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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Department of the Army; Corps of Engineers  
Intent To Prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island, 
MD, Environmental Restoration Feasibility Study 
AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, DoD. 
ACTION: Notice of intent. 
SUMMARY: The Baltimore District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) in partnership with the 
State of Maryland Department of Transportation, Maryland Port Administration has initiated an 
environmental restoration feasibility study for the restoration of island habitat in the Mid-Chesapeake 
Bay region. The study focuses on restoring hundreds of acres of aquatic and wildlife island habitat in the 
Mid-Chesapeake Bay region through the beneficial use of dredged materials from the Port of Baltimore 
channel system.  As part of this study and in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will be prepared to document the plan 
formulation process and recommendations of this study.  
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Questions or information about the proposed action and draft EIS can be addressed to  
Ms. Michele (Mimi) Bistany,  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, ATTN: CENAB–PL, 10 South Howard Street, P.O. Box 1715, 
Baltimore, MD 21203–1715, telephone 410–962–4934; e-mail address: 
michele.a.bistany@usace.army.mil. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The Mid-Chesapeake Bay study area is defined by the 
confluence of the Chester River south to the confluence of the Potomac River with the Chesapeake Bay, 
Maryland.  Land subsidence, rising sea level, and wave action have caused valuable island habitats to be 
lost through erosion throughout the Chesapeake Bay. Through the beneficial use of dredged material, a 
restored island can be constructed to replace hundreds of acres of wetland and upland habitat.  
Therefore, the goal for this feasibility study is to restore valuable aquatic and terrestrial resting, foraging, 
and nursery habitat that has been lost in the Chesapeake Bay for many migratory birds, fish, and wildlife 
species through the beneficial use of dredged material.  This habitat will afford improved productivity to 
the surrounding area, while providing an environmentally sound method for the use of dredged material 
removed from Bay channels.  Corps feasibility studies are conducted using a six-stage planning 
approach that incorporates the NEPA process: (1) Identify problems, opportunities, goals, and 
objectives; (2) Inventory baseline conditions; (3) Formulate alternatives; (4) Evaluate effects of the 
alternatives; (5) Compare alternatives; and (6) Select a recommended plan or set of alternative plans that 
are environmentally, economically, and engineering sound.  The project delivery team is actively 
seeking public opinion, participation, and advice to be incorporated into the planning process and the 
selection of an island for restoration. At this time, the islands that are under consideration within the 
Mid-Chesapeake Bay region include Barren, Bloodsworth, James, Holland, Lower Eastern Neck, 
Parson’s and Sharp’s islands. The team is open to any additional islands for consideration in the Mid-
Bay region. As part of the initial phase of the study, an objective screening criteria will be developed 
based on information obtained for the State of Maryland’s Dredged Material Management Program, 
public and agency input, available data, and best professional judgment. Following the Corps and NEPA 
processes, once the island is selected for restoration, a detailed analysis of the current existing conditions 
will be undertaken; alternative restoration plans will be developed, analyzed and compared; the impacts 



of those plans will be analyzed; and a recommended plan will be selected. To solicit public input into 
the study and into the island election, up to three public scoping meetings are planned for the late 
January/early February 2003 timeframe. A newsletter broadcasting the dates, times, and locations will 
be sent to agencies, groups and individuals on the study’s mailing list once the meetings have been 
scheduled. To verify your inclusion, or to be added in the mailing list, please contact the study team 
leader, Ms. Michele Bistany (see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT). The study will be 
conducted in compliance with Section 404 and Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act, the Clean Air Act, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act, Prime and Unique Farmlands, the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act, and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Act. All 
appropriate documentation (i.e., Section 7, Section 106 coordination letters, and public and agency 
comments) will be obtained and included as part of the EIS. As part of the EIS process, 
recommendations will be based on an evaluation of the probable impact of the proposed activity on the 
public interest. The decision will reflect the national concern for the protection and utilization of 
important resources. The benefit, which may reasonably be expected to accrue from the proposal, will be 
balanced against its reasonably foreseeable detriments. All factors that may be relevant to the proposal 
will be considered, among these are wetlands; fish and wildlife resources; cultural resources; land use; 
water and air quality; hazardous, toxic, and radioactive substances; threatened and endangered species; 
regional geology; aesthetics; environmental justice; cumulative impacts; and the general needs and 
welfare of the public. The draft EIS for the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island environmental restoration study 
is expected for public release in July 2005. 
Robert W. Lindner, 
Chief, Planning Division. 
[FR Doc. 03–1112 Filed 1–16–03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3710–41–M 
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http://regulations.gov as they are 
received without change, including any 
personal identifiers or contact 
information. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
original publication indicated that 
portions of the draft changes contained 
information that was in bold lettering or 
underlined. This formatting was not 
contained in the version published. The 
version published without such 
highlighting is consistent with the final 
version of the Executive Order. Those 
desiring a version of the draft changes 
with bold and underline portions 
highlighting the change should request 
this from the designated point of 
contact, below. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Lieutenant Colonel L. Peter Yob, 
Executive Secretary, Joint Service 
Committee on Military Justice, Office of 
the Judge Advocate General, Criminal 
Law Division, 1777 N. Kent St., Rosslyn, 
VA 22209–2194, (703) 588–6744, e-mail 
Lousi.Yob@hqda.army.mil. 

Dated: September 1, 2006. 

L.M. Bynum, 
OSD Federal Register Liaison Officer, DoD. 
[FR Doc. 06–7509 Filed 9–7–06; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 5001–06–M 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Army 

Department of Defense (DoD) Task 
Force on Mental Health; Meeting 

AGENCY: Department of the Army; DoD. 

ACTION: Notice of Meeting Change in 
Venue. 

SUMMARY: The DoD Task Force on 
Mental Health meeting on September 
20, 2006 from 8:30 a.m.–5 p.m. and 
September 21, 2006 from 8:30 a.m.–11 
a.m. published in the Federal Register 
on August 18, 2006 (71 FR 47782) has 
changed venues. The previous location 
was Howze Auditorium, Bldg 33009, 
7500 761st Tank Battalion Ave., Fort 
Hood, TX 76544–5008. The new 
location is The Plaza Hotel, 1721 East 
Central Texas Expressway, Killeen, TX 
7641–9144. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Colonel Roger Gibson, Executive 
Secretary, Armed Forces 
Epidemiological Board, Skyline Six, 
5109 Leesburg Pike, Room 682, Falls 
Church, VA 22041–3258, (703) 681– 
8012/3. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: None. 

Brenda S. Bowen, 
Army Federal Register Liaison Officer. 
[FR Doc. 06–7505 Filed 9–7–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3710–08–M 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Army 

Department of Defense Historical 
Advisory Committee; Meeting 

AGENCY: Department of the Army, DoD. 
ACTION: Notice of open meeting. 

SUMMARY: In accordance with Section 
10(a)(2) of the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act (Pub. L. 92–463), 
announcement is made of the following 
committee meeting: 

Name of Committee: Department of 
Defense Historical Advisory Committee. 

Date: October 26, 2006. 
Time: 9 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. 
Place: U.S. Army Center of Military 

History, Collins Hall, Building 35, 103 
Third Avenue, Fort McNair, DC 20319– 
5058. 

Proposed Agenda: Review and 
discussion of the status of historical 
activities in the United States Army. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Dr. 
Jeffrey J. Clarke, U.S. Army Center of 
Military History, ATTN: DAMH–ZA, 
103 Third Avenue, Fort McNair, DC 
20319–5058; telephone number (202) 
685–2706. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
committee will review the Army’s 
historical activities for FY 2006 and 
those projected for FY 2007 based upon 
reports and manuscripts received 
throughout the period. And the 
committee will formulate 
recommendations through the Chief of 
Military History to the Chief of Staff, 
Army, and the Secretary of the Army for 
advancing the use of history in the U.S. 
Army. 

The meeting of the advisory 
committee is open to the public. 
Because of the restricted meeting space, 
however, attendance may be limited to 
those persons who have notified the 
Advisory Committee Management 
Office in writing at least five days prior 
to the meeting of their intention to 
attend the October 26, 2006 meeting. 

Any members of the public may file 
a written statement with the committee 
before, during, or after the meeting. To 
the extent that time permits, the 
committee chairman may allow public 
presentations or oral statements at the 
meeting. 

Dated: August 21, 2006. 
Jeffrey J. Clarke, 
Director, Center for Military History. 
[FR Doc. 06–7507 Filed 9–7–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3710–08–M 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Army; Corps of 
Engineers 

Availability of a Draft Integrated 
Feasibility Report and Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Mid- 
Chesapeake Bay Island Ecosystem 
Restoration Project in Dorchester 
County, on Maryland’s Eastern Shore 

AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, DOD. 
ACTION: Notice of availability. 

SUMMARY: In accordance with the 
requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 
Baltimore District has prepared a Draft 
Integrated Feasibility Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island 
Ecosystem Restoration Project in 
Dorchester County, on Maryland’s 
Eastern Shore. Approximately 90 to 95 
million cubic yards of material, 
primarily dredged during maintenance 
of the Chesapeake Bay approach 
channels to Baltimore Harbor, would be 
placed behind dikes at James Island. 
Material placed at Barren Island would 
be from authorized maintenance 
dredging of Federal navigation channels 
in the Honga River. After placement, the 
material would be shaped and planted 
to provide 2,144 acres of island habitat 
at James and Barren Islands as well as 
protect existing island ecosystem 
habitat, including critical submerged 
aquatic vegetation. 
DATES: Two public meetings will be 
held. The meeting dates are: 

1. October 11, 2006, 7 p.m., 
Cambridge, MD. 

2. October 12, 2006, 7 p.m., Taylors 
Island, MD. 
ADDRESSES: The first public meeting 
will be held at the Dorchester County 
Public Library, Central Branch, 303 Gay 
Street, Cambridge, MD 21613. The 
second public meeting will be held at 
Taylors Island Volunteer Fire Company, 
510 Taylors Island Road, Taylors Island, 
MD 21617. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore 
District, Attn: Ms. Stacey S. Blersch, 
CENAB–PL–P, P.O. Box 1715, 
Baltimore, MD 21203–1715, 
electronically at 
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Stacey.S.Blersch@usace.army.mil or by 
telephone at (410) 962–5196 or (800) 
295–1610. You may view the Draft EIS 
and related information on the USACE 
Web page at http:// 
www.nab.usace.army.mil/publications/ 
non-reg_pub.htm. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A Notice 
of Intent (NOI) to prepare a draft EIS 
was published by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
in the Federal Register (68 FR 2532) on 
January 17, 2003. The Mid-Chesapeake 
Bay Ecosystem Restoration was one of 
three actions specifically recommended 
by the USACE-Baltimore District’s 
Dredged Material Management Plan 
(DMMP) and Final Tiered 
Environmental Impact Statement 
(December 2005). The USACE is making 
the Draft Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island 
Ecosystem Restoration Integrated 
Feasibility Report and EIS available to 
the public for review and comment 
through a Notice of Availability 
published in the Federal Register. The 
recommendations of the draft Mid- 
Chesapeake Bay report and EIS are: 

• Construction of a 2,072-acre fill area 
at James Island, consisting of 
approximately 55 percent tidal wetland 
habitat and 45 percent upland island 
habitat; 

• Construction and backfilling of sills 
at Barren Island to protect both the 
current acreage of the island and the 
adjacent submerged aquatic vegetation 
(SAV)/shallow water habitat, providing 
approximately 72 acres of wetland 
habitat on the northern and western 
portions of the island; and 

• If deemed necessary to protect the 
SAV, construction at Barren Island of a 
maximum of 3,350 feet of breakwater 
extending South from the southern tip 
of the existing island at a maximum 
height of plus 6 feet MLLW. 

James and Barren Islands have been 
identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and other natural resource 
management agencies as a valuable 
nesting and nursery area for many 
species of wildlife, including bald 
eagles, diamondback terrapins, and 
potentially horseshoe crabs. The project 
would restore James Island and protect 
Barren Island from further erosion. The 
Draft EIS documents the NEPA 
compliance and information specific to 
the actions for the proposed Mid- 
Chesapeake Bay project. 

The Draft Integrated Feasibility report 
and EIS has been prepared in 
accordance with (1) NEPA of 1969, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), (2) 
regulations of the Council on 
Environmental Quality for 
implementing the procedural provisions 

of NEPA (40 CFR parts 1500–1508), and 
(3) USACE regulations implementing 
NEPA (ER–200–2–2). 

USACE filed the Draft document with 
EPA on September 1, 2006 for the 
publication of Notice of Availability in 
the September 8, 2006 Federal Register. 
We must receive comments on or before 
October 23, 2006, to ensure 
consideration in final plan 
development. At both public meetings, 
the public will have an opportunity to 
present oral and/or written comments. 
All persons and organizations that have 
an interest in the Mid-Chesapeake Bay 
Integrated Ecosystem Restoration 
Feasibility Report and EIS are urged to 
participate in one or both meetings. 
Staff will be available one hour prior to 
the meeting start time. A Record of 
Decision may be signed no earlier than 
30 days after the EPA Notice of 
Availability for the Final document. 

Your comments must be contained in 
the body of your message; please do not 
send attached files. Please include your 
name and address in your message. You 
may view the Draft EIS and related 
information on the USACE Web page at 
http://www.nab.usace.army.mil/ 
publications/non-reg_pub.htm. USACE 
has distributed copies of the Draft 
Integrated Feasibility Report and EIS to 
appropriate members of Congress, State, 
and local government officials, Federal 
agencies, and other interested parties. 

Copies are available for public review 
at the following public reading rooms: 

(1) Andrew G. Trial Library, Anne 
Arundel Community College, 101 
College Parkway, Arnold, MD 21012. 

(2) Anne Arundel County Public 
Library, 1410 West Street, Annapolis, 
MD 21401. 

(3) Anne Arundel County Public 
Library, Annapolis Branch, 5 Harry S. 
Truman Parkway, Annapolis, MD 
21401. 

(4) Calvert County Public Library, 30 
Duke Street, Prince Frederick, MD 
20678. 

(5) Chesapeake College Library, Wyes 
Mills, MD 21679. 

(6) Corbin Memorial Library, 4 East 
Main Street, Crisfield, MD 21817. 

(7) Dorchester County Public Library, 
303 Gay Street, Cambridge, MD 21613. 

(8) Dorchester County Public Library, 
Hurlock Branch, 222 S. Main Street, 
Hurlock, MD 21643. 

(9) Eastern Shore Public Library, 
23610 Front Street, Accomack, VA 
23301. 

(10) Enoch Pratt Free Library, 400 
Cathedral Street, Baltimore, MD 21201. 

(11) Federal Maritime Commission, 
110 L Street NW., Washington, DC 
20573. 

(12) Kent County Public Library, 408 
High Street, Chestertown, MD 21620. 

(13) Maryland State Law Library, 
Court of Appeals Building, 361 Rowe 
Boulevard, Annapolis, MD 21401. 

(14) Northumberland County Public 
Library, 7204 Northumberland 
Highway, Heathsville, VA 22473. 

(15) Queen Anne’s County Public 
Library, Centreville Branch, 121 S. 
Commerce Street, Centreville, MD 
21617. 

(16) Queen Anne’s County Public 
Library, Stevensville Branch, 200 
Library Circle, Stevensville, MD 21666. 

(17) Somerset County Library, 11767 
Beechwood Street, Princess Anne, MD 
21853. 

(18) Somerset County Library, Ewell 
Branch, 20910 Caleb Jones Road, Ewell, 
MD 21824. 

(19) State Department of Legislative 
Reference Library, 90 State Circle, 
Annapolis, MD 21401. 

(20) St. Mary’s County Memorial 
Library, Leonardtown Branch, 23250 
Hollywood Road, Leonardtown, MD 
20650. 

(21) Sudlersville Memorial Library, 
Easton Branch, 100 West Dover Street, 
Easton, MD 21601. 

(23) Talbot County Public Library, St. 
Michaels Branch, 106 Freemont Street, 
St. Michaels, MD 21663. 

(24) Talbot County Public Library, 
Tilghman Island Elementary School 
Branch, 21374 Foster Avenue, 
Tilghman, MD 21671. 

(25) Twin Beaches Library, 3819 
Harper Road, Chesapeake Beach, MD 
20732. 

(26) Wicomico County Free Library, 
122 S. Division Street, Salisbury, MD 
21801. 

After the public comment period ends 
on October 23, 2006, the USACE will 
consider all comments received. The 
Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and 
EIS will be revised as appropriate and 
a Final Integrated Feasibility Repot and 
EIS will be issued. 

Amy M. Guise, 
Chief, Civil Project Development Branch. 
[FR Doc. 06–7506 Filed 9–7–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3710–41–M 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Office of Energy Efficiency and 
Renewable Energy 

Hydrogen and Fuel Cell Technical 
Advisory Committee (HTAC); Notice of 
Open Meeting 

AGENCY: Department of Energy. 
ACTION: Notice of open meeting. 
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This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains editorial corrections of previously
published Presidential, Rule, Proposed Rule,
and Notice documents. These corrections are
prepared by the Office of the Federal
Register. Agency prepared corrections are
issued as signed documents and appear in
the appropriate document categories
elsewhere in the issue.

Corrections Federal Register

54552 

Vol. 71, No. 179 

Friday, September 15, 2006 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service 

9 CFR Part 93 

[Docket No. APHIS–2006–0107] 

Spring Viremia of Carp; Import 
Restrictions on Certain Live Fish, 
Fertilized Eggs, and Gametes 

Correction 

In rule document E6–14478 beginning 
on page 51429 in the issue of 
Wednesday, August 30, 2006, make the 
following correction: 

§93.901 [Corrected] 

On page 51436, in the second column, 
§93.901(b)(3) is corrected to read as 
follows: ‘‘(3) They are moved in 
accordance with any additional 

conditions prescribed in the permit and 
determined by the Administrator to be 
necessary to ensure that the live fish, 
fertilized eggs, or gametes through the 
United States do not introduce SVC into 
the United States.’’. 

[FR Doc. Z6–14478 Filed 9–14–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 1505–01–D 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Army; Corps of 
Engineers 

Availability of a Draft Integrated 
Feasibility Report and Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Mid- 
Chesapeake Bay Island Ecosystem 
Restoration Project in Dorchester 
County, on Maryland’s Eastern Shore 

Correction 

In notice document 06–7506 
beginning on page 53090 in the issue of 
Friday, September 8, 2006, make the 
following corrections: 

1. On page 53091, in the third 
column, entry (21) should read as 
follows: 

‘‘(21) Sudlersville Memorial Library, 
105 West Main Street, Sudlersville, MD 
21668.’’. 

2. On the same page, in the same 
column, insert an entry (22) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(22) Talbot County Public Library, 
Easton Branch, 100 West Dover Street, 
Easton, MD 21601.’’. 

[FR Doc. C6–7506 Filed 9–14–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 1505–01–D 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 

[NV–025–1232–NX–NV19; Special 
Recreation Permit #NV–025–06–01] 

Notice to the Public of Temporary 
Public Lands Closures and 
Prohibitions of Certain Activities on 
Public Lands Administered by the 
Bureau of Land Management, 
Winnemucca Field Office, NV 

Correction 

In notice document E6–14668 
beginning on page 52569 in the issue of 
Wednesday, September 6, 2006, make 
the following correction: 

On page 52569, in the second column, 
in the document subject, in the last line, 
‘‘NE’’ should read ‘‘NV’’. 

[FR Doc. Z6–14668 Filed 9–14–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 1505–01–D 
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U.S. Army Corps 

of Engineers 
Baltimore District 
 

 

NEWSLETTER/ISSUE NO. 1 January 2003 
GENERAL STUDY INFORMATION 

 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District, in partnership with the State of Maryland, Department of 
Transportation, Maryland Port Administration, has initiated an environmental restoration feasibility study for the 
restoration of island habitat in the Mid-Chesapeake Bay region.  The study focuses on restoring hundreds of acres 
of aquatic and wildlife island habitat in the Mid-Chesapeake Bay region through the beneficial use of dredged 
materials from the Port of Baltimore channel system.  By Congressional study authority, the study area is defined 
as the Eastern Shore of the Chesapeake Bay, Maryland from the confluence of the Chester River south to the State 
of Maryland border (please see the following page). 
 
Land subsidence, rising sea level, and wave action have caused valuable island habitats to be lost through erosion 
throughout the Chesapeake Bay.  Through the beneficial use of dredged material, a restored island can be 
constructed to replace hundreds of acres of wetland and upland habitat.  Therefore, the goal for this feasibility 
study is to restore valuable aquatic and terrestrial resting, nesting, foraging, and nursery habitat that has been lost 
in the Chesapeake Bay for many migratory birds, fish, and wildlife species through the beneficial use of dredged 
material.  This habitat will afford improved productivity to the surrounding area, while providing an 
environmentally sound method for the use of dredged material removed from Bay channels.  
 
 
 
 
 
This is the first newsletter distributed for the study, as part of a series of public involvement activities designed to 
exchange information with the public. The purpose of this newsletter is explain the study process and to announce 
the upcoming public scoping meetings. 
 
 

Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island, Maryland 
Environmental Restoration 

Feasibility Study 



 
STUDY PROCESS  

 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers projects are developed 
through a two-phase planning process, reconnaissance 
and feasibility.  The reconnaissance phase is used to 
make a preliminary determination whether there is 
likely to be a plan the Corps can implement.  The 
reconnaissance effort (1) identifies water resources 
problems, needs, opportunities, and potential 
solutions; (2) determines whether more detailed 
investigations are warranted as part of a feasibility 
study, based on a preliminary appraisal of costs, 
benefits, environmental impacts, and consistency with 
Corps policies; and (3) assesses the level of interest 
and support of a non-Federal cost-sharing partner(s) in 
potential solutions and in cost-sharing the feasibility 
study.  
 
 
 
The feasibility phase of the process involves a 
multidisciplinary team of scientists, planners, 
engineers, economists, cultural specialists and others 
who (1) identify problems and opportunities, (2) 
inventory resources or information, (3) formulate alternatives to solve the problems, (4) evaluate these 
alternatives, (5) compare the best plans, and, finally, (6) recommend the best solution to the problem. 
 
The results of the evaluation will be documented in an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in accordance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969.  The EIS will include descriptions of the investigations 
made, existing site conditions, alternatives considered and the impacts, and public responses to the potential 
project.  The EIS will also describe the recommended plan or plans and be distributed for public review in the 
March 2005 timeframe.  The EIS will be available at local libraries, government offices, or by mail if requested.  
The feasibility study will be completed by November 2005. 
 

STUDY PROGRESS  
 
At this time in the study process, the team is undergoing the initial phase of the feasibility study.  This involves 
establishing the objectives and constraints for island restoration, and establishing a formulation process and 
criteria for selecting the island to be restored. As part of the initial phase of the study, an objective screening 
criteria will be developed based on information obtained for the State of Maryland’s Dredged Material 
Management Program, public and agency input, available data, and best professional judgment.  During the public 
meetings, the team will be presenting the preliminary screening approach and the criteria for selection of the 
island.  We will also be presenting our goals and objectives of the study. 
 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
Extensive public involvement is being conducted as part of the study.  Public involvement is important because 
more ideas result in better projects and because the process defined by NEPA requires that the public be informed 
about, and involved in, projects that use Federal money, are built on Federal lands, or require Federal permits.  

Public Scoping Meetings  
 

Tuesday, February 18, 2003 –       
Queen Anne’s County Public Library,     
200 Library Circle, Stevensville, MD 

 
Thursday, February 20, 2003 – 
Dorchester County Public Library,          

303 Gay Street, Cambridge, MD 
 

Tuesday, February 25, 2003 –         
Anne Arundel Community College,       

Room 219 John A. Cade Center for Fine 
Arts, 101 College Parkway, Arnold MD  

 
All Meetings:  7 - 9 p.m. 

 
Purpose:  To present the study process and 
learn the public’s interest and concerns in 

island restoration through the beneficial use of 
dredged materials. 



Three Public Scoping Meetings will be held, as listed above, to discuss the study process and learn public 
concerns and comments.  Your input will help us formulate the best project. 
 
 

FURTHER INFORMATION 
 
If there is anyone you know who would be interested in 
receiving information on this feasibility study, or if you do not 
wish to be on our mailing list, please fill out the last page and 
send to: 
 
Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Environmental  
Restoration Feasibility Study 
ATTN: Michele A. Bistany 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
10 South Howard Street 
P.O. Box 1715 
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715 
 
Any questions or comments may be submitted to this address, 
you may call us at (410) 962-4934; toll free (800) 295-1610 or 
you may fax us at (410) 962-4698. This mailing list will not be 
provided to any other organizations. Questions, comments and 
mailing list requests may also be sent via e-mail.  The e-mail 
address is: 
michele.a.bistany@usace.army.mil  
 
You may also like to visit the Baltimore District internet site at http://www.nab.usace.army.mil.  This newsletter 
and information on other District activities are included on the website.  
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PUBLIC SCOPING MEETINGS 

 
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District and the State of Maryland, Department of 
Transportation, Maryland Port Administration are conducting a series of three public scoping meetings 
for the initiation of an environmental restoration feasibility study of island habitat in the Mid-
Chesapeake Bay region using dredged material from the Port of Baltimore channel system. The scoping 
meetings have been scheduled as follows:  February 18, 2003 – Queen Anne’s County Public Library, 
200 Library Circle, Stevensville, MD; February 20, 2003 – Dorchester County Public Library, 303 Gay 
Street, Cambridge, MD; and February 25, 2003 – Anne Arundel Community College, Room 219 of the 
John A. Cade Center for Fine Arts, 101 College Parkway, Arnold, MD.  All meetings will be conducted 
from 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. 
 
The study area is defined as the Eastern Shore of the Chesapeake Bay, Maryland from the confluence of 
the Chester River south to the State of Maryland border. As part of the restoration study, an 
Environmental Impact Statement will be prepared to document the findings and process of the study in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. The purpose of the public meetings is 
to present the study process and progress and to learn the public’s interest and concerns in island 
restoration through the beneficial use of dredged materials. 
 
Oral or written comments may be provided for determination of the scope of the study at the public 
scoping meetings.  Written comments may also be submitted to the Corps up to March 31, 2003.  
Written comments may be mailed to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Baltimore District, CENAB-
PL, Attn: Ms. Michele Bistany, P.O. Box 1715 Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715 or sent electronically 
to michele.a.bistany@usace.army.mil.  If you have questions concerning the scoping meetings, please 
contact Ms. Bistany by telephone (410) 962-4934, or toll free (800) 295-1610.  
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------------------------ CUT HERE AND MAIL -------------------------- 
 

  
  Please add  my name to the study mailing list.   
  Please remove  my name from the study mailing list. 
 
 
Name (Please 
Print):________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Title:_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Company/Organization:__________________________________________________________ 
 
Address:______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Telephone Number: ______________________________   Fax Number:_________________________ 
 
E-mail 
Address:___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Please submit any comments you have on the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Environmental Restoration 
Feasibility Study to the address listed in this newsletter. 
Comments/Suggestions:__________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________ 



 
 
 
 

PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 
 

Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island, Maryland 
Environmental Restoration Feasibility Study 

 
March 13, 2003 

 
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District and the State of Maryland, Department of 
Transportation, Maryland Port Administration are conducting a public scoping meeting for the initiation 
of an environmental restoration feasibility study of island habitat in the Mid-Chesapeake Bay region 
using dredged material from the Port of Baltimore approach channel system. The scoping meeting is 
scheduled for March 13, 2003 from 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. at the Somerset County Commissioner’s 
Office, 11916 Somerset Avenue, Princess Anne, Maryland 21853.  An open house from 6:00 to 7:00 
p.m. will be held for anyone wishing to view exhibits or speak directly with the study team prior to the 
meeting. 
 
The study area is defined as the Eastern Shore of the Chesapeake Bay, Maryland from the confluence of 
the Chester River south to the State of Maryland border. As part of the restoration study, an 
Environmental Impact Statement will be prepared to document the findings and process of the study in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. The purpose of the public meetings is 
to present the study process and progress and to learn the public’s interest and concerns in island 
restoration through the beneficial use of dredged materials. 
 
Oral or written comments may be provided for determination of the scope of the study at the public 
scoping meetings.  Written comments may also be submitted to the Corps up to March 31, 2001.  
Written comments may be mailed to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Baltimore District, CENAB-
PL, Attn: Ms. Michele Bistany, P.O. Box 1715 Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715 or sent electronically 
to michele.a.bistany@usace.army.mil.  If you have questions concerning the scoping meetings, please 
contact Ms. Bistany by telephone (410) 962-4934, or toll free (800) 295-1610.  



 
BARREN ISLAND 

 
 

Location: Barren Island is a satellite refuge of the Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge, located in 
Dorchester County, off the western shore of Hooper Islands. 
 
Current Ownership: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
 
Current Size: 175 acres. 
 
Previous Historical Size: Barren Island has lost approximately 450 acres in the past 325 years. 
 
History: As late as the turn of the century, U. S. Geological Survey maps record the presence of 13 
buildings on Barren Island.  There are six archeological sites on or near Barren Island. 
 
Pros of Island Restoration Project: 
• Shoreline stabilization for the remaining island & mainland in the “shadow” of the island. 
• Protection from further erosion of the existing island & nearby shorelines. 
• Improvement of water quality in the vicinity of the site & the general area. 
• Potential for accretion along Hooper Islands (evident at Poplar Island Environmental Restoration 

Project). 
• Protects island habitat for wildlife including Diamondback Terrapin. 
• Promotes nursery habitat for fish and shellfish species. 
• Restore upland and wetland habitat. 
• Provide remote nesting habitat for avian species including Great Blue Heron and Brown Pelican. 
• Shoreline stabilization reduces erosion, decreases turbidity & improves submerged aquatic 

vegetation (SAV) growing conditions & helps improve oyster fisheries.  
• Potential for jobs & economic growth to the area. 
• Provides needed dredged material placement capacity for channel maintenance. 
• Potential to protect habitat for Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species such as Bald Eagle, Least 

Tern, Black Skimmer, and Northeastern Beach Tiger Beetles. 
• Potential to protect historical sites, such as, a colonial-era cemetery and possibly other 

undocumented historic resources on the eroding remnants. 
• Potential to improve recreational fisheries through ‘reef’ affect of rock dikes. 
• Federally owned property. 
 
Cons of Island Restoration Project: 
• Potential short-term effects to water quality during construction. 
• Potential short-term effect to aesthetics & noise to nearby areas. 
• Potential to temporarily disrupt wildlife from the area. 
• Mobile aquatic species will be displaced within the concept areas. 
• Potential to reduce Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) and Habitat of Particular Concern (HAPC) for some 

fish species. 
• Conversion of benthic/bottom & shallow water habitat to upland/wetland habitat. 

 



• HOLLAND ISLAND 
 
 

Location: Holland Island is located in Dorchester County, south of Bloodsworth Island, in the 
Chesapeake Bay. 
 
Current Ownership: Holland Island is privately owned.  A foundation established by the owners is 
attempting to find partners for saving the existing remnants and habitat. 
 
Current Size: Three remnant islands totaling 87 acres. 
 
Previous Historical Size in 1855: 253 acres 
 
History: Holland Island once supported over 50 families.  Due to the rising tide and erosion, residents 
were forced to move in the early 1920’s.  Three sites on Holland Island (house remnants, cemetery, and 
a pier) are registered with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT).  A house and cemetery that are not 
recorded at MHT are also present on the island and other unrecorded sites may exist.  The location of the 
pier and un-recorded graveyard is uncertain and there is a possibility of submerged graves in the area. 
 
Pros of Island Restoration Project: 
• Shoreline stabilization for the remaining island & other islands in the “shadow” of the island. 
• Protection from further erosion of the existing island & nearby shorelines. 
• Improvement of water quality in the vicinity of the site & the general area. 
• Potential for accretion (evident at Poplar Island Environmental Restoration Project). 
• Protects island habitat for wildlife including diamondback terrapins.  
• Restore upland and wetland habitat. 
• Provide remote nesting habitat for avian species. 
• Promotes nursery habitat for fish and shellfish species. 
• Shoreline stabilization reduces erosion, decreases turbidity & improves submerged aquatic 

vegetation (SAV) growing conditions & helps improve oyster fisheries.  
• Potential for jobs & economic growth to the area. 
• Provides needed dredged material placement capacity for channel maintenance. 
• Potential to protect habitat for Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species such as Bald Eagles, 

Loggerhead and Kemp’s Ridley turtles. 
• Potential to protect historical sites on eroding remnants. 
• Potential to improve recreational fisheries through ‘reef’ affect of rock dikes. 
 
Cons of Island Restoration Project: 
• Potential short-term effects to water quality during construction. 
• Potential short-term effect to aesthetics & noise to nearby areas. 
• Potential to temporarily disrupt wildlife from the area. 
• Mobile aquatic species will be displaced within the concept areas. 
• Potential to reduce Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for some fish species. 
• Conversion of benthic/bottom & shallow water habitat to upland/wetland habitat. 
• Potential to cover historical sites (only if present in water). 
• Privately owned island, owner may not want to participate 

 



• HOOPER ISLAND 
 
 

Location: Hooper Island is located in Dorchester County, in the vicinity of Barren Island. 
 
Current Ownership: Privately owned. 
 
Current Size: 1193 acres. 
 
Previous Historical Size in 1848: 3900 acres. 
 
History: The Hooper Island complex was settled from the 17th century to the present.  It appears that 
lower Hooper Island was the last settled.  There are six Maryland Historic Trust (MHT) archeological 
sites on the island.  The Hooper Island Light, located on Middle Hooper Island, is eligible for National 
Register Status. 
 
Pros of Island Restoration Project: 
• Shoreline stabilization for the remaining island & mainland in the “shadow” of the island. 
• Protection from further erosion of the existing island & nearby shorelines. 
• Improvement of water quality in the vicinity of the site & the general area. 
• Potential for accretion (evident at Poplar Island Environmental Restoration Project). 
• Protects island habitat for wildlife. 
• Restore upland and wetland habitat. 
• Protects the island from erosion therefore preserving the crab picking and processing plant. 
• Provide remote nesting habitat for avian species. 
• Shoreline stabilization reduces erosion, decreases turbidity & improves submerged aquatic 

vegetation (SAV) growing conditions helping improve blue crab and oyster fisheries (if present).   
• Potential for jobs & economic growth to the area. 
• Provides nursery habitat for fish and shellfish species. 
• Provides needed dredged material placement capacity for channel maintenance. 
• Potential to protect habitat for Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species such as Bald Eagles, Least 

Tern, and Black Skimmer. 
• Potential to protect historical sites on eroding remnants. 
• Potential to improve recreational fisheries through ‘reef’ affect of rock dikes. 
 
Cons of Island Restoration Project: 
• Potential short-term effects to water quality during construction. 
• Potential short-term effect to aesthetics & noise to nearby population centers. 
• Potential to temporarily disrupt wildlife from the area. 
• Mobile aquatic species will be displaced within the concept areas. 
• Potential to reduce Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for some fish species. 
• Conversion of benthic/bottom & shallow water habitat to upland/wetland habitat. 
• Potential to cover historical sites (only if present in water). 

 



• JAMES ISLAND 
 
 

Location: James Island is located in Dorchester County at the mouth of the Little Choptank River in the 
Chesapeake Bay. 
 
Current Ownership: Privately owned. 
 
Current Size: Three remnant islands totaling about 92 acres. 
 
Previous Historical Size in 1847: 976 acres. 
 
History: Maps from the 18th century show that James Island was connected to the mainland by Taylors 
Island.  By 1847, the connection with Taylors Island was nearly breached.  Today, James Island is 
separated from Taylors Island by about one mile of shallow open-water and consists of three remnant 
islands.  There are four recorded archeological sites along the eastern shore of the remnant islands.  
 
Pros of Island Restoration Project: 
• Shoreline stabilization for the remaining island & mainland in the “shadow” of the island. 
• Protection from further erosion of the existing island & nearby shorelines. 
• Improvement of water quality in the vicinity of the site & the general area. 
• Potential for accretion along the mainland (evident at Poplar Island Environmental Restoration 

Project & applies for James Island as shown by hydrodynamic modeling results). 
• Protects island habitat for wildlife such as diamondback terrapin and sika deer.  
• Restore upland and wetland habitat. 
• Provide remote nesting habitat for avian species. 
• Shoreline stabilization reduces erosion, decreases turbidity & improves submerged aquatic 

vegetation (SAV) growing conditions & helps improve oyster fisheries. 
• Potential for jobs & economic growth to the area. 
• Provides needed dredged material placement capacity for channel maintenance. 
• Potential to protect habitat for Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species such as Bald Eagles, 

loggerhead turtles and Kemp’s Ridley turtles. 
• Potential to protect historical sites located on eroding remnant islands. 
• Potential to improve recreational fisheries through ‘reef’ affect of rock dikes. 
• Possible dual restoration potential with Ragged Island due to the close proximity of the islands. 
• The owner has expressed interest in the possibility of a restoration project. 
 
Cons of Island Restoration Project: 
• Potential short-term effects to water quality during construction. 
• Potential short-term effect to aesthetics & noise to nearby areas. 
• Potential to temporarily disrupt wildlife from the area. 
• Mobile aquatic species will be displaced within the concept areas. 
• Potential to reduce Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) and Habitat of Particular Concern (HAPC) for some 

fish species. 
• Conversion of benthic/bottom & shallow water habitat to upland/wetland habitat. 

 



• LITTLE DEAL ISLAND 
 
 

Location: Little Deal Island is located in Somerset County, in the vicinity of Holland Island.  (For 
preliminary purposes, general assessments about Little Deal Island were made based on the information 
at Holland Island). 
 
Current Ownership:  The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR). 
 
Current Size: 280 acres. 
 
History: The entire Little Deal Island is listed by the Maryland Historical Trust due to the discovery of a 
fluted, Paleolithic point from an unknown location on the island.  
 
Pros of Island Restoration Project: 
• Shoreline stabilization for the remaining island & mainland in the “shadow” of the island. 
• Protection from further erosion of the existing island & nearby shorelines. 
• Improvement of water quality in the vicinity of the site & the general area. 
• Potential for accretion (evident at Poplar Island Environmental Restoration Project). 
• Protects island habitat for wildlife.  
• Promotes nursery habitat for fish and shellfish species. 
• Restore upland and wetland habitat. 
• Provide remote nesting habitat for avian species. 
• Shoreline stabilization reduces erosion, decreases turbidity & improves submerged aquatic 

vegetation (SAV) growing conditions & helps improve clam, blue crab, and oyster fisheries (if 
present). 

• Potential for jobs & economic growth to the area. 
• Provides needed dredged material placement capacity for channel maintenance. 
• Potential to protect habitat for Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species such as Bald Eagle. 
• Potential to protect historical sites (if present) on eroding remnants. 
• Potential to improve recreational fisheries through ‘reef’ affect of rock dikes. 
 
Cons of Island Restoration Project: 
• Potential short-term effects to water quality during construction. 
• Potential short-term effect to aesthetics & noise to nearby areas including Deal Island. 
• Potential to temporarily disrupt wildlife from the area. 
• Mobile aquatic species will be displaced within the concept areas. 
• Potential to reduce Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for some fish species. 
• Conversion of benthic/bottom & shallow water habitat to upland/wetland habitat. 
• Potential to cover historical sites (only if present in water). 

 



• RAGGED ISLAND 
 
 

Location: Ragged Island is located in Dorchester County, in close proximity to James Island.  For 
preliminary purposes, general assessments about Ragged Island were made based on the information at 
James Island. 
 
Current Ownership: Privately owned. 
 
Current Size: 106 acres. 
 
History: Historically connected to Hills Point Neck.  There was only one structure of possible cultural 
value at Hills Point during the turn of the century and the other structures appear to be in the area, which 
is still fastland at Hills Point Neck. 
 
Pros of Island Restoration Project: 
• Shoreline stabilization for the remaining island & mainland in the “shadow” of the island. 
• Protection from further erosion of the existing island & nearby shorelines. 
• Improvement of water quality in the vicinity of the site & the general area. 
• Protect island habitat for wildlife.  
• Restore upland and wetland habitat. 
• Promote nursery habitat for fish and shellfish species. 
• Provide remote nesting habitat for avian species. 
• Shoreline stabilization reduces erosion, decreases turbidity & improves submerged aquatic 

vegetation (SAV) growing conditions helping improve oyster fisheries (if present). 
• Potential for jobs & economic growth to the area. 
• Provides needed dredged material placement capacity for channel maintenance. 
• Due to its proximity to James Island, restoration of Ragged Island could potentially protect habitat 

for Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species such as Loggerhead and Kemp’s Ridley turtles. 
• Potential to protect historical sites (if present) on eroding remnants. 
• Potential to improve recreational fisheries through ‘reef’ affect of rock dikes. 
• Potential for dual restoration project with James Island due to their proximity. 
 
Cons of Island Restoration Project: 
• Potential short-term effects to water quality during construction. 
• Potential short-term effect to aesthetics & noise to nearby areas. 
• Potential to temporarily disrupt wildlife from the area. 
• Mobile aquatic species will be displaced within the concept areas. 
• Privately owned, the owners may not want to participate. 
• Due to its proximity to James Island, there is potential to reduce Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for 

some fish species. 
• Conversion of benthic/bottom & shallow water habitat to upland/wetland habitat. 
• Potential to cover historical sites (only if present in water). 

 



• SOUTH MARSH ISLAND 
 
 

Location: South Marsh Island is located in Dorchester County south of Holland Island.  For preliminary 
purposes, general assessments about South Marsh Island were made based on information previously 
collected at Holland Island. 
 
Current Ownership: State of Maryland, Wildlife Management Area (WMA). 
 
Current Size: 2,898 acres. 
 
History: Records indicate that South Marsh Island has historically been completely marshland.  There 
are no known structures or inhabitants.  It is unclear if transients may have left any cultural resources. 
 
Pros of Island Restoration Project: 
• Shoreline stabilization for the remaining island in the “shadow” of the island. 
• Protection from further erosion of the existing island & nearby shorelines. 
• Improvement of water quality in the vicinity of the site & the general area. 
• Potential for accretion (evident at Poplar Island Environmental Restoration Project). 
• Protect island habitat for wildlife.  
• Restore upland and wetland habitat. 
• Promotes nursery habitat for fish and shellfish species. 
• Provide remote nesting habitat for avian species such as barn owls. 
• Shoreline stabilization reduces erosion, decreases turbidity & improves submerged aquatic 

vegetation (SAV) growing conditions helping improve oyster, clam, and blue crab fisheries (if 
present).  

• Potential for jobs & economic growth to the area. 
• Provides needed dredged material placement capacity for channel maintenance 
• Potential to protect habitat for Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species such as Peregrine Falcon, 

Black Skimmer, and Kemp’s Ridley turtles. 
• Potential to protect historical sites (if present). 
• Potential to improve recreational fisheries through ‘reef’ affect of rock dikes. 
• Provides placement capacity for dredged material management. 
 
Cons of Island Restoration Project: 
• Potential short-term effects to water quality during construction. 
• Potential short-term effect to aesthetics & noise to nearby areas. 
• Potential to temporarily disrupt wildlife from the area. 
• Mobile aquatic species will be displaced within the concept areas. 
• Potential to reduce Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) and Habitat of Particular Concern (HAPC) for some 

fish species. 
• Conversion of benthic/bottom & shallow water habitat to upland/wetland habitat. 
•  Potential to cover historical sites (only if present in water). 
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Why Are We Here?

The purpose of this scoping meeting:
Obtain public comments and input 
into the scope of the feasibility study
Discuss the Study Process 
Discuss the Study Progress
Discuss Island Restoration 
Information
Present Schedule and Important 
Dates
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Reconnaissance Phase

Purposes
Problems warrant Federal participation?
Non-Federal support by study sponsor(s)?
Prepare project study plan for feasibility study.

Federally funded.
Product is feasibility cost sharing agreement.
Schedule to complete is typically 12 months.

 
 
 

Feasibility Phase

Purposes
Determine problem.
Collect data.
Develop alternatives to solve problems.
Evaluate effect of alternatives.
Compare alternatives.
Select best plan or set of plans.

Cost shared 50% Federal, 50% non-Federal.
Feasibility report is used to authorize projects.
Schedule to complete is 2 1/2 to 3 years.

 



 
Eastern Shore, MD & DE

Reconnaissance Study
Study area: Watersheds of the DE & MD portion of the Delmarva 
Peninsula within the Chesapeake Bay watershed
Identified problems:

Wetland/aquatic/terrestrial habitat loss; excessive erosion and 
sedimentation; Bay grass loss; fish blockages; and water quality
degradation

Recommendations:
Beneficial use of dredged material for habitat restoration; wetland 
and flood plain habitat restoration; fish passage structures; and 
water quality improvements

Results:
Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement and Project Management Plan 

between the Maryland Port Administration and Corps  
 
 

Corps Six-Step Planning Process

1.  Identify Problems and Needs - Establish Goals and Objectives
2.  Determine Existing Conditions -

Determine Islands Available for Restoration
Develop a Screening Process and Criteria for Island 
Restoration
Screen Islands
Select Island(s) for Restoration

Determine Baseline Conditions/Collect Detailed Data
3. Develop Alternatives 
4. Analyze and Evaluate Alternatives
5. Compare Alternatives
6. Recommend Plan - Prepare Feasibility Report and Integrated 

Environmental Impact Statement  



 

Study Area Map

Study Area Defined:  Eastern Shore of the Chesapeake 
Bay, MD from the confluence of the Chester River south 
to the State of Maryland Board

 
 
 

Feasibility Study Goal

To restore valuable aquatic and 
terrestrial resting, nesting, foraging, 
and nursery habitat that has been 
lost in the Chesapeake Bay for 
many migratory birds, fish, and 
wildlife species through the 
beneficial use of dredged materials 
from the Port of Baltimore Channel 
system.

 



 

Feasibility Study Progress

Define Problem - Habitat loss in the Bay; Placement of 
Dredged Material from Port of Baltimore Channels
Define Goals and Objectives
Determine Existing Conditions -

Determine Islands Available for Restoration
State of Maryland Island Database

Develop a Screening Process and Criteria for Island 
Restoration
Screen Islands
Select Island(s) for Restoration

 
 
 

Island Screening Criteria

Tier I: Island needs to be in study area
Tier II:

Island needs to have historically been or now at least 200 acres
or more; currently needs to possess the ability to be 200 acres or 
more
Island must be reasonably accessible for dredged material 
placement
Island restoration cannot negatively affect the hydraulic 
conditions of existing river systems
Island cannot negatively impact current navigation of existing 
waterways
Must be an island/not shoreline  



 

Island Screening Criteria

Tier II Continued:  
Island must not be a major population center
Island must not involve any unexploded ordinance or hazardous, 
toxic and radioactive waste
If island is currently State or Federally managed as a wildlife 
area, must have support from the landowners for restoration
Consideration for any other Corps-led studies being conducted 
on the island

 
 

Islands Currently Under 
Consideration

• Barren Island, Dorchester County
• Holland Island, Dorchester County
• Hoopers Islands, Dorchester County
• James Island, Dorchester County
• Little Deal Island, Somerset County
• Ragged Island, Dorchester County
• Smith Island, Somerset County
• South Marsh Island, Somerset County

 



 

Data/Public Concern’s Needed

Asking the public and all agencies to provide any 
information regarding these islands
Island needs to be selected by March in order to collect 
winter environmental data
Provide comments by regular, or electronic mail; fax or to 
the court reporter

 



•  
 
                                                                   1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
          1                   MID-CHESAPEAKE BAY ISLAND 
 
          2           ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION FEASIBILITY STUDY 
 
          3                     PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 
 
          4 
 
          5 
 
          6                         ------------------ 
 
          7 
 
          8              Meeting in the above-captioned matter was 
 
          9        taken on Tuesday, February 25, 2003, at Anne 
 
         10        Arundel Community College, Arnold, Maryland, 
 
         11        commencing at 7:00 p.m. before Carol T. Lucic, 
 
         12        Notary Public. 
 
         13                         ------------------ 
 
         14 
 
         15 
 
         16 
 
         17 
 
         18 
 
         19 
 
         20 
 
         21        REPORTED BY:  Carol T. Lucic 
 
 
                                                                   2 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
          1        PRESENT: 
 
          2             Michele Bistany 
 
          3              Mark Mendelsohn 
 
          4              Michael Snyder 
 
          5              Scott Johnson 
 
          6              Jeff McKee 
 
          7             Michele Gomez 
 
          8                    Corps of Engineers 
 
          9              Stephen Storms 
 
         10              Frank Hamons 
 
         11              David Bibo 
 
         12             Nat Brown 
 
         13                    Maryland Port Administration 
 
         14              Andy Smarick 
 
         15                     Congressman Gilchrest's Office 
 
         16 
 
         17 
 
         18 
 
         19 
 
         20 
 
         21 
 
 
                                                                   3 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
          1              MS. BISTANY:  Good evening, everyone.  My 
 
          2        name is Mimi Bistany, and I'm the study team 
 
          3        leader for the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island 
 
          4        Environmental Restoration Study.  This is our 
 
          5        first series of public meetings, and there will 
 
          6        be three sets of public meetings throughout this 
 
          7        study process. 
 
          8              Tonight we have a court reporter here to 
 
          9        get formal comments for the record, but we ask 
 
         10        that if you're going to speak on the record, 
 
         11        that you state your name and spell your name so 
 
         12        that Carol knows who you are.  We're also asking 
 
         13        that everyone make sure that they register at 
 
         14        the front desk and pick up a copy of all the 
 
         15        handouts.  Around the room you will see 
 
         16        handouts, too, so make sure you grab copies of 
 
         17        everything you see. 
 
         18              I want to note some of the project team 
 
         19        members we have here tonight.  We have a lot of 
 
         20        the Poplar Island study team members, project 
 
         21        members from engineering, operations, project 
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          1        management, from the Maryland Port 
 
          2        Administration, from the contractors from the 



 
          3        Port Administration, so if you don't feel 
 
          4        comfortable asking a question, after the meeting 
 
          5        you're more than welcome to grab anybody that 
 
          6        you would like and ask whatever question you may 
 
          7        have.  We also have a representative from 
 
          8        Congressman Gilchrest's office here this 
 
          9        evening, too. 
 
         10              Tonight we're going to be giving you a few 
 
         11        brief presentations, and then we're going to be 
 
         12        opening up the floor for public comments.  The 
 
         13        purpose of the meeting tonight is obviously we 
 
         14        want to obtain all of your comments on 
 
         15        everything that we've done so far, and we're 
 
         16        going to use that information in our study 
 
         17        process.  We want to be able to discuss tonight 
 
         18        the study purpose and need of the Poplar Island 
 
         19        environmental restoration project.  We're going 
 
         20        to discuss the process that we followed so far 
 
         21        for the island selection, and we want your 
 
 
                                                                   5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
          1        comments on that process.  We're going to give 
 
          2        you some important dates, important public 
 
          3        information dates, which you have those, and 
 
          4        we're going to present the schedule to you. 
 



          5              Public comments can be given to us in a 
 
          6        variety of formats.  Everyone should have a blue 
 
          7        comment card tonight, and please either submit 
 
          8        those to us tonight when you're leaving or you 
 
          9        can mail them in to us.  Take all the handouts, 
 
         10        but take a lot of those comment cards, and 
 
         11        anybody else that you know that's interested in 
 
         12        our study, please give those out to as many 
 
         13        people as you can.  The information package that 
 
         14        you have has my fax number, my phone number, my 
 
         15        regular address, my e-mail address.  I'll take 
 
         16        any format that you can give them to me, but we 
 
         17        do need all of the public comments in by the 
 
         18        30th of March in order to use the information 
 
         19        and stay on schedule. 
 
         20              So with that I'm going to turn the meeting 
 
         21        over to Dr. Steve Storms of the Maryland Port 
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          1        Administration who is going to be talking about 
 
          2        the purpose of the meeting tonight. 
 
          3              DR. STORMS:  Thank you, Mimi.  I'm very 
 
          4        glad you could all make it here this evening. 
 
          5        As Mimi said, I'm with the Maryland Port 
 
          6        Administration.  Before I start my formal 
 
          7        presentation I would like to say a little bit 



 
          8        about why the Port is involved with this 
 
          9        project. 
 
         10              As you may or may not know, the Maryland 
 
         11        Port Administration is charged with keeping the 
 
         12        Port of Baltimore operating in an efficient and 
 
         13        cost effective way.  One of the ways we do that 
 
         14        is to help the Corps, to work with the Corps. 
 
         15        The Corps dredges the shipping channels, as 
 
         16        we'll talk a little bit more about this later, 
 
         17        and the Port helps by helping to find places to 
 
         18        put that dredged material and ways to manage the 
 
         19        dredged material after it's removed from the 
 
         20        shipping channels.  So that's the role that the 
 
         21        Port of Baltimore has and their interest in this 
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          1        project. 
 
          2              Specifically I'm here to talk about the 
 
          3        purpose and need for the project.  The purpose 
 
          4        of the feasibility study is to continue the 
 
          5        efforts that were started in a reconnaissance 
 
          6        study earlier by the Corps of Engineers, and 
 
          7        Mimi will talk a little bit more about that in 
 
          8        just a few moments.  The outcome of this 
 
          9        feasibility study is a feasibility report that 
 



         10        satisfies several objectives.  It's a complete 
 
         11        decision document that meets the National 
 
         12        Environmental Policy Act.  It also provides the 
 
         13        basis for recommending construction of the 
 
         14        project, for preparing a design memorandum, if 
 
         15        appropriate, and for preparing plans and specs 
 
         16        for the project. 
 
         17              There are eight major objectives of the 
 
         18        feasibility study:  To conduct detailed 
 
         19        engineering, economic, environmental, and 
 
         20        cultural investigations; to identify possible 
 
         21        environmental restoration projects; to comply 
 
 
                                                                   8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
          1        with NEPA requirements; to estimate cost and 
 
          2        benefits; to determine appropriate construction 
 
          3        and cost sharing arrangements with the Port such 
 
          4        as on this project there is a 50/50 cost share 
 
          5        between the Port and the Corps of Engineers; to 
 
          6        prepare appropriate documentation for federal 
 
          7        project authorization; recommend favorable 
 
          8        environmental restoration projects for 
 
          9        authorization and construction; and finally to 
 
         10        handle any real estate issues that come up. 
 
         11              Dredged material we feel is a material 
 
         12        that can be put to beneficial use, and 



 
         13        specifically we're interested in this project in 
 
         14        using dredged material to restore an island. 
 
         15        Island habitat is preferred by migratory birds 
 
         16        as well as fish and other wildlife.  Using 
 
         17        dredged material to restore these islands can 
 
         18        also prevent further island erosion.  It can 
 
         19        also restore shallow and protected water areas, 
 
         20        which would be appropriate for SAV, and also 
 
         21        that provide essential nursery and foraging 
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          1        habitat. 
 
          2              It also protects environmentally, 
 
          3        historically, and culturally significant remnant 
 
          4        island habitat, protects shoreline, which is 
 
          5        also very helpful for different types of 
 
          6        wildlife, and it also provides needed dredged 
 
          7        material placement capacity for the Port of 
 
          8        Baltimore.  So that ties in the interest of the 
 
          9        Port of Baltimore in this project. 
 
         10              With that I'll turn it over to Mark.  I 
 
         11        should point out one more thing.  I'm sorry, 
 
         12        Mark.  I forgot to hit that one last slide. 
 
         13              It should be critical to remember that 
 
         14        this project is focused on placing dredged 
 



         15        material from the main shipping channels leading 
 
         16        into Baltimore Harbor, so we're talking 
 
         17        specifically about channels outside the North 
 
         18        Point to Rock Point line, which is right about 
 
         19        here.  So the material to be placed at this 
 
         20        mid-bay island, the material to be used to 
 
         21        restore this mid-bay island will not come from 
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          1        the harbor channels inside the North Point-Rock 
 
          2        Point line, only from outside that line.  So 
 
          3        that's very important to remember.  Thank you. 
 
          4              MR. MENDELSOHN:  I'm Mark Mendelsohn.  I'm 
 
          5        a biologist with the Corps of Engineers, and I 
 
          6        have been working on the Poplar Island project 
 
          7        since the beginning. 
 
          8              I would like to give you a quick overview 
 
          9        of what the site looks like.  As most of you 
 
         10        know, islands are rapidly eroding in the bay. 
 
         11        The isolated habitat is very scarce.  The middle 
 
         12        part of the bay suffers from sea level rise and 
 
         13        also land subsidence, so that it's more of an 
 
         14        issue.  It's a big issue down in that area. 
 
         15              This is what Poplar looked like.  The blue 
 
         16        area is 1847, and the green area is what it 
 
         17        looked like when we started the study.  So you 



 
         18        can see there is quite an erosion problem. 
 
         19        There are two privately owned islands in the 
 
         20        area.  There is Coaches Island and Jefferson 
 
         21        Island that are part of the archipelago. 
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          1              This is what Poplar Island looks like now. 
 
          2        It's 1,140 acres, 570 acres of area that's going 
 
          3        to be marsh, 80% low marsh and 20% high marsh, 
 
          4        570 acres here that will be upland habitat, it 
 
          5        will be forested, there will be ponds, shrubs, 
 
          6        meadows, and there will be a rookery there I'm 
 
          7        sure, and it will be very valuable isolated 
 
          8        island habitat. 
 
          9              This is an idea of what the 570 acres will 
 
         10        look like.  You can see that we've got 
 
         11        intertidal flat, which will be used by shore 
 
         12        birds, and then the marsh starts.  We move up to 
 
         13        a low marsh, which is mostly sparteine 
 
         14        alterniflora.  Then we move up to a high marsh, 
 
         15        which will be salt marsh A and some other 
 
         16        species, plus some shrubs, and then we get to 
 
         17        the upper habitat, which will be mostly 
 
         18        forested. 
 
         19              This is an example of what the dike looks 
 



         20        like.  What we have is a dike that is made from 
 
         21        the borrowed material in the area.  It has got a 
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          1        sand core and it has got different types of 
 
          2        stone and a filter cloth.  Mike Snyder, who is 
 
          3        our geotechnical engineer, is here if you need 
 
          4        more information on the construction of the 
 
          5        dike. 
 
          6              This is an idea of what the armor looks 
 
          7        like for the dike just to give you a sense of 
 
          8        scale.  Different size rocks were involved. 
 
          9        Next is kind of a show and tell where we just 
 
         10        have some nice pictures to give you an idea of 
 
         11        what is going on there.  This is the Poplar 
 
         12        Harbor area where we hope to establish submerged 
 
         13        aquatic vegetation, just an example of great 
 
         14        blue herons that are in the area. 
 
         15              We had two snowy olds come a couple of 
 
         16        winters ago, which was kind of a pleasant 
 
         17        surprise.  We had least terns nesting and 
 
         18        hatching on the area.  These are just the eggs. 
 
         19        We built islands for them, but they chose to 
 
         20        nest on the dikes, so we had to accommodate them 
 
         21        by changing our inflow procedure, but they all 
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          1        did very well.  This is a state listed 
 
          2        threatened species. 
 
          3              We were kind of surprised by the diamond 
 
          4        back terrapins.  They're shown here going 
 
          5        through the wetlands that we created.  We had 
 
          6        565 hatchlings at the site, and we discovered 60 
 
          7        nests.  We tagged the turtles, and we will be 
 
          8        keeping track of them throughout their life if 
 
          9        they're in the area. 
 
         10              These are underwater photos taken by Ken 
 
         11        Paynter of the University of Maryland with his 
 
         12        remote camera.  This is an example of the 34 
 
         13        acres of underwater habitat at Popular that's a 
 
         14        result of the dikes.  This is a branch coral 
 
         15        there, and you will see some anemones.  There 
 
         16        are a lot of sea squirts this year because it's 
 
         17        salty. 
 
         18              One of the overlooked things at Poplar is 
 
         19        that it's basically a 34 acre reef there with 
 
         20        the diked area that provides hiding places, 
 
         21        provides food sources.  There is just a terrific 
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          1        community there, and it will only get better 
 
          2        with time. 
 
          3              This is just more samples of the fouling 
 
          4        community, which developed really within a year 
 
          5        or two at the island, and just more examples of 
 
          6        what that looks like.  It may not be the most 
 
          7        dramatic thing, but it's really good habitat. 
 
          8              This is an area that's within walking 
 
          9        distance of here, and it's called the Providence 
 
         10        Center, and it hires severely mentally 
 
         11        handicapped folks.  They work in cooperation 
 
         12        with Steve Ailstock at the community college 
 
         13        here, and he provides the seed for them, and 
 
         14        they grow the plants out.  So we entered into a 
 
         15        contract with them last year and we bought 
 
         16        25,000 plants from them.  This year I hope to 
 
         17        buy 100,000 plants from them.  This is just an 
 
         18        example of their operation.  They're right down 
 
         19        College Parkway off of Shore Acres Road. 
 
         20              This is our first delivery of plants from 
 
         21        them.  They were just really good people to work 
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          1        for, and we were able to buy the plants at a 
 
          2        price that was competitive with the commercial 
 
          3        nursery.  This is the truck with their plants on 
 
          4        the way to Poplar Harbor where we loaded them on 
 
          5        boats.  These are their plants that we planted 
 
          6        in this area called the notch.  We also got 
 
          7        plants from environmental concerns. 
 
          8              This is volunteers or conscripts that were 
 
          9        out there planting the plants.  This is about 
 
         10        three months later to show you what the plants 
 
         11        looked like.  Some of you have been out there to 
 
         12        see it.  This is the area called the notch area. 
 
         13              We also were trying to figure out how the 
 
         14        upland plants will work there, so we planted 
 
         15        1,100 trees and shrubs of different native 
 
         16        species to see how they would do.  It's kind of 
 
         17        an oasis out there because there is really not a 
 
         18        lot of greenery out there.  So this is our test 
 
         19        plot.  It ranges from everything from a couple 
 
         20        of poplars to blueberries to oaks and pines. 
 
         21              Also we have a lot of diked area that was 
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          1        vegetated, and our project manager said maybe we 
 



          2        can throw some wildflowers in there, so we have 
 
          3        this.  So this is a native grass area and some 
 
          4        wildflowers, and it's doing as well for 
 
          5        stabilization as the traditional stuff that you 
 
          6        would see on the highway. 
 
          7              I will be around afterwards, and if you 
 
          8        have any questions, I will be glad to answer 
 
          9        them. 
 
         10              MS. BISTANY:  After Mark's presentation 
 
         11        where you see all the pretty pictures, I have 
 
         12        slides. 
 
         13              Again, I'm here tonight to talk about the 
 
         14        study process and progress, I'm here to discuss 
 
         15        our island restoration selection process, and 
 
         16        present the study schedule and important 
 
         17        information dates for comments. 
 
         18              All Corps civil work studies are completed 
 
         19        in five phases, and they all start with a 
 
         20        problem that's typically identified by a 
 
         21        nonfederal entity.  What typically happens is 
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          1        some local person, agency, will identify a 
 
          2        problem and they will talk to maybe their 
 
          3        congressman or some sort of representative, and 
 



          4        the Corps of Engineers will get what is called a 
 
          5        study authorization.  That authorization gives 
 
          6        the team the opportunity to conduct a 
 
          7        reconnaissance study.  I'm going to talk more 
 
          8        about these in a few moments, the specifics of 
 
          9        each of these. 
 
         10              From the reconnaissance study if the 
 
         11        problems warrant federal participation and we 
 
         12        have a nonfederal sponsor, it goes into a 
 
         13        detailed feasibility study.  If at the end of 
 
         14        that feasibility study there is a recommendation 
 
         15        for a project, then we would go into our plans 
 
         16        and specifications phase, we call it a 
 
         17        preengineering design and construction, PED, and 
 
         18        finally construction. 
 
         19              This slide shows a typical civil works 
 
         20        process from the time we get our study 
 
         21        authorization -- these are in years up top, ten 
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          1        plus.  Typically the reconnaissance phase takes 
 
          2        about a year, and at that point we negotiate a 
 
          3        feasibility cost sharing agreement and a project 
 
          4        management plan.  That takes about a year to 
 
          5        negotiate with a nonfederal sponsor, and then we 
 



          6        enter into the feasibility phase.  That phase 
 
          7        takes approximately three years, and you can see 
 
          8        from where we are tonight we're right in the 
 
          9        very beginning phases of the feasibility phase. 
 
         10              If at the end of the feasibility phase we 
 
         11        have a recommended project, we would need 
 
         12        Congressional authorization in order to 
 
         13        construct a project.  We also would go into our 
 
         14        design, the plans and specifications phase. 
 
         15        That puts us at about six to seven years, and 
 
         16        sometime in this time frame we would be asking 
 
         17        for a Congressional budget for the project. 
 
         18              Once we receive that budget we could go 
 
         19        into construction, and operation would follow 
 
         20        afterwards.  Operation of the project would 
 
         21        follow afterwards. 
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          1              The reconnaissance phase, the purposes are 
 
          2        to determine if the problem that was presented 
 
          3        warrants federal participation, and if it does, 
 
          4        is there a nonfederal sponsor that's willing to 
 
          5        cost share the feasibility study.  The 
 
          6        feasibility studies are 50% federally financed, 
 
          7        50% nonfederally financed.  This reconnaissance 
 



          8        study itself is 100% federally financed.  Again, 
 
          9        the product of it is a feasibility cost sharing 
 
         10        agreement, a legal agreement between the Federal 
 
         11        Government and the nonfederal sponsor, and that 
 
         12        schedule again takes about 12 months to 
 
         13        complete. 
 
         14              The purposes of the feasibility phase are 
 
         15        to conduct a detailed analysis of the problems, 
 
         16        the existing conditions, the alternatives to the 
 
         17        problem, evaluating those alternatives, and 
 
         18        determining if there is a recommended solution 
 
         19        to that problem.  It's cost shared 50% federal, 
 
         20        50% nonfederal, and the feasibility report, as 
 
         21        Steve mentioned, is what we use to send to 
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          1        Congress to authorize the construction of a 
 
          2        project.  It takes approximately up to three 
 
          3        years. 
 
          4              The Eastern Shore, Maryland, Delaware was 
 
          5        the reconnaissance study for this Mid-Chesapeake 
 
          6        Bay Feasibility Study, and in that report it 
 
          7        identified problems of wetland aquatic loss, 
 
          8        excessive erosion sedimentation, bay grass loss, 
 
          9        fish blockages, and water quality degradation. 
 



         10        The recommendations of that report, among many, 
 
         11        were the beneficial use of dredged material for 
 
         12        habitat, wetland and flood plain restoration 
 
         13        efforts, fish passage structures, and water 
 
         14        quality improvements, and it resulted in the 
 
         15        project management plan or the scope of study 
 
         16        for the feasibility study. 
 
         17              As I mentioned, the Corps of Engineers 
 
         18        uses a six-step planning process for the 
 
         19        feasibility study.  Those six steps are to 
 
         20        identify the problems and needs; to determine 
 
         21        the existing conditions, and in this case it's 
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          1        to determine what islands are available for 
 
          2        restoration, and I'm going to be talking about 
 
          3        specifically to this study in a few minutes, but 
 
          4        to determine what the existing conditions are; 
 
          5        to determine any alternatives; evaluate those 
 
          6        alternatives in detail; and compare and make a 
 
          7        recommendation for the recommended product. 
 
          8        This feasibility study will also include an 
 
          9        environmental impact statement. 
 
         10              Just a reference to the study area itself, 
 
         11        it's the eastern shore of the Chesapeake Bay 
 



         12        from the confluence of the Chester River south 
 
         13        to the State of Maryland border with Virginia. 
 
         14        You have a lot of that information with you in 
 
         15        your handout packages. 
 
         16              Our feasibility study goal is to restore 
 
         17        valuable habitat, resting, nesting, foraging, 
 
         18        and nursery habitat that has been lost in the 
 
         19        Chesapeake Bay for many migratory birds, fish, 
 
         20        wildlife through the beneficial use of dredged 
 
         21        material from the Port of Baltimore shipping 
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          1        channels and the approach channels, as Steve had 
 
          2        mentioned. 
 
          3              I'm not going to go through these 
 
          4        objectives because Steve mentioned many of them 
 
          5        in his presentation. 
 
          6              Where we are today.  The study itself was 
 
          7        initiated in November, and we have begun to 
 
          8        develop the problems and objectives, our goals, 
 
          9        and we're in the process of determining our 
 
         10        existing conditions.  We've looked at the State 
 
         11        of Maryland's island database, and in that 
 
         12        island database it has about 103, 105 islands 
 
         13        that could be used for potential restoration. 
 



         14        So we took that information and we developed a 
 
         15        screening criteria to try to figure out what 
 
         16        islands were available for restoration.  I'm 
 
         17        going to get into that right now. 
 
         18              The next couple of slides are going to 
 
         19        show by county the islands that we looked at 
 
         20        when we were going through the screening 
 
         21        process, and also at the back of the room 
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          1        they're on the back if you would like to take a 
 
          2        closer look. 
 
          3              This is Dorchester.  These are all within 
 
          4        the study area.  So as far as the screening 
 
          5        criteria, the first screening we did was to look 
 
          6        at that 100-plus islands and determine exactly 
 
          7        if they were within our study area.  Some of 
 
          8        these within Kent County fell out of our study 
 
          9        area.  So that was our first Tier I screening. 
 
         10        After we determined that we went through a Tier 
 
         11        II screening, and I'm going to talk about each 
 
         12        of these right now, give you examples. 
 
         13              Tier II involved was the island at least 
 
         14        200 acres, had it historically been 200 acres, 
 
         15        and it also currently needed to possess the 
 



         16        ability to be 200 acres or more.  The island 
 
         17        must be reasonably accessible for dredged 
 
         18        material placement.  Some of these islands were 
 
         19        located very far up river channels, and it would 
 
         20        have been very difficult to get a barge or any 
 
         21        sort of equipment in there to place materials. 
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          1              Another criteria was the islands could not 
 
          2        negatively affect the hydraulic conditions of 
 
          3        the area for any restoration effort, and by this 
 
          4        I mean that we couldn't create an island at the 
 
          5        end of a river system because that might impact 
 
          6        how the water flows into the bay. 
 
          7              The island could not significantly impact 
 
          8        our navigation of any of the existing channels 
 
          9        or waterways.  We couldn't create an island that 
 
         10        would be within one of the existing federally 
 
         11        dredged channels or if there was any sort of 
 
         12        heavily used marinas or recreational or 
 
         13        commercial fisheries, we needed to take that 
 
         14        into consideration, and it must be an island and 
 
         15        not a shoreline was another criteria we used. 
 
         16              Continuing, the island must not be a 
 
         17        highly populated center, and the example that I 
 



         18        will give for this is Kent Island.  As Mark 
 
         19        showed, the remote island habitat is good for a 
 
         20        lot of wildlife, but if it's a very heavily 
 
         21        populated area, it would be very difficult to 
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          1        support any sort of wildlife populations. 
 
          2              The island must not have any unexploded 
 
          3        ordnance or hazardous, toxic, or radioactive 
 
          4        waste.  The example I can give of this is 
 
          5        Bloodsworth Island was a previously used Naval 
 
          6        bombing range.  It has a lot of unexploded 
 
          7        ordnance.  For safety reasons we would not 
 
          8        consider that as one of the islands for 
 
          9        restoration. 
 
         10              If the island is currently state or 
 
         11        federally managed as a wildlife area, we would 
 
         12        need to have the landowners express their 
 
         13        interest in us being involved in the study with 
 
         14        them.  By this I mean, for example, Barren 
 
         15        Island is owned by the Fish and Wildlife 
 
         16        Service.  It would not be appropriate for us to 
 
         17        just walk up to the Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
         18        and tell them that we were going to restore 
 
         19        their island.  We need them to suggest to us 
 



         20        that they needed to be involved in the study. 
 
         21              Finally, the restoration site needs to be 
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          1        compatible with any other Corps led studies 
 
          2        being conducted on the island.  At Smith Island 
 
          3        we have a feasibility study that has recommended 
 
          4        several projects, so anything that we would do 
 
          5        at Smith Island would have to be compatible with 
 
          6        anything that has been recommended for 
 
          7        construction. 
 
          8              So from that list of 103 plus, 105, the 
 
          9        islands that are still under consideration and 
 
         10        the islands that we are requesting any data, any 
 
         11        interest, any information that you may have on 
 
         12        any of these islands are Barren, Holland, 
 
         13        Hooper, James, Little Deal, Ragged, Smith, and 
 
         14        South Marsh. 
 
         15              Around the room you will see fact sheets 
 
         16        where these islands are located.  So please make 
 
         17        sure you get a copy of all of the information 
 
         18        and provide to me any information that you have 
 
         19        on any of these islands for our screening 
 
         20        process. 
 
         21              The next step that we will be doing is 
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          1        taking all of the public information that we get 
 
          2        and any sort of comments or suggestions that you 
 
          3        have and developing a screening process to get 
 
          4        down to the island or set of islands that we 
 
          5        would be restoring.  We're going to be using 
 
          6        information that the bay enhancement working 
 
          7        group -- some of you may know that the State of 
 
          8        Maryland has a bay enhancement working group 
 
          9        made up of a bunch of environmental agencies. 
 
         10        They're going to be providing some information 
 
         11        to the screening process.  Cost will be a 
 
         12        factor, engineering considerations, and, again, 
 
         13        public information. 
 
         14              I did want to say one thing.  We have not 
 
         15        determined any configuration so far.  We are 
 
         16        just in the process of trying to figure out 
 
         17        which island we would restore.  There may be the 
 
         18        potential for a combination of restoration 
 
         19        alternatives.  Something that has been 
 
         20        considered and is being considered is Ragged 
 
         21        Island and James Island are very close to each 
 
 
                                                                  28 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
          1        other, within the distance of a channel, and so 
 
          2        there may be an opportunity to say restore 
 
          3        Ragged Island for a wetlands habitat and use 
 
          4        James Island maybe for an upland habitat or some 
 
          5        sort of combination there.  So, again, I want 
 
          6        everyone to know that nothing has been 
 
          7        finalized.  We're still accepting any 
 
          8        information and suggestions you have. 
 
          9              So our next steps, screen the islands, 
 
         10        start to collect the detailed environmental 
 
         11        engineering and socioeconomic data, prepare the 
 
         12        conceptual plans, and determine what this 
 
         13        configuration could look like, analyze and 
 
         14        compare those plans, and select the recommended 
 
         15        plan are our next steps. 
 
         16              I'm going to be presenting right now some 
 
         17        important dates to you, and I highlighted 
 
         18        several of them.  The comments again are due by 
 
         19        the end of March, and that's so that we can stay 
 
         20        on schedule.  Once we begin these conceptual 
 
         21        plans we're going to be having another 
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          1        newsletter that goes out to let everybody know 
 
          2        what the conceptual plans are and to let you 
 
          3        know that there is going to be another public 
 
          4        information series of meetings that will give 
 
          5        everyone the opportunity to comment on what we 
 
          6        prepared. 
 
          7              That information will be used in the final 
 
          8        design selection, and once we develop the 
 
          9        detailed designs and feasibility report we're 
 
         10        going to be having another set of public 
 
         11        information meetings to present the 
 
         12        environmental impact statement, and that's 
 
         13        another opportunity.  There will be a newsletter 
 
         14        that's sent out about that. 
 
         15              So getting back to my original comment, 
 
         16        please take those cards and distribute them to 
 
         17        anybody that you think may be interested, and if 
 
         18        you can also give us some suggestions on how you 
 
         19        think this information can best get to the 
 
         20        people that might be involved, we appreciate 
 
         21        that, too. 
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          1              So with that I'm going to turn the floor 



 
          2        over.  Again, if you're going to speak, please 
 
          3        let Carol know your name and spell it for the 
 
          4        record. 
 
          5              MR. KEEN:  My name is George Keen.  Of the 
 
          6        eight islands listed, how many are you prepared 
 
          7        to designate in March? 
 
          8              MS. BISTANY:  For restoration?  It will 
 
          9        depend on the information that we get and how 
 
         10        this fits together.  We have not made any 
 
         11        definitive plans for that.  It will depend on 
 
         12        cost, engineering, environmental. 
 
         13              MR. KEEN:  This is March of '03? 
 
         14              MS. BISTANY:  Yes. 
 
         15              MR. KEEN:  So this is your priority.  If 
 
         16        these are the top priority islands, I was just 
 
         17        curious to know how many of these you can 
 
         18        undertake beginning March. 
 
         19              MS. BISTANY:  That is for the feasibility 
 
         20        study, for a detailed study, and cost will play 
 
         21        a big consideration in that and the amount of 
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          1        information and public interest or not.  People 
 
          2        might say to us thank you, but no thank you. 
 
          3        We're not interested. 



 
          4              MR. KEEN:  Just one other question to the 
 
          5        biologist.  What was the depth of the water of 
 
          6        those underwater photographs that you took? 
 
          7              MR. MENDELSOHN:  It was taken in November, 
 
          8        and it's about 5 or 6 feet below the surface.  I 
 
          9        had one last time that showed some rockfish, but 
 
         10        they weren't clear.  Ken has got a mobile camera 
 
         11        that he uses off the dikes. 
 
         12              MR. KEEN:  The beach area in those 
 
         13        photographs will not have rip-rap or support? 
 
         14              MR. MENDELSOHN:  No.  That is an area 
 
         15        that's not rip-rapped.  The wetlands will be 
 
         16        breached, the inner dike here.  There will be 
 
         17        breaches along here to open it up to the bay. 
 
         18        We're looking at a cell this spring that's about 
 
         19        18 acres that will have wetlands and channels 
 
         20        and islands in it, but our intent once we get 
 
         21        the vegetation stabilized is to have a natural 
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          1        looking shoreline into Poplar Harbor. 
 
          2              MR. KEEN:  Thank you very much. 
 
          3              MR. SMARICK:  My name is Andy Smarick.  If 
 
          4        I could go back to his question, I'm trying to 
 
          5        get an idea of the eight islands that could 



 
          6        possibly be used, is it conceivable that all 
 
          7        eight will be used or is it conceivable that one 
 
          8        will be used?  Then what are we really talking 
 
          9        about here?  I assume cost and dredged material 
 
         10        will be a consideration.  Is it conceivable that 
 
         11        you would come back and say we're going to use 
 
         12        all eight of these as long as they cost under 
 
         13        200 million or 500 million? 
 
         14              What I'm trying to figure out is do you 
 
         15        guys have in your mind we need to place X amount 
 
         16        of square feet of dredged material and we're 
 
         17        just trying to place it within these different 
 
         18        places within a certain limit?  What I'm hearing 
 
         19        is there are eight islands that we're going to 
 
         20        put stuff places, but what other actual physical 
 
         21        constraints are there, the material and the 
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          1        money involved? 
 
          2              MS. BISTANY:  I'm going to say a few 
 
          3        things.  There are considerations, for example, 
 
          4        Barren Island, the Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
          5        told us that the biggest island they would 
 
          6        support is a 1,000 acre island.  So costs are 
 
          7        going to play a big factor, but the project 



 
          8        management plan that we -- the scope of study 
 
          9        was an island or a reasonable set of 
 
         10        alternatives, for example, when I mentioned the 
 
         11        James and the Ragged, those would be split 
 
         12        evenly.  We are not looking to use this study to 
 
         13        restore every island within the bay. 
 
         14              MR. WILLIAMS:  My name is John Williams. 
 
         15        I have several questions.  First, you indicated 
 
         16        one of your tier criteria was that it must be an 
 
         17        island and you could not place the material 
 
         18        adjacent to the shoreline.  I don't understand 
 
         19        why that criteria was utilized. 
 
         20              MS. BISTANY:  Well, we had said when we 
 
         21        were studying this project management plan that 
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          1        we would be looking at island restoration, and 
 
          2        so that's what we kind of stuck with when we 
 
          3        were doing our criteria, but if you have 
 
          4        comments, please -- that's what we were using 
 
          5        for our criteria.  Are there concerns about 
 
          6        that? 
 
          7              MR. WILLIAMS:  I just thought it might be 
 
          8        unduly restrictive given the background and the 
 
          9        possibilities that the State has considered in 



 
         10        its options, and the reconnaissance study did 
 
         11        not draw a restriction between islands versus 
 
         12        mainland or at-land placement. 
 
         13              MS. BISTANY:  But within our scope of 
 
         14        study we made that distinction. 
 
         15              MR. WILLIAMS:  I guess you've made that 
 
         16        distinction.  I would ask another question then 
 
         17        relative to the PMP, and I'll quote from the 
 
         18        project management plan.  It states:  "The 
 
         19        purpose of this PMP is to outline the tasks and 
 
         20        costs of the island restoration site that will 
 
         21        be selected as a result of the DMMP process.  At 
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          1        this time Barren, James, Holland, and Parsons 
 
          2        Islands and Lower Eastern Neck are being 
 
          3        evaluated in the State's DMMP.  A decision of 
 
          4        which of these sites this study will investigate 
 
          5        in feasibility level detail will be made as the 
 
          6        first task of the feasibility study." 
 
          7              So I would ask you to explain how this 
 
          8        purpose statement, which was dated November, and 
 
          9        that listing of five possible sites matches with 
 
         10        your current eight sites which you've described 
 
         11        this evening, and of those above sites, of 



 
         12        course, one of them is here in Kent Island, but 
 
         13        the other is -- the Lower Eastern Neck 
 
         14        possibility was one of these shoreline placement 
 
         15        activities. 
 
         16              MS. BISTANY:  One of the things that you 
 
         17        do have in your handouts are all the islands and 
 
         18        the reasons that they were screened out when we 
 
         19        went through that tier process.  The project 
 
         20        management plan does in fact say that, but we 
 
         21        realized that it was incumbent upon us to try to 
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          1        cast the widest net that we could for any type 
 
          2        of island restoration efforts, so we took a step 
 
          3        back from what was in there and we actually 
 
          4        tried to identify any possible island site that 
 
          5        we could and not be so definitive in the eight 
 
          6        that we had on that PMP.  We actually tried to 
 
          7        go and cast, like I said, as wide a net as we 
 
          8        could.  We wanted to try to figure out any other 
 
          9        island that may have been available for 
 
         10        restoration, and so that's how we came up with 
 
         11        the State of Maryland database. 
 
         12              Does that address your question?  Is there 
 
         13        anybody else that would like to make a comment? 



 
         14              MR. WHITE:  Steve White.  I own Holland 
 
         15        Island.  I'm sorry I missed the last Thursday 
 
         16        meeting, but I didn't know about it until 
 
         17        Friday.  I'm pretty skillful, but I couldn't 
 
         18        manage that one. 
 
         19              In your evaluation of island restoration 
 
         20        do you consider the possible benefits?  We know 
 
         21        that these barrier islands in the bay are going 
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          1        fast, and they do afford a tremendous amount of 
 
          2        benefit to the waters and the lands to the east 
 
          3        of them.  In your evaluation is that given 
 
          4        consideration?  For instance, Bloodsworth, 
 
          5        Adams, and Holland all but protect Holland 
 
          6        Straits, and Holland Straits is being decimated. 
 
          7        It's about four square miles of area in there. 
 
          8        The Holland Straits channel had oyster rocks on 
 
          9        each side of it.  50% of them are now under 
 
         10        about a foot of sediment, and the others are 
 
         11        being decimated, too, and I was wondering in the 
 
         12        consideration if there is a value placed on a 
 
         13        restored island, protected island, the benefit 
 
         14        it might be to a place like Holland Straits. 
 
         15              MS. BISTANY:  I know that within Poplar 



 
         16        Island -- and I'm going to have to ask the 
 
         17        project team to help me out here -- I don't know 
 
         18        that it has been quantified as to the benefits. 
 
         19        I know that there is anecdotal evidence of 
 
         20        supporting protected shorelines.  Can you guys 
 
         21        help me out?  That has not been quantified, has 
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          1        it? 
 
          2              MR. WHITE:  I'll give you an illustration. 
 
          3        Four years ago three-fifths of a mile of Holland 
 
          4        Island breached.  Immediately east of it there 
 
          5        was probably 2,000 acres of seeded grass so 
 
          6        thick that if you didn't have a weedless prop, 
 
          7        you would have to stop and put it in reverse to 
 
          8        get the grass off.  Within two years after the 
 
          9        breaching of this three-fifths mile at least 200 
 
         10        acres of the grass was completely covered with 
 
         11        silt.  That's what I mean by a restored island 
 
         12        being a benefit to the water and land in its 
 
         13        shadow. 
 
         14              MR. MENDELSOHN:  If I can say one thing, 
 
         15        this Poplar Harbor historically was a really 
 
         16        good place for submerged aquatic vegetation, and 
 
         17        there was a lot of erosion and a lot of 



 
         18        siltation in the harbor.  What we anticipate is 
 
         19        that eventually the submerged aquatic vegetation 
 
         20        will start moving in here as the water becomes 
 
         21        clearer.  That hasn't happened yet.  It has 
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          1        gotten a little bit better, but it hasn't gotten 
 
          2        to the historical area. 
 
          3              At the beginning of the project we were 
 
          4        anticipating this area would become calmer and 
 
          5        that SAV would start developing.  We intend to 
 
          6        plant some SAV in this area to try to regain 
 
          7        that area, but the northwest fetch created a 
 
          8        huge amount of turbidity in that area. 
 
          9              MR. THOMAS:  I'm Clark Thomas.  I own 
 
         10        property that received dredged material one 
 
         11        time.  I've never seen a state project not have 
 
         12        Phragmites on it.  What happens when whatever 
 
         13        you plant turns into Phragmites?  Are you going 
 
         14        to eradicate that plant or just let it go? 
 
         15              MR. MENDELSOHN:  The answer is yes, that 
 
         16        we would eradicate it.  We have a Phragmites 
 
         17        eradication plan at Poplar.  We have an 
 
         18        aggressive plan with the desirable plants to 
 
         19        stop Phragmites from establishing.  It's a 



 
         20        problem.  If you don't think the elevation is 
 
         21        exactly right, you don't get what you want, you 
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          1        get Phrag, but we don't consider it desirable. 
 
          2        There are some people that will say that it is 
 
          3        desirable because of the water quality and the 
 
          4        stabilization protection, but it's not in our 
 
          5        project design to have Phragmites. 
 
          6              MS. BISTANY:  Any other comments? 
 
          7              MR. CLARK:  My name is Kelton Clark.  I 
 
          8        have a question about the shoreline being -- I 
 
          9        saw a lot of rocks and boulders and rip-rap 
 
         10        being put out.  Are they going to be part of the 
 
         11        permanent shoreline? 
 
         12              MR. MENDELSOHN:  The larger rocks are on 
 
         13        the side facing west where there is a strong 
 
         14        northwest current and wind coming.  The area 
 
         15        inside Poplar Harbor is much smaller rocks, and 
 
         16        that area will be breached, opened up for tidal 
 
         17        influence.  First we're going to start with 
 
         18        pipes, and then when we get everything 
 
         19        established, we won't use the pipes anymore, and 
 
         20        it will be a more natural looking shoreline, but 
 
         21        to get the upland elevations and because of the 
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          1        deeper water and the currents we needed to have 
 
          2        larger rocks on the side facing west. 
 
          3              MR. CLARK:  Those rocks represent a 
 
          4        heightened shoreline.  Were you looking at what 
 
          5        that does to change the soft sediment system to 
 
          6        a hard substrate?  Are you looking at what 
 
          7        effects that might have? 
 
          8              MR. MENDELSOHN:  Well, Poplar had so much 
 
          9        erosion to start with, it was a very shifting 
 
         10        environment, and there is still a fair amount of 
 
         11        sediment coming to that area from the north, but 
 
         12        given what we needed to do at the site we 
 
         13        couldn't do it with a soft shoreline and get the 
 
         14        dike elevations that we need.  The inner harbor, 
 
         15        that's going to look much softer. 
 
         16              MR. CLARK:  Can you estimate what 
 
         17        percentage of the shoreline will be hard? 
 
         18              MR. MENDELSOHN:  This is just for Poplar. 
 
         19        The whole thing is hardened, but it's much 
 
         20        bigger.  The rocks are much higher here. 
 
         21        They're much lower there.  This area will be 
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          1        breached.  It will be opened up.  We haven't 
 
          2        determined exactly where the breaches will be, 
 
          3        but our goal would be to get it to look as much 
 
          4        like a natural marsh as we can. 
 
          5              MR. CLARK:  I'm sorry.  I don't understand 
 
          6        the concept of breaching. 
 
          7              MR. MENDELSOHN:  That's when we would 
 
          8        knock holes in the dike.  At first we would put 
 
          9        pipes in at the experimental cells.  Eventually 
 
         10        we would either leave the pipes open or remove 
 
         11        them, and as you go down, there will be openings 
 
         12        all through there.  There could be 50 to a 
 
         13        couple hundred feet to allow anything that wants 
 
         14        to get inside -- those are habitat islands. 
 
         15        There will be tidal guts in there for fish that 
 
         16        will be about 4 feet deep, maybe 5 feet wide. 
 
         17        There will be pools in there.  Our goal is to 
 
         18        make this look as much as a marsh and function 
 
         19        as much as a marsh as possible. 
 
         20              As far as the big rocks there, there is 
 
         21        just nothing we can do about it with the deep 
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          1        water.  I know some people think that that's not 
 
          2        the way to go, but there is no way you can do a 
 
          3        soft structure in those kinds of conditions. 
 
          4        Also this area here is going to have the 
 
          5        uplands, the trees.  This will be a regular kind 
 
          6        of a forested-type area with meadows.  This area 
 
          7        would probably -- I can't see this ever being 
 
          8        opened up there, but this one, the plans are to 
 
          9        open that up for the fish, birds, turtles. 
 
         10              MR. CLARK:  While I understand the 
 
         11        engineering aspects of the need for this 
 
         12        hardened substrate, I might suggest that you 
 
         13        might want to look at what it means to the 
 
         14        ecology of the water to open up what is 
 
         15        historically a soft sediment system to a hard 
 
         16        substrate, what organisms might come in. 
 
         17              MR. MENDELSOHN:  Right.  We have an 
 
         18        extensive monitoring project going on at Poplar 
 
         19        where we have Fish and Wildlife evaluating the 
 
         20        wetlands at the site and also the adjacent area. 
 
         21        We have the National Marine Fishery Services 
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          1        doing the fishery utilization of the project. 
 
          2        We have USGS doing birds, and then we have all 
 
          3        the monitoring for water quality and sediment 
 
          4        quality. 
 
          5              One thing I need to point out is this was 
 
          6        not a great area to start with.  We stayed 
 
          7        outside the oyster bars.  We met with all of the 
 
          8        watermen in the area, and we tried to align it 
 
          9        as much as we could to the historic island 
 
         10        footprint, which was approximately -- if you go 
 
         11        back to the colonial records, it was about 1,000 
 
         12        acres of an island there. 
 
         13              I should have mentioned that there was a 
 
         14        thriving community there during the colonial 
 
         15        period, and up until this century there were 
 
         16        farms, sawmills, post offices, and what was left 
 
         17        of it was used by Democratic Presidents 
 
         18        Roosevelt and Truman as a retreat. 
 
         19              So it was not always open water.  It just 
 
         20        recently had become open water, and finally the 
 
         21        last family just had to leave because there was 
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          1        nothing left of the island.  I can understand 
 
          2        your concern because diked it looks much 
 



          3        different than it did before, and clearly the 
 
          4        dikes incorporated the bottom. 
 
          5              MR. CLARK:  My concern came up when you 
 
          6        showed me Ken's picture.  This is a discussion 
 
          7        we can take later. 
 
          8              MR. MENDELSOHN:  Well, we hired him to go 
 
          9        out and take pictures, and some of them that 
 
         10        show -- we're having trouble getting them over, 
 
         11        but we've got some of them that show rockfish. 
 
         12        We've got some of them that show anemones.  He 
 
         13        didn't do the whole diked area.  During the dike 
 
         14        stabilization surveys we found oysters on the 
 
         15        dikes. 
 
         16              So we believe that it's going to be a 
 
         17        pretty good habitat there on the dikes and we'll 
 
         18        have a very good fouling community there. 
 
         19              MR. KEEN:  How will you handle the issue 
 
         20        of private ownership of some of these priority 
 
         21        islands of the eight islands? 
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          1              MS. BISTANY:  We had the same question 
 
          2        come up last time, and Scott gave a really good 
 
          3        example of Poplar Island, how it was handled at 
 
          4        Poplar Island.  So, Scott, can you repeat what 
 



          5        you just said. 
 
          6              MR. JOHNSON:  How are we going to handle 
 
          7        private property?  We're going to avoid it if 
 
          8        possible.  We have a couple of options.  We can 
 
          9        either buy it if it's feasible or in the case of 
 
         10        -- it's very difficult to see.  This is Coaches 
 
         11        Island right here.  This is private property. 
 
         12        Jefferson Island, private property. 
 
         13              As you can see, we stayed 300 feet off of 
 
         14        this property because you want to be able to 
 
         15        shoot 300 feet, safe gunning range, so we stayed 
 
         16        that far away from the property.  This is 
 
         17        actually quite valuable habitat, and this is 
 
         18        where all of the turtles came in here this year. 
 
         19        It's all nice sandy beaches.  So we're finding 
 
         20        this may be a desirable way of working around 
 
         21        private property, stay off of it, develop some 
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          1        channels within that area, and utilize that as 
 
          2        some good habitat to develop. 
 
          3              That's one option.  Another option, as I 
 
          4        said, would be to purchase easements, purchase 
 
          5        the property, and connect or buy the whole 
 
          6        island if that seems feasible. 
 



          7              MR. KEEN:  A couple of the islands on the 
 
          8        sheets of paper there indicate that they're now 
 
          9        privately owned, but they're under the eight on 
 
         10        the priority.  You can't avoid them; you've 
 
         11        chosen them for your eight priority.  Do you 
 
         12        think you can buy them or whatever? 
 
         13              MR. JOHNSON:  Remember where we are at 
 
         14        right now.  We've only screened these islands; 
 
         15        we haven't even looked at ownership at this 
 
         16        point.  All we've looked at is we have an island 
 
         17        there that used to be historically larger that 
 
         18        now could be restored to its historical 
 
         19        configuration and provide good habitat and good 
 
         20        placement area for dredged material.  That's 
 
         21        basically all the criteria.  There was a number 
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          1        of other criteria we looked at, but that's as 
 
          2        far as we've gone right now.  At this point now 
 
          3        we're asking for public comment.  Some of the 
 
          4        comments we're looking for is if the owners want 
 
          5        to come and say yea or nay.  In the case of 
 
          6        Barren Island we have the Fish and Wildlife 
 
          7        saying yea, we would like you to come.  Other 
 
          8        people may say no, and that will definitely be 
 



          9        factored into our discussion making. 
 
         10              MR. KEEN:  Thank you. 
 
         11              MS. BISTANY:  Any other comments?  Again, 
 
         12        please make sure that you grab some of those 
 
         13        comment cards and distribute them.  We're really 
 
         14        asking for your information and your input into 
 
         15        the study, and if you have comments or you have 
 
         16        concerns about what we've done so far, please 
 
         17        let us know.  We need this information.  We need 
 
         18        to know whether anyone is interested in these 
 
         19        islands.  We also need to know again the best 
 
         20        way to get the information out to everybody. 
 
         21        How did you get the information, did it work, 
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          1        did it not work.  We put advertisements in the 
 
          2        paper.  We have been told that the people did 
 
          3        not see those.  So let us know how it works best 
 
          4        for you so we can make sure in the future we get 
 
          5        the information out as best we can. 
 
          6              Thank you all very much for coming out. 
 
          7        We appreciate it. 
 
          8              (Whereupon at 8:00 p.m. the meeting was 
 
          9        adjourned.) 
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          1              MS. BISTANY:  Good evening, everyone.  My 
 
          2        name is Mimi Bistany, and I'm the study team 
 



          3        leader for the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Feasibility 
 
          4        Study.  I want to welcome you and make sure that 
 
          5        you've all signed in at the registration desk 
 
          6        and picked up a copy of everything that we have. 
 
          7              We have a court reporter here tonight to 
 
          8        capture any comments that you have for the 
 
          9        record.  I want to give a little idea of what 
 
         10        the format of the meeting is tonight.  We're 
 
         11        going to be giving a short series of 
 
         12        presentations, and then we're going to open the 
 
         13        floor up to public comments.  If you're going to 
 
         14        speak on the record, please let Carol know your 
 
         15        name and your organization, and if you could 
 
         16        spell that for her, that would be great. 
 
         17              We have members here tonight from the Port 
 
         18        Administration, from the consultants of the 
 
         19        Port, from the study team for this study and 
 
         20        also for Poplar Island.  There are members from 
 
         21        operations, engineering, and project management, 
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          1        so you have if any specific questions after the 
 
          2        meeting, if you want to ask them specific 
 
          3        information questions, please by all means do 
 
          4        that. 
 
          5              The purpose of tonight's meeting is to 



 
          6        present the study, the study process, and the 
 
          7        study progress.  We're going to be presenting 
 
          8        the study's purpose and need and giving a 
 
          9        presentation on the Poplar Island environmental 
 
         10        restoration study.  We're also actively seeking 
 
         11        your participation and your comments into this 
 
         12        study, and so, as I mentioned, we have a court 
 
         13        reporter here tonight.  We have comment cards. 
 
         14        If you want to just send us the comments, you 
 
         15        can fax them, e-mail them to me, any way you 
 
         16        would like. 
 
         17              We're also going to be giving you some 
 
         18        important public information dates.  As I 
 
         19        mentioned, this is the first series of public 
 
         20        meetings, but there will be three series of 
 
         21        those meetings at different points in the study. 
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          1              The public comments that we receive 
 
          2        tonight are going to be used in our planning 
 
          3        efforts.  They're also going to be used in our 
 
          4        island screening process, and I will be talking 
 
          5        about this, where we are tonight and how these 
 
          6        comments really make a difference.  But we do 
 
          7        need to have all of these comments on the 
 



          8        scoping part of the study by the end of March in 
 
          9        order to stay on schedule and make sure that our 
 
         10        island selection process is a good one. 
 
         11              So with that I'm going to turn the meeting 
 
         12        over to Dr. Steve Storms from the Maryland Port 
 
         13        Administration, who is going to be talking to 
 
         14        you about the study's purpose and need. 
 
         15              DR. STORMS:  Thank you, Mimi.  Thank you 
 
         16        very much.  I'm really happy to see that we have 
 
         17        a good turnout here. 
 
         18              Let me first say a little something about 
 
         19        why the Maryland Port Administration is 
 
         20        partnering with the Corps on this project.  The 
 
         21        Maryland Port Administration is charged with 
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          1        keeping the Port of Baltimore operating in an 
 
          2        efficient way.  As you probably all know, the 
 
          3        Port is a strong economic engine driving the 
 
          4        economy of the entire State of Maryland, so it's 
 
          5        very important for all of us to keep the Port of 
 
          6        Baltimore operating efficiently.  The group that 
 
          7        I work with at the Maryland Port Administration 
 
          8        is called harbor development, and I work there 
 
          9        together with some of my colleagues, Dave Bibo. 
 
         10              Dave and I, we're charged at harbor 



 
         11        development with finding places to put the 
 
         12        dredged material that the Corps is responsible 
 
         13        for removing from the shipping channels coming 
 
         14        into the Port of Baltimore.  So Dave and I need 
 
         15        to find places to put this dredged material, and 
 
         16        that leads into why we're doing this feasibility 
 
         17        study here. 
 
         18              The purpose of the feasibility study is to 
 
         19        carry forward a reconnaissance study that the 
 
         20        Corps did on a Mid-Chesapeake Bay island, and 
 
         21        Mimi will talk a little bit more later about 
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          1        that reconnaissance study. 
 
          2              The feasibility study that we're going to 
 
          3        come up with as a result of this effort, there 
 
          4        are several important things about it.  One, it 
 
          5        complies with the National Environmental Policy 
 
          6        Act.  Also it will provide the basis for 
 
          7        recommending how this project will be 
 
          8        constructed for preparing a design memorandum -- 
 
          9        and we can get into what that is a little bit 
 
         10        later -- and for preparing plans and specs at 
 
         11        the next phase of the project. 
 
         12              The objectives of this feasibility study 
 



         13        are to conduct detailed engineering, economic, 
 
         14        environmental, and cultural investigations to 
 
         15        support the project plan.  We need to identify 
 
         16        appropriate environmental restoration projects 
 
         17        that produce high priority environmental results 
 
         18        that comply with the NEPA requirements I 
 
         19        mentioned earlier, and we need to estimate costs 
 
         20        and benefits as well. 
 
         21              The Corps and the Port also need to 
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          1        negotiate appropriate cost sharing agreements 
 
          2        because of the partnering nature of our 
 
          3        relationship with the Corps.  We need to prepare 
 
          4        appropriate federal documentation.  We also need 
 
          5        to recommend what environmental restoration 
 
          6        projects look as if they would be good for this 
 
          7        project and determine other paperwork that needs 
 
          8        to be done. 
 
          9              Here is where we get to why the Port is 
 
         10        involved with this.  The Port, as I mentioned, 
 
         11        is always on the lookout for ways to handle the 
 
         12        dredged material that is removed from the 
 
         13        shipping channels.  We're trying to focus more 
 
         14        and more on beneficial reuse of the dredged 
 
         15        material rather than some methods which might 



 
         16        have been used in the past or are still used 
 
         17        throughout the U.S. such as just open water 
 
         18        placement of dredged material. 
 
         19              One very appropriate beneficial use of 
 
         20        dredged material is island restoration.  That's 
 
         21        what we're here to talk about today.  Island 
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          1        habitat has a lot going for it.  It's preferred 
 
          2        by migratory birds and other wildlife, it 
 
          3        prevents island erosion, it propagates or can 
 
          4        increase shallow and protected waters, which is 
 
          5        where you get a lot of good submerged aquatic 
 
          6        vegetation.  The shallow water is also real good 
 
          7        as a nursery area for fish and shellfish.  It 
 
          8        protects very important island habitat. 
 
          9              Shorelines are also protected, and that's 
 
         10        very important for all of the wildlife and very 
 
         11        important for the Port.  These restored island 
 
         12        habitats can provide a place to build with 
 
         13        dredged material. 
 
         14              So with that I believe that Mark may be up 
 
         15        next. 
 
         16              MR. MENDELSOHN:  I'm Mark Mendelsohn.  I'm 
 
         17        a biologist with the Corps of Engineers, and I 
 



         18        have been on the project since the beginning. 
 
         19        Steve has told you about all of the benefits of 
 
         20        island habitat and how it's scarce.  What I 
 
         21        basically have are pictures of Poplar Island. 
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          1        The brochures will give you a lot more 
 
          2        information. 
 
          3              Let me just show you what we have.  As 
 
          4        Steve mentioned, the islands are really 
 
          5        disappearing.  They're valuable because they 
 
          6        provide remote habitat.  This is what Poplar 
 
          7        looked like when we first started.  Historically 
 
          8        it was about 1,000 acres, and during the 
 
          9        colonial period it was a thriving farm community 
 
         10        with a school, a post office, and then it got 
 
         11        smaller and became a retreat for President 
 
         12        Franklin Roosevelt and Harry Truman. 
 
         13              The dark blue is the historic footprint of 
 
         14        what the island looked like.  The green area is 
 
         15        what was in 1993.  So you can see that there 
 
         16        wasn't a lot left.  When we started, it was down 
 
         17        to about four acres when we started 
 
         18        construction. 
 
         19              This is what it looks like now.  It's 
 
         20        1,140 acres.  On this site here there will be 



 
         21        570 acres of forested uplands, which will 
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          1        provide recluse for herons.  There will be 
 
          2        meadows, little ponds, and this area here will 
 
          3        be 570 acres of marsh including these little 
 
          4        habitat islands there. 
 
          5              So this kind of shows what it will look 
 
          6        like.  This will be this area.  We'll eventually 
 
          7        breach part of the dikes.  We'll have an area 
 
          8        with low marsh and then high marsh, and there 
 
          9        will be mud flats for the shore birds, and then 
 
         10        up here will be the forested area. 
 
         11              I don't really understand this, but we do 
 
         12        have people here.  We've got Mike Snyder back 
 
         13        there, who is our geotechnical engineer, so he 
 
         14        can explain this to you, but basically it's just 
 
         15        a really big dike.  I understand this part. 
 
         16        This kind of shows you the scale of the project 
 
         17        and the size of rock that's involved.  This is 
 
         18        the side that gets the most exposure. 
 
         19              I've got a few wildlife pictures to show 
 
         20        you of what is going on.  This is Poplar Harbor. 
 
         21        We have just a lot of great blue herons there. 
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          1        We had two snowy owls that came in over the 
 
          2        winter, and they're not typically found in this 
 
          3        area.  These are least tern eggs.  They're very 
 
          4        rare in this area, and they're listed by the 
 
          5        state as being threatened.  We had about four 
 
          6        dozen nesting pairs.  They are really scarce, 
 
          7        and they came in before we expected them to.  We 
 
          8        built islands for them, and they chose to nest 
 
          9        on the dikes when we are going to inflow, so we 
 
         10        had to rearrange our inflow schedule to give 
 
         11        them time to hatch their chicks and take off. 
 
         12              We had an unexpected surprise last year, 
 
         13        and we had about 600 diamond back terrapins 
 
         14        nesting there.  We marked all the nests, we 
 
         15        tagged the turtles, and then we let them loose 
 
         16        in a controlled environment so the herons 
 
         17        couldn't get to them, but it seems like we've 
 
         18        got a pretty good population of the terrapins 
 
         19        there. 
 
         20              This one is hard to see.  We hired Ken 
 
         21        Paynter of the University of Maryland to do 
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          1        underwater photography of the dikes, and the 
 
          2        files are so big we had trouble getting them, 
 
          3        but the point is that we've got 34 acres of 
 
          4        underwater dike habitat there if you just count 
 
          5        the wetted surface.  So it's a huge reef.  I've 
 
          6        got some other pictures I couldn't get working. 
 
          7        I've got anemones.  This one is supposed to show 
 
          8        a rockfish right there because we have one 
 
          9        picture with two rockfish.  I have been 
 
         10        guaranteed a better one. 
 
         11              But you can see with this fowling 
 
         12        community and all the spaces in the rocks it's a 
 
         13        very valuable habitat.  It kind of pales 
 
         14        compared to the wetlands and the uplands, but 34 
 
         15        acres of dike like this with the fowling 
 
         16        community is very good. 
 
         17              This is the harbor area.  This is the area 
 
         18        we call the notch.  We started planting wetlands 
 
         19        plants there last year, and we will be doing a 
 
         20        lot more this year.  These are plants that we 
 
         21        got some of them from environmental concerns in 
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          1        Saint Michaels, some of them from the Providence 
 



          2        Center in Arnold, Maryland.  In association with 
 
          3        Anne Arundel Community College they hire 
 
          4        severely mentally handicapped people to grow 
 
          5        plants.  So we were able to get a small contract 
 
          6        with them and a bigger one this year. 
 
          7              That's goose fencing there.  We have more 
 
          8        geese than we need there.  This is just -- 
 
          9        they're not really volunteers; we recruited 
 
         10        them, but some of them are MES folks and Corps 
 
         11        folks.  This is just the planting process.  This 
 
         12        is what it looked like in August.  The planting 
 
         13        took place in April and May and June. 
 
         14              We also have an upland area where we're 
 
         15        trying trees and shrubs to see what will grow 
 
         16        there.  This is kind of like our nursery.  Some 
 
         17        folks refer to it as an oasis because there is 
 
         18        just not a lot out there right now.  When we 
 
         19        vegetated the dike stabilization, our project 
 
         20        manager Scott back there said why can't we throw 
 
         21        some wildflowers in the stabilization mix, so we 
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          1        did that, and that has provided additional 
 
          2        habitat. 
 
          3              MS. BISTANY:  Compared to Mark's 
 
          4        presentation mine is going to be pretty 



 
          5        straightforward. 
 
          6              Again, as I mentioned, we're here tonight 
 
          7        to talk about the study process and progress. 
 
          8        I'm here to talk to you about that and talk to 
 
          9        you specifically about our island restoration 
 
         10        selection process that we've kind of gone 
 
         11        through.  I'm also going to be presenting to you 
 
         12        some important study dates for the public 
 
         13        involvement process. 
 
         14              All Corps projects undergo five phases, 
 
         15        reconnaissance study; feasibility study; 
 
         16        preconstruction, engineering, and design, which 
 
         17        is the plans and specifications phase; 
 
         18        construction; and then operation and 
 
         19        maintenance. 
 
         20              Here is how it works:  All of our studies 
 
         21        start with some sort of problem, and that 
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          1        problem is typically brought to the Corps by a 
 
          2        nonfederal sponsor, and it undergoes a 
 
          3        reconnaissance study, which I'm going to be 
 
          4        talking about in a little more detail.  From 
 
          5        that, if it shows that there is a problem that 
 
          6        the Corps of Engineers can participate in, it 
 



          7        goes on to a feasibility study and then on to 
 
          8        plans and specs and construction and operation. 
 
          9              I'll give you a little bit more detail on 
 
         10        the reconnaissance efforts.  The reconnaissance 
 
         11        phase has three purposes:  Do the problems 
 
         12        warrant federal participation, and, if so, is 
 
         13        there a nonfederal sponsor that will cost share 
 
         14        the feasibility study?  The result of that is a 
 
         15        project management plan, and in that project 
 
         16        management plan it lays out the scope of study 
 
         17        for the feasibility study. 
 
         18              The reconnaissance phase is 100% federally 
 
         19        financed, and it results in a feasibility cost 
 
         20        sharing agreement, a legal agreement between the 
 
         21        Corps and a nonfederal sponsor to enter into 
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          1        that feasibility study, and the typical schedule 
 
          2        is about 12 months to completion. 
 
          3              In the feasibility phase the purpose is to 
 
          4        conduct a detailed analysis of those problems, 
 
          5        identify the existing conditions, determine what 
 
          6        alternatives to that problem can be prepared, 
 
          7        and then analyze and compare those alternatives 
 
          8        and select a recommended plan.  That phase is 
 
          9        cost shared with the nonfederal sponsor, 50% 



 
         10        federal, 50% nonfederal.  The entire nonfederal 
 
         11        share can be done through in-kind services.  If 
 
         12        they provide support to the study, the sponsors 
 
         13        can get credit for that.  The feasibility 
 
         14        report, as Steve mentioned, is what is used to 
 
         15        authorize projects, and the typical schedule is 
 
         16        about two and a half to three years. 
 
         17              The Eastern Shore, Maryland, Delaware 
 
         18        reconnaissance study was the reconnaissance 
 
         19        effort for this study.  That study was completed 
 
         20        in July of 1999.  The study area itself was the 
 
         21        Eastern Shore of the Chesapeake Bay watershed 
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          1        within Maryland and Delaware.  It encompassed a 
 
          2        huge area.  Some of the identified problems that 
 
          3        the report noted were aquatic and terrestrial 
 
          4        habitat loss, excessive erosion and 
 
          5        sedimentation, bay grass loss, fish blockages, 
 
          6        and water quality degradation. 
 
          7              Some of the recommendations in that study 
 
          8        were the beneficial use of dredged material for 
 
          9        habitat restoration, wetland and flood plain 
 
         10        habitat improvements, fish passage structures, 
 
         11        and water quality improvements, and it resulted 
 



         12        in the feasibility cost sharing agreement, the 
 
         13        legal agreement between the Corps of Engineers 
 
         14        and the Maryland Port Administration. 
 
         15              During the feasibility phase all studies 
 
         16        are -- the Corps uses a six-step planning 
 
         17        process, and I'll explain this a little bit 
 
         18        more.  You identify the problems and needs, and 
 
         19        you establish the goals and objectives of the 
 
         20        study.  Then you determine your existing 
 
         21        conditions, what is currently out there, what do 
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          1        we have.  In this case we're looking at islands 
 
          2        that may be available for restoration.  I'll get 
 
          3        more into this.  You determine the screening 
 
          4        process and you determine your baseline 
 
          5        conditions, you develop alternatives to those 
 
          6        conditions, evaluate, compare, and then 
 
          7        recommend your plan.  You prepare what is called 
 
          8        a feasibility report, and we're preparing with 
 
          9        that an integrated environmental impact 
 
         10        statement. 
 
         11              For the mid-bay feasibility study the 
 
         12        study area is defined as the eastern shore of 
 
         13        the Chesapeake Bay from the confluence of the 
 
         14        bay and the Chester River south to the State of 



 
         15        Maryland border with Virginia, a big area. 
 
         16              So our goal is to restore valuable 
 
         17        resting, nesting, foraging, nursery habitat that 
 
         18        has been lost in the bay for migratory birds, 
 
         19        fish, wildlife species through the beneficial 
 
         20        use of dredged material. 
 
         21              I'm not going to go into this in too much 
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          1        detail.  These are several of our study 
 
          2        objectives.  Steve mentioned a lot of them in 
 
          3        his discussions, and it's here if you would like 
 
          4        to look at it. 
 
          5              As far as feasibility progress, the study 
 
          6        itself was initiated in November with the 
 
          7        signing of the FCSA, and what we've done so far 
 
          8        is we've defined the problem that there is 
 
          9        habitat loss in the bay and there is a need for 
 
         10        the placement of dredged materials.  We defined 
 
         11        the goals and objectives of the study, and we're 
 
         12        in the process now of trying to determine the 
 
         13        island or set of islands that we would restore 
 
         14        for this study. 
 
         15              So what we've done is we looked at the 
 
         16        Maryland database for islands that were 
 



         17        historically within our study area and tried to 
 
         18        cast as broad a net as we could.  We tried to 
 
         19        find any island that could be included in the 
 
         20        study.  In the back of the room -- and in a few 
 
         21        minutes I'm going to show you some slides of 
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          1        these -- but it turned out to be 103 islands 
 
          2        that we screened for this process, and please 
 
          3        take a look in the back for more information. 
 
          4              So these are by county the islands that we 
 
          5        looked at.  I also want to mention they're on 
 
          6        your handout sheet, too.  You have each of these 
 
          7        listed. 
 
          8              So the first step in our island screening 
 
          9        criteria was to determine, Tier I screening, are 
 
         10        those islands in our study area.  Some of the 
 
         11        islands in Kent County fell out of our study 
 
         12        area.  They were north of the Chester River, and 
 
         13        so therefore they weren't considered in this 
 
         14        study.  The next step was to conduct a Tier II 
 
         15        screening.  If you have questions, please stop 
 
         16        me.  This may be confusing. 
 
         17              So in the Tier II screening all these 
 
         18        islands were looked at.  Was the island 
 
         19        historically 200 acres or more, and does it now 



 
         20        have the potential to be 200 acres or more? 
 
         21        That was one of the screening criteria.  Another 
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          1        criteria was it needed to be reasonably 
 
          2        accessible for dredged material placement.  Some 
 
          3        of these islands that you will see are located 
 
          4        very far up in river channels, and they would 
 
          5        not be accessible for material placement. 
 
          6              The next criteria was the island 
 
          7        restorations cannot negatively affect the 
 
          8        hydraulic conditions of the existing river 
 
          9        systems.  By this I mean if you were to place an 
 
         10        island at the mouth of a river, you could be 
 
         11        seriously impacting that flow of water, so that 
 
         12        was something we looked at. 
 
         13              Another criteria, the island cannot 
 
         14        negatively impact the existing navigation.  So 
 
         15        if recreational or commercial fishermen were 
 
         16        using this area and there was a marina or if 
 
         17        there was some reason that you couldn't put an 
 
         18        island that would impact the navigation, that 
 
         19        was another screening criteria. 
 
         20              Then the island needed to be an island, 
 
         21        not shoreline, and the island could not be in a 
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          1        highly populated center.  Kent Island, for 
 
          2        example, is a very highly populated area, and to 
 
          3        create any sort of aquatic habitat might not 
 
          4        work because of the population centers there. 
 
          5        We used another screening criteria that it could 
 
          6        not involve any unexploded ordnance or 
 
          7        hazardous, toxic, and radioactive waste.  An 
 
          8        example I give of this is Bloodsworth Island. 
 
          9        That was a past bombing area I believe for the 
 
         10        Navy, and so for safety reasons we would not 
 
         11        consider that as an island that could be 
 
         12        restored. 
 
         13              Two more criteria:  If the island is 
 
         14        currently state or federally managed as a 
 
         15        wildlife area, we must have the landowner's 
 
         16        support for restoration.  This is really 
 
         17        important because in the case of Barren Island, 
 
         18        which is managed by the Fish and Wildlife 
 
         19        Service, we don't want to be telling anyone else 
 
         20        as a federal agency how we can go ahead and 
 
         21        manage their property or change their property 
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          1        in any way unless they're interested and come to 
 
          2        us and say, yes, this is something we want to 
 
          3        consider. 
 
          4              Finally, the island needed to be 
 
          5        compatible.  Any restoration opportunity needed 
 
          6        to be compatible with other Corps led studies. 
 
          7        As an example, Smith Island.  The Corps of 
 
          8        Engineers has a feasibility study at Smith 
 
          9        Island, and in that report there are several 
 
         10        projects that are being considered, so any type 
 
         11        of restoration opportunities would have to be 
 
         12        compatible with those type of studies and what 
 
         13        was already recommended. 
 
         14              So with that being said, our 103 islands 
 
         15        got down to eight islands that are still under 
 
         16        consideration.  It's very important for us 
 
         17        tonight to find out what you think about, one, 
 
         18        the screening criteria that we used and then 
 
         19        give us any information, any data, any feelings 
 
         20        that you have towards these islands because 
 
         21        that's what we're here for tonight is to get an 
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          1        idea of what you all consider to be valuable for 
 
          2        restoration. 
 
          3              As part of the next series of screening 
 
          4        criteria that we're going to use on these eight, 
 
          5        public involvement and public interest is a very 
 
          6        large part of that.  We're also going to be 
 
          7        looking at these from the perspective of 
 
          8        environmental considerations.  Some of you know 
 
          9        that the State of Maryland has the bay 
 
         10        enhancement working group.  It's a group that's 
 
         11        involved in the placement of dredged material 
 
         12        throughout the bay.  They're ranking potential 
 
         13        sites for environmental considerations.  So that 
 
         14        type of information would be used as one piece 
 
         15        in the second screening. 
 
         16              We also looked at the cost, any 
 
         17        engineering considerations that would go into 
 
         18        restoring these type of islands, so please 
 
         19        tonight speak on the record and let us know what 
 
         20        you think. 
 
         21              I also want to point out that around the 
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          1        room there are the eight islands that are still 
 
          2        under consideration, and each of them have 
 
          3        little fact sheets that we've provided, so 



 
          4        please take the handouts. 
 
          5              Then some of the important dates that I 
 
          6        just want to talk to you quickly about.  We need 
 
          7        the public comments in and any data in by the 
 
          8        end of March.  One of the main reasons for that 
 
          9        is that we're going to be collecting winter data 
 
         10        for whatever island that we restore, and we need 
 
         11        environmental data, and so although you look 
 
         12        outside and you see it's pretty cold and it 
 
         13        doesn't look like winter is going away any time 
 
         14        soon, we need to make sure that we're staying on 
 
         15        schedule and we're able to collect that data. 
 
         16        So we're thinking by April would probably be 
 
         17        almost like when the spring starts to come 
 
         18        through and the process starts to change. 
 
         19              So after we get that information and we 
 
         20        decide what island or set of islands we would be 
 
         21        restoring we will begin the conceptual designs 
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          1        in June of 2003.  Around December of 2003 you 
 
          2        can expect to see a second newsletter letting 
 
          3        you know that we're going to be having another 
 
          4        series of public meetings where we come and 
 
          5        present to you the conceptual designs that are 
 



          6        being considered and ask for your information 
 
          7        and any sort of concerns that you have on those 
 
          8        conceptual plans.  June of next year is when we 
 
          9        would probably be on track to select the final 
 
         10        design and take that into detail designs. 
 
         11              You can expect to see the draft 
 
         12        feasibility report with the environmental impact 
 
         13        statement sometime in July of 2005.  When that 
 
         14        report is released, there is going to be another 
 
         15        series of public meetings to get your input on 
 
         16        the recommended plan and the environmental and 
 
         17        associated economic concerns you may have for 
 
         18        that plan. 
 
         19              Finally we're going to take all that 
 
         20        information and finalize the report, and our 
 
         21        study is expected to be complete in November of 
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          1        2005. 
 
          2              So with that we're going to open it up for 
 
          3        public comments.  Again, if you're going to 
 
          4        speak on the record, please let Carol know your 
 
          5        name and spell it for the record.  We also have 
 
          6        comment cards.  If you don't feel comfortable 
 
          7        speaking in public, you can just write your 
 
          8        comments down and make sure that we get them, 



 
          9        e-mail them to me, any way that you would like. 
 
         10        We have again our project team members.  If you 
 
         11        don't feel comfortable asking questions here, 
 
         12        you can ask them individually after the meeting. 
 
         13              So are there any questions or are you 
 
         14        ready to get started?  Are you ready, Joe? 
 
         15              MR. COYNE:  Thank you very much, Michele, 
 
         16        and all the folks from Baltimore, the Army Corps 
 
         17        of Engineers, and the Maryland Port 
 
         18        Administration for visiting us tonight.  My name 
 
         19        is Joseph Coyne.  I'm president of the 
 
         20        Dorchester County Resource Protection and 
 
         21        Development Corporation, and in addition I 
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          1        represent Dorchester County at the dredged 
 
          2        material management program under the Maryland 
 
          3        Port Administration on the citizens advisory 
 
          4        committee.  Did I do that right; Steve? 
 
          5              MR. STORMS:  Absolutely right. 
 
          6              MR. COYNE:  I've become quite familiar 
 
          7        with all of the initials and the issues that are 
 
          8        relevant here.  I would like to just back up a 
 
          9        moment to kind of build a foundation for 
 
         10        Dorchester County's interest in what is being 
 



         11        proposed here. 
 
         12              In 1996 Hurricaine Fran came through and 
 
         13        did a lot of damage in Dorchester County. 
 
         14        Shorelines were beat up, islands were beat up, 
 
         15        and we kind of looked around and tried to find 
 
         16        out what we do about all of this, and we didn't 
 
         17        know where to look and no one in the county 
 
         18        really knew where to look.  So a small group of 
 
         19        citizens got together and formed a nonprofit 
 
         20        group with the long name that I just gave you to 
 
         21        see if we could together find a way to begin 
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          1        resolving some of the issues relevant to 
 
          2        shoreline erosion including the loss of islands, 
 
          3        and we quickly identified three major issues 
 
          4        that are pretty straightforward, environmental 
 
          5        issues, social issues, and economic issues that 
 
          6        go with the problem. 
 
          7              These three issues were brought together 
 
          8        because with the environment, the quality of the 
 
          9        water degrading, we were losing to sediment, to 
 
         10        nutrients, we were losing our fish hatchery, we 
 
         11        were losing our crabbing, we were losing our 
 
         12        oyster hatchery.  So we had a whole lot of 
 
         13        problems that were causing in turn economic 



 
         14        issues with the families that were trying to 
 
         15        make their living through these industries and 
 
         16        social issues because these families, many of 
 
         17        them were having to stop doing what they were 
 
         18        doing. 
 
         19              We spun our wheels for quite a while 
 
         20        trying to see where we could go as a group, and 
 
         21        there was a lot of despair in the early days. 
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          1        One of our local legislators at about that time 
 
          2        invited us to Annapolis where we sat down with 
 
          3        folks from the DNR, Department of Natural 
 
          4        Resources, and after kind of looking at each 
 
          5        other for a while one of the folks there, a guy 
 
          6        by the name of Len Casanova, bless his soul, 
 
          7        introduced us to a study authorized by Congress 
 
          8        in 1983 directing the Army Corps of Engineers to 
 
          9        conduct a study of the bay conditions including 
 
         10        shoreline erosion issues.  They did in my view 
 
         11        for the technology available at the time a 
 
         12        wonderful job of analyzing the problem and 
 
         13        gathering a wealth of data that we just did not 
 
         14        know was available to help guide us in our next 
 
         15        steps. 
 



         16              In that study the Army Corps of Engineers 
 
         17        folks identified a number of areas particularly 
 
         18        where Dorchester County because of its 
 
         19        geographic lay where it kind of sticks out like 
 
         20        a thumb into the bay catches winds from the 
 
         21        southwest, from the northwest, from the 
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          1        northeast, and from the west all depending on 
 
          2        the nature of the storm was doing considerable 
 
          3        damage to our shoreline.  We did not work on the 
 
          4        upper tributaries.  We concentrated our efforts 
 
          5        where the Dorchester County shore for the most 
 
          6        part borders on the Chesapeake Bay. 
 
          7              When we analyzed what the Corps of Army 
 
          8        Engineers had done during that period of time, 
 
          9        we saw a number of problems being identified, 
 
         10        and in our own minds we said what more can we do 
 
         11        to organize this?  So we took our membership, we 
 
         12        identified the problems members were having, we 
 
         13        sent letters out to all citizens that we could 
 
         14        identify owning shoreline property, and we 
 
         15        engaged the local politicians in our effort.  We 
 
         16        engaged the at that time county commissioners to 
 
         17        let them know -- to educate them on the problems 
 
         18        that we had found.  We then engaged our 



 
         19        representatives to the State Assembly in 
 
         20        Annapolis to let them know, and concurrently we 
 
         21        began advising our Congressional representatives 
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          1        at the House and Senate level telling them of 
 
          2        this enormous problem that we had in Dorchester 
 
          3        County. 
 
          4              In the first blush we all came to the 
 
          5        agreement that this is so mammoth that there is 
 
          6        no way that we can find the resources to solve 
 
          7        these problems, so we began to segregate the 
 
          8        problems into various elements, one of the most 
 
          9        important being the major projects that the Army 
 
         10        Corps of Engineers had identified.  A second was 
 
         11        where can we get help from the State.  The Army 
 
         12        Corps of Engineers came back and said we'll join 
 
         13        you, but not until the State has a master plan. 
 
         14        So we had kind of a Catch 22. 
 
         15              We then went to the State and said, you've 
 
         16        got to help us get a master plan for the State 
 
         17        of Maryland covering the Chesapeake Bay.  That 
 
         18        led to the creation by the governor of a task 
 
         19        force called Task Force 2000 Shoreline Erosion 
 
         20        in the Chesapeake Bay.  That particular study 
 



         21        analyzed and came up with many of the issues 
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          1        that have been identified by our speakers here 
 
          2        this evening, the problems of the environment, 
 
          3        the problems of water quality, the problems of 
 
          4        loss of submerged aquatic vegetation affecting 
 
          5        the quality of the fishery and that sort of 
 
          6        thing. 
 
          7              So we began to see some cohesiveness in 
 
          8        terms of interest at the state level and being 
 
          9        matched by the people we had been talking with 
 
         10        at the Corps of Engineers, but with all of that 
 
         11        overlay there was some clinical structure at the 
 
         12        local, state, and federal level, and all through 
 
         13        this process we were continually getting 
 
         14        endorsement and support by this group of people, 
 
         15        which was wonderful for our group.  One of the 
 
         16        people sits in the audience tonight, Jay 
 
         17        Newcomb, who was commissioner for the district 
 
         18        for much of the island work that would take 
 
         19        place in Dorchester County if selected. 
 
         20              We had wonderful support through all of 
 
         21        this.  Then comes the hard part:  Where do we go 
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          1        with all of the information that we have 
 
          2        gathered?  We took this information to the 
 
          3        political parties and to everyone else and said, 
 
          4        here is the issue; how can we prioritize this? 
 
          5        We began building priorities in the state plan 
 
          6        and we began talking with our Congressional 
 
          7        representatives, and they have been helping us 
 
          8        with various projects, not directly related, but 
 
          9        indirectly related to all of the things that 
 
         10        we're trying to do. 
 
         11              So we are getting money from the Federal 
 
         12        Government.  We are now getting money from the 
 
         13        State to begin solving some of these problems in 
 
         14        spite of tough budget times.  It will probably 
 
         15        be not as much as we wanted, but it will be 
 
         16        there. 
 
         17              At the most recent development of this 
 
         18        last year folks from the Maryland Port 
 
         19        Administration came down and made a presentation 
 
         20        to the county commissioners in Dorchester County 
 
         21        to a standing room only crowd, and there was 
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          1        unanimous endorsement that the work that they 
 
          2        were proposing, that is, to find a place for 
 
          3        dredged materials that would contribute to the 
 
          4        environmental quality of Dorchester County in 
 
          5        the bay was something that they endorsed, that 
 
          6        the contribution that this could make to the 
 
          7        social impact that the degradation of shoreline 
 
          8        erosion and island erosion was having, if we 
 
          9        could stop that, it would be endorsed, and if we 
 
         10        could contribute to the economic well-being of 
 
         11        the county and the people who were making a 
 
         12        living from the water -- if we could do 
 
         13        something to help that, why they endorsed that. 
 
         14              So there was unanimous endorsement at that 
 
         15        meeting, and we're very happy to report that I 
 
         16        think the same holds true.  I'm still the 
 
         17        Dorchester County representative to the Dredged 
 
         18        Materials Management Citizens Advisory 
 
         19        Committee, and I was asked this afternoon to 
 
         20        make sure that I would be here by the county 
 
         21        council, not the county commissioners due to a 
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          1        change in legislation. 
 
          2              So I'm here to say that at least from 



 
          3        those two aspects I can say we support the 
 
          4        effort that the Corps of Army Engineers is doing 
 
          5        here, and we particularly look to the areas 
 
          6        where we think the biggest bang for the buck 
 
          7        could be gained.  It appears to us to be 
 
          8        probably James Island and Barren Island when we 
 
          9        look at all the aspects of the fishery and that 
 
         10        sort of thing, what are we going to gain. 
 
         11              There are people in the audience tonight 
 
         12        that I'm sure will speak.  Ben Parks probably 
 
         13        will have something to say.  I think he could 
 
         14        add a great deal to what we might hope to get 
 
         15        out of this regarding the fishery.  Rick Neild 
 
         16        is a family member of long standing on one of 
 
         17        the islands.  Cindy Bech is from Hooper Island. 
 
         18        Jay can speak from the whole county; he has been 
 
         19        immersed in this, and I'm sure others can as 
 
         20        well. 
 
         21              But I just want to say with this 
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          1        background and experience we have been working 
 
          2        in Dorchester County trying to find solutions, 
 
          3        and we're happy that the Corps of Engineers and 
 
          4        the Maryland Port Administration is now looking 
 



          5        to Dorchester County to help bring us some of 
 
          6        the answers.  Thank you. 
 
          7              MR. BATTISTA:  Greetings.  I'm John 
 
          8        Battista.  I live on Taylor's Island.  I have 
 
          9        property that overlooks James Island.  I live 
 
         10        along Cators Cove, and the property we own is 
 
         11        about 5,000 feet of shore frontage with diverse 
 
         12        types of terrain there and foliage and aquatic 
 
         13        conditions. 
 
         14              We have a wildlife refuge and a tree farm. 
 
         15        It's an area that we hope to keep in its 
 
         16        pristine state as it now is down through that 
 
         17        area for as many generations as we can.  We 
 
         18        don't plan on placing any condominiums or other 
 
         19        structures on the area. 
 
         20              I have some concerns about the selection 
 
         21        of the islands at this time and I have a lot of 
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          1        confusion.  Some of the confusion that I have is 
 
          2        that the newspapers recently within the past two 
 
          3        weeks have identified James Island and Barren 
 
          4        Island as the two selected sites; however, we 
 
          5        have been told today that there are 100 and some 
 
          6        odd sites under consideration. 
 
          7              It appears to us and I must say at this 



 
          8        time with all due respect to the work that Joe 
 
          9        and his group is doing that we do not all agree 
 
         10        that James Island is a selected site for the 
 
         11        fill.  Please understand that.  We respect that 
 
         12        there are opinions here by other people, both 
 
         13        watermen, private citizens, and property owners 
 
         14        that do not agree that James Island is the place 
 
         15        to go with 80 million cubic yards of fill.  80 
 
         16        million cubic yards of fill.  May I say that 
 
         17        again?  80 million cubic yards of fill. 
 
         18              There is confusion in that the report that 
 
         19        goes to the Maryland General Assembly state 
 
         20        budget and taxation committee and House 
 
         21        appropriation committee regarding the governor's 
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          1        strategic plan for dredging material dated 
 
          2        October 2000 identifies some of these islands 
 
          3        that we understand this evening are not yet 
 
          4        selected as to be in the near term, one to six 
 
          5        years, that will be implemented for a dredging 
 
          6        location. 
 
          7              We're not sure what the time frame is here 
 
          8        for selecting these islands.  We're not sure 
 
          9        what the connection is between the year 2000 
 



         10        report and what this group is doing here.  It 
 
         11        seems that they're working hand in glove, and 
 
         12        one of the things that confuses me is what is 
 
         13        the real purpose of the island restoration work? 
 
         14        Is the real purpose of the island restoration 
 
         15        work to find locations for the dumping or for 
 
         16        the confining of dredged material from the 
 
         17        Baltimore area?  How many miles away from 
 
         18        Taylor's Island is Baltimore by sea?  Maybe 70. 
 
         19              The material from this report is all 
 
         20        coming down from the Baltimore area, dredging 
 
         21        materials coming down.  Siltation is coming 
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          1        down.  It's not going up from Dorchester to 
 
          2        Baltimore; it's coming from Baltimore being 
 
          3        barged into our locations some 70 miles. 
 
          4              We have pristine areas down off the Little 
 
          5        Choptank River adjacent to the James Island, 
 
          6        pristine areas with an abundance of wildlife in 
 
          7        there.  If you were there this spring, you would 
 
          8        have seen a great number of crabs, shellfish 
 
          9        using that island for their needs.  There is a 
 
         10        lot of subaqueous vegetation growing around that 
 
         11        island.  It was so thick you could barely get 
 
         12        into the bar there with an outboard motor this 



 
         13        year.  I live about a mile across from it.  The 
 
         14        year before we had heavy vegetation in Cators 
 
         15        Cove where I live. 
 
         16              So that area in there is quite pristine. 
 
         17        Dumping 80 million cubic yards of material in 
 
         18        that area isn't going to help it to continue to 
 
         19        be pristine.  There are a lot of trees, there 
 
         20        are a lot of eagles and shore birds there now. 
 
         21        So that needs some serious discussion and 
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          1        consideration before we select that particular 
 
          2        James Island as an area for dropping spoilage. 
 
          3              Concerning James Island itself, in this 
 
          4        report right here if you look at the outline of 
 
          5        the confinement area that they're placing, it 
 
          6        far exceeds the historical outline of James 
 
          7        Island as presented in maps dating back to the 
 
          8        1850 era.  It far exceeds it.  Maybe five to ten 
 
          9        times more land mass will be created by the 
 
         10        confinement as shown in this report. 
 
         11              I'm not sure.  Is it our intention to 
 
         12        place islands in the middle of the bay of that 
 
         13        magnitude to far exceed the historical areas 
 
         14        that are there from 1850 on to 150 years going 
 



         15        forward?  Why are we building huge islands in 
 
         16        the middle with all of this dredging material, 
 
         17        which brings up the question of how can you 
 
         18        confine it very effectively there? 
 
         19              We sustain pretty good winds through that 
 
         20        area, and if you look at Cators Cove, which is 
 
         21        on the east side of James Island, you will see 
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          1        that there is a great amount of siltation coming 
 
          2        down through that area.  I in my own mind have 
 
          3        serious doubts that you can contain 80 million 
 
          4        cubic yards of material successfully for several 
 
          5        years, 20 years or more, forever, without it 
 
          6        silting further into our areas.  That's a 
 
          7        concern. 
 
          8              I would like to ask has anybody defined 
 
          9        for you what 80 million cubic yards of dredged 
 
         10        material from Baltimore looks like?  Has anybody 
 
         11        given you a profile of what this might be?  Does 
 
         12        anybody here want to say how many cubic feet 80 
 
         13        million cubic yards of material equates to? 
 
         14              Well, I'll help you a little bit maybe. 
 
         15        80 million cubic yards of material would equate 
 
         16        to somewhere near two billion, 160 million cubic 
 
         17        feet of material.  If you were to build a 



 
         18        building 100 feet wide, 100 feet deep, and 100 
 
         19        feet tall, you would be constructing about a 
 
         20        million cubic feet.  If you take that 80 million 
 
         21        cubic yards of material and equate it to those 
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          1        buildings, you would be building out on James 
 
          2        Island 2,226 buildings. 
 
          3              The bridge from Taylor's Island is maybe 
 
          4        50 or 60 feet tall.  How high is this pile going 
 
          5        to be when we get through dredging it?  How high 
 
          6        are we going to build this skyward above and 
 
          7        beyond the profile of the original and the 
 
          8        existing James Island?  How are you going to 
 
          9        keep that material there? 
 
         10              With me is a map that the county allowed 
 
         11        me to purchase for $30 so I could describe it to 
 
         12        you.  You can look at the map that I have there, 
 
         13        and it very clearly shows the siltation going 
 
         14        towards the channels from James Island.  If 
 
         15        you're going to put 80 million cubic yards of 
 
         16        material there from Baltimore, bring it down to 
 
         17        us, and hope to keep it there, you better build 
 
         18        a pretty good structure to keep it there, not 
 
         19        just a little piece. 
 



         20              Not only that, you very effectively 
 
         21        destroy James Island's wildlife section right 
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          1        there now, its structure right now because 
 
          2        you're rip-rapping all the way around the island 
 
          3        and through the cuts where so many people fish 
 
          4        and where there are a lot of things that are 
 
          5        just living there now.  If you do this for 20 
 
          6        years, you're not going to enhance that.  It's 
 
          7        going to take a long time for that stuff to get 
 
          8        restored. 
 
          9              I guess you probably understand that there 
 
         10        are some of us that have questions about this 
 
         11        and that are somewhat opposed to this.  The 
 
         12        report says that there is no appreciable fishery 
 
         13        out there.  I kind of wonder if the watermen 
 
         14        that I see that are going out with their boats 
 
         15        every morning before dawn throwing those funny 
 
         16        little things out around James Island that look 
 
         17        like boxes -- if we told them that they don't 
 
         18        have a fishery out there or the head boats I see 
 
         19        come over several days out of the year that fish 
 
         20        around James Island or the sports fishermen or 
 
         21        the guy that I see that takes clients out to do 
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          1        fly fishing around James Island -- maybe you 
 
          2        should tell them, the lobstermen, the watermen, 
 
          3        all of these other contractors that they don't 
 
          4        have a fishery out there.  That's what the 
 
          5        report says, you don't have a fishery there. 
 
          6              Not only that, but this report says to 
 
          7        construct James Island the State is going to 
 
          8        have to contribute $284 million.  It will cost 
 
          9        them $3 million just to do the study.  That's 
 
         10        their figures, not mine.  The transport of this 
 
         11        material is going to be -- the unloading costs 
 
         12        alone are somewhere near $175 million annually 
 
         13        on this stuff.  That's the unloading cost.  The 
 
         14        transport costs $556 million. 
 
         15              This is James Island.  This is one little 
 
         16        island to take all of this stuff from Baltimore 
 
         17        and bring it down to here and pay all of this 
 
         18        stuff.  This is the report.  I ask you don't we 
 
         19        have better places to put Baltimore's material 
 
         20        than in a pristine area like James Island?  This 
 
         21        is in no way going to benefit Taylor's erosion 
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          1        problem as the maps that I have back there will 
 
          2        show you.  There are tidal considerations that 
 
          3        affect the shoreline considerably more than the 
 
          4        winds that get by James Island.  The winds 
 
          5        coming from that direction are from Ragged 
 
          6        Point.  They're nowhere near James Island. 
 
          7              If you look at my property -- and you're 
 
          8        welcome to come down there and look at it with 
 
          9        me -- you will see that the scouring effect on 
 
         10        the property faces towards Ragged Point, which 
 
         11        is a northerly direction, not a westerly 
 
         12        direction.  All the scouring on the shoreline is 
 
         13        in an opposite direction from the island. 
 
         14              The island is not going to protect us a 
 
         15        bit.  If you want to spend 1 billion, 137 
 
         16        thousand dollars for rip-rapping around James 
 
         17        Island -- that's a private island.  We could 
 
         18        sure use that money a lot better along the 
 
         19        mainland than to do James island, which is owned 
 
         20        by three people, and I don't believe you should 
 
         21        be spending that kind of money on private 
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          1        property. 



 
          2              What I'm suggesting is before we make a 
 
          3        selection to dump -- to fill James Island we 
 
          4        need more information and further talking.  I 
 
          5        don't think that this is the way that I would 
 
          6        like to see it go as the abutting property 
 
          7        owner. 
 
          8              Thank you very much for hearing me. 
 
          9              MS. BISTANY:  Let me just make sure that I 
 
         10        was clear on two parts in my presentation.  The 
 
         11        material that would come to any island that we 
 
         12        would consider restoring is from the outer 
 
         13        approach channels.  It's not from the inner 
 
         14        harbor of Baltimore.  There is a line.  It's 
 
         15        called the North Point-Rock Point line which 
 
         16        separates the inner harbor material from the 
 
         17        outer harbor material, and I don't know that I 
 
         18        made that distinction clear during the 
 
         19        presentation. 
 
         20              We have not made any determination as to 
 
         21        how large this island could or should or is. 
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          1        Poplar Island, for example, it is my 
 
          2        understanding is about 32 million cubic yards, 
 
          3        and that's about 1,100 acres.  I just want to 
 



          4        make that clear that we have not committed to 80 
 
          5        million; we have not committed to 150 million. 
 
          6        There has been no determination, but I just 
 
          7        wanted to give you a point of reference to that 
 
          8        Poplar Island study. 
 
          9              The other thing that I wanted to make 
 
         10        clear is that there are some restrictions on how 
 
         11        big these islands can be.  The example I would 
 
         12        use is the Fish and Wildlife Service has told us 
 
         13        that they would only support the restoration of 
 
         14        Barren Island to 1,000 acres.  So they would not 
 
         15        support anything greater than that.  So we are 
 
         16        looking at other factors in this restoration 
 
         17        process. 
 
         18              Anyone else? 
 
         19              MS. HABERMAN:  My name is Martha Haberman. 
 
         20        I live on Hooper Island. 
 
         21              I'm just curious about the makeup of the 
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          1        spoils that would be dumped -- that would be the 
 
          2        fill for these islands. 
 
          3              MS. BISTANY:  Did you hear that question? 
 
          4        We have Scott Johnson and Jeff McKee and Mike 
 
          5        Snyder from the Corps of engineers. 
 
          6              MS. HABERMAN:  I would like to know the 



 
          7        state of purity of the spoils that would be 
 
          8        placed on these islands.  Who monitors them? 
 
          9        Who will let us know what kind of chemicals or 
 
         10        biological or whatever are in the spoils? 
 
         11              MR. McKEE:  We test the dredged material 
 
         12        every several years, and that information is 
 
         13        available for anybody that's interested.  As 
 
         14        Mimi indicated, we only take material from 
 
         15        outside in the Chesapeake Bay, not from inside 
 
         16        Baltimore Harbor.  On anything such as either 
 
         17        Hart-Miller Island or Poplar Island there is an 
 
         18        extensive monitoring program that goes along 
 
         19        with that where we monitor any effluent that 
 
         20        goes out as well as monitor the area around it 
 
         21        to make sure that we're not having an adverse 
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          1        impact on the environment. 
 
          2              The intent is when we build these -- if 
 
          3        you remember Mark's picture of Poplar Island and 
 
          4        the dikes that he showed, there is a large sand 
 
          5        dike that has got rip-rap around it, and there 
 
          6        are spillways where you can actually contain the 
 
          7        material and try to minimize any material that 
 
          8        escapes from them.  Obviously on some of the 
 



          9        wetlands sides you may breach them later on, but 
 
         10        the intent is to put clean material there. 
 
         11              MS. HABERMAN:  Thank you. 
 
         12              MS. BISTANY:  Would anybody like to speak? 
 
         13              MR. BATTISTA:  Somebody has got to bring 
 
         14        these things together so we get a true picture. 
 
         15        The report clearly says that there were areas 
 
         16        around Baltimore that were explored for putting 
 
         17        the material, that environmental groups up there 
 
         18        opposed it, and these sites were abandoned. 
 
         19        That's what the report says.  If they're no good 
 
         20        for the people in Baltimore, why are they good 
 
         21        for the people in Dorchester?  That's the 
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          1        question I kind of wonder about.  I mean if the 
 
          2        people around Baltimore and these sites that you 
 
          3        show here, the C & O Canal, the Inner Harbor, 
 
          4        the main channels, if it's not good for 
 
          5        Baltimore, why is it good for us?  And if the 
 
          6        material is so good, why don't we use it for 
 
          7        public works types of things along the beaches 
 
          8        and the parks and everything that's between the 
 
          9        bridge and Baltimore City where this material 
 
         10        could be placed a hell of a lot cheaper than 
 
         11        trucking it way down to here?  Why don't we use 



 
         12        it on public works areas in Baltimore from where 
 
         13        the material came? 
 
         14              We're pristine down here in Dorchester. 
 
         15        We don't have pollution problems from inner city 
 
         16        harbors and stuff like that.  We've got clear 
 
         17        areas.  That's not going to enhance the clarity 
 
         18        of the water down here.  Why not keep it up 
 
         19        there where it would be a lot cheaper?  If it's 
 
         20        so good, give it back to the people up there. 
 
         21        Use it on public works, parks, playgrounds, 
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          1        beaches, use it up there.  80 million cubic 
 
          2        yards of material per year is a lot of material 
 
          3        to give to Dorchester, which will get absolutely 
 
          4        no benefit. 
 
          5              The newspaper said it's going to create 
 
          6        something like 10,000 jobs.  How many of those 
 
          7        jobs do we think will come to Dorchester County 
 
          8        as a result of this dredging on the report 
 
          9        that's looking for these islands?  How many jobs 
 
         10        are going to come to Dorchester out of those 
 
         11        10,000 jobs reported in the newspaper a couple 
 
         12        of weeks ago?  I can bet you not one. 
 
         13              This is not the place to take Baltimore's 
 



         14        material.  I think you ought to keep it up 
 
         15        there.  I'm sorry.  That's the end of my talk. 
 
         16              MR. JOHNSON:  I'll try to answer a couple 
 
         17        of those questions.  You have to make a 
 
         18        distinction.  As Jeff said and Mimi said, there 
 
         19        is a line between North Point and Rock Point, 
 
         20        and everything inside that line is considered to 
 
         21        be contaminated.  Some of it is; some of it 
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          1        isn't.  None of that material is coming anywhere 
 
          2        outside of that line.  It has to be taken to a 
 
          3        confined placement site and placed there. 
 
          4        That's the first thing. 
 
          5              Everything that we're using for Poplar 
 
          6        Island or that we would be proposing to use for 
 
          7        this environmental restoration project that 
 
          8        we're working on here will be clean dredged 
 
          9        material, which leads me to your third point. 
 
         10              If it was good, sandy material, we would 
 
         11        have people knocking our doors down asking for 
 
         12        it.  It's not sandy material.  It's silty 
 
         13        material, but it's essentially just dirt. 
 
         14        You've got to understand this material is not 
 
         15        coming from Baltimore.  This material is coming 
 
         16        -- originally most of it is coming from 



 
         17        Pennsylvania coming down the Susquehanna and 
 
         18        working its way down the bay, but it is just 
 
         19        dirt.  Unfortunately, it's very fine, silty 
 
         20        material, which is not really suitable for 
 
         21        beaches or playgrounds or anything else like 
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          1        that.  Otherwise, we would have a lot of people 
 
          2        looking for it. 
 
          3              We can confine it.  It will not be 
 
          4        escaping from the site, and that's one of the 
 
          5        major criteria that we have particularly at 
 
          6        Poplar Island is the no releases of sediment, no 
 
          7        releases whatsoever or virtually no releases. 
 
          8        We have to keep the water quality around the 
 
          9        area pretty much as we find it. 
 
         10              What other questions do you have? 
 
         11              MR. BATTISTA:  That sounds good enough. 
 
         12        My whole point here is we're experiencing 
 
         13        erosion down through the James Island area, 
 
         14        Taylor's Island.  We're experiencing erosion and 
 
         15        we're experiencing siltation.  We're getting as 
 
         16        much siltation in Cators Cove and through that 
 
         17        area as we are erosion.  So the problem isn't 
 
         18        only erosion. 
 



         19              On top of that is this whole big 
 
         20        confinement.  There never is anything defined 
 
         21        that's beneficial to Dorchester.  Are you going 
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          1        to dredge the Little Choptank and the Choptank 
 
          2        River and bring our material over there?  There 
 
          3        never was any discussion on that as a future 
 
          4        dumping site for our material.  I don't think 
 
          5        we're allowed to do that, are we? 
 
          6              MR. JOHNSON:  One at a time. 
 
          7              MR. BATTISTA:  I want to study this a lot 
 
          8        more than to say this is a done deal. 
 
          9              MR. JOHNSON:  We're not going to 
 
         10        contribute to the sedimentation around the area 
 
         11        because it will be pretty much confined.  What I 
 
         12        would encourage you to do is take a trip to 
 
         13        Poplar Island and see how we're operating that 
 
         14        site. 
 
         15              As far as jobs in Dorchester County, there 
 
         16        will be a significant number of jobs while we're 
 
         17        under construction, while we're building the 
 
         18        dikes.  We have in the neighborhood of 100 to 
 
         19        150 people working on a construction project of 
 
         20        this size for two to four years.  They stay in 
 
         21        the area.  We have a lot of local hires.  So 
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          1        there will be some benefit to the local economy. 
 
          2        During the operation of the site right now we 
 
          3        have somewhere between 15 and 20 full-time 
 
          4        people working on the site, which will go on as 
 
          5        long as that site is in operation, 15, 20 years. 
 
          6        They're all local.  For the most part they're 
 
          7        local hires. 
 
          8              So it's not 10,000 jobs.  I don't know 
 
          9        where that number came from.  The Port will 
 
         10        probably see 10,000 jobs, but there will be some 
 
         11        economic benefit to the local community. 
 
         12        Certainly we need local workers.  We need boat 
 
         13        operators.  There is a lot of stuff that goes 
 
         14        on. 
 
         15              MR. BATTISTA:  I will be happy to visit 
 
         16        Poplar Island if I can get you to visit my area 
 
         17        immediately adjacent to James Island. 
 
         18              MR. JOHNSON:  I think we're getting a 
 
         19        little ahead of the game.  We haven't chosen -- 
 
         20        again, whatever the local paper might have said, 
 
         21        we're here looking at eight islands right now. 
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          1        We started with 103.  If anybody wants to put 
 
          2        more islands back on the table, please let us 
 
          3        know, but we feel like we have screened it down 
 
          4        to about eight, and we're soliciting comments on 
 
          5        all eight.  So everything is still on the table. 
 
          6              MR. BATTISTA:  I know you've got a big 
 
          7        job.  I know you're working hard. 
 
          8              MR. JOHNSON:  As I said, please come out 
 
          9        and visit Poplar, and I think you might find 
 
         10        that there is a lot more environmental benefit 
 
         11        than what you might imagine. 
 
         12              MR. BATTISTA:  Okay. 
 
         13              MR. PARKS:  I'm Ben Parks, president of 
 
         14        the Dorchester County Safe Harbors Association. 
 
         15        I'm sorry for being late.  I have been in 
 
         16        Annapolis.  Larry was also at the same meeting. 
 
         17        Larry Sims also attended the same meeting I did, 
 
         18        and I came home and he had to go to North 
 
         19        Carolina, so that's the reason why he's not 
 
         20        here.  I apologize for him not being here. 
 
         21              Other areas that have been kicked around 
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          1        for a lot of years, Site 104.  Maybe some of you 
 
          2        don't know what Site 104 is and maybe some of 
 
          3        these gentlemen back here can explain that, but 
 
          4        that has been a lot hotter issue than what we're 
 
          5        dealing with here today. 
 
          6              Site 104, in case you don't know, that was 
 
          7        dumping in the deep trough in the bay, and I'm 
 
          8        sure none of you want to see that, especially 
 
          9        the charter boats in the northern part of the 
 
         10        bay fought that right to the hilt, the sportsmen 
 
         11        did. 
 
         12              In 20 years, as you say, James Island 
 
         13        won't be there.  In 20 years Barren Island won't 
 
         14        be there.  In 20 years if something is not done 
 
         15        to save some of this erosion, we won't have an 
 
         16        oyster bar left in this county.  Silt, call it 
 
         17        whatever you want, we're losing our oyster beds 
 
         18        steadily.  They're going down. 
 
         19              I've attended several meetings.  I didn't 
 
         20        know this one was going to happen tonight until 
 
         21        the last minute, but I did attend a meeting in 
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          1        Ocean City, and the comments from that meeting 
 
          2        was 100% in favor of island restoration.  I 
 



          3        think Poplar Island from what I've seen of it -- 
 
          4        I missed your pictures here tonight, but from 
 
          5        what I have seen I believe that's one of the 
 
          6        better projects that I've seen done with spoil 
 
          7        especially in this area where it's at. 
 
          8              The main concern that I see for the crab 
 
          9        potters is maybe a loss of 1,000 acres of crab 
 
         10        bottom.  I think that's the concern of these 
 
         11        gentlemen over here.  Likewise with any island 
 
         12        that you restore.  It was the same question that 
 
         13        was around Poplar. 
 
         14              Barren Island when it's gone, the main one 
 
         15        is going to be gone, Hooper Island is going to 
 
         16        be gone.  I know how far Barren Island extended 
 
         17        down past Hooper Island when I was a kid.  You 
 
         18        couldn't even get across the bar, which we all 
 
         19        sail across now.  They all went out in the 
 
         20        skives and you walked there in water that was 
 
         21        less than a foot deep.  It's all gone. 
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          1              I believe in my heart that island 
 
          2        restoration is the way to go.  We're going to 
 
          3        have to deal with the issue of crab pots and all 
 
          4        that when the time comes, and I'm sure that's 
 
          5        going to be a big hassle with most of the 



 
          6        watermen that's crabbing on the outside, but 
 
          7        we're losing our oyster bars mainly I think 
 
          8        because of erosion in the lower part of this 
 
          9        county, and erosion is the number one cause that 
 
         10        we've got around here for pollution. 
 
         11              I can't see how we can do anything but 
 
         12        back this.  I think we have to look for these 
 
         13        island restorations as the place to put this 
 
         14        clean dredged spoil.  Thank you. 
 
         15              MR. BATTISTA:  Have you seen the outline 
 
         16        of the James Island project? 
 
         17              MR. PARKS:  Yes, sir. 
 
         18              MR. BATTISTA:  Do you agree that that 
 
         19        magnitude far beyond the 1850 land confinement 
 
         20        is necessary out there? 
 
         21              MR. PARKS:  I'm not going to get into an 
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          1        arguing match about what size any of it needs to 
 
          2        be, and I don't think that the Corps is here 
 
          3        tonight to talk about that, and neither at the 
 
          4        meetings that I've attended has anybody 
 
          5        addressed any specific island that I know of.  I 
 
          6        haven't heard anything about any specific 
 
          7        island, but I think if we work together instead 
 



          8        of pulling both ends against the middle, that we 
 
          9        can accomplish something. 
 
         10              MR. BATTISTA:  Do you distinguish between 
 
         11        sedimentation and erosion?  I mean can somebody 
 
         12        tell us that the problem is mainly erosion or 
 
         13        sedimentation coming down the river from above 
 
         14        Baltimore that's causing the problems we have? 
 
         15              MR. PARKS:  I don't know how long you have 
 
         16        been in this area.  I caretake a place below 
 
         17        Hooper Island that is an island that people 
 
         18        moved off there back in early maybe 1925.  It 
 
         19        was surveyed in 1972 with an access of 600 
 
         20        acres, and today as we're talking it's probably 
 
         21        just over three.  I know in 7/84 it was less 
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          1        than four.  Where do you think that's going? 
 
          2        That's not going back to Baltimore.  It's coming 
 
          3        in Honga River and it's covering the oyster bars 
 
          4        up.  We had a place in Hooper Straits that we 
 
          5        all crab potted in back in the '60s that had 60 
 
          6        to 80 feet of water into it.  The deepest place 
 
          7        you find in Hooper Straits now is 40. 
 
          8              MR. BATTISTA:  I don't doubt that -- 
 
          9              MR. PARKS:  I'm not here to debate with 
 
         10        you.  I just made a public comment like you did, 



 
         11        sir, and I'm not going to answer your questions. 
 
         12              MR. BATTISTA:  Well then, let me say it 
 
         13        this way:  Just because things have changed over 
 
         14        time doesn't mean that there is an immediate 
 
         15        need to restore it back to where it was 150 
 
         16        years ago.  Everything changes.  We were going 
 
         17        by horse and buggy.  You didn't have a bridge 
 
         18        here a long time ago.  I mean things change. 
 
         19        Thanks for the information, though. 
 
         20              MR. NEILD:  I'm Rick Neild, and I happen 
 
         21        to be chairman of the board of directors of 
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          1        Joe's -- that he's president of.  We call it the 
 
          2        Dorchester Shoreline Erosion Group.  I'm one of 
 
          3        the original founders. 
 
          4              I would like to mirror what Joe said, but 
 
          5        speak to the group as a landowner and what I 
 
          6        would consider a young native by some standards 
 
          7        of Dorchester County and Taylor's Island.  I 
 
          8        will be 51 in March, and I've spent all but four 
 
          9        years of my life on Taylor's Island.  As it 
 
         10        turned out, I happen to be -- I wasn't born 
 
         11        there, but I grew up on a farm that's adjacent 
 
         12        to where John is speaking about on the north end 
 



         13        of Taylor's Island. 
 
         14              I can remember when the last house on 
 
         15        James Island washed overboard.  I know that Ben 
 
         16        was relating to some of these same situations. 
 
         17        I know when it took probably an hour to go 
 
         18        around James Island.  You couldn't go between 
 
         19        James Island over to Taylor's Island because 
 
         20        there was no channel there.  There was like a 
 
         21        big ditch. 
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          1              I'm not a watermen, but I have worked on 
 
          2        the water, and I watched and been around 
 
          3        watermen all of my life, and they cut the first 
 
          4        channel because the land disappeared.  My 
 
          5        grandfather when he was a young man walked from 
 
          6        Taylor's Island on a county road to James 
 
          7        Island.  There were homes, there were schools. 
 
          8        All of that was out there. 
 
          9              The farmland we own on Taylor's Island, 
 
         10        two of the fields that are across the cove from 
 
         11        where John speaks of, it hasn't been that many 
 
         12        years that they were 20 acre fields.  Today one 
 
         13        of them is 8.9 and the other one is 10.5.  I 
 
         14        would suggest that the sediment that came out of 
 
         15        that field is now in Cators Cove and across the 



 
         16        oyster bars between James Island and Taylor's 
 
         17        Island.  It went somewhere. 
 
         18              I can tell you as a child that we used to 
 
         19        walk the coves around Taylor's Island and the 
 
         20        north shore, but when there was still some 
 
         21        marshland and hedgerows between there and the 
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          1        shoreline, and there was, you know, a hard 
 
          2        bottom.  There was crabs.  You didn't mire down 
 
          3        in the mud, as we would say.  Now you go knee 
 
          4        deep in sediment.  There are no crabs in Cators 
 
          5        Cove.  There are a few.  There are no fish 
 
          6        there.  I can remember when it was a navigable 
 
          7        channel.  Now it's a mud flat the majority of 
 
          8        the time. 
 
          9              Behind your house, John, that land, there 
 
         10        was actually islands out there well past Mike 
 
         11        Willey's pound nets.  That's all gone.  It was a 
 
         12        long walk from where you live to the water.  On 
 
         13        the opposite side where we live, which has a 
 
         14        greater impact from erosion because the island 
 
         15        -- if this is Taylor's Island and this is James 
 
         16        Island, the erosion is kind of like working this 
 
         17        way, and the fetch out of the northwest, which 
 



         18        is the predominant winds, I would bet money, I 
 
         19        mean substantial money, that this year we've 
 
         20        lost between 15 and 20 feet on our side of the 
 
         21        cove because James Island is no longer there. 
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          1              I can remember when you could almost walk 
 
          2        across the Little Choptank on work boats in 
 
          3        1978.  Sauders Creek was choked with watermen 
 
          4        from Hooper Island and everyone around because 
 
          5        the oyster bar inside of James Island was the 
 
          6        best there was.  Today it's not.  Some of it's 
 
          7        disease, but I guarantee it's covered up. 
 
          8              The Hooper Point used to have a colonial 
 
          9        graveyard.  It had an Indian graveyard.  I 
 
         10        remember seeing the holes in the wall when I 
 
         11        walked along that beach with my grandfather when 
 
         12        it used to be sand.  Now it's a clay bottom, and 
 
         13        there is no evidence of any history there at 
 
         14        all. 
 
         15              I support the rebuilding of James Island 
 
         16        as a landowner and as a businessman, as an 
 
         17        associate watermen per se -- I used to have a 
 
         18        license -- because our, quote, unquote, pristine 
 
         19        areas that the people that come in here enjoy 
 
         20        and our children may enjoy and we ourselves 



 
         21        enjoy today are at risk because these islands 
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          1        are gone.  I mean what you've got is only 
 
          2        pristine for another five years.  Whether you 
 
          3        want to believe it or not, it's going to go here 
 
          4        because I know what pristine used to be.  It's 
 
          5        not there anymore. 
 
          6              On the Chesapeake Bay side, which we as 
 
          7        our group have calculated the rebuilding of 
 
          8        James Island would have some impact, in 1958 my 
 
          9        grandfather bought a piece of property there. 
 
         10        It was 76 acres.  In 1978 he was looking for 
 
         11        some income, so we looked at the possibilities 
 
         12        of selling it because of personal health issues. 
 
         13        He was a farmer and needed outside income at 
 
         14        that time to address some of those issues.  It 
 
         15        was at 48 acres.  That was in 20 years.  Today 
 
         16        it's probably around 30. 
 
         17              I hunted on that shoreline with my 
 
         18        grandfather, which would have been prior to say 
 
         19        15 or 16 or about that age, say 35 years ago, 
 
         20        and where I hunted used to be about a 15 acre 
 
         21        farm that now is one acre, and it used to be 
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          1        probably a couple hundred feet from the fields 
 
          2        to the bay, and I would say 600 feet is where I 
 
          3        used to sit.  That's out in the bay now. 
 
          4              That bottom is barren, absolutely barren. 
 
          5        If you can stand out there on one of those 
 
          6        storms and think you've got something that's 
 
          7        pristine, it's not there.  Change has occurred 
 
          8        over 150 years, and that's one of the things 
 
          9        that's only absolute, there is a going to be 
 
         10        change, but I kind of think in terms of the 
 
         11        shore erosion and this island disappearance like 
 
         12        the commercial they used to have on TV where the 
 
         13        Indian stood over the Hudson and watched the 
 
         14        trash go down the river.  I think some of us 
 
         15        natives stand on the edge of the shoreline with 
 
         16        a tear in the eye.  We're not seeing the trash, 
 
         17        but we're watching the islands and the shoreline 
 
         18        disappear.  It's not ever going to come back 
 
         19        unless we bring it back. 
 
         20              So I'm in favor of it, I support it, and 
 
         21        would play any role or part that I could to 
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          1        support it.  Thank you. 
 
          2              MS. BISTANY:  Any other comments? 
 
          3              MS. BECH:  My name is Cindy Bech, and I 
 
          4        live on Hooper Island.  I'm also involved with 
 
          5        the shoreline erosion group. 
 
          6              I really support the restoration of the 
 
          7        islands.  Several of us went to Poplar Island 
 
          8        last summer and were very impressed with what 
 
          9        has been done there.  We would love to see 
 
         10        something done with Barren Island because if it 
 
         11        goes, Hooper goes, too.  So we really support 
 
         12        it. 
 
         13              MS. BISTANY:  Do I have anybody else that 
 
         14        would like to make a comment? 
 
         15              MR. BATTISTA:  If you select an island 
 
         16        that is privately owned and you put all of these 
 
         17        funds, federal funds and state funds into it, 
 
         18        does that island become totally privately owned 
 
         19        still or is it open to the public whose tax 
 
         20        dollars have contributed to this?  In other 
 
         21        words, if we take one of these islands and use 
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          1        federal and state funds to restore it, does that 
 



          2        mean we have to allow this island to be used by 
 
          3        the general public because it's their monies 
 
          4        that restored these islands?  Does it go back to 
 
          5        the private landowner?  For instance, James is 
 
          6        owned by three people.  If we build this big 
 
          7        island that we're doing there, do those same 
 
          8        three people have all of this island that we 
 
          9        spent over a billion dollars on it? 
 
         10              MS. BISTANY:  I'm going to let Scott talk 
 
         11        about that. 
 
         12              MR. JOHNSON:  I'll address first things 
 
         13        first.  This is Poplar Island.  I know you can't 
 
         14        see it very well from there.  This is Coach's 
 
         15        Island.  That's privately owned.  We've stayed 
 
         16        off 300 feet, safe gunning distance.  I mean we 
 
         17        could have gone right up next to the shoreline, 
 
         18        and Poplar Island still would not be part of his 
 
         19        property. 
 
         20              We have a couple of options.  We could 
 
         21        have purchased that property and incorporated it 
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          1        into the island and it would have been part of 
 
          2        the project and accessible to the public, 
 
          3        although Poplar Island is not intended -- this 
 
          4        is a remote wildlife area.  It's not intended to 



 
          5        be open to the public.  That could change. 
 
          6              The island that we're proposing here, we 
 
          7        don't know what the ultimate purpose is yet.  We 
 
          8        haven't determined that.  It could be remote 
 
          9        wildlife habitat.  It could have some 
 
         10        recreational components to it.  There are a lot 
 
         11        of options, but it will not be privately owned. 
 
         12        I can tell you that. 
 
         13              What we can do is just stay off of the 
 
         14        island similar to what we did here.  This is 
 
         15        actually one of the most valuable environmental 
 
         16        areas, that little gut that we have right in 
 
         17        there.  That's where all the turtles nest.  As 
 
         18        mentioned earlier, we had 600 and some baby 
 
         19        turtles released right from that general area. 
 
         20        We've got herons and an eagle's nest right 
 
         21        there, which were not disturbed as part of the 
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          1        construction. 
 
          2              That's another thing that wasn't discussed 
 
          3        here, but you were talking about the eagles that 
 
          4        you have there and nesting birds.  All of these 
 
          5        little circles and lines are oyster bars, heron 
 
          6        and eagles' nests.  We have time of year 
 



          7        restrictions that we have to adhere to when 
 
          8        we're constructing this thing and while we're 
 
          9        operating it.  We take a lot of care of the 
 
         10        existing environmental conditions, and all of 
 
         11        that will be incorporated.  All the lessons that 
 
         12        we have learned from this, all the things that 
 
         13        we've done right and not done so right we will 
 
         14        incorporate into this next island. 
 
         15              Does that answer the question? 
 
         16              MR. BATTISTA:  That answers a lot.  I 
 
         17        appreciate your taking the time to answer that, 
 
         18        but I'm not sure what you will do with James 
 
         19        Island, to the way the configuration goes. 
 
         20              MR. JOHNSON:  Again, we're not there yet. 
 
         21        What Mimi said earlier is if we would select 
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          1        that island, then we have to look at a number of 
 
          2        configurations, optimize that configuration, 
 
          3        come back out to the public and say what do you 
 
          4        think of this, how does this work. 
 
          5              MR. BATTISTA:  So you have further steps. 
 
          6              MR. JOHNSON:  The first thing we want to 
 
          7        do is get it down to that island and then 
 
          8        proceed with that further study. 
 
          9              MR. MENDELSOHN:  For any island that's 



 
         10        selected an environmental impact statement will 
 
         11        have to be prepared.  There are several more 
 
         12        meetings.  When we did Poplar, we met with all 
 
         13        of the locals.  The shape got changed based upon 
 
         14        various -- I'm just saying that still an 
 
         15        environmental impact statement will have to be 
 
         16        done, and we'll meet with the local community 
 
         17        several more times to talk about an alignment. 
 
         18        That would hold true for any island selected. 
 
         19              MR. BATTISTA:  If you take the right 
 
         20        steps, I will be happy. 
 
         21              MR. MENDELSOHN:  We intend to take the 
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          1        right steps. 
 
          2              MR. BATTISTA:  I hope you do.  Thank you. 
 
          3              MS. BISTANY:  Is there anything else? 
 
          4              MR. NEWCOMB:  Jay Newcomb, past 
 
          5        commissioner from Dorchester County. 
 
          6              We fought the project a good while back. 
 
          7        We worked with the DNR, we worked with Miss 
 
          8        Mikulski, we worked with Senator Gilchrest. 
 
          9        There are so many win-win situations with this. 
 
         10        The Port Authority, there are so many millions 
 
         11        of dollars coming into the State of Maryland 
 



         12        through that Port that we need that in this 
 
         13        state.  We know the port is going to have 
 
         14        dredged material.  We came to Mr. Storm here, 
 
         15        and he has been very helpful to us.  We moved 
 
         16        Jim up.  He replaced another guy on the 
 
         17        committee.  He has worked very hard.  We have 
 
         18        had a good working relationship.  We've done the 
 
         19        shore erosion project on Cators Cove.  That's 
 
         20        going to be done.  It will soon be going out for 
 
         21        bid.  We've done some on Hooper Island.  We had 
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          1        a public hearing that night.  We had, like Joe 
 
          2        said, a full audience.  We had nobody opposed to 
 
          3        it that night, and the commissioners backed it 
 
          4        as long as the watermen's problems were 
 
          5        addressed.  Now we've got a project, the one 
 
          6        going on at Fishing Creek Bridge.  Every two 
 
          7        years this material is going to go to one of the 
 
          8        islands.  We just got released the money that 
 
          9        has been appropriated for Back Creek, which has 
 
         10        not been dredged since 1956, and we're hoping 
 
         11        that can get to Barren Island or somewhere, but 
 
         12        that money is in the budget. 
 
         13              We're all working very hard for this 
 
         14        project.  I'm not speaking on behalf of the 



 
         15        county.  Even when I was on the board, we had 
 
         16        the full backing of the board, and now you're 
 
         17        going to have to -- you have to get an official 
 
         18        document, statement, but I think for the most 
 
         19        part maybe all of them are in favor of this 
 
         20        project.  We hope you will continue on.  I know 
 
         21        you have some problems, but we'll work with you 
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          1        and try to address your problems.  Thank you. 
 
          2        Also the jobs, we lost two county employees to 
 
          3        Poplar Island, so they do hire.  We lost two 
 
          4        employees. 
 
          5              MS. BISTANY:  Would anybody else like to 
 
          6        speak?  As your handouts show, you have my 
 
          7        e-mail, phone.  Any way you can contact me would 
 
          8        be great.  Any comments that you have, any data 
 
          9        that you have on any of the islands that are 
 
         10        still under consideration will be used and 
 
         11        greatly appreciated. 
 
         12              So thank you all very much for coming out. 
 
         13        We appreciate your information and comments. 
 
         14              (Whereupon at 8:30 p.m. the meeting was 
 
         15        adjourned.) 
 
         16 
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Executive Summary: 



 
Mark Mendelsohn convened the meeting, introduced himself, and thanked everyone for coming.  He 
informed the attendees that the goal for the meeting was to have the watermen tell the U.S. Army Corp 
of Engineers (the Corps) about the areas they fished around James and Barren Islands, but wanted to 
begin the meeting by listening to their concerns and questions about the study.  Mr. Mendelsohn pointed 
out that maps were provided on each table for the attendees to note the areas they used.  He added that 
the watermen also had the option to take the maps home, mark them privately, and send them back to 
the Corps.  Mr. Mendelsohn informed the group that the address for the Corps was listed on the point of 
contact handout provided to each attendee.  Mr. Mendelsohn gave a brief explanation of the Mid-Bay 
Island project, and introduced Michele Gomez. 
 
Ms. Gomez explained the Mid-Bay Island Feasibility Study to the attendees.  She described the roles of 
the Corps and the Maryland Port Administration and the project process.  Ms. Gomez provided some 
background of the project, including the study area (Chester River to MD/VA line), the examination of 
105 islands in this area, and narrowing down the potential alternatives to James Island and Barren Island 
after going through a screening/ranking process.  She stated that the Mid Bay Island Study is currently in 
the “data gathering” phase for these two sites.  Ms. Gomez explained that the study will investigate 
engineering and environmental criteria, including, location of suitable borrow areas, depth to the suitable 
substrate, substrate type (ability to support the construction), navigation restrictions, tidal prism and 
subsequent surge, and locations of natural oyster bars (NOB) and submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV).  
Based on these constraints, a composite constraint map of each island was developed and presented.  
The area outlined in red indicated that the area was suitable for location of expansion alignments; but the 
entire area is not necessarily the proposed expansion area.  Ms. Gomez then reiterated that the Corps 
was seeking input from the watermen so the project site can avoid their fisheries resources.  Ms. Gomez 
reviewed the maps with the group.  She indicated the general study area, and pointed out known 
submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) and natural oyster bar (NOB) areas on the maps.  She said that the 
red lined delineated project area on the map avoided NOBs.  Ms. Gomez requested that the watermen 
use the charts provided to mark the areas they used for fishing, and requested they also label the type of 
fishery.  Ms. Sowers reminded the group that points of contacts for the Study were provided as a 
handout. 
 
After Ms. Gomez described the project, Mr. Mendelsohn opened the floor to questions. 
 
Question (Q):  Please explain the process of island creation, and explain the project area boundary line 

on the map. 
Answer (A):  Ms. Gomez replied that the red line outlines areas that have both suitable substrate on 

which to build berms, and that are in 8-10 feet of water.  Eight to 10 feet of water is the maximum 
depth for engineering purposes.  She explained that the areas within the red lines could be used as 
“borrow” areas for berm construction material, and stated that the dikes consist of stone revetment 
and sand.  Mr. Mendelsohn added that the red line is not necessarily the dike alignment, and that the 
size and alignment of the project has not been finalized.  He explained that the Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) must be completed before the alignment is finalized, and the current studies 
are gathering data for the EIS.  Mr. Mendelsohn noted that the Corps is seeking the watermen’s input 
at this time, so it can be considered during alignment development. 

 



Q:  For the Barren Island alignments, will the berms be 10 feet away from the Barren Island shoreline, 
and also surround it? 

A:  Ms. Gomez and Ms. Sowers explained that the alignment would be located on the west side of 
Barren Island, and the berms would be located greater than 10 feet from the shoreline.  Mr. 
Mendelsohn stated that U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) representatives from Blackwater 
Refuge are present, and that the USFWS will have input on the project. 

 
Q:  Will a restoration project be built at both James Island and Barren Island, or at just one of the two 

islands?  
A:  Mr. Mendelsohn replied that both options are being studied, and the location at one or both islands 

will depend on the results of the environmental, engineering, and benthic studies.  He stated that the 
project will have similarities to Poplar Island Environmental Restoration Project (PIERP), but will 
be customized to the project site. 

 
Q:  How long will the study take? 
A:  Ms. Gomez replied that the study would be released for public comment during Summer 2005.  Mr. 

Mendelsohn said that construction of the chosen project would be completed in approximately 2010.  
He stated that more public meetings will occur, and that the study process was still in its early stages. 

 
Q:  James Island is eroding quickly, and the remnant islands may not remain in 2010. 
A:  Mr. Mendelsohn said that the Corps study process needs to follow federal guidelines and funding 

cycles, and that they want to restore Mid-Bay islands.  In response to a follow up comment, Mr. 
Mendelsohn stated the studies were ongoing, and that a restoration project was not a “done deal.” 

 
Q:  Is the study really two projects tied together—dredging and island restoration?  How will the 

dredged material be transported? 
A: Mr. Mendelsohn replied that the project would be island restoration using dredged material, and that 

the dredged material will be transported with barges, the same way it is with PIERP. 
 
Q:  What assurances are there that the dredged material will be “clean?” 
A:  Mr. Mendelsohn explained that the dredged material would undergo rigorous testing as per federal 

guidelines, and that the project will function under a water quality certification and be constantly 
monitored.  He added that the goal is to have a clean island restoration project. 

 
Q:  How big will a project at Barren Island be? 
A:  Mr. Mendelsohn said it might be up to 1000 acres.  Ms. Gomez added that the size would depend on 

the selected alignment. 
 
Q:  How does ownership of the remnant island effect ownership of the project?  Will the property belong 

to the State? 
A:  Mr. Mendelsohn answered that the bottom is state owned, and the project area would be owned by 

the state.  He said that the project might eventually be a park or refuge.  In response to a follow up 
questions, Mr. Mendelsohn said that the project would not be developed as residential or commercial 
property, but be consistent with a wildlife habitat restoration project.   

 
Q:  Why are islands being considered, and not a mainland site? 



A:  Mr. Mendelsohn replied that the Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) covers 20 years and 
is investigating various dredged material placement alternatives.  Large island restoration is one of 
the options being considered.  He said that available northern Bay sites are hard to find.  Open water 
dumping is against State law and Hart-Miller Island is closing; both of these options were northern 
Bay dredged material placement sites.  John Gill of the USFWS added that the Mid-Bay Islands are 
targeted because they are uninhabited, and not protected from erosion.  He said that erosion is 
eliminating waterbird nesting habitat and SAV habitat that exists on the lee side of the islands (i.e., 
Tangier Sound).  Mr. Gill stated that the USFWS approached the Corps about an island restoration 
project because they were unable to restore the islands with their own budget.  He pointed out that 
island restoration is not the cheapest dredged material disposal option, but it targets resources that 
need protection.  Mr. Gill said that island restoration provides a partnership opportunity with the 
Corps and MPA for dredged material placement and habitat protection. 

 
Q:  Where does the dredged material go now? 
A:  Mr. Mendelsohn stated that dredged material from the mainstem Bay currently goes to PIERP.  

PIERP has a 40 million cubic yard (mcy) placement capacity, and will receive approximately 2 mcy 
in the next year.  He added that a feasibility study of a PIERP expansion is underway.  Mr. 
Mendelsohn explained that finding enough dredged material capacity is a challenge; so many 
alternatives are being evaluated including recycling, capping, and brownfields redevelopment.  He 
said that the PIERP expansion and Mid-Bay study are part of the larger DMMP study, but that the 
two studies are moving forward concurrently with the DMMP. 

 
Q:  How many years does island restoration take? 
A: Mr. Bibo of the MPA responded to this question.  He said that planning and construction of a facility 

can take a total of 10 years, and that Hart-Miller Island planning and construction took 15 years.  Mr. 
Bibo added that the 20-year plan in the DMMP coincides with the 20-year term leases held by the 
Port of Baltimore tenants.  He said that there is capacity to support dredged material placement 
through the year 2009 or 2010, but that Hart-Miller Island closes in 2009 and PIERP will close in 
2010.  Mr. Mendelsohn inquired about the construction time required for PIERP.  Mr. Bibo replied 
that Phase I of PIERP was built in 2 to 3 years, and that PIERP Phase II was constructed while Phase 
I began receiving dredged material. 

 
Q:  Where does contaminated dredged material go?  Is there any chance of it coming to a Mid-Bay 

Island restoration project? 
A:  Mr. Mendelsohn replied that dredged material from Baltimore Harbor is currently taken to Hart-

Miller Island, and a new facility is being prepared at Cox Creek in northern Anne Arundel County.  
He said that other options for Baltimore Harbor dredged material such as mine placement and 
brownfields redevelopment are being investigated as part of the DMMP.  Mr. Mendelsohn explained 
that state law does not allow material from Baltimore Harbor to be placed at the island restoration 
projects in the Bay.  Ms. Boraczek added that MPA is currently seeking a new site for Baltimore 
Harbor material.  Mr. Mendelsohn stated that a subgroup was formed to investigate placement 
options for Baltimore Harbor dredged material. 

 
Q:  From where do the rocks in the dike originate? How high will they be? 
A:  Mr. Mendelsohn said that the rocks in the dike come from West Virginia, and are barged down the 

Bay.  He said that the dikes may be 10 feet high, but the armor stone may not need to be that high, 



and that the dikes would eventually be breeched to allow for tidal flow along the eastern shoreline.  
Mr. Mendelsohn explained that Cell 4DX at PIERP has been restored as a wetland and opened to 
tidal flow.   

 
There were no further questions at this point.  Mr. Mendelsohn reminded the group of the handouts 
containing the Study points of contact, and said that the staff had business cards to provide upon request.  
He also thanked the Watermen’s Association and everyone who helped put signs up and spread the word 
about the meeting.   
 
Mr. Mendelsohn explained that for the next part of the meeting, they would like the watermen to review 
the charts of James Island and Barren Island on each of their tables, and mark comments and locations 
of the areas they use for fishing.  The staff attending the meeting circulated among the tables and 
discussed the maps and the project study with the attendees.   
 
Ms. Boraczek worked with a group of watermen from Barren Island, and discussed their favored 
crabbing and fishing areas in the vicinity of that island.  The watermen marked the map with the areas 
they used and the types of fishery at each area. One of the watermen pointed out Fall and Spring season 
crabbing areas, and areas fished for peeler crabs.  The group discussed rates of erosion at James Island.  
The group also noted gillnet areas in the vicinity of Barren and where they fished each month of the 
Winter season (December, January, and February).  One of the attendees pointed out where there was a 
“cut through” in Barren Island.  The group voiced a positive opinion regarding a proposed island 
restoration project at both Barren and James Islands. 
 
Many attendees took maps and points of contact handouts away from the meeting, so they could review 
and mark the maps at home, and send them back to the Corps.   
 
Mr. Mendelsohn and Ms. Boraczek worked with a group of attendees to review the locations of 
registered pound nets.  Some of the attendees pound net all year except for the coldest part of winter.  
Spring and Fall are for striped bass, herring, menhaden, and croaker.  Summer is for menhaden, which is 
used as crab bait.  Several had spoken with a DNR official to detail their catches by season. 
 
John Battista, a landowner on Taylor’s Island, suggested that the Corps seek input from the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to model tidal changes due to the proposed projects.  He 
expressed concerns about the change in currents that may occur around an island restoration project, and 
also suggested that NOAA representatives be consulted on the project.  Mr. Battista was thanked for his 
suggestion, and informed that hydrodynamic modeling would be included as part of the studies, and that 
NOAA was part of the team that would plan the restoration project. 
 
Kevin Kelly expressed concerns to Ms. Sowers regarding current dredging operations at Barren Island 
that appeared to be poorly managed.  He said dredging contractors working with the current projects 
were allowing abandoned equipment to drift into neighboring properties.  Ms. Sowers referred him to 
John Gill to discuss the concerns.  Mr. Gill explained where the dredged material was being placed at 
Barren Island.  He said that the dredged material placement at Barren Island involved a county project, 
and was separate from the Mid-Bay Island Restoration project.  Mr. Kelly described his concerns about 
the management of the current dredged material placement operations to Mr. Gill, and Mr. Gill gave Mr. 
Kelly a contact at the Corps to speak with.   



 
Joe Coyne, a member of the Citizens Advisory Committee, stated that he has discussed the proposed 
island restoration with a local marina owner, and the owner mentioned that he has heard no opinions 
against the project from local customers.  Many other attendees also informed Ms. Gomez that they were 
in favor of the project and hoped construction would start soon.  The attendees were also interested in 
visiting PIERP so they could see how an island restoration site might look and function during 
operations. 
 
Ms. Boraczek worked with another group discussing previously abundant oystering areas in the vicinity 
of Barren Island and southern James Island.  They described the area east of Barren Island as very 
productive at one time, but currently silted over.  Several of them are working with DNR recovery 
groups to dredge bars to clean them of dead or diseased oysters prior to seeding.  The discussion lead 
into a secondary discussion of crabbing over some of the old oystering areas.   
 
Ms. Gomez joined a group with Ms. Boraczek and they discussed more pound net locations around 
Barren Island.  Several members of this group gillnet in winter as well.  Ms. Gomez inquired about the 
process of relocating pound nets for the Poplar Island construction.  Ms. Boraczek replied that the 
registered owner of the pound nets locations displaced by PIERP construction had quit using the 
locations, so the nets did not have to be relocated.  The Corps and MPA do not have the power to 
officially assign a new area, but would help work with DNR to fulfill the process.  The watermen used 
the charts to note what they believed to be the most suitable locations for the potential Barren Island 
restoration, as well as pointing out hard sandy bottom suitable for borrow material. 
 
The meeting adjourned, and the attendees were encouraged to take point of contact handouts, and to call 
or e-mail the Corps with any further questions or comments 



 
Final Meeting Summary 

Mid Bay Islands Study Public Watermen’s Meeting  
Hoopers Island Volunteer Fire Department, Fishing Creek, MD 

6:00 PM-7:30 PM, May 2, 2005 
Attendees:   
 
Residents:  Harold Cartwright, Rose Dean, Bill and Helen Houston, Marcus and Teresa Flowers, Ken 
Klustra, Mike Willey   
Dorchester County Shore Erosion Group:  Bruce Coulson  
Wright’s Creek Restoration Project:  Brenda Ebeling, Nick Roetzel, Jim and Doris Senior 
EA Engineering, Science, and Technology, Inc:  Jane Boraczek  
Maryland Port Administration:  Dave Bibo, Fran Flanigan 
Maryland Environmental Service:  Jim Jett 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District:  Stacey Sloan-Blersch, Angie Sowers 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service:  Bill Giese 
 
 
Welcome and Meeting Goals Fran Flanigan 
 
The meeting convened at 6:00 and everyone in attendance introduced himself or herself.  Ms. Flanigan 
informed the group that the goal of the meeting would be to update the attendees on recent 
developments of the Mid Bay Islands Ecosystem Restoration project and to discuss the proposed 
alignments for the Barren Island and James Island projects.   
 
Mid-Chesapeake Bay Islands Presentation Stacey Sloan-Blersch, USACE 
 
Ms. Blersch informed the group that the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Islands Restoration project was 
developed as a beneficial use dredged material placement site for the Federal Dredged Material 
Management Plan (DMMP).  Ms. Blersch provided a brief explanation of the state and federal DMMPs 
to the group.  Ms. Blersch also explained the purpose of the feasibility study and informed the group that 
the goal would be to get the report prepared for public review by September.   
 
Ms. Blersch informed the group that the Mid-Chesapeake Bay region is classified as the area between 
the mouth of the Chester River and the MD/VA border.  Ms. Blersch stated that over 10,500 acres of 
island habitat have been lost to erosion over the past 150 years.  At these rates it is estimated that all 
Chesapeake Bay islands will be lost to erosion within 10-20 years.  Ms Blersch explained that initial 
screening eliminated 84 of the 105 islands in the Chesapeake Bay and that of the final eight islands, 
James Island and Barren Island were recognized to be most critically in need of habitat restoration.  Ms. 
Blersch provided historic illustrations of the islands, noting that James has lost 884 acres since 1847 and 
Barren has lost 664 acres since 1847.   
 
Ms. Blersch presented data from the commercial and recreational fishing study to the watermen.  Ms. 
Blersch pointed out that the studies have shown a lot of crab potting around Barren Island.  Gill netting 
and pound nets are employed to the west of the island.  Ms. Blersch indicated that the objective of the 
Mid Bay project would be to maximize capacity through a large-island restoration at James Island and to 



minimize impacts to the fisheries around Barren Island.  The Barren Island restoration/protection project 
would be composed of the construction of a +6 ft breakwater extending from the southernmost end of 
the island and +4 ft sills.  Ms. Blersch stated that hydrodynamic modeling was still needed before the 
breakwater alignment is finalized.  Ms. Blersch noted that the breakwater was developed to protect 
valuable SAV growth to the east of the island and the Hoopers Island shoreline from erosion.  Ms. 
Blersch briefly explained the NEPA process in the project.  Ms Blersch stated that the feasibility report 
is now at an informal stage and the parties involved in the Mid Bay Island restoration project would like 
to make sure there are minimal impacts to the surrounding environment.       
  
Group Discussion All 
 
Ms. Flanigan stated that she wanted to ensure that everyone understood the information presented and 
invited comments on the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Islands proposal.  Ms. Flanigan stated a substantial part 
of Maryland’s economy is dependent on the Port of Baltimore and that maintenance dredging of 
Chesapeake Bay shipping channels is necessary to keep the port operating.  The need for dredged 
material placement is now focused on restoring Barren Island and James Island.  Ms. Flanigan expressed 
that there has been some debate in the past regarding which Island will be constructed first and invited 
some discussion on this part.   
 
Mr. Houston questioned why the Barren and James were selected when there are other islands that are in 
closer proximity to dredging operations.  Ms. Flanigan explained that Barren and James are intended to 
be ecosystem restoration projects and therefore will receive federal funding for their environmental 
benefits.  Barren Island in particular presents a relatively inexpensive alternative to achieve 
environmental benefits and as a means to protect the Hoopers Island shoreline from further erosion.  Mr. 
Houston asked if dredged material from Baltimore Harbor would be brought down to restore the Mid 
Bay Islands.  Ms. Flanigan replied that Harbor material is by law classified as contaminated material and 
cannot be placed outside of the North Point/Rock Point line.  Ms. Flanigan explained that Harbor 
material is currently placed in designated Dredged Material Containment Facilities on the Patapsco 
River such as Cox Creek, and will be placed at proposed sites such as Masonville, and Sparrows Point in 
the future.  The islands will only be receiving clean dredged material from the main Chesapeake Bay 
channels.  Ms. Boraczek added that only material that is suitable for habitat restoration would be 
considered for placement on the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Islands.  Ms. Sowers stated that Barren Island 
could possibly receive dredged material from local navigational dredging projects.   
 
Mr. Klustra, referring to James Island, asked if the project would include any dredging of the 
navigational channel south of James Island.  Ms. Boraczek commented that this is not a federal channel 
and would therefore not be dredged during this operation.  Dredging of this channel would be more 
likely undertaken by the county or state.   Mr. Klustra stated that there would be problems with natural 
southerly flow of the island, explaining that the sediment from construction operations will be 
transported and fill the –4 ft channel.  Mr. Flowers contended that if a bulkhead were constructed to the 
south of James Island the channel would deepen.  Ms. Blersch added that the USACE is currently 
developing models for the area to determine what effects the island will have on the existing channel   
 
Ms. Blersch informed that the group that initial construction could be completed and ready for inflow by 
2017.  Ms. Blersch explained that funding for the Mid Bay Island Restoration project would be 
contingent upon getting the project included to the WRDA 2005.  Ms. Flanigan noted that there is 



presently a large backload of proposed federal projects that will be attempting to be included to the 
WRDA 2005 and that it may be difficult to raise the necessary funding for the project.   
 
Ms. Flanigan stated that wetlands in Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge (BNWR) have been another 
topic of concern in the region.  Vegetation loss, sea level rise, and saltwater intrusion have converted 
much of the wetlands within this area into open water.  It is estimated that BNWR has lost nearly 8,000 
acres of wetlands.  Ms. Flanigan stated that the USFWS has presented interest in using clean dredged 
material to fill in these areas to the reestablish wetlands.  This would allow for the potential for three 
dredged material placement sites operating in Dorchester County.  Ms. Boraczek mentioned that there 
has been discussion of possibly linking the James Island restoration to the BNWR wetlands restoration.  
It has been proposed that the dredged material be dewatered on James Island and subsequently 
transported to BNWR for thin-layer placement.  Ms. Blersch stated that there is enough need for dredged 
material placement that both projects could begin simultaneously, but added that Barren Island would be 
very attractive in that it provides environmental benefits and would be relatively inexpensive.   
 
Mr. Cartwright pointed out that there exists a –12 ft channel running just south of the small remnant to 
the south of Barren Island.  Mr. Cartwright stated that the channel was used by local watermen and 
asked if the breakwater could be divided into segments to allow travel through this channel.  Mr. 
Flowers commented that a segmented breakwater would promote a build up of sediment behind the 
structures.  Mr. Flowers added that residents of Hoopers Island have already seen this occur from the 
breakwaters constructed for the Hoopers Island Bridge.  If a continuous breakwater were constructed it 
would only increase travel time by a few minutes.  Ms. Boraczek stated that the residents attending the 
last Hoopers Island Watermen’s meeting expressed that they would prefer a thin island or a continuous, 
protective breakwater constructed next to Hoopers Island rather than something wider (to avoid crabbing 
and gillnetting).  Ms. Boraczek noted that the project team considered this in the design and if the 
residents want the configuration changed then this opinion should be accounted.   
 
The attendees gathered around and discussed the figure of the proposed Barren Island breakwater 
alignment.  Several watermen commented that the original island extended straight to the south more 
than the historic alignment projected on the map but was otherwise correct.  Mr. Willey commented that 
the there was not a true channel to the south of Barren Island but a deep area called the wash out located 
just south of the southern remnant.  Several watermen commented that the increased SAV growth 
between Barren Island and Hoopers Island would enhance habitat for soft crabs but would be worse for 
boating.  One waterman asked if the +6 ft breakwater elevation would be continuous for the entire length 
of the structure.  Ms. Blersch replied that the breakwater extending to the south of the island would be 6 
ft but be minimized to 4 ft along the western shore to the north of Barren Island.  Mr. Coulson remarked 
that creating a segmented breakwater would be a mistake.  Mr. Flowers added that any segments in the 
breakwater would receive a large amount of wash through which would adversely affect SAV between 
Barren Island and Hoopers Island.  Residents offered to present the map of the proposed Barren Island 
alignment to local watermen to collect their feedback and see if anyone would prefer to see any 
alterations to the alignment.  Ms. Blersch agreed and provided her contact information.  The meeting 
adjourned at 7:30 PM.       
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Planning Division 
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY 

 
                                                                                                                                August 30, 2006  

 
Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 

 
Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Ecosystem Restoration Study 

 
ALL INTERESTED PARTIES: 
 
In accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE), Baltimore District has prepared a Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Ecosystem Restoration 
Project in Dorchester County, on Maryland’s Eastern Shore. Approximately 90 to 95 million cubic yards 
of material, primarily dredged during maintenance of the Chesapeake Bay approach channels to 
Baltimore Harbor, would be placed behind dikes at James Island.  Material placed at Barren Island would 
be from authorized maintenance dredging of Federal navigation channels in the Honga River. After 
placement, the material would be shaped and planted to provide 2,144 acres of island habitat at James and 
Barren Islands as well as protect existing island ecosystem habitat, including critical submerged aquatic 
vegetation (SAV).  James and Barren Islands have been identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
and other natural resource management agencies as a valuable nesting and nursery area for many species 
of wildlife, including bald eagles, diamondback terrapins, and potentially horseshoe crabs. The Draft EIS 
documents the NEPA compliance and information specific to the actions for the proposed Mid-
Chesapeake Bay project.  Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Ecosystem Restoration was one of three actions 
specifically recommended by the USACE-Baltimore District’s, Dredged Material Management Plan 
(DMMP) and Final Tiered Environmental Impact Statement (December 2005).  The USACE is making 
the Draft Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report and EIS 
available to the public for review and comment through a Notice of Availability published in the Federal 
Register.  The recommendations of the Draft EIS are:   
 

• Construction of a 2,072-acre fill area at James Island, consisting of approximately 55 percent tidal 
wetland habitat and 45 percent upland island habitat; 

 
• Construction and backfilling of sills at Barren Island to protect both the current acreage of the 

island and the adjacent SAV/shallow water habitat, providing approximately 72 acres of wetland 
habitat on the northern and western portions of the island; and 

 
• If deemed necessary to protect the SAV, construction at Barren Island of a maximum of 3,350 

feet of breakwater extending South from the southern tip of the existing island at a maximum 
height of plus 6 feet MLLW. 

 
We must receive comments on or before October 23, 2006, to ensure consideration in final plan 
development.  Two public meetings will be held for the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Draft Integrated Feasibility 
Report and EIS.  The first public meeting will be held at the Dorchester County Public Library, Central 
Branch, 303 Gay Street, Cambridge, Maryland 21613, on Wednesday, October 11, 2006, beginning at 7 
p.m.   The second public meeting will be held at Taylors Island Volunteer Fire Company, 510 Taylors 
Island Road, Taylors Island, Maryland 21669, on Thursday, October 12, 2006 beginning at 7 p.m.  Staff 
will be available one hour prior to meeting start time.  Both meetings will provide an opportunity for the 
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public to present oral and/or written comments.  All persons and organizations that have an interest in the 
Draft Mid-Chesapeake Bay Integrated Feasibility Report and EIS are urged to participate in one or both 
meetings. 
 
Please send written comments concerning this report to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Attn:  Ms. Stacey 
Blersch, Planning Division, P.O. Box 1715, Baltimore, MD 21203.  Telephone: (410) 962-5196 or 1-800-
295-1610.  Please submit electronic comments to Stacey.S.Blersch@usace.army.mil.  Your comments 
must be contained in the body of your message; please do not send attached files.  Please include your 
name and address in your message.  You may view the Draft EIS and related information on the USACE 
web page at http://www.nab.usace.army.mil/publications/non-reg_pub.htm. USACE has distributed 
copies of the Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and EIS to appropriate members of Congress, State, and 
local government officials, Federal agencies, and other interested parties.  Copies are also available for 
public review at the following locations: 
 
(1) Andrew G. Truxal Library, Anne Arundel Community College, 101 College Parkway, Arnold, MD 

21012 

(2) Anne Arundel County Public Library, 1410 West Street, Annapolis, MD 21401 

(3) Anne Arundel County Public Library, Annapolis Branch, 5 Harry S. Truman Parkway, Annapolis, 

MD 21401 

(4) Calvert County Public Library, 30 Duke Street, Prince Frederick, MD 20678 

(5) Chesapeake College Library, Wye Mills, MD 21679 

(6) Corbin Memorial Library, 4 East Main Street, Crisfield, MD 21817 

(7) Dorchester County Public Library, 303 Gay Street, Cambridge, MD 21613 

(8) Dorchester County Public Library, Hurlock Branch, 222 S. Main Street, Hurlock, MD 21643 

(9) Eastern Shore Public Library, 23610 Front Street, Accomac, VA 23301 

(10) Enoch Pratt Free Library, 400 Cathedral Street, Baltimore, MD 21201 

(11) Federal Maritime Commission, 110 L Street NW, Washington, DC 20573 

(12) Kent County Public Library, 408 High Street, Chestertown, MD 21620 

(13) Maryland State Law Library, Court of Appeals Building, 361 Rowe Boulevard, Annapolis, MD 

21401 

(14) Northumberland County Public Library, 7204 Northumberland Highway, Heathsville, VA 22473 

(15) Queen Anne’s County Public Library, Centreville Branch, 121 S. Commerce Street, Centreville, 

MD 21617 

(16) Queen Anne’s County Public Library, Stevensville Branch, 200 Library Circle, Stevensville, MD 

21666 

mailto:Stacey.S.Blersch@usace.army.mil
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(17) Somerset County Library, 11767 Beechwood Street, Princess Anne, MD 21853 

(18) Somerset County Library, Ewell Branch, 20910 Caleb Jones Road, Ewell, MD 21824 

(19) State Department of Legislative Reference Library, 90 State Circle, Annapolis, MD 21401 

(20) St. Mary’s County Memorial Library, Leonardtown Branch, 23250 Hollywood Road, Leonardtown, 

MD 20650 

(21) Sudlersville Memorial Library, 105 West Main Street, Sudlersville, MD 21668 

(22) Talbot County Public Library, Easton Branch, 100 West Dover Street, Easton, MD 21601 

(23) Talbot County Public Library, St. Michaels Branch, 106 Freemont Street, St. Michaels, MD 21663 

(24) Talbot County Public Library, Tilghman Island Elementary School Branch, 21374 Foster Avenue 

Tilghman, MD 21671 

(25) Twin Beaches Library, 3819 Harper Road, Chesapeake Beach, MD 20732 

(26) Wicomico County Free Library, 122 S. Division Street, Salisbury, MD 21801 

 
After the public comment period ends on October 23, 2006, the USACE will consider all comments 
received.  The Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and EIS will be revised as appropriate and a Final 
Integrated Feasibility Report and EIS will be issued.   
 
 
 
 
       Amy M. Guise 
       Chief, Civil Project Development Branch 
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Frequently Asked Questions: Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Islands Ecosystem Restoration Project  

 
 
What is a Feasibility Report?   
The purpose of a Feasibility Report is to look at the technical, economic, and environmental 
feasibility of constructing water resources development projects, including protecting, restoring, 
and creating aquatic, intertidal wetland, and upland habitat for fish and wildlife, in a designated 
study area.  The report is a complete decision document, which provides a sound and 
documented basis for decision makers at all levels to judge the recommended solution(s).   
 
What is an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)? 
An EIS is a comprehensive document that is prepared to describe and evaluate the effects from a 
proposed action on the environment.  The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) 
requires the Federal government to provide a detailed statement of impacts (known as an EIS) 
resulting from any major Federal action that has the potential to significantly affect the 
environment.  A Federal action is an activity that is entirely or partly financed, assisted, 
conducted or approved by a Federal agency.  In this case, the "environment" is defined as the 
natural and physical environment and the relationship of people with that environment.  A 
change in consequence, resulting from the action(s) is considered an impact.  Impacts can be 
positive, negative or both.  An EIS describes all impacts to the affected environment, including 
effects to the land, water, air, living organisms, as well as social, cultural, and economic aspects.  
NEPA requires an analysis of all practicable alternatives.  An EIS also evaluates impacts 
resulting from any reasonable alternatives to the proposed action.  It is a decision-making 
document in that it selects the preferred alternative after thoroughly evaluating the alternatives 
and associated impacts. 
 
Although NEPA applies to all actions carried out, assisted, or licensed by the Federal 
government, the act specifies when an EIS must be prepared and the Council for Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) regulations provides the recommended format and content.  In accordance with 
the CEQ regulations, Section 1502.1, the EIS "shall provide full and fair discussion of significant 
environmental impacts and shall inform decision makers and the public of the reasonable 
alternatives which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human 
environment". 
 
A tiered EIS is prepared when there is a need to have subsequent NEPA documents (either an 
EIS or an Environmental Assessment) after an initial EIS.  For example, another NEPA 
document might be needed to address impacts that may result from a follow-on, site-specific 
action that is included in the overall program.  The tiered EIS is prepared to eliminate repetitive 
analysis of the same issues.  During a tiered EIS process, the subsequent document will 
concentrate on discussions and analysis specific to the follow-on action, but will only summarize 
and reference issues discussed in the original, broader document. 
 
What is an Integrated Feasibility Report and EIS? 
An Integrated Feasibility Report combines a feasibility report and EIS into a single document. It 
allows decision makers to fully evaluate all aspects of a proposed project.  This Integrated 



 
 

 
October 2006 

2

Feasibility Report considers using clean dredged material from the Baltimore Harbor and 
Channels Federal navigation project for an ecosystem restoration project within the Mid-
Chesapeake Bay Islands study area.  Specifically, this feasibility study will (1) examine and 
evaluate the problems and opportunities related to the restoration of island habitat through the 
beneficial use of dredged material; (2) formulate plans to address these problems and 
opportunities; and (3) recommend cost-effective solutions for implementing a project, or 
projects, that will restore island ecosystem habitat and address dredged material management 
options recommended in the Federal Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP). 
 
What is dredged material? 
In general, dredged material is sediment that has been removed with an underwater excavating 
machine called a dredge.  Dredging may be conducted either mechanically (using a bucket) or 
hydraulically (using a pump). Dredged material removed from waterways is categorized into two 
general types: maintenance material and new work material.  Maintenance material is material 
that has filled in areas that have previously been dredged to similar depths and widths.  
Maintenance material consists of sediments that are already on the bottom of the waterway or 
recently deposited sediment material that originated as eroded soil carried to the riverbed or 
estuary bottom by rainfall runoff, wave action, or tidal currents.  This typically uncontaminated 
sediment is removed as part of maintenance dredging programs.  New work material is material 
taken from depths not previously dredged. 
 
What is a beneficial use? 
Beneficial use of dredged material is recycling of dredged material for use as a product that has 
value.  Dredged material has historically been considered a waste product and managed by 
creating facilities for permanent confinement of the material.  The United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) and other technical experts have found alternatives involving the use of 
dredged material for beneficial use, such as beach replenishment, shoreline restoration, island 
restoration, manufactured topsoil, construction fill, landfill, abandoned mine reclamation and 
Brownfield cover, wetland, oyster bar, and habitat restoration.  
 
Why do you need a Mid-Bay Island ecosystem restoration project? 
The Federal and State of Maryland’s DMMPs have identified a placement capacity shortfall that 
will begin in approximately 2010.  Engineering Regulation (ER) 1105-2-100 requires dredged 
material management planning for Federal navigation projects to ensure that sufficient dredged 
material placement capacity is available during the life of a navigation project.  The Baltimore 
Harbor and Channels, Dredged Material Management Plan and Tiered Environmental Impact 
Statement concluded that there is insufficient capacity for dredged material placement to meet 
Federal and State of Maryland dredging needs in the next twenty years, insufficient time to 
develop new placement site(s) before existing sites are filled, and potential for inefficiencies at 
existing placement sites if new sites are not constructed.  The restoration of island habitat in the 
Chesapeake Bay was one of the options considered and recommended during the DMMP 
process.  In addition, islands are being lost in the Chesapeake Bay at a rapid rate.  Over 10,500 
acres of islands have been lost in the Bay over the last 150 years.  As such, the Mid-Chesapeake 
Bay Island Ecosystem Restoration Study reflects the recommendation of the Federal DMMP and 
tiered EIS and restores and protects valuable island habitat.   
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What is the recommended plan for the restoration of James Island?     
Restoration of James Island and protection of its existing remnants would consist of creating a 
2,072-acre fill area, subdivided to provide approximately 55 percent tidal wetland habitats (1,140 
acres) and 45 percent upland island habitats (932 acres).  This restoration would involve 
constructing armored dikes, breakwaters, and/or other structures approximating the island’s 
historical footprint from 1877, and filling the enclosed area with clean dredged material from 
Federal navigation channels.  An access channel approximately 12,720 feet in length would be 
dredged on the northwest end of the island. The upland cells are located on the northern portion 
of the site overlaying the primary borrow sources, with the wetlands located in the southern 
portion of the site.  A tidal gut passes through the center of the wetland areas.  Each wetland cell 
will either be opened to tidal flow from the tidal gut or from the much lower energy of the Bay 
on the east side of the alignment. The final recreation components of the project have not been 
determined, however, they are expected to include rock reefs for fishing, a water trail for 
canoeing and kayaking, and informative signage. 
 
What is the recommended plan for the environmental restoration of Barren Island?   
Restoration and protection at Barren Island would use breakwaters to protect the current acreage 
of the Island and the SAV/shallow water habitat off the eastern shore of Barren Island.  
Approximately 72 acres of island habitat will be created by backfilling on the northern (23 acres) 
and western (49 acres) shorelines of the Island.  The material that would be used to backfill 
behind the breakwaters at Barren Island would be from authorized maintenance of Federal 
navigation channels in the Honga River area.  The recommended plan for Barren Island is broken 
down into two phases.  Phase I Barren restoration would involve the modification of 4,900 feet 
of existing rock breakwaters and the construction of 9,760 feet of new rock breakwater (3,840 
feet on the northern shore, 4,620 feet on the western shore, and 1,300 feet on the southern shore).  
Breakwaters would be built to an elevation of 4 feet above mean lower low water (MLLW).  
Phase II of the restoration of Barren Island would consist of construction of breakwaters off the 
southern tip of the Island following the historic shoreline.  A maximum of 8,200 feet of structure 
is proposed to a maximum height of 6 feet above MLLW for this phase.   
 
Why are these islands being considered for dredged material placement? 
 
The recommended plan proposed by the final Federal Dredged Material Management Plan 
(DMMP) to meet dredged material placement needs in the Bay is multi-faceted, and includes a 
large island restoration project in the Mid-Chesapeake Bay region.  Initially 105 islands within 
the study area were considered.  To narrow down the number of potential alternatives, an initial 
screening of all 105 islands within the study area was conducted.  Initial screening criteria were 
developed and using existing technical information and best professional judgment the Mid-Bay 
Project Delivery Team (PDT) determined whether each island met the criteria.  To further 
narrow down the number of islands under consideration, the PDT, with input from the Bay 
Enhancement Working Group (BEWG), ranked the 8 island/island complexes that had, thus far, 
met all of the ranking criteria.  Based upon engineering and environmental criteria, the two 
islands that ranked highest were James Island and Barren Island.  
 
  
  



 
 

 

 
 
Figure 1- Final Recommended Plan at James Island  Figure 2- Final Recommended Plan at Barren Island 
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What recreational/educational opportunities will be available at the islands?   
Recreational components at ecosystem restoration project should enhance the public’s 
experience while remaining compatible with the objectives of the project.  At James Island, the 
rock reefs, segmented breakwater structures, and armored perimeter dikes will provide additional 
fish cover, increasing their potential as high-functioning fish habitat that could support a more 
productive recreational fishery in the vicinity of the project.  Passive recreational and educational 
components were also considered including: a self-guided interpretive water trail in the tidal gut, 
informative signage, and avian observation from the water.  Other components such as public 
tours of the islands, research opportunities for universities, and volunteer opportunities will be 
available during the construction of the project.  
 
Both residents and non-residents of Dorchester County are likely to engage in wildlife viewing 
via boat around James and Barren Islands, either as the main purpose of their trip or as part of 
other activities.   
 
Barren Island, which is owned and regulated by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), is available for use by researchers, and a current restoration program has attracted a 
variety of school groups and volunteers to the Island who are interested in assisting and learning 
about wetland restoration.  All other access to Barren Island is restricted. 
 
What type of dredged material will be accepted at the site? 
Dredged material accepted at James Island will originate from the C&D Canal approach 
channels and the Chesapeake Bay approach channels to the Port of Baltimore in Maryland, as 
well as potentially other Federal navigation channels in the James Island vicinity.  Material 
placed at Barren Island will be from authorized maintenance dredging of federal navigation 
channels in the Honga River area.   
 
Will contaminated dredged material be accepted? 
No.  Dredged material considered for future placement at James Island and Barren Island will 
continue to be tested and analyzed prior to dredging and placement to ensure that the sediment 
quality is acceptable.  Material from Baltimore Harbor within the Patapsco River will not be 
considered for placement at James Island or Barren Island in accordance with the Mid-
Chesapeake Bay Island Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS). 
 
Can we obtain access to the islands?  
Access to James Island will likely be limited to protect the habitat and because the Island will be 
an active construction site.  Public outreach and involvement is an important consideration for 
this project and the potential exists for guided tours to be arranged while the project is under 
construction. Other possibilities such as research opportunities for universities and volunteer 
opportunities will likely be available during the construction of the project.    
 
Access to Barren Island is restricted unless arrangements are made through USFWS, which owns 
and regulates the Island. 
 



 
 

 
October 2006 

6

I fish/crab/clam within the project area.  Where can I move my gear?  Will additional 
harvest areas be opened? 
The USACE and Maryland Port Administration (MPA) will continue coordinating with 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and other resource agencies to further assess 
the commercial fishing activity in the area.  They are also willing to meet with local groups and 
representatives to obtain additional information regarding existing commercial use within the 
potential project areas.  DNR would be responsible for assessing the opening of additional 
harvest areas. 
 
Will there be negative effects on clamming, oystering, crabbing, and fishing in the proposed 
restoration or protection areas? 
The proposed project permanently removes clam beds from the fishery that have the potential to 
be productive in the future.  However, the areas are not presently considered productive clam 
bars and at current clam densities, the proposed ecosystem restoration would not significantly 
impact the abundance or catch of either type of commercial clam species.   
 
DNR has delineated three natural oyster bars (NOBs) in the vicinity of James Island and two in 
the vicinity of Barren Island.  The proposed restoration at James Island and the 
restoration/protection at Barren Island are configured in such a way that no dredging, 
construction, or filling activities will occur over any oyster harvesting areas; the bars will be 
avoided.  The staging area for material placement at James Island will be sufficiently far from 
the oyster bars to prevent impacts from resuspension of material due to barge traffic.  Time-of-
year restrictions are expected to further protect NOBs.  No long-term impacts from the project on 
the adjacent oyster bars are, therefore, expected. 
 
The waters surrounding James and Barren Islands have been identified as a regionally important 
area for harvesting blue crabs.  A short-term impact to blue crabs could include a period of lower 
usage of the Island restoration area during construction.  The main impact to this resource will be 
the loss of 2,072 acres of prime summer blue crab habitat at James Island due to burial and island 
construction.  The shallows surrounding the remnant islands provide habitat (cover and food 
sources) sought by juvenile and adult crabs in the summer. 
 
The marsh creeks formed by the restored island construction and the SAV beds that should be 
protected by the proposed projects are expected to provide excellent crab habitat in the future.  
Restoration at James Island would represent a net loss of currently productive blue crab habitat 
that is not associated with SAV.  The largest impact is to the commercial crabbers who fish the 
waters within the proposed project area and will have to relocate their operations.  The project 
has the potential to increase crab abundance in adjacent areas, particularly if SAV beds adjacent 
to the Islands expand.  However, increased travel time and fishing congestion in these areas (pots 
per acre) may offset these positive effects.  Because the project is not anticipated to negatively 
affect crab abundance, it is reasonable to expect that the economic impacts of the project on 
overall crab fisheries will be minimal.  However, there may be temporary impacts to individual 
crabbers who are displaced by the project as they search for new productive areas to set pots and 
some long-term impacts for any fishermen who must travel farther to set pots. 
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Overall, impacts of the restoration and protection projects to commercial finfisheries are 
expected to be minimal.  It is expected that the composition of the adult finfish community in the 
waters surrounding the proposed projects will not be impacted significantly in the long-term.  
However, construction impacts such as bottom disturbance or turbidity may deter short-term 
usage by the adults and young of some commercially important species.  In addition, burial of 
available cover items such as snags would remove preferred habitat for species such as striped 
bass.  It is not anticipated that any long-term impacts to commercially important finfish will be 
significant, and, once the construction phase is completed, finfish are expected to move back into 
the area quickly.  At James Island, there will be impacts to non-active pound net sites, but not 
active pound nets.  At Barren Island, there is a possibility that one inactive pound net will be 
affected and, if the southern breakwater is extended, one active pound net could be affected.  
Any impacts to active pound nets may result in the fisherman having to relocate.  The additional 
stone dikes, wetlands, and potential increase in SAV associated with the proposed project are 
expected to provide more shelter and foraging habitat for commercially valuable finfish species.  
Based on surveys of existing channel usage, increased travel-time impacts to fishermen 
associated with the proposed project are anticipated to be minimal. 
 
What about the viewshed? 
The affected land area for James Island includes primarily residential and agricultural areas 
along the Little Choptank River and Chesapeake Bay mainstem.  The James Island restoration 
has the potential to be a significant element in the landscape for some viewpoints, but from the 
majority of vantage points the Island will blend into the existing landscape.   
 
For Barren Island, the affected land areas are residences, commercial areas and roads on Upper 
Hoopers Island.  The types of non-residential areas with views of the Island include boat 
launches, churches, and a waterfront restaurant.  Transient views of the Island may be seen from 
secondary roads where the roads are close to the shoreline.  Boaters near Barren Island will be 
able to see the existing Island, but will only see the protection from the northern and western 
sides of the Island, with the exception of the southern breakwater, which will be visible from the 
eastern side as well.  Furthermore, the rocks and sand that make up the restoration/protection 
project are likely to be noticeable only by those within a half-mile of the Island. 
 
By preventing erosion of the Island, the project protects the current view of Barren Island and 
improves many measures of the quality of the view including land use diversity, percent of tree 
cover, proportion of natural land use in view, and range of vertical elevation. 
 
What type of economic benefits do you foresee this bringing to Dorchester County? 
The total number of Dorchester County jobs created by the project, including new jobs for 
existing county residents and new jobs for people who will relocate to Dorchester County for the 
initial construction of the project, is estimated to be 243 direct annual jobs.  A full-time staff of 
25-30 people is expected over the 30+ year operational life of the project after dike construction 
is completed.  
 
What kind of environmental monitoring will be conducted at James and Barren Islands? 
It is anticipated that the project will operate under a Maryland Department of the Environment 
(MDE) Water Quality Certificate and Tidal Wetlands License. The environmental monitoring 
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framework for the James Island restoration project and the Barren Island restoration/protection 
project will contain studies to monitor discharge water quality, receiving water quality, SAV 
presence, sediment quality, benthic communities, nekton, birds, fish, and other wildlife.  
 
Monitoring is performed to ensure regulatory compliance, to document the creation of beneficial 
habitat, to confirm the expected findings of no negative impacts, and to provide operational input 
on the success of habitat creation and potential changes which will increase the habitat value and 
utilization.  The water quality, sediment quality, benthic community data, spillway discharge, 
and interior water quality/algae data are evaluated, reviewed, and submitted to MDE to 
document water quality conditions adjacent to the site and at nearby reference sites.  Other 
biological data (fish, shellfish, wetlands, birds, etc.) are used to assist with habitat development 
initiatives. The Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Monitoring Framework consists of twelve 
monitoring components: 
 

• Turbidity monitoring • Wetlands use by fish  
• Shellfish bed sedimentation • Wetlands use by wildlife 
• Sediment quality • Wetlands use by birds 
• Wetland vegetation • Interior water quality/algae 
• Water quality • Maryland terrapin monitoring 
• Benthic and epibenthic community • SAV growth and cover 

 
The location and number of additional monitoring locations and the frequency of monitoring 
events for each component would be determined based on consultation with the appropriate 
agency representatives, and approved by members of the Monitoring Subgroup.  Changes and 
updates to the monitoring framework will be evaluated as part of the adaptive management 
process.  The public already does and would continue to have the opportunity to participate in 
activities that currently take place at Barren Island, such as planting of cells.  There is a 
possibility that this opportunity would also exist at James Island at a later time. 
 
Who will be responsible for the Island once it is completed? What are the long-term 
maintenance issues? 
The construction, operation, and maintenance of James Island will be a cooperative effort 
between USACE-Baltimore District and MPA similar to the arrangement for the restoration and 
maintenance of the Poplar Island Environmental Restoration Project (PIERP). The USACE and 
MPA will be responsible for construction of James Island and the day-to-day operations during 
dredged material inflow.  As each functional element of the project is completed and determined 
to be functioning as intended, it will become the responsibility of the MPA to operate, maintain, 
repair, replace, and rehabilitate the project elements as needed. Such functional elements include: 
containment dikes including armor stone, internal dikes, service structures, access channels, and 
each of the wetland and habitat areas defined by permanent cell divisions. Ultimately, the entire 
site will become the responsibility of the MPA. 
 
James Island will be managed by a multi-component management framework. The project 
management team structure for the adaptive management plan (AMP) would be similar to that 
established for the PIERP. There would be two groups broken out from the entire project 
partnership: (1) working group, and (2) Ecosystem Restoration Project Coordination Team. Two 
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subgroups would be formed from the working group: a Habitat subgroup and a Monitoring 
subgroup. There would be three subgroups developed from the Coordination Team: (1) a Site 
Development team, (2) a Site Operations team, and (3) an Adaptive Management team. 
Locations of monitoring stations and frequency of monitoring for each component would be 
determined based on consultation with the appropriate agency representatives, and approved by 
members of the Monitoring subgroup. In addition, geotechnical sampling and testing of dredged 
material for upland and wetland development will occur and adjustments made as necessary. 
Changes and updates to the monitoring framework will be evaluated as part of the adaptive 
management process.   
 
What about marker lights to make sure no one runs aground on the rock structure? 
Lights used as aids to navigation will be added to mark the project. These navigation lights may 
be visible at nearby residences, but will be in keeping with existing lighting along the waterway 
and will comply with U.S. Coast Guard regulations.  Similar to existing conditions, for safety 
purposes during construction, warning signs for recreational boaters would be placed in locations 
where potential submerged hazards may exist.  In addition, the U.S. Coast Guard will issue 
Notices to Mariners and the National Ocean and Atmospheric Administration will publish 
nautical charts indicating the extent of construction activities and showing the new Island 
configuration.  The MDNR police would also cooperate with the State to enforce restrictions at 
the Islands during construction, when necessary. 
 
Will the restoration/protection projects provide more erosion protection for the mainland? 
Island structures inhibit the erosion of mainland shorelines by providing shelter from wind and 
wave forces.  Specifically, Barren Island is believed to provide protection from wind and waves 
for the populated Hoopers Island shoreline to the east. If Barren Island is not present to provide 
shoreline protection, Hoopers Island will be exposed to more erosive forces.  Similarly, if James 
Island is lost completely to erosion, more erosive forces will likely impact the shoreline of 
Taylors Island. 
 
Why aren’t you planning to stop erosion on Barren and Hoopers Island completely? 
While protecting the Islands from erosion is part of the goal of the project, the primary purpose is 
to restore and protect valuable but threatened island ecosystems through the beneficial use of 
dredged material. Mainland protection is an incidental benefit of the proposed project.   
 
How do you quantify the benefits of James and Barren Islands in terms of island habitat 
and what that means for the Bay? 
The Island Community Unit (ICU) method was developed to capture the value of island habitat 
diversity and the benefit to the communities that inhabit islands over the life of the restoration 
project.   The method, developed by USACE-Baltimore District with input from a working group 
comprised of Federal and State resource agencies, environmental groups, and academia, uses fish 
and wildlife communities to quantify benefits, rather than individual species.  To determine the 
environmental benefits for each alternative, workgroups had to identify what species used island 
habitat in the Chesapeake Bay, determine what habitat types they used, establish limiting 
conditions for those habitats, and then determine what benefits each community received from 
the habitat.  
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A preliminary calculation of habitat output versus the cost for the alternative was performed. 
Those alternatives in which the cost was large compared to the habitat benefits were not carried 
forward for further consideration.  
 
Will there be an oversight committee to monitor the project and can the public participate? 
For a project of this size and complexity a network of teams and working groups will be required 
to support the decision-making process for the project. A Working Group will be formed to 
provide oversight, technical advice and support to the project partners and Adaptive 
Management Team. In addition, Subgroups such as a Habitat Subgroup and Monitoring 
Subgroup can advise the Working Group. The subcommittees of the Working Group will be 
established to advise the management teams on restoration planning and operations and on 
environmental monitoring activities.  The working groups and subgroups will include members 
from State and Federal resource agencies, environmental groups, academia, and may include 
members of the pubic.  If there is sufficient interest, a citizens advisory committee could be 
established to provide oversight and advice on project matters.  
 
Is this project a sure bet? 
This project is not a sure bet. We are still in the Feasibility and NEPA process and no decision 
has been made regarding the recommendations of the report. NEPA requires an analysis of all 
practicable alternatives and construction cannot occur until a Record of Decision (ROD) has 
been signed. This would not occur until after the EIS has been finalized. Construction of the 
project will likely need Congressional authorization to proceed.   
 
Do you anticipate opposition? 
Generally, for a project of this magnitude there will be some opposition; however, so far, more 
people have come forward in support of the project than in opposition.   
 
Will the existing channel between James Island and Taylors Island be maintained? 
The channel between James Island and Taylors Island will remain intact.  As a result of public 
meetings, the study team considered a request by local watermen to preserve a channel between 
James Island and Taylors Islands and modified the project alignment to maintain the channel.   
 
Will the projects accommodate dredged material from other jobs, such as the city of 
Cambridge? 
No, only dredged material from Federal navigation projects will be eligible for placement at 
James and Barren Islands.  Authority to take dredged material from non-Federal channels would 
have to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.  
 
What is the possibility of switching the priority of the Poplar Island Expansion Restoration 
Project and the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Islands Restoration Project? 
Due to the urgent need for dredged material capacity, USACE and MPA do not have a 
preference as long as one of the projects is authorized and funded.  Building the Mid-Chesapeake 
Bay Island project first is attractive because it provides a long-term solution for the dredged 
material capacity shortfall and provides high environmental benefits to the Bay community.  
However, there is less implementation risk involved in expanding the existing Poplar Island 
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project as opposed to starting a new project and Poplar Island is further along in the study 
process. 
 
What is a breakwater? 
Breakwaters are offshore structures built for the purpose of protecting the coast and decreasing 
erosion caused by wave energy.  Stone or other material is placed in long mounds; the slope of 
the mounds and the rough texture of the stone decreases the energy in waves approaching the 
shoreline.   
 
Will the Barren Island portion of the project include breakwaters? 
Breakwaters are proposed to protect the northern and western shores of Barren Island as well as 
the Phase II portion of the project south of Barren Island.  Phase II of the restoration of Barren 
Island will consist of construction of breakwaters off the southern tip of the Island following the 
historic shoreline.  A maximum of 8,200 feet of structure is proposed to a maximum height of 6 
feet above MLLW.   
 
How good are segmented breakwaters at protecting land? 
Segmented breakwaters have been shown to work well at Tilghman, Smith, and Barren Islands 
and other places around the Bay. 
 
Would this project be impacted by potential future construction activities such as crossings 
from Dorchester County to Calvert County, as well as the proposed transmission and gas 
line?   
We don’t expect impacts; however, at this time we don’t have a lot of information.  
 
What about future raising of the dikes or expanding the footprint of the projects? 
This project will provide dredged material placement capacity for 30 years.  Current Corps of 
Engineers Regulations require us to look at existing projects when additional material placement 
capacity is needed. At this time it is not anticipated that the proposed dikes would be raised 
higher than described in the report or that the footprint be expanded.  The DMMP also 
recommends looking at wetlands restoration in Dorchester County for future dredged material 
placement needs. 
 
Are you considering sea level rise and climate change in your design? 
Yes, we are. We will incorporate new data as it becomes available. Sea level rise could affect the 
elevations used for the wetlands planting so this is an important consideration. 
 
What is the relationship between this project and Dorchester County wetlands restoration? 
The DMMP recommended the restoration of wetlands in Dorchester County as a beneficial use 
of dredged material from the shipping channels. A study has been initiated to consider wetlands 
restoration in Dorchester County, including the Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge. One of the 
initial suggestions is that James Island be used as a staging area for the controlled flow of 
dredged material to the degraded wetlands.  However, a restoration project of this magnitude 
would require a considerable amount of analysis and planning at a level at least as great as the 
Mid-Bay Island study and all options must be considered before a decision can be made.  
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What are the differences in the heights of the proposed breakwater at Barren Island?    
The heights of the proposed breakwater at Barren Island range from 4 ft to 6 ft above MLLW 
for the alternative plans considered. In general, higher breakwaters provide more wave 
protection and would be expected to enhance the success of SAV in the project area. Computer 
modeling indicates that a 6 ft MLLW breakwater would reduce storm waves by 0.5 ft to 1.0 ft 
more than a 4 ft MLLW breakwater. Tradeoffs to be considered include the increased 
construction cost of the higher breakwaters, the benefits to SAV of greater wave reduction and 
navigation safety issues.    
  
Would there be any impacts on the mainland shoreline if James Island or Barren Island 
eroded completely? 
Computer modeling of wave conditions indicates that the maximum wave heights near the 
mainland shoreline are reduced by as much as 2 ft by existing James Island remnants. 
Therefore, with complete erosion of James Island, wave heights along the mainland shoreline 
could increase by 1 to 2 ft. For Barren Island, computer modeling indicates that wave heights 
at the mainland shoreline could increase up to 3 ft if Barren Island erodes completely.  
 
Will the oyster bars be buried because of this project? 
No.  In fact, modeling results show small reductions in sediment accretion over these areas.  
Based on computer modeling of sediment transport following construction of the proposed 
projects, it is not anticipated that the projects will negatively impact either oyster bars or 
submerged aquatic vegetation beds.  
 
Will there be a change in the local channels due to deposition? 
No adverse changes in the location and depths of local channels are expected following the 
construction of the proposed projects. For the James Island area, computer modeling indicates 
that increased velocities in the local channel southeast of James Island during storms would 
result in some erosion of the channel bed and thus a deepening of the channel. For the Barren 
Island area, the north island tidal channel cut, which experiences the highest sediment shoaling 
under existing conditions during storms, would experience a decrease in shoaling following 
construction of the project. For the Honga River Tar Bay entrance channel, under existing 
conditions, high current velocities erode the channel bed during storms and deposit the sediment 
in portions of the channel with lower velocities. Following construction of the proposed project, 
less erosion of the channel bed will occur along with a corresponding reduction in sedimentation 
along other portions of the Honga River Channel. 
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James Island 
 

 
James Island is a privately owned 
island located in the mid-
Chesapeake Bay.  Native 
Americans used the island for 
centuries before Europeans 
arrived.  When Europeans first 
settled the island around the 
1660s, it encompassed over 
1,200 acres of land.  In the mid-
1800s, the island began to suffer 
the effect of erosion, splitting into 
two separate islands.  At that 
time, James Island supported 
homes, a store, and a school. In 
the late 1800s, a church was built 
to serve the roughly twenty families that inhabited James Island.  Eventually 
these families left the island, and by 1916, it was no longer inhabited by humans.   
 
In 1999, archaeological surveys indicated that an area of James Island was 
potentially used as an oyster processing facility in the late 1800s or early 1900s.  
Additionally, Maryland Historical Trust has identified two historical sites on the 
island. One is believed to represent a War of 1812 site, and the other is a house 
site from the late 1800s to early 1900s.  The area where the house used to stand 
is now almost completely eroded.   
 
In 1916, a mainland resident imported a herd of Sika deer to the James Island. 
The Sika deer, as well as indigenous whitetail deer, flourished.  In current times, 
the Maryland Department of Resources allows hunting to control the deer 
populations on James Island.   
 
James Island currently consists of three island remnants totaling less than 100 
acres.  
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Barren Island  
 
Barren Island is one of a chain of at-risk and eroding islands located just off the eastern shore of 
the Chesapeake Bay.  In the mid 19th century, Barren Island, which sits about 19 miles southwest 
of Cambridge, MD, extended across 580 acres of farmland, with homes, a church, a school and 
stores.  As recently as the early 1980s, the Island still boasted a functioning sportsman’s lodge 
near its northern end, the last structure to remain on the Island.  However, relentless erosion 
began to undermine the lodge in the 1980s, and by the late 1990s, the lodge was gone and the 
Island’s footprint had eroded to less than 120 acres. 
 
Prior to restoration efforts, the western shore of 
Barren Island was receding due to erosion at 
more than 10-15 feet per year.  Without 
measures to halt the erosion, Barren Island was 
at risk of washing away altogether, causing the 
loss of valuable sea grass beds in its lee and 
putting the developed shoreline of Hoopers 
Island on the Eastern Shore at risk from erosion 
and storm damage.  In the fall of 2000, the US 
Army Corps of Engineers began the process of 
fortifying the western edge of Barren Island by 
placing sand filled geotubes in two semi-circles 
along the seaward shore and filling the space 
behind the tubes with clean dredged material 
taken from nearby shipping channels.  The 
dredged material was filled to an intertidal 
elevation suitable for later marsh planting and 
establishment.   
 
Beginning in 2001, the National Aquarium in 
Baltimore began a series of large-scale 
volunteer planting events at Barren Island to establish marsh plants in the dredged material placed 
by the Army Corps behind the geotubes, and later, the stone riprap.  Including the first planting 
event in June 2001, the Aquarium has coordinated five events, planting over 333,000 marsh grass 
plugs across approximately 23 acres on Barren Island.  A full complement of birds, fish, crabs 
and other typical marsh animals can be found throughout the created marshes on Barren Island. 
 
 
                    



Project Summary 
 

Draft Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Ecosystem 
Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report 

and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
 

Public Meeting Information Sheet 

  
 
 
 
Purpose of the Public Meeting 
 
Welcome to the Public Meeting for the Draft Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Ecosystem Restoration 
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  The purpose of today’s meeting 
is to present the findings of the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Ecosystem Restoration Study and solicit 
comments for the record from the public.  This meeting is part of an ongoing public involvement process 
that has continued throughout the study.   
 
Members of the study team are available to answer questions before and after today’s meeting.  You are 
invited to submit comments or ask questions at this meeting or by calling Stacey Blersch, Study Manager, 
at (410) 962-5196.  Comments may also be sent by regular mail or by electronic mail to the following 
addresses: 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District 
Mid-Bay Draft EIS 

ATTN:  CENAB-PL-P (S. Blersch) 
P.O. Box 1715 

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715 
Stacey.S.Blersch@usace.army.mil 

 
Please submit all comments by October 23, 2006 to ensure that your comments are incorporated into the 
public record.  You may view the Draft EIS and related information on the USACE web page at: 
http://www.nab.usace.army.mil/publications/non-reg_pub.htm. 
 
Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Ecosystem Restoration Study  
 
In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Baltimore District (Corps) and the non-Federal sponsor, the Maryland Port Administration 
(MPA), are conducting two public meetings following the preparation and release of the Draft Integrated 
Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island 
Ecosystem Restoration Project in Dorchester County, on Maryland’s Eastern Shore.  Approximately 90 to 
95 million cubic yards (mcy) of dredged material, primarily from maintenance of the Chesapeake Bay 
approach channels to the Port of Baltimore, would be placed behind dikes at James Island.  The 
approximately 0.38 mcy of dredged material that would be placed at Barren Island would come from 
maintenance dredging of Federal navigation channels in the Honga River area.  The material at James 
Island would be shaped and planted to restore 2,072 acres of remote island habitat, and at Barren Island 
72 acres of wetlands would be restored.  The project at Barren Island would also protect existing island 
ecosystem habitat, including environmentally and commercially important submerged aquatic vegetation 
(SAV).  James and Barren Islands have been identified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and other 
natural resource management agencies as a valuable nesting and nursery area for many species of fish and 
wildlife, including bald eagles, diamondback terrapins, and horseshoe crabs.   
 



NEPA is a Federal law that requires Federal agencies to consider the direct and indirect environmental 
and socioeconomic impacts associated with the proposed projects.  NEPA applies to all projects that 
involve Federal funding, Federal land, and/or Federal permits.  The purpose of the EIS was to identify the 
need for the project, consider reasonable alternatives, and evaluate the significant environmental 
consequences, if any, of the proposed project.  The EIS process is designed to incorporate and encourage 
public participation.   
 
Draft Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
 
The recommended plan proposed in the Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and EIS represents a cost-
effective and environmentally beneficial plan to restore remote island habitat at James Island and Barren 
Island using approximately 90 to 95 mcy of clean dredged material from the Chesapeake Bay approach 
channels to the Port of Baltimore and Federal channels in the James and Barren Island areas .   
 
The recommendations of the EIS are:   
 

• Construction of a 2,072-acre island adjacent to James Island, consisting of approximately 55 
percent tidal wetland habitat and 45 percent upland island habitat; 

 
• Construction of breakwaters and backfilling with dredged material at Barren Island to protect 

both the current acreage of the island and the adjacent submerged aquatic vegetation 
(SAV)/shallow water habitat, providing approximately 72 acres of wetland habitat on the 
northern and western portions of the island; and 

 
• Construction of a breakwater at Barren Island with a maximum of 8,200 feet of structure at a 

height of +6 feet mean lower low water (MLLW). 
 
Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and EIS Schedule 
 
Notice of Intent January 2003 
Public Scoping Meetings February and March 2003 
Alternative Plan Development December 2002 through June 2004 
Existing Conditions Studies 

Barren Island Summer & Fall 2002; Winter and Spring 2003; 
May 2003 through March 2004 

James Island Fall 2001; Spring and Fall 2002; Winter, Spring, 
and Summer 2003; Winter 2004 

Public Update Meetings March 2004 and May 2005 
Release Draft EIS for Public Comment September 8, 2006 
Public Information Meetings   October 11 and 12, 2006 
Public Comment Period ends    October 23, 2006 
Final EIS December 2006 
Complete Study - Record of Decision Fall 2007 



Plan Formulation Process 
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Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island 
Ecosystem Restoration

Draft Integrated Feasibility Report & 
Environmental Impact Statement

Public Comment Meetings
October 11 and 12, 2006

Cambridge and Taylors Island, 
Maryland

Meeting Format

• Formal presentation
• Public comments for the record
• Completion of formal portion of the evening
• Question & answer session
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Site Map and Project Location 

NEPA 
The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

• Federal Law Effective January 1, 1970

• Promotes better environmental planning and decision 
making to protect the environment

• Applies to proposed projects involving:

• Federal Monies

• Federal Lands

• Federal Permits
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NEPA 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

• Document prepared by a Federal agency to help officials plan 
actions and make decisions considering:

• Purpose and need for project

• Reasonable alternatives

• Significant environmental consequences

of the project

• Some of the factors considered include:
Water and Sediment Quality
Aquatic Resources
Terrestrial Resources
Endangered Species
Hydrology and Hydrodynamics
Cultural Resources

Socioeconomics
Aesthetics
Navigation
Land Use
Air Quality
Cumulative Impacts

NEPA Process for the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island
Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report & EIS

Public Scoping
Meetings

February & 
March 2003

Record of 
Decision
Fall 2007

Draft Report
August 2006

NEPA
Notice of Intent
January 2003

Final Report
December 2006

Public
Meetings
October 11 

and 12, 2006

Public Comment 
Period Begins

September 8, 2006

Public Comment 
Period Ends

October 23, 2006
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• Protect and restore island 
habitat

• Efficiently manage 3.2 mcy of 
dredged material per year 

• Current capacity will become 
limited in 2010

• Federal and State DMMPs 
recommend large island 
restoration 

Need for the Proposed Project

Approximately 10,500 acres have been 
lost in middle eastern portion of 
Chesapeake Bay alone

• Most unprotected islands will be 
lost in near future

• Remote island habitats preferred 
by many migratory birds, plus 
fish and wildlife

Chesapeake Bay Island Loss
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• Large island restoration 
project could provide long-
term placement capacity for 
the eight Chesapeake Bay 
channels 

• Material from maintenance 
dredging of local Federal 
channels such as Honga 
River also considered

• Material from Baltimore 
Harbor WILL NOT go to 
Mid-Bay Islands

Long-term Solution to the 
Dredged Material Capacity 

Need

Purpose of the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Study

• To formulate plans to address 
problems and opportunities related 
to island habitat restoration through 
the use of dredged material

• To recommend cost-effective 
solutions for implementing 
projects that restore island 
ecosystem habitats

• To examine and evaluate impacts 
of the proposed alternatives
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Planning Objectives & Constraints of the 
Mid-Bay Study

• Restore marsh, aquatic, and terrestrial island 
habitat for fish, birds, reptiles, amphibians, and 
mammals

• Protect existing island ecosystems, including 
sheltered embayments, to prevent further loss of 
habitat

• Provide capacity for placement of dredged material 

• Assist in meeting goals of Chesapeake 2000 
Agreement

• Decrease local erosion and turbidity

• Promote conditions beneficial to SAV 

• Promote conditions beneficial to oysters 

Planning Objectives & Constraints of 
the Mid-Bay Study (continued)

• Avoid and minimize impacts to existing 
commercial fisheries

• Avoid and minimize impacts to existing 
fisheries, nursery, feeding, and protective 
habitats

• Avoid and minimize impacts to rare, 
threatened, and endangered species and their 
habitats

• Avoid and minimize establishment of invasive 
species
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Development of Project Plan: 
Initial Evaluation and Screening: Step 1

• 105 islands initially narrowed down to 20 using the following 
screening criteria:

• Restoration potential
• Cost-effective construction
• Convenience to land access
• Fall within authorized study area
• Attempting to avoid sites which:

• Impact sensitive areas due to maintenance and hydraulics
• Impact shallow water
• Impact major populations
• Impact existing navigation
• Contain potential munitions of explosive concern
• Are not an existing Corps/MPA project

Development of Project Plan: 
Initial Evaluation and Screening: Step 2

• Choices further narrowed 
down (from 20 to 8 options) 
based on engineering and 
environmental criteria

• James and Barren received 
highest scores based on these 
criteria

• James and Barren were also 
the preference of public 
meeting attendees
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James IslandJames IslandJames Island

Barren IslandBarren IslandBarren Island
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Development of Alternatives

• Various alignments considered at 
each island

• Variety of habitat proportions: 100%, 
70%, 50%, 30%, or 0%  wetland 
habitat

• Optimized for:
Constructability
Dredged material capacity
Borrow area locations
Environmental benefits of the 
restored wetland and upland 
habitats 
Economic considerations

• James Island 2004 acreage: 
79 acres

• At current erosion rates, 
James Island would be 
submerged by 2021

• Barren Island 2004 acreage: 
197 acres 

• At current erosion rates, 
Barren Island would be 
submerged by 2052

No-Action Alternative
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• Barren Island only

• 55% wetland habitat 

• 45% upland habitat

• 1,354 acres of restored island

• Upland dike height of 25 feet

Alternative 1

Alternative 2
• James and Barren Islands

• 2,756 acres of restored islands

• 2,072 acres at James Island

• 684 acres at Barren Island

• Upland dike height of 25 feet

• 60% wetland habitat 

• 40% upland habitat
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Alternative 3 • James and Barren Islands

• 2,072 acres remote island habitat restored 
at James Island

• 55% wetland habitat 
• 45% upland habitat

• Upland dike height of 20 feet at James 
Island

• Protection of remnants and restoration of 
72 acres of wetlands at Barren Island

“Best Buy” Plan: James and 
Barren Islands

Alternative 3

Alternative 2

Alternative 1
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Recommended Plan – James Island
• Design Features

• 2,072 acres
• Wetland and upland habitat
• Tidal gut throughout wetlands
• Coves lined with wetlands
• Freshwater ponds
• Intertidal/unvegetated mudflats
• Breakwaters
• Bird nesting structures

• Cost $1.1 billion
• Federal 75%
• State  25%

• Capacity 90-95 mcy
• Duration 24-30 years

Recommended Plan – Barren 
Island

• Design Features
• 72 acres
• Wetland restoration
• Bird nesting structures
• Breakwaters

* SAV protection
* Erosion protection

• Cost $29 million
• Federal 65%
• State  35%

• Capacity 0.38 mcy
• Duration ~7 years
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Summary of Impacts Evaluation

Benefits:  
• Remote island habitat restoration
• Additional bird nesting habitat
• Fisheries nursery habitat
• Meets the dredged material capacity 

need identified in the DMMP to 
keep the approach channels to the 
Port navigable

• Protection of SAV beds near Barren 
Island

• Some protection of mainland, 
Taylors Is., and Hoopers Is. from 
erosion

Impacts:  
• Loss of Bay bottom, including 

crab and clam habitat
• Loss of open water habitat
• Loss of shallow water habitat
• Viewshed changes

Recreational/Educational Opportunities

After construction is complete
• Self-guided/interpretive water trail
• Informative signage

Must be consistent with the goal of the 
project, to restore remote island habitat, and 
could include:

During construction
• Research opportunities for educational 

institutions
• Volunteer opportunities
• Resting/viewing areas
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Summary of the Recommended Plan

Barren Island

James Island
Restore 2,072 acres of remote island habitat (55% tidal wetland 
habitat; 45% upland habitat) using dredged material from the 
Chesapeake Bay approach channels to Port of Baltimore and 
local Federal channels

Restore 72 acres of remote island habitat using dredged material
from Federal channels in the Honga River area

Protect existing island and SAV habitat with breakwaters

Important Restoration Study Milestones

• Notice of Intent January 2003
• Public Scoping Meetings February & March 2003
• Alternative Plan Development December 2002 through June 2006
• Existing Conditions Studies

∗ Barren Island Summer & Fall 2002; Winter & Spring 
2003; May 2003; March 2004

∗ James Island Fall 2001; Spring & Fall 2002; Winter, 
Spring, & Fall 2003; Winter 2004

• Public Update Meeting March 2004 & May 2005
• Release Draft Report for Public Comment September 8, 2006
• Public Information Meetings  

∗ Cambridge                                                       October 11, 2006
∗ Taylors Island October 12, 2006

• Public Comment Period Closes October 23, 2006
• Final Report December 2006
• Chief of Engineers’ Report April 2007
• Record of Decision Fall 2007
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Thank you for coming! 

Mid-Chesapeake Bay EIS Website:
http://www.nab.usace.army.mil/publications/non-reg_pub.htm

For more information:

Stacey Blersch,  US Army Corps of Engineers
Planning Division 

P.O. Box 1715, Baltimore, MD 21203
Stacey.S.Blersch@usace.army.mil
410-962-5196  or   1-800-295-1610
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                  P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Good evening.  My name is 

  Scott Johnson.  I'm with the U.S. Army Corps of 

  Engineers. 

              I'd like to welcome you to the public 

  meeting for the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Ecosystem 

  Restoration Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and 

  Environmental Impact Statement, which from hereon 

  will be referred to simply as the Mid-Bay Island 

  Report or simply the Report.  The Corps and the 

  Maryland Port Administration are the agencies 

  responsible for preparation of this Report. 

              We will begin this meeting with a formal 

  presentation lasting about 25 minutes, followed by 

  an opportunity for you to comment on the record. 

  Your comments will be recorded by our court reporter 

  and entered into the formal record for this project. 

  You may also enter a written statement for the 

  record if you choose, and we encourage you to do so. 

              Once we have heard from all those who 
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  will be concluded and I will then open up the floor 

  for questions.  We will answer as many of your 

  questions as we can, and will remain after the 

  conclusion of the meeting to talk to you 

  individually.  The important thing is that we 

  document your comments and questions for the record, 

  which we will include in the final Report. 

              The Mid-Chesapeake Bay study area 

  includes the eastern side of the bay, adjacent to 

  the land mass shown in the yellow on the map on the 

  right side of the screen. 

              First let me explain the process that we 

  go through in our studies and why we are here 

  tonight.  The National Environmental Policy Act of 

  1969, or NEPA, went into effect as a Federal law in 

  January 1970, with the goal of protecting the 

  environment by promoting better planning, 

  decision-making and coordination with the public. 

  NEPA reviews are required for any proposed project 

  that includes Federal money, lands or permits. 
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              Within NEPA there is a process called an 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

  Environmental Impact Assessment.  This is documented 

  in an Environmental Impact Statement, or EIS.  An 

  EIS documents the purpose and need of a proposed 

  action, evaluates reasonable alternatives, and 

  analyzes the significant environmental and other 

  consequences of that action. 

              In doing so, it assists officials in 

  planning projects and making sound decisions.  Some 

  of the environmental factors which are considered 

  include water and sediment quality, aquatic and 

  terrestrial resources, socioeconomics, and cultural 

  resources, to name a few. 

              This chart illustrates the NEPA process. 

  The process begins with a Notice of Intent to 

  Prepare an EIS, which is published in the Federal 

  Register.  It notifies the public that a Federal 

  agency will be preparing a NEPA document to evaluate 

  the impacts associated with a good proposed action. 

              The second step is public scoping 

  meetings where the public is invited to comment on 
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  the purpose and extent of the study and to identify 1 
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  significant issues.  In this case these meetings 

  were held in Dorchester County, Queen Anne's County 

  and Anne Arundel County in February and March of 

  2003. 

              The third step is the preparation of a 

  Draft EIS, which evaluates a proposed project in 

  light of the project need, reasonable alternatives, 

  and environmental and other consequences. 

              The Draft report is then submitted for 

  public review and comment, for a minimum of 45 days. 

  At the same time, it is also sent to the Federal and 

  State agencies for their review. 

              The Draft for this EIS was submitted on 

  September 8, 2006.  Following release of the Draft 

  Report, a second round of meetings is generally 

  held, during which public comments are solicited, 

  and that's the purpose of tonight's meeting.  The 

  public comment period for this Draft will close 

  October 23, 2006. 

              After taking all the comments into 



 7

  consideration, the Report will be finalized and 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

  submitted for higher-level review. 

              The last step is the preparation of a 

  Record of Decision, or ROD, which formally concludes 

  the NEPA process. 

              Now I'd like to provide some information 

  on this particular action.  The Mid-Bay Island 

  Report addresses two critical issues in the bay, 

  loss of island habitat and the need for dredged 

  material placement capacity.  The Report 

  specifically looks at ways to beneficially use 3.2 

  million cubic yards of the dredged material per year 

  to protect and restore remote island habitat. 

              Over the last 150 years, the 

  Mid-Chesapeake Bay region has lost over 10,000 acres 

  of islands, which provide valuable habitat for 

  migratory birds, fish and wildlife, as well as 

  providing protection for mainland areas from wave 

  energy.  At the current erosion rates, most 

  unprotected islands will be lost in the near future. 

              The Corps and the State of Maryland each 
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  Plan, or DMMP, that was a comprehensive evaluation 

  of the dredged material placement needs for the 

  channels serving the Port of Baltimore.  The DMMP 

  studies identified a shortfall in dredged material 

  placement capacity beginning in 2010, and 

  recommended a number of additional studies to meet 

  this need.  One of the additional studies 

  recommended by both the Federal and State DMMPs was 

  large island restoration in the Mid-Chesapeake Bay. 

              Dredged material from the Chesapeake Bay 

  approach channels to the Port of Baltimore, 

  indicated here in blue, as well as local Federal 

  channels, were considered for placement at a Mid-Bay 

  island site.  Materials from the channels within the 

  Patapsco River and Baltimore Harbor, as indicated 

  here in pink, are not considered for placement at 

  the Mid-Bay islands. 

              The purpose of this Report is first to 

  formulate plans to address problems and 

  opportunities related to habitat restoration through 
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  cost-effective solutions for implementing projects 

  that restore island ecosystem habitats; and third, 

  to examine and evaluate impacts of the proposed 

  alternatives. 

              Planning objectives for this study 

  include restoring marsh, aquatic and terrestrial 

  island habitats; protecting existing ecosystems and 

  providing capacity for placement of dredged 

  material.  Additional objectives include 

  contributing to the goals of the Chesapeake 2000 

  Agreement; decreasing local erosion and turbidity, 

  and promoting conditions beneficial for submerged 

  aquatic vegetation, or SAV, and oysters. 

              As mentioned in the previous slide, both 

  objectives and constraints were considered while 

  formulating the recommended plan.  The constraints 

  include avoiding and minimizing impact to existing 

  fisheries and their nursery, feeding and protective 

  habitats; avoiding and minimizing impacts to rare, 

  threatened and endangered species; and avoiding and 



 10

  minimizing the establishment of invasive species. 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

              To evaluate the proposed island 

  ecosystem restoration activities, we first started 

  by looking at all 105 named islands in the 

  Mid-Chesapeake Bay study area.  For each island, we 

  considered a number of environmental, engineering 

  and cost factors, shown here, as well as the 

  concerns of the local citizens and watermen.  The 

  initial screening steps eliminated 85 islands from 

  consideration.  If you would like to see a diagram 

  of the screening and plan formulation process, 

  please feel free to visit the poster in the back of 

  the room or refer to the plan formulation figure in 

  your handouts. 

              The remaining 20 islands were further 

  screened to eight islands or island complexes.  Each 

  was evaluated based on engineering and environmental 

  criteria.  Engineering criteria were based on 

  lessons learned in design and construction of Poplar 

  Island restoration project.  Based on these 

  engineering criteria, James Island and Barren Island 
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  on the environmental criteria, Barren Island was 

  first and James Island was second.  Since there was 

  no basis for eliminating either one of the islands, 

  we carried both forward in our evaluation. 

              At the public scoping meetings which 

  were held in February and March of 2003, public 

  preference was also for restoration of James Island 

  and Barren Island. 

              James Island is privately owned and 

  currently consists of three eroding remnants, 

  totaling less than 100 acres.  It has lost 

  approximately 89 percent of its historical area due 

  to erosion.  All three remnants have areas of high 

  and low salt marsh and uplands.  The northern and 

  western shorelines showed the greatest erosion. 

              James Island supports a variety of 

  birds, fish and other wildlife.  The photos shown 

  here are some examples of the species found on and 

  around the island.  Surveys have found 71 species of 

  birds using the island, including the American bald 
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  birds and shorebirds.  Aquatic species such as blue 

  crab, striped bass, flounder and bay anchovy are 

  found in the waters surrounding the island.  Some of 

  the mammals observed at James Island include river 

  otter, deer and racoon.  Also, diamondback terrapins 

  have been observed nesting on the island. 

              Barren Island, which is owned by U.S. 

  Fish and Wildlife Service has lost approximately 75 

  percent of its historical acreage due to erosion. 

  The island currently consists of several types of 

  habitats, including low and high salt marsh, tidal 

  flats and uplands.  Relatively few upland areas 

  remain on Barren Island, and those are continually 

  affected by erosion. 

              Similar to James Island, the habitats at 

  Barren Island support a variety of wildlife, 

  including 107 species of birds.  A large nesting 

  area of egrets and herons exists on the island, and 

  it provides habitat for the narrow-mouthed toad, an 

  endangered species in the State of Maryland.  The 
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  for the protection of the surrounding shallow water 

  habitats, which support environmentally important 

  beds of SAV. 

              Once James Island and Barren Island were 

  selected, we formulated a set of alternatives 

  designed to restore island habitat as well as 

  protect remaining island remnants.  These 

  alternatives include various alignments at each 

  island separately and in combination.  We looked at 

  a range of upland/wetland habitat proportions for 

  each of the proposed alignments, and then optimized 

  the alignments based on constructability, dredged 

  material capacity, location of borrow areas, 

  environmental benefits, and economic considerations. 

  The results of this screening process led us to the 

  three alternatives discussed in the following slides 

  and detailed in the Report. 

              The first alternative is the no-action 

  alternative.  NEPA requires that this alternative be 

  included in all impact assessments. 



 14
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  the projected future without-project conditions.  In 

  this case the remaining acreage at James Island and 

  Barren Island would continue to erode at their 

  present rate.  Based on historic erosion rates and 

  current acreage, James Island will be completely 

  submerged by 2021 and Barren Island will be 

  submerged by 2052. 

              Alternative 1 would protect Barren 

  Island and its associated resources such as SAV. 

  James Island is not a part of this alternative. 

  This alternative would restore over 1,300 acres of 

  island habitat with 55 percent wetland and 45 

  percent upland.  It is important to note that over 

  1,300 acres of healthy bay bottom would be 

  permanently transformed into island habitat.  While 

  some commercial fisheries would be displaced, others 

  would be enhanced with dike construction and SAV 

  protection.  Since James Island is not a part of 

  this plan, it would eventually erode away and 

  potentially increase impacts to shoreline properties 
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              Alternative 2 would protect existing 

  James and Barren Islands and possibly the leeward 

  mainland, as well as associated resources such as 

  SAV beds.  Each island would be constructed with a 

  60 percent wetland, 40 percent upland habitat 

  configuration and an upland dike elevation of 25 

  feet.  This alternative would impact over 2,700 

  acres of shallow water habitat, impacting a larger 

  area of stressed habitat at James Island rather than 

  healthy bay bottom at Barren Island.  If chosen, 

  this alternative would result in the greatest amount 

  of shallow water habitat loss, and displace 

  commercial fishery. 

              Alternative 3 would protect existing 

  James and Barren Islands, and possibly the leeward 

  mainland as well as associated resources such as SAV 

  beds, with over 2,100 acres of restored remote 

  island habitat.  James Island would be constructed 

  with 55 percent wetland and 45 percent upland 

  habitat, and an upland dike height of 20 feet. 
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  Island, this alternative involves construction and 

  backfill of a breakwater using dredged material from 

  Federal channels in the Honga River area. 

  Seventy-two acres of wetlands would be restored at 

  Barren Island while protecting the existing remnants 

  and minimizing impacts to the existing healthy bay 

  bottom. 

              Commercial fisheries would be displaced 

  at James Island, but there would be no significant 

  negative impact to fisheries at Barren Island. 

  Protection of SAV and enhancement of hard bottom 

  availability may enhance some fisheries. 

              The primary goal of the project is to 

  restore island ecosystems using dredged material 

  while maximizing the future environmental benefits. 

  This chart shows the remaining alternatives 

  following an incremental cost analysis including the 

  three alternatives I just discussed.  It compares 

  the cost of the project to Island Community Units, 

  or ICUs, which quantify the environmental benefits 
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  Alternate 3, combining James and Barren, provides 

  the greatest environmental benefit for the lowest 

  cost.  Therefore, this alternative is the 

  recommended plan. 

              The recommended plan at James Island is 

  over 2,000 acres of wetland and upland habitat that 

  include features to enhance the project by providing 

  diversity.  These features include a tidal gut 

  through the wetland cells, wetland-lined coves, 

  fresh water ponds, intertidal and unvegetated mud 

  flats, breakwaters and bird nesting structures. 

              The anticipated project cost at James 

  Island is $1.1 billion, 75 percent of which would be 

  funded Federally.  The remaining 25 percent would be 

  funded by the State of Maryland.  James Island would 

  have a capacity of 90 to 95 million cubic yards and 

  would provide 24 to 30 years of placement.  Initial 

  construction of this project would be expected to 

  begin in 2010 and is estimated to take four to five 

  years. 
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              At Barren Island, restoration of 72 1 
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  acres of wetland would be the main focus of the 

  environmental design, but bird nesting structures 

  are included as a design feature.  Breakwaters would 

  be constructed for protection of the existing SAV 

  beds and protection of Barren Island from further 

  erosion. 

              The anticipated project cost at Barren 

  Island is $29 million, 65 percent of which would be 

  funded Federally.  The remaining 35 percent would be 

  funded by the State of Maryland.  Barren Island 

  would have a capacity of 300,000 cubic yards, which 

  would provide placement capacity for approximately 

  seven years.  Construction of Barren Island would be 

  expected to be completed in 2010. 

              Of course, there are negative impacts 

  associated with a project of this magnitude; 

  however, these impacts are offset by benefits.  Over 

  40 resources, including environmental, cultural, 

  socioeconomic, recreational and aesthetic were 

  evaluated.  One primary impact was identified - the 
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  habitat at James and Barren Islands, including 

  crabbing and clamming areas.  Additional impacts 

  include the loss of approximately 100 acres of open 

  water habitat at James Island and hardening of the 

  shoreline at Barren Island.  In addition, we also 

  recognize that there will be a change to the view 

  shed from the mainland, and other impacts, such as 

  noise related to the extended construction and 

  operations. 

              Benefits of the project include the 

  restoration of remote island upland and tidal marsh 

  habitat as well as additional bird nesting and fish 

  nursery habitat.  In addition, the proposed project 

  will meet the dredged material capacity need 

  identified in the DMMP to keep the approach channels 

  to the Port navigable over the next 30 years. 

  Modeling efforts have demonstrated that the proposed 

  project at Barren Island would provide protection of 

  SAV beds in the vicinity of the island and the 

  proposed projects at James and Barren islands could 
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  erosion. 

              Recreational and educational 

  opportunities during and after construction 

  activities were also considered in this Report. 

  Recreation and educational components must be 

  consistent with the project's objective to restore 

  remote island habitat, and incorporation of any of 

  these components will require additional study prior 

  to their implementation, however, we are 

  recommending that they be included in the project. 

              During construction, research 

  opportunities for educational institutions could be 

  made available, as well as volunteer opportunities 

  for planting and other activity. 

              After construction is complete, a 

  self-guided, low-impact water trail will be created 

  through the main tidal gut area at James Island. 

  Informative signage would point out wildlife and 

  other elements of island restoration. 

              In summary, there are two parts to the 
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              The first part of the plan would restore 

  2,072 acres of island habitat at James Island, which 

  would provide the primary dredged material capacity 

  for the project.  Fifty-five percent of the island 

  would be a tidal wetland habitat and the remaining 

  45 would be upland habitat.  Material for placement 

  at James Island would be dredged from the Chesapeake 

  Bay approach channels to the Port of Baltimore and 

  local Federal channels. 

              The second part of the recommended plan 

  would restore 72 acres of remote island habitat at 

  Barren Island using dredged material from Federal 

  navigation projects in the vicinity of the Honga 

  River.  Breakwaters would be constructed to protect 

  the island and SAV habitat. 

              The schedule for the Report is shown 

  here.  The Draft Report was prepared in August of 

  this year and made available for public comment 

  beginning on September 8, 2006.  We are holding two 

  public comment meetings; the first is this one here 
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  Taylors Island Volunteer Fire Hall.  The public 

  comment period will extend until October 23, 2006. 

  The final Report is scheduled to be issued in 

  December 2006 with a Chief of Engineer's Report in 

  April 2007, and a Record of Decision to follow in 

  fall 2007. 

              Thank you for coming.  If you wish to 

  review the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Ecosystem 

  Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report and EIS, 

  you can do so by visiting any of the libraries 

  listed in the Notice of Availability, which is 

  included in the folder of handouts you received when 

  you came in this evening. 

              You may also obtain a CD from our 

  welcome table or visit the website listed here.  All 

  comments on the Report should be submitted in 

  writing by October 23, 2006, to Ms. Stacey Blersch, 

  at the address listed here.  Thank you for your 

  attention. 

              And I will now open the floor to those 
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  record.  I would ask that when you approach the 

  microphone, please provide your name and spell it 

  for the court reporter, as well as your affiliation 

  if you have one. 

              As the first speaker, however, I would 

  like to introduce Doctor Steve Storms, from the 

  Maryland Port Administration, our non-Federal 

  sponsor and a key partner in the continued success 

  of this project. 

              DR. STORMS:  My name is Steve Storms. 

  S-T-E-V-E.  S-T-O-R-M-S.  I'm a project manager for 

  the Maryland Port Administration, which is a part of 

  the Maryland Department of Transportation. 

              The flow of international commerce 

  through the Port of Baltimore is a major generator 

  of jobs and revenue for the State of Maryland.  The 

  jobs of more than 136,000 Marylanders are in some 

  way related to the movement of cargo across 

  Baltimore's docks.  The Port is the State's second 

  largest economic engine, generating more than $1 
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              Continued dredging of the approach 

  channels in the Chesapeake Bay is an absolute 

  necessity for maintaining the Port.  And existing 

  placement sites for approach channel dredged 

  material will run out of space by 2014. 

              The Port of Baltimore fully supports 

  this project to provide continued efficient 

  management of this dredged material.  The Maryland 

  Department of Transportation is a non-Federal 

  sponsor for this project.  The Maryland Port 

  Administration, under the auspices of the Department 

  of Transportation and acting through its office of 

  Harbor Development, was involved in all of the 

  coordination related to this study. 

              The Port Administration has indicated 

  their intent to proceed with the next phase of 

  project implementation and to provide the 

  non-federal cooperation required for the project 

  implementation.  Thank you. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Thank you, Steve. 
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              When you came in, anybody who signed up 1 
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  to make a formal comment was given a number, so 

  we're going to go by the numbers.  So Number 1. 

  Joe, would you like to come up here? 

              MR. COYNE:  Good evening.  My name is 

  Joe Coyne. 

              My purpose in being here tonight is to 

  urge approval of the the Draft Integrated 

  Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact 

  Statement for the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island 

  Restoration Project in Dorchester County. 

              Several years ago the then Dorchester 

  County Commission had asked that I and my colleague, 

  Bruce Coulson, representing the Dorchester County 

  Resource Preservation Development Corporation, serve 

  as Dorchester County's representatives on a 

  relatively new committee that was formed in 

  Baltimore.  This committee was formed to get 

  opinions and ideas on the Maryland Port 

  Administration's plans to identify and implement a 

  beneficial use plan for some of the almost 47 
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  each year to ensure clear shipping lanes into 

  Baltimore's harbor. 

              The question is why is this so important 

  to Dorchester County.  Some of those questions were 

  answered in Scott's presentation. 

              You may remember Hurricane Fran back in 

  1996 and the damage that it did around here.  What 

  we learned in the immediate aftermath of that storm 

  was that there was no support group to really assess 

  damage, make fixes and plan for future remedies. 

              Shortly after Fran, a group of citizens 

  organized to try to correct those problems.  A newly 

  formed Shoreline Erosion Group was introduced to 

  work, authorized by the Congress back in 1983.  This 

  authorization directed the U.S. Army Corps of 

  Engineers to -- quote -- evaluate shoreline 

  protection agents which will protect both land and 

  water resources of the Chesapeake Bay from the 

  adverse effects of continued erosion. 

              The final report of the study conducted 
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  as critical and in need of protection.  Two of those 

  areas cited were Barren and James Island.  As a 

  result of the DMMP we now have the opportunity to 

  implement parts of those recommendations that relate 

  to the preservation of Barren and James Island. 

  Said preservation has been a major goal for our 

  Dorchester Shoreline Erosion Group. 

              The committee that I referred to in our 

  introduction formed as a part of the Port 

  Administration Dredged Material Management Program 

  is called the Citizens Advisory Committee.  The 

  committee is composed of a cross-section of people 

  representing government, non-government and private 

  sector organizations.  We are regularly briefed on 

  the work of the Maryland Port Administration and the 

  Corps of Engineers, and we provide feedback to them 

  as they go about the business of putting together 

  the documents we are discussing tonight. 

              So the point that I'm trying to make 

  here is that at least a set of four eyes from 
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  Scott described here and seen all the information 

  and data that's been gathered and presented to this 

  particular committee.  It's been intriguing to see 

  the quality of the work performed, the quality of 

  the people doing the work; quite high. 

              So really this is a great opportunity to 

  now see the results of the Corps at work in that 

  very thick EIS that sits out in the waiting room, 

  and to offer comments and suggestions that you may 

  have. 

              I want to take this opportunity to also 

  thank the Port Administration for creating the 

  structure where we all have the opportunity to 

  participate; such a huge undertaking, when approved 

  for construction will ultimately, I believe, make 

  significant contributions to the health of our 

  portion of the Chesapeake Bay. 

              Again, I urge full support of the Report 

  that's been presented by Scott.  Thank you very 

  much. 
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              DELEGATE HADDAWAY:  I'm going to 

  interrupt the process for just a second.  My name is 

  Jeannie Haddaway, and I'm a member of the Maryland 

  House of Delegates, representing this area.  And I 

  want to thank the Army Corps for coming out tonight 

  and doing this presentation here. 

              A couple of things I just would like to 

  mention quickly.  First of all, the Port and its 

  importance to Maryland's economy.  We automatically 

  think of Baltimore when we think of the Port, but 

  honestly, there are hundreds of companies and 

  businesses here on the Eastern Shore that rely on 

  that Port to move goods for them, so it's important 

  to the Eastern Shore's economy as well. 

              And I know we are not here to talk about 

  Poplar Island tonight, but I think it is a very 

  successful model and we really from the State's 

  perspective appreciate the way that the Army Corps 

  and the Maryland Port Administration and the 

  Department of Natural Resources have worked with us 
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  watermen to make sure that if some of the bottom is 

  displaced there are other areas that are opened up 

  that are comparable.  And I would encourage the Army 

  Corps to do the same with these projects.  But 

  certainly shoreline erosion is a very important 

  issue particularly for Dorchester County, so thank 

  you for the information you are presenting here 

  tonight. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Thank you.  Is that what 

  you were trying to tell me, Martin?  Sorry. 

              Now Number 2. 

              CAPTAIN POWLEY:  Captain Larry Powley, 

   vice president of Dorchester Seafood Harvesters 

   Association.  P-O-W-L-E-Y. 

              Living on Hoopers Island, just inside of 

  Barren Island, we have seen this grass just leave 

  very fast because the water is getting deeper, it's 

  getting rougher into our bay.  And by you all 

  restoring Barren Island, it would really benefit the 

  grasses in that bay.  If we lose our grasses, ladies 



 31

  and gentlemen, our bay is going to be dead.  And 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

  that was one of the most important grass beds that 

  we had in lower Dorchester County. 

              And just another thing I'd like to add, 

  I hope that you'll employ some of the local watermen 

  down there, and it would be a benefit to them to 

  give them some jobs, plus some money in the local 

  community.  Thank you. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Thank you.  Number 3. 

              MR. PARKS:  Ben Parks, President of 

   Dorchester County Seafood Harvesters Association. 

              I'd like to thank you all for holding 

  these public meetings.  To date I have not had 

  anyone call me in opposition to this project, either 

  Barren or James.  I'm not saying you won't find some 

  resistance somewhere, but nobody contacted me. 

              What he spoke about the grasses, you've 

  got to remember when these islands erode they are 

  also burying our oyster beds.  Tarr Bay was probably 

  one of the better oyster harvesting grounds that 

  there was in the lower Dorchester area.  On the 
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  there everywhere, and they're all being silted over 

  and it's all coming from erosion. 

              And we thank you for what you are doing 

  for us. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Thank you.  Number 4. 

              MR. COULSON:  Hi.  I'm Bruce Coulson, 

  Taylors Island, vice president of the Dorchester 

  County Shore Erosion Group.  I came tonight to speak 

  in favor of this project.  I guess it's all been 

  said about the environmental benefits we are going 

  to gain out of this.  And it's going to be a 

  long-term economic benefit for the community also 

  with the jobs it's going to create and the areas 

  going to be utilized with the workers. 

              And if you want to get an idea of what 

  this project will look like when it's done, take a 

  tour of Poplar Island.  Poplar Island is a -- I've 

  been out there twice myself, once on a tour and once 

  planting grasses.  It will give you a good idea what 

  the finished product will look like once these 
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              I think what they have done is, as Joe 

  said earlier, they have been dotting the i's and 

  crossing the t's on everything on this project and 

  they're overturning everything and creating models 

  to see what will happen, and I think they've done a 

  very good job on this, and I support it and urge you 

  all to support it also. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Thank you.  Number 5. 

              MR. BOCCUTI:  When I came in I had my 

  name upside down, and my wife said, well, that's 

  because you may forget your name.  My name is Art 

  Boccuti.  B-O-C-C-U-T-I. 

              I've come this evening primarily to 

  encourage and urge the passage and approval of the 

  plan that was shown tonight by the Corps of 

  Engineers. 

              I am a resident of Dorchester County; 

  I'm also a resident of Ragged Point.  I live on 

  Ragged Point, which is directly leeward; we're 

  behind the James Island complex.  And from my 
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  perspective, which I get every day, I can continue 1 
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  to see the erosion of the mainland and, of course, 

  the islands themselves.  We frequently see the beach 

  along the front of Ragged Point washed away; we 

  frequently see the road washed out; and we 

  frequently see the demise of the turtles that plant 

  their eggs in the sand, and the run-off of eagles 

  which live along the shoreline there. 

              So I'm here to tell you that it would be 

  greatly in favor of James Island and the mainland 

  and the habitat, including us folks that live there. 

  Thank you very much. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Thank you.  Where are we, 

  seven? 

              FROM THE FLOOR:  Six. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Six.  Would anybody else 

  like to make a formal comment for the record? 

              MR. POMEROY:  My name is Fred Pomeroy. 

  That's P-O-M-E-R-O-Y. 

              I'd basically like to echo the comments 

  of Mr. Parks and Mr. Powley.  I, too, am a 
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  Island -- I'm going to date myself now -- probably 

  about 40 years ago, and in that time I've seen the 

  mouth of the Little Choptank River change from a 

  river habitat to what I would call an open-bay 

  ecosystem and, as a result -- Mr. Parks is right on, 

  the most beautiful oysters in the Chesapeake were to 

  be caught between James Island and Taylors Island. 

  We used to call that a creek.  That was called 

  Oyster Creek, aptly named because the oysters were 

  so good there.  And erosion has caused all those 

  beds to silt over and the moving sand has cut the 

  oysters and now there's just shell there, there are 

  no oysters. 

              But I would like to see the project 

  done.  And I would also like to echo Mr. Powley's 

  comments that we should look into using our watermen 

  to help with this project.  There will be some 

  watermen whose livelihoods are disrupted by this in 

  the James Island area.  I myself would benefit 

  because I fish on the river side of James Island, so 
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  protected area.  Now it's an open-bay area and it's 

  hard to work for me.  But the ones who work outside 

  James Island, perhaps if there was a way that the 

  watermen could be used on some of this, that would, 

  that would benefit us. 

              And I see it as in the long-term as a 

  great economic boon to our ecotourism, which is 

  something we are trying to develop in Dorchester 

  County.  You know, that habitat would be just 

  awesome for the people that come kayaking and 

  canoeing and those kinds of things.  So I'm in favor 

  of the project. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Thank you.  Anybody else? 

              I would remind you that you can feel 

  free to put in a written comment for the record as 

  well if you would like. 

              If there are no other comments, then 

  this concludes the formal portion of this evening. 

  Now I'd like to come from behind the podium and we 

  can just start answering questions rather than being 
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              We are going to continue to record, 

  though, so please, again, give us your name and any 

  affiliation and everything, because we really want 

  to capture your questions as well as comments. 

              So I'll open it up to anybody who would 

  like to ask a question.  Yes, sir yes. 

              MR. POWLEY:  You said you were going to 

  start on James in 2010.  When would you be starting 

  Barren? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Barren would hopefully 

  start a little bit sooner.  The process, for those 

  of you who aren't familiar with the Federal process, 

  this Report will be finalized, as I said, in 

  December, hopefully, and it goes to Washington and 

  gets reviewed by our headquarters down there and 

  hopefully will get approved.  It also gets reviewed 

  by the Assistant Secretary of the Army, the Office 

  of Management and Budget.  When everybody is 

  comfortable with it, then it gets sent to Congress 

  as a completed Report, and Congress has to authorize 
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              It's authorized in what's called the 

  Water Resources Development Act.  And typically -- I 

  say typically -- they used to do them every two 

  years.  We haven't seen one since 2000, so a lot of 

  this is contingent upon what they do. 

              Once they authorize it, then we can 

  budget for it, they can give us money and then we 

  can get started.  So it's a step-by-step process. 

  So I would hope that we could get started in 

  possibly 2008 on Barren, 2009, somewhere in that 

  time frame if everything goes well.  Again, I'm not 

  making any promises, because we haven't had an 

  authorization in WRDA since 2000 and they closed up 

  shop this year without one.  Congress will be coming 

  back after the elections, may take it up, but 

  there's no guarantees.  And since this one isn't 

  done, the Report isn't done yet, it may not even be 

  eligible for this WRDA.  Yes. 

              MR. POMEROY:  My question is, when this 

  upland habitat is created, would the Port Authority 
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              MR. JOHNSON:  Well, with regard to 

  Barren, that would be U.S. Fish and Wildlife would 

  still be responsible for that.  James Island would 

  be turned over to the State of Maryland.   It's 

  doubtful that the Maryland Port Administration would 

  want to take that, so it's likely that the 

  Department of Natural Resources would. 

              We are asking the same questions with 

  Poplar Island, and we really haven't completely 

  resolved that.  It's looking more and more like the 

  Department of Natural Resources would be the 

  responsible agency at the end of it. 

              By the way, I wanted to mention; 

  somebody mentioned a tour of Poplar Island.  I would 

  like to open that up to everybody.  You know, you 

  can ask me or any of the folks in the room, we can 

  give you -- if anybody is interested in a tour out 

  there, we have a tour coordinator.  There is a bus 

  on the island.  We can take groups up to about 25 

  individuals.  And right now they are booked out 
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  2,500 a year, I think, we are doing now.  A lot of 

  school groups go out there.  It's getting to be 

  quite a -- you talk ecotourism, we have been very 

  successful with that.  So anybody that would like to 

  see what something like this looks like, please feel 

  free.  Next question.  John. 

              MR. GILL:  John Gill.  G-I-L-L. 

              Specific to Barren, whenever you look to 

  get started, would you be able to do all the rock 

  work first and then fill as needed based on the site 

  work at Honga? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  That's my vision of it, 

  would be to do the rock work and leave the area 

  behind it for whenever the Honga River Federal 

  channels get dredged.  As has been done in the past, 

  they could fill it and you could plant it at that 

  time. 

              MR. GILL:  So once rock is in place, 

  Hoopers gets the protection there. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Yes.  The idea is to get 
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  environmental -- the most environmental benefits are 

  achieved right away by the protection of the 

  existing island, protection of the resources behind 

  it, so that's what we would be wanting to do first. 

  I mean, certainly developing the wetlands adds 

  additional benefit, but that can wait. 

              Also, one of the goals for this whole 

  project is the dredged material placement capacity. 

  So the Honga River channels are always looking or 

  would always be looking for a source, so this is it 

  as far as I see it. 

              MR. BOCCUTI:  Art Boccuti.  Is there a 

  potential or the possibility of starting both 

  projects simultaneously, James and Barren? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  That's always a 

  possibility, but it's going to require some hefty 

  lifting, getting that kind of money.  As I said -- I 

  don't know if you noticed it, I tried to slip past 

  it real fast -- but a billion dollars is a lot of 

  money in anybody's book.  Even though it's spread 



 42

  out over a long, long period of time, the initial 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

  construction cost of something 2,000 acres in size 

  is not insignificant, and getting that much money 

  all at once, you know, that's just not up to me. 

              MR. BOCCUTI:  Of course not.  But my 

  thought might be that while the great preponderance 

  of the money be allocated to Barren, a much smaller 

  quantity to start the project on James could at 

  least get the anchor in the ground, so to speak -- 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Yes. 

              MR. BOCCUTI:  -- so that we could be 

  sure the project would continue and it would not be 

  rescinded or diverted or delayed depending on what 

  administration was in office. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  I agree wholeheartedly, 

  and I wish I had that kind of control over the 

  situation.  I do not.  It's not that we would oppose 

  that in any way.  I'd love to do it that way. 

              MR. BOCCUTI:  For the record, I'm in 

  favor, and I'm sure that the residents along Hills 

  Point and Ragged Point are as well. 
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  by constructing the dikes at James Island you gain 

  tremendous environmental benefits right away, very 

  quickly, and that's what we would like to do, but 

  again, it's not in our hands.  Mr. Bibo. 

              MR. BIBO:  My name is Dave Bibo.  I have 

  a question that I've been asked from time to time on 

  the Poplar Island project.  While everyone knows -- 

              THE COURT REPORTER:  I'm sorry, sir, I'm 

  having a hard time hearing you.  While everyone 

  knows -- 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Would you step up to 

  microphone, please. 

              TH COURT:  I'm sorry.  Thank you. 

              MR. BIBO:  Yes.  My name is Dave Bibo. 

  B-I-B-O. 

              One of the questions that has been 

  raised from time to time concerning dredged material 

  for Poplar Island, that the project has been 

  reserved for Federally maintained channels.  We have 

  received questions in the past for dredging from 
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  address if there is any possibility that there would 

  be opportunities for other dredging projects to be 

  placed at James Island? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  We did look at that as 

  part of the study in trying to expand it, and we met 

  some resistance.  The primary concern was 

  encouraging dredging, encouraging more people to 

  take it there.  It primarily has to do with the 

  cleanliness of whatever material we would be taking 

  in there.  There is significant environmental 

  testing that would have to be done to prove that the 

  material was clean enough to take it to an 

  environmental restoration project.  One of the main 

  reasons we are not taking materials from the harbor 

  areas is because it can't be classified as clean 

  enough.  With the material from the approach 

  channels we do routine testing and we can 

  demonstrate that it is clean. 

              We can't totally rule out the 

  possibility that we can take material from local 
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  case-by-case basis.  There are procedures for doing 

  that.  The problems would be more economic and 

  environmental than anything.  I mean, I think there 

  would be a significant amount of expensive testing 

  that would have to be required of people, and for a 

  small marina or something like that it's going to be 

  a burden. 

              MR. BIBO:  Thank you. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  There's got to be some 

  questions. 

              MR. COYNE:  We've seen in the newspapers 

  that Congressman Gilchrest has determined that he 

  would be in favor of proceeding with James and 

  Barren Island but not Poplar Island extension.  If 

  he's successful in precluding Poplar Island getting 

  a WRDA, what effect will that have, if any, on your 

  schedule for James and Barren. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  That's a good question. 

  That could potentially accelerate the James and 

  Barren.  It would necessitate it in a way. 
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  management planning we looked at and we got 

  permission to and we looked at doing an expansion of 

  Poplar Island and this Mid-Bay Island Study 

  concurrently, and they both followed along a similar 

  path. 

              Now, Poplar Island being an existing 

  site, it was easier and eventually that one moved 

  ahead of this Mid-Bay Island Study.  It also is a 

  smaller project and it was determined to be less 

  risky than a project, just trying to get a brand-new 

  project started, because there's been rules against 

  starting new projects and it's an expensive project. 

  So Poplar Island expansion was always considered a 

  stopgap to get this to one, recognizing that getting 

  this authorized and getting enough funding to get it 

  built could potentially be problematic. 

              If you take Poplar Island expansion out 

  of the equation, we are going to be in a situation 

  where we need the next placement site by about 2014. 

  Right now we are looking at with Poplar Island 
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  site available by about 2018.  So I would say the 

  consequences of taking Poplar expansion out would be 

  accelerating this by four years at least.  It means 

  we've got to get started that much sooner. 

              It's awfully quiet. 

              FROM THE FLOOR:  You did such a good job 

  on this, all the questions have been answered. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  I couldn't have done that 

  good a job.  Come on.  Okay.  What else can we talk 

  about?  If there are no further questions, you all 

  can be dismissed. 

              FROM THE FLOOR:  Isn't it wonderful when 

  every one agrees? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Yeah.  Thanks for coming. 

  We really appreciate it. 

           (Proceeding adjourned at 7:50 p.m.) 

                        */*/*/*/* 
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            I, David M. Schafer, a Notary Public in and 

   for the State of Maryland, County of Wicomico, do 

   herby certify the foregoing a true and accurate 

   record of the aforementioned proceeding, transcribed 

   from my stenographic notes to the best of my 

   ability. 

              _____________________________ 

                    David M. Schafer 
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                  P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Good evening.  My name is 

  Scott Johnson.  I'm with the U.S. Corps of 

  Engineers, Baltimore District, and I'd like to 

  welcome you to the public meeting for the 

  Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Ecosystem Restoration 

  Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and 

  Environmental Impact Statement, which from here on 

  will be referred to as the Mid-Bay Island Report or 

  simply the Report.  The Corps and the Maryland Port 

  Administration are the agencies responsible for the 

  preparation of this report. 

              We will begin the meeting with a formal 

  presentation lasting about 20, 25 minutes, followed 

  by an opportunity for you to comment on the record. 

  Your comments will be recorded by our court reporter 

  and entered into the formal record for this project. 

  You may also enter a written statement for the 

  record if you choose, and we would encourage you to 

  do so. 
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  wish to speak, the formal portion of the evening 

  will be concluded and I will then open up the floor 

  for questions.  We'll answer as many of your 

  questions as we can.  We have a lot of folks with us 

  around here that know a lot about the project.  And 

  we'll remain afterwards to talk to you individually 

  as well.  The important thing is that we document 

  your comments and questions for the record, which 

  will be included in the final report. 

              The Mid-Chesapeake Bay study area 

  includes the eastern side of the Bay, adjacent to 

  the land mass shown here in yellow on the map on the 

  right-hand side of the screen. 

              First let me explain the process we go 

  through in our studies and why we are here tonight. 

  The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, or 

  NEPA, went into effect as a Federal law in January 

  1970, with the goal of protecting the environment by 

  promoting planning, decision-making and coordination 

  with the public.  NEPA reviews are required for any 
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  or permits. 

              Within NEPA there is a process called 

  Environmental Impact Assessment.  This is documented 

  in an Environmental Impact Statement, or EIS.  An 

  EIS documents the purpose and need of a proposed 

  action, evaluates reasonable alternatives and 

  analyzes the significant environmental and other 

  consequences of that action.  In doing so, it 

  assists officials in planning projects and making 

  sound decisions.  Some of the environmental factors 

  which are considered include water and sediment 

  quality, aquatic and terrestrial resources, 

  socioeconomics and cultural resources, to name a 

  few. 

              This chart illustrates the NEPA process. 

  The process begins with a Notice of Intent to 

  Prepare an EIS which is published in the Federal 

  Register.  It notifies the public that a federal 

  agency will be preparing a NEPA document to evaluate 

  the impacts associated with a proposed action. 
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  meetings where the public is invited to comment on 

  the purpose and the extent of the study and to 

  identify significant issues.  In this case those 

  meetings were held in Dorchester County, Queen 

  Anne's County and Anne Arundel County in February 

  and March 2003. 

              The third step is the preparation of a 

  draft EIS, which evaluates the proposed project in 

  light of the project need, reasonable alternatives 

  and environmental and other consequences.  The Draft 

  report is then submitted for public review and 

  comment for a minimum of 45 days.  At the same time 

  it is also sent to federal and state agencies for 

  their reviews.  The draft for this EIS was submitted 

  on December 8, 2006. 

              Following release of the Draft report a 

  second round of meetings is generally held, during 

  which public comments are solicited, and that's the 

  purpose of tonight's meeting.  The public comment 

  period for this Draft will close October 23, 2006. 
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              After taking all comments into 1 
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  consideration, the report will be finalized and 

  submitted for higher-level review.  The last step is 

  the preparation of a Report of Decision, or ROD, 

  which formally concludes the NEPA process. 

              Now I'd like to provide some information 

  on this particular action.  The Mid-Bay Island 

  Report addresses two critical issues in the bay; 

  loss of island habitat and the need for dredged 

  material placement capacity.  The report 

  specifically looks at ways to beneficially use 3.2 

  million cubic yards of dredged material per year to 

  protect and restore remote island habitat. 

              Over the last 150 years, the 

  Mid-Chesapeake Bay region has lost over 10,000 acres 

  of islands, which provide valuable habitat for 

  migratory birds, fish, and wildlife, as well as 

  providing protection for mainland areas from wave 

  energy.  At the current erosion rates, most 

  unprotected islands will be lost in the near future. 

              The Corps and the State of Maryland each 
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  Plan, or DMMP, that was a comprehensive evaluation 

  of the dredged material placement needs for the 

  channels serving the Port of Baltimore.  The DMMP 

  studies identified a shortfall in dredged material 

  placement capacity beginning in 2010 and recommended 

  a number of additional studies to meet this need. 

  One of the additional studies recommended by both 

  the federal and state DMMPs was large island 

  restoration in the Mid-Chesapeake Bay. 

              Dredged material from the Chesapeake Bay 

  approach channels to the Port of Baltimore, 

  indicated here in blue, as well as local Federal 

  channels, were considered for placement at a Mid-Bay 

  island site.  Materials from the channels within the 

  Patapsco River and Baltimore Harbor, as indicated 

  here in pink, are not considered for placement at 

  the Mid-Bay islands. 

              The purpose of this Report is first to 

  formulate plans to address problems and 

  opportunities related to habitat restoration through 
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  cost-effective solutions for implementing projects 

  that restore island ecosystem habitats; and third, 

  to examine and evaluate impacts of the proposed 

  alternatives. 

              Planning objectives for this study 

  include restoring marsh, aquatic and terrestrial 

  island habitats; protecting existing ecosystems and 

  providing capacity for placement of dredged 

  material.  Additional objectives include 

  contributing to the goals of the Chesapeake 2000 

  Agreement; decreasing local erosion and turbidity, 

  and promoting conditions beneficial for submerged 

  aquatic vegetation, or SAV, and oysters. 

              As mentioned in the previous slide, both 

  objectives and constraints were considered while 

  formulating the recommended plan.  The constraints 

  include avoiding and minimizing impact to existing 

  fisheries and their nursery, feeding and protective 

  habitats; avoiding and minimizing impacts to rare, 

  threatened and endangered species; and avoiding and 
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              To evaluate the proposed island 

  ecosystem restoration activities, we first started 

  by looking at all 105 named islands in the 

  Mid-Chesapeake Bay study area.  For each island, we 

  considered a number of environmental, engineering 

  and cost factors, shown here, as well as the 

  concerns of the local citizens and watermen.  The 

  initial screening steps eliminated 85 islands from 

  consideration.  If you would like to see a diagram 

  of the screening and plan formulation process, 

  please feel free to visit the poster in the back of 

  the room or refer to the plan formulation figure in 

  your handouts. 

              The remaining 20 islands were further 

  screened to eight islands or island complexes.  Each 

  was evaluated based on engineering and environmental 

  criteria.  Engineering criteria were based on 

  lessons learned in design and construction of the 

  Poplar Island restoration project.  Based on these 

  engineering criteria, James Island and Barren Island 
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  on the environmental criteria, Barren Island was 

  first and James Island was second.  Since there was 

  no basis for eliminating either one of the islands, 

  we carried both forward in our evaluation. 

              At the public scoping meetings which 

  were held in February and March of 2003, public 

  preference was also for restoration of James Island 

  and Barren Island. 

              James Island is privately owned and 

  currently consists of three eroding remnants, 

  totaling less than 100 acres.  It has lost 

  approximately 89 percent of its historical area due 

  to erosion.  All three remnants have areas of high 

  and low salt marsh and uplands.  The northern and 

  western shorelines showed the greatest erosion. 

              James Island supports a variety of 

  birds, fish and other wildlife.  The photos shown 

  here are some examples of the species found on and 

  around the island.  Surveys have found 71 species of 

  birds using the island, including the American bald 
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  birds and shorebirds.  Aquatic species such as blue 

  crab, striped bass, flounder and bay anchovy are 

  found in the waters surrounding the island.  Some of 

  the mammals observed at James Island include river 

  otter, deer and racoon.  Also, diamondback terrapins 

  have been observed nesting on the island. 

              Barren Island, which is owned by U.S. 

  Fish and Wildlife Service, has lost approximately 75 

  percent of its historical acreage due to erosion. 

  The island currently consists of several types of 

  habitats, including low and high salt marsh, tidal 

  flats and uplands.  Relatively few upland areas 

  remain on Barren Island, and those are continually 

  affected by erosion. 

              Similar to James Island, the habitats at 

  Barren Island support a variety of wildlife, 

  including 107 species of birds.  A large nesting 

  area of egrets and herons exists on the island, and 

  it provides habitat for the narrow-mouthed toad, an 

  endangered species in the State of Maryland.  The 
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  for the protection of the surrounding shallow water 

  habitats, which support environmentally important 

  beds of SAV. 

              Once James Island and Barren Island were 

  selected, we formulated a set of alternatives 

  designed to restore island habitat as well as 

  protect remaining island remnants.  These 

  alternatives include various alignments at each 

  island separately and in combination.  We looked at 

  a range of upland/wetland habitat proportions for 

  each of the proposed alignments, and then optimized 

  the alignments based on constructability, dredged 

  material capacity, location of borrow areas, 

  environmental benefits, and economic considerations. 

  The results of this screening process led us to the 

  three alternatives discussed in the following slides 

  and detailed in the Report. 

              The first alternative is the no-action 

  alternative.  NEPA requires that this alternative be 

  included in all impact assessments. 
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  the projected future without-project conditions.  In 

  this case the remaining acreage at James Island and 

  Barren Island would continue to erode at their 

  present rate.  Based on historic erosion rates and 

  current acreage, James Island will be completely 

  submerged by 2021 and Barren Island will be 

  submerged by 2052. 

              Alternative 1 would protect Barren 

  Island and its associated resources such as SAV. 

  James Island is not a part of this alternative. 

  This alternative would restore over 1,300 acres of 

  island habitat with 55 percent wetland and 45 

  percent upland.  It is important to note that over 

  1,300 acres of healthy bay bottom would be 

  permanently transformed into island habitat.  While 

  some commercial fisheries would be displaced, others 

  would be enhanced with dike construction and SAV 

  protection.  Since James Island is not a part of 

  this plan, it would eventually erode away and 

  potentially increase impacts to shoreline properties 
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              Alternative 2 would protect existing 

  James and Barren Islands and possibly the leeward 

  mainland, as well as associated resources such as 

  SAV beds.  Each island would be constructed with a 

  60 percent wetland, 40 percent upland habitat 

  configuration and an upland dike elevation of 25 

  feet.  This alternative would impact over 2,700 

  acres of shallow water habitat, impacting a larger 

  area of stressed habitat at James Island rather than 

  healthy bay bottom at Barren Island.  If chosen, 

  this alternative would result in the greatest amount 

  of shallow water habitat loss, and displace 

  commercial fishery. 

              Alternative 3 would protect existing 

  James and Barren Islands, and possibly the leeward 

  mainland as well as associated resources such as SAV 

  beds, with over 2,100 acres of restored remote 

  island habitat.  James Island would be constructed 

  with 55 percent wetland and 45 percent upland 

  habitat, and an upland dike height of 20 feet. 
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  Island, this alternative involves construction and 

  backfill of a breakwater using dredged material from 

  Federal channels in the Honga River area. 

  Seventy-two acres of wetlands would be restored at 

  Barren Island while protecting the existing remnants 

  and minimizing impacts to the existing healthy bay 

  bottom. 

              Commercial fisheries would be displaced 

  at James Island, but there would be no significant 

  negative impact to fisheries at Barren Island. 

  Protection of SAV and enhancement of hard bottom 

  availability may enhance some fisheries. 

              The primary goal of the project is to 

  restore island ecosystems using dredged material 

  while maximizing the future environmental benefits. 

  This chart shows the remaining alternatives 

  following an incremental cost analysis including the 

  three alternatives I just discussed.  It compares 

  the cost of the project to Island Community Units, 

  or ICUs, which quantify the environmental benefits 
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  Alternate 3, combining James and Barren, provides 

  the greatest environmental benefit for the lowest 

  cost.  Therefore, the alternative is the recommended 

  plan. 

              The recommended plan at James Island is 

  over 2,000 acres of wetland and upland habitat that 

  include features to enhance the project by providing 

  diversity.  These features include a tidal gut 

  through the wetland cells, wetland-lined coves, 

  fresh water ponds, intertidal and unvegetated mud 

  flats, breakwaters and bird nesting structures. 

              The anticipated project cost at James 

  Island is $1.1 billion, 75 percent of which would be 

  funded Federally.  The remaining 25 percent would be 

  funded by the State of Maryland.  James Island would 

  have a capacity of 90 to 95 million cubic yards and 

  would provide 24 to 30 years of placement.  Initial 

  construction of this project would be expected to 

  begin in 2010 and is estimated to take four to five 

  years. 
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  acres of wetland would be the main focus of the 

  environmental design, but bird nesting structures 

  are included as a design feature.  Breakwaters would 

  be constructed for protection of the existing SAV 

  beds and protection of Barren Island from further 

  erosion. 

              The anticipated project cost at Barren 

  Island is $29 million, 65 percent of which would be 

  funded Federally.  The remaining 35 percent would be 

  funded by the State of Maryland.  Barren Island 

  would have a capacity of 300,000 cubic yards, which 

  would provide placement capacity for approximately 

  seven years.  Construction of Barren Island would be 

  expected to be completed in 2010. 

              Of course, there are negative impacts 

  associated with a project of this magnitude; 

  however, these impacts are offset by benefits.  Over 

  40 resources, including environmental, cultural, 

  socioeconomic, recreational and aesthetic were 

  evaluated.  One primary impact was identified - the 
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  habitat at James and Barren Islands, including 

  crabbing and clamming areas.  Additional impacts 

  include the loss of approximately 100 acres of open 

  water habitat at James Island and hardening of the 

  shoreline at Barren Island.  In addition, we also 

  recognize that there will be a change to the view 

  shed from the mainland, and other impacts, such as 

  noise related to the extended construction and 

  operations. 

              Benefits of the project include the 

  restoration of remote island upland and tidal marsh 

  habitat as well as additional bird nesting and fish 

  nursery habitat.  In addition, the proposed project 

  will meet the dredged material capacity need 

  identified in the DMMP to keep the approach channels 

  to the Port navigable over the next 30 years. 

  Modeling efforts have demonstrated that the proposed 

  project at Barren Island would provide protection of 

  SAV beds in the vicinity of the island and the 

  proposed projects at the James and Barren islands 
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  erosion. 

              Recreational and educational 

  opportunities during and after construction 

  activities were also considered in this Report. 

  Recreation and educational components must be 

  consistent with the project's objective to restore 

  remote island habitat, and incorporation of any of 

  these components will require additional study prior 

  to their implementation, however, we are 

  recommending that they be included in the project. 

              During construction, research 

  opportunities for educational institutions could be 

  made available, as well as volunteer opportunities 

  for planting and other activity. 

              After construction is complete, a 

  self-guided, low-impact water trail will be created 

  through the main tidal gut area at James Island. 

  Informative signage would point out wildlife and 

  other elements of island restoration. 

              In summary, there are two parts to the 
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              The first part of the plan would restore 

  2,072 acres of island habitat at James Island, which 

  would provide the primary dredged material capacity 

  for the project.  Fifty-five percent of the island 

  would be a tidal wetland habitat and the remaining 

  45 would be upland habitat.  Material for placement 

  at James Island would be dredged from the Chesapeake 

  Bay approach channels to the Port of Baltimore and 

  local Federal channels. 

              The second part of the recommended plan 

  would restore 72 acres of remote island habitat at 

  Barren Island using dredged material from Federal 

  navigation projects in the vicinity of the Honga 

  River.  Breakwaters would be constructed to protect 

  the island and SAV habitat. 

              The schedule for the Report is shown 

  here.  The Draft Report was prepared in August of 

  this year and made available for public comment 

  beginning on September 8, 2006.  We are holding two 

  public comment meetings; the first was yesterday in 
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  public comment period will extend until October 23, 

  2006.  The final Report is scheduled to be issued in 

  December 2006 with a Chief of Engineer's Report in 

  April 2007, and a Record of Decision to follow in 

  fall 2007. 

              Thank you for coming.  If you wish to 

  review the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Ecosystem 

  Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report and EIS, 

  you can do so by visiting any of the libraries 

  listed in the Notice of Availability, which is 

  included in the folder of handouts you received when 

  you came in this evening. 

              You may also obtain a CD from our 

  welcome table or visit the website listed here.  All 

  comments on the Report should be submitted in 

  writing by October 23, 2006, to Ms. Stacey Blersch, 

  at the address listed here.  Thank you for your 

  attention. 

              And I will now open the floor to those 

  of you wishing to offer formal comments for the 
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              We are fortunate tonight to have two 

  elected officials with us, three elected officials 

  with us.  I am not certain about the seniority level 

  here, but we'll start with Ms. Addie Eckardt. 

              DELEGATE ECKARDT:  Thank you very much 

  and good evening to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

  team.  I appreciate the opportunity.  I am Delegate 

  Addie Eckardt and I represent this area along with 

  the rest of the partial counties in the Maryland 

  House of Delegates. 

              This issue has been very near and dear 

  to my heart and I'm excited to see this.  It takes 

  long for things to happen in government.  But I met 

  with Joe Coyne and Bruce Coulson, I think it was 

  back in 1996, '7 or '8, when I first learned about 

  the Poplar Island project and the need to dredge the 

  channels to maintain the Port and its viability.  So 

  we sat down and met with a number of folks out of 

  the Port and the Department of Transportation and 

  talked about the possibility of restoring James and 
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              So I am very excited to see something 

  that looks like the reality of that moving forward. 

  And without much information, it looked like all 

  Alternative 3 was a good option to my way of 

  thnking.  Now, I know it's very expensive and that's 

  going to be the issue.  I also know that things take 

  longer than we anticipate.  And so, you know, my 

  wish is that we could move this along pending, you 

  know, the involvement and the comments that we hear 

  from the folks here in Taylors Island and the rest 

  of the community, because I think that's a very 

  important part of this process. 

              So thank you for bringing it this far, 

  and I will do whatever I can to move it along as 

  long as I know that I have the support of the 

  community.  Thank you. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Jeannie Haddaway. 

              DELEGATE HADDAWAY:  Good evening.  My 

  name Jeannie Haddaway.  I am the other state 

  representative in the Maryland House of Delegates in 
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  who attended last night, forgive me for repeating 

  myself. 

              I just would like to say how important 

  the Port is, not only to Baltimore but also to the 

  Eastern Shore, where we have hundreds of businesses 

  that rely on the Port to move goods for them, and 

  from the environmental standpoint of how important 

  these projects can be, not only for landowners but 

  also for the health of the bay. 

              So if you have not been out to Poplar 

  Island, I would encourage you to go, check it out. 

  It's a very similar project, a very good model of 

  how this can work. 

              Again, we just appreciate the way the 

  Army Corps and the Maryland Port Administration 

  worked with us on that project, and we would 

  anticipate the same level of cooperation on these 

  projects as well.  Thank you. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Thank you.  And Jay 

  Newcomb. 
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  yet, but I was a Commissioner when you started a 

  while back. 

              We had a problem, and Senator Sarbanes 

  came down to Hoopers Island.  We had a location we 

  had to find a spoil site for.  Mr. Sarbanes worked 

  very hard to get to use Barren Island as a spoil 

  site. 

              And also we were looking at a place to 

  save a -- a shore erosion group was trying to save 

  James Island and Barren Island.  So several meetings 

  we come up and the Corps was interested in looking 

  for another place to restore.  Dorchester was not 

  being represented right.  At that time we had a 

  person who was not showing up to the meetings. 

              But at this time I think we need to give 

  a hand to Mr. Joe Coyne and Bruce Coulson for 

  attending these meeting, went to many meetings in 

  Baltimore.  They have done a outstanding job for 

  this.  I think we should give them a hand of 

  applause right now because if it weren't for them we 
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              So I think this is a win-win situation. 

  We've got help with the port, we'll have the channel 

  dredged out.  We need placement for our local 

  watermen, keep our local channels dredged out. 

  Charley Wright's trying to get one dredged out 

  today.  He's still fighting finding a spoil site. 

  And we need to save James Island and Barren Island, 

  also save Taylors Island and Hoopers Island. 

              So I'd like to thank the Corps, the Port 

  Administration, and all the local people.  We met 

  with the watermen; most of them seemed be onboard. 

  There was a few questions.  Most of those have been 

  ironed out.  So I hope we can start this project 

  even sooner than you projected, and I hope we can 

  move quickly.   Thank you. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Thank you.  Before we move 

  on, two points from what Jay just said.  One is 

  tours of Poplar Island.   There is a possibility to 

  take a tour.  And if you would like to see what 

  these projects will look like, I would recommend it. 
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              FROM THE FLOOR:  The information is over 

  here. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Okay.  There is a sheet of 

  paper over there with the tour information.  You 

  just call our tour guide out there and she can 

  arrange either individually or in groups. 

              The second thing is you mentioned 

  Senator Sarbanes.  I'd like to let everybody know 

  that the Poplar Island project, his involvement in 

  that project was tremendous, and they have 

  officially named that project, as of January 1, 

  2007, it will be the Paul S. Sarbanes Environmental 

  Restoration Project at Poplar Island. 

              Okay.  We're going to move into the rest 

  of the speakers.  When you come up to the 

  microphone, if you would please state your name and 

  spell it for the court reporter, and any affiliation 

  that you may have.  And we'll start with Joe Coyne. 

              MR. COYNE:  Thank you.  My name is Joe 

  Coyne.  That's spelled C-O-Y-N-E.  I'm from Madison, 
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  you are familiar. 

              I wanted to spend a minute or two on the 

  Citizens Advisory Committee that Jay talked about. 

  Bruce and I have been members of the Citizens 

  Advisory Group for four or five years.  We were 

  trying to remember just how long it's been and we 

  couldn't come up with a firm time. 

              Basically, people wonder what we have 

  done and been doing on the Citizens Advisory 

  Committee.  It's as you pointed out earlier, it's 

  a part of the dredged material management program, 

  and I think a very important part because it kept 

  the citizens, public interest groups, non-government 

  and government agencies involved in the development 

  of this plan, this report that you talked about, the 

  one with the long name, and it kept the comments 

  flowing back and forth from the people who were 

  developing the plan and those who were interested in 

  the plan and the impact of that report on the 

  communities that it would be involved in. 
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  provides a culmination of many hours of work of 

  really expert people, scientists, engineers, 

  technicians;  They're a select group, and I've never 

  seen quite so many good people working on a project 

  with a single aim to produce a really good product. 

  I think that stands on its own. 

              The work of the Citizens Advisory Group 

  was to review the work of that project draft and 

  make comments in terms of what the impact might be 

  if this project -- if this particular island or site 

  were chosen for the selection of the beneficial use 

  of dredged material, what would be the impact on 

  that community and island and particularly on the 

  environmental.  I think the Citizens Advisory Group 

  had a lot of good impact in making that happen. 

              The other question, issue that I would 

  like to mention is the impact of shoreline erosion 

  in Dorchester County.  We have this thing called the 

  Dorchester Shoreline Erosion Group here in the 

  county, and we're trying to identify problems that 
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  thing.  We really categorize them in three ways: 

  The environmental side, which includes things like 

  the submerged aquatic vegetation or the death 

  thereof; excess nutrients; siltation causing 

  problems for the oyster beds; and the economic side, 

  which causes at least the loss of income, loss of 

  land; and the social side, which includes loss of 

  viable watermen community and loss of the 

  seafood-packing community, those kinds of issues 

  that have always been associated -- communities that 

  have always been associated with the lower part of 

  Dorchester County. 

              The recommendation that Barren and James 

  Islands be the next site chosen I believe is a very 

  good one.  In view of these documents, they address 

  very serious issues, provide the best available 

  solutions with regard to our concerns regarding 

  James and Barren Islands. 

              In closing, I strongly urge the 

  acceptance of this document package reviewed by the 
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  April of 2007, followed by a positive Record of 

  Decision no later than the fall of 2007.  And of 

  course if those dates could be moved up sooner, the 

  better, we'd appreciate that. 

              I'd also like to take this opportunity 

  to commend the teams from both the Army Corps of 

  Engineers and the Maryland Port Administration for 

  their joint effort in bringing the overall project 

  to this stage.  Thank you very much. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Thank you.  Now I need to 

  remedy my mistake and introduce Doctor Steve Storms 

  from the Maryland Port Administration, our key 

  partner in the continued success of this project. 

              DOCTOR STORMS:  My name is Steve Storms, 

  and I'm the project manager for the Maryland Port 

  Administration, which is a part of the Maryland 

  Department of Transportation. 

              As has been pointed out here earlier 

  this evening, the flow of international commerce 

  through the Port of Baltimore is a major generator 
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  jobs of more than 126,000 Marylanders are in some 

  way related to the movement of cargo across 

  Baltimore's docks.  The Port is the state's second 

  largest economic engine, generating more than a 

  billion dollars annually in business and government 

  revenues. 

              Continued dredging of the approach 

  channels in the Chesapeake Bay is an absolute 

  necessity for maintaining this port.  And existing 

  placements sites for approach channel dredged 

  material will run out of space by 2014.  The Port of 

  Baltimore fully supports this project to provide 

  continued efficient management of this dredged 

  material. 

              The Maryland Department of 

  Transportation is the non-federal sponsor for this 

  project.  The Maryland Port Administration, under 

  the auspices of the Department of Transportation and 

  acting through its Office of Harbor Development, was 

  involved in all of the coordination related to this 
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              The Port Administration has indicated 

  their intent to proceed with the next phase of the 

  project implementation and to provide the 

  non-federal cooperation required for project 

  implementation.  Thank you. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Thank you, Steve. 

              The next speaker will be Bruce Coulson. 

              BY MR. COULSON:  Hello.  I'm Bruce 

  Coulson -- C-O-U-L-S-O-N -- Taylors Island.  Most of 

  the people here know me. 

              I just wanted to say I support this 

  project.  It's a very good project and, as Joe said 

  before, there's been a lot of time and effort put 

  into this.  Both the Port and the Corps should be 

  commended for the work they've done on this project. 

  They have dotted all the i's and crossed all the 

  t's. 

              A couple things I'd like to talk about. 

  One is you should take a tour of Poplar Island to 

  get an idea of what James Island will look like 
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  and there was a time lag in between and I could see 

  the differences out there.  You can go out and you 

  can see the water quality, how nice the water is on 

  the leeward side of Poplar Island, and you can see 

  the habitat that's out there.  It's really, really 

  amazing.  I urge everybody to sign up and call that 

  person and arrange a tour of Poplar Island.  It 

  would be very well worth your while. 

              But as well as the environmental 

  benefits that we in this area will receive out of 

  this project, you will also see some economics 

  impacts here, too, the local people, the jobs that 

  this is going to create over a 30-year project. 

  They're going to be using people from our area to do 

  work on these types of projects,  so it's going to 

  help our local economies here and help some of the 

  watermen here also that would want to use people -- 

  to get jobs to be able to shuttle workers back and 

  forth. 

              The other thing I'd like to bring up -- 
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  on in the Port -- I received this information packet 

  from Jeannie Haddaway today that she got from the 

  Port -- but the Port employs 42,400 Maryland 

  citizens, and 900 of those citizens live on the 

  Eastern Shore.  There are 120 businesses on the 

  Eastern Shore that use the Port as import and 

  export, and they ship approximately 30 million 

  tons -- I'm sorry -- 30 thousand tons of goods from 

  the Port, which is about 3.7 percent. 

              Just so you know, some of the local 

  businesses in Cambridge that use this port: 

  Cambridge Yacht Brokers, GKD, Interstate Container 

  Cambridge, Interstate Corrpack; a person by the name 

  of Jeffrey Debrine, Maryland Wire Belts, POK 

  Firefighting, Regina Corporation and a person by the 

  name of Reginald Bromwell; East New Market, a person 

  by the name of Lisa Bracy; and in Hurlock, Defender 

  Packaging.  All these people use the Port.  These 

  are 2005 Eastern Shore importers and exporters. 

              And close by to us, Federalsburg, would 
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  Farms, the Lafrance Corporation, M&M Consignment and 

  Maryland Plastics and Solo Cups.  You can see there 

  are businesses around here that utilize the Port of 

  Baltimore. 

              I'd like to submit this, if I could, for 

  the record. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  If you could just give 

  that to Stacey. 

              MR. COULSON:  Sure, I will, and have 

  this submitted so,  you know, this is part of the 

  public record.  I wanted everybody to know what 

  corporations around here locally use this port. 

  Thank you. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Thank you.  Yes, anything 

  that you would like to provide us will be 

  incorporated into the final report. 

              Next is Ellie Polley.  Did I pronounce 

  that right? 

              MS. POLLEY:  Yes.  I've been a resident 

  of Taylors Island for 33 years.  I've seen such a 
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  drastic change in those years.  When I first came 1 
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  down here, we had sailboats and boats went out 

  towards James Island and we could never go all the 

  way straight through because there was a bit of land 

  that was attached to Taylors Island.  And since that 

  time it is long since gone. 

              And I've also noticed that we're getting 

  more water coming into our Slaughter Creek.  And 

  without this, I think we'd be really underwater here 

  on Taylors island.  So I definitely am for this 

  project and I can't wait until we get started. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Thank you.  Ben Parks. 

              MR. PARKS:  Ben Parks, President of 

  Dorchester County Seaford and Oyster Association. 

              To date, I haven't had anybody call me 

  in opposition to this project, so we support it. 

              You've got to remember, erosion is 

  probably one of the biggest polluters that we have 

  here that's destroying our oyster bars.  They are 

  being covered up all over the bay.  Right out here 

  inside James Island, Oyster Cove, Choptank, Peanut 



 39

  Hill, Ragged Point, Honga River is the same way, 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

  we've lost one of the biggest oyster bars probably 

  through the seventies due to erosion of Barren 

  Island, which was lower Tarr Bay, at times probably 

  three or four hundred boats working in there.  We 

  don't have it any longer. 

              So it's important to the watermen to 

  protect what we have left and save the oyster 

  industry and also the SAV beds that are all around 

  the area.  Thank you. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Thank you.  That's 

  everybody that signed up to speak.  Would anybody 

  else like to make a statement for the record? 

              MR. CAROWAN:  Good evening.  My name 

  Glenn Carowan.  That's Glenn with two n's. 

  C-A-R-O-W-A-N.  I'm the manager of Blackwater 

  National Wildlife Refuge, and I'd like to speak to 

  this project in the context of the work that we've 

  been doing working with the state and local 

  government, as well as the Corps of Engineers and 

  the Port restoring Barren Island, the 11 acres that 
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  knowledge of the work that's been done at Poplar, 

  it's been outstanding. 

              We will continue to work with the 

  various partners and hopefully make this project 

  equally impressive as those are.  Thank you very 

  much. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Thank you.  Would anybody 

  else like to make a formal comment for the record? 

  If not, that concludes the formal portion of the 

  evening. 

              Before I start answering questions, I'd 

  like to point out a couple of things.  After we are 

  done answering questions, as I said earlier, we'll 

  stick around and talk to you individually. 

              We have a number of stations around 

  here.  There's a few computers over on the desk to 

  my left there.  One of them is a view shed model 

  which will show what these proposed projects will 

  look like from the air and from the ground.  The 

  other model, the other one will show reduction -- 
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  it's a hydrodynamic modeling which will show 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

  reduction in wave energy, it shows current changes, 

  sedimentation changes around the project as well. 

              We have a third station, behind me here, 

  if it's running.  That was running a Poplar Island 

  Maryland Public Television segment.  It's an 

  excellent segment if you haven't seen it before. 

  They periodically rerun it.  It shows what's going 

  on at Poplar, as well as some of the history of that 

  island.  I know James Island has a history very 

  similar to that one as well.  And if anybody here 

  does have any information on the history of 

  particularly James, we would be interested in 

  hearing about that as well. 

              So with that, that concludes the formal 

  portion of the evening.  I get to take my coat off 

  and we can start answering your questions.  Who 

  would like to go first?  Yes, sir. 

              MR. O'BRIEN:  A.J. O'Brien.  Hoopers 

  Neck Road. 

              Did you take into account the 



 42
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  across?  I'm adamantly against it.  But one of the 

  proposals was to go through those islands, onto 

  Taylors Island as another bay bridge. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  We did not have any 

  information that would lead us to consider that.  We 

  did not consider it at all; it's not part of our 

  mission, it's not what we were looking at. 

              I will tell you that we did consider the 

  possibility of bridging from Taylors Island out to 

  James, you know, since that was historically 

  attached, but we haven't really looked at that too 

  seriously.  That would be a very expensive 

  proposition. 

              MR. O'BRIEN:  I know you wouldn't do it, 

  but I noticed the governor had a committee looking 

  into another bridge. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  I do not have any 

  information.  Steve, do you have anything?  No, we 

  don't really have any information as to what the 

  state might be considering.  I don't think their 
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              MR. O'BRIEN:  You called James Island 

  privately owned? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Yes. 

              MR. O'BRIEN:  What does that mean? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  That means -- well, it 

  means it's owned by a private individual or 

  organization; whereas Barren Island is owned by U.S. 

  Fish & Wildlife Service, that's publicly owned. 

              MR. O'BRIEN:  So is there a lien or 

  lease to do this or something, or is it donated to 

  the Federal government? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Well, if you noticed, we 

  are not touching the island, we are building the 

  project in front of the island.  There will be a gap 

  between the existing remnants and our island. 

              Now, we would love -- I don't know if 

  the owners are here or you know them, but if they'd 

  like to donate that property, we'd gladly accept it, 

  or the state would. 

              But yeah, that's one of the issues that 
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  want to get involved in trying to purchase those 

  island remnants, so we just lay off of them.  We can 

  protect them, they are a valuable resource, but to 

  own them is problematic. 

              I couldn't have done that good of job. 

              MS. EMBREY:  I have a question.  My name 

  is Carol Embrey, from Church Creek.  I understand 

  that you have tours on Poplar Island.  I wasn't 

  aware of that.  I hope it's very limited.  And I'm 

  hoping that maybe that won't be the case.  Obviously 

  it won't be the case at James, but also Barren. 

  Will it be left to the wildlife?  Is that the hope 

  that that's what's going to happen?  And, of course, 

  the U.S. -- the wildlife biologists, U.S. Fish & 

  Wildlife, of course.  But as far as the public -- 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Let me address one at a 

  time, I guess.  As far as Barren goes, Fish & 

  Wildlife will be controlling that and controlling 

  access.  In all three of these cases they are remote 

  island habitat, which means limited public access. 
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  not as limited as you might imagine.  We have been 

  doing at least 2,500 people a year out there, 

  including this year we had I think 750 school 

  children from Anne Arundel County have come out 

  there.  They were bringing class after class out 

  there.  We have folks, some of the school groups, 

  involved in raising our turtles.  We have maybe 180 

  diamondback terrapin nests out there with 10 to 15 

  hatchlings per nest.  And we have the premier 

  Maryland terrapin expert is working with us on that. 

  And we take some of those and give them to 

  classrooms; they raise them and bring them back and 

  release them.  So there is a lot going on. 

              On the island itself we have a bus.  We 

  can handle up to about 25 people in a group at one 

  time or, you know, we can mix and match.  If you 

  call the tour coordinator -- and the number is over 

  there -- you can either get in with a group that's 

  already going out or you can arrange a tour.  We've 

  had high school reunions, we've had groups from 
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  over.  It's becoming somewhat of a destination. 

  Does that answer your questions? 

              We would envision very much the same 

  thing at James Island, although, because it will 

  ultimately be a remote island habitat, there are no 

  golf courses, no condos, no marinas.  And we get 

  asked that, believe me, from time to time.  But it's 

  going to have to be ecofriendly.  Ecotourism is the 

  current terminology that people use. 

              MS. EMBREY:  Well, are they studying the 

  effect from having the tours so that they -- I mean, 

  it sounds very good because it's very educational 

  and getting children in there and that's very, very 

  important, educationalwise. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  At Poplar right now, you 

  have to understand -- and James would be the same 

  way -- we have about 20 to 30 people working out 

  there full time, year in, year out.  And when we are 

  inflowing dredge material we work seven days a week, 

  24 hours a day. 
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  wildlife that is existing out there.  We work very 

  closely with Department of Natural Resources, Fish & 

  Wildlife.  We have some people full time working on 

  nothing but that to make sure we aren't interfering, 

  especially during nesting season.  But it is a 

  construction site. 

              So the tours right now really don't -- 

  that's a minor part of it.  We keep people on the 

  roads, we keep them in the buses, and we don't 

  interfere, we don't go into nesting area or disturb 

  nesting or anything of that nature, so very minimal 

  impact at this point. 

              Later on, when we move off and it does 

  become strictly a remote island habitat, then it's a 

  different story.  We don't want to create any 

  traffic, so there will have to be some kind of 

  controls.  What those are, I'm not quite sure.  But 

  we do want to encourage -- you can't plop something 

  down that big, not in this day and age; people are 

  going to go there whether you want them to or not. 
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              Our thoughts are that we'd create some 

  smaller areas where tour boats could go out or 

  somebody could go out, maybe go through a trail 

  through a marsh, you know, self-guided little tours 

  through a small area, keep it segregated, and have 

  the rest of the island just remote island habitat. 

  That's our thinking right now. 

              But we ultimately would plan to work 

  with the local planning or recreational groups or 

  the counties, as well as, you know, DNR and Fish & 

  Wildlife and whoever else would be involved with 

  that. 

              THE COURT REPORTER:  Excuse me, ma'am, 

  could you give me your name again?  I couldn't hear 

  it. 

              MS. EMBREY:  Carol Embrey.  E-M-B-R-E-Y. 

              THE COURT REPORTER:  Thank you, ma'am. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Don't feel intimidated by 

  this.  This is a formal process that we have to go 

  through, as I explained earlier.  It's just for the 
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  you or anything. 

              MS. EMBREY:  That's all right. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Yes. 

              MS. POLLEY:  Ellie Polley.  I was 

  wondering what happens when you leave the island and 

  you have people with boats and whatever, how are we 

  going to keep that going or not going? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Well, that's the problem, 

  we're not.  I mean, we don't prevent people from 

  bringing boats up to the island.  Our concern right 

  now is more safety; the rocks are not safe, the 

  dredge material itself when it's initially placed in 

  there or even after it's been there quite some time 

  it's not safe, it's like ice, it might have a crust 

  on the top but you can fall through very easily. 

  Our biggest concern is public safety and the safety 

  of our own workers.  So while we are under 

  construction everything is controlled.  You know, we 

  allow access but it's under control. 

              MS. POLLEY:  I mean after you leave. 
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  I'm talking about.  We'll be turning this facility 

  over to the State of Maryland, most likely the 

  Maryland Department of Natural Resources, and we and 

  they will have to determine how it's managed so it 

  isn't a public nuisance. 

              But it really is not going to be any -- 

  it will be similar to any other island that's out 

  there; people are going to go there.  It's going to 

  be hard -- I mean, people, I understand, are going 

  out to James Island right now.  You know, how do you 

  keep them off?   That's very challenging. 

              I'm not sure I'm answering your 

  question, but I'm not sure I have the right answer. 

              MS. POLLEY:  Yes, you did. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Yes. 

              MR. TOBIN:  I'm Paul Tobin, Taylors 

  Island.  I have just a couple questions. 

              The dike height of 25 feet or 20 feet on 

  some of those, what does that mean?  Is that the 

  riprap around the outside that is going to hold the 
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              MR. JOHNSON:  Well, there's going to be 

  two parts to the island, at least at James Island, 

  the uplands and the wetland habitat.  The uplands 

  will go up to a final elevation of 20 feet.  We will 

  initially build those dikes up to probably 25 feet, 

  and then we fill it up with material.  And it has to 

  go higher, you have to have what's called freeboard 

  because it's a lot of water coming in there, so we 

  build the dikes up higher than they will ultimately 

  will be; it settles down, we knock those dikes down 

  and plant it, and eventually it will be a 20-foot, 

  more or less, plateau out there. 

              I'm not sure -- does that answer what 

  you were -- 

              MR. TOBIN:  Yeah.  That just seems 

  awfully high to me.  Taylors Island might be 10 feet 

  at the highest. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Yeah.  That's been one of 

  the concerns we have had throughout this process, is 

  that we'll be maybe the highest location in the 
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              This project is intended to be what we 

  call beneficial use of dredged material.  There are 

  two components to it; the environmental restoration 

  and there's the dredged material part of it.  The 

  dredged material part of it, we need the capacity. 

  I mean to make the project go, you need to be able 

  to deal with a certain volume of this material or 

  it's just not worthwhile. 

              What we have determined is that the 

  optimum mix is about 80 percent of your capacity 

  goes into this upland and 20 percent goes into the 

  wetland part of it.  And in order to get that 80 

  percent in there, the dike heights need to be about 

  20 feet. 

              MR. TOBIN:  Another question was the 

  price of 1.1 billion.  Is that actually projected 

  out over all those years it's going to be open or is 

  that something they are going to be spending it just 

  to build it in the first place? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  That's spread -- it's a 
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  cost of about 200 million to build the dikes if we 

  were to build all the dikes up to all the final 

  elevations at once, which is not likely to happen, 

  but it could, and then the rest of it is spread out 

  over the life of the project, which will be the 

  initial construction will probably be four or five 

  years and then we'll have about 30 years of 

  operation where we are bringing in the dredged 

  material, and then probably another, I'd say, four 

  or five years beyond that where we are actually 

  finishing off the habitat development.  It takes 

  quite some time.  You can't just bring the dredged 

  material in there and plant it.  It takes years to 

  get it consolidated and settled down to a stable 

  elevation where you can actually plant it and do 

  something with it.  It's going to be out there a 

  long time. 

              MR. TOBIN:  One other question.  Was the 

  computer models of the currents and all that, that 

  you did at Poplar Island, does anybody go back after 
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  to the predicted? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  It's interesting you 

  mention that.  We actually did that.  The models for 

  Poplar Island were originally done back in the early 

  nineties, and we have had several generational 

  changes in the modeling since that time.  They have 

  gotten more and more sophisticated.  We were talking 

  about that earlier. 

              We went back after Isabel.  Isabel 

  actually created two breaches in Poplar Island.  One 

  of them was predictable, in a predictable location, 

  and one of them was not.  And we went back and 

  remodeled Poplar Island with the newer technology 

  and it did then predict that second breach.  We are 

  continuously doing that, upgrading our models and 

  continuing to look at what's going on around there 

  to see if what we predict is actually occurring, and 

  we'll basically do the same with James and Barren. 

              But what we are working with right now 

  is pretty much state-of-the-art modeling, so, you 
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  very -- I have a technical report with me.  There's 

  a lot of folks here, technical experts, that can 

  talk about that.  They have the model they can run 

  for you that show some of the results the modeling 

  produces.  It's quite sophisticated and I think it's 

  getting much better. 

              Is it going to be perfectly accurate? 

  No.  Can we get the resolution to talk about some of 

  these individual properties?  I don't think we are 

  quite there yet.  But we are getting much better at 

  it and we will come back once we've built it and see 

  what's happening. 

              I feel pretty confident at this stage 

  with this new model that we have a pretty good 

  handle on what will happen.  I would encourage you 

  to take a look at some of the boards and the model. 

              MR. TOBIN:  Will they also place buoys 

  or something to measure the current, the actual 

  current out in the water? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  We have done that at 
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  looking at waves, wave height, current.  It's a 

  continuous -- it's something -- the term that we 

  used for Poplar, which will apply here, it applies 

  to almost any environmental type project, it's 

  called Adaptive Management.  When you are trying to 

  development habitat and you are working with a lot 

  of uncertainties, working with dredged material or 

  with wildlife and habitat, you can't guarantee that 

  you get it right the first time, so you learn by 

  doing.  You do something and you model it, monitor 

  it, and then you change your process and improve 

  your process as you go along.  That's exactly what 

  we are doing at Poplar and what we would intend to 

  do here as well. 

              I mean, when you have a project that's 

  take takes 30 or 40 years to build, you have a lot 

  of opportunity to learn as you go and apply newer 

  technologies and apply what you learn. 

              MR. TOBIN:  Thank you. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Yes. 
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  Island. 

              What's the projected time line, if the 

  approval is fall 2007, for construction actually to 

  start? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Let me go through that 

  whole process.  There is a Federal process. 

  Surprise.  What I've given you today is just the 

  NEPA process; that just gets the report approved by 

  the administration, by the U.S. Army Corps of 

  Engineers, we get it approved by the Assistant 

  Secretary of the Army.  They transmit it to the 

  Office of Management and Budget, they look at it and 

  say that's a lot of money but we're okay with it. 

  Then they transmit it to Congress. 

              Congress ultimately has to authorize 

  anything.  They authorize all our projects in what's 

  called a Water Resources Development Act.  That just 

  says, okay, it's good to do.  It doesn't give you 

  any money to do anything, it just says we're okay 

  with it and we'd like to go ahead with that project. 
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  Development Act since 2000, so the projects are 

  continuing to stack up.  I saw something today that 

  said there's 13 or 14 billion dollars worth of 

  backlog that's waiting to be authorized.  So this 

  will go into that queue and we are hoping to get one 

  this year when they come back.  They did not pass 

  WRDA.  They were working on it; they did not pass it 

  before they adjourned.  They will come back in 

  November, but it's going to be after the elections, 

  so I have no idea whether they'll pick it up or not. 

  If they don't, then you are talking about the next 

  opportunity if they work on it all year, typically 

  they'll pass it in the fall of the year. 

              Once you get it authorized, then you 

  then you can budget for it.  Typically we budget two 

  years in advance. 

              I mean, there's ways of 

  short-circuiting that system.  A congressman or 

  senator can come in and do what's called an add and 

  give you the money ahead of that process and 
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  process, that's the way it works.  Yes. 

              DELEGATE ECKARDT:  Is the best thing for 

  this group to do would be to write letters to our 

  congressmen?  Is that what you're saying? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  No, ma'am.  I'm not 

  allowed to advocate. 

              DELEGATE ECKARDT:  I'm just looking for 

  what the folks in this room can do if they think 

  this is a good project to move it along. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  I can't say a word. 

              FROM THE FLOOR:  He can't say a word. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Yeah, that's one avenue 

  that you do have, you can always work with your 

  local elected officials to, you know, request their 

  assistance in moving things through.  I mean, it's 

  no secret that Congressman Gilchrest wrote a letter 

  to the Water Resources and Development Act Committee 

  earlier, when they were sitting or working on this, 

  and he was in support of Barren and James and Smith 

  Islands, of restoring and protecting those islands. 
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  has indicated support, if that helps. 

              Right now it's a tough time for civil 

  works projects.  To be perfectly honest with you, 

  with the war going on, continuing to go on, and with 

  Katrina and issues like that, a lot of the 

  discretionary money is being siphoned off, so we are 

  not seeing a lot of money coming our way, it's a 

  little bit at a time. 

              I don't want to be discouraging, but at 

  the same time I don't want to give you any false 

  expectations, either. 

              MR. EMBREY:  Henry Embrey.  We live on 

  Taylors Island.  We look at James Island all the 

  time from our place. 

              When you go through the back door and 

  get all this approved, what would be the first 

  project; Bulkheading the whole way around it and 

  then start filling it? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  That's typically the way 

  it works, is we would put the containment dikes 



 61

  around it. 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

              MR. EMBREY:  Both sides? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Well, that's what I would 

  like to do.  It depends on the funding that we would 

  get.  We would request to do it that way.  It's more 

  likely that we would be building it in some kind of 

  phased approach, so you might do the north section 

  first and then south.  I can't say at this time how 

  we would configure that.  Some of it would have to 

  do with how much money we get. 

              There are some constraints that are 

  going to dictate how we do that.  The first thing 

  you need to do, you do need to dike it in so you can 

  contain dredged material.  Then we've got discharge 

  structures to release the water after we put the 

  dredged material in there, where we do a lot of 

  monitoring to make sure the water quality meets all 

  the standards, and there are quite a few standards 

  that we do have to meet for Maryland Department of 

  Environment. 

              MR. EMBREY:  But the original three 
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  islands that are there, you're not trying -- I 1 
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  suppose the big island you're going to put in to 

  save what's left of that. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Yes, sir, that's the idea. 

              MR. EMBREY:  You can get started next 

  week. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Yes, sir.  We can all hope 

  there won't be any big storms.  We are not going to 

  be protecting the east side of those islands, 

  obviously.  I understand they still get eroded from 

  that side as well.  Again, that's a private property 

  issue.  And I don't know if I mentioned earlier, but 

  one of the things cannot do is protect private 

  property, we are not allowed to go out and do that. 

              MR. EMBREY:  Then you have not tried to 

  find out who the owner is or to contact him, whether 

  he'd donate it to you? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  No.  That's something 

  either, that we -- 

              MR. EMBREY:  You're not allowed to? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Not really.  I don't 
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  If somebody came to us and said we'd like to do 

  this, then we could entertain it. 

              MR. EMBREY:  Do you know the owner? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  We know who they are, yes, 

  we know.  That's part of the background searches 

  that we do, background check that we would do on the 

  work we are doing around there.  Personally I don't 

  know who they are, but I'm sure we've looked into 

  that. 

              MR. O'BRIEN:  Do they pay taxes? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  I'm sorry? 

              MR. O'BRIEN:  Do they pay real estate 

  taxes?  (laughter) 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Yes, sir. 

              MR. CARBONETTA:  Ray Carbonetta, Taylors 

  island.  Is there a priority as to which phase would 

  be started first or would they be run concurrently, 

  Barren and James Island? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  That all depends on who 

  you talk to.  If you talk to Mr. Carowan, I would 
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  particular preference, although the environmental 

  benefits at Barren Island are tremendous.  So, you 

  know, the sooner we can get that done, the sooner 

  we'd achieve a higher level of environmental 

  benefit, although there is a lot to be had at -- I 

  believe James is eroding faster, so there is an 

  argument for protecting that as well.  So 

  personally, no, I'd like to do them both, you know, 

  at the same time if we could. 

              MR. CARBONETTA:  Is there a processes 

  established by which you determine which one starts 

  first at the time you get funding? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  What's going to happen 

  with this is they are going to be probably approved 

  as two distinct projects because they have two 

  different authorities.  I don't know if you noticed 

  when I was talking about the funding, the cost 

  sharing is different between the two because they 

  are different authorities; one is 75/25 Federal and 

  one is 65/35 because it's primarily environmental 
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  our headquarters to determine the exact authorities, 

  whether it's going to be Congressionally authorized 

  for James or whether we already have the authority 

  to do that.  But being such a large project, it's 

  most likely that we will have to request 

  authorization from Congress, but that's still under 

  evaluation. 

              MR. TARTAL:  James Tartal.  With regard 

  to the modeling, what work was done to evaluate 

  whether or not sand deposits or sediment sources 

  that are in James Island or in the surrounding 

  shallow waters is a source for some of the sand 

  that's been reported at Taylors Island's northern 

  end and the bay side of Taylors Island?  And if not, 

  is that going to be looked at and is it an issue 

  that has been considered in the modeling at all, 

  particularly sand transport and the accretion of 

  sand on Taylors Island from areas to the north? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  We did look at the changes 

  in sediment transport.  Whether or not we looked at 
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  that to our technical experts. 

              MR. TARTAL:  I think the issue isn't so 

  much whether it changes the transport itself as 

  whether or not a person's borrowing a vast quantity 

  of sand from the bottom in the area around these 

  structures and dikes as cutting off the source of 

  sand that's actually providing protection to Taylors 

  Island now in its current condition and whether or 

  not the purchasing of huge dikes and stone will 

  permanently cut off that source, potentially 

  increasing the erosion rates on the bay side. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  I'm going to have to punt 

  that one.  I do believe we did look at that.  I know 

  we looked at it around the Barren area, and I'm 

  pretty sure we looked at it at James.  Where's my 

  helpers here?  Can anybody answer that question. 

  Ed, there you are.  Step up to the microphone. 

              MR. FULFORD:  Yeah, I'll add a little 

  bit.  We didn't work -- 

              THE COURT REPORTER:  Could you have him 
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              MR. JOHNSON:  I'm sorry. 

              THE COURT REPORTER:  If you want this on 

  the record, I've got to hear it. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  I'm sorry, folks, we are 

  going to ask you to step up to the microphone.  Ed. 

              THE COURT REPORTER:  Thank you. 

              MR. FULFORD:  Our group did not work 

  specifically on James, but there was circulation 

  modeling that was conducted throughout the whole 

  area to see what the impact would be in the 

  localized channel areas, in James particularly since 

  one of them is a navigation channel used by 

  commercial watermen, and basically it showed that 

  there was going to be actually a weepage in the open 

  channel and not -- 

              THE COURT REPORTER:  I can't hear when 

  he's turned away from me.  I'm sorry. 

              MR. FULFORD:  I'm assuming that there's 

  going to be additional modeling done as part of the 

  next effort, report.  There was a lot of wave 
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  effects of James Island proposed, as well as Barren 

  Island proposed, and it's going to be significant, 

  I'm sure.  But again, there is additional modeling 

  that needs to be done.  But there was a lot of 

  sedimentation modeling done and basically it's 

  described in the report that Scott referred to 

  that's just been released actually out, you know, 

  publicly released. 

              THE COURT REPORTER:  Who was that 

  person? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Ed Fulford. 

              MR. FULFORD:  I'm sorry.  Ed Fulford. 

              THE COURT REPORTER:  Thank you.  I don't 

  know all these people. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  I know.  I'm sorry.  We've 

  got to help him out here, folks.  Thanks. 

              I'm not sure we answered your question. 

              MR. TARTAL:  Well, I don't think there 

  is a good answer to the question at this point, 

  anyway, because you don't know. 



 69

              MR. JOHNSON:  Well, yeah. 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

              MS. BLERSCH:  We did look at the 

  sediment and we did look at accretion rates to see 

  how we were going to affect it, and we do have the 

  modeling report.  I don't know if we have some extra 

  copies here to give you a copy.  They were just 

  delivered on Tuesday. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Yeah.  This is -- 

              MS. BLERSCH:  They're on the CDs. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  This is a very technical 

  aspect of this.  If we could, why don't we get 

  together afterwards.  We'll get the technical folks 

  together and see if we've covered your concerns or 

  not.  It's just that you've got to understand this 

  is a -- if you haven't seen this document, as I said 

  earlier, it's about 10 inches tall.  I don't have it 

  memorized just yet.  But that's a good question. 

  Thank you. 

              Anybody else?  Yes, sir. 

              MR. CUTTER:  John Cutter.  What's the 

  emergency response plan for Poplar Island and would 
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  an injured worker? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Oh, yeah, there is a whole 

  plan, and it depends on the situation and what's 

  occurring, but typically we are working with the 

  local first responders.  Do we have anyone here from 

  MES that is familiar with that?  I'm not sure we 

  have all the details. 

              MR. NEILD:  This fire company will be 

  first in. 

              THE COURT REPORTER:  I'm sorry, sir? 

              MR. NEILD:  I'm sorry.  Bill Neild, 

  Taylors Island. 

              This fire company will be first in for 

  James Island.  We have a rescue boat that's pretty 

  well equipped but it's only 8 feet long, so it would 

  be a limited number of people it's capable of 

  transporting. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  It depends on the 

  situation.  We can land a helicopter out there; we 

  have provisions for that if necessary, and we have 
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  injured or for whatever other purpose.  It just 

  depends.  If something hazardous spills, we 

  generally start with the State Police.  Their 

  response units -- I'm trying to think of other 

  scenarios.  But yes, there will be, I guarantee you 

  there will be a full-blown safety plan for operating 

  the island.  If you'd like to see what we are doing 

  at Poplar especially, I can put you in touch with 

  somebody that could talk about that. 

              But I'll reiterate, primary concern of 

  the Corps of Engineers is always safety, public and 

  in particular all workers, our people and anybody 

  that works for us.  I can't say that often enough. 

  We harp on that constantly.  You can be assured that 

  there will be a very well established plan in place. 

              MS. RASMUSSEN:  Ann Rasmussen. 

  R-A-S-M-U-S-S-E-N.  I guess my question is related 

  to the one this gentleman asked earlier.  If you are 

  displacing all this water, the tide water that is 

  coming in and out of the bay, and it's going to be 
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  forgive me, I'm not an engineer -- do you know for 

  sure that it won't be eroding the western shore of 

  Taylor's Island by moving around these islands? 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Yeah, that one I can say 

  for sure.  That was a specific issue that we looked 

  at in some detail.  And I would again ask you to 

  take a look at the boards in the back or the 

  modeling on the computer, because we have modeled 

  the current changes. 

              MS. RASMUSSEN:  Okay. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  Okay.  Yes. 

              MS. POLLEY:  I want to thank you very 

  much.  I really appreciate this.  In 30 years I 

  probably won't be here, but I thank you for what 

  you'll be doing before that. 

              MR. JOHNSON:  We are trying.  Well, if 

  there aren't any other questions, again, as I said, 

  there are a number of folks here and we will stay as 

  long as you want to stay and talk to us.  So I thank 

  you very much for coming again.  Unless there's any 
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              (Proceeding adjourned at 8:13 p.m.) 

   

   

   

   

   

   

              I, David M. Schafer, a Notary Public in 

  and for the State of Maryland, County of Wicomico, 

  do hereby certify the foregoing a true and accurate 

  record of proceedings aforementioned, transcribed 

  from my stenographic notes to the best of my 

  ability. 

              ____________________________ 

                    David M. Schafer 

           My Commission expires October 2010 
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Dear Mr. Mendelsohn: 
 
        I want to take the opportunity to commend the Army Corps of Engineers on the success of the Poplar Island 
Restoration.  I support this project and the ongoing dredging needs of The Port of Baltimore. 
 
        I understand that the Corps is conducting a Mid Bay Island Study that includes the restoration of James & Barren 
Islands.  Having worked with the Shoreline Erosion groups for the last ten years, I believe the restoration of these islands are 
critical and must be given priority over or in addition to the Poplar Island Expansion. 
 
        While I realize funding for such projects is tight, including James and Barren Island in the discussion of dredge sites at 
this time would be extremely beneficial both to the environment as well as the dredge plan for the Port of Baltimore. 
 
        Thank you in advance for your attention to this matter.  Please feel free to call upon me if I can be of any additional 
assistance.. 
 
                                                Sincerely, 
 
                                                Addie Eckardt 
 
                                                Addie C. Eckardt 
 
ACE/cbss 
 

 



Dear Delegate Eckardt: 

 

Thank you for your support of the Poplar Island project and taking the time to provide comments on our 

expansion study. 

 

Our recently completed Dredged Material Management Plan developed a long-term strategy for 

dredged material placement and recommended concurrent studies of Poplar Island expansion and a 

Mid Bay Island restoration.  We recognize the importance of these critical islands not only for the 

valuable habitat they provide through the beneficial use of dredged material but also for the protection 

of the adjacent shorelines.  However, our responsibility to keep the navigation channels serving the 

Port of Baltimore open and safe also requires us to seek solutions with a high likelihood of success.  

While Poplar Island expansion provides lower risk to the Corps, and our partners the Maryland Port 

Administration, of meeting our near term placement needs, we are also completing the Mid Bay island 

study as quickly as possible.  With both studies complete by early next year, the decision makers within 

the Administration, Congress and the State of Maryland will have a choice of options. 

 

Your request to prioritize James and Barren Island over Poplar Island expansion is a comment we have 

heard many times during our study process. We must consider the restrictive funding environment that 

currently exists and be wary of the implementation costs of each alternative.  As mentioned previously, 

the final choice of which project will proceed first lies with those who will be asked to fund the projects. 

We will include your comment in our reports and in our discussions with higher authority.  Also, after 

completion of our draft report for the Mid Bay Island study, it will be made available for public comment 

and we will be holding public meeting(s)(most likely in the Dorchester County area). This will give you 

and other interested parties another opportunity to support these projects and provide comment and 

input to the process. 

 

Thank you again for your support.    

Mark Mendelsohn 

Biologist, Baltimore District 

USACE 
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ATTACHMENT 
COMMENT 1. 
“1. Page 3-28 notes that 100 species of benthic invertebrate species were collected at 
James Island and that the majority of species were stress-tolerant.” 
 
Response:  Noted.  Report changed to say: “were *not* stress-tolerant”. 
 
COMMENT 2. 
“2. However, Table 3-20 (p. 3-122) shows, for 25 collections during 2002-2003 at 9 
tabulated James Island stations, only one collection effort showed more than 10 % of the 
individuals were stress-indicative species. Two collections showed over 1 % ( 1.327 % 
and 1.44 %) stress indicative organisms, seven showed between 0.1% and 1 %, 4 showed 
between 0.01 % and 0.1 %, six had between 0.001 % and 0.01 %, and four had 0.0 % 
stress indicative organisms. The collections were dominated by the gem clam (Gemma 
gemma) (p.3-29) which is not listed by Llanso (2002) or Weisberg, et al (1997) as a stress 
indicative species.” 
 
Response:  The statement that is being referenced in comment 1 is referring to the total 
numbers of species and the statement has been corrected.  The metrics noted in Comment 
2 are calculated based upon the actual abundances of organisms at each sampling 
location. As noted, the gem clam (Gemma gemma) dominated collections at most 
locations in most seasons, and drives the tremendous abundance numbers noted at the 
James Island locations. Gem clams are not a stress-indicative species and that is why the 
overall percentages of stress-indicative taxa (a metric that is based on abundances) are 
low and the associated metrics are high.  However, benthic communities that exhibit low 
diversity, high abundance, and dominance by a single species are themselves indicators 
of stressed environments, regardless of whether the species in question is specifically 
classified as stress-indicative.  Clarifications regarding the influence of single dominant 
species and the role of gem clams in the ecosystem have been added to the EIS text. 
 
COMMENT 3. 
“Further, whereas the benthic invertebrate habitat at Barren Island is characterized as 
‘healthy’ (Table ES-5, et seq.), page 3-29 notes that a dominant organism there was the 
polychaete worm Mediomastus ambiseta, which both Llanso and Weisberg, et al, (both 
op. cit) do list as pollution indicative.” 
 
Response:  The benthic conditions at Barren were very generally characterized as healthy 
based on a variety of factors including high diversity indices and relative high 
percentages of stress-sensitive taxa.  Mediomastus ambiesta was collected around Barren 
Island and is characterized as pollution indicative.  Although it was the most abundant 
species in most seasons, it constituted only approximately 18% of all collections (as 
noted by the commenter).  The remaining 82% of the composition was dominated by taxa 
that do not tolerate stressors (such as pollution) in most seasons. 
 



COMMENT 4. 
“The characterization of the James Island benthic habitat as ‘stressed’ rests on the 
calculation of a benthic index of biotic integrity (B-IBI), which was developed by 
Weisberg, et al (1997) and the calculation of which was explicated by Llanso (2002). 
Both authors specify that the application of the B-IBI "...is limited to samples collected in 
summer, defined as July 15 through September 30." (Llanso, p.4 ). However, Tables 3-20 
(p. 3-122) and 3-21 (p. 3-123) both utilize collections made in Summer, 2002, and 
Spring, 2003 to calculate B-IBI values. Table 3-20 (for stations at James Island) also 
utilizes collections in Fall, 2002. Further, although Weisberg, et al present techniques for 
computing B-IBI scores for stress-sensitive and stress-indicative organisms for 
mesohaline mud, Table 3-20 does not compute those B-IBI’s for that habitat at James, 
noting that because that station was mesohaline mud, those scores were not calculated.” 
 
Response:  The first sentence in this statement is not exactly accurate; as noted 
elsewhere; many other factors were considered.  With respect to the B-IBIs calculated in 
all seasons: Tables 3-20 and 3-23 were derived for comparative purposes across stations 
and seasons, to completely evaluate the seasonal variability of the benthic community 
composition.  Although total B-IBI scores were calculated for each of the sampling 
events, the source documents (seasonal survey data reports) caution the reader that only 
scores from the warmer months should be considered for comparable assessments of the 
community composition.  The text was revised to reflect the fact that the classification of 
the benthic community as “stressed” was based only on the summer B-IBI scores. 
However, the benthic community data collected at both James and Barren Island 
indicated that there was little seasonal variability at each location.     
 
In response to the mesohaline mud part of the comment:  Weisberg et al. does present a 
technique for calculating the metrics for high mesohaline mud, defined as having 
salinities greater than 12 ppt. James and Barren Islands lie in an area that varies from low 
mesohaline (5-12 ppt) to high mesohaline (12-18 ppt) and the majority of the salinities 
recorded were greater than 12 ppt (across all seasons).  [Specifically, (at James Island) 
salinities ranged from 12.4 to 16.8 ppt in the summer and fall and only fell to 10-11 ppt 
during the spring sampling period.  At Barren salinities ranged from 12.8 to 18.7 ppt in 
summer and fall and ranged from 11-15 ppt in spring].   However, throughout the 
analysis, the B-IBI calculations followed the updated guidance in Llanso 2002 which 
indicates that stress-sensitive and stress-indicative taxa abundances are not indicated for 
mud in high mesohaline reaches.  For consistency with other stations, these metrics were 
calculated at Stations JAM-004 and JAM-010 and added to the summary tables.  The 
addition of these metrics did not change the total score at JAM-010 in fall and only 
elevated the total scores from 1 to 1.8 at JAM-004 in summer and fall and JAM-010 in 
summer and spring.  Considering only summer (warmer season indicated by the B-IBI 
guidance), scores of 1.8 would still classify stations JAM-004 or JAM-010 as severely 
degraded.   
 
The Corps acknowledges that the B-IBI has utility as one evaluation tool for benthic 
condition but it is only one measure of aquatic health and is somewhat limited.  The high 
abundances of gem clams (Gemma gemma) do confound the evaluation in the ways noted 



by the commenter and in the #2 response (above).  Dominance of a single species (as 
noted by the commenter) can be indicative of marginally impaired conditions and the 
dominant species can exploit a niche to the exclusion of other species.  This is likely what 
the gem clam is doing to the west of James Island and in similar areas throughout the 
mainstem of the Chesapeake Bay that are subjected to shifting (sandy) substrates.  The 
gem clam does occur in large numbers and may be providing a food source that could be 
utilized buy other aquatic species such as fish and some birds.  However, utilization of 
the western side of James Island by these groups was not found to be greater than at the 
eastern side of James Island or at the Barren Island area during existing conditions 
surveys of the islands.  Timed bird observations found the area west of the James Island 
remnants to have fewer birds in most seasonal surveys than areas to the east and also 
relative to Barren Island in similar seasons.  Also, although present, no large aggregations 
of diving ducks (that would be utilizing the clam resources directly) were noted to the 
west of James Island, even in winter.   
 
In terms of fish utilizing the clam resources west of James Island, inferences can be made 
from the trawling and gillnet data collected during the existing conditions surveys.  
Trawling in the vicinity of James yielded far fewer fish in most seasons when compared 
to Barren Island (table 3-25).  Examining the station-specific data, trawling west of James 
yielded few or no fish relative to the stations on the eastern side of the island.  In terms of 
gillnetting, collections at James did yield higher numbers of fish than similar collections 
at Barren in most seasons; however, most were planktivores or piscivorous species and 
few-to-no species that would be expected to utilize clams as a food resource were 
collected.  Further, little-to-no difference was noted in the composition of the gillnet 
collections among station (east or west of James Island) in the seasons that were sampled.  
While there is no doubt that recreational fishing activity is high in the vicinity of James 
Island, the estimates for Barren were even greater (p. 3-73) and much of that activity is 
likely focused on recreational species such as striped bass which are mainly piscivorous. 
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The Honorable Barbara Mikulski
u.s. Senate
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Dear Senator Mikulski:

The Corp is completing the Mid Bay Island Restoration project that will restore
James & Barren Islands using dredge material from the Baltimore Harbor approach
channels. I supportthis project. I believe you should have this project included, instead
of the Popular Island expansion, in the next WRDA.

The Poplar Island Restoration has been a great success for the Corp of Engineers
and the State of Maryland.-Weneed to get started now to save James & Barren Islands
from eroding away. The restoration of these islands will provide the same great
environmentalbenefits that have made Poplar Island a great success. I again urge to work
to have the Mid Bay Islands Restoration project included in the next WRDA.

Sincerely,
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The Honorable Barbara Mikulski
U.S. Senate
Suite IE, Building B
1201Pemberton Drive
Salisbury, MD 21801-2403

RECEIVED
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Dear Senator Mikulski:

The Corp is completing the Mid Bay Island Restoration project that will restore
James & Barren Islands using dredge material from the Baltimore Harbor approach
channels. I supportthis project. I believe you should have this project included, instead
of the Popular Island expansion, in the next WRDA.

The Poplar Island Restoration has been a great success for the Corp of Engineers
and the State of Maryland. We need to get started now to save James & Barren Islands
from eroding away. The restoration of these islands will provide the same great
environmentalbenefits that have made Poplar Island a great success. I again urge to work
to have the Mid Bay Islands Restoration project included in the next WRDA.

Sincerely,

~£~

~ Ms. Mary Habenrnum

" ' PO Box39

'F, '. ",,, FishiqJ Creek, I'ID 21634-0039
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The Honorable Barbara Mikulski
U.S. Senate
Suite IE, Building B
1201Pemberton Drive
Salisbury, MD 21801-2403
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Dear Senator Mikulski:

The Corp is completing the Mid Bay Island Restoration project that will restore
James & Barren Islands using dredge material from the Baltimore Harbor approach
channels. I supportthis project. I believe you should have this project included, instead
of the Popular Island expansion, in the next WRDA.

The Poplar Island Restoration has been a great success for the Corp of Engineers
and the State of Maryland. We need to get started now to save James & Barren Islands
from eroding away. The restoration of these islands will provide the same great
environmental benefits that have made Poplar Island a great success. I again urge to work
to have the Mid Bay Islands Restoration project included in the next WRDA.
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January 20, 2007

The Honorable Barbara Mikulski
U.S. Senate

Suite IE, Building B
1201Pemberton Drive
Salisbury, MD 21801-2403

Dear Senator Mikulski:

The Corp is completing the Mid Bay Island Restoration project that will restore
James & Barren Islands using dredge material from the Baltimore Harbor approach
channels. I supportthis project. I believe you should have this project included, instead
of the Popular Island expansion, in the next WRDA.

The Poplar Island Restoration has been a great success for the Corp of Engineers
and the State of Maryland. We need to get started now to save James & Barren Islands
from eroding away. The restoration of these islands will provide the same great
environmentalbenefits that have made Poplar Island a great success. I again urge to work
to have the Mid Bay Islands Restoration project included in the next WRDA.

Sincerely,
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January 20, 2007

The Honorable Barbara Mikulski
U.S. Senate
Suite IE, Building B
1201Pemberton Drive
Salisbury, MD 21801-2403

Dear Senator Mikulski:

The Corp is completing the Mid Bay Island Restoration project that will restore
James & Barren Islands using dredge material from the Baltimore Harbor approach
channels. I support this project. I believe you should have this project included, instead
of the Popular Island expansion, in the next WRDA.

The Poplar Island Restoration has been a great success for the Corp of Engineers
and the State of Maryland. We need to get started now to save James & Barren Islands
from eroding away. The restoration of these islands will provide the same great
environmental benefits that have made Poplar Island a great success. I again urge to work
to have the Mid Bay Islands Restoration project included in the next WRDA.

Sincerely,

Charles W Wright \y
PO Box 201..' ..
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January 20, 2007

The Honorable Barbara Mikulski
U.S. Senate
Suite IE, Building B
1201 Pemberton Drive
Salisbury, MD 21801-2403

Dear Senator Mikulski:

The Corp is completing the Mid Bay Island Restoration project that will restore
James & Barren Islands using dredge material from the Baltimore Harbor approach
channels. I support this project. I believe you should have this project included, instead
of the Popular Island expansion, in the next WRDA.

The Poplar Island Restoration has been a great success for the Corp of Engineers
and the State of Maryland. We need to get started now to save James & Barren Islands
from eroding away. The restoration ofthese islands will provide the same great
environmental benefits that have made Poplar Island a great success. I again urge to work
to have the Mid Bay Islands Restoration project included in the next WRDA.
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January 20, 2007

The Honorable Barbara Mikulski
U.S. Senate
Suite IE, Building B
1201Pemberton Drive
Salisbury, MD 21801-2403

Dear Senator Mikulski:

The Corp is completing the Mid Bay Island Restoration project that will restore
James & Barren Islands using dredge material from the Baltimore Harbor approach
channels. I supportthis project. I believe you should have this project included, instead
of the Popular Island expansion, in the nextWRDA.

The Poplar Island Restoration has been a great success for the Corp of Engineers
and the State of Maryland. We need to get started now to save James & Barren Islands
from eroding away. The restoration of these islands will provide the same great
environmental benefits that have made Poplar Island a great success. I again urge to work
to have..:the-Mid.-Bttv-IslandsRestoration project included in the next WRDA.
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January 20, 2007

The Honorable Barbara Mikulski
U.S. Senate
Suite 1E, Building B
1201Pemberton Drive
Salisbury, MD 21801-2403

Dear Senator Mikulski:

The Corp is completing the Mid Bay Island Restoration project that will restore
James & Barren Islands using dredge material from the Baltimore Harbor approach
channels. I support this project. I believe you should have this project included, instead
of the Popular Island expansion, in the next WRDA.

The Poplar Island Restoration has been a great success for the Corp of Engineers
and the State of Maryland. We need to get started now to save James & Barren Islands
from eroding away. The restoration ofthese islands will provide the same great
environmentalbenefits that have made Poplar Island a great success. I again urge to work
to have the Mid Bay Islands Restoration project included in the next WRDA.

Sincerely,
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January 20, 2007

The Honorable Barbara Mikulski
U.S. Senate
Suite IE, Building B
1201Pemberton Drive
Salisbury, MD 21801-2403

RECEWED
p f\ \ -i\\,A0t>(

Dear Senator Mikulski:

The Corp is completing the Mid Bay Island Restoration project that will restore
James & Barren Islands using dredge material from the Baltimore Harbor approach
channels. I supportthis project. I believe you should have this project included, instead
of the Popular Island expansion, in the next WRDA.

The Poplar Island Restoration has been a great success for the Corp of Engineers
and the State of Maryland. We need to get started now to save James & Barren Islands
from eroding away. The restoration of these islands will provide the same great
environmentalbenefits that have made Poplar Island a great success. I again urge to work
to have the Mid Bay Islands Restoration project included in the next WRDA.

Sincerely,
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January 20, 2007

The Honorable Barbara Mikulski
U.S. Senate
Suite IE, Building B
1201 Pemberton Drive
Salisbury, MD 21801-2403

R£CE\\lED
0 ~,\ T\\.,Anc,r

Dear Senator Mikulski:

The Corp is completing the Mid Bay Island Restoration project that will restore
James & Barren Islands using dredge material from the Baltimore Harbor approach
channels. I support this project. I believe you should have this project included, instead
of the Popular Island expansion, in the next WRDA.

The Poplar Island Restoration has been a great success for the Corp of Engineers
and the State of Maryland. We need to get started now to save James & Barren Islands
from eroding away. The restoration ofthese islands will provide the same great
environmentalbenefits that have made Poplar Island a great success. I again urge to work
to have the Mid Bay Islands Restoration project included in the next WRDA.

d;l;~.

. Arthur H. Soccuti
5247 Ragged Point Rd.
Cambridge, MD 21613
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January 20, 2007

The Honorable Barbara Mikulski
U.S. Senate
Suite IE, Building B
1201Pemberton Drive
Salisbury, MD 21801-2403

RECEIVED
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Dear Senator Mikulski:

The Corp is completing the Mid Bay Island Restoration project that will restore
James & Barren Islands using dredge material from the Baltimore Harbor approach
channels. I support this project. I believe you should have this project included, instead
of the Popular Island expansion, in the next WRDA.

The Poplar Island Restoration has been a great success for the Corp of Engineers
and the State of Maryland. We need to get started now to save James & Barren Islands
from eroding away. The restoration of these islands will provide the same great
environmental benefits that have made Poplar Island a great success. I again urge to work
to have the Mid Bay Islands Restoration project included in the next WRDA.

Sincerely,
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:I Ms. Thelma Insley
P.O. Box 12
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The Honorable Barbara Mikulski
U.S. Senate
Suite 1E, Building B
1201 Pemberton Drive
Salisbury, MD 21801-2403
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D r,.\ T\h~nr'C

Dear Senator Mikulski:

The Corp is completing the Mid Bay Island Restoration project that will restore
James & Barren Islands using dredge material from the Baltimore Harbor approach
channels. I support this project. I believe you should have this project included, instead
of the Popular Island expansion, in the next WRDA.

The Poplar Island Restoration has been a great success for the Corp of Engineers
and the State of Maryland. We need to get started now to save James & Barren Islands
from eroding away. The restoration of these islands will provide the same great
environmental benefits that have made Poplar Island a great success. I again urge to work
to have the Mid Bay Islands Restoration project included in the next WRDA.

Sincerely,

1f~of-e3~

~ Virginia L Stine
2.322 Wingte Bshp Head Rd
Wingate, MD 21675
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The Honorable Barbara Mikulski
U.S. Senate
Suite IE, Building B
1201Pemberton Drive
Salisbury, MD 21801-2403
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Dear Senator Mikulski:

The Corp is completing the Mid Bay Island Restoration project that will restore
James & Barren Islands using dredge material from the Baltimore Harbor approach
channels. I support this project. I believe you should have this project included, instead
of the Popular Island expansion, in the next WRDA.

The Poplar Island Restoration has been a great success for the Corp of Engineers
and the State of Maryland. We need to get started now to save James & Barren Islands
from eroding away. The restoration ofthese islands will provide the same great
environmental benefits that have made Poplar Island a great success. I again urge to work
to have the Mid Bay Islands Restoration project included in the next WRDA.

Sincerely,
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The Honorable Barbara Mikulski
U.S. Senate
Suite 1E, BuildingB
1201 Pemberton Drive
Salisbury, MD 21801-2403
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Dear Senator Mikulski:

The Corp is completing the Mid Bay Island Restoration project that will restore
James & Barren Islands using dredge material from the Baltimore Harbor approach
channels. I support this project. I believe you should have this project included, instead
of the Popular Island expansion, in the next WRDA.

The Poplar Island Restoration has been a great success for the Corp of Engineers
and the State of Maryland. We need to get started now to save James & Barren Islands
from eroding away. The restoration of these islands will provide the same great
environmental benefits that have made Poplar Island a great success. I again urge to work
to have the Mid Bay Islands Restoration project included in the next WRDA.

Sincerely,
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COMMITTEES:

~ttit£(t ~t&t£s ~£tt&t£
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-2003

IN REP~Y PLEASE REFER TO

./'""'<5'i=FICE INDICATED:

~629 THAMES STREET, SUITE 400
BALTIMORE, MD 21231

(410) 962-4510
VOICE/TOO: (410) 962-4512

BARBARA A MIKULSKI'
MARYLAND

APPROPRIATIONS

HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR,
AND PENSIONS

D 60 WEST STREET, SUITE 202
ANNAPOLIS, MD 21401-2448

~410) 263-1805
BALTIMORE: (410) 269-1650

February 2, 2007
D 6404 IVY LANE, SUITE 406

GREENBELT, MD 20770-1407
(301) 345-5517

D 94 WEST WASHINGTON STREET
HAGERSTOWN, MD 27140-4804

1301) 797-2826

Colonel Peter W. Mueller
Commander and District Engineer
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
PO Box 1715
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

D SUITE 1E, BUILDING B
1201 PEMBERTON DRIVE

SALISBURY, MD 21801-2403
(410) 546-7711

Dear Colonel Mueller:

I am forwarding for your attention, correspondence I have received from
numerous of my constituents who are concerned about the Mid Bay Island Restoration
Project and dredging for James and Barren Islands.

I am requestingthat you take their concerns into consideration as the Corps
continues to address this matter and that you make their comments part of the record.
Please respond directly to my constituents, and send a copy of your response to my
Projects Director, Ms. Sally Wingo in my Baltimore office, at the above address.

Thank you for your attention. I look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

/3~d~
Barbara A. Mikulski
United States Senator

BAM:wbk
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Dredge material could be used on Barren or James island 
By: GAIL DEAN, Dorchester Editor 

(Text only) 

July 22, 2002  

CAMBRIDGE - A project like the effort to restore Poplar Island near Talbot County could be in the future 
for two of Dorchester's Chesapeake Bay islands. 

Barren Island is ranked fourth in Maryland's Dredged Material Management Program. James Island is 
ranked seventh. Two other islands are also ranked but not among top contenders in the current plans - 
Holland ranked 10th and Sharps Island ranked 26th. 

Frank Hamons of the Maryland Port Administration told the Dorchester County Commissioners 
Tuesday that 106 million cubic yards of dredge material will need to be disposed of in the next 20 years 
from channel dredging projects. 

Most of this is not from Baltimore Harbor. Dredge spoil from the harbor cannot be returned to Bay 
waters and by law could not be used to restore Bay islands. 
"The law says we must treat it as contaminated, even if it isn't," Hamons said of dredge spoil from 
Baltimore Harbor. 

The MPA had planned to use Site 104 in the Upper Bay for dredge spoil until the state stopped those 
plans in June 2000. With that action, Hamons said, "Our 20-year plan became an eight year plan." 
 
In 2009, Hamons said, the MPA will run out of a place to put dredge material. A variety of options are 
being considered. One idea would be to thinly distribute dredge spoil over wetlands, a possibility for 
wetlands restoration at Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge. 
Part of the plan now in place is for 33 million cubic yards of dredge material to be used over a 16-year 
period to restore 1,140 acres of wetland and upland habitat at Poplar Island. 

That project began in spring 2001. 
For more than a year, people have been working, sometimes around the clock, to pump dredge spoil on 
Poplar Island. The project helps with maintenance of the Chesapeake Bay's channels. It also protects 
Tilghman Island from taking the brunt of the Bay's erosive action. 
The Dorchester County Commissioners hope a similar project can be created for Dorchester's Bay 
islands. 
 
Stabilizing Barren Island would have the added bonus of helping to keep Barren Island Gap open, a vital 
channel for Hoopers Island. 
 
Barren Island Gap continues to be a problem area for dredging. There have been problems with recent 
dredging efforts and there is a near continuous need to dredge there. 
 



Barren Island is estimated to have been around 760 acres in 1660. The island has lost 78 percent of this 
land since 1848, eroding at a rate of 2 to 3 acres per year, according to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, which owns the island that is a part of Blackwater refuge. 
 
Hamons said Barren Island could be restored to 1,000 or even 2,000 acres. 
 
"One of the greatest benefits of this project would be that it protects the mainland," said Dorchester 
County Commission President Tom Flowers. 
 
If James Island were selected for a project like the one now underway at Poplar Island, it would help 
protect Taylors Island. 
 
In 1847, James Island was estimated to be 976 acres. In 1994, it was 92 acres, eroding at a rate of about 
6 acres a year. 
 
An 800 to 2,000 acre restoration project is possible for James Island. It is privately owned by three 
people - Richard Bernstein of Easton, Leland Phillips and Paul Nasetta. 
 
The Poplar Island project also provides long-term employment for about 35 people, Hamons said, many 
hired from nearby communities. 
 
"The process of getting it authorized, permitted and funded is what takes so long," Hamon said, 
explaining that Congress authorizes funding for such projects every two years. 

The current aim is to create a new project in order to begin funding authorization in 2006. If the project 
goes through normal procedures, it could be 2014 before it would begin. Hamons said the MPA hopes to 
have a project ready to begin construction in 2011. 
 
Other benefits of island restoration are the habitats it creates. At Poplar Island, Hamons said, the project 
is currently encountering a problem with diamondback terrapins nesting in the dikes. 
Fishing has already improved around Poplar Island, Hamons said. "It is habitat for things fish feed on." 
 
Hamons said many ideas are being considered for use of dredge material from Bay channels. "As the 
process proceeds, you will have many opportunities to talk to us," he told the commissioners and those 
gathered to hear his presentation. 
 
He also said three Dorchester residents are among the members of a citizens committee in the Dredged 
Material Management Program - Joe Coyne, Bruce Coulson and Robert Tenanty, Dorchester's county 
engineer. 

"We hope you will choose James and Barren Island," Flowers said. 
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Washington Post 
 
Massive U.S. Budget Bill Brings Windfall for Area Projects  

By Southern Maryland Notebook 
From Staff Reports 
Thursday, February 20, 2003; Page SM02  

When Congress passed the overdue fiscal 2003 Omnibus Appropriations Conference Report 
last week, there was much grumbling by members of the House and Senate that the big budget 
bill was so cumbersome that it was impossible to know what was in it. 

Rep. Steny H. Hoyer, the new Democratic House Whip who represents Southern Maryland, 
knows what was in it for his district. At the end of last week his office issued a list of 15 
programs receiving funding under the bill -- a catalogue of reasons why Hoyer keeps winning 
reelection in a district that, particularly in Southern Maryland, is generally seen as more 
conservative than he is. 

"The overdue funding Congress has included in the conference report today will support a 
wide variety of programs, bringing much needed resources and services to our great state," 
Hoyer said. "Included in the conference report were greatly needed funds for the Chesapeake 
Bay, St. Mary's College, Space Camp, the Patuxent River Naval Air Museum, Alice Ferguson 
Foundation and other programs. I am extremely pleased that we were able to secure this 
money even in the face of increasingly tight budgets." 

Hoyer's list included these programs: 

• Maryland Bus Program -- $8 million. This Maryland Mass Transit Administration service, 
operated through local jurisdictions, is used for commuting, running errands and getting to 
medical and other appointments by residents of Anne Arundel, Calvert, Charles, St. Mary's 
and Prince George's counties. 

• The Chesapeake Bay Program -- $22.6 million. The program, which is run by the 
Environmental Protection Agency, addresses a variety of restoration and water quality issues. 

• Chesapeake Bay Agro-Ecology Research Initiative -- $320,000. The funding will allow the 
program to continue work addressing agricultural nutrient flows that, along with soil erosion, 
contribute to toxic organism outbreaks that threaten the Chesapeake Bay living and natural 
resources. 

• Chesapeake Bay Oyster Recovery -- $3 million. The goal of this program is to increase the 
oyster population in the bay tenfold by 2010. 

• Job Access and Reverse Commute Programs -- $5 million. The programs are aimed at low-
income workers, particularly those coming off welfare. 

• Patuxent River Naval Air Museum & Visitors Center -- $3.4 million. The new museum and 



visitors center will be near Gate 1 at the Patuxent River Naval Air Station. The funding 
provides $2 million to construct an access road to the proposed museum and visitor center and 
$1.4 million to assist in the development of the center. The total cost of the project is $13.6 
million, with the rest of the funding coming from county and state government and the Navy. 

• Alternative Tobacco Research Project -- $360,000. The University of Maryland's Upper 
Marlboro Research Farm and the College Park campus will use this funding to continue work 
to assess the feasibility of potential nonsmoking uses for Maryland tobacco. 

• Historic St. Mary's City -- $300,000 for conservation and partial reconstruction of the Old 
Brick Chapel, a key element in the designation of St. Mary's City as a National Historic 
Landmark. 

• Alice Ferguson Foundation/Hard Bargain Farm Environmental Center -- $515,000. This 330-
acre working farm near Accokeek, with the National Park Service and the Maryland 
Department of Education, has developed a cooperative program that teaches environmental 
education and preservation to more than 10,000 students per year. 

• Rebuilding Together with Christmas in April -- $400,000. The funding will be used for the 
organization's safe at home program, which will raise awareness of the need for home 
modifications, provide training and technical assistance, and oversee delivery of home 
modification services in low-income homes. 

• Modification of Herring Creek Federal Navigation Project -- $295,000. The Herring Creek 
Navigation Project was constructed in 1960 by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and has 
since suffered from shoreline erosion induced by the Herring Creek entrance jetties. In 1985, 
the problem was addressed, but one section was still suffering from erosion. This funding will 
address the erosion problem in this section. 

• Milton S. Eisenhower Foundation -- $250,000. The Eisenhower Foundation is a continuation 
of the National Violence Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence and the 
National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders. As a result of funding last year, for the 
first time in its history, Charles County had a summer camp for teenagers designed and 
implemented in collaboration with the school and the Department of Community Services. 
This year's $250,000 allocation will be used to help provide technical assistance to the existing 
schools as well as to help replicate additional full-service schools across the country, one of 
which will be in Maryland. 

• St. Mary's College of Maryland -- $250,000. The funds will be used to upgrade St. Mary's 
College's broadband from Internet I to Internet II, and will allow the campus to begin wiring 
with fiber optic cable. It will also be used to upgrade some of the school's servers, switches 
and hubs. 

• St. Mary's College, Waterfront and Shoreline Improvements Project -- $180,000. This is an 
effort to protect the shoreline at the college by installing additional piers and boardwalks. It 



will also improve access to the St. Mary's River. 

• State of Maryland Dredging Projects. The Army Corps of Engineers will receive $18.4 
million for work on the Baltimore Harbor to continue its extensive dredging of approximately 
2.5 million cubic yards of material that is removed to maintain the deep channels in the 
Baltimore District each year. The Corps also will receive $10.6 million for the Baltimore 
Channel Anchorage Project to continue construction and improvements to anchorages and 
connecting channels within the Port of Baltimore. Finally, the Corps will receive $10.6 million 
for the Poplar Island Beneficial Use Project to help the port face the critical problem of proper 
disposal of dredge materials. 

• Lower Potomac Estuary Study -- $100,000. The funding is part of initial efforts to modernize 
river levees. 

Vacancy on Aging Council 

The Charles County commissioners are seeking a county resident 60 or older to fill a vacancy 
on the Area Council on Aging. 

The 16-member council advises the commissioners on the needs, problems, and concerns of 
the county's senior citizens, and assists in the development and review of the Area Aging Plan. 
Members serve four-year terms. Meetings are usually held at 1 p.m. the second Thursday of 
each month in La Plata. 

Anyone interested should send a letter of interest and brief résumé by March 1 to Linda 
Rollins, Clerk to the County Commissioners, Charles County Government Building, P.O. Box 
2150, La Plata, Md. 20646; fax to 301-645-0560; or e-mail to rollinsl@govt.co.charles.md.us.

For more information, call Rollins at 301-645-0554. 

House Opens Possibility of Ferry  

The House of Delegates unanimously approved legislation last week allowing Somerset 
County to begin negotiations with companies interested in starting a fast ferry service across 
the Chesapeake Bay. 

Supporters of the bill say that a ferry service from Crisfield, Md., to Reedville, Va., would 
boost tourism and business in Maryland's poorest county and drastically reduce travel time. 

A similar bill is moving through the Senate, where it was to be voted on this week. That bill 
has had a few minor amendments, including a provision banning gambling on the ferry. 

Last year, a bill to permit negotiations to set up ferry service between Crisfield and Point 
Lookout in St. Mary's County died on the final day of the General Assembly session. Sen. Roy 
P. Dyson (D-St. Mary's and Calvert) opposed the idea, leading advocates to shift the 



destination to Virginia. 

Under current plans, passenger cars would pay about $35 for a one-way trip. The ride would 
last about an hour and 15 minutes, and the boat likely would make about three trips a day. 

Report Released on Breton Bay 

A community meeting scheduled from 6 to 8:30 p.m. Wednesday at Leonardtown Middle 
School will include a presentation by experts from the Center for Watershed Protection of the 
draft Breton Bay Watershed Restoration Action Strategy. 

During the past year, staff from the county, the Town of Leonardtown, various state and 
federal agencies, and local citizen groups have been working to identify sources of nutrients, 
sediments and bacteria that have been identified as problems for Breton Bay. 

A stream corridor survey assessed conditions for 177 miles of streams in the watershed and 
identified 136 sites with problem erosion, 97 sites with inadequate forested buffers, 34 fish 
migration barriers, 42 channel alterations, 24 mystery pipes entering the streams and a number 
of other unusual conditions. 

The water quality and habitat analysis showed that the nitrogen and phosphorous entering 
streams from the groundwater east and north of Breton Bay is very low compared with other 
watersheds in Maryland. Water quality testing of streams in the western parts of the Breton 
Bay watershed is scheduled for this spring. 

Based on data collected so far, it appears the majority of problems with nutrients entering 
Breton Bay are coming from the tidal Potomac. 

Once the draft plan is revised based on public comment, county and town officials will 
consider it for adoption through a formal review and approval process. 
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Search narrows for next bay dredge dump site 
 
Army Corps of Engineers still considering eight Shore islands for restoration project  

By Gabriel Baird 
Capital News Service  

Friday, February 21, 2003 

WASHINGTON -- Federal officials are focusing on eight islands in the mid-Chesapeake Bay that could 
be the next dumping grounds for silt dredged from bay shipping channels.  

Barren, Holland, Hooper, James and Ragged islands of Dorchester County and Little Deal, Smith and 
South Marsh islands of Somerset County are still on a list of islands the Army Corps of Engineers is 
considering to replace the current dump site, Poplar Island.  

The Maryland Port Administration did a similar study and identified James and Barren islands as 
favored sites last fall, said Jenn Aiosa, senior scientist with the Chesapeake Bay Foundation and a 
member of the port administration's selection committee.  

The corps and the port administration are working together on the project and will share the cost.  

"It really is a cooperative venture between the state and federal partners," said Richard Sheckells, the 
port administration's director of planning and environment.  

The corps planned to hold the first of three public meetings on the issue Thursday in Dorchester County. 
Another hearing is scheduled Tuesday at Anne Arundel Community College and a third hearing in 
Queen Anne's County, delayed by this week's snow, has yet to be rescheduled.  

"Some of these (islands), after the meetings, might fall off the list, just because people might tell us 
they're not interested," said Michele Bistany, the Army Corps of Engineers' study team leader. "I'd 
imagine the list will be narrowed down to one or two."  

Bistany said the corps hopes to further narrow the list in the next few months in hopes of replacing 
Poplar Island, which is expected to reach capacity in about 10 years.  

Scott Johnson, the corps' Poplar Island restoration project manager, said the need to identify a new site is 
"fairly urgent." The current hearings are just an early stage in a multiyear selection process, he said.  

The corps must still study the remaining islands to evaluate environmental impact, engineering 
feasibility and cost before it selects a dump site.  



The islands under consideration must have been at least 200 acres at one time. Other criteria used by the 
corps include requirements that the islands not hurt existing navigational routes if used as a dump and 
that they are surrounded by deep-enough water to ship the dredge there.  

Johnson said about 4.5 million cubic yards of sand and mud must be dredged yearly from the bay to 
keep two shipping channels open.  

Once an island is restored it serves as a shield, protecting the shoreline behind it from erosion, he said. 
At the same time, it can serve as a habitat for plants, birds and animals.  

Maryland's process of selecting a new site has become more involved as a result of legislation passed in 
2001 after a plan to dump the dredge in an area of the bay known as Site 104 was blocked, said the bay 
foundation's Aiosa.  

The foundation and other groups, including the Maryland Watermen's Association, have not yet taken a 
position on the sites but are waiting for more research on the islands that get selected.  

"We support the idea of rebuilding those islands," said Larry Simns, president of the watermen's 
association. "We will have to look closer at how each (site) would affect local watermen before we give 
our support." 
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Island hunting continues 

By: GABRIEL BAIRD, Capital News Service 
 
February 24, 2003 
  

WASHINGTON - Federal officials are focusing on eight islands in the mid-Chesapeake Bay that 
could be the next dumping grounds for silt dredged from Bay shipping channels. 

Barren, Holland, Hooper, James and Ragged islands of Dorchester County and Little Deal, Smith 
and South Marsh islands of Somerset County are still on a list of islands the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers is considering to replace the current dump site, Poplar Island. 

The Maryland Port Administration did a similar study and identified James and Barren islands as 
favored sites last fall, said Jenn Aiosa, senior scientist with the Chesapeake Bay Foundation and a 
member of the port administration's selection committee. 

The corps and the port administration are working together on the project and will share the cost. 

"It really is a cooperative venture between the state and federal partners," said Richard Sheckells, 
the port administration's director of planning and environment. 

The corps planned to hold the first of three public meetings on the issue Thursday in Dorchester 
County. Another hearing is scheduled Tuesday at Anne Arundel Community College and a third 
hearing in Queen Anne's County, delayed by this week's snow, has yet to be rescheduled. 

"Some of these (islands), after the meetings, might fall off the list, just because people might tell us 
they're not interested," said Michele Bistany, the Army Corps of Engineers' study team leader. "I'd 
imagine the list will be narrowed down to one or two." 

Bistany said the corps hopes to further narrow the list in the next few months in hopes of replacing 
Poplar Island, which is expected to reach capacity in about 10 years. 

Scott Johnson, the corps' Poplar Island restoration project manager, said the need to identify a new 
site is "fairly urgent." The current hearings are just an early stage in a multiyear selection process, 
he said. 

The corps must still study the remaining islands to evaluate environmental impact, engineering 
feasibility and cost before it selects a dump site. 

The islands under consideration must have been at least 200 acres at one time. Other criteria used by 
the corps include requirements that the islands not hurt existing navigational routes if used as a 



dump and that they are surrounded by deep-enough water to ship the dredge there. 

Johnson said about 4.5 million cubic yards of sand and mud must be dredged yearly from the Bay to 
keep two shipping channels open. 

Once an island is restored it serves as a shield, protecting the shoreline behind it from erosion, he 
said. At the same time, it can serve as a habitat for plants, birds and animals. 

Maryland's process of selecting a new site has become more involved as a result of legislation 
passed in 2001 after a plan to dump the dredge in an area of the Bay known as Site 104 was 
blocked, said the Bay Foundation's Aiosa. 

The foundation and other groups, including the Maryland Watermen's Association, have not yet 
taken a position on the sites but are waiting for more research on the islands that get selected. 

"We support the idea of rebuilding those islands," said Larry Simns, president of the watermen's 
association. "We will have to look closer at how each (site) would affect local watermen before we 
give our support."  
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Feds eye way to save bay islands 

By Liz Holland 
Somerset Herald  

Saturday, March 22, 2003 
 

PRINCESS ANNE -- Eight eroding Chesapeake Bay islands in Somerset and Dorchester counties are 
being considered for restoration through the use of dredged materials from the Port of Baltimore.  

Narrowed down from a list of 105 bay islands, the eight are now part of a three-year feasibility study by 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, which will partner with the Maryland Port Administration.  

Corps officials are not certain how many of the eight will be selected for restoration, which could be 
another eight to 10 years away, said Mimi Bistany, who is working on the Corps' study and presented 
the plan recently at a public information meeting in Princess Anne.  

Part of the final decision will be based on the cost which will be split equally between the state and 
federal governments, she said.  

Three of the eight in the study -- Smith Island, Little Deal Island and South Marsh Island -- are in 
Somerset County.  

The remaining five are Ragged Island, Barren Island, Holland Island, Hoopers Island and James Island 
in Dorchester County.  

The proposal would fulfill two goals: to find a dump site for dredged material and to create new wildlife 
habitat areas in the Chesapeake Bay, said Steve Storms of the Port Administration.  

The Corps would use only material from the main shipping channel, not Baltimore Harbor, he said.  

The proposed island restoration plan would be similar to recent work on Poplar Island in Talbot County.  

Though it once had more than 1,000 acres, Poplar Island had about four acres remaining by the 1990s.  

By using material dredged from the Port of Baltimore's shipping channel, the island was returned to its 
mid-19th century footprint in 2001. Since then, it has become a nesting area for a variety of birds and 
diamondback terrapins.  

The Corps plans two more public information meetings before concluding the study in November 2005.  
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The Rise and Fall of Bay’s Level Determines Islands’ Empires 

PAST IS PROLOGUE 

By Dr. Kent Mountford 

(Text only) 

During Capt. John Smith’s first voyage up Chesapeake Bay, one of his 
projects was to map what he encountered. 

Smith’s barge, an open row– and sailing vessel of “near three tuns burden” 
(capacity) was well-packed with the captain, his party of gentleman 
adventurers, a few sailors and Dr. Walter Russell, who was likely a doctor of 
philosophy—perhaps with some medical training—but not a surgeon in the 
limited sense of 17th century practice. Russell had just arrived that spring of 
1608 aboard the Phoenix, a small, square-rigged ship, which had resupplied 
the colonists.  

When the Phoenix left to return to England, Smith’s explorers started out in 
convoy, separating from her near Smith’s Isles at the Bay’s mouth, then 
turning northward for exploration. 

Smith’s “Mappe” is generally acclaimed as one of the most successful, 
widely used and copied of this exploration age. It shows a chain of islands 
they encountered extending out to form a loose arm embracing what came to 
be known as Tangier Sound, which borders Maryland’s Eastern Shore of the 
Chesapeake Bay. The first of these, which was approached during a violent 
spring thunderstorm, was named Russells Isles by Smith and his shipmates in 
honor of their recently arrived comrade. Smith’s map shows nine of these 
islands ranging up to the latitude of the Patuxent River, 39 deg. 20' N. 

Opposite the Patuxent, Smith’s barge was trapped for two days by violent 
squalls that came out of straits between the islands, which was dubbed 
“Limbo” because of their delay there. (Today it’s known as Hooper Strait.) 

On the Bay’s Western Shore, they saw and mapped three large islands east of 
their course, but apparently failed to see the Choptank River beyond. It 
remained for future explorers to name Kent, Tilghman and Sharps Islands, the 



latter of which vanished after centuries of erosion. 

As the Bay’s first exploration party returned down the Western Shore, Russell 
saved Smith’s life after the latter’s wrist was pierced by a poisonous stingray 
spine. Smith would later write his “Generall Historie,” which includes a 
section contributed by Russell. 

As for Russell’s namesake isles, they, unfortunately, no longer recall his 
contribution. Many of the islands and all of the shorelines he saw have 
disappeared. That’s nature’s way, and has been for thousands of years. 

Today, there are about 44 islands in a loose chain south of the Patuxent. These 
are slowly being dissected over time by sea level rise and shoreline erosion, 
leaving the higher areas as distinct islets. This process has been taking place 
since a rising ocean inundated coastal river valleys to form the Chesapeake at 
the end of the last (Wisconsin) glaciation 10,000–12,000 years ago. A 
peninsula slowly pinches off to an island, to chain of islands, then slowly 
vanishes. 

The region’s Archaic period hunter-gatherers of that time settled near creeks 
and shorelines. Most of their cultural remains, campsites and artifacts are lost 
on the Bay’s bottom, occasionally dug up by oystermen or clammers. 

Colonial plantation owners were the first to pay attention to the sometimes 
rapid process of shoreline erosion because their culture, which was based on 
land ownership, led them to survey and set property lines and values on what 
had been a commons for native Americans. 

The owner of a waterfront plantation could watch his holdings erode into the 
Bay. 
(The social and economic influences of this are graphically depicted through 
several centuries for the mythical Devon Island in James Michener’s novel, 
“Chesapeake,” which was probably patterned on the now-vanished Sharps 
Island.) 

Although apparently uninhabited in Smith’s time, the Bay’s island shores 
reveal native American artifacts, some of them thousands of years old. The 
oldest date to immediate post-glacial times and the hunter-gatherer cultures 
who ranged these lands in the time of great Pleistocene mammals. There was 
no Chesapeake Bay then, only a landscape dissected by river valleys that 
would some day form our estuary’s core. 

Many other artifacts date from the Middle Woodland period of native 
American culture, from about A.D.750 to the time of European colonization. 
The sea level was much lower then and the islands had greater geographic 



relief and were large enough to have freshwater sources that would be lost to 
saltwater intrusion by the 17th century.  

Several of those lower Bay islands, including Smith, Tangier, Barren, Hooper, 
James and Sharps, were settled by Chesapeake farmers and watermen. While 
the salt marsh has swallowed their farmland in the lifetime of people now 
living, Smith and Tangier still have viable fishing settlements and are popular 
tourist destinations. 

Many other islands were abandoned by humans and reverted to wild habitat 
along the course of their devolution from island to estuary. Barren Island is a 
formerly inhabited place in this archipelago. 

Bill Cronin, in his forthcoming book, “The Chesapeake’s Vanishing Islands,” 
says that by legend, Barren Island first came into English hands when a 
Nanticoke chief lost a wrestling match to some tough colonist. 

Later, Richard Preston, a Puritan seeking religious freedom in Lord Baltimore 
Charles Calvert’s more liberal Maryland colony, settled on lands just south of 
St. Leonard Creek on the Patuxent River. Despite his anti-Calvert and anti-
Roman Catholic activities, Calvert, in 1664, granted him land in Dorchester 
County as well as all of Barren Island, which at the time was probably near a 
thousand acres. Preston paid his landlord a “quit” or “free and clear” rent of 
14 shillings annually. 

Cronin states that in the 18th and 19th centuries, Barren Island contained 14 
farms, a one-room school, small local stores, and a Methodist Church served 
by a visiting minister. 

A colleague, Michelle Monte, once found a stamped copper medallion dating 
from this period while beachcombing. It resembles an Indian head penny, but 
is pierced for a cord or wire on one edge and bears the date 1803, which is 
long before the U.S. Indian head penny was minted. It was once thought to be 
a tobacco tag but an expert has since scotched that interpretation, and it 
remains a mystery. 

I discovered Barren Island nearly three decades ago while navigating my 
yawl, Cemba, through Tar Bay and the Hooper Island chain to reach the 
Honga River through Barren Island Gap. On that course, with the island close 
to starboard, one could not help but see that the big hunting lodge on its 
western face, was being threatened by erosion. 

The lodge was built in 1929, with materials scavenged from the Caswell Hotel 
demolition in Baltimore, and barged over  from Solomons Island. 



Louis L. Goldstein, Maryland’s late comptroller, once told me that he’d 
bought both Barren Island and the hunt club from for $55,000. “I got the guns 
and all,” he said gleefully. He didn’t keep it for long, and subsequent owners 
were faced with the rapid erosion of the island’s west face. 

In 1985, we took a dinghy ashore to witness the slow destruction of the old 
lodge, which was renewed with each winter’s northwest gales and each year’s 
few millimeters of sea level rise. It was a dramatic commentary on the 
impropriety of building on a windward shore. Despite an extensive bulkhead, 
the Bay was having her way, and the lodge was collapsing into the Bay. 

The floor of the lodge’s main room was already a ramp down which 
upholstered furniture and disembodied cast-iron radiators were sliding. The 
roof, still intact, provided shelter for a whirling colony of swallows, which 
nested and fledged its young each spring. The room’s bar still had glasses 
perched against its sloping varnished rail and many of these contained bird 
droppings. Curtains, much the worse for wear, blew in the sea wind across 
glass-paned double doors now askew. 

Years later, I sailed my yawl, Nimble, to Barren Island with Chesapeake Bay 
Program colleagues, all of whom were enthralled by this special and 
increasingly wild place. The massive cast-iron coal stove that once cooked 
waterfowl stews and roasts for visitors had been hauled away by someone as 
salvage. 

By the end of the century, the last standing part of the structure had collapsed, 
leaving a mound of broken beams and shingles atop which a nervous osprey 
had nested. 

We found an old bulldozer in the island’s forest on the eastern side a few 
years ago. It had been inundated by corrosive salty Bay washovers often 
enough for the 2-inch thick steel working edge of the blade to be rusted 
through. Traces of paint remained on some parts, and a brass patent plate gave 
a date of 1946. The machine had apparently been used to sculpt the 
topography to encourage wet impoundments and attract waterfowl. At least 
one such pond still exists, now inhabited by frogs, minnows…and mosquitoes. 

One autumn night in 2000, I anchored completely alone in Barren Island’s 
silent but uncertain lee, protected from a southeast wind. 

This was one of those times when the island spoke to me: October’s sun had 
set quickly, and the water was oiled orange and indigo, the shadow of Cove 
Point’s cliffs across the Bay was a smoky burnt hue, and the sky above graded 
from yellow to yellow-green to the increasing dark of blued-steel. Geese 
conversed over submerged grass beds up by the island and a loon called. I 



could have easily been in the 17th century.  

I turned to go below for the night and was stunned to find the full moon had 
risen above Barren Island’s north end, and hung over a Bay so calm, just a 
single reflected image sat swimming in the water next to me, tranquil and 
lovely. 

My lee vanished in the night and I woke early with Nimble pitching at her 
anchor, exposed to a fresh northwest wind. 

I took my dinghy into Tar Bay, on the east side behind Barren, and worked 
cautiously through a vast underwater meadow of widgeon grass. About 150 
geese and some black ducks were feeding on this marvelous resource, rich 
with seed at this seasonal juncture. I rowed through the last of it to Possum 
Island, which lies behind Barren off the Hooper Island chain and in the middle 
of Tar Bay. Cronin reports there was once a 175-acre farm on what today is 
only a remnant with a few struggling trees. 

Traces of the house can still be found in the shallows: bits of crockery, 
shingle, brick, parts of a cast iron stove. 

And there at my feet were the broken parts of two native American quartz 
projectile points and some bits of Late Woodland shell-tempered pottery 
which could have been well over 1,000 years old.  

I was snapped out of my reverie, looking up to find a man on the beach. No 
doubt he wondered what I was doing in his space. After a hearty greeting, I 
learned he was Edward Simmons of nearby Hooper Island. He has lived and 
guided hunters here for more than half a century. 

Simmons leases three spots for duck blinds on Possum and was out salvaging 
washed-up crab-pot buoys. He splits the bullet-shaped floats lengthwise, adds 
a piece of copper pipe in the resulting groove for weight and sticks in a carved 
wooden head to make inexpensive bufflehead duck decoys for hunting the 
most common species taken from his blinds. “I just love it out here; lookin’ at 
the world…” he said. 

Simmons said that Eastern Shore artifact expert Bill Yates thinks points like 
the larger one I found may have been Indian oyster knives. At our feet, in 
Possum Island’s shallows, I could have still picked up half a peck of oysters 
that morning. People have found more than a thousand points of various kinds 
out here over the years, Simmons claimed. 

Simmons told me about Barren Island’s vanished settlement. “They lived on 
the Bay (side) ‘cause that’s where the deep water was and they sailed to 



Baltimore and Philadelphia.” There were three cemeteries, one long gone into 
the Bay, a second disappearing and the third — he pointed to a copse of trees 
at an area called Cove Point — is near a heron rookery that sometimes hosts 
350 nests. 

“I brought some people from the West out here, looking for graves.” Simmons 
mused, “and I found the grave of one of my neighbors’ grandma.” Mrs. 
Phillips had died in 1892, and last year he brought her granddaughter the 
stone, laboriously lugged in three pieces aboard his skiff. Brought it right to 
her door, so it could be erected in the family plot on Hooper Island. All 
together again, but…on another eroding island! 

Graves on the west side of Hooper Island are also being lost. In one spot, a 
cemetery has stone riprap placed around it and the graveyard now protrudes 
from the shoreline into the Bay. 

As erosion took away the island’s west face, one after another family moved 
east to the Hooper Island chain. Houses were jacked up and slid aboard barges 
for their new locations. Simmons bets there are maybe 13 houses there that 
once occupied lots on Barren Island. 

In his parent’s memory, the last owners on the island were the Moultons. “My 
mother said the last was a pretty rough old character, wore just a piece of rope 
to hold his pants up. Grew most everything he ate right on the 
island.…gathering oysters and such, too. Used to be oysters there…” he 
pointed east to the once intertidal flat that permitted walking on a very low 
tide, all the way from Hooper to Barren Island with just one deep spot to 
wade. 

The 1862 chart of Barren Island seems to pre-date the settlement Simmons 
spoke of, showing just farmland here, and today’s navigation channel, leading 
east to Hooper Islands and the Honga River was absent, not dredged until well 
into the 20th century. 

A string of low sandy islands, today collectively called “The Marshes” trail 
down from the south end of Taylor Island, which lies north of Barren. 
Together with the Hooper Islands, these define the perimeter of Tar Bay. 
Simmons said that in his lifetime, and before Barren Island Gap was dredged, 
you could occasionally wade from Taylor’s Island to Barren. 

These bars of sand and shells have been the sites of wonderful colonies of 
nesting terns as well as territory for a few oystercatchers. I sailed the 
Chesapeake Bay Program’s first director, William Horne, over to the Marshes 
in June 1990. We landed cautiously, staying along the water to avoid 
disturbing the nesting birds or accidentally trampling eggs that are simply laid 



in small depressions on the bare sand. 

Intrusions were — and should be — so rare that an osprey, usually high in 
some dead tree, had nested right on the ground. Her two beautiful and robust 
chicks gazed at us with baleful red eyes — powerful predators in the making. 

A few black skimmers were nesting here, too, the first I’d seen north of 
Tangier Island. The sky above us was dramatic and full of skirling birds. We 
quickly left to minimize our impact on their afternoon. Horne and our wives 
have never forgotten that afternoon. 

Tar Bay had been made a wildlife management area by the Maryland 
Department of Natural Resources five years earlier, and one of their biggest 
management challenges lay just offshore that afternoon. The Bay was virtually 
white with non-migrating mute swans, and we quickly counted about 500. 
Their impact on the terns and skimmers would be very damaging as they 
increasingly occupied these breeding islands as loafing areas, trampling eggs 
and chicks, driving off adults. 

That afternoon I estimated that there were 200 pounds of dog-sized swan feces 
deposited on these skinny sand islets. In future years, the count of nesting tern 
pairs would drop to barely a dozen as these big birds took over the territory. 

Barren Island’s pedigree during these years was checkered. There was a 
proposal for an upscale 200-slip $25 million marina with a lodge and cabins. 
It was even considered as a prison site, With an estimated value of $250,000 
in 1988, the DNR upped the ante to $495,000, and buyers with questionable 
proposals backed off. Eventually, a deal was struck with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, which will manage the island in perpetuity. 

Two years ago, brown pelicans, whose summer visits to the Chesapeake were 
unprecedented in history, used Barren’s southernmost islet remnant as a 
loafing area and last summer they nested and fledged many young. I estimated 
about 50 nests when I visited, long after the birds had flown south for winter. 

The nests were in low groundsel bushes to avoid periodic flooding, but on the 
marsh surface were some of the season’s casualties. The wing bones of an 
adult lay there, marvelous hollow structures, light as balsa wood, with the 
attachment scars of primary flight feathers dotting one edge. 

Several years ago, when the channel at Barren Island Gap was given one of its 
periodic dredgings, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers sponsored a series of 
“geotube” shoreline protection structures along the island’s north end. Silty 
material from the channel was pumped into fabric tubes to make a string of 
“sausages” offshore to impede wave action, then more material was pumped 



behind them to create fast land. The tubes leaked silt until, at substantial 
expense, coarser grained sand was brought in to do the job.  

Bare, cracking sediment from the drying dredged material extended out a long 
distance from where the original — if eroding — marsh edge had been, and 
thousands of periwinkle snails and fiddler crabs crept out across what was to 
them an interminable desert, and died for want of water. Success was declared 
a couple years back, and volunteers came out to plant the drying sediment 
with beach grasses. 

A new proposal is being floated by the Maryland Port Administration and the 
Corps to make Barren Island, and a short list of other eroding islands, sites for 
the disposal and beneficial use of dredged material from upper Bay navigation 
channels, much as the Poplar Island group is being used presently. Barren 
Island is a long, expensive way down the Bay to transport wet silt and sand, 
but there are other islands still farther south under consideration. 

The environmental buy-in comes from the intended re-creation of Bay-island 
habitat lost to erosion, and the possible protection offered to leeward islands 
— in this case Hooper. While dredged channel material is not necessarily 
hazardous, it is still a waste product that the Bay community has fought over 
for years. 

Before plans for Barren Island go too far, I hope people will take a close and 
personal look at the Poplar Island project, which I visited last autumn. It is not 
one of the wild Bay islands I’ve come to love — even treasure — during my 
decades on the Bay, but very much a massive, stone ramparted fort and 
repository for one of navigation’s difficult disposal problems. The work to 
make it look natural is too expensive. 

While many birds will colonize any open space in the interim and while they 
have to, it will be many years before this project will be left alone for wildlife; 
many years with heavy construction equipment, all-night floodlights and the 
coming and going of innumerable barge loads of silt. 

All of it bears a significant load of nitrogen for the Bay, both in its removal 
and deposition. Look carefully at the sources of those dredged materials and 
be very clear about the real and justifiable need for those proposed channel 
works. Poplar Island should last many years longer than projected. Visit and 
appraise the joined structure of Hart and Miller Islands in the Upper 
Chesapeake, where portions of the dredged material disposal cells are being 
closed and public use is permitted on part of the island. This facility still 
releases nitrogen to the Chesapeake.  

I hope I will be too old to sail to my special Bay island habitats before they 



undergo such restoration and improvement. I prefer the memories I can still 
gather there in solitude, watching the Bay continuing to slowly take back the 
land as time goes by, and sea level rises. 
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Three Dorchester islands under consideration by Port Administration for 
state dredging project 
 

 

CAMBRIDGE - Three islands in Dorchester County top the list of sites the Maryland Port 
Administration is considering to take dredged material from the Chesapeake's shipping 
channels. 

"It looks now like Dorchester County will be selected, one way or another," the Dorchester 
County Council was told Tuesday by Joe Coyne, the county's representative on a MPA 
citizen's advisory committee 

"They've culled it down from 100 to three," Coyne said of the list of sites considered for the 
dredge spoil. 

Barren and James Island top the list of sites being considered. And there is a possibility of a 
project that would combine both islands. 

The other island being considered is the lower island of Hoopers Island. Once the site of the 
community of Applegarth, it was abandoned for good once the bridge to the island was 
destroyed in the Great August Storm of 1933. 

County Councilman Tom Flowers also asked Coyne about the status of dredging projects at 
Barren Island Gap and Back Creek at Hoopers Island. 

Coyne said the U.S. Department of Interior has agreed to allow dredge spoil to be deposited on 
Barren Island, which is now part of the Blackwater National Wildife Refuge system. 

With spoil sites approved, Coyne said, the dredging projects should be able to move forward. 

Coyne told the council they will need to participate in the process for drafting the federal 
legislation to fund the project. The county wants to be able to dispose of local dredge spoil in 
any site approved in Dorchester for the MPA project. 

This legislation would need to include a provision to allow Dorchester County to use whatever 
spoil sight the MPA selects. 

Barren Island would allow for dredge material to be used to recreate wetlands. Coyne said the 
Interior Department has set a cap of 1,000 acres of dredge material to be placed on Barren 
Island. 
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Coyne said James Island will offer the MPA plenty of space to place spoil dredged for the 
Bay's shipping channels. He said the island near the mouth of the Choptank has, "almost 
unlimited potential for creating uplands of dredge spoil." He said the site would serve the 
channel maintenance needs of the MPA "for as much as 20 years, perhaps even longer." 

He told the council the project at James Island could be very similar to the one at Poplar Island 
in Talbot County's Bay waters near Tilghman Island. "It will emulate the Poplar Island work." 

The MPA is in the process of creating an environmental impact study for the project. 

It faces its own deadline of finding a new site for dredge spoil disposal, a need that will 
become critical in the next several years. Which specific island environment the MPA will be 
studying remains to be decided. 

"They are a couple of months away from making their decision," Coyne said.  
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Most of What Now Exists of Eroding James Island is Memories 

PAST IS PROLOGUE 

By Dr. Kent Mountford 

(Text only) 

“Wind SE to SSW, 6 to 20 knots. …Beat out to James Island, anchored…and put the boat 
ashore. Rich swam in. Island full of deer, ‘coon and birds, hawks, egret, heron, yellow-
legs. Black flies terrible... Made sail from anchor at 1500 hours; quite heavy sailing 
homeward.” 

— September 1971 log, CEMBA 

This section from our yawl’s log records my first introduction to James Island, one of the 
eroding Eastern Shore islands of the Delmarva Peninsula. I have returned many times to 
learn its history and enjoy the sense of place that comes from experiencing what the Bay 
might have been like centuries ago. 

During a very early period of Native American history 10,000 years ago, this was not an 
island, but high ground adjacent to a stream that ran west to join the ancestral 
Susquehanna gorge. 

Archeologist Darrin Lowery, is certain there were people on the land at that time. He has 
found remains of their stone tools on a Choptank oyster bar now submerged by sea level 
rise, as well as a variety of projectile points around the island’s present margins, which 
suggest that occupation continued up until colonial times. 
These Eastern Shore Islands were incompletely depicted on John Smith’s 1612 map 
based on explorations of Chesapeake Bay, because his course up the Western Shore 
missed the Choptank River. 

English colonists named the island for Saint James. Historian Bill Cronin says it was 
settled by the early 1660s and encompassed 1,350 acres. The island was purchased by the 
Pattison family, who held onto it for more than 200 years. 

Piecing together the vanishing island’s history is a story told mainly through maps and 
memories. 
The tip of this land is shown as James Pt. on Augustine Herrman’s map of 1670. A 



secondary islet between James and Taylors is found on John Speed’s map of 1676 and on 
Johann Homann’s 1719 chart. 

James Island appears to have connected and disconnected from the mainland, as erosion 
along its western face allowed sand to migrate south and create a long neck of land to 
adjoining Taylors Island. Maps show it was close to connecting in 1689; separated in 
1780, 1794 and 1832; had only a rivulet between them in 1838–48; and was firmly joined 
to Taylors Island in 1868 and 1903. 

During my early visits, the channel to Taylors Island was wadable, but in 2002 a 
motorboat easily crossed what was once dry land. 

Since the mid-19th century, James Island has gone from more than 1,300 acres to about 
550 acres in the late 1990s. 

A map from 1903, when the north end was a mile wide, shows a road running down the 
west shore with lanes leading to four likely dwellings along the shoreline in a 
configuration that suggests they might have been farms. There’s archaeological evidence 
for some of this settlement scattered in shallows on the Bay’s bottom, and at least one 
partial foundation with a doorstep stone still survives on the island’s marshy west side. 

Dr. Ralph Eshelman, a historian, has discovered one site not found on the 1903 map that 
might have been an oyster shucking house. 

Some of the island’s former residents are buried in a cemetery on an inland ridge. 

Mareen Waterman, who once co-owned the island with fellow sportsmen, told me that he 
once found an old embalming fluid bottle on the island, along with a blue Bromoseltzer 
bottle and—to his children’s delight—several bottles for “Waterman’s Ink.” He says 
there was also a small schoolhouse at one time. 

Cronin said there was a small store, owned by J.T. Leonard, who was part owner and 
namesake for a sloop built in 1882 at neighboring Taylors Island by Moses Geoghegan. 
Long after the store had been claimed by the Bay and its owner by time, the J.T. Leonard 
went to the Chesapeake Bay Maritime Museum in St. Michaels where she was once on 
exhibit. 

Archaeologists have found evidence suggesting habitation periods from 1820-1860 and 
from 1900-1930, but nothing remains of the village of 20 families and Methodist Church 
purported to have been there in 1892. These dwellings might have been on the more 
rapidly eroding west face of the island. 

The island returned to forest and was probably logged by the Spicer Lumber Company, 
which built an access pier into the Bay to ship rough-milled boards, and left behind a 
huge sawdust pile. They also drilled several hundred feet through the island’s basement 
and opened a more productive aquifer for water. This source was slightly artesian and 



rose to within a few feet of the surface, where it was drawn with a simple hand pump 
atop the pipe. 

During World War I and as late as 1920, Clemment Henry raised a herd of small oriental 
elk known as sika deer (Cervus nippon). They were valuable, because the wild 
populations had been almost hunted to extinction for the antlers of the bucks, which when 
“in velvet,” were believed to be an aphrodisiac. 

About 1916, he released four or five deer on James Island. They prospered and by 1955 
the herd had grown to about 300 animals, a density of more than one deer per acre. The 
neck or shallow bar to adjoining Taylors Island, allowed them to spread there, and herds 
of 40 deer were observed swimming across the channel. They were hunted on both James 
and Taylors islands. 

With no natural predators, a large number of sika deer stayed on James Island and these 
small ungulates began to reduce their available food supply, grazing trees and shrubs as 
high as possible. They ate virtually anything they could reach, including poison ivy, and 
stripped the bark of loblolly pines. Many native plants were extirpated by the mid-1950s. 
Researchers did not perceive that the food supply was threateningly low as much as they 
noticed that the average size of the deer was decreasing. 

In 1958, a die-off of about 161 deer was reported. Van Flyger, from the University of 
Maryland, collected 147 skulls and published a photo of them arrayed on tarpaulins in 
Chesapeake Science. About 109 animals on the island survived. 

Scientists John Christian, Flyger and Dave Davis studied 18 of the surviving deer and 
determined that while they were in good nutritional condition, their physiology indicated 
hyperstimulation from the stress of crowding, and attributed the many deaths to this. 

The condition of the sika deer improved, and by the 1970s and ‘80s, they had again 
stressed the island vegetation. The browse line could be seen long distances into the 
forest, a clear sign of overpopulation to wildlife managers. It is still evident in 2003. 

Drawn by a winter goose population of 7,000–10,000 birds in the adjacent Little 
Choptank River, Waterman and eight other sportsmen formed the James Island Gun Club 
and bought the island from Louis Goldstein, the late Maryland comptroller, in the 1960s. 

They built a cabin about 100 feet inland and drove a point well into the freshwater lens. 
The logged forest had regrown to where most of the trees were 6–8 inches in diameter by 
then. Fifteen years ago, the cabin site was 15 feet out in the Bay and their well pipe stood 
vertically out of the water, the only evidence that they had once been there. 

Water on James Island initially came from the accumulation of rainwater in the soil, 
perched atop an underlying clay layer that kept it from seeping away. 



Waterman said the water traveled laterally, and all along the eroding west side of the 
island, fresh water seeped out where the clay layer and steep bank had been cut by waves. 

This freshwater lens was opened and bermed up into a pond of about one acre on the 
island’s west side. It has since eroded away, but in low spots, vernal pools still intersect 
the soil surface and provide water for raccoons and sika deer. 

During the 1960s, visitors had to walk their boats ashore through broad shallow beds of 
submerged aquatic vegetation, especially in spring. Waterman said beds of what he 
thought were Eurasian milfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum L.) ran 1,000 feet out from the 
shore. It was very likely mixed with at least widgeon grass (Ruppia maritima), which is 
present today and possibly eelgrass (Zostera marina), which also occurred farther up the 
Bay than at present. 

Local fishermen harvested softshell and peeler-crabs in these beds using what Waterman 
described as roller nets in the dense grass. 

The grass beds have almost completely disappeared today, and scientists suspect nutrients 
and turbidity are the major causes. 

Where grasses significantly prevented erosion on the island’s east side, now there are 
only small remnant beds. A dozen years ago, Waterman said he could run his boat with a 
3-foot draft right up to the beach, the shallow area having been swept away to greater 
depth, probably the result of currents and modern sea level rise. 

The remaining parcels of James Island are owned at present by three men. 

My friend John Little pulled up in his skiff once, looking to camp in a wild place on the 
Chesapeake. He met one of the owners who had no objection as long as no damage was 
done and no trash left behind. Enough flotsam already washes up from careless people up 
and down the Bay. 

In 2001, someone wasn’t so cautious and ignited a fire, which burned for weeks across 
the southernmost part of James, working its way, in that year of drought, through the pine 
straw on the forest floor. 

When I was last at James Island this spring, I saw 31 northern gannets (Sula bassanus) in 
the surrounding waters. These impressive birds, which normally winter on the ocean, 
have a wingspan of nearly 6 feet, and can plummet from 50–100 feet in the air to catch 
swimming prey, sometimes diving 50 feet beneath the surface of the water. 

In previous decades, their winter grounds were found from Cuba and Mexico to Virginia, 
but they have been moving up the Chesapeake during our recent progressively milder 
winters. 



Gannets nest farther north, in a small number of rocky colonies. James Island is an 
undisturbed place where they overwinter or feed. 

As more and more people move close to the shore and continue to alter or destroy wild 
places, there are many bird species that need the insulated habitat islands such as these 
provide. Meanwhile, these islands are disappearing. 

Wildlife managers have latched onto this and created a bandwagon for “island 
restorations” such as the projects at Hart-Miller and Poplar islands. This philosophy 
dovetails with the large amounts of money the Port of Baltimore is willing to spend for 
channel dredging and disposing of the massive volumes of material this activity 
generates. 

I was an early proponent of this approach, and made the first hypothetical drawings of 
what such a project might look like, with low, offshore breakwaters and frequent access 
points for water exchange into labyrinthine creeks with upland hummocks. This set of 
sketches was used for a while to sell the concept; then it became clear that engineers and 
sediment volume estimators were not satisfied with my low-impact version. 
Poplar Island today is a very large facility with massive surrounding riprap walls, and a 
significant port facility at which large machinery offloads and distributes dredged 
material over a couple of miles of a high-walled containment. Sections of both upland 
and marsh habitat are planned and in progress. 

Having visited Poplar and nearby Coaches Island, I am not comfortable with the scale to 
which the project is being built. It seems to be mostly designed to hold huge volumes of 
sediment. 

But given projected dredging needs, not just for Baltimore Harbor and its approaches, but 
also channels farther up the Bay, the capacity at Poplar Island will soon be reached. 

Proposals are being floated at public meetings for making dredged material deposition 
sites at several eroding Bay islands. First in line among these—though still in the 
selection stage—is James Island. Serious on-the-water survey work is in progress. 

The reason for these continual project expansions, dredge watchdog Dr. John Williams 
says, is that much of the material for a deposition site is scheduled to come from the 
Chesapeake and Delaware Canal approach channels. He has argued forcefully and often 
effectively, to regulatory officials that the actual and likely ship traffic transiting the 
C&D simply does not merit the high cost of dredging. 

If so, one might ask if there’s a real need for James Island as a future repository. 

I don’t think there’s anything wrong with stabilizing the eroding faces of some islands to 
delay their eventual loss to sea level rise. There are projects proposed to help Smith and 
Tangier Islands, to protect the shore adjacent to threatened communities. 



If we can use clean dredged material to do social good in these places, that’s not a bad 
way to give back some taxpayer dollars. But that’s different from what’s developed at the 
upper Bay fill projects. They have been less considered in their own right, as undisturbed 
habitats, elements in the region’s overall ecology, and even less as places of beauty and 
refuges for contemplation. 

I guess it’s in this latter place that I find myself, anchored in refuge behind one or another 
island, listening to the deer or birds at work in their forests. There is no more tranquil 
place for a sailor in a gale, where you hear the rush and pounding of seas against the 
island’s windward shore, and the urgent sound of wind through tall island pine 
woodlands. 

Then there is standing, alone or in company, on some eroding point watching the sea 
reclaim what it possessed once millions of years ago, or looking at sunlight and birds 
feeding along the long silent curve of a sandy beach. 

There are few places, precious few in the Chesapeake Bay, where one can still do this. I 
would like to still have that opportunity untrammeled in my remaining time here. 
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Army Corps studies local islands 

 
By Pete Macinta, Daily Banner 

(Text only) 

June 24, 2004 

CAMBRIDGE - An update on the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Feasibility Study was presented to the 
Dorchester County Council Tuesday evening by members of the Baltimore District Army Corps of 
Engineers (BDACE). 
 
The feasibility study includes the Eastern Shore of the Chesapeake Bay from the confluence of the 
Chester River south to the Maryland border with Virginia. Fifteen agencies worked together on the 
study, the goal of which is to restore and protect valuable but threatened Mid-Chesapeake Bay island 
ecosystems through the beneficial use of dredge material. 
 
After defining needs, goals, and objectives, a screening process and a criteria for island restoration was 
developed. Islands were then screened and ranked and a selection made as to which ones to restore. 
 
Existing conditions of selected sites were then determined, alternatives formulated, and a comparison 
and evaluation of plans was made. After 105 islands were considered, eight were screened, with James 
and Barren Islands of Dorchester County ranking the highest. 
 
The study showed that James Island, with 92 acres in 1994, had lost a total of 884 acres since 1847. In 
the same time period, Barren Island went from 839 to 175 acres, which is a loss of 664 acres.  

James Island is northwest of Taylors Island, where the mouth of the Choptank River meets the 
Chesapeake Bay. Barren Island is just west of Upper Hooper Island. 
 
A total of 170 alternatives for these islands were screened on the basis of environmental benefits, 
capacity for dredging material, cost and constructability. The alternatives were then narrowed down to 
four possibilities, two of which would involve each island separately, and two that would involve both 
islands. 
 
The next step is to begin a series of public meetings starting in January 2005. Completion of the study 
and a record of decision is slated for December 2005. 
 
In January 2006, a Chief's Report is scheduled to be made, paving the way for approval and funding 
from the Water Research Development Act. 
 



After the presentation was completed, Council President Glenn Bramble (District 1) asked when the 
restoration project would begin if approval were given and funding received. 

BDACE Project Manager Scott Johnson responded, "With authorization in 2006, Congress approves the 
project. Then they appropriate funds." 
 
He continued, "We could probably start designing the project in 2007, if they appropriate the funds, and 
start construction in 2008 or 2009." 
 
"It will probably take at least three years to build. I would say given the current budgetary climate, it 
will probably be stretched out longer," he said. 
 
Councilman Bramble then voiced a concern as to how much of the islands would be left by that time. 
 
Also present for the report to the Dorchester County Council was Port of Baltimore Chief of Design and 
Construction - Harbor Development Stephen Storms. 
 
 
 







Dredging up answer to vanishing islands 
Plan would solve commerce, environment concerns  
By Rona Kobell 
Sun reporter 
Originally published November 13, 2006 
 
 
The Maryland Port Administration and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers are proposing 
to spend more than $1 billion to rebuild two islands in the Chesapeake Bay -- the 
government's latest plan to use dredge spoil from shipping channels to enhance the 
environment. 
 
The two agencies propose to remove tons of silt and sediment from the state's waters, 
then haul it down the bay to create a 2,000-acre wildlife preserve at James Island, a spit 
of land off the coast of Dorchester County that is quickly vanishing. The two agencies 
also want to replenish the shoreline at nearby Barren Island, another fast- disappearing 
remnant of land near Hoopers Island. 

The James project is expected to cost $1.1 billion. The Barren project would cost about 
$30 million. 
 
Both projects, which would be similar to the government's restoration of Poplar Island, 
are expected to attract a vast array of wildlife, including eagles, terrapins and great blue 
herons. Both are also expected to help stem erosion at Taylors and Hoopers islands -- 
inhabited peninsulas where rising sea levels cause frequent flooding. 
 
But the main push is coming from the needs of commerce. Port officials say they must 
clear approach channels so that big coal and container ships can come and go, and to do 
that they need a place for about 3.2 million cubic yards of sediment each year -- enough 
to fill M&T Bank Stadium twice. 
 
The island projects, if approved by Congress, could handle the port's disposal needs for 
two decades or so, said Scott Johnson, a Corps of Engineers project manager. 
 
The proposal is expensive and approval is not certain -- especially because the plan 
would have to compete for funding with corps projects in post-Hurricane Katrina 
Louisiana. But Congress approved a similar project at Poplar Island, which has been built 
up over the past decade at a cost of about $400 million. 
 
"It's a lot of money," Johnson said of the James and Barren proposal. "But when you look 
at the fact that you have to do something with the dredge material and you have the 
opportunity to turn it into something beneficial, people are pretty much endorsing it." 
 
The proposal includes a $250 million expansion of the Poplar Island project. Johnson is 



hoping Congress approves the plan next year so the agency can begin design work in 
2009 and, after extensive construction of dikes, have James ready to accept new material 
by 2018. 
 
Island dredge projects mark a rare intersection of environmental and economic interests. 
Leaving the sediment in the bay not only would jeopardize the port's $1.9 billion shipping 
industry, but it could also harm oysters and other marine life that need a clean bottom and 
good water quality to survive. Using the material to restore islands creates habitat. It also 
creates construction-related jobs and pumps millions of dollars into the local community, 
said Frank Hamons, the port's deputy director of harbor development. 
 
"James Island is one of the best ways to use the material," Hamons said. "It will restore a 
habitat. It's unique. And it will protect the shoreline." 
 
The federal government would pay to dredge the channels and for three-quarters of the 
island-building cost; the port would pay the remaining portion. 
 
Officials from both agencies acknowledge that the cost is high, in part because the project 
involves much more than simply hauling and dumping the material. But it is one of the 
few options left -- a 1990 state law forbids dumping the spoil in the bay's deep trough. 
And it has the benefit of creating disappearing natural habitats -- among them, uplands, 
marshes and sandy beaches. 
 
Baltimore County's Hart-Miller Island was the agencies' first island dredge project. The 
1,100-acre site, which was built in the mid-1980s and will be accepting dredge material 
until 2009, is now a public park. 
 
The two agencies then turned to Poplar Island, a once-thriving farming community off 
the Talbot County coast that was also known as a resort for prominent Democrats, among 
them Franklin D. Roosevelt. The crescent-shaped wedge had been fighting constant 
erosion for more than a century; by the early 1950s, the last residents left the island for 
good. 
 
When the corps arrived at Poplar in the mid-1990s, all that was left were three remnant 
islands of about an acre each. The agencies embarked on a plan to restore Poplar to its 
original footprint of 1,140 acres, hoping that the island would become a welcome mat for 
fish and birds that are getting pushed out of mainland habitats by development pressures 
and natural predators. 
 
The rebuilt Poplar Island has been that and more, with 126 species making it their home. 
 
On a recent visit, mummichugs and crabs were swimming near the 700,000 plugs of 
native wetland grass that the corps has planted. Cormorants and sanderlings grazed on the 
island's many mud flats, while great blue herons lounged on the sand. Next to the rocky 
perimeter ringing the island, a common loon cruised along through the bay's waters, 
traveling easily between Poplar and two small neighboring islands. 



 
"We just never expected that the shorebirds were going to show up here," said Chrissy 
Albanese, a wetlands education specialist. "They've just found us." 
 
Port administration officials acknowledge that dredge islands are not always popular. In 
Anne Arundel County, for example, residents successfully fought plans to build an island 
in the Patapsco River. But in Dorchester County, some residents went to the port 
administration, asking officials to consider James Island for their next project. 
 
Joseph Coyne, president of the Dorchester County Shoreline Erosion Group, was one of 
the first to approach port officials. His organization, which formed after Hurricane Fran, 
is seeking to help Lower Shore residents protect their property from rising sea levels and 
brutal winds. Coyne believes that James and Barren would act as barriers for those harsh 
north winds, slowing down the waves before they hit the Dorchester shore. That would 
help with the frequent flooding on county roads, which residents say has increased in the 
past 10 years. 
 
"All of us wish they could do it sooner," Coyne said. 'They're doing the best they can, but 
they have to go through Congress and their own bureaucracy." 
 
Coyne is also hoping that the corps will use the islands as staging areas to create wetlands 
at the nearby Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge. The refuge has lost 12 square miles 
of wetlands in the past half-century. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, which manages 
Barren Island as part of the national refuge system, has been working to restore salt 
marshes there. 
 
Like Poplar, James has a rich history. A Quaker landowner bought it to use as a hog pen 
in the 1600s, and soon its vast pastures were filled with settlers. Farmers grew tobacco, 
watermen built skipjacks and children studied in two island schools. Battered by 
northwest winds that had whittled it down over the centuries, it finally was abandoned in 
the early 1900s. 
 
J. Court Stevenson, a marine ecology professor at the University of Maryland Center for 
Environmental Science, has been visiting James Island for the past 30 years. He has 
planted grasses and examined the island's banks in an erosion study. He has also looked 
for remnants of graves and other signs of the settlers who once lived there. 
 
For the sake of James' history and its potential for future habitat, Stevenson said he hopes 
the corps acts soon. "I've been arguing that we really have to try to preserve these places 
because they're really great wildlife refuges," he said. "They're an important part of the 
bay that really needs to be restored. In the next 50 years, they may be the best marshes 
that we've got." 

rona.kobell@baltsun.com 
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Maryland considers using dredged silt to repair 2 
Chesapeake islands; Striped bass survey indicates 
below-average reproduction; and more... 
 

News in Brief / By Staff and Wire Reports  

Maryland considers using dredged silt to repair 2 Chesapeake islands 

Maryland and federal officials are considering spending more than $1 billion to dredge silt from 
shipping channels to restore two Chesapeake Bay islands. 

The plan by the Maryland Port Administration and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers would have 
tons of silt and sediment deposited off Dorchester County. 

The plan aims to restore shoreline on Barren Island and to create a 2,000-acre wildlife preserve 
at James Island. Both islands are slowly vanishing because of water level rise and erosion. 

The James project is expected to cost $1.1 billion, The (Baltimore) Sun reported. The Barren 
project would cost about $30 million. The projects would be similar to the government’s 
restoration of Poplar Island in Talbot County, which cost about $400 million. 

If approved by Congress, the island projects could handle the port’s disposal needs for about 
two decades, said Scott Johnson, a Corps of Engineers project manager. 

Port officials say they must clear approach channels for big coal and container ships, and to do 
that they need a place for about 3.2 million cubic yards of sediment each year—enough to fill 
Baltimore’s M&T Bank Stadium twice. 

“It’s a lot of money,” Johnson said of the proposal. “But when you look at the fact that you have 
to do something with the dredge material and you have the opportunity to turn it into something 
beneficial, people are pretty much endorsing it.” 

The proposal includes a $250 million expansion of the Poplar Island project. 

The federal government would pay to dredge the channels and for three-quarters of the island-
building cost; the port would pay the remaining portion. 

J. Court Stevenson, a marine ecologist at the University of Maryland Center for Environmental 
Science who has been visiting James Island for the last 30 years, said he hopes the Corps acts 
soon. “They’re an important part of the Bay that really needs to be restored. In the next 50 
years, they may be the best marshes that we’ve got,” he said. 

 


	Appendix G to add.pdf
	NOA Mid-Bay for EPA Federal Register.pdf
	Planning Division 
	NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY 
	Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
	Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Ecosystem Restoration Study 



	FINAL Public Mid Bay FAQs_2006_2.pdf
	Figure 1- Final Recommended Plan at James Island  Figure 2- Final Recommended Plan at Barren Island 
	What type of economic benefits do you foresee this bringing to Dorchester County? 
	What kind of environmental monitoring will be conducted at James and Barren Islands? 

	vicinity map.pdf
	 

	MidBay Project Summary Handout_final.pdf
	 
	Purpose of the Public Meeting 
	U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District 
	Mid-Bay Draft EIS 
	Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715 

	Draft Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
	Public Comment Period ends    October 23, 2006 




	page 9.pdf
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	ATTACHMENT B 
	Watermen’s Public Meeting, March 2004 

	Sierra Club ltr May07.pdf
	Sierra Club May07.pdf
	Sierra Club Attachment.pdf




