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The following enlargements of the schematic clearly show a west and east breakwater planned for the 
mouth of Black Rock Harbor, surrounding the federal channel.  A cross-section of the proposed 
breakwater is shown below:   
 
 
A seawall between 
Fayerweather Island 
and Seaside Park 
provides some 
protection to the 
Harbor from storm 
surges.  Nevertheless, 
a new breakwater 
would provide 
significantly more 
protection to Black 
Rock Harbor during 
major storms, and 
could help to protect 
the neighboring 
residences and 
businesses against 
flooding.  The 
Commission proposes 
to install a breakwater 
as originally 
envisioned by the 
U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers.  This project addresses the following “factors” from Section 22a-113o: (5) Areas subject to 

high velocity waters and (6) Exposed 
areas subject to flooding and erosion. 
This project is designated HI23 on 
Figure 13. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

3.2.1.11 Posting of Speed Limit Signs and Enforcement of "Slow Zone"   

 
Citizens and businesses of the City of Bridgeport have expressed concern that high-speed boat traffic 
creates wakes that cause damage to private boats and marine structures.  This project involves the 
posting of speed limit signs and enforcement of a “slow-zone” for vessels where appropriate to abate 
the problem.  This project addresses the following “factors” from Section 22a-113o: (1) Recreational 



 68

and commercial boating, (2) Recreational and commercial fisheries and shellfisheries, and (7) 
Commercial and industrial uses that are water-dependent. 

3.2.1.12 Icebreaker Service 

 
Businesses located on Cedar Creek have expressed 
concern regarding the risks of navigation on Cedar 
Creek during the winter due to ice buildup in Cedar 
Creek and the absence of an icebreaking service in the 
City.  This project would evaluate the feasibility of 
providing icebreaking service to Cedar Creek as well as 
other areas of the City where necessary, in order to 
facilitate boat traffic during the winter season. This 
project addresses the following “factors” from Section 
22a-113o: (1) Recreational and commercial boating, (2) 
Recreational and commercial fisheries and shellfisheries, 
and (7) Commercial and industrial uses that are water-

dependent. 

3.2.1.13 Channel Markers 

 
This project would request that the Bridgeport Harbormaster conduct 
a survey of existing federal channel markers along the edge of the 
federal channel in Bridgeport Harbor, the Pequonnock River, Yellow 
Mill Creek, Johnson’s Creek, Cedar Creek, and Black Rock Harbor.  
The purpose of these channel markers is to provide a visual guide for 
vessels moving up and down these watercourses to ensure that they 
remain within the federal channel.   If these federal channel makers 
are missing or in need of repair or replacement, or if additional 
channel markers would be helpful for navigation, the Harbormaster will contact the U.S. Coast Guard 
with an appropriate request for service.  This project addresses the following “factors” from Section 
22a-113o: (1) Recreational and commercial boating, (2) Recreational and commercial fisheries and 
shellfisheries, and (7) Commercial and industrial uses that are water-dependent. This project is 
designated HI24 on Figure 13. 

3.2.1.14 New Mooring Fields 

 
The Commission recognizes that recreational boating is a strength of the Harbor, and would like to see 
the number of slips and/or moorings increased.  Section 22a-113(b)(2) CGS authorizes harbor 
management plans to recommend locations of new boat basins and channels in coastal waters to be 
officially designated by the Commissioner of Environmental Protection in accordance with Section 
22a-340 CGS.  Thus, the following are two areas of Bridgeport Harbor in which multiple potential new 
mooring areas are planned.  All mooring projects would address the following “factors” from Section 
22a-113o: (1) Recreational and commercial boating, (2) Recreational and commercial fisheries and 
shellfisheries, and (7) Commercial and industrial uses that are water-dependent.  The color and shape 
of mooring buoys must comply with section 15-121-A3 of the Regulations of Connecticut State 
Agencies. 
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 New Mooring Fields (Johnson's Creek) 
Two small areas, located adjacent to the western arm of Johnson’s Creek and along the 
eastern bank of Johnson’s Creek adjacent to the Motiva property, could accommodate up to 
20 ten-foot-long shallow-draft vessels.  Additionally, the southeastern portion of Johnson’s 
Creek, located southeast of the federal channel, south of the Motiva Property, and north of 
Pleasure Beach, could accommodate between 10-15 ten-foot-long shallow-draft vessels. 
This project is designated HI25 on Figure 13. 

 
 New Mooring Fields (Bridgeport Harbor) 

A new mooring area, located in the southeast portion of Bridgeport Harbor, adjacent to 
Pleasure Beach and the breakwater theoretically could accommodate up to 120 thirty foot-
long vessels.  Another mooring area, located in the southwestern portion of Bridgeport 
Harbor, adjacent to Seaside Park and the breakwater could accommodate up to 60 thirty 
foot-long vessels.  This project is designated HI26 on Figure 13. 

3.2.1.15 Ferry Service to Pleasure Beach 

 
Until the bridge to Pleasure Beach is repaired, this harbor resource is 
isolated from the City and is largely unused.  This project, first 
proposed in 1997, would institute a ferry service to Pleasure Beach 
from either the Water Street Dock or from Captain’s Cove Seaport.  
The ferry would allow citizens to once again make use of this 
valuable resource and would be a benefit not only to the citizens of 
the City, but also to citizens from other parts of the state.  This 
project addresses the following “factors” from Section 22a-113o: (9) 
Recreational uses other than boating and fisheries and (11) Public 
access. 
 
 

3.2.2 Environmental Preservation/Restoration Projects 

 
The following projects involve preservation of existing natural resources or restoration of the former 
natural resources of the Harbor.  Environmental restoration holds an intrinsic value as it restores 
resources for the enjoyment of future generations, and also has public health benefits.  Finally, the 
restoration projects will help to replenish the natural aesthetics of the Harbor.  

3.2.2.1 No-Discharge Zone and “Clean Marina” Certification 

 
This project recommends and supports the state’s efforts to have the waters of the Harbor be 
designated as a "No-Discharge Zone," (NDA) by the EPA under Section 312 of the Clean Water Act 
(333U.S.C. 1322).  An NDA is a designated body of water that prohibits the discharge of untreated and 
treated boat sewage from marine sanitation devices. Federal law already prohibits the discharge of 
untreated sewage from vessels within the navigable waters of the U.S., which include territorial seas 
within three miles of shore. 

Several federally approved NDAs have been established in Connecticut waters: 
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August 12, 2003- the Connecticut portions of the Pawcatuck River and Little Narragansett Bay, 
Stonington Harbor and portions of Fishers Island Sound; 

September 27, 2004_ the coastal water from Wamphassuc Point in Stonington to Eastern Point in 
Groton; and 

July 12, 2006_ Long Island Sound waters from Eastern Point in Groton to Hoadley Point in Guilford. 

It is anticipated the by the start of the 2007 boating season, the coast from Branford to Greenwich will 
be added, and that all of Connecticut’s coastal waters will be designated a No Discharge Area. 

 
Designation of a No Discharge Area is predicated in 
part on the existence of an adequate number of vessel 
pump-out facilities.  There are four such facilities in 
the City now: Captain's Cove Seaport, Cedar Marina, 
and Fayerweather Yacht Club as well as a City of 
Bridgeport pump-out boat. 
 
Marina or yacht club pump-out facilities or dump 
stations should provide at a minimum one pump-out 
facility or dump station for every 100 vessels or 
fraction thereof, including vessels at docks or on 
moorings that use Type III Marine Sanitation Devices 
(MSD).  Facilities with less than 25 vessels shall be 

exempt. 
 
A vessel with a Type III MSD fitted with a “Y” valve will have the “Y” valve wire-tied in the position 
that does not permit discharge into the water. This project addresses the following “factor” from 
Section 22a-113o: (8) Water quality and public health. 
 
The Commission will also encourage all new and existing marinas to obtain certification from the 
Connecticut DEP as a “Certified Clean Marina”. Connecticut’s Clean Marina Program is a voluntary 
program that encourages inland and coastal marina operators to minimize pollution, The program 
recognizes Connecticut’s marinas, boatyards, and yacht clubs that go above and beyond basic 
regulatory compliance and implement practices to control pollution associated with mechanical 
activities, painting and fiberglass repair, hauling and storing boats, fueling, facility management, 
emergency planning and boater education.  (Currently only Captain’s Cove Seaport is pledged to 
become certified as a Clean Marina).   

3.2.2.2 Environmental Cleanup of Impacted Sediment 

 
The Commission has noted that a continuing source of water pollution in the Harbor is the result of 
impacted sediments.  Dredging and removal of impacted sediment, along with other measures, would 
help to improve the water quality of the Harbor.  Maintenance dredging, although an infrastructure 
improvement project, should have the added benefit of removing impacted sediment. This project 
addresses the following “factor” from Section 22a-113o: (8) Water quality and public health. 
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3.2.2.3 Outfall Study 

 
This project involves the commission of a study to 
locate and evaluate the existing outfalls along the shore 
within the territorial limits of the City.  The outfalls 
should be traced and categorized (e.g. stormwater, 
sanitary sewer, industrial, etc.).   Each stormwater and 
sanitary outfall should be checked with the City of 
Bridgeport Department of Public Facilities.  Each 
industrial outfall should be researched with the 
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 
to determine whether a valid permit exists.  As 
appropriate, outfalls should be sampled and analyzed 
for pollutants.  Any unpermitted or unauthorized outfalls should be shut down and removed.  This 
project addresses the following “factor” from Section 22a-113o: (8) Water quality and public health. 

3.2.2.4 Preservation of Tidal Flat/Tidal Marsh (Burr Creek) 

 
The tidal flat/tidal marsh located in the Burr Creek area is a natural resource for the City, and will be 
preserved by the Commission.  Future commercial or industrial development of these properties will 
be discouraged by the Commission.  Nevertheless, the Commission continues to support the riparian 
rights of residential land owners to make minor improvements to their properties for water-dependent 
recreational uses.  Additionally, municipal improvements made in order to enhance the recreational 
value of this area (such as walkways or educational kiosks) are also supported.  This project addresses 
the following “factors” from Section 22a-113o: (4) Conservation of natural resources and (12) Tidal 
wetlands, beaches and dunes, bluffs and escarpments and intertidal flats. This project is designated 
HE1 on Figure 13. 

3.2.2.5 Preservation of Tidal Flat/Tidal Marsh (Yellow Mill Creek) 

 
The tidal marsh located north of the federal channel in Yellow Mill Creek is a natural resource for the 
City of Bridgeport, and will be preserved by the Commission.  Future commercial or industrial 
development of these properties will be discouraged by the Commission.  Nevertheless, the 
Commission continues to support the riparian rights of residential landowners to make minor 
improvements to their properties for water-dependent recreational uses.  Additionally, municipal 
improvements made in order to enhance the recreational value of this area (such as walkways or 
educational kiosks) are also supported.  This project addresses the following “factors” from Section 
22a-113o: (4) Conservation of natural resources and (12) Tidal wetlands, beaches and dunes, bluffs 
and escarpments and intertidal flats.  This project is designated HE2 on Figure 13. 

3.2.2.6 Preservation of Tidal Flat/Tidal Marsh (Johnson's Creek) 

 
The tidal flat/tidal marsh located in the western arm of Johnson’s Creek is a natural resource for the 
City of Bridgeport, and will be preserved by the Commission.  Future commercial or industrial 
development of these properties will be discouraged by the Commission.  Nevertheless, the 
Commission continues to support the riparian rights of residential landowners to make minor 
improvements to their properties for water-dependent recreational uses.  Additionally, municipal 
improvements made in order to enhance the recreational value of this area (such as walkways or 
educational kiosks) are also supported.  Business owners on Johnson’s Creek have indicated the 
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possibility that scrap metal from an adjacent operation has been dropped in this tidal flat/tidal marsh; 
the Commission will investigate this information.  This project addresses the following “factors” from 
Section 22a-113o: (4) Conservation of natural resources and (12) Tidal wetlands, beaches and dunes, 
bluffs and escarpments and intertidal flats. This project is designated HE3 on Figure 13. 

3.2.2.7 Preservation of Tidal Flat/Tidal Marsh (Ash Creek) 

 
The tidal flat/tidal marsh located at Ash Creek is a 
natural resource for the City of Bridgeport, and will be 
preserved by the Commission.  Future commercial or 
industrial development of these properties will be 
discouraged by the Commission.  Nevertheless, the 
Commission continues to support the riparian rights of 
residential landowners to make minor improvements to 
their properties for water-dependent recreational uses.  
Additionally, municipal improvements made in order to 
enhance the recreational value of this area (such as 
walkways or educational kiosks) are also supported.  
This project addresses the following “factors” from 
Section 22a-113o: (4) Conservation of natural resources and (12) Tidal wetlands, beaches and dunes, 
bluffs and escarpments and intertidal flats. This project is designated HE4 on Figure 13. 

3.2.2.8 Prioritize Environmental Restoration Locations 

As part of the Long Island Sound Study, two areas of tidal wetland 
along Ash Creek, Rooster River, and Grover Hill, were proposed as 
potential restoration sites in 2002 (Long Island Sound Study 2002b).  
This project is to commission a study to locate, evaluate, and prioritize 
additional locations where environmental restoration would have the 
most beneficial impact to the overall ecosystem of the Harbor.  The 
study will be instrumental in determining the appropriate use of funds 
for environmental restoration in the future.  This project addresses the 
following “factors” from Section 22a-113o: (4) Conservation of natural 
resources and (12) Tidal wetlands, beaches and dunes, bluffs and 
escarpments and intertidal flats.        
              Ash Creek (ACCA, 2005) 

3.2.3 Developmental/Economic Improvement Projects  

 
Few developmental/economic improvement projects are suggested in this portion of the Plan since the 
Commission solely has direct authority over the Water.  However, please note that the guidelines for 
re-use of waterfront property as well as many of the infrastructure improvement projects, mentioned 
earlier, are aimed at stimulating appropriate new water-dependent commercial and industrial growth.   

3.2.3.1 Expand Shellfishing Industry 

 
The shellfishing industry in the Harbor is beneficial to both the 
citizens of the City of Bridgeport, as well as the citizens of the 
State of Connecticut.   
Thus, the Commission has prioritized maintaining the existing 
shellfishing industry and expanding it where possible.       
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This project would encourage innovative ideas by which small businesses could expand the existing 
shellfishing industry.  One idea, supplied by the Aquaculture School, would involve sponsoring small 
businesses to partner with marinas to install “upwellers” to grow shellfish beneath existing slips.  This 
project addresses the following “factors” from Section 22a-113o: (2) Recreational and commercial 
fisheries and shellfisheries, (3) Fish and shellfish resources, and (10) Water dependent educational 
uses. 
 

3.2.3.2 Shellfish Commission 

 
This project would create a shellfish commission, whose job would be to act in the best interests of 
protecting the future of the shellfishing industry, while shepherding new ideas (such as those of the 
Aquaculture School) to expand the shellfishing industry in the Harbor.  This project addresses the 
following “factors” from Section 22a-113o: (2) Recreational and commercial fisheries and 
shellfisheries, (3) Fish and shellfish resources, and (10) Water dependent educational uses. 

3.3 Suggested Land-Side Improvement Projects 

In response to the existing and potential problems listed in Section 3.0, the Commission suggests the 
land-side improvement projects listed below.  The projects supplement the recognized strengths of the 
Harbor, while addressing the “Factors [to be] considered in preparation of a [Harbor Management] 
plan,” as determined in Section 22a-113o of the Connecticut General Statutes.   
 
These suggested projects are to serve as guidelines for the Commission when reviewing proposed land-
side improvement projects that are associated with property on or adjacent to the Harbor for 
compliance with the Plan.  The suggested projects are also listed here to help guide those involved in 
proposing or implementing land-side improvement projects which the Commission will be required to 
review.   
 
Suggested land-side improvement projects are separated into three categories: infrastructure 
improvement projects, environmental preservation/restoration projects, and developmental/economic 
improvement projects.  A summary of all suggested land-side improvement projects is included as 
Table 4.  The locations of some of these projects are shown of Figure 14.  
 

3.3.1 Infrastructure Improvement Projects 

 
The following projects involve improvements to land-side infrastructure that would have a positive 
effect on the use of the Harbor.  Due to the communal benefit of many of these projects, the 
Commission believes that these projects will have an indirect development/economic impact on the 
Harbor, as well.      

3.3.1.1 Repair/Replace Pleasure Beach Bridge 

 
Pleasure Beach is a precious resource to the City of Bridgeport 
that has remained isolated for too long due to the inoperability of 
the Pleasure Beach Bridge.  It is in the best interests of the 
citizens of the City of Bridgeport as well as the citizens of the 

http://www.bridgeportct.gov/HarborMaster/Documents/Figure%2014.pdf
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State of Connecticut to repair or replace this bridge in order to restore access to Pleasure Beach.   
 
While evaluating alternatives for replacing the bridge, it is a priority of the Commission to maintain 
the easements that currently run under the Seaview Avenue side of the bridge for the pipelines owned 
by Motiva.  These pipelines serve three businesses on Johnson’s Creek, and are important for 
continued water-dependent industrial use of these properties.  This project addresses the following 
“factors” from Section 22a-113o: (7) Commercial and industrial uses that are water-dependent, (9) 
Recreational uses other than boating and fisheries and (11) Public access. This project is designated 
LI1 on Figure 14. 

3.3.1.2 Repair Congress Street Bridge 

 
The inoperability of the Congress Street Bridge on the 
Pequonnock River presents a physical barrier separating 
the eastern and western portions of the City.  
Additionally, should the bridge be closed, it would 
prevent vessels from traveling upriver.  It is in the best 
interests of the City of Bridgeport to repair this bridge.  
This project addresses the following “factors” from 
Section 22a-113o: (7) Commercial and industrial uses 
that are water-dependent and (11) Public access. This 
project is designated LI2 on Figure 14. 

3.3.1.3 Provide Operator for East Washington Bridge 

 
The inoperability of the East Washington Street Bridge on 
the Pequonnock River prevents vessels from traveling 
upriver.  Until an operator is provided for this bridge, it 
prevents water-dependent use of upstream properties.  It 
is in the best interest of the City of Bridgeport to provide 
an operator for this bridge.  This project addresses the 
following “factors” from Section 22a-113o: (1) 
Recreational and commercial boating, (7) Commercial 
and industrial uses that are water-dependent, and (11) 
Public access. This project is designated LI3 on Figure 
14. 

3.3.1.4 Full-Time Operator for Yellow Mill Bridge 

 
The lack of full-time operation of the Yellow Mill Bridge on Yellow Mill Creek prevents vessels from 
traveling upriver, unless twenty-four-hour notice is given to the part-time operator.  Until this bridge 
has a full-time operator, it is unlikely that water-dependent businesses will prefer to move into the 
upper-reaches of Yellow Mill Creek.  It is in the best interests of the City of Bridgeport and the State 
of Connecticut to solicit funds to provide a full time operator for this bridge.  This project addresses 
the following “factors” from Section 22a-113o: (1) Recreational and commercial boating, (7) 
Commercial and industrial uses that are water-dependent, and (11) Public access. This project is 
designated LI4 on Figure 14. 
 

http://www.bridgeportct.gov/HarborMaster/Documents/Figure%2014.pdf
http://www.bridgeportct.gov/HarborMaster/Documents/Figure%2014.pdf
http://www.bridgeportct.gov/HarborMaster/Documents/Figure%2014.pdf
http://www.bridgeportct.gov/HarborMaster/Documents/Figure%2014.pdf
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3.3.2 Environmental Preservation/Restoration Projects 

 
The following land-side projects involve actions that when implemented, would preserve existing 
natural resources or restore former natural resources of the Harbor.  Environmental restoration has an 
intrinsic value in that it restores resources for use by future generations, and also has public health 
benefits.  Finally, the restoration projects will help to replenish the natural aesthetics of the Harbor.  

3.3.2.1 Implementation of Guidelines for Future Waterfront Property Re-Use 

 
The guidelines for re-use of waterfront property, provided in Section 3.2, are an important land-side 
environmental preservation measure for the Harbor.  Re-use of existing deep-water accessible land for 
future deep-water uses prevents environmental impacts from spreading to more pristine sites.  Proper 
waterfront property re-use will be beneficial to both the citizens of the City of Bridgeport and the 
citizens of the State of Connecticut.  This project addresses the following “factors” from Section 22a-
113o: (1) Recreational and commercial boating, (2) Recreational and commercial fisheries and 
shellfisheries, and (7) Commercial and industrial uses that are water-dependent. 

3.3.2.2 Linear Park on Johnson's Creek 

 
This project involves the creation of a walkway along the shoreline adjacent to the existing salt marsh 
and/or tidal flat located along the western shore of the western arm of Johnson’s Creek.  The lands 
stretch north from the Miamogue Yacht Club.  Most parcels of land are owned by the City; however, a 
right-of-way along the shore would have to be obtained from at least one property owner before it 
would be possible to move forward with the project.  This project would help to preserve existing 
natural resources located in Johnson’s Creek, and would allow public access to Johnson’s Creek. This 
project addresses the following “factor” from Section 22a-113o: (11) Public access. This project is 
designated LE1 on Figure 14. 

3.3.2.3 Complete Separation of Combined Sewers 

Stor 
Completing the separation of the combined sewers in the City of Bridgeport will be a major step to 
improving the water quality in the Harbor.  The project will likely result in some restoration of 
impacted fish and shellfish resources, as well as some restoration of impacted tidal wetlands and 
intertidal flats, and is, therefore, in the best interests of the citizens of the City of Bridgeport, as well as 
the citizens of the State of Connecticut.  
 
This project involves working with the City of Bridgeport, including the Department of Public 
Facilities and the Water Pollution Control Authority, to separate out the combined sewers, and confirm 
that all sewers lead to the wastewater treatment plants.  
 
This project addresses the following “factors” from Section 22a-113o: (8) Water quality and public 
health and (12) tidal wetlands, beaches and dunes, bluffs and escarpments and intertidal flats. 

3.3.2.4 Apply Stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) 

 
Since nearly all stormwater in the City of Bridgeport is ultimately discharged to Bridgeport Harbor, 
Black Rock Harbor, or Ash Creek, implementation of BMPs is likely to have a significant impact on 
the water quality in the Harbor.  Each of these BMP implementation projects addresses the following 

http://www.bridgeportct.gov/HarborMaster/Documents/Figure%2014.pdf
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“factors” from Section 22a-113o: (8) Water quality and public health and (12) tidal wetlands, beaches 
and dunes, bluffs and escarpments and intertidal flats: 

  
 Apply Stormwater BMPs to I-95 Stormwater 

This project involves implementing BMPs for stormwater runoff collected from Interstate 
95.  There is a significant quantity of daily automobile and truck traffic on Interstate 95 
through the City of Bridgeport.  Hydrocarbons, trash, and impacted sediments are primary 
components of stormwater runoff from the highway.  Thus, BMPs are necessary to prevent 
these contaminants from reaching Bridgeport’s waterways.  Although some BMPs have 
been implemented for Interstate 95 runoff, at least one business owner on Cedar Creek has 
seen a sheen coming from the vicinity of the new Interstate 95 stormwater discharge pipe.  
Additionally, business owners attribute the deposition of sediment in the northern end of the 
Johnson’s Creek to a large quantity of sediment flowing from Interstate 95 during storm 
events.  Thus, additional work in implementing BMPs appears to be necessary. This project 
is designated LE2 on Figure 14. 

 
 Apply Stormwater BMPs to Properties Adjacent to Harbor 

This project involves implementing BMPs for stormwater runoff collected from properties 
located adjacent to the Harbor, prior to discharge.  Implementation of BMPs on individual 
properties adjacent to the Harbor will eliminate a large source of non-point source pollution 
to the Harbor.  Thus, when reviewing proposals effecting property adjacent to the Harbor, 
the Commission will recommend implementation of BMPs at that property prior to 
approving the property owner’s proposal.    

 
The Commission will refer the owner of the properties affected by the proposal to the 
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection’s Stormwater Quality Manual for 
guidelines on how to implement appropriate BMPs.  The Commission does not wish to 
recommend an unreasonable expenditure of funds by the effected land owner, and thus will 
use the following guideline: the effected land owner will not be required to spend any more 
than 10% of the value of the proposal on BMPs.  Appropriateness of chosen BMPs will be 
reviewed and approved by the Commission.     

 
 Apply Stormwater BMPs to City of Bridgeport 

This project involves implementing BMPs for stormwater runoff collected from properties 
located throughout the City of Bridgeport.  Implementation of BMPs on individual 
properties in the City will eliminate the majority of non-point source pollution to the 
Harbor.  Thus, the Commission will lobby the City of Bridgeport to work to implement 
BMPs throughout the city.   

3.3.2.5 Power Plant Investigation 

 
This project involves investigating impacts to air and water 
quality from coal dust generated in transportation, storage 
and usage of coal at the PSE&G plant located in Bridgeport 
Harbor (Block 542, Lot 22, see Figure 9b).  Marina owners 
in the Harbor have complained that coal dust lands on their 
recreational boats and boat covers, causing damage.  They 
are concerned about the quality of the air in the vicinity of 
the plant, and the impacts to the quality of the water in the 
Harbor.  The Commission will lobby the Connecticut 

http://www.bridgeportct.gov/HarborMaster/Documents/Figure%209b.pdf
http://www.bridgeportct.gov/HarborMaster/Documents/Figure%2014.pdf
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Department of Environmental Protection to investigate this matter.  This project addresses the 
following “factors” from Section 22a-113o: (1) Recreational and commercial boating and (8) Water 
quality and public health. 

3.3.3 Developmental/Economic Improvement Projects 

 
The following suggested land-side projects involve actions that, in the opinion of the Commission, 
when implemented, would result in new development or stimulate economic activity in the Harbor.  As 
stated before, please note that the guidelines for re-use of waterfront property as well as many of the 
infrastructure improvement projects, mentioned earlier, are aimed at stimulating new water-dependent 
commercial and industrial growth. 

3.3.3.1 Implementation of Guidelines for Future Waterfront Property Re-Use 

 
The guidelines for re-use of waterfront property, provided in Section 3.2, are an important land-side 
measure that should promote development as well as future economic activity in the Harbor.  Re-use of 
existing deep-water accessible waterfront property by deep-water industries prevents permanent loss of 
that industry as well as its associated jobs and tax base.  Proper waterfront property re-use will be a 
benefit to both the citizens of the City of Bridgeport and the citizens of the State of Connecticut.  This 
project addresses the following “factors” from Section 22a-113o: (1) Recreational and commercial 
boating, (2) Recreational and commercial fisheries and shellfisheries, and (7) Commercial and 
industrial uses that are water-dependent. 

3.3.3.2 Guidance for New Businesses 

 
The Harbor Management Commission will provide guidance where possible to new businesses 
considering new activities or expansion of existing activities in the Harbor.  Using the guidelines for 
future waterfront property re-use, provided in Section 3.2, the Commission will help new or expanding 
water-dependent businesses find suitable waterfront properties, based upon the need and availability of 
harbor resources.  Proper waterfront property re-use will be a benefit to both the citizens of the City of 
Bridgeport and the citizens of the State of Connecticut.  This project addresses the following “factors” 
from Section 22a-113o: (1) Recreational and commercial boating, (2) Recreational and commercial 
fisheries and shellfisheries, and (7) Commercial and industrial uses that are water-dependent. 

3.3.3.3 High Speed Ferry  

 
This project involves implementation of a high speed ferry 
service between the City of Bridgeport and New York City.  
The ferry terminal is currently planned to be created in the 
former location of the Remington property (Block 542, Lot 19, 
see Figure 9b), adjacent to PSE&G and Seaside Park.  The 
ferry service should stimulate the local economy by allowing 
commuters from the City of Bridgeport and surrounding 
communities to move quickly back and forth from another 
major center of commerce.  Easy access to New York City may 
also stimulate the residential housing market and increase 

associated commercial activity in the City of Bridgeport.   Finally, the decrease of commuter traffic on 
Interstate 95 will result in a decrease in air emissions from automobiles, resulting in a decrease in air 
pollution for the City of Bridgeport and eastern Connecticut.  This project addresses the following 

http://www.bridgeportct.gov/HarborMaster/Documents/Figure%209b.pdf
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“factor” from Section 22a-113o: (7) Commercial and industrial uses that are water-dependent. This 
project is designated LD1 on Figure 14. 

3.3.3.4 Barge Feeder Service 

 
This project would build a barge-feeder service adjacent 
to Stratford Avenue and Derecktor Shipyards on Yellow 
Mill Creek (Block 600, Lot 16C, see Figure 9b).  Barges 
would bring roll-on/roll-off shipping containers to the 
site, which would be transferred to trucks.  This project 
would increase the shipping capabilities of the City of 
Bridgeport.  Additionally, the project would decrease 
traffic on Interstate 95, which would result in a decrease 
in traffic and in air emissions from trucks that would 
normally transport the cargo from New York City or 
New Jersey to areas north of the City of Bridgeport.  The 
project would be a benefit to the citizens of the City of Bridgeport and the citizens of the State of 
Connecticut.   This project addresses the following “factor” from Section 22a-113o: (7) Commercial 
and industrial uses that are water-dependent. This project is designated LD2 on Figure 14. 

3.3.3.5 Steel Point Project 

 
This project would build a mixed-use development at Steel Point, located south of Interstate 95 at the 
juncture of Pequonnock River and Yellow Mill Creek in Bridgeport Harbor.  The project would 
incorporate multiple plots of land, and would include commercial and residential development, a 
boardwalk, and new marinas.  The project would install a bulkhead from the northwestern end of the 
property to the southern tip, at which point a rip-rap shoreline would continue to the northeastern 
corner.  The project would remove the shoaled area located off of the southeastern tip of Steel Point.   
 
The project is anticipated to result in a net decrease in the number of available slips in Bridgeport 
Harbor, due to the fact that the Pequonnock Yacht Club (193 slips lost), Move Yacht Club (40 slips 
lost), Hitchcock Marine (103 slips lost), Ryan’s Marina (65 slips lost) and Riverside Marina (75 slips 
lost) have either already been seized by eminent domain, or are planned to be seized by eminent 
domain by the City of Bridgeport; the planned marina will service a smaller number of larger yachts.  
The project is anticipated to provide public access to the waterfront by means of a picturesque harbor 
walk in the vicinity of shops and residential units.   
 

The Commission is concerned that the western portion of 
the Steel Point area (the former United Illuminating 
property), which is deep-water accessible, may be utilized 
for non-deep water uses.  Additionally, the Commission is 
concerned with the loss of number of available slips in the 
Harbor.  Although it is unclear how many vessels the new 
marina will accommodate, the Commission doubts that the 
Steel Point project will replace all 476 slips lost during the 
creation of this project, and access to recreational boating in 
the City of Bridgeport and the State of Connecticut will be 
harmed as a result.   

 

http://www.bridgeportct.gov/HarborMaster/Documents/Figure%209b.pdf
http://www.bridgeportct.gov/HarborMaster/Documents/Figure%2014.pdf
http://www.bridgeportct.gov/HarborMaster/Documents/Figure%2014.pdf
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The Commission is optimistic about the project, due to the fact that the project is anticipated to 
stimulate new economic activity in the City, and to provide a benefit to both the citizens of Bridgeport 
and the citizens of the State of Connecticut; however, the Commission urges the City of Bridgeport to 
take steps to alleviate some of these concerns.  
 
This project addresses the following “factors” from Section 22a-113o: (1) Recreational and 
commercial boating, (9) Recreational uses other than boating and fisheries and (11) Public access. This 
project is designated LD3 on Figure 14. 

 

3.3.3.6 Festivals at Seaside Park 

 
This project would hold art festivals, cultural days, and/or a "harbor day" at Seaside Park.  The project 
would be designed to stimulate economic activity and promote social activity within the City of 
Bridgeport.  This project would fall under the jurisdiction of the Parks Commission of the City of 
Bridgeport.  This project addresses the following “factor” from Section 22a-113o: (9) Recreational 
uses other than boating and fisheries. This project is designated LD4 on Figure 14. 

3.3.3.7 Seasonal Entertainment at Pleasure Beach 

 
This project would hold art festivals, cultural days, and/or a "harbor day," as well as seasonal 
entertainment at Pleasure Beach. The project would be designed to stimulate economic growth and 
promote community activities within the City of Bridgeport.  The project would be dependent upon a 
new method of transportation to Pleasure Beach (such as the proposed ferry to Pleasure Beach or the 
repair/replacement of the Pleasure Beach Bridge).  This project would fall under the jurisdiction of the 
Parks Commission of the City of Bridgeport.  This project addresses the following “factor” from 
Section 22a-113o: (9) Recreational uses other than boating and fisheries. This project is designated 
LD5 on Figure 14. 

http://www.bridgeportct.gov/HarborMaster/Documents/Figure%2014.pdf
http://www.bridgeportct.gov/HarborMaster/Documents/Figure%2014.pdf
http://www.bridgeportct.gov/HarborMaster/Documents/Figure%2014.pdf
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3.4 Future Vision of the Commission 

 
The Commission has prepared this section of the Plan to communicate its future vision of development 
of Waterfront Property for the City of Bridgeport.  The following items outline the preferences of the 
Commission:  
 

 Future Water-Dependent Industrial Redevelopment - The Commission would prefer 
redevelopment of properties along the western bank of the Pequonnock River, the northern 
portion of Cedar Creek, the eastern bank of the Yellow Mill Creek, and between the Cilco 
Terminal and the Motiva dock in Bridgeport Harbor (currently Lou’s Boat Basin and the 
Dolphin Cove Marina) to be water-dependent industrial.  The Commission supports the 
creation of a solid bulkhead line between the proposed location of the Barge Feeder Service 
and the Motiva Dock.  Fill material from dredging operations in the Harbor could be used as fill 
to aid this proposal’s development.  

 Future Water-Dependent Recreational Redevelopment - The Commission would prefer 
redevelopment of properties along the western bank of Yellow Mill Creek (north of the Yellow 
Mill Bridge) to be water-dependent recreational (preferably public marinas).  Additionally, the 
Commission would prefer that a Harbor Walk and public marina be installed along the 
Pequonnock River between the Water Street dock and the train station.  Finally, the 
Commission would prefer to see a new public marina adjacent to the north side of Pleasure 
Beach and to Lewis Gut. 

 Future Mixed-Use Redevelopment - The Commission would prefer redevelopment of 
properties along the eastern bank of the Pequonnock River and Steel Point to be water-
dependent mixed use. 

 
 These items are illustrated on Figure 15.  

 

 
 

3.5 Implementation of Harbor Management and Water Use Plan 

 
The Harbor Management Plan will be implemented on a day-to-day and on a long-term basis.  
Enforcement of mooring regulations, speed limits, and no-dumping areas will require the full-time 
vigilance of the Bridgeport Harbormaster.  Implementation of the long-range plans will require 
coordination of the Commission and Harbormaster as well as allocation of proper resources.   

http://www.bridgeportct.gov/HarborMaster/Documents/Figure%2015.pdf
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The following is a description of the anticipated steps for implementation of the Plan and an 
assessment of the resources that will be required.  

3.5.1 Day-To-Day Harbor Operations 

 
The Bridgeport Harbormaster provides day-to-day general care and supervision of the Harbor, which 
include responsibility for the safe and efficient operation of the harbors and navigable waterways 
pursuant to the State’s laws and regulations relating to boating safety and operations. The 
Harbormaster collects fees from users of City-owned moorings and submits the fees to the Harbor 
Management Fund (per Section 22a-113s of the Connecticut General Statutes).  The Harbormaster, in 
conjunction with the Harbor Management Commission, is also responsible for the day-to-day 
implementation and enforcement of the Harbor Management Plan.  The following guidance documents 
have been established to help guide the Harbormaster’s day-to-day efforts:     
 

 Specifications for Mooring Tackle (Appendix A) 

 Guidelines for the Placement of Fixed and Floating Structures (Appendix B)  

 City of Bridgeport Mooring Rules and Regulations (Appendix C) 

3.5.2 Long-Term Plans 

 
Long-term plans of the Commission include review of proposals that affect Waterfront Property in the 
Harbor, implementation of planned harbor improvement projects, and lobbying for implementation of 
suggested land-side improvements.  These long-term plans will be implemented in three ways:  

 
1. Implementation of Guidelines for Future Waterfront Property Re-Use 

In accordance with, Sections 22a-113k through 22a-113t, of the Connecticut General Statutes, 
as well as Section 2.96.050 of the City of Bridgeport Municipal Code, the commission shall 
review and make recommendations, consistent with the adopted harbor management plan, on 
any proposal affecting the real property on, in or contiguous to the coastal waters (i.e. 
Waterfront Property).  Proposals affecting Waterfront Property may come from any agency 
associated with regulating construction, development, or commerce on Waterfront Property 
including but not limited to: 
 

 the Bridgeport Planning and Zoning Commission,  
 the Bridgeport Zoning Board of Appeals,  
 the Bridgeport Office of Planning and Economic Development,  
 the Bridgeport Port Authority,  
 the Bridgeport Parks Commission, 
 the Bridgeport Department of Public Facilities, 
 the Bridgeport Redevelopment Agency, or 
 the Bridgeport Water Pollution Control Agency.  

 
In accordance with the above referenced sections of the Bridgeport Municipal Code, any 
municipal board, commission or agency receiving such a proposal shall notify the Harbor 
Management Commission in writing within three days of receipt of the proposal. A copy of any 
proposal shall be submitted to the Harbor Management Commission within five days of the 
receipt thereof. In no case shall the written notification be submitted less than thirty-five (35) 
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days prior to the commencement of the hearing thereon or where no hearing is held, at least 
thirty-five (35) days prior to the taking of any final action on the proposal. 
 
To ensure that all proposals are brought to the Commission’s attention, the Commission will 
provide annual written notices to each applicable board, commission, and agency requesting to 
receive written notification.  This process is required by city code of all proposed projects on or 
adjacent to the shoreline.  Further, the Commission will petition the City Council and Mayor to 
ensure that a representative from the Planning and Zoning Commission sits on the Harbor 
Management Commission.  
 
If the proposal involves a new operation, new zoning, or a change in operation or zoning of a 
property, the Commission will evaluate the proposal with respect to the guidelines for future 
waterfront property re-use.  If the proposal is found to be inconsistent with the guidelines for 
future waterfront property re-use, if a proposal fails to make full use of available water depth 
and existing marine structures available to that property, or if a proposal results in a net loss of 
deep-water access, the Commission shall make an unfavorable recommendation of the 
proposal, at which time a two-thirds vote of the agency will be required to approve the 
proposal.  
 
In addition to the above items, the Commission shall encourage the City of Bridgeport and the 
Port Authority to obtain available Waterfront Properties when they become available, in order 
to assure that they are redeveloped in accordance with the guidelines and future vision 
contained within this Plan.  
 

2. Implementation of Planned Harbor Improvement Projects 
In accordance with, Sections 22a-113k through 22a-113t, of the Connecticut General Statutes, 
as well as Bridgeport city ordinance, the Commission has jurisdiction over the Water.  Thus, 
the Commission will henceforth work with the City of Bridgeport, the Port Authority of the 
City of Bridgeport, the State of Connecticut and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in order to 
complete the planned harbor improvement projects.  The primary impediments to 
implementation of these projects are necessary funding and regulatory approvals.  Thus, the 
Commission will work with the City of Bridgeport and the State of Connecticut to obtain 
funding and regulatory approvals necessary to complete the planned harbor improvement 
projects.  
 

3. Implementation of Suggested Land-Side Improvement Projects 
In accordance with, Sections 22a-113k through 22a-113t, of the Connecticut General Statutes, 
as well as Bridgeport City ordinance, the Commission will review and makes 
recommendations, consistent with the most recent version of the Plan, on proposals effecting 
Waterfront Property.  Proposals effecting Waterfront Property may come from any agency 
associated with regulating construction, development, or commerce on Waterfront Property, 
including, but not limited to: 
 

 the Bridgeport Planning and Zoning Commission,  
 the Bridgeport Zoning Board of Appeals,  
 the Bridgeport Port Authority, 
 the Bridgeport Office of Planning and Economic Development, 
 the Bridgeport Parks Commission, 
 the Bridgeport Department of Public Facilities, 
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 the Bridgeport Redevelopment Agency, or 
 the Bridgeport Water Pollution Control Agency.  

 
To facilitate that these proposals are brought to the Commission’s attention, the Commission 
will petition the City Council and Mayor to ensure that a representative from the Planning and 
Zoning Commission sits on the Harbor Management Commission.  

 
If the proposal involves the implementation of a suggested land-side improvement project, the 
Commission shall make a favorable recommendation of the proposal.  In addition, the 
Commission will lobby the City of Bridgeport to undertake or accelerate suggested land-side 
improvement projects.     

3.5.1 Staffing and Resources 

 
The following sections discuss the present distribution of resources for harbor management, and 
discuss what additional resources are needed:    
 

 Harbormaster 
Bridgeport has established the office of the Harbormaster to manage day-to-day operations 
in the Harbor.  The Harbormaster is a full-time employee of the City of Bridgeport, and is 
the only staff member of the office of the Harbormaster.  There is no official office space 
for the Office of the Harbormaster.  The Harbormaster currently has an office in the Port 
Authority building located at 330 Water Street.  
 
Funds for equipment used by the Bridgeport Harbormaster, as well as funds for items 
necessary for day-to-day implementation of the Harbor Management Plan are produced 
from the Harbor Management Fund.   

 
 Harbor Management Commission 

The Harbor Management Commission is authorized to have seven commissioners and two 
alternates, but currently has five commissioners, all of which are volunteers.  There is 
currently no representation on the Commission from the Planning and Zoning Commission.  
The Commissioners are appointed by the Mayor, and then ratified by the City Council.  The 
Harbormaster for the City of Bridgeport is an ex-officio (non-voting) member of the Harbor 
Management Commission.  The Commission meets on the first and third Tuesdays of each 
month, generally at the Sikorsky Airport in Stratford, Connecticut.     

 
 Harbor Management Fund 

The City has established a dedicated Harbor Management Fund in accordance with 
Connecticut General Statutes Section 22a-113s, earmarked specifically for required 
equipment and maintenance of such harbor infrastructure as piers, ramps, and aids to 
navigation.  The Harbor Management Fund collects funds from three sources:  fees 
generated by use of Harbor moorings (Mooring Fees), fees charged to barges and ships that 
come into the Harbor (Harbor Fees), and by reimbursements from the State of Connecticut 
for boater registration fees (Registration Fees).   

 
 Staffing and Resource Requirements 

The Bridgeport Harbormaster and the Harbor Management Commission are satisfied that 
sufficient funds for day-to-day implementation of the Harbor Management Plan, other than 



 84

salaries, are generated by the Harbor Management Fund.  Additionally, the Commission is 
prepared to seek out local, state, and federal funding to implement the Planned Harbor 
Improvement Projects, as required.  However, for appropriate implementation of this Plan, 
the Commission requests the following additional resources from the City of Bridgeport: 

 
 At least one member of the Planning and Zoning Commission to sit on the Harbor 

Management Commission;  
 Funding to fill the full-time position of Deputy Harbormaster; 
 Funding to fill a full-time administrative assistant position that would serve both the 

Harbormaster and the Commission; 
 Sufficient one-time funds to supply appropriate computer equipment for the Deputy 

Harbormaster and the new administrative assistant; and 
 Office space for the Office of the Harbormaster.  
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Specifications for Mooring Tackle 
 

The following mooring tackle specifications are minimum guidelines to be followed when applying for 
a permit for a mooring under the jurisdiction of the City of Bridgeport Harbor Management 
Commission.  No representation of adequacy is made by the promulgation of these standards.  The 
Commission recognizes that particular conditions may necessitate a stricter requirement or allow a 
relaxation of these standards on a case-by-case basis. 
 
The applicant may request, or the Harbormaster may require, a variance from these minimum 
standards on consideration of the following factors: location of the proposed mooring, including 
factors such as exposure, water depth, proximity to shore or structures or other moorings; type of 
vessel to be moored, including factors such as bulk, windage, and draft; and type of mooring tackle, 
including adequate substitutions of mooring type and chain weight.  Variations of length of mooring 
tackle are not to be allowed in grid areas. 
 
The applicant may appeal the Harbormaster decisions concerning mooring tackle requirements to the 
Harbor Management Commission in writing and such appeal shall be heard at its next regular meeting. 
 
No standards can assure adequate protection from severe coastal storms with associated winds and 
waters. 
 
Mooring tackle shall meet the following minimum requirements. 
                                    
                                                                                                                                                                                   
                                                                             Pennant   Diameter                                                    
Registered Mushroom     Nylon                        Stainless 
Boat Length AnchorBottom Top  Dacron Line* Steel Wire 
(Feet)  (Pounds) Chain (in) Chain (in)  (in) Double Bridle        (in) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Under 16 75  3/8  5/16   1/2   1/4 
16-19  150  3/8  5/16   1/2   1/4 
20-22  200  3/8  5/16   1/2   1/4 
23-25  250  3/8  5/16   1/2   1/4 
26-30  300  1/2  3/8   5/8   1/4 
31-35  500  5/8  3/8   5/8   3/8 
36-40  500  3/4  3/8   3/4   3/8 
41-50  600  3/4  3/8   3/4   1/2 
51-65  750  3/4  3/8   3/4   1/2 
 
* Minimum 3 - Strand 
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Additional Specifications 
 
1. For single swing moorings the total of scope of the chain shall be two and one-half times the depth 

of water at high tide.  The bottom and top chain shall each consist of approximately 50 percent of 
the scope. 

 
2. The maximum length of the pennant shall be two and one-half times the distance from the bow 

chock to the water plus the distance from the bow chock to the mooring cleat or post. 
 
3. All shackles shall be properly seized.  Seizing shall not promote electrolysis. 
 
4. All shackles, swivels and other hardware used in the mooring hookup shall be one size larger than 

the chain used. 
 
5. All pennant lines running through a chock or any other object where chafing may occur shall have 

adequate chafe guards. 
 
6. Adequate and properly secured chocks are required. 
 
7. It is recommended that pennants be spliced or shackled to the chain below the buoy.  The use of a 

second pennant in heavy weather is encouraged. 
 
8. Only mushroom anchors will be acceptable as permanent moorings. 
 
9. Mid-chain weights or anchors shall not be used as regular tackle, but are encouraged during storm 

conditions.  They shall be removed promptly afterward so as to ensure proper grid swing. 
 
10. Winter sticks (spars) shall be used only in winter and shall attach directly to the chain so the other 

end is clearly visible above the water at all times. 
 
11. Regular inspection of moorings is required.  As a prerequisite for mooring permit renewal, one 

must certify that their mooring tackle meets or exceeds the minimum standards.  Moorings may be 
inspected by the Harbormaster at any time. 

 
12. The proposed ground tackle, as a whole must be acceptable to the Harbormaster. 
 
13. Mooring buoys shall comply with Section 15-121-A3(a) of the Regulations of Connecticut State              
Agencies. This regulation states in part that “White buoys with a clearly visible horizontal blue band               
around the circumference of the buoy centered midway between the top of the buoy and the waterline shall           
be used to mark individual moorings within an anchorage or mooring area.” 
 
This section makes no representation of adequacy by the Harbormaster's acceptance of proposed 
tackle. 
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GUIDELINES 
FOR THE PLACEMENT OF FIXED AND FLOATING STRUCTURES 
IN NAVIGABLE WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES REGULATED 

BY THE NEW ENGLAND DIVISION U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
 

(2 April 1991, discard previous edition) 
 
1.  These guidelines have been developed due to the intense pressures of development in our coastal 
waters and on the adjacent land, which have led to increasing conflict between users of these resources.  
They attempt to provide common sense guidance in allocating space for structures in navigable waters, 
recognizing reasonable use expectations of the general public and waterfront landowners.  They will be 
recognized by the Corps in its review of permit applications and in administering its responsibilities in 
navigable waters for the purpose or reducing conflict in such waters. 
 
2.  In general no structures will be permitted in Federal Navigable Projects. (see sketch no. 1) 
 
3.  In those cases where a project is proposed within two hundred feet (200') of a Federal Navigable 
Project (FNP) the applicant shall determine and show the state plane coordinates for the extreme lateral 
limits of his project, the point on structures furthest beyond mean high water (NHW), and the point of 
closest approach of any structure to the FNP. (see sketch no. 1) 
 
4.  Similarly no structures, which may reasonably be expected to facilitate intrusion into Federal 
Navigable Projects, will be permitted.  FNP's are channels and anchorages created at public expense.  
Examples of intrusions are moored vessels, fish harvesting devices, etc. 
 
5.  To preclude intrusions in to FNP's appropriate setbacks for structures from the project limits may be 
established on a case-by-case basis.  The setbacks can be determined using appropriate criteria, such 
as: 
 
A.  Project maintenance requirements.  The typical setback shall be a horizontal distance three (3) 
times the authorized project depth since Corps projects often specify side slopes of 3H:IV.  This would 
over the long term minimize the need, expense and inconvenience of forcing people to remove 
structures to dredge. (See sketch No. 1) 
 
B.  Traditional navigation patterns where because of type and size of vessel, channel conditions, 
fishing or recreational activities etc. closer approach of structures to FNP is not in the public interest. 
 
 
C.  The configuration and capacity of structures proposed adjacent to FNP's to facilitate intrusion into 
it. An example would be a pier capable of mooring vessels longer than itself, which would extend into 
the FNP.  Such structures would require a greater setback than noted above. 
 
D.  The presence of adjacent authorized structures where it would be reasonable for new facilities to 
conform to their length to provide safe access to the new structure.  In some instances this might 
authorize a smaller setback than noted. 
 
 
6.  An exception to the no structure in FNP's policy may be considered where the permittee would be a 
state or local government who would place such structures in a Federal Anchorage to provide greater 
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or more effective use to the public, with the condition that such facilities would be available on an 
equal access basis to all citizens of the U.S. 
 
7.  In a linear waterway, i.e. river, canal, narrow estuary etc., a reasonable area of public water should 
be maintained in the public interest to sustain activities not specifically related to simply transiting the 
area in safety.  Such activities are cruising, fishing, sailboarding, swimming, water skiing etc. that 
require open unobstructed water and should not be eliminated for private interest. 
 
8.  A maximum intrusion into a waterway in areas where there is not as physical width constriction is 
also desirable to preclude excessive loss of public water usage.  In general, new structures should 
conform in length to adjacent structures and customary usage of the surrounding area.  In areas where 
existing structures and usage do not seem applicable, a reasonable maximum authorized distance 
beyond mean low water of 600 feet (the traditional cable length) will be used.  This may be modified if 
necessary for site specific conditions or public benefit.  (see sketch no. 3) 
 
9.  Numerous conflicts between neighboring waterfront property owners have arisen during our permit 
review process concerning the spacing of projects relative to riparian lines (demarcations property).  
These conflicts are generally concerned with access to piers and floats for mooring vessels.  We shall 
require a minimum setback from the reasonable riparian boundary of 25 feet.  This is based on the fact 
that a median sized recreational vessel length is in the range of 32 feet.  A minimum turning distance 
for such a vessel is 1.5 times it's own length, or 48 feet. 
 
 If abutting property owners reach a mutual agreement regarding structures which has a lesser 
setback, that setback may be authorized, if the applicant agrees to record any ensuing Corps Permit 
which will have that agreement as a condition and the abuttor's letters of no objection, with the 
Registrar of Deeds, or other appropriate official charged with the responsibility for maintaining records 
of title to or interest in real property. 
 
10. Fields of individual single point moorings shall be defined by a polygonal area whose angle points 
are defined by coordinates, to within 10 feet, in the applicable state plane coordinate system and by a 
maximum number of moorings authorized within it.  A rule of thumb for the area needed by a vessel 
on a single point mooring is a circle with a radius equal to vessel length plus five times the depth of 
water at high tide.  This can be reduced but the minimum should be length plus three times water 
depth. 
 
 These mooring fields should be in reasonable close proximity to the applicants property and if 
not encompassed by his riparian lines for enough offshore to keep noise disturbance to other shore 
owners in reasonable limits and not restrict reasonable future development by these owners. (see 
sketch no. 5). 
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DEFINITION OF 
OPEN-TO-ALL ON EQUAL TERMS 

 
 Federal navigation projects must be managed in the general public interest and must be 
accessible and available to all on equal terms.  Any number of approaches may be used to assure that 
all citizens desiring mooring or other access to the projects are treated impartially; it is not the Federal 
Government's intention to prescribe specific procedures. 
 
 A management system shall be considered acceptable provided that it: 
  

-  Makes no arbitrary distinction or requirement of any kind in allocating use of the project and 
ancillary facilities and services to the public except as may be consistent with the purpose for 
which the project was constructed. 
 
-  Does not impose arbitrary fees or arbitrary variations in fees among users.  The cost of 
providing necessary management and ancillary facilities and services may be offset through 
equitable user fees based on the actual costs incurred. 

 
Information pertinent to harbor management - including but not limited to rules and regulations, lists of 
mooring holders, waiting lists and fees schedules - shall be readily available to the public at all times. 
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The following Rules and Regulations have been adopted by the Harbor Commission and shall replace in 
their entirety the existing Rules and Regulations effective April 1, 1998. 

 
1. Permit Required for Use of Municipal Moorings. No person shall make any vessel fast, or 

cause or permit any vessel to be made fast, to any municipal wharf or mooring or cause or permit any vessel 
to occupy an outside berth at a municipal wharf without a permit obtained from the city's harbor master or 
his designee and the payment of the fees provided in Section 12.40.160 of the Municipal Code. 
 
 

2. Application for Permit. 
 

(a) Application Process. Applications for mooring permits shall be made on an approved form 
provided by the Harbor Master commencing February 1 during each permit year. Such application form must 
be used for renewal or relocation of mooring permits. No mooring permit will be issued to a person or entity 
that is in violation of law or these rules and regulations relating to mooring of vessels or who has unpaid 
fees or charges remaining from a prior permit year. A mooring application may be made for a single vessel 
only. The applicant must show (i) proof of Ownership or (ii) a controlling interest in the subject vessel or (iii) 
registration in one's name for tax purposes or (iv) the demonstrable right of exclusive use of such vessel 
(the "Owner"). In addition, the Owner must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Harbor Master that the 
vessel for which the permit is sought possesses a valid state registration and that it is seaworthy and 
operable. For all applicants other than an individual person, such applicant must submit an affidavit of its 
corporate secretary, managing member, partner or other duly-authorized person disclosing the names, 
addresses and telephone numbers of its then-current principals and all persons authorized to use such 
mooring location, together with such other evidence of lawful organization and other relevant information as 
the Harbor Master may determine in his sole discretion. 
 

(b) Issuance of Permit. Upon the finding by the Harbor Master that an application is complete 
and not be contrary to applicable law or these rules and regulations, a mooring permit shall be issued to the 
applicant. The permit is personal to the permit holder and may only be used in accordance with these rules 
and regulations. No permit may be leased, subleased, rented or assigned to any other person or entity or 
used for any other vessel than approved by the permit. A mooring permit may be transferred to a 
replacement vessel upon written approval of the Harbor Master given in advance of mooring such 
replacement vessel. At the Harbor Master's discretion, he may relocate the mooring if necessary based upon 
the size or type of vessel and other relevant factors or otherwise in the interests of public health and safety. 
No vessel may be moored at any location other than the assigned location. 

 
3. Fees. A fee of $200.00 per calendar year is required for the use of any permanent mooring in a 

municipal mooring field designated by the Harbor Master or his designee. A fee of twenty-five dollars 
($25.00) per overnight period is required for any other use of a municipal mooring at a municipal mooring 
field designated by the Harbor Master. 

 
4. Duration of Permit. A permit year is the period commencing April 1 of a calendar year in 

which a permit is approved and ending no later than March 31 of the following calendar year. Permits issued 
during a permit year will be valid for the remainder of the permit year without reduction in the annual 
permit fee. 
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5. Limitation on Number of Permits. Any one person, or any one association, corporation, limited liability 
company, partnership or other identifiable group may apply for one (1) mooring permit during a calendar 
year. 
 

6. Priority of Applications. 
 

(a) Permit Applications. Until March 1 of a calendar year, the Harbor Master will give priority to renewal 
applications before considering other applications so long as such applications are received by the Harbor 
Master by the last day in February. After March 1 of a calendar year, applications will be considered in the 
order in which they are received. Only complete applications will be considered. 
 

(b) Relocation Applications. Until March 1 of a calendar year, the Harbor Master will give priority to 
renewal applications that include a request for a new mooring location so long as the new mooring location is 
or will become vacant during such calendar year, is suitable to accommodate the vessel to be moored and is 
otherwise in accordance with these rules and regulations. If an available, appropriate mooring location 
determined by the Harbor Master is offered to the applicant, the applicant shall accept such location by 
notifying the Harbor Master by telephone or in writing within five (5) days. If the Owner refuses to accept the 
available mooring or does not respond to the Harbor Master within such 5-day period, the Owner will have a 
right of first refusal on the next available mooring determined by the Harbor Master. An Owner shall be 
permitted no more than 2 such refusals in a permit year. If an Owner refuses an available mooring more than 
twice, the Owner's name shall be placed at the bottom of the waiting list. 
 

(c) Waiting List. The Harbor Master shall maintain a list of applicants containing a list of those 
applicants having priority under 6(a) or (b) above and a list of other applications in order in accordance with 
the dates on which their applications are received. This waiting list shall incorporate any waiting list that 
exists on the effective date of these Rules and Regulations. The Harbor Master shall use this list in 
considering applications and issuing permits in accordance with these rules and regulations. The waiting list 
shall be available for public inspection. 
 

(d) Transient or Guest Moorings. Notwithstanding anything contained in subparagraphs (a) through (c) 
of this paragraph 6, the Harbor Commission has the right to allocate a number of transient or guest moorings 
on a year-to-year basis. The assignment of such transient moorings, if any, shall be at the sole discretion of 
the Harbor Master and on such terms and conditions as he may establish from time to time. 
 

7. Establishing Mooring Fields Assignment of Mooring Locations. The mooring of vessels within the waters of 
the City of Bridgeport will be established in a manner deemed suitable by the Harbor Commission. The Harbor 
Master shall assign mooring locations after giving due consideration to such factors as vessel size, draft, 
navigation safety, on-land access requirements, public health and safety, and other relevant factors. The 
Harbor Master shall determine the necessity of bow and stern vessel moorings. 
 

8. Assignment of Certain Mooring Permits. A permit issued to a person who dies during the permit year 
may be retained for the balance of the permit year by the spouse, parent, child or other specific person 
designated by will or testamentary trust satisfactorily proven to the Harbor Master or his designee. No other 
assignment or transfer of a mooring permit or use of a mooring location is permitted. 
 

9. Revocation of Permit. A mooring permit is subject to immediate revocation by the Harbor Master 
upon a determination, in his sole discretion, that the terms of such permit or applicable law, rule or 
regulation relating to mooring of vessels has been violated, that the vessel no longer possesses a valid state 
registration,  or that the vessel is no longer operable(if motorized) or no longer seaworthy. 
 

2 



 99

 

10. Requirement to Use Mooring. The holder of a permit is required to use the assigned mooring 
location on or before July 10 in a permit year and to continue reasonable use of such mooring location during 
the permit year. No mooring permit can be used to warehouse or otherwise reserve the mooring location in 
the absence of use thereof during the permit year. An Owner is required to inform the Harbor Master if the 
Owner expects not to use the mooring for longer than 14 consecutive days and advise the Harbor Master of 
the anticipated date of return. If the mooring appears to be unused in the determination of the Harbor Master 
and the Owner has not communicated to the Harbor Master of an intended absence, a written notice will be 
sent to the permit holder that the mooring permit is in jeopardy of revocation. The holder must respond in 
writing to the Harbor Master within ten (10) days after the date of such notice. Based upon the contents of 
any such response, the Harbor Master will make a determination, in his sole discretion, whether such permit 
shall continue in effect or be revoked. 

 
11. Identification Sticker. The Harbor Master will issue to each permit holder an identification 

sticker which the holder shall place on the upper right side of the transom of the vessel for which such 
mooring has been issued and shall visibly stencil the permit number on the mooring ball in a manner required 
by the Harbor Master. Unidentified moorings will be removed at the Owner's expense. 

 
12. Moorings Not to Extend Into Navigable Areas. No vessel for which a permit has been 

issued shall be so moored as to extend beyond the mooring area into any designated navigable area within 
the waters of the City of Bridgeport pursuant to Section 15-8 of the General Statutes (copy attached), as 
amended from time to time. 
 

13. Limitations on Making Fast to Another Mooring or Vessel. Except for a tender or dinghy 
used to transport crew or cargo to and from the shore, no person shall make fast or secure any vessel to a 
mooring already occupied by another vessel or to a moored vessel. 
 

14. Power to Remove and Store Vessels. The Harbor Master or police shall remove or cause to 
be removed and stored at the expense of the permit holder any vessel moored in violation of law or these 
rules and regulations. A written notice of such violation will be sent to the permit holder of such removal and 
shall inform the holder that the mooring permit is in jeopardy of revocation. Action may be taken by the 
Harbor Master without notice or reply from the permit holder only if, in the determination of the Harbor 
Master, the permit holder cannot be contacted within seventy-two (72) hours or if emergency conditions 
require immediate action. The permit holder must respond to the notice from the Harbor Master within five (5) 
days. Based upon the contents of any response from the permit holder, the Harbor Master will make a 
determination, in his sole discretion, whether such permit shall continue in effect or be revoked and the 
amount of the removal and storage expenses, including the costs and expenses incident to such removal, 
including court costs and reasonable attorneys' fees, to be paid. The permit holder must make payment of 
such costs and expenses within ten (10) days of the date of written notice from the Harbor Master. 

 
15. Approved Mooring. 

 
(a) Approved Tackle. No mooring tackle shall be placed in the waters of the City of Bridgeport 

without inspection and approval by the Harbor Master. The Harbor Master shall direct the placement of all 
moorings. Each permit holder shall raise or remove all mooring tackle for periodic inspection at the Harbor 
Master's request, as he deems necessary. If, as a result of such inspection, the Harbor Master determines that 
any chain, shackle, swivel or other mooring tackle is unsafe or otherwise inadequate, such tackle shall be 
replaced within five (5) days. No mooring shall be used until such changes have been made to the Harbor 
Master’s Satisfaction. Inspections and corrective action by the Harbor Master shall be at the sole expense of 
the permit holder. Failure to follow the requirements of the Harbor Master within the required time period 
shall subject the permit holder to revocation of its permit. For transient vessels desiring a mooring in the 
waters of the City of Bridgeport, the Harbor Master shall provide as he deems necessary and appropriate 
moorings for such vessels upon the payment of fees established by City Ordinance or by the Harbor 
Commission. 

 
 



 

b)  Method of Mooring.  The Harbor Master shall direct the permit holder to moor 
its vessel in such a manner using proper care and equipment to prevent breakaway 
and damage to the person and property of others as the Harbor Master shall 
determine. The Harbor Master shall consider factors such as proper mooring 
tackle and mooring methods, storm, wind, waves, tides, currents and wash. Each 
permit holder is responsible for the proper mooring of its vessel and for damage to 
the persons and property of others caused by improper mooring of its vessel. 

 
c)   Inspection Records.  The Harbor Master will maintain a record of the inspections 

conducted on mooring tackle and shall retain such records for a period of four (4) years 
or for such shorter or longer period as required by law. 

 
16. Appeals   A decision by the Harbor Master concerning permit issuance, denial or 
revocation, or the removal and storage of a vessel and costs attendant thereto, may be 
appealed to the Bureau of Aviation and Ports at the Department of Transportation. 
 
17. Limitation of Liability     Notwithstanding anything contained in these Rules and 
Regulations to the contrary, due to the nature of water and a coastal environment, weather 
conditions, unforeseeable circumstances, Acts of God and other factors beyond the 
exclusive control of the Harbor Master, neither the Harbor Master, the Harbor 
Commission, nor the City of Bridgeport assumes any liability for personal injury  or 
property damage which may result from actions, including but not limited to, the 
assignment of moorings, proper, or improper use of mooring tackle or mooring methods, 
and the like. 
 
 
Approved by the Harbor Commission 
On February 17, 1998 
 
Amended Rules and Regulations 
Effective April 1,1998 
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