 
bonds or standby letters of credit, there is actually a commitment to set aside 
that amount of money as security for the bonding company, so there is really a 
cost of capital here and an allocation of scarce capital for New England Fast 
Ferry that otherwise would lie idle. 

 
What I would like to suggest which is a slight amendment to what is in 

the contract right now is that the ultimate agreement is to make sure this 
performance bond absolutely complies with the Steamship Authority’s 
procurement requirements, is that we leave it to management and the Board at 
that time – at the end of the first year and the end of the second year – to 
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determine whether the Authority will allow New England Fast Ferry to 
terminate or reduce that bonding commitment, or in the alternative insist that 
it be there but that the Steamship Authority would pay a sum that would in 
effect keep the economics of the deal for New England Fast Ferry in place. 
 

It is difficult to say how much the bond will cost at that time.  It is a 
changing market.  It could be $100,000.  It could be more.  They will have to 
calculate it at that time.  But I think we will clearly see at the time that New 
England Fast Ferry has complied with the requirements of the contract, and if 
they haven’t, that would be the time to draw on that performance bond. 
 

The final thing that we have changed, which has again detracted from 
the financial performance for the deal for New England Fast Ferry but was 
needed by us to protect what has always been a concern of management here, 
and that is to protect economically the core franchise going to Martha's 
Vineyard, and that is the route from Woods Hole to Martha's Vineyard.  We 
increased license fees substantially above that which were in the RFP, which 
mentioned a 2% royalty.  We have increased it and it basically slides with 
volume, and depends on a small part upon whether New England Fast Ferry 
volume grows more rapidly than our volume, as I suspect it will.  But the 
license fees now generally run anywhere from 2% at the very lowest level to 
over 6% for higher levels of traffic.  So we are obviously getting more revenue 
than we described in our initial RFP. 
 

Just running through quickly the financial analysis.  I would want to 
emphasize here that I have seen few financial analyses that have more 
assumptions built into it, and necessarily so.  Our basic concern here is that if 
we do grant a license we do so but at a cost or risk that doesn’t burden the 
Woods Hole route, and so we have attempted through all of this to recover 
potentially lost revenue out of Woods Hole.  That required that we make some 
assumptions as to the percentage of New England Fast Ferry travelers that in 
effect would have come out of Woods Hole.  You would exclude from that other 
providers of service, such as the Pied Piper, the Island Queen, even the Hy-Line 
route from Hyannis, the Millennium from Quonset point, even airlines, and 
even new markets that New England Fast Ferry will develop that would not 
have come from Woods Hole.  Roughly we assumed there that at the beginning 
around 72% of New England Fast Ferry’s traffic would have gone through 
Woods Hole, and that is the revenue loss that we are trying to protect. 
 

Other things that impact the analysis.  I am not going to spend a lot of 
time on it.  We will also lose parking revenue.  How long the cars park on 
average.  How many travelers there are per car.  In any event, that revenue loss 
which at the higher levels of travel could approach or exceed $1,000,000, we 
believe will almost entirely be recovered through the license fees that I have 
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described, dockage fees for use of our docks, which will be $45,000 per year, 
and New Bedford parking. 

 
We have now reached an agreement in principle with the City of New 

Bedford on the economics of that parking.  What we have agreed to is that they 
will provide the security and parking services themselves.  We will assume for 
purposes of revenue-sharing calculation that the cost of those services will not 
exceed $260,000 a year.  It will escalate with the Consumer Price Index over 
time, and during the first two years while we subsidize the Schamonchi we will 
split the profits 50%-50%.  After that subsidy ends in the third year, the City 
will get 60% of the parking profits and we will get 40%. 

 
Hopefully, and this is not plugged into the financial analysis – and nor 

could I really – should the new slower ferry service actually go through the 
State Pier that will generate additional parking revenue that we will share in as 
well.  In any event, as you look at Exhibit B, roughly at any volume level, the 
net revenue loss out of Woods Hole is estimated to vary somewhere between 
$100,000 to $200,000.   As Mrs. Grossman mentioned earlier in the meeting, I 
would again remind you that is assuming that we view the existing Schamonchi 
service reductions as part of this overall deal with New England Fast Ferry.  
There is the other position and I think Mrs. Grossman would subscribe to that 
position, and that is that the Schamonchi service could be stopped without 
regard to New England Fast Ferry, and if you were to look at that then the 
$100,000 revenue loss might become a $450,000 revenue loss.  But again I 
think it is a Board issue and I think that New Bedford service is an appropriate 
Board policy decision. And we viewed it that in that sense it is appropriate to 
net the savings on the Schamonchi service against this here. 
 

Other open issues.  Wayne reminded me that this is a year-round fast 
ferry service between New Bedford and Martha's Vineyard, and that analysis 
does not include some passenger ridership losses out of Woods Hole during the 
winter, and he figured that the net loss revenue will be somewhere between 
$150,000 to $200,000.  Keep in mind that ridership goes down significantly in 
the winter.  We have not included that in our calculation here because even if 
we provided the service ourselves we would not provide the service during the 
winter.  So it is a service that no one else is willing to provide.  We think that is 
worth roughly $150,000 but there is just no way to calculate that in.  
Offsetting this, as I mentioned and not included, is that hopefully there will be 
some additional parking revenues from the outsourced slow ferry service. 
 

Exhibit B basically sets up what we think the net economic cost to the 
Steamship Authority is for granting this service.  Hopefully it has done 
everything that we have anticipated.  It will reduce traffic on the Cape.  It will 
provide a valued service to travelers to and from Martha's Vineyard, and it will 
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also do so without jeopardizing or risking the economics that now exist at our 
core transportation function, the Woods Hole route. 
 

Many people have been concerned, I see some of our own people here, 
understandably, many people have asked, shouldn’t we do this ourselves?  And 
I just want to spend a second on that.  There is something in the management 
summary which deals with that a bit.  We are going to have roughly 70,000 to 
75,000 passengers this year.  Wayne has calculated that if we were to provide 
this service just during the summer our break-even point would be in the 
neighborhood of 150,000 passengers.  We believe that is a long jump from the 
75,000 passengers we currently have. 
 

What I have done in the management summary is to put the Steamship 
Authority’s economics up against the deal we have with New England Fast 
Ferry.  Keep in mind that under either alternative, the loss of revenue from 
Woods Hole would be the same, and the avoided costs from outsourcing the 
slow ferry service would be the same.  If you look at the Steamship Authority at 
130,000 customers the operating loss would be around $400,000, perhaps a 
little bit less.  Under the amendment to the Enabling Act that was passed last 
summer, New Bedford would be obligated to cover half of those losses for the 
next two years, so the net loss, if we were at 130,000 customers, would be 
around $200,000. 

 
Compare that if you will to the New England Fast Ferry contract that we 

are recommending to the Board.  There is obviously no operating loss.  We have 
no economic interest in that other than the dockage fees, the license fees, and 
the share of New Bedford parking revenue.  At 130,000 customers we calculate 
that those fees would be around $300,000 to $315,000 as opposed to a 
$200,000 loss under our own operations.  So for the first year we believe that 
there is at least about a $500,000 advantage to having New England Fast Ferry 
provide the service.   
 

At 150,000 customers, our own break-even point, our losses will go to 
zero, but we would still have almost $400,000 in dockage fees, license fees and 
parking revenues, so the advantage really stays in there.  So the opportunity 
we are giving up is not at these ranges but at much higher levels.  Maybe at 
180,000 customers to 200,000 customers is where you start to say it becomes 
more attractive for the Authority to provide this service  And given our 
ridership this year I think it is an awfully big jump from 70,000 passengers to 
180,000 passengers.  I continue to have questions about the economic viability 
of fast ferry service, but I have been wrong before.  Simply put, I think the risk 
on the upside is much lower than the risk on the downside, and for a lot of the 
other reasons that is why we have recommended to the Board that we approve 
here today the New England Fast Ferry license. 
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We still do have some administrative drafting to do with the City of New 
Bedford, and New England Fast Ferry has to do likewise with the City for use of 
the State Pier.  Some of the issues that we need to accommodate – and I have 
spoken to representatives and we do not believe this will be a problem – is to 
make sure that the State Pier agreement mirrors the terms of our contract with 
New England Fast Ferry, and that the City’s obligation to pay parking revenue 
is an absolute undertaking without regard to any set-off or counterclaim, that 
should the City have any other claims against the Steamship Authority they 
would be raised in an appropriate manner but not as a set-off.  We also would 
need all of the claims to be subject to mandatory arbitration.  And I want to 
make sure that it is clear we are not responsible for any issues relating to the 
use of that dock in terms of damage or anything like that.  But I believe that 
will all be acceptable and easily achieved in negotiations. 
 
 Sorry for going on for so long, but we would recommend that the Board 
approve the license application. 
 
 
 Nantucket Member Grace S. Grossman:     Thank you, Mr. Raskin.  
Cassie? 
 
 
 Dukes County Member Kathryn A. Roessel:     Fred, I do have some 
questions about the New Bedford parking negotiations that are underway and 
maybe I will get to those after everybody comments on the deal that is on the 
table here.  But with respect to the proposed New England Fast Ferry license I 
would first like to congratulate management and say that you have done a hell 
of a job here.  I actually had a member of the Martha's Vineyard Commission 
say at our meeting on the Vineyard on Tuesday night that this deal seemed too 
good to be true. And I will tell you, the guy that we are going into business 
with, Jim Barker, is a bit of a legend in the business community, so for a while 
now every time I get together with Fred I have been saying to Fred, “What does 
he know that I don’t know?” 
 

 
Mr. Raskin:     A lot, at least in my case. 

 
 
 Ms. Roessel:     And then I have to remind myself that what he knows 
that I don’t know is that I am dealing with public money and he is not.  So I 
have an obligation to be conservative with public money and that is why I think 
this deal is such a good idea.  The person sitting in this chair seven or eight 
years from now is going to have a lot more information about this market than 
I have today and a lot more information about where the American economy is 
going, and a lot more information about how comfortable it is to ride a fast 
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ferry across Buzzards Bay in the middle of the winter.  And they are going to 
know a lot of things that I don’t know now. 
 

But I feel confident that what we are doing here is conservative 
financially, and that it is going to protect us from the downside if this service is 
wildly popular.  So I think Fred has put us in a good position in case the 
service takes off like a rocket.  He has put us in a wonderful position to some 
day do it ourselves going into it with our eyes wide open and with full 
information, and he has also found a way to provide this service for the people 
of Martha's Vineyard in the event the opposite is true and it turns out that 
ridership is not what some people might hope it would be.  So I feel confident 
that it is conservative financially and that we are looking after the ratepayers’ 
money. 
 

But I also realize that we are doing something very radical here.  While 
we are being conservative financially, we are heading in a radical new direction 
in terms of what has in the past been referred to as our service model.  We are 
about to offer the people of Martha's Vineyard an option year round to send 
their freight and themselves through the port of New Bedford.  We don’t know 
whether that is going to be attractive.  There is just no way of knowing.  I hear 
people say, “I will never take that ferry in the off-season but go ahead and do it 
if it is not going to cost me anything.”  I hear people say, “I will take it all the 
time if I can get a permit parking space in New Bedford.”  So we just don’t 
know.  This is a radical departure from what we have done before. 
 

I say to Bob Marshall, we don’t know what impact that is going to have 
on your traffic in Falmouth.  We don’t know what impact it is going to have on 
your businesses.  It is really uncharted territory.  But there is no way to find 
out except to do it.  The term of this is limited.  I think that you can’t possibly 
go wrong if you offer people an extra option.  Anywhere in life if you widen 
people’s horizons, if you offer them options they don’t have now, how can that 
possibly be bad especially if the cost of that is not coming out of their pockets?  
So I am excited about this and once again I would like to thank management 
and our potential business partners here and I just want to say again that I 
think you guys have just done an amazing job. 
 
 
 Falmouth Member Robert S. Marshall:   I would certainly echo Cassie’s 
comments.  I think Fred, Wayne and Steve did an outstanding job in pulling 
this together against long odds that we would ever come to this day.  I am also 
excited about the opportunities that we see as hopefully but a first start of 
mitigating port traffic issues.  Let this be an overwhelming success and who 
knows what will come next.  Certainly over the next however many years we 
are not looking at less traffic on the Cape to be sure, and here is step one.  
Again my compliments to you guys for the great job.   



August 21, 2003  
Minutes of the Public Session 

Page  83 

 
 
 New Bedford Member David J. Oliveira:     Thank you to management 
for your attention to this and your hard work in seeing it through.  I would also 
like to express my personal appreciation to my fellow Board Members for their 
patience and openmindedness, as well as for your willingness to allow the vote 
to occur today.  There had been some talk about postponing the vote until the 
next meeting, which will be in New Bedford and which obviously would have 
been appropriate; but I think it is important to get the vote behind us.  So 
thank you. 
 
 
 Barnstable Member Robert L. O’Brien:     Fred, where are we with the 
negotiations with New Bedford 
 
 

Mr. Raskin:     Again I have discussed with representatives of New 
Bedford all of these issues.  When we meet next week with them, as well as 
with New England Fast Ferry, I expect that we will have it all wrapped up by 
then.  What remains is just the parking agreement, it is just basically sharing 
revenues – making sure the City is committed, as they certainly are, in 
providing transportation to the State Pier, providing the ticket takers and 
security.  We have all of the terms and provisions in place, we just have 
lawyers’ comments.  We don’t see any economic or material issues.  The ones 
that are of interest, that have yet to be documented, are the ones I have 
mentioned here, and I have already talked with them and they are fine.  
 
 
 Mr. O’Brien:     Do you have a draft agreement at this point? 
 
 

Mr. Raskin:     We do have a draft.  We have to sit down and finish it up. 
 
 

Mrs. Grossman:     I think we should see that. 
 
 

Mr. Oliveira:     We do have a thorough meeting of the minds.  It is just 
a formality of getting the paper signed at this point with the lawyers. 
 
 

Ms. Roessel:     I have some questions on the parking agreement.  The 
term of that agreement.  I heard you say just now that it is going to mirror in 
some respects the New England Fast Ferry agreement.  Will the option be 
included?   
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Mr. Raskin:     Yes. 
 
 

Ms. Roessel:     And will we have an option to continue that if we decide 
to pick up the service? 
 
 

Mr. Raskin:     Yes.  We would stand in the shoes of New England Fast 
Ferry. 
 
 

Ms. Roessel:     And will the terms apply to any lots in the neighborhood 
that might subsequently be built by the City. 
 
 

Mr. Raskin:     No.  I think the City has understandably made it clear, 
for example, that if they decide to build a second deck to the Whale’s Tooth 
parking lot, that that would require incremental investment by them and it 
would be appropriate for them to negotiate a separate deal with us on that.  
But I think 850 spots will be more than enough.  So arguably there might not 
even be that negotiation because they might say the additional spots are not for 
the fast ferry.  We get a sharing of the 850 spots that are there right now. 
 
 

Ms. Roessel:     So what kind of options do we have going beyond the 
term? 
 
 

Mr. Raskin:     Ultimately if we take over the license, given our 
commitment to charter the vessels for three years, we would have an 
opportunity to use the State Pier and get the parking revenues for that three 
year stub period.  So that would be the time to renegotiate. 
 
 

Ms. Roessel:     Do the contracts have an affirmative duty to provide the 
service and at what level? 
 
 

General Counsel Steven M. Sayers:     They will have an affirmative 
duty on the part of New Bedford to provide parking and bus service as well. 
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Ms. Roessel:     Is anybody talking about permit parking for people who 
might want to leave a car on shore? 
 
 

Mr. Raskin:     With that kind of presently excess capacity, you want to 
attract as many people as you can.  Permit parking will be additional revenue. 
 
 

Mr. O’Brien:     On the charter at the end of seven years, it is $30,000 
per month per vessel.  We may not want to run that ferry during the winter if 
we take it over, but is that cost based on a twelve-month period, whether we 
run it or not? 
 
 

Mr. Raskin:     Yes.  If we have two vessels, we probably will have one 
vessel that we will want to run in the winter.  There is a marketplace for 
redeploying those vessels into winter service down south.  I think the $30,000 
is very attractive.  Whether we recover all of it will be subject to market 
conditions. 
 

 
Mrs. Grossman:     But it is also over a million dollars for each vessel.  I 

mean, $30,000 sounds cheap, but when you figure out what it is going to cost, 
it is over one million dollars for each vessel. 

 
Bob, do you have any other questions? 

 
 

Mr. O’Brien:     Fred, you know where I stand on this.  When we bought 
the right of first refusal on the Schamonchi, we did that for two purposes in 
mind.  Number one was that we would block Hy-Line, which already had a 
purchase and sale agreement; and, secondly, never to run the Schamonchi – 
that was never in the cards – but to replace it with a fast ferry.  That is where 
we were headed,  to run it on our own with a chartered vessel.  Now here we 
are two years later.  I think you have done a great job with New England Fast 
Ferry, and it’s fine, but I would prefer to have it back to where we started two 
years ago to operate it with our own vessel and  have the Schamonchi long 
gone.  It has just been a loser and it was a loser to begin with. 
 
 

Mr. Raskin:     There isn’t unanimity among the Steamship Authority.  
We all feel we want to do it ourselves.  This whole experience has made us note 
two things.  First, we don’t have a monopoly; and, organizationally, we have to 
become better managing our own assets because we have to be competitive 
with what third parties can do. 
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Mr. Marshall:     For the record, I couldn’t agree with you more.  The 
point at which I am right now is two years after where we would like to be.  If 
there was any economic way that we could all sit down and say, “Yes, this 
makes sense, we should be running a Steamship Authority vessel,” I think you 
would probably find unanimous support.  But I have not seen any numbers yet 
that come close, not even, “Well, that’s worth a try.”  We are light years away 
from being able to justify it on economically on our own. 

 
Madame Chairman, if there are no other comments, I would like to move 

management’s proposal. 
 
 

Mrs. Grossman:     I am sorry, I have a question.  On the performance 
bond, as I discussed with you yesterday, I still have a problem with that 
because in the RFP it was going to be the full time and now after two years we 
are cutting it down to $1,500,000 and then we don’t have a performance bond.  
And I think that is wrong since it was in the RFP. 
 
 

Mr. Raskin:     That is a fair point.  I would say that was in part triggered 
by management’s own needs to increase license fees and decrease the term, 
which changed very dramatically the economics of the deal for New England 
Fast Ferry.  But I understand what you are saying. 

 
We are also going to change that provision so that the Board will have 

the option at that time, as the performance bond wears away, to keep that 
bond in place but in effect pay an amount to cover the economic costs to New 
England Fast Ferry.  So we will be able to keep it but in effect we will have to 
pay what the impact is to New England Fast Ferry.  It is difficult to say what 
that will cost.  Bonding has been jumping all over the place.  It was greatly 
impacted by September 11th.  We are hoping that it will be in the 
neighborhood of $100,000 or so, but it is difficult to say and it will have to be 
accounted for at the time. 
 
 

Mrs. Grossman:     Thank you. 
 
 
 

[Mrs. Grossman then entertained comments and questions 
from the audience on this subject, to which the Members 
and Messrs. Raskin, Lamson and Sayers responded.] 
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 Mr. Marshall:    Madame Chairman, I move management’s recommenda-
tion subject to the New Bedford parking agreement. 
 
 
 Mr. O’Brien:     I will second that. 
 
 
 Mrs. Grossman:     All those in favor? 
 
 
 Mr. Marshall:     Aye. 
 
 Mr. O’Brien:     Aye. 
 
 Mr. Oliveira:     Aye. 
 
 Ms. Roessel:     Aye. 
 
 

Mrs. Grossman:     I am going to abstain for the following reasons.  I 
have discussed reservations, both politically and economically with Mr. Raskin.  
Ordinarily I would vote against this, but because it is a Martha's Vineyard’s 
call, I will abstain.  Thank you. 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. Marshall’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. O’Brien -- to authorize management to issue a license to 
New England Fast Ferry in substantially the form attached 
to Staff Summary #CEO-456, dated August 15, 2003, with 
the revisions described by the Chief Executive Officer at 
today’s meeting and also subject to the resolution of the 
outstanding issues with respect to the parking agreement 
with the City of New Bedford as also described by the Chief 
Executive Officer at today’s meeting. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 

Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 



MINUTES 
 

OF THE 
 

WOODS HOLE, MARTHA’S VINEYARD 
AND NANTUCKET STEAMSHIP AUTHORITY 

 
 

The Meeting in Public Session 
 

October 16, 2003 
 
 
 The Members of the Woods Hole, Martha's Vineyard and Nantucket 
Steamship Authority met this 16th day of October, 2003, beginning at 9:30 
a.m., in the third floor meeting room of the New Bedford Public Library, located 
at 613 Pleasant Street, New Bedford, Massachusetts. 
 
 Present were five Members: Chairman Grace S. Grossman of Nantucket; 
Vice Chairman Robert L. O’Brien of Barnstable; Secretary Kathryn A. Roessel of 
Dukes County; David J. Oliveira of New Bedford; and Robert S. Marshall of 
Falmouth. 
 

The following members of the Authority’s management were also present:  
Chief Executive Officer Fred C. Raskin; Treasurer/Comptroller Wayne C. 
Lamson; General Counsel Steven M. Sayers; Director of Public Relations and 
Marketing Paula Peters; Director of Information and Technologies Mary T.H. 
Claffey; Director of Marketing and Community Relations Gina Barboza; and 
Executive Secretary to the Chief Executive Officer Maxine Horn. 
 
 
 

Mrs. Grossman began the meeting by asking everyone in attendance to 
observe a moment of silence for the people who were killed in the Staten Island 
ferry accident the previous day.  Mrs. Grossman also wished the best for all of 
those who were injured, and declared that the accident serves as a lesson for 
all of those involved in ferry operations of the need to be careful. 
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Minutes: 
 
 
IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. Oliveira’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Marshall -- to approve the minutes of the Members’ 
meeting in public session on July 17, 2003. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 

 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. Oliveira’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Marshall -- to approve the minutes of the Members’ 
meeting in public session on August 21, 2003. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 

 
 
 
 Opening Statements: 
 
 On the occasion of the Authority’s first meeting in New Bedford in over 
forty years, Mr. Oliveira recognized several members of the audience, including 
State Representative Jack Quinn and Philip Chase of the New Bedford Harbor 
Development Commission.  Mr. Oliveira then introduced New Bedford Mayor 
Frederick M. Kalisz, Jr., who welcomed the Members and thanked them for 
convening the meeting in the City, which he declared was certainly an historic 
event. 
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 Saying that the City was appreciative of all of the Members’ cooperation 
and support, Mayor Kalisz expressed his special thanks to Ms. Roessel for her 
support of the high-speed ferry between New Bedford and Martha's Vineyard as 
the future potential for that service is unlocked.  Mayor Kalisz also thanked the 
Authority’s management team under Mr. Raskin, whom he said had looked at 
this subject in a progressive fashion. 
 
 Mayor Kalisz acknowledged that there had been great challenges and 
optimism over the past five years with respect to New Bedford service, and that 
he knew it was something that was going to work.  Mayor Kalisz also thanked 
the number of individuals who over the years had stood up and expressed their 
confidence in what the City had proposed.  But Mayor Kalisz then took the 
liberty of thanking one individual whom he said had been an integral part of 
the process, former Authority Dukes County Member J.B. Riggs Parker, and 
who had held the key to the potential success and promise of what the new 
venture holds.  Accordingly, Mayor Kalisz presented Mr. Parker with a key to 
the City of New Bedford with much appreciation from its people and in 
recognition of his steadfast support, declaring that Mr. Parker had helped to 
unlock something that was truly significant. 
 
 
 
 Implementation of the Ferry Passenger Head Tax: 
 
 Paul Naves, the Massachusetts Department of Revenue’s Chief Financial 
Officer, provided a status report to the Members of the DOR’s implementation 
of the recently enacted ferry passenger head tax.  In this regard, Mr. Naves said 
that the DOR was only partially there on this potential fee increase, as it had 
not yet been adopted by local referendum in any community.  Mr. Naves stated 
that if it were to be adopted by any community in November 2003, the DOR’s 
position was that it would go into effect the first day of the subsequent quarter, 
namely, January 1, 2004. 
 
 Mr. Naves noted that the DOR was in the process of preparing a number 
of forms to be used by the Authority and other ferry operators in connection 
with the new tax which will be required to be submitted on a quarterly basis.  
He also stated that the DOR would then return the money collected by the 
Authority and other operators to the communities on a quarterly basis as well.  
Mr. Naves observed that the DOR was still putting together a list of potential 
operators, that it was willing to meet with the Authority’s management as well 
as the management of the other operators affected by the adoption of the tax 
measure, and that it was all still a work in progress. 
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 In response to a question from Ms. Roessel, Mr. Naves acknowledged that 
there was no provision in the statute for the Authority to be reimbursed for its 
extra expenses in collecting the tax and accounting for it.  Indeed, Mr. Naves 
declared that one hundred percent of the monies collected are to be turned 
over to the communities which have adopted its provisions, and that no monies 
are to be recovered by the Authority or any other operator or the DOR for their 
administrative costs.  Accordingly, Mr. Naves agreed with Ms. Roessel that the 
new law was an unfunded mandate on the Authority and the other operators. 
 
 Mrs. Grossman expressed her concern that the law would be imposing 
more expenses on the Authority, such as the hiring of new employees, which 
would have to be passed on to its passengers through increases in rates, 
thereby impacting its business.  In response, Mr. Naves noted that the law 
could be made subject to some technical corrections to correct that situation.  
He also acknowledged that the Authority would now have to keep track of how 
many passengers travel to each port, depending on which communities adopt 
the tax, and that the distribution and segregation of these monies would 
impose a bit of a business drag on the Authority and other ferry operators. 
 
 Ms. Roessel declared that she was sorry State Senator Robert O’Leary, 
who had sponsored the tax, was not at the Authority’s meeting that day, 
because he appeared to be under the misimpression that the tax was only 
going to be imposed on tourists.  In reality, Ms. Roessel stated that the tax was 
going to affect the cost of living of people who live on the islands.  For example, 
Ms. Roessel said, currently coupon books are not available for people under the 
age of 12 years, which means that this full tax will be assessed on every child 
leaving the island who is not on a school trip.  Ms. Roessel declared that this 
situation represented a real hardship and was the worst example of a 
regressive tax.  Further, Ms. Roessel noted that while the Authority might be 
able to mitigate that result by making coupon books for children, not every 
family will be able to afford to buy coupon books for all of their children. 
 
 Mrs. Grossman summed up everyone’s sentiments by observing that the 
new tax was going to be an administrative nightmare for the Authority.  Finally, 
Mr. Naves agreed with the observation made by Martha's Vineyard resident 
Arthur Flathers that a person traveling from Woods Hole to Martha's Vineyard 
and then on to Nantucket before returning to Barnstable would have to pay the 
tax three times. 
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 Results of Operations: 
 

Mr. Raskin summarized the results of the Authority’s operations through 
the month of August 2003, as set forth in a business summary for that month 
which had been provided to the Members and the public.  Mr. Raskin also 
reported that the Authority’s revenues continued to decline during the month 
of September 2003, with most of the shortfall attributable to the smaller 
number of passengers being carried by the Authority. Further, Mr. Raskin 
pointed out that more and more automobiles were traveling on excursion fares 
and that parking revenue had also decreased, particularly in Hyannis, where 
the Authority was operating a free parking lot at Cape Cod Community College. 
Ultimately, Mr. Raskin said, it appeared that these lower revenues, in 
combinations with higher maintenance and health costs, would result in the 
Authority’s net operating income being $1,300,000 lower than what had been 
projected in the revised 2003 operating budget. 

 
  
 

Policies and Procedures: 
 

Ms. Peters reported that a team of Authority employees from various 
departments had been reviewing the Authority’s reservations and ticketing 
policies and procedures over the past few months, and were continuing to 
develop a comprehensive list of such policies and procedures.  Noting that it 
was a very cumbersome list of rules, Ms. Peters stated that their task remains 
to make them more user friendly but not in a way that takes the strength out 
of them, as they obviously had been developed over the years for various 
reasons.  Ultimately, Ms. Peters said, the employees will develop a finished 
product consisting of a brochure of all of the Authority’s rules in this area. 

 
Ms. Roessel declared that the most frequent comment she received from 

Martha's Vineyard residents was that they don’t understand what the 
Authority’s rules are, which ones are actually applied and which ones are more 
honored in their breach.  Ms. Roessel observed that the anticipated brochure 
will help that situation, and then she made a number of suggestions that she 
asked to be considered and adopted with respect to the Martha's Vineyard 
routes. 

 
 Ms. Roessel first suggested that the ten-ride discount coupon book which 
the Authority currently makes available to senior citizens also be made 
available to children ages five through twelve.  Her second suggestion was to 
return to seven-day-a-week standby during the 2004 summer season, noting 
that with the Authority’s recent decrease in ridership and the safety valve of 
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New Bedford passenger service being opened, the Authority needed the 
additional revenues from accommodating those people who desire to travel at 
the last minute, especially on weekends.  Ms. Roessel observed that this 
change also will make traveling less onerous for islanders and that, because of 
the availability of day-of-sailing reservations, it should not result in huge 
standby lines.  Further, Ms. Roessel stated that if summer standby lines do 
turn out to be a problem, the Authority can re-examine the policy at that time. 
 
 Ms. Roessel’s third suggestion was to make certain that the Authority’s 
excursion fares are restricted to individuals, and possibly only to those 
individuals with island drivers licenses.  In this regard, Ms. Roessel declared 
that it was not the Authority’s place to subsidize particular organizations, and 
that she wanted the excursion fares to serve their intended purpose of 
providing a subsidy for individual islanders.  Finally, Ms. Roessel suggested 
that the Authority limit the number of excursion fares that can be taken by any 
individual except in cases of medical necessity.  Ms. Roessel expressed her 
hope that the Authority could make this change without having it be an 
administrative nightmare, but she emphasized that there simply was no reason 
for the Authority’s other customers to subsidize someone’s weekly travel habits. 
 
 Mr. Marshall observed that public discussion of possible changes to the 
Authority’s standby policy probably will take on a life of its own, especially as it 
relates to Falmouth residents.  Accordingly, he asked that the Authority have 
an inclusive discussion about how it should best approach considering any 
changes in the standby policy.  In response, Ms. Roessel declared that she 
would be very open to doing that. 
 
 Mrs. Grossman then asked Ms. Peters whether, if at all possible, the 
Authority could call the brochure a compilation of the Authority’s “policies” 
rather than “rules,” as she felt the word “rules” sent the wrong message to the 
Authority’s customers. 
 
 Tisbury Port Council member Thomas Pachico expressed his support for 
Ms. Roessel’s suggestion that the Authority reinstate its standby policy for 
summer weekends, but he cautioned that the Authority should not reinstate its 
“guaranteed” standby policy, which would add expense.  Mr. Pachico also noted 
that automobiles traveling on excursion rates did not always take the place of 
other automobiles which would have traveled at full fare.  Rather, Mr. Pachico 
said, the lower excursion rates increased the number of cars traveling on the 
vessels and raised a significant amount of money, especially during the winter. 
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2004 Spring/Summer Vessel Operating Schedules: 
 
 Mr. Raskin reported that management had prepared proposed operating 
schedules for the 2004 spring and summer seasons for the Members’ 
consideration, as set forth in Staff Summary #MCR-119, dated October 10, 
2003, and that the schedules for those seasons would need to be adopted at 
the Authority’s next meeting.  Ms. Barboza noted that, with respect to the 
Nantucket route, management had developed new sailing times with terminal 
personnel and the Operations Department to maintain the same level of service 
while eliminating the bunching of vessels arriving and departing at the 
Nantucket terminal.  Ms. Barboza stated that there were no other changes to 
the schedules for that route from this past year, other than taking the motor 
vessel Nantucket off line at the end of September instead of mid-October. 
 
 Mrs. Grossman stated that she had been asked by the Nantucket 
Selectmen to see if the Authority could spread out the arrivals and departures 
of its vessels even more than being proposed by management, as they felt 
fifteen minutes between vessels would not be sufficient time to relieve traffic 
congestion at the Nantucket terminal.  In response, Ms. Barboza said that she 
would review the matter again, but cautioned that it would be very difficult to 
make any further improvements. 
 
 
 

Food Concession Contract: 
 

Recounting how the Authority’s current food concession contract with 
Boston Concessions Group ends on December 31, 2003, Mr. Raskin reported 
that management had issued a request for proposals in mid-September for a 
new contract and had then held an informational meeting which had been 
attended by four or five potential proponents.  Mr. Raskin further reported that 
proposals in response to the RFP were due to be submitted the following week, 
that management would review the proposals and forward them together with 
management’s recommendation to the Members, and that the Members would 
then be asked to award a new contract at their November 2003 meeting. 
 
 Mr. Raskin also advised the Members that, in response to concerns that 
had been raised by Woods Hole restaurateurs, management was reviewing the 
operation of the Authority’s small food concession stand at the Woods Hole 
terminal with the hope of finding the right solution while still being mindful of 
the needs of the Authority’s passengers.  In this regard, Mr. O’Brien suggested 
that the Authority may want to consider moving the stand into the terminal 
building itself with a more limited menu, similar to what had been done at the 
Hyannis terminal. 
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 Procurement: 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. Oliveira’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Marshall -- to award Contract No. 14-03, M/V Martha’s 
Vineyard Drydock and Overhaul Services, to the lowest 
eligible and responsible bidder for the contract, Thames 
Shipyard & Repair Company Incorporated of New London, 
Connecticut, as set forth in Staff Summary #E2003-6, dated 
October 6, 2003. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 
 
 
IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. O’Brien’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Marshall -- to ratify the award of Contract No. 13-03, 
M/V Katama Drydock and Overhaul Services, to the lowest 
eligible and responsible bidder for the contract, Thames 
Shipyard & Repair Company Incorporated of New London, 
Connecticut, as set forth in Staff Summary #E2003-5, dated 
September 11, 2003. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 
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 Preliminary 2004 Operating Budget: 
 
 Mr. Lamson reported that the Authority’s projected operating expenses 
for the year 2004 totaled $62,864,000, representing an increase of $539,000, 
or 0.9%, over the current estimate of what the Authority’s total operating 
expenses will be for 2003,  Mr. Lamson noted, however, that this projected cost 
of service was based in part on the assumption that the Authority’s New 
Bedford passenger service will be discontinued, which will reduce next year’s 
projected cost of service by $1,271,000.  Without that reduction, Mr. Lamson 
said, next year’s projected cost of service would have been 2.9% higher than 
the estimated operating expenses for 2003. 
 
 Mr. Lamson stated that the preliminary 2004 operating budget included 
the cost of drydocking four vessels as well as allowances for additional costs 
that are likely to be incurred with the settlement of negotiations for new 
collective bargaining agreements for employees in seven bargaining units.  In 
addition, Mr. Lamson said, the increase in projected advertising expenses is 
attributable primarily to an additional $300,000 for the development and 
printing of a seasonal magazine to be distributed exclusively on the Authority’s 
vessels.  In this regard, Mr. Lamson noted that the magazine was anticipated to 
provide an additional source of revenue from the sale of advertising space. 
 
 On the revenue side, Mr. Lamson said, the Authority’s growth in traffic 
had flattened out and in some cases had even reverted to levels of four or five 
years ago.  Further, Mr. Lamson observed that an increasing number of 
automobiles were traveling at heavily discounted excursion rates and now 
comprised 43% of all automobiles carried by the Authority. 
 
 Mr. Lamson reported that, without a rate increase, next year’s net 
operating income could be as low as $884,000, with the Martha's Vineyard 
route generating $1,147,000 in net operating income and the Nantucket route 
losing $263,000.  Mr. Lamson stated that a rate increase of $3,300,000 was 
needed to provide sufficient cash flow in order to meet next year’s projected 
cost of service, including scheduled debt service payments on September 1, 
2004 and March 1, 2005.  Further, Mr. Lamson noted that the increase needed 
to be distributed by route to ensure that each route’s projected net operating 
income is in line with its allocated cost of service.  Mr. Lamson stated that this 
would require that approximately $1,150,000 of the $3,300,000 increase be 
raised from adjustments to Martha's Vineyard rates and that the remaining 
$2,150,000 be raised from rate increases on the Nantucket route. 
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 Mr. Lamson reported that management had prepared a summary of the 
proposed rate adjustments, which included higher commercial vehicle rates.  
Mr. Lamson further reported that management had conducted a study of the 
Authority’s current automobile and truck rates, that it had concluded that the 
automobile rates were subsidizing the Authority’s cost of carrying trucks to and 
from the islands, and that the cross-subsidization was more significant on the 
Nantucket route.  Mr. Lamson also stated that management was proposing to 
charge a higher fare for vehicles longer than sixteen feet but less than twenty 
feet on the Nantucket route, noting that currently all vehicles up to twenty feet 
in length paid the same rate.  Finally, Mr. Lamson observed that any ferry head 
tax would be in addition to the rate increases being proposed, and that 
management had not factored in any potential impact of this local tax on the 
Authority’s current ridership levels. 
 
 Mr. Lamson also advised the Members that management had prepared 
an estimate of the Authority’s operating budgets for the next five years based 
upon certain assumptions and showing the rate increases that are expected to 
be needed to meet the projected cost of service.  Essentially, Mr. Lamson said, 
the Authority will need to increase rates at that of two-to-three percent each 
year unless its ridership is higher than expected. 
 
 Ms. Roessel observed that the Authority’s projected rate increases would 
be a subject for lively discussion on Martha's Vineyard, and that it would be 
discussed at the meeting of the Dukes County Commissioners the following 
Wednesday.  Ms. Roessel stated that she and Mr. Raskin would be attending 
that meeting, that the boards of selectmen of all of the island’s towns also had 
been invited to attend, and that she welcomed the public as well.  Ms. Roessel 
also thanked the island port council members, who she said had volunteered to 
review the subject as well.  Ultimately, Ms. Roessel said, the Authority would 
have to raise its rates in some way, and she hoped that the island would be 
able to come together as a community and reach consensus about the best way 
to do it.  Ms. Roessel also announced that she had asked Mr. Lamson to 
prepare an alternative mix of proposed rate increases for everyone’s 
consideration. 
 
 Speaking on behalf of Nantucket residents, Mrs. Grossman expressed 
her concern about the proposed rate increases, as well as the impending ferry 
head tax, and declared that the future looked very dim for her island.  In this 
regard, Mrs. Grossman noted that passenger and automobile rates for the 
Nantucket route already were over three times the rates for Martha's Vineyard, 
and that Nantucket freight rates were over two times the rates for Martha's 
Vineyard.  She also observed that, contrary to what had been predicted by the 
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Authority’s consultants, the number of customers were decreasing and it was 
clear that the Authority’s traffic levels were cyclical. 
 
 Mrs. Grossman then declared that if the Authority were going to raise its 
rates year after year, people who work on Nantucket simply were not going to 
be able to afford to live there.  Accordingly, Mrs. Grossman said, the Authority 
had to have to figure out another way to do things, such as cutting back on 
expenses of management.  Mrs. Grossman stated that there were many such 
expenses that could be cut, such as the more than $900,000 in advertising, 
plus another $155,000 for brochures and schedules, especially when neither 
the mainland nor the islands wanted more traffic.  Mrs. Grossman then asked 
what the Authority was going to say to its customers who pay for everything, 
and warned that someday the tourists will simply stop using the boats and 
island residents will have to leave because it will cost them too much. 
 
 Mr. Marshall observed that, as serious an issue as the budget was, it still 
was not complicated, and that everyone knew what it costs to run the boatline 
and what the Authority’s expenses are.  Of those expenses, Mr. Marshall noted 
that 70% are labor costs, of which the overwhelming amount is contractual.  
Accordingly, Mr. Marshall questioned whether the Authority could significantly 
affect rate increases by attacking its discretionary costs.  Mr. Marshall further 
noted that the Authority had to incur advertising expenses because it was in a 
very competitive business, especially between the Flying Cloud and the Grey 
Lady.  Mr. Marshall stated that the less advertising the Authority does and the 
less successful it becomes relative to the Grey Lady, the more rates are going to 
have to be increased due to losing more passengers to Hy-Line.  Mr. Marshall 
also stated that the Authority’s advertising budget was not very large and that 
the Authority had to act to prevent a further diminution of its share of the 
passenger market, which would require even greater increases in fares. 
 
 In response, Mrs. Grossman observed that, as far as advertising was 
concerned, the Authority had spent a great deal of money the past year 
advertising the Schamonchi and it had not worked at all.  Mr. Marshall noted, 
however, that advertising was something like religion; you are almost afraid not 
to do it; and he maintained that if the Authority were to reduce its advertising 
budget, it may well result in a loss of customers that will affect the Authority 
rates more significantly rather than less significantly because the remainder of 
the Authority’s customers will have to pay the tab.  Mrs. Grossman, however, 
suggested that people were traveling on the Hy-Line’s vessels not because of a 
lack of advertising by the Authority, but because Hy-Line’s employees were 
friendly, welcoming and hospitable.  Mr. Marshall stated that he did not 
disagree that the differences in attitude between employees of the Authority 
and Hy-Line also were a factor in attracting customers, but he declared that 
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the Authority should be both pursuing advertising and improving customer 
service. 
 
 Mr. Marshall also suggested that the Authority correct the situation that 
currently existed where freight rates did not result in trucks paying their 
allocated share of the cost of service.  In this regard, Mr. Marshall stated that 
the Authority’s freight truck traffic should be paying at least 100% of their 
allocated share.  But Mrs. Grossman pointed out that every time the Authority 
increases freight rates, the money is passed through to island residents and 
their cost of living goes up.  Mrs. Grossman declared that there is a limit on 
how much island residents can pay and still say that is their home.  Further, 
Mrs. Grossman observed that the waterway was their highway and that, while 
mainland residents do not pay for their highway, islanders pay every time they 
use it. 
 
 Ms. Roessel declared that the amount of money the Authority spends on 
advertising was not even a blip on her screen, noting that such expenses are 
mostly limited to informational efforts.  Moreover, Ms. Roessel said, the real 
problem faced by the Authority was not its advertising costs but its labor costs, 
and it was very difficult to see how the Authority was going to be able to 
decrease its labor costs over the long term so that they are less than 70% of its 
total operating costs.  In this regard, Ms. Roessel observed that, while the 
Authority was planning to build a new vessel which could be manned with 
fewer crewmembers, enormous problems remained with respect to work rules.  
Further, Ms. Roessel noted, the amendment to the Authority’s enabling act in 
2002 made the Pacheco Law applicable to the Authority, which was now going 
to mean that the Schamonchi will cost the Authority hundreds of thousands of 
dollars not only while it is in operation, but for two years after the Authority 
allows the service to be provided by a private operator.  Ms. Roessel declared 
that the people of the islands had to absorb these ridiculous costs into their 
cost of living.  Accordingly, Ms. Roessel asked the other Members not to quibble 
over money for advertising, but to think about what the Authority was going to 
do about its labor costs. 
 
 Mrs. Grossman, however, disagreed, declaring that while the advertising 
budget may be a small amount for Martha's Vineyard, it was not for Nantucket.  
Mrs. Grossman also suggested that the Authority could reduce the amount its 
spends on consultants, especially since it had such a large labor force, and 
that she could see many other ways to cut costs. 
 
 Mr. O’Brien then observed that included within the $900,000 advertising 
budget was $300,000 for a magazine, and he asked Mr. Raskin what the plans 
were with respect to that project.  In response, Mr. Raskin stated that he had 
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projected that the magazine would generate $250,000 in advertising revenues 
for the Authority in 2004 and that, accordingly, its net cost next year will only 
be around $50,000.  Further, Mr. Raskin said, management had not yet 
decided whether to produce the magazine themselves or have someone else 
publish it and pay the Authority a fee.  Ultimately, Mr. Raskin stated that the 
magazine would have no impact on rates, but that he thought the Authority 
owed the traveling public this opportunity. 
 
 Mr. O’Brien stated, however, that what the Authority owed the traveling 
public was a ride over and back.  Mrs. Grossman agreed, declaring that the 
Authority’s mission was to transport people between the mainland and the 
islands, not only island residents but also the tourists to supply the islands 
with their economy.  Accordingly, Mrs. Grossman stated that she thought the 
Authority was getting away from its mission. 
 
 Finally, Mr. Flathers questioned whether the Authority had a fair rate 
distribution among its passengers, automobiles and freight trucks, considering 
all of the other ways that people travel to the islands. 
 
 
 
 Proposed 2004 Capital Budget: 
 
 Mr. Lamson then reviewed Staff Summary #A-432, dated October 9, 
2003, regarding management’s preliminary 2004 Capital Budget, advising the 
Members that after the expected transfer of monies to the replacement fund 
over the next month, the Authority should have around $4,480,000 available 
for new capital projects.  In response to a question from former Dukes County 
Member J.B. Riggs Parker, Mr. Lamson stated that the maximum amount 
which the Authority is allowed to place into the replacement is equal to the 
prior year’s depreciation.  Specifically, Mr. Lamson said, because last year’s 
depreciation expense was around $5,000,000, that would be the limit of what 
the Authority can place into the replacement fund this year, although the 
Authority is in fact only putting in $2,000,000.  Mr. Lamson also noted that the 
estimate of this year’s depreciation expense was again around $5,000,000, so 
that similarly would be the limit for transfers to the replacement fund in 2004. 
 
 Mr. Parker then argued that the Authority should budget more monies to 
be transferred to the replacement fund, declaring that in a capital intensive 
business such as the Authority’s, there comes a point where assets become 
wasted if not replaced with funds other than debt.  But Mr. Raskin disagreed, 
saying that the ultimate test was what the Authority’s debt was as a percentage 
of its total capital.  Mr. Raskin observed that this percentage for the Authority 
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was currently very conservative and that it would still be after all of the 
Authority’s planned expenditures.  Moreover, Mr. Raskin said, putting money 
into a reserve fund for which there were no plans to spend simply would give 
the public a false sense of security, and that the best thing to do was to keep 
their rates as low as possible. 
 
 
 
 Port Council’s Report: 
 
 New Bedford Port Council Member George J. Leontire reported that Oak 
Bluffs Port Council Member Marc Hanover and Nantucket Port Council Member 
H. Flint Ranney would be preparing a position statement for the Port Council 
on management’s proposed fare increases, and that the position statement 
would be presented to the Members at their next meeting. 
 
 Mr. Leontire then observed that the popularity of air travel to the islands 
was placing a disproportionate share of the cost of the islands’ freight needs, 
including the freight needs of those people arriving by air, upon the Authority 
and its customers.  Noting that the situation was only going to get worse as 
labor and fuel costs continue to rise and air travel becomes more successful, 
Mr. Leontire suggested that the Authority investigate whether air travelers 
should be required to make a contribution to the Authority due to the fact that 
they too were being supplied by freight carried by the Authority’s vessels. 
 
 Ms. Roessel thanked Mr. Leontire for his suggestion, noting that air 
travel had become the newest variation of “cream skimming” against which the 
Legislature had sought to protect the Authority.  Accordingly, Ms. Roessel said, 
it may well be perfectly appropriate to impose a departure or other fee on air 
travelers in order to ensure that the Authority can continue to operate as the 
islands’ lifeline. 
 
 Mr. Leontire then noted that he had attended his final Port Council 
meeting that day, and he thanked his fellow Port Council members for their 
efforts over the prior year.  Observing that the Port Council had accomplished a 
lot, Mr. Leontire observed specifically that it had helped tremendously in 
building consensus on the issue of New Bedford service.  Mr. Hanover then 
declared the Port Council also wanted to acknowledge all of the hard work that 
Mr. Leontire had done, declaring that Mr. Leontire was leaving the organization 
in much better shape and that he had been of great service to the City of New 
Bedford.  Mrs. Grossman similarly thanked Mr. Leontire, saying that he had 
represented the City of New Bedford very well and had done an excellent job. 
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At approximately 11:20 a.m., Mrs. Grossman entertained a motion to go 
into executive session, and announced that the Members would not reconvene 
in public after the conclusion of the executive session. 

 
 
IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. O’Brien -- to go into executive session to discuss the 
Authority's strategy with respect to collective bargaining 
and litigation matters, the purchase, exchange, lease and 
value of real estate, contract negotiations with nonunion 
personnel, and the deployment of security personnel and 
devices. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 

Mrs. Grossman     35 % 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL   100 %     0 % 

 
 
 
 
 A TRUE RECORD   ____________________________________ 
      KATHRYN A. ROESSEL,  Secretary 



MINUTES 
 

OF THE 
 

WOODS HOLE, MARTHA’S VINEYARD 
AND NANTUCKET STEAMSHIP AUTHORITY 

 
 

The Meeting in Public Session 
 

November 20, 2003 
 
 
 The Members of the Woods Hole, Martha's Vineyard and Nantucket 
Steamship Authority met this 20th day of November, 2003, beginning at 9:30 
a.m., in the Nobadeer Room of the Nantucket Inn, located at 27 Macy’s Lane, 
Nantucket, Massachusetts.  Present were five Members: Chairman Grace S. 
Grossman of Nantucket; Vice Chairman Robert L. O’Brien of Barnstable; 
Secretary Kathryn A. Roessel of Dukes County; David J. Oliveira of New 
Bedford; and Robert S. Marshall of Falmouth. 
 

The following members of the Authority’s management were also present:  
Chief Executive Officer Fred C. Raskin; Treasurer/Comptroller Wayne C. 
Lamson; General Counsel Steven M. Sayers; Director of Marketing and 
Community Relations Gina Barboza; Director of Information and Technologies 
Mary T.H. Claffey; Nantucket Terminal Manager Elaine Mooney; and Executive 
Secretary to the Chief Executive Officer Maxine Horn. 
 
 

Minutes: 
 
IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Oliveira -- to approve the minutes of the Members’ 
meeting in public session on October 16, 2003. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 
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 Mrs. Grossman announced that she was changing the format of the 
meeting because of the number of important issues on the agenda.  With 
respect to each agenda item, Mrs. Grossman said, the Members would first 
hear from management and then from people in the audience before speaking 
on the particular issue. 
 
 
 
 Proposed 2004 Rate Adjustments: 
 
 Mr. Lamson provided the Members with a brief overview of the proposed 
2004 Operating Budget and the need to restore the Authority’s revenue base as 
a result of declining traffic levels.  In this regard, Mr. Lamson noted that the 
2004 revenue projections were based on actual traffic statistics for the twelve-
month period ending August 14, 2003, and that management had not assumed 
any increase in the volume of passengers, automobiles or trucks to be carried 
during the year 2004.  Based on those statistics, Mr. Lamson stated that, 
without any rate increases, the Authority’s total projected revenues for 2004 
would be approximately $65.5 million, around $2.8 million lower than what the 
Authority’s actual operating revenues had been in 2002.  Mr. Lamson also 
stated that the Authority’s projected cost of service in 2004 was around $64.7 
million, which represented a one percent increase over the Authority’s actual 
cost of service in 2002, and would leave the Authority with a projected 2004 
net operating income of approximately $800,000. 
 
 Mr. Lamson then recounted how the Authority needs to raise sufficient 
revenues not only to cover projected operating expenses each year (including 
bond interest and depreciation), but also to meet scheduled bond principal 
payments, and in so doing the Members are authorized to set the Authority’s 
rates and fares as in their judgment are best adapted to ensure sufficient 
income to meet the projected cost of service.  Accordingly, Mr. Lamson stated 
that management was proposing certain rate adjustments totaling $3.3 million 
to provide sufficient cash flow in order to meet next year’s projected cost of 
service, including the Authority’s debt service payments.  Mr. Lamson noted 
that these adjustments were expected to increase next year’s projected net 
operating income from $800,000 to approximately $4.1 million, and that they 
would need to be distributed by route to best ensure that the net operating 
income from each route will be in line with the route’s allocated cost of service, 
which meant that $1,150,000 needed to be raised from fare adjustments on the 
Martha's Vineyard route and that the remaining $2,150,000 needed to be 
raised from rate increases on the Nantucket route. 
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 Mr. Lamson reported that management’s proposed rate adjustments were 
listed on the schedules attached to Staff Summary #A-434, dated November 
13, 2003.  For example, Mr. Lamson said, management was proposing smaller 
rate increases for smaller vehicles under sixteen feet and larger rate increases 
for larger vehicles sixteen feet or longer; that round trip automobile excursion 
rates, which include passage for two adults and two children, be set at a 
minimum of the regular one way automobile rates for vehicles of comparable 
sizes; certain policy changes covering the sale and use of excursion tickets by 
limiting eligibility to individuals who have Massachusetts drivers licenses with 
island addresses and to vehicles with Massachusetts registrations with island 
addresses and by excluding governmental and private entities from eligibility 
for those fares; limiting the length of time for excursion round trips to 28 days 
and moving up the start of the off-season excursion rates on the Martha's 
Vineyard route from October 15th to September 15th; offering a 46-ride monthly 
commuter book for the Flying Cloud at a proposed rate of $550; and printing all 
vehicle tickets on the day of sailing, except those tickets purchased in person 
on the islands, which would eliminate the need to mail tickets in advance. 
 
 In response to a question from Curtis Barnes, Mr. Lamson stated that 
pickup trucks with commercial plates would remain eligible for excursion fares.  
Mr. Lamson also advised Dick Arnold that no increases in barging fees had 
been proposed, and that all such fees, which amount to between $200,000  
and $300,000 each year, are allocated to the Nantucket route.  Mr. Lamson 
also said that management had proposed increasing the parking permit rate at 
the Hyannis terminal based upon a comparison of that rate with the $1,500 
annual parking fee being charged by the Barnstable airport.  Mr. Lamson noted 
that, with the need to raise more than $2 million in revenues on this route, 
management had to look at every rate, fare and charge, as well as how the 
Authority can cut expenses wherever possible, such as by containerizing trash, 
increasing competitive procurements, and reviewing manning levels. 
 
 In response to a question from Jamie Ranney, Mr. Lamson acknowledged 
that while the Martha's Vineyard route would experience some rate decreases, 
the Nantucket route would only see rate increases next year.  Mr. Ranney then 
noted that one of the biggest increases was in the excursion rates for vehicles 
sixteen feet or longer, and observed that this particular increase would hit the 
largest number of island residents.  Instead, Mr. Ranney said, the Authority 
should try to encourage those residents to travel on the excursion rates. 
 
 Mr. Ranney also commented that it appeared the Authority was setting 
itself up exactly for the situation which it was trying to avoid, namely, pricing 
itself so that it is no longer competitive with the airlines.  Mr. Ranney noted 
that it would now cost islanders about the same to fly to the mainland and rent 
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a car for a day, and that it would be less inconvenient for them as well.  He also 
suggested lengthening the time period within which island residents can travel 
on excursion fares from 28 days in order to accommodate those residents who 
go away for extended periods of time during the off-season. 
 
 Nathaniel Lowell agreed with Mr. Ranney, saying that the Authority was 
driving people to a different market, especially since many residents now have 
cars on the mainland.  Mr. Lowell also noted that Hy-Line offered off-season 
parking at its facilities for far less, and argued that the Authority should 
reduce its parking permit rates at the Hyannis terminal during the off-season 
to encourage people to travel on the Flying Cloud.  In response to another 
question from Mr. Lowell, Mr. Lamson stated that the Authority intended to 
comply with its new obligation of collecting a fifty-cent embarkation fee from 
each passenger with the resources it already has, and that the Authority was 
not planning to add any personnel for that purpose.  Mr. Raskin noted, 
however, that the Authority was already devoting substantial computer and 
accounting resources towards that effort. 
 
 Mr. Lowell then declared that the Authority could save the cost of 
operating the Nantucket, which amounts to around $10,000 per day, by taking 
it off line from May 11th through June 15th, and then again from Labor Day 
through Columbus Day, when he said the Authority was providing too much 
service.  However, Mr. Lowell acknowledged that, to do so the Authority would 
have to lengthen and widen the Sankaty so that it could carry as many vehicles 
in three round trips as the other freight boats currently carry in four round 
trips.  Mr. Lowell stated that this would allow more trucks to go on the Sankaty 
and thus open up more spaces for automobiles on the Eagle, and would 
provide the right amount of service during the late Spring and early Fall. 
 
 However, Mr. Lamson noted that during those periods the Authority 
consistently carries the equivalent of around 370 automobiles on a one-way 
basis each day, and that the combined capacity of the Eagle, the Nantucket and 
the freight boat during that time is only around 390 car-equivalent spaces each 
day.  Accordingly, Mr. Lamson said, he did not believe that there would be a 
sufficient amount of service during those periods if the Authority were to take 
the Nantucket off line, thereby eliminating 150 spaces, and replace it with only 
another freight boat.  Further, Mr. Lamson noted that he expected more island 
residents to travel next year between September 15th and Columbus Day in 
order to take advantage of the earlier implementation of the lower, off-season 
excursion fares. 
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 Saul Solomon recounted how his family had experienced several deaths 
this past year, which caused them to evaluate what the Authority’s service 
means to them in terms of obtaining medical attention.  Mr. Solomon asked 
that the Authority establish a reduced rate for senior citizens older than 70 or 
75 years, perhaps by keeping the excursion rate for them at $100, so that they 
can better afford their doctor appointments and hospital visits.  Mr. Solomon 
also suggested that the Authority place one of its vessels in reserve when they 
are not operating at full capacity, which would still allow the Authority to have 
a full complement of trips during the shoulder season when needed. 
 
 Ken Beaugrand, President of Nantucket Island Chamber of Commerce, 
noted that private businesses in America had taken major steps to reduce costs 
and improve productivity because they are not able simply to raise prices in a 
free enterprise system.  Mr. Beaugrand then observed that the Authority, on 
the other hand, was in a monopoly position which he felt imposed an even 
higher standard, and he asked whether there were any plans in place for the 
Authority to reduce costs and increase productivity.  In response, Mr. Raskin 
stated that he could not get into the specifics of the Authority’s plans, but he 
assured everyone that management did not easily pass along cost increases to 
the public because of their real sense of concern that the Authority is the 
lifeline to the islands.  Indeed, Mr. Raskin said, there might not have been any 
fare increases this year but for the shortfall in revenues due to declining traffic 
levels.  Mr. Raskin also noted that, with respect to productivity, the Authority 
had a very fixed network so that, unlike other transportation systems, it did 
not have as much flexibility.  Mr. Raskin further observed that much of the 
Authority’s costs were attributable to labor and benefits, and he declared that 
it was this area where the Authority had to concentrate its attention. 
 
 Mr. Raskin stated that the proposed budget included wage increases for 
both management and other employees in the range of two to three percent, 
which was based on historical pay scales and the employees’ relation to the 
market place.  Mr. Raskin also agreed that it might be reasonable to have a 
portion of management’s salaries be at risk based upon performance, with the 
possibility of them receiving bonuses as well, and noted that he had seen such 
compensation arrangements work well in private industry. 
 
 Mr. Beaugrand then announced that he had received a copy of a memo-
randum which had been sent to the Hyannis and Nantucket terminals advising 
them that J. Crew was going to be allowed to distribute materials at those 
locations during the Christmas Stroll weekend.  Mr. Beaugrand declared that 
by allowing this to occur, the Authority was discriminating against other 
companies that had asked for, but had been denied, the same opportunity. 
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 In response, Mr. Raskin stated that he was not certain that such a 
contract had yet been entered into with J. Crew, but he acknowledged that the 
Authority was in the process of doing these types of things in order to begin 
generating additional revenue, and that he supported those efforts.  Mr. Raskin 
also noted that the Authority was not unique in this regard, and that 
transportation companies and systems across the country were engaging in 
similar activities.  Mr. Raskin also stated that the Authority would entertain 
proposals from any business who wanted to distribute materials on Authority 
property if they were willing to pay a promotional fee. 
 
 Finn Murphy, Chairman of the Nantucket Board of Selectmen, then read 
an excerpt from the memorandum which the Authority’s Director of Public 
Relations and Marketing, Paula Peters, had sent to the Hyannis and Nantucket 
terminal agents, which said that the Authority, through Carroll Advertising, 
was allowing J. Crew to pass out holiday catalogues during the Christmas 
Stroll weekend  at the Hyannis and Nantucket terminals as an initial effort to 
entertain some outside advertising.  Accordingly, Mr. Murphy announced that 
the Authority had in fact entered into such a contract. 
 
 In response, Mr. Raskin said that he was glad to hear about it.  However, 
Mrs. Grossman stated that the Christmas Stroll was for one reason, namely, to 
promote Nantucket businesses.  Saying that she did not know about this 
activity, Mrs. Grossman then declared that this was shooting the Nantucket 
businesses. 
 
 Mr. Murphy then criticized the Authority’s public relations, declaring 
that this was the culmination of a recent series of public relations triumphs for 
the Authority.  Mr. Murphy complained that fast ferry service remained erratic 
and completely frustrating, that fares for governmental entities were being 
doubled, that the Authority’s senior management was receiving significant 
salary increases in the face of declining traffic and revenue, and that in the face 
of those salary increases and service cutbacks, Nantucket had been asked to 
shoulder the lion’s share of impending massive fare increases.  Mr. Murphy 
further questioned why the Authority was spending over $400,000 on a glossy 
new magazine to somehow compete with the glut of current media choices.  
Finally, Mr. Murphy said, the piece de résistance was this exhortation to J. 
Crew to undercut the merchants of Nantucket and Hyannis by encouraging 
tourists to leave their shopping dollars in some Midwestern city. 
 
 Mr. Murphy declared that the Authority should just get back to basics, 
which he listed as clean boats, edible food, friendly staff, reliable fast ferry 
service, and well-maintained boats.  He then noted that the Nantucket Inquirer 
and Mirror had published an editorial that morning about the issue, entitled “A 
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slap in the face of island merchants,” which stated that there was no other 
remedy to this latest insulting and injurious action except for the Members to 
rescind the Authority’s offer and agreement with J. Crew. 
 
 Ms. Roessel acknowledged that this was a Nantucket issue, but she 
asked Mr. Murphy to consider whether he might be overreacting a little bit.  In 
this regard, Ms. Roessel noted that there had been a number of statements 
made that day by people who felt strongly about the Authority’s proposed rate 
increases, and she observed that as the Authority competes more aggressively 
for tourist dollars, sometimes unavoidably that competition will be against 
island businesses.  Ms. Roessel recounted how the Members had instructed 
management to look for additional revenues, and how management had now 
responded by suggesting that the Authority could perhaps make some money 
by doing such things as merchandising.  Ms. Roessel stated that people had to 
realize that the Members could not so instruct management and then retreat 
furiously whenever a special interest was affected, such as when the Authority 
competes with businesses selling T-shirts or selling food in Woods Hole. 
 
 Ms. Roessel suggested that everyone needed to communicate so that they 
felt they were on the same team, and she asked that people not get upset when 
there has been a perceived misstep.  Ms. Roessel then asked whether the 
Chamber of Commerce could schedule a meeting with Ms. Peters, who she said 
was very sensitive to island concerns.  
 
 Mrs. Grossman declared that although this matter might not be a big 
issue to Ms. Roessel, it was for the Nantucket merchants.  Mrs. Grossman also 
recounted how Ms. Roessel had voted to reduce rates the previous year based 
upon management’s claim that the Authority could increase the Schamonchi’s 
ridership by fifteen percent by spending $500,000 to advertise that service.  
Instead, Mrs. Grossman said, the Authority lost both the $500,000 and 
ridership on that vessel, and was paying for it now.  Indeed, Mrs. Grossman 
declared that if it had not been for the Schamonchi advertising the Authority 
would not be in such bad shape. 
 
 Mrs. Grossman then repeated that this was a matter for Nantucket.  She 
also declared that the Authority had spent money on management which it did 
not have to spend.  For example, Mrs. Grossman said, management’s proposed 
advertising budget was over $1,000,000 and the Authority did not need to 
spend that much on advertising, especially when it did not know what it was 
going to get in return.  In response, Ms. Roessel stated that she was more than 
willing to consider any proposal that Mrs. Grossman might make to adjust the 
proposed advertising budget.  In this regard, Ms. Roessel noted that the only 
advertising undertaken for the Martha's Vineyard route was informational in 
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nature, and that the other types of advertising appeared to be targeted for the 
Nantucket route. 
 
 Mr. Murphy then declared that the Authority’s mission was to serve Cape 
Cod and the Islands, and to serve as a lifeline to the Islands.  Observing that 
Nantucket’s economy was overwhelmingly tourist-based, Mr. Murphy stated 
that the Authority’s J. Crew contract was undermining the basic economic 
foundation of the island.  Mr. Murphy also stated that his special interest was 
the economic vitality of Nantucket, and he did not feel he was overreacting.  
Instead, Mr. Murphy said, the Authority’s actions were an outrage. 
 
 Kate Hamilton, Director of Visitor Services for Nantucket, stated that it 
was the responsibility of the Authority public relations director to reach out to 
the Authority’s individual communities, and she suggested that any public 
relations event the Authority might want to have for this particular weekend be 
planned with Nantucket merchants. 
 

In response to questions from Chris Perry, Mr. Raskin stated that he did 
not know how much money the Authority would be receiving from the J. Crew 
contract or whether any Nantucket businesses were approached.  Mr. Raskin 
said that the Authority had entered into a contract with Carroll Advertising to 
handle these matters.  Mr. Raskin also stated that Ms. Peters had been 
working with Carroll Advertising and that he supported her efforts one hundred 
percent.  However, Mrs. Grossman said that the contract with Carroll 
Advertising only addressed posters on the walls of the Authority’s terminals, 
vessels and buses, and that handing out such things as catalogues had never 
been discussed.  But Mr. Raskin stated that he did not believe the contract was 
specifically limited to those items. 
 
 In response to a question from Mr. Barnes, Mr. Raskin stated that the 
Authority did have the contractual right to review objectionable material, but 
there had to be a reasonable basis for disapproving any particular item and he 
did not think these catalogues reasonably could be considered objectionable. 
 
 Mr. Ranney declared that he was getting the impression there was a little 
bit of arrogance from the Authority’s management and certain Members, and 
that he found such arrogance to be offensive.  While Mr. Ranney agreed that 
looking around for alternative sources of revenues was appropriate, he believed 
that when the Authority was running empty vessels and management was 
receiving salary increases, it should be decreasing ticket prices to fill the boats 
before considering the sale of advertising space that directly competes against 
Nantucket merchants during the last possible weekend they can make revenue. 
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 Mary Malavase, Chair of the Nantucket Chamber of Commerce’s Public 
Relations Committee, declared that the Authority’s contract with J. Crew was 
an absolute disaster.  Ms. Malavase also stated that Ms. Peters should have 
been in touch with the Chamber regarding anything like this, but they had had 
only one telephone call about placing a joint advertisement.  She also stated 
that if it were not for the Nantucket merchants, there would be no Christmas 
Stroll to provide the Authority with those additional revenues. 
 

Ms. Malavase also stated that the Nantucket Lodging Association had 
asked her to tell the Authority how disappointed they were.  Further as an 
innkeeper at the Beachside, Ms. Malavase stated that she was very concerned 
about the proposed rate increases, which were huge.  As a result, Ms. Malavase 
said, the Authority would have fewer people on its boats because people will 
rent cars instead of paying the increased fares.  Ms. Malavase also expressed 
her concern over the proposed shortening of the excursion period to 28 days, 
saying that the Authority needed to put some mechanism in place for the 
island’s college students as they would now have to pay $190 each way instead 
of $165 round trip. 
 

Stephanie Hall, President of the Nantucket Merchants Association, stated 
that the Association opposed the distribution of the J. Crew holiday catalogue 
at the Authority’s terminals.  Noting that the purpose of the Christmas Stroll 
was to provide visitors and islanders alike with a traditional New England 
holiday experience, Ms. Hall stated that the distribution of a national catalogue 
would not enhance that experience.  Further, Ms. Hall said that by enticing off-
island shoppers with catalogues prior to their arrival, those businesses would 
have an unfair advantage over island merchants.  While Ms. Hall acknowledged 
that the Association sympathized with the Authority’s struggle to devise new 
ways to generate revenue, it insisted that it do so without undermining local 
merchants. 
 

Nantucket Port Council Member H. Flint Ranney declared that Authority 
management appeared to be arrogant and that they should pay very close 
attention to what the citizens need.  Further, Mr. Ranney said, management 
should not be receiving wage increases when revenues were down and costs 
were increasing. 

 
In response, Mr. Raskin stated that he understood the problem and the 

unhappiness, but he did not feel there was any arrogance.  Mr. Raskin assured 
Mr. Ranney that management was working as hard as anyone to provide the 
best service it could in all respects, and that there was absolutely no effort to 
somehow single out Nantucket.  Mr. Raskin also stated that management was 
trying to find new ways to contain costs and improve the service, and that it 
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would continue to do so.  Observing that the Authority was just trying to start 
the process of having its assets raise non-transportation revenues, Mr. Raskin 
emphasized that the whole purpose was to help reduce the net cost of the 
Authority’s service to its ratepayers.  Mr. Raskin declared that the Authority 
had to make changes to improve the economic situation, as he agreed that its 
rates were unacceptable and pricing Nantucket off the market; but Mr. Raskin 
cautioned that the major share of the work which needed to be done could not 
be done quickly. 

 
 In response to a question from Mrs. Grossman, Mr. Raskin stated that he 
did not know how much money the Authority would be receiving from this 
particular contract because the Authority was simply starting the process of 
routinely selling advertising in modest amounts, and the amount of revenue 
from the J. Crew contract was not terribly important.  Mr. Raskin said that the 
Authority needed to look to more of this in order to start getting a cap on costs.  
But Mrs. Grossman disagreed, saying advertising was not the Authority’s 
mission.  Instead, Mrs. Grossman said, the Authority’s mission was to cut 
costs in management, to cut advertising, to cut consultants, and to cut a lot of 
other things on which the Authority was spending a lot of money. 
 
 Mr. Murphy agreed with Mr. Raskin that it was not the responsibility of 
the Members to have approved this particular advertising; but he declared that 
Mr. Raskin did not understand the stakes that were involved, which he said 
were huge.  By contrast, however, Mr. Murphy stated that it was the Members’ 
responsibility to rescind the contract, and that there was no other remedy for 
the situation.  Accordingly, he asked whether one of the Members would make 
such a motion. 
 
 In response, Mrs. Grossman proposed that a motion be made to rescind 
the J. Crew advertising contract.  But Mr. Oliveira stated that he was not 
prepared to vote on such a motion because the Members did not have all of the 
information.  Instead, Mr. Oliveira said, he would like to propose that 
management review the terms of the contract, including the amount of revenue 
to the Authority, and to consider rescinding it after a cost/benefit analysis is 
done and if the contract allows it. 
 
 Mrs. Grossman disagreed, saying that the Authority did not have time to 
do such an analysis and noting that she had been asked by her community to 
rescind the contract.  However, both Mr. O’Brien and Mr. Marshall stated that 
they agreed with Mr. Oliveira’s motion.  Ms. Roessel then said that she thought 
this was an operational matter, and noted that management had heard the 
people’s concerns and how unhappy they are.  Accordingly, Ms. Roessel said, 
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she thought management should re-examine the matter and was confident that 
it would do so. 
 

Ms. Roessel declared, however, that the greater policy issue was whether 
the Members wanted the Authority to stay on this course, recounting how the 
Members had authorized management to go out and find these other sources of 
revenue.  In this regard, Ms. Roessel said that even though the Authority had 
taken only small steps down this path, it had gotten nothing but complaints, 
and that somebody’s ox will be gored no matter what the Authority does.  
Indeed, Ms. Roessel observed that anytime the Authority raises some additional 
revenue, it will be competing with somebody’s business somewhere, and she 
did not know of any product which the Authority could advertise that was not 
already being sold by somebody on Nantucket. 
 
 Mrs. Grossman declared that she represented Nantucket, that Nantucket 
did not want this particular contract, and that the Members had to listen to 
their constituents.  Mrs. Grossman further declared that the Authority should 
do no merchandising or advertising at all.  However, Mr. Oliveira pointed out 
that the Authority was trying to raise these revenues so that it did not have to 
make service reductions.  In response, Mrs. Grossman suggested that the 
Authority reduce expenses by taking them out of the top of the budget, because 
island residents simply would not be able to afford the Authority’s rates if they 
are increased every year.  But Ms. Roessel noted that the money to pay for the 
Authority’s service had to come from somewhere, and to the extent they were 
not going to seek other sources of revenue, the Authority was going to have to 
increase rates instead. 
 
 Jane Riggs declared that management was not hearing the Nantucket 
residents, and that Christmas Stroll was Nantucket’s weekend.  Ms. Riggs then 
stated that the Authority could save money by getting rid of its public relations.  
Timothy Madden, Nantucket’s legislative liaison, argued that the Authority 
should focus on its reservations system, the condition of its vessels, and the 
lack of personality on the part of its employees.  Mr. Madden stated that it all 
starts at the top and works its way down.  Mr. Madden also observed that the 
Members had to accept the fact that people will attend their meetings and 
speak their minds passionately, and that the Members had to listen to the 
people and sometimes react very quickly.  Saying that there was nothing the 
Members do which cannot be reversed, Mr. Madden declared that Nantucket 
was not for sale and that the Authority had to decide what its priorities were 
and what its image would be. 
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 Mr. Madden then stated that he thought the Members were becoming 
very fragmented because they were appointed from different communities and 
had to listen to what their communities want.  With respect to the J. Crew 
contract, Mr. Madden said that the Members had heard loud and clear that the 
local merchants had not been provided with the opportunity to pass out their 
flyers on Authority property, even though they are the ones who are paying the 
Authority’s salaries and rates.  Mr. Madden stated that their reaction was more 
against the concept than the particular magazine, but he asked the Members 
to have a motion on the floor which reflected the wishes of the people who were 
paying the Authority’s rates. 
 
 Phil Gallagher then recounted how he and his mother had always been 
given very good cooperation from everyone at the Authority, that he did not find 
the vessels to be dirty, and that he always sees employees picking up papers 
and swabbing the floors.  While he felt it was his duty as an island resident to 
travel on the Authority’s vessels, Mr. Gallagher noted that Hy-Line offered 
major discounts to employees of island businesses to travel on its vessels, and 
he suggested that the Authority consider doing the same.  Mr. Gallagher also 
asked that the Authority consider much cheaper, very short term Nantucket 
origin excursion fares of one to three or five days for people like himself who 
could not otherwise afford to take their cars. 
 
 Mr. O’Brien then moved that the Members direct Mr. Raskin to revisit the 
J. Crew contract and deal with it in light of the concerns expressed that day 
and to give serious consideration to immediately canceling the contract if it is 
legally possible.  After Mrs. Grossman seconded the motion, Mr. Marshall said 
that he was close to agreeing with his colleague, but that the Members had 
huge philosophical issues to deal with here.  The real issue, Mr. Marshall said, 
was whether the Authority wanted to compete with businesses in raising other 
revenues or continue to put the pressure on ratepayers, and he suggested that 
the Members step back and consider where their best efforts should be directed 
in the best interests of both the Authority and their respective communities. 
 
 Mr. Oliveira said that his motion would have differed from Mr. O’Brien’s 
motion in its language, and that he instead would have moved to direct 
management to re-examine the contract and consider its costs and benefits.  
After Mr. O’Brien declined Mr. Oliveira’s request to amend his motion to reflect 
hir proposed substitute language, Mr. Oliveira asked that the Members reject 
Mr. O’Brien’s motion and accept his motion instead.  Ms. Roessel declared that 
there was another principle at issue here, namely, that the Members should 
not micro-manage management.  Ms. Roessel further stated that while she 
thought Mr. Oliveira’s motion was terrific, she did not think any motion was 
necessary and that management would try to be responsive.  Mrs. Grossman, 
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however, declared that island residents were the ones who were paying for the 
rate increases, not management, and that management also was being paid by 
the people of the islands. 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. O’Brien’s motion, seconded by 
Mrs. Grossman -- to direct the Chief Executive Officer to 
revisit the contract with J. Crew and to deal with it in light 
of the concerns expressed this day, and to give serious 
consideration to immediately canceling the contract if it is 
legally possible. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mrs. Grossman     35 % 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 

 
  TOTAL     45 %     0 % 

 
 
 After Mrs. Grossman announced that the motion had failed, Mr. Oliveira 
asked for a vote on his motion to direct management to immediately re-
examine the J. Crew contract and consider its costs and benefits.  However, 
Mrs. Grossman stated that Nantucket residents had not had a chance that 
year to speak up at an Authority meeting, and she declared that this was an 
opportunity they had to have. 
 
 Mr. Madden acknowledged that Mr. Raskin would have to decide whether 
it was reasonable to have this contract with J. Crew; but in this case the 
Nantucket community already had told him that it was not.  Mr. Madden 
declared that Nantucket had spoken as a community – through the Chairman 
of its board of selectmen, its chamber of commerce, its visitor services and its 
lodging association – and they all had stated that Nantucket did not want this 
to happen regardless of how much money it might bring to the Authority.  
Accordingly, Mr. Madden asked that the Authority understand their concerns. 
 
 Mrs. Grossman declared that she was representing Nantucket and that 
she was against the J. Crew contract completely, which she said was a very 
bad idea.  Noting that the Christmas Stroll was the one time that Nantucket 
promotes its business people, Mrs. Grossman questioned why the Authority 
would have a stranger come in and take business away, even if it brought in 
$500,000 for the Authority, since it was Nantucket’s stroll. 
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 However, Ms. Roessel stated that she did not even think that a motion 
was necessary, as she was certain that Mr. Raskin would be very responsive to 
Nantucket’s concerns.  Mr. Raskin also cautioned that at that time he did not 
know whether there might be legal issues involved and that he needed more 
information.  Accordingly, Mr. Raskin stated that he would call Ms. Peters and 
find out what the status was, but that he was not necessarily going to instruct 
her to cancel the contract.  Nevertheless, Mr. Raskin said, he would review the 
situation knowing the concerns which had been expressed that day.  
 
 Mrs. Grossman said that Mr. Raskin was not listening to the Nantucket 
people.  Mr. Raskin then asked whether Mr. Oliveira’s motion constituted an 
instruction for management to breach the J. Crew contract if necessary.  In 
response, Mr. Oliveira stated that any such decision was up to management. 
Mrs. Grossman, however, expressed her strong disagreement with the motion, 
saying that it did not make any sense to hurt every merchant on Nantucket for 
only $25,000 to $50,000 a year. 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. Oliveira’s motion, seconded by 
Ms. Roessel -- to direct management to immediately re-
examine the J. Crew contract and consider its costs and 
benefits. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     55 %     0 % 

 
 
 After announcing that the motion had carried, Mrs. Grossman stated it 
was up to Mr. Raskin to decide who would communicate to the public what 
action would be taken, and that the matter was out of the Members’ hands.  
Mr. Raskin stated that he would advise Mrs. Grossman so that she could let 
people know.  Nantucket Town Counsel Paul DeRensis then offered to assist 
the Authority in determining whether it could get out of the J. Crew contract, 
and asked for a copy of it so that he could review it.  Mrs. Grossman also asked 
for a copy, saying that she had seen neither the contract nor the request for 
proposals (“RFP”) which led to it, even though she previously had requested a 
copy of the RFP. 
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 Dick Arnold then asked the Members to increase the time period within 
which excursion trips can be taken from 28 days to 45 days for the benefit of 
both residents who take extended vacations and college students.  Mr. Arnold 
also questioned why the Authority was increasing the drive-on/drive-off fee, 
and declared that customers traveling on preferred status should not have to 
pay those fees.  In response, however, Mr. Lamson noted that the Authority 
would be able to reduce its manning levels at both the Hyannis and Nantucket 
terminals if it did not provide the drive-on/drive-off service, so he felt that 
charging a fee for that service was appropriate. 
 
 Ms. Roessel expressed her thanks to the Dukes County Commissioners 
as well as the members of the public who attended their meeting for discussing 
management’s proposed fare increases and for making excellent suggestions 
regarding how to adjust them. 
 
 Randy Norris, the Nantucket Chief of Police, expressed his concern that 
the rates for municipal vehicles were going to double in 2004 and that, as a 
result, his department would be paying twice the $2,000 to $3,000 per year 
that it had spent in previous years.  In response, Mr. Marshall pointed out that 
unfortunately everyone was in the same boat; but Mrs. Grossman disagreed, 
declaring that the islanders were paying for the service, not Mr. Marshall, and 
that it was going to cost a lot more money to go on essential trips.  Mr. Lamson 
noted, however, that the Authority will still discount official travel by town and 
county officials by fifty percent of the applicable fare; and Ms. Roessel similarly 
observed that even after the proposed 2004 rate adjustments the Authority will 
continue to provide such governmental entities with that discount. 
 
 Mort Schlesinger expressed his concern that Authority management did 
not appear to be particularly conscious and active in reducing costs, and said 
that many other people felt the same way.  He recounted how, over the many 
years he had traveled with the Authority, there had been so many occasions of 
the vessel being practically empty of trucks and cars that it was unbelievable, 
and he declared that management’s most important mission was to keep the 
boats filled and not run empty trips.  Mr. Schlesinger stated that he was 
confident much of the Authority’s budget could be reduced in this manner. 
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IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. Marshall’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Oliveira -- to approve the rate adjustments and policy 
changes, effective January 1, 2004, as proposed by manage-
ment in Staff Summary #A-434, dated November 13, 2003. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mrs. Grossman       35 % 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %   35 % 

 
 
 
 2004 Operating Budget: 
 
 Mr. Lamson recommended that the Members adopt the proposed 2004 
Operating Budget, as set forth in Staff Summary #A-433, dated November 13, 
2003.  However, Mrs. Grossman observed that the proposed budget contained 
approximately $900,000 for advertising as well as an additional $155,000 for 
schedules, and declared that the Authority should cut those expenses way 
back.  Indeed, Mrs. Grossman said, she did not believe that the Authority 
needed to spend more than $300,000 on advertising, and that reducing that 
line item was one way the Authority could cut back on its expenses to benefit 
island residents. 
 
 Mr. Raskin noted, however, that $400,000 of the proposed advertising 
expenses were related to the proposed “in-float” magazine, which was also 
budgeted to produce almost the same amount in revenues, so the net amount 
of proposed advertising expenses was not as large as it appeared.  Ms. Roessel 
then suggested that she might be in favor of establishing a policy limiting the 
Authority to information-only advertising, which is all she felt the Authority 
needed to do.  However, Ms. Roessel stated that the Members may want to 
consider that at a later meeting, as she did not know how that would affect the 
budgeting process. 
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IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. O’Brien’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Oliveira -- to adopt the 2004 Operating Budget as 
proposed by management in Staff Summary #A-433, dated 
November 13, 2003. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mrs. Grossman       35 % 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %   35 % 

 
 
 
 2004 Capital Budget: 
 
 Mr. Lamson reviewed Staff Summary #A-435, dated November 13, 2003, 
and requested the Members to adopt the 2004 Capital Budget as proposed with 
the exception of the M/V Islander replacement and the Oak Bluffs Terminal 
reconstruction projects.  Mr. Lamson stated that the Members would be asked 
to approve those two specific projects in separate votes at a later time. 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. Oliveira’s motion, seconded by 
Ms. Roessel -- to adopt the 2004 Capital Budget as proposed 
by management with the exception of the M/V Islander 
replacement vessel and the Oak Bluffs Terminal reconstruct-
tion projects, as described in Staff Summary #A-435, dated 
November 13, 2003. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 
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Appointment of Deloitte & Touche as the 
Authority’s Independent Public Accountants: 

 
 Mr. Lamson recommended that the Members vote to appoint Deloitte & 
Touche as the Authority’s independent public accountants for the year ending 
December 31, 2003.  The Members, however, questioned Mr. Lamson regarding 
Deloitte & Touche’s proposed fee of $74,800, which represented an increase of 
$11,800 or 18.7% over the prior year’s amount.  In response, Mr. Lamson said 
that the increase was attributable to additional requirements imposed by the 
adoption of the government reporting statement.  Mr. Raskin further stated 
that neither he nor Mr. Lamson believed the increase was justified, and that 
management would make every effort to find a new accounting firm the 
following year by issuing a request for proposals. 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Oliveira -- to appoint Deloitte & Touche as the 
Authority’s independent public accountants for the year 
ending December 31, 2003, as proposed in Staff Summary 
#A-436, dated November 13, 2003, but to instruct 
management to issue a request for proposals from public 
accounting firms interested in becoming the Authority’s 
independent public accountants for the following year. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 

 
 
 
 Results of Operations: 
 

Mr. Raskin summarized the results of the Authority’s operations through 
the month of September 2003, as set forth in a business summary for that 
month which had been provided to the Members and the public.  Mr. Raskin 
reported that the Authority’s revenues had continued to decline during that 
month, and that the mix between excursion and regular fares had continued to 
deteriorate.  Indeed, Mr. Raskin noted that September had been the thirteenth 
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month in a row where the Authority’s revenues had been below the revenues 
for the same month the prior year, although he stated that it appeared October 
traffic volumes would exceed those of October 2002 by around two percent. 

 
 In response to a question from Mr. Flathers, who observed that there had 
been a sharp increase in the Authority’s medical costs, Mr. Raskin stated that 
the Authority was thinking of increasing the portion of such costs which would 
be shared by both union and non-union employees, that it was considering the 
imposition of penalties on employees for using health care providers who were 
not part of the Authority’s preferred provider network, and that it had to be 
more aggressive in this area. 
 
 
 

2004 Spring/Summer Vessel Operating Schedules: 
 
 Mr. Raskin reported that management had revised its proposed operating 
schedules for the 2004 spring and summer seasons from those attached to 
Staff Summary #MCR-120, dated November 11, 2003, in response to concerns 
that had been raised by both islands.  Specifically, Mr. Raskin stated that 
management was now proposing that the summer schedule continue beyond 
September 26, 2004 through Columbus Day, October 11, 2004, and that the 
Authority’s Oak Bluffs terminal similarly remain open through that date. 
 
 Ms. Roessel thanked Mr. Raskin for responding to the concerns raised by 
islanders.  However, Nantucket resident Curtis Barnes stated that the revised 
schedules still did not correct the problem of too many vessels arriving and 
departing at around the same time, which he declared was as important as the 
discussion of rates.  Mr. Barnes observed that the prior summer’s schedule 
created chaos on Nantucket, and that taxi drivers were refusing to go to the 
Authority’s Nantucket terminal because the congestion was so difficult.  Mr. 
Barnes asked that the Authority scrap the proposed schedule in its entirety, 
and create a new one without regard to when certain vessels have traditionally 
sailed so that there will always be a half hour between the time a vessel departs 
and the time another vessel arrives.  While Mr. Barnes acknowledged that it 
probably could not be done for the 2004 summer schedule, he expressed his 
hope that it would be addressed the following year. 
 
 Nantucket resident Nathanial Lowell also complained that the Authority 
was providing too much service during the summer schedule.  Mr. Lowell said 
that the Authority should only operate two daily freight trips Mondays through 
Fridays (deleting the 5:00 p.m. round trip), instead of three freight trips which 
management was proposing to operate seven days a week. 
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IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Marshall -- to approve the 2004 Spring/Summer Vessel 
Operating Schedules for the time period from May 6, 2004 
through October 11, 2004, as proposed by management that 
day, which revised the schedules set forth in Staff Summary 
#MCR-120, dated November 11, 2003, by continuing the 
summer schedule through October 11, 2004. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mrs. Grossman     35 % 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL   100 %     0 % 

 
 
 

Food Concession Contract: 
 

Mr. Raskin then reviewed Staff Summary #CEO-457, dated November 
10, 2003, in which management recommended that the Authority award a new 
four-year food concession contract with Boston Concessions Group, Inc., with 
a term commencing January 1, 2004 through December 31, 2007, including a 
one-year contract for the “Island Home” concession stand at the Woods Hole 
terminal, with a unilateral option in favor of the Authority to extend that one-
year contract for an additional three years.  Mr. Raskin stated that the Woods 
Hole business community, which had expressed concerns about that facility, 
would thus be given an opportunity to submit its own proposal to operate it 
after the 2004 summer season, while the Authority at the same time would 
explore the possibility of moving the concession inside the terminal building. 

 
 Mrs. Grossman declared that, in her opinion, Boston Concessions had 
done a good job and that its employees were very pleasant.  However, she 
asked whether Boston Concessions could somehow arrange to have fresh 
baked goods on the vessels for their first trips from the island in the morning.  
In response, David Oberlander of Boston Concessions stated that he had tried 
to get local pastries delivered on the island, but had been unsuccessful in his 
efforts to have local bakeries deliver them in the early hours of the morning.  
Nevertheless, Mr. Oberlander said, he would try again. 
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 Mr. Oberlander also pointed out that the Island Home was a necessary 
adjunct to Boston Concessions’ vessel operations during the busy summer 
season, when it is virtually impossible to service as many as 1,000 passengers 
during a half-hour trip.  In addition, Mr. Oberlander noted that 75% of the 
Island Home’s business was transacted when most of the businesses in Woods 
Hole were closed. 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. Marshall’s motion, seconded by 
Ms. Roessel -- to authorize management to enter into 
negotiations and execute a food concession contract with 
Boston Concessions Group, Inc. for (1) a four-year contract 
for the Authority’s vessels and the Hyannis terminal food 
concession stand; and (2) a one-year contract for the Woods 
Hole “Island Home” concession stand, with a unilateral 
option in favor of the Authority to extend that one-year 
contract for an additional three years, as described in Staff 
Summary #CEO-457, dated November 10, 2003. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 
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 Procurement: 
 
 

IT WAS VOTED -- upon Ms. Roessel’s motion, seconded by 
Mr. Marshall -- to award Contract No. 17-03, M/V Eagle 
Drydock and Overhaul Services, to the lowest eligible and 
responsible bidder for the contract, American Shipyard 
Company, LLC of Newport, Rhode Island, as set forth in 
Staff Summary #E2003-7, dated November 10, 2003. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL     65 %     0 % 
 
 

 
Old and New Business: 

 
 Ms. Roessel announced that she had been discussing the idea of bringing 
back some sort of limited standby service for island residents on the Martha's 
Vineyard route during summer weekends to address the reports of vessels not 
sailing full at times when people are unable to obtain reservations.  Ms. Roessel 
stated that, after a great deal of discussion with management and the terminal 
managers on that route, the Authority will try an approach on a trial basis that 
will allow no more than fifteen island preferred customers to travel on standby 
on a non-guaranteed basis during the July 2004 weekends, and that the new 
policy will be reduced to writing by Vineyard Haven Terminal Manager Bridget 
Tobin. 
 
 Ms. Roessel also confirmed with Mr. Raskin that the proposed “in-float” 
magazine would go forward only after a competitive procurement process and 
only if the Members decide that is what they want to do.  Ms. Roessel declared 
that if the Authority does initiate this magazine to generate more income, it had 
to establish an editorial policy to make certain that it serves a useful purpose 
for islanders as well as being an advertising vehicle.  Mr. Oliveira suggested 
that one use of the magazine could be to inform the public of the Authority’s 
policies and procedures. 
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At approximately 1:20 p.m., Mrs. Grossman entertained a motion to go 
into executive session, and announced that the Members would not reconvene 
in public after the conclusion of the executive session. 

 
 
IT WAS VOTED -- upon Mr. Marshall’s motion, seconded by 
Ms. Roessel -- to go into executive session to discuss the 
Authority's strategy with respect to collective bargaining 
and litigation matters, the purchase, exchange, lease and 
value of real estate, contract negotiations with nonunion 
personnel, and the deployment of security personnel and 
devices. 
 

 VOTING     AYE    NAY 
 

Mrs. Grossman     35 % 
Mr. O’Brien     10 % 
Ms. Roessel     35 % 
Mr. Oliveira     10 % 
Mr. Marshall     10 % ______ 

 
  TOTAL   100 %     0 % 

 
 
 
 
 A TRUE RECORD   ____________________________________ 
      KATHRYN A. ROESSEL,  Secretary 
 


