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PREFACE

The Corps of Engineers’ comprehensive study of Chesapeake Bay is being
accomplished in three distinct developmental stages or phases. Each of these
phases is responsive to one of the follpwing stated objectives of the study
program.

1. To assess the existing physical, chemical, biological, economic and
environmental conditions of Chesapeake Bay and its related land resources.

2. To project the future water resources needs of Chesapeake Bay to the
year 2020.

3. To formulate and recommend solutions to priority problems using the
Chesapeake Bay Hydraulic Model.

In response to the first objective of the study, the initial or inventory phase of
the program was completed in 1973 and the findings were published in a
document titled Chesapeake Bay Existing Conditions Report. Included in this
seven-volume report is a description of the existing physical, economic, social,
biological and environmental conditions of Chesapeake Bay. This was the first
published report that presented a comprehensive survey of the entire Bay
Region and treated the Chesapeake Bay as a single entity. Most importantly,
the report contains the historical records and basic data required to project the
future demands on the Bay and to assess the ability of the resource to meet
those demands.

In response to the second objective of the study, the findings of the second or
future projections phase of the program are provided in this the Chesapeake
Bay Future Conditions Report. The primary focus of this report is the
projection of water resources needs to the year 2020 and the identification of
the problems and conflicts which would result from the unrestrained growth
and use of the Bay’s resources. This report, therefore, provides the basic
information necessary to proceed into the next or plan formulation phase of
the program. It should be emphasized that, by design, this report addresses
only the water resources related needs and problems. No attempt has been
made to identify or analyze solutions to specific problems. Solutions to
priority problems will be evaluated in the third phase of the program and the
findings will be published in subsequent reports.
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The Chesapeake Bay Future Conditions Report consists of a summary
document and 16 supporting appendices. Appendices | and 2 are general
background documents containing information describing the history and
conduct of the study and the manner in which the study was coordinated with
the various Federal and State agencies, scientific institutions and the public.
Appendices 3 through 15 each contain information on specific water and
related land resource uses to include an inventory of the present status and
expected future needs and problems. Appendix 16 focuses on the formulation
of the initial testing program for the Chesapeake Bay Hydraulic Model.
Included in this appendix is a description of the hydraulic model, a list of
problems considered for inclusion in the initial testing program and a detailed
description of the selected first year model studies program.
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The published volumes of the Chesapeake Bay Future Conditions Report

include:
Volume Number Appendix Number and Title .
1 Summary Report
2 1 — Study Organization, Coordination and
History
2 — Public Participation and Information
3 3 — Economic and Social Profile
4 4 — Water-Related Land Resources
5 : 5 — Municipal and Industrial Water Supply
6 — Agricultural Water Supply
6 7 — Water Quality
7 8 — Recreation
: 8 9 — Navigation
; 10 — Flood Control
§ 11 — Shoreline Erosion
i 9 12 — Fish and Wildlife
; Appendix 1




Volume Number Appendix Number and Title

10 13 — Power
14 — Noxious Weeds

11 15 — Biota

12 16 — Hydraulic Model Testing
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CHAPTER 1

THE STUDY AND THE REPORT

The Chesapeake Bay Study evolved through the need for a complete and
comprehensive investigation of the use and control of the water resources of
the Bay Area. In the first phase of the Study, the existing physical, biological,
economic, social, and environmental conditions and problem areas were
identified and presented in the Existing Conditions Report. The Future
Conditions Report, of which this appendix is a part, presents the findings of
the second or projections phase of the Study. Included as part of the second
phase are the projections of future water resource needs and problem areas,
identification of general means that might best be used to satisfy those needs,
and recommendations for future studies and hydraulic model testing. The
results of this phase of the Study and this report constitute the next step
toward the goal of developing a comprehensive water resource management
program for Chesapeake Bay.

A\o‘f‘ Y
‘} The subject of this Ramcular volume is the Chesapeake Bay Study process and

as such focus,\on the history of the study, the study organization, and the
manner in which the study was coordinated among the many Federal, State,
and local agencies that are interested in water resources development in the
Bay Region. Also included is a discussion of the activities that remain to be
~Completed on the present study and an assessment of the future studies that are

quired toward the goal of developing a comprehensive management plan.

\}490 to /‘W’l(’“&!}\ Q, PI

AUTHORITY \

The authority for the Chesapeake Bay Study and the construction of the
hydraulic model is contained in Section 312 of the River and Harbor Act of
1965, adopted 27 October 1965, which reads as follows:

(a) The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, is
authorized and directed to make a complete investigation and study of
water utilization and control of the Chesapeake Bay Basin, including the
waters of the Baltimore Harbor and including, but not limited to, the
'following: navigation, fisheries, flood control, control of noxious weeds,
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water pollution, water quality control, beach erosion, and recreation. In
order to carry out the purposes of this section, the Secretary, acting
through the Chief of Engineers, shall construct, operate, and maintain in
the State of Maryland a hydraulic model of the Chesapeake Bay Basin
and associated technical center. Such model and center may be utilized,
subject to such terms and conditions as the Secretary deems necessary, by
any department, agency, or instrumentality of the Federal Government
or of the States of Maryland, Virginia, and Pennsylvania, in connection
with any research, investigation, or study being carried on by them of any
aspects of the Chesapeake Bay Basin. The study authorized by this
section shall be given priority.

(b) There is authorized to be appropriated not to exceed $6,000,000 to
carry out this section.

An additional appropriation for the study was provided in Section 3 of the
River Basin Monetary Authorization Act of 1970, adopted 19 June 1970,
which reads as follows:

In addition to the previous authorization, the completion of the
Chesapeake Bay Basin Comprehensive Study, Maryland, Virginia, and
Pennsylvania, authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1965 is hereby
authorized at an estimated cost of $9,000,000.

As a result of Tropical Storm Agnes, which caused extensive damage in
Chesapeake Bay, Public Law 92-607, the Supplemental Appropriation Act of
1973, signed by the President on 31 October 1972, included $275,000 for
additional studies of the impact of the storm on Chesapeake Bay.

PURPOSE

Previously, measures taken to utilize and control the water and land resources
of the Chesapeake Bay Basin have generally been oriented toward solving
individual problems. The Chesapeake Bay Study provides a comprehensive
study of the entire Bay Area in order that the most beneficial use be made of
the water-related resources. The major objectives of the Study are to:

a. Assess the existing physical, chemical, biological, economic, and
environmental conditions of Chesapeake Bay and its water resources.
Appendix |
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b. Project the future water resources needs of Chesapeake Bay to the year ;
2020.

c. Formulate and recommend solutions to priority problems using the
Chesapeake Bay Hydraulic Model.

The Chesapeake Bay Existing Conditions Report, published in 1973, met the
first objective of the Study by presenting a detailed inventory of the :
Chesapeake Bay and its water resources. Divided into a summary and four
appendixes, the report presented an overview of the Bay Area and the
E 1 economy; a survey of the Bay’s land resources and its use; and a description of
I the Bay’s life forms and hydrodynamics.

| The purpose of the Future Conditions Report is to provide a format for

| presenting the findings of the 2nd phase of the Chesapeake Bay Study.

[ Satisfying the second objective of the Study, the report describes the present

': use of the resource, presents the demands to be placed on the resource to the
year 2020, assesses the ability of the resource to meet future demands, and
identifies additional studies required to develop a management plan for
Chesapeake Bay.

SCOPE

The scope of the Chesapeake Bay Study and Future Conditions Report ﬁ
includes the multi-disciplinary fields of engineering and the social, physical,
and biological sciences. The Study, as will be discussed in the following
chapters, is being coordinated with all Federal, State, and local agencies
having an interest in Chesapeake Bay. For each resource category presented in
the Future Conditions Report, demands are projected and potential problem
areas are identified to the year 2020. All conclusions are based on historical
information supplied by the preparing agencies having expertise in that field.
In addition, the basic assumptions and methodologies are quantified for
accuracy in the sensitivity section. Only general means to satisfy the projected
resource needs are presented, as specific recommendations are beyond the
scope of this report.

As shown on Figure 1-1, the geographical area considered in the overall study
encompasses those counties, cities, and Standard Metropolitan Statistical

Areas (SMSA) which touch or have a major influence on the Estuary. For
Appendix 1
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purposes of projecting the future demands on the resources of the Bay,
economic and demographic projections were made for all subregions and
SMSA’s within the Study Area.

SUPPORTING STUDIES

Much of the iniormation included in this report was taken from other sources.
The initial data base for the resource projections included in the other
appendices of this report was presented in the Chesapeake Bay Existing
Conditions Report. Other studies that provided a major input to the report
include the North Atlantic Regional Water Resources Study, and the
Northeastern United States Water Supply Study, which were prepared by the
North Atlantic Division of the Corps of Engineers, and the Atlantic Coast
Deep Water Port Facilities Study, prepared by the Philadelphia District,
Corps of Engineers. Numerous other studies conducted by Federal, State, and
local agencies as well as Bay Area scientific institutions may also be considered
as supporting studies. Those specific studies used are discussed in more detail
in the appropriate appendix. As will be explained in subsequent chapters the
supporting information for this appendix includes the Chesapeake Bay Plan
of Study, the Site Selection Study for the Hydraulic Model, the Congressional
Record and numerous Corps of Engineers’ reports and memoranda.

STUDY PARTICIPATION AND
COORDINATION

Due to the wide scope, large geographical area, and many resources covered
by the Chesapeake Bay Study, data input was required from many sources.
Various Federal, State, and local agencies throughout the Bay Region have
customarily developed expertise in certain areas of water resource
development. Although overall coordination of the Study effort was provided
by the Corps of Engineers, input from these various sources was required in
order to obtain the best Study coordination and problem identification. The
coordination of the overall study is one of primary topics of this appendix and
will be discussed in detail in Chapter II. This appendix was prepared by the
Baltimore District, Corps of Engineers, under the guidance and review of the
Chesapeake Bay Study Advisory Group.

LD b e i L
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CHAPTER 11

STUDY ORGANIZATION AND
COORDINATION

As noted in Chapter I, the magnitude and multi-disciplinary nature of the
Chesapeake Bay Study requires intensive coordination among those agencies
and institutions concerned with water resources planning in the Bay Region.
This study was conceived as a coordinated partnership between Federal, State,
and local agencies and interested scientific institutions. Each involved agency
is charged with exercising leadership and providing input in those disciplines
in which it has special competence. To realize these ends, an Advisory Group,
a Steering Committee, and five Task Groups, as shown on Figure 1-2, were
established. The overall management of the Chesapeake Bay Study is the
responsibility of the District Engineer of the Baltimore District, Corps of
Engineers.

NS TV

This chapter provides additional information as to the composition and
responsibilities of the various study groups and also includes a discussion of
the coordination and review process used in the study.

ADVISORY GROUP

The Advisory Group was established in 1967 as the principal coordinating
] mechanism for the study. As shown on Figure 1-2, the Advisory Group is
composed of representatives from 11 Federal agencies, the Commonwealths
of Pennsylvania and Virginia, the States of Delaware and Maryland, and the
) District of Columbia. The individuals serving on the Advisory Group were
designated by the heads of their respective Federal agencies or the Governors
of the involved states. Table A-1 in Attachment A to this appendix lists both
the past and present Federal and State representatives on the Advisory Group
and their period of service as a member.

Since its establishment, the Advisory Group has advised the District Engineer
regarding study policy and has provided general direction under which all study
participants have operated. More specifically, the duties of the Advisory
Group have been established as follows:

Appendix 1
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Figure 1-2: Chesapeake Bay Study
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a. To advise the District Engineer in the coordination of study efforts.

b. To consider the views of all participants as reported to the Group and
make recommendations to the District Engineer.

c. To review reports from all participants.

d. To assist the District Engineer in providing information to the publicand
encourage participation by the public at hearings and other meetings.

Generally speaking, the Advisory Group has convened whenever it has been
necessary to coordinate study efforts, to review and comment on study results,
and to determine future study direction and activities. To date, ten meetings of
the Group have been held. In addition to these official meetings, continuous
coordination between the members is maintained on an individual and
informed basis. The District Engineer, Baltimore, and members of his staff
also meet with one or more agency representatives on an as-needed basis to
accomplish the objective of full coordination.

STEERING COMMITTEE

The Steering Committee for Liaison and Basic Research is charged with
reviewing the work of the other study task groups in order to bring to their
attention -and to the attention of the District Engineer any pertinent
technological advances in water resource development or the environmental
sciences that may not be explicit in the tasks assigned to these groups. In
addition, the Steering Committee formulates plans for scientific activities that
may become a necessary adjunct to the study. The Federal agencies and the
states represented on the Steering Committee are shown on Figure 1-2. Table
A-2 in Attachment A lists past and present Steering Committee
representatives and their period of service as a member.

TASK GROUPS

Five task groups were established for the Chesapeake Bay Study to include:

a. Economic Projections Task Group

Appendix 1
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b. Water Quality and Supply, Waste Treatment, and Noxious Weeds Task
Group

el ot

c. Flood Control, Navigation, Erosion, and Fisheries Task Group

d. Recreation Task Group

4 e. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Group

= | Each task group is concerned with related study categories and functions as a
| basic work group. The chairman designated for each task group is from the
Federal agency most closely associated with that particular field of study. For
example, the Recreation Task Group is chaired by the Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation of the Department of the Interior. A brief description of each task
group and its major functions is provided below. The agencies serving on each
group are shown on Figure 1-2.

ECONOMIC PROJECTIONS TASK GROUP

The Economic Projections Task Group was responsible for establishing the
Chesapeake Bay Economic Study Area which consists of those Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA’s) and non-SMSA’s adjacent to the
Bay and its tidal tributaries or which exert a major influence on Chesapeake
Bay. The task group is also responsible for determining the scope and type of
projections of income, population, and employment to be prepared for the
study. In addition, the group has been assigned the task of making economic
evaluations of various proposed solutions to priority problems. This will
consist of studying the effects of the various alternative actions on the
economic activity within the Study Area. This task group is chaired by a
representative from the Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of
Commerce.

i WATER QUALITY AND SUPPLY, WASTE TREATMENT, AND
NOXIOUS WEEDS TASK GROUP

As outlined in the Plan of Study, prepared in 1970, the duties of the Water
Quality and Supply, Waste Treatment, and Noxious Weeds Task Group
i included the development of a water quality plan for the maintenance or
i enhancement of the water quality of Chesapeake Bay. Subsequent to this, the
92nd Congress, 2nd Session, enacted the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
: Amendments of 1972. This legislation provided that the Environmental

Appendix |
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Protection Agency assist the State and other local governmental entities in the
development and implementation of area-wide wastewater treatment
management plans and practices which would achieve the goals of the act. The
passage of this act had a marked influence upon the Chesapeake Bay Study as
it provided for the accomplishment of much of the water quality and waste
treatment work originally envisioned for the Water Quality and Supply,
Waste Treatment, and Noxious Weeds Task Group. It was apparent that to
continue with this type of work in the Chesapeake Bay Study would not be in
the national interest; rather this interest would be better served by integrating
the State plans into the ongoing work of the Chesapeake Bay Study Program.

The area-wide wastewater management studies directed by the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 are presently being conducted by
the involved states. The Environmental Protection Agency has consequently
established a comprehensive system of communication, coordination, and
review. Because of this ongoing program and the already established
coordination and review procedures, the water quality and waste treatment
related duties of the Water Quality and Supply, Waste Treatment, and
Noxious Weeds Task Group was revised and the work was divided into two
phases.

Phase I of the Task Group’s work related to water quality and waste treatment
was concerned with the integration of the State wastewater mangement plans
into the Chesapeake Bay Study’s Future Conditions Report. In this phase the
state wastewater management reports were summarized in accordance with a
format established by the Task group. This summary assessment of the
Region’s water quality is included as Appendix 7 of this report. This completed
summary of the water quality serves to identify those areas which have high
priority problems deserving further study.

The second phase of the Task Group’s water quality work will consist of
E determining those high priority problem areas which should be the subject of
i additional study and hydraulic model testing.

The work involved in the other components of the Task Group mission will be
conducted as previously agreed upon by the Task Group with the primary
responsibility for performing the studies related to water supply and noxious
weeds resting with the Corps of Engineers under the direction of the Task
Group. The Task Group is chaired by a representative from the Annapolis
Field Office of the Environmental Protection Agency.

Appendix 1 |
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FLOOD CONTROL, NAVIGATION, EROSION, AND FISHERIES
TASK GROUP

As denoted by the name, this Task Group is responsible for study matters
relative to tidal flooding, shoreline erosion, foreign and domestic waterborne
commerce and commercial and sport fisheries. In the course of the study, this
group has established the purpose and scope of all studies regarding the
existing and expected future conditions relative to the aforementioned
resource categories. All portions of both the Existing Conditions Report and
the Future Conditions Report dealing with these categories were prepared and
reviewed by this group. Regarding future activities, this Task Group will
identify high priority problems relative to flooding, navigation, erosion and
fisheries, that should be addressed under the Chesapeake Bay Study and will
conduct those studies necessary to develop solutions for the selected problems.

The group is chaired by a representative from the Baltimore District, Corps of
Engineers.

RECREATION TASK GROUP

This Task Group was responsible for defining, conducting, and reviewing
study efforts relative to the existing and future use of the recreation resources
within the study area. This group, which is chaired by a representative from the
Northeast Regional Office of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, will continue
to conduct recreational studies as required and advise the study organization
on matters pertaining to recreation.

FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION GROUP

This Task Group provides the mechanism for coordination between all
Federal and State fish and wildlife agencies. Its primary task or responsibility
is to collect, develop, refine, and disseminate data and views related to the fish
and wildlife resources of the study area. The Group is chaired by a

representative from the Northeast Regional Office of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service.

STUDY COORDINATION

The specific tasks or responsibilities of the Advisory Group, Steering
Comnmittee, and Task Groups, as outlined in the preceding section, are all part
of the overall study coordination and review process. As characterized in
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12




Figure 1-3, coordination and review is an iterative process that flows between
the District Engineer, Baltimore, and the various elements of the study
organization.

The District Engineer, who is responsible for the management of the study,
establishes overall study goals and objectives based on the study authority,
budgetary limitations, and advice from the Advisory Group and Steering
Committee. The Advisory Group and Steering Committee also suggest the
overall studies that should be conducted by the Task Groups in order to meet
the objectives that have been established for the study. The Task Groups are
charged with formulating the specific study work plans for those resource
categories that fall within their area of responsibility. The specific work plans
are then assigned to the appropriate Task Group members for
accomplishment of the required work.

Following the completion of an assigned work package by a Task Group
member, the review process begins with all members of the Task Group
reviewing the completed work. If the work is considered satisfactory, the
report is forwarded to the Advisory Group and Steering Committee for
review. It should be noted that if in the course of the review process the report
or work is found to be unsatisfactory, the necessary actions are taken to
resolve problems. Following the review within the study organization, the
final product is forwarded to the District Engineer for final review and further
action. Further action may consist of proceeding to the next phase of the study
and/ or submitting a final report on the findings of the study to the Congress.

It has been through the above coordination and review process that all reports
to include the Plan of Study, the Existing Conditions Report, the Impact of
Tropical Storm Agnes on Chesapeake Bay, and this the Future Conditions
Report have been prepared and reviewed.

It should be noted that public input is also an integral part of the
aforementioned coordination and review process. Through public meetings,
citizen group reviews, and other measures, the viewpoints and concerns of the
public have been identified and the findings have been incorporated into the
reports completed to date. A more detailed discussion of the public
involvement program used for this study may be found in Appendix 2: Public
Participation and Information.
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ADVISORY GROUP

(1) Provides policy guidance
(2) Suggests studies to be conducted
(3) Reviews work of Task Groups

CHESAPEAKE BAY STUDY

COORDINATION AND REVIEW PROCESS

DISTRICT ENGINEER
BALTIMORE DISTRICT

(1) Provides overall goals

(2) Requests advice

(3) Conducts final review

(4) Makes recommendations

(5) Publishes and distributes reports

TASK GROUPS

(1) Formulate detailed work plans
(2) Assign work to members
(3) Review work conducted by members

TASK GROUP
MEMBERS

(1) Accomplish assigned work
(2) Review work of other members

Figure 1-3: Chesapeake Bay Study Coordination and Review Process
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(1) Provides technical guidance
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CHAPTER III

HISTORY OF THE CHESAPEAKE BAY
STUDY PROGRAM

As indicated in Chapter I, the need for a complete and comprehensive
investigation of the Chesapeake Bay Area has long been recognized. The
concept of developing the Nation’s water resources through single-purposed
programs and projects was on the wane by the conclusion of the Korean
conflict. At that time, funds were made available for prosecution of a large
backlog of investigations. These studies were authorized but had not been
started because of curtailment of the Civil Works Program by Executive
Order. Some of the requests for improvement appeared to be duplications
and, in some cases, in direct conflict with one another. The evolution of
regional concepts for the development of water resources was a logical result.
In terms of Chesapeake Bay, a first step toward what might be considered a
system analysis was the Chesapeake Bay Fishing Harbor Economics Study,
Maryland and Virginia. This study provided, for the first time, a broad
overview of the commercial fishing industry and a firm and consistent basis for
the comparison of primary fishing benefits among harbors throughout the Bay
Area.

In 1961, in response to the recommendation of the Senate Select Committee
on National Water Resources (as contained in Senate Report No. 29, Eighty-
Seventh Congress, First Session, made pursuant to Senate Resolution 48, 86th
Congress) that a program be formulated to meet the Nation’s water resources
: needs, the District Engineer, Baltimore District, prepared a pamphlet
g concerning the Chesapeake Bay Area entitled An Appraisal of Water
Resource Needs Projected to the Year 2060. In the spirit of the Senate
Committee’s recommendation, this pamphlet recommended that a
cooperative study of Chesapeake Bay be made by the Federal and state
agencies concerned with the Bay resource.

In the same year, a basin plan for Chesapeake Bay (Basin Plan, Chesapeake
Bay) was prepared by the Baltimore District in cooperation with the Norfolk
District in compliance with instructions from the Office of the Chief of
Engineers. The plan was based on readily available information and consisted
of a brief description of the current status of water development and planning
in the Chesapeake Bay Area. It included comments on the adequacy of the
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plan and future demands on the region’s water resources. In addition, it
presented a program for bringing the basin plan up to date. Although it was
the first attempt at bringing together comprehensive information on the Bay’s
resources, it represented only a very superficial analysis.

Based on the two Corps reports mentioned above and similar studies and
analyses conducted by other agencies.it was recognized that with rapidly
increasing population and its attendant demands, the resources of the area,
including water supply, waterborne commerce, seafood, recreation, and fish
and wildlife resources, were receiving pressures which could only be expected
to increase in the years ahead. Thus, water resources managers and scientists in
the Bay Region felt that a comprehensive study of the Bay and its resources
was required in order to develop a Bay-wide management plan.

During this same period, certain Congressional representatives with districts
within the Bay Region were expressing interest in a comprehensive Bay study
and the construction of a hydraulic model of the Chesapeake Bay similar to the
San Francisco Bay and the Mississippi River basin models. It was envisioned
that such a model would be used as part of the study decision-making process.

On 23 February 1965, a bill was introduced by Congressman Hervey G.
Machen of Maryland to authorize the Secretary of the Army to conduct a
complete investigation and study of water utilization and control of the
Chesapeake Bay Basin. To carry out this investigation, a hydraulic model of
the Chesapeake Bay Basin and associated technical center were to be
constructed. Shortly after introduction of this bill, three other nearly identical
bills were introduced by Congressmen Thomas N. Downing of Virginia and
Rogers C. B. Morton and George H. Fallon of Maryland.

In July 1965, the Senate version of the River and Harbors Bill of 1965 was
introduced and it also included a section authorizing a comprehensive Bay
study that was very similar to that proposed in the aforementioned House
bills. Following some changes, the authority for the study was provided in
Section 312 of the River and Harbor Act of 1965 signed by the President on 27
October 1965. The authority was previously quoted in Chapter 1 of this
appendix.

Prior to passage of the Act and in testimony before the House Committee on
Public Works, the sponsors and supporters of the legislation presented certain
statements in favor of the study. The statements by these Congressional
Representatives expressed their objectives for the Bay Study and its associated
hydraulic model.
Appendix |
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Generally, it was believed that the growing population and development of the
Region demonstrated the need for creation of a fully integrated basin plan for
optimum development. Increasing pressures on the Region’s water and related
land resources also indicated the need to alleviate the major water resource
problems of the Bay such as siltation, beach erosion, noxious aquatic growths,
flood control, water pollution, disposal of dredged material, and protection of
the shellfish industry. It was pointed out that the Bay Study and its associated
hydraulic model were necessary “to create a tool and facility to assist the 3
existing agencies in carrying out their missions.” (1) The model, by providing
insight into the hydraulic and hydrographic mechanisms operating in the Bay,
was believed necessary to serve and preserve the Bay and would, in addition,
benefit “every water resource problem in every state in the Nation.” (2)

Although the Chesapeake Bay Region lies within three Engineer Districts, the
Baltimore, Norfolk, and Philadelphia Districts, the study was formally
assigned to the Baltimore District Engineer on 3 December 1965. In November
1966, the Baltimore District received the initial funding for the Chesapeake
Bay Study. It was at this time that broad study concepts were first developed,
advanced planning to define the scope of the authorized model and technical
center was initiated, and model site investigation was begun.

In February 1967, the Division Engineer of the North Atlantic Division, in the
interest of setting up the Chesapeake Bay Study Advisory Group, invited
appropriate Secretaries at the Federal Cabinet level along with the District of
Columbia and the governors of Maryland, Virginia, Delaware, and
Pennsylvania to designate representatives to work closely with the District
Engineer, Baltimore District, on the overall Study goals and objectives. By
September of 1967, the 13 original members of the Advisory Group had been
appointed and the first meeting of that group was held to discuss Study
objectives and how related tasks might best be assigned and accomplished.
Since the Advisory Group was first established in 1967 there have been
numerous changes in both the Agencies represented on the Group and the
representatives themselves. The present membership is shown on Figure 1-2.

In March 1968, the Steering Commi‘tee and the five task groups were
established and initial meetings were held to discuss the scope of the study and
identify the initial work to be accomplished in each of the groups.

In addition to establishing the above groups as a mechanism for obtaining
input from other Federal and state agencies and the scientific community, a
series of public meetings were held in November and December 1967 to obtain
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public input. The meetings were held in Baltimore and Salisbury, Maryland;
and Newport News, Virginia, to inform the public of the initiation of the study
and to obtain their views on problems in the Bay Region. For additional
information on the public involvement program for this study the reader is
referred to Appendix 2 — Public Participation and Information.

In regard to the hydraulic model during this early stage of the study, staff from
the Baltimore District Office first visited the U.S. Army Engineer Waterways
Experiment Station (WES) in February 1967 to determine the support which
WES could provide in the design, construction, and adjustment or verification
of the model. The Waterways Experiment Station is recognized as one of the
foremost hydraulics laboratories in the world. Since the 1930’s, personnel
from the station have served as hydraulic consultants for the entire Corps of
Engineers and have constructed and operated numerous estuarine and riverine
hydraulic models. As a result of the February 1967 meeting, it was agreed that
WES would provide design, construction, and operation support for the Bay
model.

At approximately the same time, a meeting was held in the Baltimore District
with representatives from various elements of the Corps including the Office of
the Chief of Engineers (OCE), WES, the Coastal Engineering Research Center
(CERC), and the North Atlantic Division and the Norfolk District of the
Corps of Engineers. Also in attendance were those Federal and state agencies
involved in research, regulation, and/or management of the Bay’s water and
related land resources. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the problems
facing the Estuary Area which might be solved by the hydraulic model. In
April 1967, design of the hydraulic model was initiated along with the
collection and review of all available, pertinent prototype data which might be
useful in model adjustment and verification.

One of the important decisions to be made at this time was model site selection.
As indicated earlier, the authorizing legislation for the Chesapeake Bay Study
directed that the hydraulic model be constructed within the State of Maryland.
Following study authorization, many interested individuals and organizations
in Maryland suggested sites for the model. A site selection subcommittee of the
Maryland State Planning Department was formed to assist in selecting a
suitable location for the model. Following preliminary investigations by the
subcommittee, it was agreed that the Baltimore District would hire a
consultant to conduct more specific siting studies and to recommend three
sites for final consideration. Booz-Allen and Hamilton, Incorporated, was
awarded the contract for the model site selection study. Criteria used in
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evaluating proposed sites were determined early in the study. The primary
factors considered were:

| 1. size — 50 acres, minimum
2. elevation — above highest tide of record
3. topography — relatively flat, stable land

4. water supply — a fresh water supply with a sustained flow of 100 gallons
per minute

5. water disposal — adequate at site or nearby facilities for saltwater
disposal

6. good road network — accessible to Washington, Baltimore, and major
airfields

7. price of land — preferably offered free; however, favorable sites at
reasonable costs were not to be overlooked

8. compatible setting and environment — a site which would tend to

enhance scientific experiment and study of the Bay Area and which is or would
be zoned to safeguard the integrity of the area.

In addition to the above primary factors, there were several secondary factors
considered. These included:

1. Bay location — with harbor and docking features

2. major estuary or tidal tributary — on or near site to facilitate water
disposal from the model

3. expansion possibilities — in immediate area of site

In addition to the criteria factors relevant to the model, there were certain civic
facility requirements to be met. These dealt primarily with the availability of
community services and good living conditions for those persons working on
the hydraulic model.
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As a result of the site evaluation, three sites were recommended in the report
submitted in October 1967 by Booz-Allen and Hamilton, Inc. These consisted
of a site in Beltsville, which was an attractive parcel of land with good travel
convenience from both Baltimore and Washington; Sandy Point which had
water frontage, outstanding aesthetic values, and a location in the desirable
travel zone; and Matapeake, an attractive site which had been proposed by
both State and county officials, and was reasonably located to both Baltimore
and Washington, and included State-owned waterfront property. In
November 1967, the Governor of the State of Maryland formally offered 65
acres of land at the Matapeake site for the model. The offer was accepted by
the Baltimore District in December 1967 and title transfer occurred in January
1971.

In the spring of 1968, during its hearings on the Appropriations Bill for Fiscal
Year 1967, the Committee on Appropriations of the U.S. House of
Representatives requested that the Corps of Engineers review the scope and
cost of the Chesapeake Bay Study Program and provide a report on the
findings to the Committee. The report, which was formally submitted to the
Committee in April 1969, found that the total cost of a study program
responsive to the enabling legislation would be approximately $15 million.
Subsequently, the River Basin Monetary Authorization Act of 1970, which
was passed on 19 June 1970, increased the study authorization from $6 million
to $15 million.

The first major public document of the Bay study program was the
Chesapeake Bay Plan of Study which was published in June 1970. The Plan of
Study, which was reviewed and coordinated with the study organizations,
outlined the scope of the study, the study area and objectives, and how the
study was to be conducted and coordinated.

With the Plan of Study serving as the planning guide, work proceeded on the
program in two primary areas — the comprehensive resource study and the
hydraulic model. For the remainder of this discussion, the resource study and
the hydraulic model will be addressed individually rather than in a strict
chronological sequence of events.

Based on the Plan of Study and the advice of the study organization, it was
decided that the resource study portion of the Chesapeake Bay Program
would be conducted in several phases as shown on Figure 1-4. Each phase of
the study would culminate with the publication of a milestone report that
would present the findings of the study to that point. These milestone reports
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Figure 1-4: Chesapeake Bay Study Sequence Diagram
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would provide all who are concerned with the management of the Bay a better
understanding of the problems outside their own activities and also provide
baseline data and a starting point for the next phase of the study.

Based on a series of Advisory Group and Task Group meetings held in 1971,
the program of studies to be conducted in the first phase of the study was
formulated. It was further decided that this phase would result in an Existing
Conditions Report that described the existing physical, biological, economic,
and social conditions of the Bay and its resources. The report would also
identify existing resource problems and conflicts and the various resource
management programs and responsibilities.

Through the coordination and review process explained in Chapter II,
detailed work plans for the inventory phase were developed and the work to be
accomplished by each agency was defined. The work was conducted by those
agencies having the greatest amount of expertise/capability in the particular
area of study. The studies by other agencies were funded by the Corps of
Engineers through a series of interagency agreements that were consummated
in 1971. The work under these agreements was completed in 1973 and the
Chesapeake Bay Existing Conditions Report was published in December
1973. This seven volume report presented in one document a comprehensive
and detailed picture of Chesapeake Bay and its resources and marked the
conclusion of the first or inventory phase of the study.

Following completion of the Existing Conditions Report work was started on
the second or future projections phase of the study. Studies conducted in this
phase were to project the future demands to be placed on the Bay and its
resources and to identify future resource problems and conflicts. As before,
the scope of the specific studies was decided by the Task Groups and the work
was conducted by the Task Group members. The work was initiated in 1974
and the results are presented in this report — the Chesapeake Bay Future
Conditions Report

It should be noted that prior to the completion of the Future Conditions
Report, a series of public meetings was held in June 1976 in Williamsburg,
Virginia, and Annapolis and Cambridge, Maryland. The purpose of the
meetings was to inform the public regarding the progress to date on the overall
study program,; to present the findings of the Future Conditions Report; and
to solicit the public’s comments, views, and perceptions of the Bay’s problems
and needs. A more detailed discussion of the public participation activities
that were conducted as part of this program may be found in Appendix 2 —
Public Participation and Information.
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In June 1972, while work was underway on the Existing Conditions Report,
the Chesapeake Bay Basin was subjected to one of the most devastating storms
the Region has ever witnessed—Tropical Storm Agnes. The massive amounts
of freshwater, sediment, and other pollutants that entered the Bay as a result of
this storm caused considerable environmental and economic damage to the
Bay.

As a result of the damage and concern as to the long-term effects of the storm
on the Bay, the Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1973 included $275,000
for a special study of the effects of the storm on the Bay. The Act was signed by
the President in October 1972 and the study was subsequently assigned to the
Baltimore District, Corps of Engineers, where it was to be conducted
concurrently with the Chesapeake Bay Study. The following objectives were
established for the special Agnes Study:

a. Determine and document the effects of the storm on the Chesapeake Bay
estuarine system.

b. Locate any changes in the bottom geometry of the Bay and its tributary
arms and determine if these changes are of sufficient magnitude to warrant a
change in the design of the Hydraulic Model.

In pursuit of the first objective, a contract was let in June 1973 with the
Chesapeake Research Consortium, Inc., to determine the physical, biological,
economic, and public health impacts of the storm on the Bay system. In order
to determine if bottom geometry changes warranted a change in the hydraulic
model design, hydrographic surveys were made in several areas to determine
the extent of the changes. These surveys were accomplished under contract
and interservice agreements by the Maryland Surveying and Engineering
Company and the Norfolk and Philadelphia Districts of the Corps of
Engineers, respectively.

Based on the results of the above contractual work, a report titled Impact of
Tropical Storm Agnes on Chesapeake Bay was prepared, reviewed by the
study organization, and published in October 1975. The principal findings of
the study were:

a. While the Bay suffered considerable immediate economic and
environmental damage as a result of the massive freshwater inflows, the Bay
demonstrated its resiliency by returning to pre-storm conditions shortly after

Agnes subsided.
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b. While there were some changes in bottom geometry, the changes did not
warrant a redesign of the hydraulic model at this time.

Concurrent with the conduct of the resource study, work also proceeded on
the hydraulic model. Based on a series of meetings held in 1967 and 1968 with
representatives from the Waterways Experiment Station and a number of
prominent scientists from Bay area institutions, a prototype data collection
program for the model was formulated. In order to verify the model’s
operating similarity to the Bay (prototype) system, tidal elevations, tidal
current velocities, and salinities had to be measured at many locations in the
prototype. These prototype data have been used as a basis for both model
adjustment and final verification that model hydraulic and salinity
phenomena are in acceptable agreement with those of the prototype.

It was determined that a total of 72 recording tide gages should be operated
throughout the Bay for a period of at least one year. It was also determined
that a total of 105 current velocity ranges were required. The observation
points varied from one to eleven on the various ranges, making a total of 192
locations for velocity measurements. The number of vertical positions
recommended for velocity measurements ranged from one to twelve; thus,
there were a total of 743 observation points at which velocity measurements
were required. Salinities were also to be measured concurrent with velocity
measurements at all observation points.

In June 1970, contracts were awarded to the Virginia Institute of Marine
Science, the Chesapeake Biological Laboratory of the University of
Maryland, and the Chesapeake Bay Institute of the Johns Hopkins University
for the collection of the current and velocity data discussed in the preceding
paragraph. In the same month an interagency agreement was signed with the
National Ocean Survey for collection of the required tidal data. An
interagency agreement for a first order level net which established the precise
datum for all the tidal gaging stations was also signed with the National Ocean
Survey. By the summer of 1974, all of the aforementioned prototype data
required for the adjustment and verification of the model had been collected.

Because of the hydraulic model’s small scale and tne resultant precision
required in collecting data, the model must be protected from wind, rain, and
windborne debris. The detailed design and the preparation of the plans and
specifications for a shelter that houses the model were completed by Whitman,
Requardt and Associates in 1972.  Subsequently, a contract for the
construction of the shelter was awarded to Charles E. Brohawn Brothers,
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Incorporated, in February 1973 and a formal groundbreaking ceremony was
held in June 1973. Construction of the 14 acre shelter was completed in
January 1975.

Concurrent with the design and construction of the model shelter, the
Waterways Experiment Station (WES) was designing the model and the
required hydraulic appurtenances. The model design which included the
design and in some cases fabrication of the various elements of the model’s
hydraulic sysiem and the plotting of approximately 26 miles of templates, was
completed in the summer of 1974. WES conducted the design under a
memorandum of Understanding between the Director, Waterways Experiment
Station, and the District Engineer, Baltimore District. The Memorandum also
stipulated that WES would construct, adjust, and verify, and operate and
maintain the model through the initial testing period.

Construction of the model was started in October 1974 and the approximately
9 acre model was completed in April 1976. A formal dedication ceremony
sponsored by the Commissioners of Queen Anne’s County was held on 7 May
1976. This dedication ceremony marked the beginning of the adjustment and
verification period which is scheduled to be completed in the summer of 1977.

When adjustment and verification is completed, the model will be available for
use in scientific studies. As noted earlier, a meeting was held in 1967 to discuss
the anticipated capabilities of the Hydraulic Model of Chesapeake Bay and the
role of a hydraulic model in these studies. It was found that the model is one of
the most versatile instruments available and that through its use the hydraulic
engineer, water resources planner and scientist will be better able to
understand this complex estuarine system and consequently will be able to
more intelligently cope with both natural and man-made problems and
conflicts. It was also found that effective, well prioritized use of the model is
contingent on a full identification and realization of those problems and
conflicts peculiar to Chesapeake Bay and that this was not possible until
significant progress had been made on the comprehensive water resources
study. The completion of the Existing Conditions Report in 1973 represented
the first step in accomplishing this, but it was not until 1975 that sufficient
work had been accomplished on the projection of future conditions to allow
formulation of an initial program of studies on the Hydraulic model of
Chesapeake Bay. This formulation was a joint effort between the Corps of
Engineers and the Advisory Group and Steering Committee and is more fully
described in Appendix 16—Hydraulic Model Testing.
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FOOTNOTES

1. Statement of Representative Rogers C. B. Morton before the U.S. House
Committee on Public Works Hearings, 89th Congress, 1st Session (26-29 July
1965 and 23-27 August 1965).

2. Statement of Representative Thomas N. Downing before the U.S. House
Committee on Public Works Hearings, 89th Congress, 1st Session (26-29 July
1965 and 23-27 August 1965).




CHAPTER IV

FUTURE ACTIVITIES

The objectives of the Chesapeake Bay Study Program, as presented in Chapter
I, included assessing the existing condition of the Bay and its water resources;
projecting future water resources needs; and formulating and recommending
solutions to priority problems using the Hydraulic Model. The completion of
the Chesapeake Bay Existing Conditions Report and this the Chesapeake Bay
Future Conditions Report satisfies the first two objectives of the study. The
principal remaining task of the study then is to select the priority problems to
be considered in more detail and to formulate and recommend solutions to
these priority problems.

As in the past, the study organization described in Chapter II will have an
active role in future study activities. The study’s review and coordination
process will be used to select those priority problems to be studied in the next
phase of the program. The problems to be considered for additional study are
those identified in both the Existing Conditions Report and the Future
Conditions Report. The problems will be screened and prioritized based on a
number of factors to include problem severity and Bay-wide significance,
desirability and applicability of hydraulic model testing and to avoid any
duplication with any other on-going study or research effort.

Following the selection of the problems to be investigated further, the Task
Groups will again identify the specific tasks to be accomplished and assign the
work within their respective groups. Since the remaining work will involve the
formulation and recommendation of specific solutions to problems, it is
expected that the interaction among the Task Groups and the Advisory Group
and the public will be more intensive than in the first two phases of the study.

With specific regard to the hydraulic model, the initial year of testing will
commence following completion of the verification and adjustment period. As
noted in the preceding chapter, this testing program was selected in concert
with the study organizatior and includes the following tests. More detailed
information on these tests may be found in Appendix 16: Hydraulic Model
Testing.

: 1. The Low Freshwater Inflow Study. This investigation is designed to
study the effects on the salinity regime of the Chesapeake Bay System that will
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result from significantly decreased freshwater inflows due to drought
conditions or due to upstream construction such as reservoirs or to increased
consumptive losses.

2. The Baltimore Harbor Study. This work will be undertaken to define the
effects on the estuarine system due to increasing the depth of the Baltimore
Harbor and approach channels.

3. The Potomac River Estuary Water Supply and Wastewater Dispersion
Study. This study will explore the ramifications of using the Potomac River
Estuary as a supplemental source of water supply for Washington, D.C. One
of the concerns generated by using the estuary as a source of water supply is the
possibility of recycling wastewater into the public water supply during periods
of low freshwater inflow and the possibility of changing the salinity levels and
current patterns in the estuary.

The information gained from the above tests will be used in the next phase of
the Chesapeake Bay Study and in specific studies being conducted by the
Corps of Engineers to include the preconstruction planning for the deepening
of Baltimore Harbor and channels and the Metropolitan Washington, D.C.,
Water Supply Study. Future tests to be conducted on the model will be
selected through the study coordination process and will be developed based
on the needs of next phase of the Chesapeake Bay Study Program.
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TABLE A-1
ADVISORY GROUP REPRESENTATIVES

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Edward R. Keil, 1967-70
C. Douglas Hole, 1970-72
Graham T. Munkittrick, 1972-76
Gerald R. Calhoun, 1977

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Phillip K. Reiss, 1967-68
Howard J. Marsden, 1968-70
Henry L. DeGraff, 1970-77

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE!

Gerald W. Ferguson, 1967-70

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

Mark Keane, 1967-67

Jerome E. Parker, 1967-68
Thomas M. Croke, 1968-76
Lawrence Levine, 1976-77

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Eugene T. Jensen, 1967-68
Lloyd W. Gebhard, 1968-68
Mark Abelson, 1968-73
Ellen Jensen, 1973-73

J. David Breslin, 1973-75
Roger S. Babb, 1975-77




TABLE A-1 (cont’d)
ADVISORY GROUP REPRESENTATIVES

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Philip E. Franklin, 1967-70

ADM E. C. Allen, Jr., 1971-71
Capt. Winford W. Barrow, 197]-72
Capt. G. H. Patrick Bursley, 1972-74
Capt. Keith B. Schumacher, 1974-77

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION?
Dr. Jeff Swinebroad, [968-73
Dr. Ford A. Cross, 1973-75
ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION
Dr. W. Roland Taylor, 1975-75
Dr. Jackson O. Blanton, 1975-76
Dr. D. Heyward Hamilton, 1976-77
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Lloyd W. Gebhard, 1971-71
William M. Blankenship, 1971-73
Larry S. Miller, 1973-74

Green Jones, 1974-76
Leonard Mangiaracina, 1976-77

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION

Paul H. Shore, 1967-72
John H. Spellman, 1972-74
Angelo Monaco, 1974-76
James D. Hebson, 1976-77
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TABLE A-1 (cont’d)

ADVISORY GROUP REPRESENTATIVES

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

Dr. William A. Niering, 1968-68
Dr. Edward Chin, 1968-70

Dr. Richard C. Kolf, 1970-74
Dr. Edward H. Bryan, 1974-77

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION

Dr. I. Eugene Wallen, 1968-71

Dr. Francis S. L. Williamson, 1971-75
Dr. J. Kevin Suilivan, 1975-77

U.S. NAVY

CDR J. A. D’)Emido, 1967-70

LCDR P. J. Parisius, 1970-71
Edward W. Johnson, 1971-77

DELAWARE

BG Norman M. Lack, 1967-68
Austin N. Heller, 1970-73
John C. Bryson, 1973-77




s

TABLE A-1 (cont’d)
ADVISORY GROUP REPRESENTATIVES

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

LTC Tom H. Reynolds, 1967-67
LTC Louis W. Prentiss, Jr., 1967-68
Roy L. Orndorff, 1968-68

Norman E. Jackson, 1968-72

Paul V. Freese, 1972-73

Robert R. Perry, 1973-75

William C. McKinney, 1975-76
Herbert L. Tucker, 1976-77

MARYLAND

Joseph H. Manning, 1967-71
John R. Capper, 1971-73
James B. Coulter, 1973-77
PENNSYLVANIA

Clifford H. McConnell, 1967-77

VIRGINIA

Dr. William J. Hargis, Jr., 1967-77

'The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare is no longer a member of
the Advisory Group.

2The Atomic Energy Commission was reorganized into the Energy Research
and Development Administration (ERDA) and the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NCR). ERDA is currently represented on the Advisory Group.
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TABLE A-2
STEERING COMMITTEE FOR LIAISON AND BASIC RESEARCH

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS — CHAIR AGENCY
Michael A. Kolessar, 1968-73 (Chairman 1968-70)

William E. Trieschman, Jr., 1970-72 (Chairman 1970-72)
Alfred E. Robinson, Jr., 1972-77 (Chairman 1972-77)
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Russell T. Norris, 1968-76

William Gordon, 1976-77

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Albert H. Swartz, 1968-71

John T. Gharrett, 1968-70

Dr. Oliver B. Cope, 1971-74

Dr. Daniel L. Leedy, 1974-76

Dr. W. Sherman Gillam, 1976-77

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION!

Dr. Jeff Swinebroad, 1971-73

Dr. Ford A. Cross, 1973-75

ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION
Dr. W. Roland Taylor, 1975-75

Dr. Jackson O. Blanton, 1975-76
Dr. D. Heyward Hamilton, 1976-77
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TABLE A-2 (cont’d)

STEERING COMMITTEE REPRESENTATIVES

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

Dr. William A. Niering, 1968-68
Dr. Edward Chin, 1968-70

Dr. Richard C. Kolf, 1970-74
Dr. Edward H. Bryan, 1974-77

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION

Dr. I. Eugene Wallen, 1968-71
Dr. Francis S. L. Williamson, 1971-75
Dr. J. Kevin Sullivan, 1975-77

DELAWARE

BG Norman M. Lack, 1968-68
Norman G. Wilder, 1971-73
John C. Bryson, 1973-77

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Norman E. Jackson, 1968-72
Paul V. Freese, 1972-73
Robert R. Perry, 1973-75
William C. McKinney, 1975-76
Herbert L. Tucker, 1976-77

MARYLAND

Frederick W. Sieling, 1968-75

Dr. L. Eugene Cronin, 1968-77
Dr. Donald W. Pritchard, 1968-77
Albert E. Sanderson, 1968-77

L. E. Zeni, 1975-77
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TABLE A-2 (cont’d)
STEERING COMMITTEE REPRESENTATIVES

PENNSYLVANIA

e e et —

Marshal S. Goulding, Jr., 1968-70
William N. Frazier, 1970-77

4 VIRGINIA

E | Dr. William J. Hargis, Jr., 1968-77

'The Atomic Energy Commission was reorganized into the Energy Research
and Development Administration (ERDA) and the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NCR). ERDA is currently represented on the SteeringCom-
mittee for Liaison and Basic Research.
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CHAPTER 1
THE STUDY AND THE REPORT

e e e

e

One of the most important elements of any water resources planning effort
is a carefully thought-out, well executed public participation and informa-
tion program. Citizen interest in resource planning and the demand to take
part in the planning process has been increasing during the last decade.
Growing interest and concern for the environment has been one of the
principal factors responsible for this movement.

Twalltiow T

W\includes a discussion of the role that public participation and
information Has played in the Chesapeake Bay Study. The various elements
of the “public” are defined and a description of the many users of the Bay is
provided. Also included is a discussion of those public participation and
information activities which have been conducted thus far in the Chesapeake
Bay Study Program. Finally, those public involvement activities required to

achieve an effective water-land management program for the Bay are
analyzed in the last chapter of this appendix. ﬁ

AUTHORITY

The authority for the Chesapeake Bay Study is contained in Section 312 of
the River and Harbor Act of 1965. Section 312 authorizes and directs the
Corps of Engineers to conduct a complete investigation and study of water
utilization and control of the Chesapeake Bay Basin and to construct,
operate, and maintain a hydraulic model of the Bay. Specifically, Section
312 reads as follows:

a. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief
of Engineers, is authorized and directed to make a
complete investigation and study of water utilization
and control of the Chesapeake Bay Basin, including the
waters to the Baltimore Harbor and including, but not
limited to, the following: navigation, fisheries, flood
control, control of noxious weeds, water pollution,
water quality control, beach erosion, and recreation. In
order to carry out the purposes of this section, the
Secretary, acting through the Chief of Engineers, shall
construct, operate, and maintain in the State of Mary-
land a hydraulic model of the Chesapeake Bay Basin and
associated technical center. Such model and center may
be utilized, subject to such terms and conditions as the
Secretary deems necessary, by any department, agency,
or instrumentality of the Federal Government or of the
States of Maryland, Virginia, and Pennsylvania, in
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connection with any research, investigation, or study
being carried on by them of any aspect of the
Chesapeake Bay Basin. This study authorized by this
section shall be given priority.

b. There is authorized to be appropriated not to exceed
$6,000,000 to carry out this section.

At the request of the House Appropriations Committee, a complete
reanalysis of cost was submitted to Congress in April 1969 recommending
that the Study cost be increased to $15,000,000. The River Basin Monetary
Authorization Act of 1970, which was adopted on 19 June 1970, increased
the authorized appropriation level from $6,000,000 to $15,000,000. The
Appropriate Section reads:

“In addition to the previous authorizations, the comple-
tion of the Chesapeake Bay Basin Comprehensive Study,
Maryland, Virginia, and Pennsylvania, authorized by the
River and Harbor Act of 1965 is hereby authorized at
an estimated cost of $9,000,000.

In June 1972, the Chesapeake Bay Basin was subjected to one of the most
destructive storms the Region has ever witnessed—Tropical Storm Agnes. As
a consequence, $275,000 was appropriated for a special study of the effects
of Tropical Storm Agnes on Chesapeake Bay. The study was included as part
of the Chesapeake Bay Study Program. The authority for the Agnes Study
was the Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1973, which was signed by the
President on 31 October 1972. The Agnes Study resulted in a separate report
completed in March 1975 and entitled Impact of Tropical Storm Agnes on
Chesapeake Bay.

PURPOSE
There are three objectives for the Chesapeake Bay Study:

a. to assess the existing physical, chemical, biological, economic and
environmental conditions of the Bay and its water resources;

b. to project future water resource needs of Chesapeake Bay to the
year 2020;

c. to formulate and recommend solutions to priority problems using
the Chesapeake Bay Hydraulic Model.
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As indicated by the authorizing legislation, there are two parts of the
Chesapeake Bay Study: the comprehensive water resources study and the
hydraulic model. The water resources study is a comprehensive investigation
of water and related land resource use in the Bay Region and encompasses
the physical, biological, and social sciences. One of the first milestones
achieved in the resource study was the Chesapeake Bay Existing Conditions
Report which represented the completion of the inventory phase of the
Study. The purpose of this report was to provide water resources planners,
scientists, and other interested readers with an assessment of the present
status of the Bay, its resources, and its problems. The Existing Conditions
Report has also been used as a working document for the second, or future
projections phase of the Study. The results of the future projections phase
are presented in this the Future Conditions Report. This second phase
includes the projection of demands to be placed on the resource to the year
2020. The ability of the resource to meet future demands was also assessed
and resource deficiencies, or needs, were identified and quantified.

In addition to quantifying future water resource needs, the broad range
alternatives to fulfilling the needs are identified. Also identified are the
additional studies that would have to be conducted to obtain the necessary
information to implement the best practicable solution. It is not the purpose
of the second phase or of the Future Conditions Report, however, to
recommend any specific project or program.

The physical factors affecting Chesapeake Bay are so complex and
intertwined that it is difficult to predict the full ramifications of water
resources development projects. The Chesapeake Bay Hydraulic Model will
be a tool that will help to demonstrate the relationship of the physical
parameters within the estuary’s hydraulic regimen. Bay Model tests have two
general objectives. First, to gain a better understanding of how the Bay’s
hydraulic system operates, and second to predict the impacts of proposed
projects or management programs. The Bay Model will greatly enhance
man’s ability to make the most beneficial use of the Bay’s resources.

If the Chesapeake Bay Study program is going to be successful in achieving
these goals, it is essential to coordinate the conduct of it with other Federal,
State, and local governmental agencies that have water resources manage-
ment responsibilities. It is also necessary to incorporate the public’s desires
into water resources planning since it is the public that ultimately pays for
and benefits from the use of the Bay’s resources. Public participation and
information, with the “public” defined as any non-Corps entity, plays an
integral role in the overall Bay Program. By establishing functional two-way
communication between the planner and the publics, the public desires can
be effectively identified. The specific objectives of the public participation
program are to:

a. identify the agencies, institutions, organizations, and individuals that
are affected by and interested in the Bay’s resources;
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b. inform the public about the Chesapeake Bay Study Program;

c. obtain the public’s comments, views, and perceptions of problems,
needs, desires, and related impacts with regard to the Bay’s resources and use
priorities and to incorporate their opinions where appropriate;

d. identify future public participation and information activities.
SCOPE

The scope of the Chesapeake Bay Study and the Future Conditions Report
includes the multi-disciplinary fields of engineering and the social, physical,
and biological sciences. The Study is limited by three elements: the
geographic study area, the water and related land resource categories studied,
and the depth of investigations.

In general terms, the Chesapeake Bay Study Area is defined as the Bay
proper, and its tributaries and the adjacent land areas.

More specifically, the Study Area is defined as the cities, counties, and
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA’s) which touch or have a
major influence on the Chesapeake Bay. As shown in Figure 2-1, the Study
Area includes parts of the States of Maryland, Virginia, and New Jersey, the
State of Delaware, and the District of Columbia and encompasses seven
SMSA’s, 36 non-SMSA counties, and five independent cities. The Study
Area, however, is not the same for all the water resource categories examined
in this study. For example, in examining recreation demands the study area
shown in Figure 2-1 had to be expanded in order to develop the projected
visitation from outside the immediate Bay area. Conversely, in considering
shoreline erosion only that area along the Bay and its tributaries that is
subject to tidal action was evaluated. Specific study areas are fully defined in
the individual appendices of both the Existing Conditions Report and the
Future Conditions Report.

The Public Participation and Information Study Area conforms to the Study
Area shown in Figure 2-1. Interest in the Bay and the study program,
though, exists outside of the immediate Bay Region. Examples are research
institutions and environmental groups that are based in other areas. These
entities, when appropriate, were included as relevant publics.

The depth of public participation during the Study program varied with the
type of public. The general public was kept informed of study progress.
Their comments concerning the Study were requested and positive action
was taken wherever appropriate. Direct and functional two-way communica-
tion was established with interested conservation groups, industry, and
political action groups. Appropriate Federal and State agencies actively
participated in the Study through such mechanisms as the Chesapeake Bay
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Study Advisory Group, Steering Committee, and five task groups. Day to
day communication was maintained with all interested Federal, State, and
local governments.

To assure that all elements of the public were included in the Study, those
affected and interested publics and individuals within the Bay Region were
identified and categorized. Identification of public opinions and attitudes
was based on observation, expressed opinions by the publics at meetings, and
through research conducted by other agencies and public groups.

SUPPORTING STUDIES

As mentioned earlier, the first phase of the Water Resources Study was to
inventory the existing conditions of the Bay’s water resources. The
Chesapeake Bay Existing Conditions Report was a product of that phase.
The primary purpose of the report was to provide the many study
participants with a common source of reference upon which to base their
future projections. The base year adopted for that study was 1970.

While it is primarily an interim, working document for study participants,
the Existing Conditions Report contains much information that is con-
sidered to be of interest to others concerned with Chesapeake Bay. Divided
into a summary and four technical appendixes, it presents an overview of
pe~=le and the economy of the Bay Region, a survey of the land surrounding
the Bay, and a description of the Bay itself, the forms of life it supports, and
the physical forces that control its hydrodynamics.

Formal studies concerned with public participation in water resources use in
the Bay Region are few. Some studies have been conducted, but. foi the
most part, they are mainly local. In the forefront of organizations that are
conducting systematic, Bay-wide public participation studies is the Smith-
sonian Institution’s Chesapeake Bay Center for Estuarine Studies. The center
is conducting a continuing program of identifying groups and individuals
that are instrumental in water resources.

Reflecting the need for incorporating the public’s desires into water
resources planning, the Corps of Engineers has conducted a number of pilot
public participation programs. A major effort was conducted during the
Susquehanna River Basin Study. The study’s public participation activities
were conducted with the assistance of the Environmental Simulation
Laboratory of the University of Michigan. The Corps’ Institute of Water
Resources published an account of that project in their IWR Report 70-6,
The Susquehanna Communication—Participation Study, dated December
1970.

Because each study and the public within each study area are unique, the
public participation program from other studies and areas, despite their
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degree of success, could not be automatically adopted for the Chesapeauke
Bay Study. However, some techniques tried and proven in other areas were
found to be suitable for inclusion in the program developed for this study.

STUDY PARTICIPATION AND COORDINATION

The responsibilities for the management of the Bay’s water resources are
shared among a number of Federal agencies, the Bay area states, and the
many local governments within the Study Area. In conducting this study
program, the Baltimore District has coordinated both management and
technical aspects with the involved Federal and State agencies and other
knowledgeable institutions. This section briefly describes the formal coordi-
nation mechanism that was established.

The magnitude of the Chesapeake Bay Study, the large number of
participants, and the complexity of problems to be considered required an
elaborate study organization. Playing key roles in the Study have been the
Chesapeake Bay Study Advisory Group, the Steering Committee, and five
task groups, which include the Economic Projections Task Group; Water
Quality and Supply, Waste Treatment, Noxious Weeds Task Group; Flood
Control, Navigation, Erosion, Fisheries Task Group; Recreation Task Group;
and Fish and Wildlife Coordination Group. The Advisory Group is composed
of representatives from 11 Federal agencies and the four Bay Area states of
Delaware, Maryland, Pennsylvania, and Virginia, and the District of
Columbia. The Advisory Group continually reviews and comments on work
of others in an attempt to keep the efforts of study participants in harmony
and phase. In addition, the Advisory Group counsels the Baltimore District
Engineer on study policy and management.

The Steering Committee is a technically-oriented group composed of water
resource experts from various Federal and State agencies and research
institutions. This committee reviews study progress to insure compatibility
and advises the District Engineer on technical and scientific matters.

Each task group performs and reviews studies in related resource categories.
The task groups are composed of representatives from those Federal and
State agencies with responsibility and competence in fields related to the
task group. This mechanism allows the assignment of resource studies to the
institutions with the most expertise while maintaining review through the
Advisory Group and Steering Committee—by all interested parties. A more
detailed discussion of the study organization may be found in Appendix
I -Study Organization, Coordination, and History.

Coordination was also maintained with the governmental agencies not
represented on the Advisory Group, Steering Committee, or task groups
through the public participation and information activities, which are
discussed in Chapter III of this appendix. Like the other appendixes of the
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« Future Conditions Report, this appendix has been reviewed by and
| incorporates the comments of the Advisory Group and Steering Committee
! members.
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CHAPTER 1I
DEFINING THE PUBLIC

Chesapeake Bay is more than just 4,400 square miles of water surface. It is a
major component in a highly intricate structure of water, land, and human
resources. In 1970, there were almost 8 million people living in the
Chesapeake Bay Region. This represented 3.9 percent of the Nation’s people.
As might be expected, this large number of inhabitants is extremely diverse
in terms of their life styles, economic status, views, and perceptions. It is this
human diversity combined with the Region’s geographic complexity and
large size which makes an understanding of the Bay’s land and water
resources, its people, and its problems most difficult.

In this chapter, the Bay Region will be briefly discussed in terms of its
diverse physical characteristics, its multitude of resources, and the socio-
economic characterisitics of its people. In addition, and most importantly,
the Region’s many people, who constitute the users of the Bay, will be
carefully analyzed with respect to who they are and what they do. This
process of “‘defining the public” serves as a first step in involving the public
in the planning process.

THE CHESAPEAKE BAY REGION

Chesapeake Bay, the largest estuary in the United States, stretches
approximately 200 miles from an area near the mouth of the Susquehanna
River to the Atlantic Ocean. In the northern end, the Bay is connected to
the Delaware Bay by the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal. The Bay’s width
varies from about 35 miles near the mouth of the Potomac River to
approximately 4 miles near the Chesapeake Bay Bridge. While its deepest
part is 175 feet, the Bay is primarily a shallow water body with over
two-thirds of it less than 18 feet deep.

The Bay’s drainage basin totals 64,170 square miles and reaches from New
York State in the north, West Virginia in the west, and North Carolina in the
south. Freshwater flows into the Bay from five major tributaries and
numerous minor ones. The Susquehanna River, the Bay’s largest tributary,
contributes approximately half of the Bay’s freshwater inflow. The four
other major tributaries are the Potomac, the James, the Rappahannock, and
the York Rivers.

Mixing in the Bay occurs between the freshwater from the tributaries and
the saltwater from the ocean. Generally, the Bay is fresh in the northern
section, a transition zone of brackish water in the middle, and saline in the
lower Bay. The mixing of the freshwater with the saltwater results in wide
variations in salinity which provide an extremely rich biological environ-
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ment. Species that require different salinity conditions can live within the
same estuarine system. Some species, in fact, can exist only in an estuary
since they spend part of their life in an area of high salinity and another part
in an area of low salinity or freshwater.

RESOURCES AND PROBLEMS 4

Many water and related land resources are associated with Chesapeake Bay.
Man makes use of these resources, which frequently result in conflicts. Some
problems, however, occur naturally, such as hurricane flooding. This section
briefly describes some of the major resources and problems of Chesapeake
Bay. The other appendices of this Future Conditions Report describe them
in depth.

The Chesapeake Bay Study Area is a region made up of diverse land use
activities. The large urban centers located along the Fall Line of the Bay
Region’s western shore and in the Hampton Roads area have developed into
dense nucleations of residential, commercial, industrial, and institutional
activities. While large segments of the Study Area are intensively developed,
the overwhelming portion is devoted to rural uses. Presently, there are
millions of acres of land within the Region in productive agricultural use or
in commerical forest. The Estuary Area also contains some of the most
valuable archeological and historic resources and natural environmental areas j
in the Nation. These latter areas, which provide a home for many species of
wildlife, include wetlands, saltwater and freshwater marshes, swamp forests,
bogs, and scenic rivers.

Adequate supplies of good quality water are a prerequisite to sustain life, the
economy, and the social well-being of the people. Primary sources of water
in the Bay Region are surface water and ground water. Over 900 million
gallons per day (mgd) are provided by public (municipal) water supply
systems, of which 80 percent comes from streams, lakes, and reservoirs and
20 percent from ground water. Industry uses approximately 1,500 mgd, in
addition to that supplied by public supply systems. Most of this is drawn
from the Bay and its tributaries and ground water. The third major use of
water (approximately 100 mgd) is for agricultural purposes, to include
domestic use, livestock, and irrigation.

Associated with water supply is water quality —the water must be suitable for
the use it is intended. Water for human consumption, for example, has to be ’
of a better quality than water for irrigation purposes. Water quality is
relative; it depends on the typc and concentration of pollutants. Some of the
major water quality parameters are bacteria, dissolved oxygen, nutrients,
F‘ heavy metals, acidity, and chemicals. The U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) has established guidelines that set limits for accepted
concentrations of water quality parameters. The states, following EPA’s
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guidelines, set forth their own standards. At present, the quality of the Bay’s
water is generally good. There are serious localized problems, however, in
some of the Bay’s tributaries near urbanized and industrialized areas.

Chesapeake Bay also provides much water-oriented and water-enhanced
recreational opportunities. Each year, millions flock to the Bay to sail, boat,
picnic, and camp. In addition to providing leisure time activities, recreation
is a major industry. The Region as a whole has adequate supplies for
swimming and camping, but there is a lack of adequate numbers of picnic
tables and boat launching facilities. The supplies and demands vary widely
within the Region, though, with the urban areas generally showing the most
significant shortages of facilities.

The Bay as a navigational artery plays a significant role in the Bay Region’s
economy. Ocean-spanning ships from the Bay’s ports carry commerce to all
points of the world. The two major seaports in the Bay Region are Baltimore
and the Hampton Roads Complex, which includes Newport News, Hampton,
Norfolk, and Portsmouth. In 1970, the Hampton Roads Complex was
ranked fourth largest port in the Nation and Baltimore was ranked sixth,
based on total tonnage passing through the ports. In order to sustain the
Bay’s navigational capacity, maintenance dredging of navigation channels
must be performed and port facilities must be built. However, this presents a
classic conflict. Dredging, the relocation of the dredged material, and port
construction activities can have complex ecological and hydrologic implica-
tions. Careful planning is required, therefore, to insure that the benefits of
navigational activities are not offset by costs to the ecosystem.

One of the natural phenomena that can cause devastating property damage
and even loss of life is hurricane flooding. Hurricanes and other types of
storms are a recurring threat to the Bay Region; over 100 storms have been
recorded that have caused serious damage. The latest major storm was
Tropical Storm Agnes. Over $43 million in damages or recovery costs in the
Bay Region alone were attributed to the 1972 storm. With the technology
currently available, hurricanes cannot be prevented, but there are measures
that can be taken to mitigate their effects, such as flood walls, flood plain
regulations, flood proofing, and early warning systems.

Another problem facing the Bay is erosion. While it is a natural process, the
rate of erosion is often accelerated by man’s activities. Erosion is a twofold
problem. First, many acres of valuable shore areas are lost through erosion.
Second, the suspended sediment, a product of erosion, can pollute water
supply sources, hinder waterborne recreation, and injure aquatic life. The
deposition of the sediments can fill in navigation channels and wetlands. On
the average, 450 acres of shoreline areas are eroded away each year. In many
local areas erosion is a severe problem. In Maryland, the Eastern Shore
counties of Dorchester, Somerset, and Talbot suffer the greatest losses. In
Virginia, the Eastern Shore’s Accomack County has the most severe erosion

Appendix 2z
11




loss, followed by Northumberland County at the mouth of the Potomac
River.

Because of the variations in salinity levels, the Chesapeake Estuary supports

an abundant and wide variety of fish life. Bay finfish, for the most part,

reproduce in the freshwater and low saline waters of the Upper Bay and the -
Tributaries. On the other hand, the famous Chesapeake Bay blue crab

reproduces in the saltier waters of the Lower Bay. Besides being a favored

recreational activity, fishing is a major industry. In recent years, the

commercial harvests of shellfish and finfish have totaled approximately 388

million pounds valued at nearly $33 million.

Chesapeake Bay also plays a vital role in the generation of electricity. Water
is drawn from the Bay and its tributaries for use as a coolant in both
fossil-fueled and nuclear power plants. The effects of discharging this heated
water back into the Bay are not fully understood.

Another problem deals with noxious weeds, aquatic plants that interfere by
crowding out desirable plant life or interfere with man’s use of the Bay.
While not a current Bay-wide problem, noxious weeds do cause problems in
some localized areas.

THE PEOPLE

This section gives a gross demographic profile of the Bay Region. The social
characterisitcs are described first, followed by the economic characteristics.
Additional information is presented in “Appendix A: The People and the
Economy,” Chesapeake Bay Existing Conditions Report, and “Appendix 3:
Economic and Social Profile” of this Future Conditions Report.

SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS

In 1970, there were 7,872,000 persons living in the Bay Region. Population
growth in the Bay Region for the past few decades has been rapid. Between
1940 and 1970, the population increased almost 112 percent, compared to a
national growth rate of almost 54 percent. Much of the growth was due to
in-migration from other parts of the country. Based on figures provided by
the Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce, the
population of the Bay Region is projected to increase from 7.9 million to
16.3 million by the year 2020, a gain of about 106 percent. (This projection
is based on the 1972 Series C OBERS projections prepared for the Water
Resources Council by the U.S. Department of Commerce and U.S.
Department of Agriculture for use in all water resource planning docu-
ments.)

Distribution of the Bay’s population varies from high-density, urban areas to
low-density, rural areas, as shown in Figure 2-2. Urbanized areas with over
1,000 people per square mile include the Baltimore Metropolitan Area, the
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Washington Metropolitan Area, the Richmond Metropolitan Area, and the
Norfolk-Hampton Roads Complex. These densely populated centers are
contrasted with many counties that have less than 50 people per square mile.
In regards to age, the Bay Region’s population is younger than the Nation’s.
Comparative figures are given in Table 2-1.

The Bay Region has a higher proportion of high school graduates than the
Nation. For males 25 years old and over, 53.8 percent in the Bay Region
possess at least a high school eduction, compared to a national percentage of
53.0 percent. However, within the Bay Region there is considerable
variation. Median school years completed, on a county basis, range from 7.5
years in Southampton County, Virginia, to 15.0 years in Montgomery
County, Maryland.

ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS

The families of the Bay Region enjoy a higher income than the national
average. A comparison of the counties within the Region shows significant
income differences between subdivisions. Median family income in 1969 in
Montgomery County, Maryland, was $16,710 while in Northampton
County, Virginia, it was $4,778. Generally, the high incomes are earned
mainly in and near the urban centers. The high economic viability of the Bay
Region is also shown in the percentage of unemployed workers. In 1970, the
Bay Region had an unemployment rate of 3.2 percent, compared to the
national percentage of 4.3.

The percentage of Bay Region workers that are employed in various
economic activities is shown in Figure 2-3. Bay Region figures are also
compared with national figures. The major Bay Region employers are the
Service Sector, Wholesale and Retail Trade Sector, the Manufacturing Sector
and the Public Adminisiration Sector. Compared with the national percent-
age, the Bay Region has a significantly smaller proportion of workers in the
manufacturing and significantly larger proportions in public administration
and the armed forces.

TABLE 2-1
AGE DISTRIBUTION
% Younger % % Older
than 18 18-64 than 64
Chesapeake Bay Region 35.1 57.6 7/
United States 343 55.8 9.9

Source: U.S. Census of Population: 1970, General Population
Characteristics
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EMPLOYMENT BY ECONOMIC SECTORS, STUDY AREA
AND UNITED STATES, 1970 (PERCENT)
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Figure 2-3: Employment by Economic Sectors, Study Area, and United
States, 1970

THE STUDY PUBLICS — THE USERS

In effect, everyone living in the Bay Region is a user of the Bay’s water and
related land resources. Some of the inhabitants are direct users and may be
very sensitive to or aware of any change in the resource, while others are not
cognizant of the sometimes subtle role that Chesapeake Bay plays in their
lives.

An Eastern Shore waterman who depends on his catch of finfish and
shellfish to support his family; a doctor who enjoys sailing on the Bay during
summer weekends; a tugboat operator in the busy Port of Baltimore; a
marine biologist at one of the several Bay research institutions: and a
shorefront property owner who has observed the erosion of his property
may all be classified as Bay users who have a more direct relationship to the
Bay. These so called direct users, who often depend directly on the Bay for
their livelihood, are generally more aware of Bay related developments and
are quick to question those actions that may appear to threaten their

interests.
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At the other end of the spectrum are those individuals who are completely
unaware of their relationship to the Bay and its resources. Many individuals
who live far from the Bay’s shores contribute wastes to tributaries that
eventually enter the Bay. These same individuals may depend on electric
power that was generated at a power plant that used Bay waters for cooling
or they may use products or materials that were shipped over the Bay’s
waterways. In contrast to the more direct users, the above individuals are
generally not aware of Bay related developments that could eventually have
a marked effect on their lives.

Between the two extremes mentioned above are millions of Bay area
residents who depend on the Bay in varying degrees and upon whom the
future of the Bay, in effect, rests. The desires and interests of these
individuals will eventually help shape a program for the Bay’s resources.
Avenues through which these individuals may express themselves range from
day-to-day conversations to testimony before legislative bodies. Another
important way for citizens to express their concerns is through publicly
elected officials. Such officials are elected at the Federal, State, and local
levels and include United States Senators and Representatives, State
governors, senators and delegates, and local individuals including mayors,
county executives, and county and city council members.

No attempt will be made here to identify every category of Bay resident or
user and his desires regarding what the future of the Bay should be; rather,
this section describes only the major groupings of interested users, including
the general public. The large number of interested or affected conservation
groups, industries, businesses, political action groups, and Federal, State, and
local governments precludes a complete listing and discussion of all of them;
wherever possible, however, information is provided on the more important
groups so that, if the reader desires, he may find out more about them.

THE GENERAL PUBLIC

The Chesapeake Bay Region’s population is almost as diverse in terms of
lifestyles and backgrounds as the variety of fish and wildlife that inhabit the
Bay’s water and land areas. One of the most distinct and colorful lifestyles
present in this Region is that of the waterman. All along the Bay’s shores are
found time weathered skipjacks and trawlers owned and used by the
thousands of watermen of the Region. These people, who make their living
primarily from the fruitful waters of both the Bay and its tributaries,
frequently harvest crabs in the summer, oysters in the winter. Throughout
the year, they may also dredge for clams or fish for some of the
commercially valuable species found in the Bay’s waters. Most of these sea
harvests are shipped to the Region’s population centers where they are
enjoyed by many as the “bounty of the Chesapeake.’”’ During the off season,
these watermen may also choose to freight odd cargoes or guide hunters who
flock to the Bay’s shores in search of ducks, geese, and other game.
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The waterman’s life is a difficult existence but one which offers certain
rewards to those who, in many instances, have known no other life. It
provides a certain independence which few would give up. Wives of
watermen keep house, raise children, and frequently work in one of the
many seafood processing houses or canneries found in Maryland and
Virginia. Sons of watermen often follow in their fathers’ footsteps while
daughters become watermen’s wives. And so the cycle continues as it has
done since the first English settlers reached the shores of Chesapeake Bay.

The rural way of life appeals to many others within the Bay Region besides
the waterman. For example, during the post World War Il years, waves of
urban immigrants have been advancing upon the Eastern Shore, southern
Maryland, and certain areas of tidewater Virginia seeking quiet havens and
solitude away from the bustle of city life. Many of these people have retired
to such tranquil areas to spend the autumn of their lives boating, fishing, and
enjoying life. Others have chosen to move to the “Shore” and commute
sometimes great distances to their place of employment, thereby allowing
their families to enjoy a life in the country.

Aware of the migration of the urban dweller to rural areas are the hundreds
of thousands of farmers within the Region. Much farmland has been
converted to residential or commerical uses, although farmland still
predominates in substantially large areas of the Bay Region. Farming, which
provides a significant contribution to the Region’s economy, has been an
important activity in the Chesapeake Bay Region for as long as oystering or
fishing. And the farmer is as dedicated to his land as the waterman is to the
Bay. Often, his love of the good earth is first and foremost even though
financial rewards may be modest and the work long and hard.

Of the Estuary Area’s diverse regions, southern Maryland and Virginia cling
most closely to the ~onservative traditions and soft accents of the South.
The people in this part of the Bay Region take great pride in these traditions
and in their history, too. Here, English colonists established Maryland’s first
capitol at St. Mary’s City in 1634. Today, not far from that city, at Piney
Point, one finds a maze of boat masts symbolizing the Region’s traditionally
close ties to the Bay. Southern Maryland and much of tidewater Virginia
remain peaceful, slow-paced areas where elegance can still be found in many
of the fine old manor houses built centuries ago and still maintained. Here is
an area where tobacco, once considered gold, still constitutes one of the
Region’s most valuable cash crops. Small cites, established during the
Colonial Era, such as Williamsburg and Annapolis, still provide evidence of
the lifestyles which existed centuries ago along the shores of the Bay. Many
of the old houses and shops have been bought and restored by individuals
possessing a historic awareness. Others have been maintained by descendants
of the original builders. Today, these people are proud of the rich heritage
which has been passed down and, through much effort and work, have
succeeded in restoring the colonial charm to these historic districts.
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In tidewater Virginia, the few small Indian reservations found along the
Pamunkey and Mattaponi Rivers remind one of the early inhabitants of the
Region. Although the Indian culture which existed when the white man
arrived has largely vanished, a few traditions survive. Today, these people
along with those who are descended from the white settlers speak proudly
of their ancestors. All around them is evidence of the Region’s past glory and
the hope of a bright future. It is the present descendants of those early
Virginians and Marylanders who are working to guarantee this bright future.

In Maryland and Virginia, the urban dweller plays a vital role in the economy
of both the Region and the Nation. Accounting for over 80 percent of the
Region’s population in 1970, most of the urban population is found in the
Estuary Area’s nine largest cities which include Baltimore, Washington, D.C.,
Wilmington, Richmond, Petersburg, Norfolk, Portsmouth, Hampton, and
Newport News. Each of these cities is made up of a great diversity of
peoples. Here is found the vast majority of the Region’s blue collar
workers—longshoremen, ship and tugboat crewmen and others who work in
the busy ports at Hampton Roads and Baltimore; steelworkers like those at
Bethlehem Steel’s Sparrows Point plant in Baltimore; iron and metal refinery
employees; tobacco processing workers such as those in Richmond and
Petersburg; and a variety of other manufacturing workers and tradesmen.

It is in many of the blue collar neighborhoods of the large, older cities that
ethnic character has remained in tact. Thus, in the long established sections
of cities like Baltimore, the dialects, customs, skills, and traditions of Italy,
Ireland, Africa, Germany, Poland, Greece, Lithuania, Czechoslovakia, and
many others are celebrated with lasting enthusiasm. Weekend festivals are
held in the summer to celebrate with proud distinction the customs and
foods of over two dozen ethnic groups. Other cities of the Estuary Area
display ethnic diversity as well—helping to add to the cultural richness of the
Region.

Also adding to the variety in make-up of the Bay Region’s cities are the
many other elements of the population: white collar (office) workers;
doctors, lawyers, and other professionals; shopkeepers and restaurateurs;
college students; politicians; old people and young people; families and
singles.

Some cities, such as Washington, D.C., and those in the Hampton Roads area
have a large military establishment stationed at bases within or adjacent to
their borders. The Chesapeake Bay Region, in fact, has a substantially higher
percentage of armed forces than the United States as a whole due to two
factors. First, the presence of the Capitol in Washington, D.C. has
traditionally required a large number of forces for defense. Secondly, the
Bay and its tributaries provide well-protected, deep-water harbors suitable
for naval bases and related naval operations.

Beyond the densely populated centers of the Chesapeake Bay Region lie the
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suburbs—areas immediately adjacent to the city proper where populations
become more and more sparse toward the periphery. Here is where an
increasing number of urban dwellers are moving to take advantage of more
open space and generally less congestion. Mostly of middle income, these
“suburbanites” have a culture all of their own. Many share a love for
gardening and maintaining well manicured lawns and shrubs. Others consider
the suburbs as a place where they can play football in a nearby field or coach
the neighborhood little league baseball team. Many suburbanites enjoy being
accessible to tennis courts and golf courses where they can join friends each
week for a couple of sets of tennis or rounds of golf. Still others within the
Bay Region consider spring and summer in the suburbs as a perfect setting to
have neighbors over for a crab feast or cookout on the back lawn.

Aside from a place to live, the suburbs provide employment for increasingly
large percentages of suburbanites. At this time, however, the city remains the
primary employment center. Thus, living, shopping, and recreating in the
fringe areas, while commuting into the city to work, the ‘“typical”
suburbanite has established a lifestyle which indeed sets him apart from the
city dweller.

Lifestyles differ dramatically within the suburbs, too. The suburbs are not
only bedroom communities made up of white collar workers who commute
to their offices in the city, blue collar workers to their factories, and
merchants to their shops. Other smaller, diverse groups exist as well. One of
the most colorful and unique groups is that of the upper middle and upper
income. Frequently, members of this small, elite group own large horse
farms or estates in valleys adjacent to the cities. Here, fence-jumping
equestrians compete with fellow riders from neighboring valleys in “timber
races’’ held each spring. This is the “hunt set” that rides their geldings several
times each week across field and woodland—together with their hounds in
pursuit of the elusive fox. Such traditions as these have endured for centuries
and indications are that they will continue.

All of these people and many more too numerous to mention belong to the
Chesapeake Bay Region. Together, these eight million people comprise the
“general public.” Each, in some way, is affected by the Bay and its
tributaries. It is their views and their needs which must be recognized and
defined in order to provide for the proper management of the Chesapeake
Bay’s water and related land resources.

ORGANIZATIONS

Americans are organization-minded. They are quick to form groups in order
to accomplish their goals. Some groups are temporary—formed in response
to a specific issue and then disbanded when that issue is in some way
resolved. Others are more lasting—formed as a fraternal organization such as
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the Masons and Elks, or to provide a service to the community such as the
Kiwanis or Rotary. Due to the sheer size of the Estaury Area, there are a
great number and variety of organizations in existence in the Chesapeake
Bay Region. They include labor organizations such as the Teamsters;
associations like the Jaycees or the Veterans of Foreign Wars; youth groups
such as the Boy Scouts of America and the Camp Fire Girls; Community
improvement associations and related civic groups; professional organizations
like engineering societies; political groups such as democratic clubs; business
and trade associations such as chambers of commerce; environmental and
conservation oriented groups like the Chesapeake Bay Foundation or the
Sierra Club. Each organization has a membership which is bound together
with a particular purpose or goal in mind. This may be to have fun and share
common interests, improve commerce and trade in the Region, or save an
endangered river or wildlife species.

The number of groups which are specifically interested in water resources
planning is also quite large. Approximately 300 citizens groups or organiza-
tions have been identified as having an interest in or are affected by
Chesapeake Bay. Like other associations, these groups vary in a number of
ways to include geographical location, number of members, and specific
interest. Some of these organizations are primarily interested in specific
issues such as keeping the Potomac River clean. Others are interested in the
full range of water resource issues affecting the Chesapeake Bay.

Due to the proliferation of citizens groups, many of which experience
duplication of effort or have overlapping goals, coordinating bodies or
umbrella groups such as the Citizen’s Program for the Chesapeake Bay,
Incorporated (CPCB) have been established. The CPCB is a non-profit
organization incorporated in 1973 and composed of representatives from
Bay-related groups, business, and industry. Its primary interest is in Bay-wide
planning for Chesapeake Bay.

Members of the business community and those from industry belong to
many of the associations and organizations found in the Bay Region. A
number of these organizations, such as business and trade associations and
labor groups, have as one of their chief goals the economic growth and
development of the Region. In this respect, business and industry are well
represented since their interests are generally of an economic nature also. It
is this mutual “economic interest” together with the fact that many
businesses and industries are users of the Bay’s water resources which
provide a common bond and make them a type of “‘organization” in their
own right. As such, it is an important “group” to be considered in defining
the public when planning for management of the Chesapeake Bay’s water
and land resources.

Within this “organization” of businesses and industries are many subgroups;
that is, business firms which have specific interests in common with certain
other firms of similar nature or in the same geographic locality. For example,
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port-related industries are naturally concerned with both increasing eco-
nomic development in the Region and in improving port facilities. Utility
companies, on the other hand, may be interested in using the Bay’s waters
for cooling purposes, but they are also concerned with economic develop-
ment as well. Thus, while a common interest prevails among all industries
and businesses, certain sub-groups or ‘“‘sub-organizations” have their own
specific goals and interests.

THE RESEARCH COMMUNITY

A large number of people within the Chesapeake Bay Region have chosen to
devote their full time and energy to studying Chesapeake Bay and its
water-related land resources. These people are members of the Region’s
research community, which includes academic institutions, non-profit
foundations and private companies. A list of the universities involved in
research on the Bay is included in Table 2-2.

This section identifies sources of information that can be used to compile a
complete list of research organizations studying Chesapeake Bay.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION TO BE USED IN COMPILING LISTS
OF ORGANIZATIONS INVOLVED IN RESEARCH ON THE BAY

As part of the Existing Conditions Report, the Chesapeake Research
Consortium, Inc., which is composed of the Smithsonian Institution, the
University of Maryland, the Johns Hopkins University, and the Virginia
Institute of Marine Science, compiled lists of on-going research projects
and universities and scientists conducting Bay research or otherwise
interested in Chesapeake Bay. Several of these studies were partially
reprinted in the Existing Conditions Report and are described briefly
below.

a. A Cross-Referenced Index to Current (1971-1972) Biological and
Biology Related Research on Chesapeake Bay, by Sonya M. Cohen and
Andrew J. McErlean (NRI Reference No. 72-73, VIMS Contribution No.
448, SI-CBCES Reference No. 2).

This index summarizes, identifies, and cross-references biological and
biology related research. The sources were limited to RANN-supported
research at the University of Maryland, the Virginia Institute of Marine
Science, and the Smithsonian Institution. (RANN stands for Research
Applied to National Needs.) An addendum of the same title and by the
same authors was written to expand this report. The addendum includes
the research programs of more institutions and a description of each
research effort.
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TABLE 2-2
UNIVERSITIES INVOLVED IN RESEARCH ON CHESAPEAKE BAY .

DELAWARE
University of Delaware (Newark and Lewes)
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

American University

Catholic Unuversity

George Washington University School of Medicine
Georgetown University

Georgetown University School of Medicine

MARYLAND

Anne Arundel Community College (Arnold)

Charles County Community College (La Plata)
Chesapeake College (Wye Mills)

Chesapeake Research Consortium (Baltimore)

Goucher College (Towson)

Hood College (Frederick)

The Johns Hopkins University (Baltimore, Silver Spring)
Kirkland Hall College (Easton)

Naval Academy (Annapolis)

St. Mary’s College (St. Mary’s City)

University of Maryland (College Park)

University of Maryland, Baltimore County (Catonsville)
University of Maryland, Eastern Shore (Princess Anne)
University of Maryland, Baltimore Campus (Baltimore)

VIRGINIA

Christopher Newport College (Newport News)

College of William and Mary (Williamsburg)
Longwood College (Farmville)

Old Dominion University (Norfolk)

Richard Bland College (Petersburg)

Roanoke College (Salem)

Thomas Nelson Community College (Hampton Roads)
University of Richmond (Richmond)

University of Virginia (Charlottesville)

Virginia Institute of Marine Science (Gloucester Point)
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University (Blacksburg)
Virginia State College (Petersburg)

Source: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Chesapeake Bay Existing Conditions
Report. Appendix C, Chapter VII: Biota.
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b. Scientific Personnel Resource Inventory: List and Index to
Research Scientists Involved with the Estuarine Environment, Especially
Chesapeake Bay, by Dr. Cathy Kerby and Andy McErlean (NRI Refer-
ence No. 72-83, VIMS Contribution).

This index has not been published and had a limited distribution
because it was dated within a short time after it was completed. It lists
over 600 individuals that were actively involved in Bay-related research
and provides a cross-reference index as to each individual’s field of
interest. The list was compiled from questionnaires sent to 1,200
members of associates of the Chesapeake Research Consortium, the
Atlantic Research Society, the New England Research Society, and the
National Shellfish Association.

Other sources which can be used in compiling lists of organizations
involved in research on the Bay are described below.

a. List of Agencies and Institutions Involved in Biological or Biology
Related Research on the Chesapeake Bay, by Dr. Cathy Kerby.

This listing includes Federal agencies, State agencies, universities, and
private and industrial groups. Addresses are provided. As with the other
lists, this one may be somewhat outdated but is, nevertheless, a guide to
those research institutions working on the Bay.

b. Directory of Science Resources for Maryland, Maryland Depart-
ment of Economic and Community Development.

This is an excellent source of information on research institutions in
Maryland which is updated periodically. Included are Maryland agencies,

Federal agencies, universities, 4-year and 2-year colleges, other educa-

tional programs, public vocational-technical programs, public libraries, s
professional organizations, and information sources.

c. Science, Engineering, Research, and Development Directory,
Region 11I, Small Business Administration.

This directory lists private firms in Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia,
Maryland, and the District of Columbia that are concerned with
research. The directory is updated periodically.

d. Chesapeake Bay Institutions, Interagency Committee on Marine
Sciences and Engineering (ICMSE) of the Federal Council for Science
and Technology.

This is a recently published (July, 1976) survey of all institutions
concerned with the water and related resources in the Chesapeake Bay
Basin. A listing and description is provided for Federal agencies and
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committees, interstate agencies and commissions, state agencies (Mary-
land and Virginia), and universities.

e. A Chesapeake Bay Review: Research and Responsibilities (Vol-
ume I and II), Mitre Corporation.

This report was prepared in September, 1976 for the Environmental
Protection Agency’s Chesapeake Bay Program. It is comprehensive in the
sense that Volume I includes a listing and description of Federal, State,
and regional agencies, academic institutions, and interstate and river
basin commissions involved in research on the Bay. Also included is a
description of major research activities, studies, monitoring activities, and
cooperative relationships which pertain to the water quality of Chesa-
peake Bay. Volume II is a directory of academic researchers, admin-
istrators, institutions, agencies, and other organizations that play an
active role in regulating, monitoring, or studying the water quality of
the Bay or which exhibit an interest in the quality of the Bay.

f. Chesapeake Bay Exisiing Conditions Report and Future Condi-
tions Report, Baltimore District Corps of Engineers.

The research community has played an active and meaningful role in the
Chesapeake Bay Study Program. Their activities and their study findings
are incorporated into both the Existing Conditions Report and the
Future Conditions Report.

THE STUDY PUBLICS — STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Water resources management is not the exclusive domain of the Federal
Government. State and local governments also play a vital role. Such
governments have their own management authorities, review and com-
ment on Federal projects, and are an invaluable source of information
due to their detailed knowledge of the areas within their jurisdiction.

This section identifies those state agencies within Maryland, Virginia,
Pennsylvania, and Delaware and the District of Columbia with primary
or direct interest in water resources management. The States usually
have one executive level department which is responsible for natural
resources. There are, however, additional state agencies and commissions
in charge of certain aspects of water resources management. For
example, each State plus the District of Columbia has set up State and
Areawide Clearinghouses to serve two purposes. First, to identify the
relationship of any Federal project to statewide or areawide compre-
hensive plans and, second, to identify the relationship of any Federal
project to the plans or programs of particular State agencies or indi-
vidual local governments. State clearinghouses are designated by the
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governor. Areawide clearinghouses are generally substate in scale. Both
are comprehensive planning agencies. The clearinghouse concept was
established by the Federal Office of Management and Budget to serve as
an early warning system to facilitate coordination of State, regional, and
local planning and development activities that are assisted under various
Federal programs. Coordination is sought through review of applications
for Federal assistance by or through these State and areawide clearing-
houses. Since their establishment in the late sixties, clearinghouses have
had a significant role in matters affecting both water resources and
water-related land resources. Table 2-3 lists each State agency which
administrates the State Clearinghouse.

General information will be provided here on all those state agencies
involved in water resource planning. A more detailed analysis of the
Maryland and Virginia State agencies is provided in Attachment B of
this appendix. (Only Maryland and Virginia will be considered in Attach-
ment B since the Bay proper lies within the borders of those States.
Hence, activities involving the Bay more directly affect Maryland and
Virginia.) For additional information on any State organization, it is
suggested that the individual agency be contacted.

DELAWARE

While Delaware itself does not border Chesapeake Bay, it does have
direct links to the Bay. Over one-half of Delaware’s Sussex County and
parts of New Castle and Kent Counties drain into Chesapeake Bay. The
C & D Canal transects the northern part of the State, creating an
important economic link between the Bay and Delaware.

TABLE 2-3
STATE CLEARINGHOUSES WITHIN THE CHESAPEAKE BAY REGION
STATE STATE CLEARINGHOUSE OFFICE
Delaware State Planning Office
District of Columbia Office of Budget and Management Systems,
Executive Office of the Mayor
Maryland Department of State Planning
Pennsylvania Budget Office
Virginia Department of Intergovernmental Affairs
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The primary state unit with responsibilities for water resources is the
Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control. The Depart-
ment’s subdivisions include the Division of Fish and Wildlife, Division of
Parks and Recreation, Division of Soil and Water Conservation, and Division
of Environmental Control. The Water Resources Section of the Environ-
mental Control Division focuses on three mission areas: water supply,
planning, and water pollution control. The Fish and Wildlife Division is
responsible for the protection of all fish and wildlife resources within the
State, including the protection of wetlands and other wildlife habitat areas.
The main concerns of the Soil and Water Conservation Division are land
erosion, agricultural irrigation drainage, and beach erosion.

Other water resource-related State units include certain subdivisions of
the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Community
Affairs and Economic Development. Directly under the Governor is the
Office of State Planning. This office provides leadership, assistance, and
coordination of planning efforts between functional agencies, geographic
areas, and levels of government. Several State councils are also involved
in water resource planning or some related activity and include the
Environmental Appeals Board, the Environmental Control Advisory
Council, the Fish and Wildlife Advisory Council, the Forestry Advisory
Council, the Governor’s Council on Natural Resources and Environ-
mental Control, and the Soil and Water Advisory Council.

Direct coordination with Delaware on the Bay Study was through the
Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control’s participa-
tion on the Study’s Advisory Group, Steering Committee, and several of
the Study’s task groups.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

The District of Columbia is located on the Potomac River—one of the
major tributaries of the Bay. The District, which has municipal status, is
the ninth largest city of the Nation. Under the U.S. Constitution,
Congress has legislative jurisdiction over the District and the city’s
municipal government. Thus, the city operates under authority delegated
by Congress. The city is headed by an elected mayor and a 13-member
council. An elected, but non-voting delegate represents the District in
the U.S. House of Representatives.

Within the city government, the Department of Environmental Services
has the centralized water resources responsibilities. Its subordinate units
concerned with water resources are the Office of Environmental Plan-
ning and Management, the Engineering and Construction Administration,
the Solid Waste Management Administration, the Water Resources Man-
agement Administration, and the Bureau of Air and Water Pollution
Control.
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The city’s Department of Economic Development is also concerned with
water resource management as it relates to the development of the
District. The Department of Human Resources, through its health ser-
vices responsibilities is also concerned with water resources activities.

The National Capital Planning Commission is the central planning agency
for the Federal Government in the Nation’s Capital. It is an independent
agency of the Federal Government, and it shares responsibility with the
District government for joint publication of the Comprehensive Plan for
the National Capital.

Table 2-4 shows which of the District’s departments and commissions
are represented on the Bay Study’s Advisory Group, Steering Com-
mittee, and five Task Groups.

MARYLAND

In Maryland, the Department of Natural Resources (DNR), formed in
1969, is the main State agency for coordinating and directing compre-
hensive planning in the area of natural resources. The overall authority
and responsibility for research, monitoring, and regulation of most mat-
ters related to water quality and ecology also lies with DNR. The major

TABLE 24
PARTICIPATION BY THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
ON THE CHESAPEAKE BAY STUDY

CHESAPEAKE BAY

STUDY PROGRAM D.C. AGENCY

COORDINATION GROUP REPRESENTED
Advisory Group Department of Environmental Services
Steering Committee Department of Environmental Services
Economic Projections Task National Capital Planning Commission
Group
Water Quality and Supply, Department of Environmental Services
Waste Treatment, Noxious
Weeds Task Group
Flood Control, Navigation, Department of Environmental Services

Erosion, Fisheries Task Group

Recreation Task Group National Capital Planning Commission
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water-resource related agencies of the Department are listed in Table
2-5. In addition, DNR is in close liaison with a number of State boards
and commissions; the water related ones are listed in Table 2-6.

Other Maryland executive departments, agencies, and commissions that

are involved in or affected by water resources management are the

Department of Economic and Community Development, Department of

Agriculture, Department of Transportation, Water Quality Control Com-

mission, Department of State Planning, Department of Health and Men-
,{ tal Hygiene, Public Service Commission, Chesapeake Bay Interagency
| Committee, Maryland Council on the Environment, and the State Soil
i Conservation Committee. Table 2-7 lists those Maryland departments,
agencies, and subdivisions which are represented on the various coordina-
tion groups of the Chesapeake Bay Study Program. Some of these plus
the Department of Natural Resources will be discussed in more detail in
Attachment B of this appendix.

Aside from the State agencies discussed above, there are also regional

planning organizations which are concerned with coordinating with the
appropriate agencies in order to solve some of the pressing problems.

TABLE 2-5
WATER RESOURCE-RELATED AGENCIES OF THE
MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Capital Programs Administration
Fisheries Administration
Wildlife Administration
Park Service
Forest Service
Natural Resources Police Force
Water Resources Administration
Maryland Environmental Service
Energy and Coastal Zone Administration

Maryland Geological Survey

Maryland Environmental Trust
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TABLE 2-6
WATER RESOURCES-RELATED BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS
AFFILIATED WITH THE
MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Coastal Zone Advisory Commission
Commercial Fisheries Advisory Commission
Forest Advisory Commission
Parks Advisory Commission
Sports Fisheries Advisory Commission
Water Resources Advisory Commission
Wildlife Advisory Commission
Program Open Space Apportionment Committee
Scenic Rivers Review Board
*Susquehanna River Basin Commission
*Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin
*Potomac River Basin Advisory Committee
* Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission

*Coastal States Organization

*Interstate Conference on Water Pollution

*Interstate organizations.

Source: Annual Activities Report of the Department of Natural Resources,
1975. -
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At the local level, Maryland is geographically divided into 23 counties
plus the City of Baltimore. Some municipalities within the counties have
been incorporated into towns or cities. Each has local jurisdiction over
the management of their water resources. The Maryland counties and
incorporated cities and towns are listed in Table 2-9.

3 PENNSYLVANIA

While the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania does not border Chesapeake
Bay, it is nevertheless intimately tied to the Bay. The Susquehanna
River Basin (most of which is in Pennsylvania) provides approximately
50 percent of the freshwater inflow for Chesapeake Bay. The Susque-
hanna’s influence was dramatically demonstrated during the June 1972
Tropical Storm Agnes. Due to the heavy rainfall in the Susquehanna
River Basin, the flow from the river into the Bay was 15 times the

TABLE 2-7
PARTICIPATION BY STATE OF MARYLAND
ON BAY STUDY PROGRAM

CHESAPEAKE BAY
STUDY PROGRAM MARYLAND AGENCY
COORDINATION GROUP OF PARTICIPATION
Advisory Group Department of Natural Resources

Steering Committee Department of Natural Resources
Chesapeake Bay Institute
Center for Environmental and

Estuarine Studies

Economic Projections Task
: Group

Department of Economic and Com-
munity Development

g Water Quality and Supply, Waste
i Treatment, Noxious Weeds Task

Department of Natural Resources
Department of Health and Mental

¥
it
-
Y.
5
43
3
9
it

Group

Flood Control, Navigation,
Erosion, Fisheries Task Group

Recreation Task Group

Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Group
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normal June flows. The results of such a hydrologic development are
too lengthy to describe here other than to say that the effects were in
many respects devastating.

The Commonwealth’s primary natural resources management agency is
the Department of Environmental Resources (DER). Within this Depart-
ment is the Susquehanna River Basin Engineer of the Division of Water
Quality who has overall responsibility and authority for the Susque-
hanna. The DER, in cooperation with the U.S. Geological Survey and
the Susquehanna River Basin Commission, monitors the Susquehanna for
such water quality parameters as metals, PCB’s, and pesticides. In addi-
tion, DER establishes and regulates water quality standards, issues per-
mits for construction and operation of water supply and sewerage
systems, provides grants for sewage facilities planning, and conducts
water quality studies. The Pennsylvania Fish Commission and the Insti-

TABLE 2-8
REGIONAL PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS IN MARYLAND
ORGANIZATION MEMBER
Regional Planning Council Baltimore City

Anne Arundel County
Baltimore County
Carroll County
Harford County

Howard County
Delmarva Advisory Council Delmarva Peninsula (including Dela-
ware, Maryland, a<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>