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INTRODUCTION

In order to continue vital dredging, maintaining appropriate navigabie
depths, and preserving the economic health of the Port of Hampion Roads, the
Norfolk District, in response to a 1986 request from the Commonwealth of
Virginia, initiated a study of alternatives for replacing the Craney lIsland
Dredged Material Management Area (CIDMMA) when its filing is complete in
the late 1990's. A draft report of this study and an Executive Summary were
submitted to the Virginia Port Authority in June 1990. They were circulated for
review by the Virginia Port Authority and comments were received from Federal,

state, local, and private interests.

in 1891, the General Assembly of Virginia passed 2 bill precluding any
further expansion of CIDMMA. The Governor signed the bill into law in April
1891. As a result of the state's actions 2 new strategy Is warranted to finalize
this report and resoive the need for long-term dredged material placement in
Hampton Roads. Accordingly, this supplement has been prepared to define the
Outsianding issues that must now be resolved ior the placement of material
dredged by Federal, state, and private interests from the inner harbor of
Hampton Roads.

PURPOSE

The purpose of the supplement is to complete the long-term dredged
material management report for the inner harbor and to identify the impacts on
the Port of Hampton Roads as a result of the action by the Commonweaith of
Virginia and the comments received on the report from Federal, state, Iocal, and
private interests. it will suggest the direction that the Commonwealth may wish
10 consider for the long-term management and placement of material dredged
from Federal, state, and private channels from the inner harbor of Hampton
Reads. This would include (a) the future action required for placement of
material in the ocean, (b) exploration and studies of beneficial uses, (c) the
need to promptly restrict Craney Island Dredged Material Management Area for
the depaosition of only unsuitable material, (d) the consideration to further raise



the height to which dredged material can be placed in the CIDMMA, and finally
(e} education of all concerned on the above important matters.

BACKGROUND

REVIEW OF PAST EVENTS

The fellowing is a brief review of past events pertinent 1o authorization
and preparation of the long-term dredged material management study and
report.

In its review of the district and division recommendations for deepening
the harbor to 55 feet, the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors in its report
dated 21 January 1981 concluded that while it appeared that ocean placement
was more expensive, the Board believed that it was the environmental
approach to take (ior deepening the harbor channels to 55 feet). Furthermore,
the existing Craney Island Dredged Material Management Area was to be
utilized for dredged material from the deepening project which is not suitable for
ocean placement. ;

The Board further concluded that post authorization planning studies
should be conducted concurrently with the deepening project to identify an
acceptable, economical and environmentally feasible solution for long-term
placement of dredged material. In accordance with the Board's recommendation
and pursuant to the authorization of the Norfolk Harbor and Channels Deepening
Project by the Water Resources Development Act of 1988 (WRDA 86), a long-
term placement study of dredged material from the inner harbor was conducted
and a report and Executive Summary prepared.

Since dredged material placement is 2 non-Federal responsibility, the
study resulted in an information report to assist the Commonwealth of Virginia,
as local sponsor of the Norfolk Harbor Deepening Project, make a decision
conceming long-term dredged material management. The report disclosed two
plans that appeared to be practical and feasible: an expansion of Craney
Isiand, and ocean placement. Whether expansion of Craney Island would have
ultimately been determined to be environmentally acceptable and permittable
would have depended on the outcome of the procedural requirement of the
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National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Clean Water Act (in the case
of an expansion of Craney Island).

STATE BILL TO PRECLUDE EXPANSION OF CRANEY ISLAND

The following is a copy of House Bill No. 1478 as passed by the 1991
session of the Virginia General Assembly and signed by the Governor. The bill
precludes any state agency from expanding Craney Island.

“1. That the Code of Virginia is amended by adding
a section numbered 62.1-132.20 as follows:

§ 62.1-132.20. Craney Island Disposal Area -

A. No agency of the Commonwealth,
including the Virginia Port Authority, shall have the
authority 1o expand the Craney Island Disposal Area
northward or westward or beyond its present
Capacity or 1o cause activities which will result in
such expansion of the Craney Island Dispeosal Area.
In addition, no state funds shall be expended for any
activities which will result in the expansion of Craney
Island northward or westward or beyond its present
capacily as a disposal area for material dredged from
any site, including the Hampton Roads Harbor.

B. The Virginia Port Authority is hereby
Girected., in coordination with other state and federal
agencies, including the United States Army Corps of
Engineers, to locate, establish, and uss occean
disposal areas for ocean-suitable dredge materials
from Hampton Roads Harbor, or some other Suitable. -
site, and fo use the existing Craney Island Disposal
Area for dredge material suitable or unsuitable for
alternate disposal, including ocean disposal, with
priority given to materials dredged from the Southern
Branch of the Elizabeth River.

C. Prior to the disposal of any dredged
material either at an ocean area or on the Craney
Island Disposal Area, after the Craney lIsland
Disposal Area has attained its capacity limit, the
appropriate state agencies shall investigate and
consider the availability of beneficial uses of the
dredged material. The appropriate state agencies
shall consult with state and federal agencies to
ensure the environmental acceptability of any
beneficial use. When such environmentally



acceptable beneficial use is available, the
appropriate state agencies shall pursue such use.

For purposes of this section "Craney Island
Disposal Area™ means that parcel of land lying and
being in the body of water known as Hampion Roads
Harbor, within the City of Portsmouth and adjacent to
the City of Suffolk_"

SUMMARY OF REVIEW COMMENTS

The following interests provided comments on the long-term dredged
material management report. Correspondence containing the comments is
included as attachment 1. It is not considered necessary or warranted 1o address
individual comments as a part of this supplement. Those comments concernad
with the expansion of Craney Island have been precluded by the
Commeonwealth's action 1o restrict an expansion by state law. Those commenis
concerned with the existing Craney Island, ocean placement, beneficial uses of
dredged material, and other related matters will be considered as part of the
overall efiort to develop a future dredged material management strategy for
Hampten Roads.

* U.S. Navy

» U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service

* Virginia Council on the Environment

* Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation

+ Office of the Attorney General

+ Virginia State Water Control Board

* Coliege of Wiliam and Mary, Virginia Institute of Marine Science,
School of Marine Science

« College of William and Mary, Virginia Institute of Marine Science,
Wetlands Program

* Virginia Port Authority

= City of Norfolk

- City of Portsmouth

» Governor Wiider

* Chairman, Craney Island Study Commission



« Executive Commitiee, River Shore Civic League
« President, Hampton Roads Maritime Association
+ Chesapeake Bay Foundation

» Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance Department.
+« Hampton Roads Planning District Commission

Most of the comments did not recommend further expansion of Craney
Island due to concerns relative to loss of habitat, weilands impact, reduction in
the cross-section area of James Hiver, possibie changes in current flow and
water circulation, effect on James River oyster beds, and the impact on adjacent
real estate values. Action by the Virginia General Assembly and local residents
of Portsmouth and Sufiolk cleariy indicates that expansion of Craney Island is
not socizlly acceptabie. Instead, opponents {avor ocean placement of suitable
material and use of the existing Craney Island for unsuitable materizl.
Proponents of an expansicn of Craney Island were generally concerned with
the efficiency of dredging operations and the potential negative impacts on the
viability of the port's economy resulting from higher dredging costs. In addition,
there is support for beneficial use of dredged material when determined to be
feasible and practical.

REMAINING ISSUES

As a result of recent action by the Commonwealth, there is 2 need to
Cevelop an overall strategy for managing dredged material in Hampton Roads
consistent with the Corps national dredging program and recommendations
contained in EPA’s "Evaluation of Dredged Material Proposed for Ocean
Disposal -- Testing Manual” (Green Book). The following paragraphs describe
the issues remaining to be resolved in the placement of dradged material from
Federal channels and from access channels from state, city, and private
interests. These include the potential for (a) raising Craney Isiand dikes, (b)
need to explore beneficial uses for dredged material, and finally, (c) deposition
intc the Atlantic Ocean.



NEED TO CONTINUE INTENSIVE MANAGEMENT OF CRANEY ISLAND

Al present, the Craney Island dikes are at, or near their maximum design
height. The question arises as 1o whether the useful ife of Craney Island can ;
be extended by raising the elevation of the containment area. In this
connection, studies are underway to evaluate the latest technical methods for
dewatering the site in order to shrink (lower) the existing fill height and allow
further raising of levees in the future at Craney Island.

Although studies have indicated that removal of material from Craney
Island is not an economically feasible option, a review of its feasibility may be
warranted depending on changing conditions, technological advances and
amount of suitable and/or unsuitable material 10 be placed into Craney Island
and 10 be removed therefrom.

NEED TO EXPLORE BENEFICIAL USES

As indicated in the information repert, there is a need 1o treat dredged
material as a resource and where possible, use it for beneficial purposes. This
Is a theme that is being emphasized naticnwide throughout the Comps of
Engineers. Secondly, there is opportunity to reduce overall Credging costs by
implementing various cost efiective alternatives which may alsc have beneficial
impacts. Commonweailth of Virginia, through the Virginia Port Authority, has
expressed its strong desire to be an active cost-sharing partner with the Corps
in 2 study of these needs and opportunities. In keeping with the
Commeonwealth's request, the Corps has initiated a study to use dredged -
matenal as a resource. In keeping with the initiatives of the Chesapeake Bay
Agreement, emphasis will be placed on the following:

2. Where needed and feasible, improving sediment substrate for benthic
organisms using dredged material (habitat enhancement for commercial
shellfish and benthos which serve as food for higher organisms),

b. Using suitable dredged material for wetland enhancement, for
shareline erosion control, and for habitat for fiving resources,



C. Investigating sites where dredged material islands/underwater berms
could be created in the lower bay to provide habitat diversity/development for
fish and wildlife resources, and 3

d. Develop pessible mitigation banking alternatives for section 404
permit activities.

Beneficial uses can be very effective in supplementing any long-term dredged
material management strategy for Hampton Roads.

NEED TO DESIGNATE NORFOLK DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT
AREA

The area described as the Noriolk Dredged Materizl Management Area
(formerly the "Norfolk Disposal Site”) is a dredged material placement site
delineated by a circle with a radius of 4 nautical miles in the coastal waters off
the mouth of Chesapeake Bay. The site is located about 17 nautical miles due
east of the Chesapeake Bay mouth and about 45 miles from Craney Island as
shown on attachment 3. It is approximately 50 sguare nautical miles in area.
EPA is in the process of designating the Noriolk Site.

NEED FOR MANAGEMENT OF OCEAN PLACEMENT AND RE STRICTION OF
CRANEY ISLAND

The following are issues which must be resolved in connection with the
placement of dredged material from Hampton Roads Harbor.

a. Development of an ocean placement management policy.

b. Restricting Craney Island for only unsuitable material,

c. Establishment of a public education and/or awareness program.
The following is a brief summary of specific items that must be addressed for

each issue in connection with the implementation of ocean placement and
restriction of Craney Island.



* In 1877, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Corps of;
Engineers published the testing manual titied "Ecological Evaluaiion of
Proposed Discharge of Dredged Material Into Ocean Waters™ (commonly
referred to as the "Green Book” or "testing manual’). This national manual is
used 1o determine the suitability of dredged materials for ocean placement
based upon the biciogical testing requirements of the 1977 Ocean Dumping
Regulations (40 CFR 220-228). In 1990, a revised testing manual was
developed and distributed for comment. EPA and the Corps used the
comments on the 1890 draft manual 1o develop a 1991 revised national testing
manual entitled "Evaluation of Dredged Material Proposed for Ocean Disposal -
Testing Manual." This 1991 manual, dated February 1991, will be gradually
phased in to replace the 1977 manual in its entirety. During this time, EPA
Regions and Corps Districts will jointly develop a2nd agree upon local
implementation agreements/manuals. According to EPA, EPA Region lll and
Corps Districts, Norfolk and Baltimore, must work together to prepare a regional
implementation manual. When the regional implementation manual goes into
effect, some of theﬁmateﬁai within Norfolk Harbor and Channels may have to be
retested to comply with new testing procedures.

* A permit process incorporating an extensive testing procedure to insure
that only suitable material is placed in the ocean must be established. In this
connection, detailed testing of dredged material would be reguired in orderto
determine where the matenal should be placed. There would aiso have to be
some form of certification for testing laborateries to assure that thers is accuracy
and consistency in testing procedures.

* A monitoring plan will have to be developed for ocean placement of
dredged material. The plan would insure proper placement of material to
assure material is actually placed inside the ccean site and not "short dumped”
in Chesapeake Bay to save time and money. It would also provide for the
evaluation of any ecologic and hydrologic effects at the ocean site.



- Cost-sharing policy for Federal Projects for both new work and
maintenance must be determined. Cost sharing is normally based on the least
costly and environmentally acceptable dredged material placement zalie rnatjve,
and the specific provisions outlined in the Water Resources Development Act of
1986 (Public Law 95-662).

ing Cran ngd for nsyitable m

- Since it is essential that a long-term placement area for unsuitable
material be established because the existing management plan for Craney
Island which provides ior the placement of all material, both clean and
unsuitable, has a relatively short life, it should be modified to incorporate only
unsuitable material. This would incorporate ongoing investigations such as the
study by the Waterways Experiment Station to develop a management plan for
only unsuitable material being placed in Craney Island.

- A methodology for setting tolls for Craney Isiand must be considered. If
authority is obtained to adjust tolls to reflect equitability between placement of
suitable and unsuitable material, it will be necessary to estabilish a procedure
for calculating the appropriate values. The procedure will have to reflect

hanging variables and conditions and be revised periodically.

Cstablishment of 2 public education and/or awareness grogram.

- The establishment of an advisory committee consisting of Federal,
state, regional, local, and private interests to insure adequate input for any
actions that may be implemented.

- The establishment of a public education program to insure that all
future actions contemplated for the placement of dredged material are
understood.



CURRENT DISTRICT EFFORTS

Recognizing the need for a long-term dredged material management
strategy, the Norfolk District is already moving forward toward the
accompiishment of several actions. These are briefly summarizes as follows:

+ Norfolk Dredged Material Management Area. The district continues to

support EPA in the designation process. It is anticipated that this site will
receive final designation during 1992,

- Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material. The district in cooperation with

the Virginia Port Authority is conducting a study to evaluate the potential for
using dredged material in a beneficial manner. Emphasis is being given to
enhancing the environment of the lower Chesapeake Bay and reducing overall
dredging costs.

- Baising the levees at Craney Island The districi is currently conducting

studies to evaluate the the latest technical methods for dewatering the site in
order to shrink (lower) the existing fill height and ultimately aliow further raising
of the levees at Craney Island with a view toward extending its useful life,

+ Management Plan for Restricting Cranev Isiand 1o Unsyitable Mzaterial,
The district with assistance from the Waterways Experiment Station is currently
developing a management plan for Craney Island 1o aliow for the possibiiy. of
restricting its use to only material that is unsuitable for ocean placement.

* Norfolk Harbor Advisorvy Committee. The Norfolk District Engineer has
established a Norfolk Harbor Advisory Committee made up of key personnel
from the functional elements within the district. The purpose of this committes is
to identify and address all issues and concerns in connection with the various
facets of the Norfolk Harbor and Channels project and to formulate strategies for
resolving these concerns. Dredged material management is a2 key topic under
consideration by this commitiee.
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COORDINATION

This supplement has been coordinated with the agencies and interest
groups that had previously reviewed the draft information report on Norfolk
Harbor and Channeis, Virginia, Long-Term Dredged Material Management
(Inner Harbor}, dated June 1990. Comments received were generally
comparable 1o those previously made on the draft information report. Copies cf
carrespondence specifically in response to this supplement are contained in
attachment 2.

The review comments focused on the following:

a. Environmental concerns associated with restriction of Craney Island
for only unsuitable material:

b. The need to consider beneficial uses of dredged material (including
removal of material from Craney Island);

c. Cost sharing associated with the ocean placement option:

d. Need to intensively manage Craney Island in order to extend its useful
hife;

e. General environmental concerns with ocean placement of dredged
maternal; and

f. The possible severe financial impact on the Commonwealth of Virginia
as well as private maritime interests resulting from ocean placement of dredged
matenal (due 1o the long distance to the ocean sites).

The Virginia Port Authority, 2s local cost sharing sponsor, generally
concurs with the conclusions and recommendations inciuded in the supplement
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anc agrees that the supplement should be approved as the fina! document 1o
formally close out the Inner Harbor Long-Term Dredged Material Management
Study. The port authority recognizes that dredged material management is a ;
complex issue and that additional work will be necessary in order to solve the
remaining issues and guestions and to implement a long-term strategy for the
Port of Hampton Roacds. A mpy' of the correspondence from the Virginia Port
Authority is also contained in attachment 2.

CONCLUSION

Based on the results of the long-term dredged material management
study for the inner harbor of Hampton Roads and subsequent action by the
Virginia General Assembly and Governor Wilder, it is believed that ocean
placement of suitable material, restriction of Craney Island for unsuitable
material and beneficial uses of dredged material should be pursued 2s an
acceptadle long-term dredged material management strategy. In this regard,
there is a need for the Corps in cooperation with the Virginia Port Authority to
promptly address all issues and questions surrounding the ocean placement
option and develop an appropriate policy and procedure for implementing this
strategy. Recognizing the significance of these issues and their importance to
the Commonwezlth, the district has established an advisory commitise, as
previously discussed, to assist in this endeavor.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that this supplement be approved as the final
document which formally closes out the Drai#t Information Report, dated June
1890, entitied Norfolk Harbor and Channels, Virginia, Long-Term Dredged
Material Management (inner Harbor).

There is no doubt that additional work will be necessary in order o
implement a long-term dredged material management strategy for the Port of
Hampten Roads. Solving the remaining issues will require the close attention
and commitment of both the Commonwealth of Virginia and the Federal
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Government until a clear and acceptabie plan is agreed upon. The information
report has served the purpose of isolating plans that the Commonwealth does
not wish to pursue as well as identifying an approach that is worthy of further
consideration. Therefore, it is also recommended that the Corps continue to’
work closely with the Virginia Port Authority to develop an overall long-term
dredged matenal management strategy and resolve related issues under an

appropriate study cost sharing policy.

Colonel, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer
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April 9, 1991

Colonel Richard C. Johns
District Engineer

Norfolk Distriet

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Fort Norfolk

803 Front Street

Norfelk, Virginia 23510-1096

RE: Draft Norfolk Harbor and Channels Long-Term Disposal Report
Dear Colecnel Johns:

AS you know, a copy of the above referenced Teport was
furnished to Federal, state and local interests for review and
comment.

Please Zind enclosed the comments received <o date. They are
from the feollowing organizations: T

Federal

* Department of the Navy, Atlantic Division, Naval
Facilities Engineering Commandg

Tate

* Councill on the Environment (included Council's s taff
assessment and comments received from S—ate Water
Control Boa:d, Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance
Department and Virginia Institute of Marine Science)
Department of Conservation and Recreation
folce ©f the Attorney General

te Water Contrel Board (separate response)
Vl"glnla Institute of Marine Science (separate
response)
* Virginia Port Authority

LA
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Colonel Richard C. Johns
April o, 19891
Page 2

Local

City of Norfolk

City of Portsmouth

City of Suffolk

City of Virginia Beach

Craney Island Study Commission
Hampton Roads Maritime Association

% + #+ F &

The U.S5. Fish and Wildlife Service and the River Shore Civic

League responded directly tc the Norfolk District.

further responses are received, they will of course be

I
to you.

0

sent

While the study appears to have been overtaken by events,
please be assured that the VPA very much appreciates the
tremendous and painstaking effort put into the studv's
preparation by personnel of the Norfolk District. We look
forward to continuing the excellent professicnal relationshino
that has always existed between the Corps and VPA. i

With best regards, I am

Very truly vours,

_—
!

Yy Nf{ :
L/ ! 3 .
Koot W, Mooz oo

Robert R. Merhige, III
General Counsel

cc: J. Robert Bray
Enclosures

T.0PWCR - F10J06H - 71 409 L RR™\ oy

-
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
ATLANTIC DIVISION
HAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND 445-2313
NORFOLE VIRGINIA 235116287
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Virginia Port Authonty

Aun: Mr. Robenn R. Merhige, [II
600 World Trade Center

Norfolk. VA 23510

Dear Mr. Merhige:

We wish 10 thank you for the opportunity to comment en the U. S. Armmy Corps
of Engineers’ Drafi Norfolk Harbor and Channels Long-Term Disposal Repon.
You will find our general comments auached. Qur commenis arc general in

nature rather than a 1echnmical review in response to the compleie document.

We wish 10 continue io pariucipate in the process and | would ask you 10 noufy
us of future scoping mestings., public hearings or document reviews. In
representing local Navy Commands in Hampion Roads with planning and
enginccring support. we arc and will continue to be concerned with the
impacts of dredge disposal due to its environmental impacis. costs. and budget
.impacts on existing and future Navy operations and projects.

Sincerely,

Encl:
{1} Commenis

Attachment 1
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NAVY COMMENTS ON DRAFT INFORMATION REPORT
NORFOLK HARBOR AND CHANNELS., VIRGINIA
LONG-TERM DISPOSAL (INNER HARBOR)

1. Page £ of the Draft Executive Summary states that “THE COSTS OF MANAGING
DREDGED MATERIAL WILL INCREASE SUBSTANTIALLY OVER WHAT THEY HAVE
BEEN WITH THE EXISTING CRANEY ISLAND SITE." As the second major user of
the Craney Island Disposal Area (CIDA) from 1978 1w 1987, as indicaied in
Appendix C, page 18, the Navy will be greally impacted by the decision on
which disposal method will be used in the fuure, Additionally. since a large
quantity of our drcdge maicrial is currently pumped 10 Craney Island, the
differential cost of ocean disposal would have a grecater impact on the Navy
than other wscrs. Because of this significant linancial impact 10 future Navy
dredging projects, wec request you conuinue to keep us informed of the stawus of
the decision on long-lerm disposal methods.

2. The Navy concurs with the statement in paragraph 3 on page § of the Drafi
Exccutive Summary which staies that “Federal policy has always been 10 usc
the lcast costly environmentally acceptable aliernative. If the required NEPA
documentation finds that the Crancy Island expansion is environmenially
acceptable, this option would be the preferred ahiermative.”

3. Page 5 of the Draft Exccutive Summary staies that if the Swate decides o
procesd with use of the Dam Neck Occan Disposal Site (DNODS) andfor the
Norfolk Disposal Site (NDS). then “the State may need to assume the added cost
for maimaining authorized chanpels...” Would the State also be required 10
b=ar the differential cosis for Navy and other privaie dredging projecis?

4, Based on informauion on Page 6 of the Draft Executive Summary, it appears
as if the Staic could proceed with selecting use of the DNODS: andfor NDS
without any further public review since no NEPA documemiation is reguired.
How would impacted panies be informed of this decision?

%. Should use of the DNODS andfor NDS be the sclected aliermanve, increased
1esting of dredged material will be reguired 10 detcrmine its appropriatencss
for occan disposal. We would need guidance on cxactly what type of iesting
would be requirsd, and the level of testing. The creation of generalized zomes
as discussed on page 264 of the Main Repont would be beneficial.

6. In Table 3 on page 28, reference 1o the Naval Weapons Cenier shouid be
changed 10 the Maval Weapons Slation.

7. The Navy concurs with the climination of the Willoughby Bay location from
further consideration. :

8. The Navy. as an adjacent property owner, would like te be kept informed of
any plans for tuming over 2 porion of the cast levec arca of the CIDA 10 the
State for possible development.

9. The DNODS is situated within the gunnery and rific range for the Flest
Combat Training Center. Use of this site must be coordinated with the FCTC
Weapons Officer at 433-6677.

Attachment 1
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

S Council on the Ensironment
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Mr. Robert R. Merhige, IIIX
Cencral Counsel

Virginia Port Authority
S00 World Trade Center
Norfelk, Virginia 23510

RE: Norfolk Harbor and Channels Long-Term Disposal
Dear Mr. Merhige:

This letter responds to your January 4 letter reguesting the
Council's comments on the accuracy and mE—quulDGf used 1n the
study concerning the long-term disposal options for Korfolk Inner
Harbor dredged materials as reflected in the Draft Information
Report recently published by the Army Corps of Engineers.

The Council did not coordinate a2 review cf the report based
on our earlier understanding from the Port aut thority and the
Corps of Engineers that the report was for informational purposes
only. Accordingly, our response is based on the Council's sta®f
assessment of the report and comments received from the State
Water Control Beoard, the Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance Deparz-

ment, and the Virginia Institute of Marine Science.

The Report identified two viable disposal options which re-
gquire further consideration. The first plan involves disposal of
Clean material at an ocean dumping site, and the second plan in-
volves the expansion of the existing Craney Island Disposal Area.
Ocean disposal has already been determined to be an environmen-
tally acceptable method for disposal of clean dredged material
provided approved sites such as the Dam Neck Ocean Disposal Sit
are used. As indicated in the Report, studies have shown that
most of the dredged material from the Norfolk Harbor channels
meets ocean disposal criteria, with the exception of material
from the main stem of the E) Lzabehh River and its Southern
Branch. If ocean dumping is selected, contaminated dredged
material would be disposed eof in the existing Craney Island Dis-
posal Area. As stated on page 188 of the Main Report, the avail-
able remaining storage in Craney Island could be used for this
purpose for the next fifty years.



Plan B, one of six plans considered in the Repcrt for Craney
Island expansion, was identified as the most viable opticn. This
plan contemplates westw rd enlargement cf the Craney Isladd diked
open water disposal site and would result in the irrevocable con-
version of about 2,500 acres of estuarine bottomland to a dis-
posal area. This loss wo:ld amount to almest 8 percent of the
remaining aguatic habitat in the Hampton Roads area. This ben-
thic habitat serves as fo aging and nursery areas for a number of
comnmercially and ecolegically important finfish

Rs ygu are awara, if Plan B is selected for the long-
disposal of dredged ma_er-_- from the Ncrfolk Inner Harbor, i
an 1“'r:nm°nual Impact Statement (EIS) must be nre*a*aﬂ pursuant
to the requirements of the Nat ional Eﬂvl-nnmenta‘ Policy Act
(HEPA). As conceded in the Report, westward exnar510“ of Craney
Island will be permitted only if 1: is determined, within thatz
review process, to be environmentally accep..able. In the case of
ocean disposal coptions, NEPA "'EQ"-.‘I.‘L"‘E‘IER..E have already been ful-
£illed for the Dam Neck Ocean Dispcsal Site and are presently
teing fulfilled for the HorZgclk Management {Disposal) Site.

™
fie
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The designaticn of Plan B (westward expansion of Cra
land) by the Corps as the- National Econcmic Development Pl
(least cost) is premature since it is impossible to perifor
analysis w;tkaa_ fully analyzing the impacts of expansion on
atural resources. Also, the cost for mitigation of natural
resaur:es and habitat losses will necessarily increase the ccst
of Craney Island expansion and must be included in the cosc
analysis. 1In arriving at the cost for compensatory mitlgatilon,
~he Corps assumed that the mitigation propesal discussed in Ap-

pendix E of the Report is acceptable. This mitigation plan is
based on cu,*"‘—klnd habitat replacement and involving off-site
vestoration of tidally influenced waters. This type of mitiga-
tion (comp :sa_c—}] nas the lowest ranking in the seguencir g for

ritigation set out in the Section 404(Db) (1) guidelines of the
Clean Water Act and is only allowed in instances where there are
no other viable alternatives available. In kEEDlnq with federal
policy, the Corps *s obliged to use the least costly, environmen-
-E--j e:ceptabTe alternative. £ this point the expansion uf
raney Island has not been determined to be an environmental
a::ep_able alternative.

The Virginia Institute of Marine Science has expressed
reservations about the Lower James River Ci*cu ation Study con-
é¢ucted by the Corps. The Corps, in endeavoring to analyze the
effect of Craney Island enlargement upen circulat ion patterns,
conducted two-dimensional studies which did not include sal¢w-,
changes. Salinity controls hhe ﬂlStIlbuhlﬂﬁ of two importan
cyster pathogens {= rkinsu (Dermo) and 5§g_gﬁncx,ﬂ;u:
nelsoni (MSX) and should, -He*ef re, be included in models
designed to evaluate the ixpacts oI circulation changes cn marine
resources. In addition, the transport of oyster larvae, up 91
which the James River seedbeds are dependent, 1s driven by cC1

T e - -
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culation and salinity distribution. Thus the nodels used in the
Curﬁs study cannot ful_ly address the issues. Wwe recommend th
he Corps coordinate with the Virginia Institute of Marine

Sctence cencerning the results of the lower James River studies
which were undertaken by VIMS to evaluate the potential impacts
of the New Port Island develcopment on marine resources. These
studies utilize a three-dimensional model which includes local
salinity distribution. The results of the VIMS studies should be
incerporated in the EIS for Craney Island expansion.

We remind you of the Commonwealth's policy to use suitable
dredged material for beneficial purposes. Conseguently, at the
time of dredging, the beneficial use (beach nourishment,
shoreline stabilization) of suitable dredged material should be
given top priority regardless of the plan that is selected for
the long-term disposal. The life of the existing Craney Island
ulsnosal Area could be extended by removing and using the clean
rmaterial there for beneficial purposes. These issues should ke
further addressed in the plan.

The alternative that is eventually selected nmust not under-
mine the Cormmonwealth's efforts to restore the vitality of the
Chesapeake Bay. Hampton Roads, as part of the Bay, comes under
the state policy protection afforded pursuant to the Chesapeake
Bay hgreement of 1987. The federal government is one of the

parties si gua,cry to this agreement. The loss of habitat whi
would result from westward expansion of Craney Island is a ¢
cal issue which must be addressed in light of the policies enun-
ciated in that Agreement. The Corps is cognizant of this as
stated on page 2 of Appendix E, "Envirommentally, the loss of
shallow water habitat may appear to hinder the accomplishment of
the 1987 Chesapeake Bay agreement to enhance, protect, and re-
store the resources of the Bay.

:n

-
- —
- -

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Report.

Sincercly,

& %J_:?-a e

Keith J B :t-em;n

o he Hencrable Elizabeth H. Haskell
E. Duke Whedbee, CELAD
C. E. Easlick, SWCB
Thomas A. Barnard, Jr., VIMS
Tony Watkinson, VMRC
Tom Yancey, ACOE
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January 25, 1991

Robert R. Me-hlge, IIX
General Counsel
Virginia Port Authority
600 World Trade Center
Herfolk, VA 23510

re: Norfeolk Harbor and Channels Long-Term Dispeosal

Dear Mr. Merhige:

he Department of Conservation and Recreation has reviewed the
dra_ repcrt on the subhject project and offers the fcllowing
comments.
The Draft Executive Summary, on page 6, states that the "Fish and
Wildlife Service and the Corps recommend a compensation for the
loss of fish and wildlife habitat if an expansicn tTo Craney
island is constructed.” The proposed mitigation, however, does
nex address recreation of th lost habitat but addresses
improvement of existing areas or problemns. A formulz using
suggested property values based on the present CIDA provides
funds for mitigation. However, are the funds sufficient <to
improve ther habitats to :am;ensa:a for the loss of 2,500 acres
of subagueous botteom? It would appea that accurate cests of
mitigation are not available, wh;:n minimizes the true cost ci

EXpansiom.

If Craney Island is expanded, the following restrictions on use
should be implemented:

1) The use of the Craney disposal area should be liml
materials resulting £fro federal and state navi
projects and contaminated sediments from private an
commercial projects.

2) Sediments uitable for beach nourishment must be placed on
the local besaches, if the lccal governing body 1is 1n faver o:f
placement.

3) Sediments neot contaminated or not accepted for  beach
nourishment must be used for other approved benelflcla- uses
or taken to ocean disposal sites.




Robert R. Merhige
January 25, 19%1

Page Two
'
4) The user fees should be set to cover the costs asscciated
with planning, construction, and maintenance of the Cranev
facility. ¥

If Craney Island is not available for future dredge material
disposal, because another site is selected or by managenent
strategy, disposal costs should not be based on the assumptioc
that Craney Island 1s the least cost alternative. g

Finally, we note that the evisting Craney Island dispesal site
has been used as a nesting area for several rare bird species,
including least terns (Sterna antillarum, G4/S2, listed federally
endangered) and piping plovers (Charadrius melodus, G2/52, listed
federally threatened). Plans to expand Craney Island to accépt
more dredge speil should include management of habitat for the
rare birds known to nest there. For further recommendations
concerning recovery and management of these species, the Virginia

Department of Game and Inland Fisheries as well as Ruth Beck of
the College of William and Mary’s Department of Biology mav bLe
contacted.

Thank you for the cpportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
-:"‘I —
/I;{e’;! o
ﬁf{*q'wiiir;
ye =7
7/
 John R. Davy, -Jr.
Planning Bureau Manager

JRD:mre
cc: Charlie Ellis

Kenn Clark
Lee Hill

Attachment 1
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January 11, 1991
Stecras T Sagpees

Mr. Robert R. Merhige, I1I,

Port Dirsctor - Legal & Police Affairs
Port Authority of Virginia

600 World Trade Center

Norfolk, Virginia 23510

Dear Bob:

This is in response to your January 4, 1991 letter to
Claire Guthrie concerning the Draft Norfolk Harbor and Channels
Long-term Disposal Report. I thank you for returning my phone
call while you were in San Diego:; even thouch I did not get to
talk to you, you obviously anticipated what my guesticn was.
This will confirm that the Office does not possess the tech-
nical expertise needed toc provide the Port Authority with any
technical comments. 1 trust vou will receiwve those types of
comments Srom the other officials and agencies that received
copies of the draft report.

Very truly wyours,

Fr

e

Patrick A. 0O'Hare
Senior Assistant Attorney Generzl
Chief, Natural Resources Section

6

:12-570/341E
e

R. Claire Guthrie

]

Attachment 1
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

STATE WATER CONTROL BOARD
Bachars & Bunas :ﬁiéﬁfg”?rgﬁi ;I’I‘Eg.

E sgcutive Dwector i z .
Tidewater Regional Office

ﬂmﬂ“““m;g” . 287 Pembroke O0ffice Park
Rugnmong Vegerea J3230-11483 e .
e Pembroke Two - Suite 310

Virginia Beach, VA 23462
(804) 552-1840

January 11, 1991

Mr. Robert R. Merhige, III
General Counsel

Virginia Port Authorit
600 World Trade Center
Norfolk, Virginia 23

Y
510
Re: R

port - Corps Long-Term Dredged Material Management -
rfoclk Harbor Channels

Dear Mr. Merhige:

Thank you for your January 4, 1991 letter requesting technical
comments on the draft Long-Term Disposal Report. I have
attached a copy cof the September 7, 1930 comments provided
through our Agency EIS Coordinator, Mr. C. E. Easlick. If there
are further technical comments from the Water Control Board,
chey will be provided through Mr. Easlick. He may be reached at
B04-387-0076.

Sincerely,

L. 5. McBride
Regional Director

cc: C. E. Easlick, OWRM

vpalolll
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Mr. Robert R. Merhige, [I11 y
General Counsel
Virginia Port Authority
t00 World Trade Center
Horfolk, Virginia 23510
RE: Report - Corps Long-Term Oredged Material Management -

.

Korfolk Harbor Channels

Dear Mr. Merhige:

Although not solicited, we have these comments from cur
review of the referenced material:
1) The State Water Control Board recognizes the nsed for
maintaining navigable depths through the Norfolk
HarbDor and Channels and believes that the work can be

done without compromising water quality. From our
review of the various alterpative plans for disposal,
we believe that the following plans are the more
viable with respect to protection of water quality:

a) Top priority for clean dredged material should b5e
given to beneficial uses, such as beach
nourishment and shoreline stabilization. This
prioritizing allows deposition of material in an
area where it is needed, thus satisfying two (or
more) needs.

b) Clean material which is unsuitable for beneficial
uses -- or that which is surplius to that needed --
must be placed in a2 suitable disposal area. From
a2 water quality perspective, open ocean disposal
is preferred since this would preclude impacts to
territorial waters (including wetlands). Sites
should be chosen to 2void or minimize impacts to
the marine and benihic environments. We recommenc
use of the Norfolk site (provided it receives EPA
clearance) for its estimated long 1ife.




Page 2

Confined disposal (preferably gn land) is, 3t
present, the only acceptable means of disposal of
contaminated sediments. Use of the existing
Craney Island Disposal Area (CIDA) is recommended
rather than the creation of a new disposal drea,
The useful life of Craney Island, for receiving
Contaminated material, may be extended by removal
0f clean material from CIDA (in applications gf
beneficial use or 0pen ocean site disposal),
Further extension of CIDA is not recomsended dye
to loss of habitat, wetlands impacts, Changes in
current flow, and increased potentiazl for release
of leachate.

We appreciate the Provisioning of the fyl} report for thig
important undertaking.

ed223/sph

cC:

Sincerely,

-
G@?&Q 7
. E. EainckCi::>

L5
Environmental Programs Analyst
Office of Water Resources Management

Council on the Environment

OWRM
TRO

-

C.

P.

Bigelow
Minkin
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TROM: E. Duxe Whedk
Environmental EZngineer
EE: MorZelk Earbcr and Channels Long-term Dispesal Repcrst
prepared by U.5. Aramy corps of Engineers

AL your reguest we have raviewed
p:esa::iag the long-tera proposal 2 FEen
replacement of Craney Island as the majeor disposal site Zfecr
Drecdging operations in the Inner Harbor of Hampton Roads.

2lthough the .regulations adopted by the Chesapezke Local
issistance Board are not presenily 2 part of the Coastal Resourcas
Mzanagement Program, the applicant may be interested the consistency
of the propecsed activities with those regulations.

The ZIR indicates that the Expansion of Craney Island(Flzan =)
and the alternative wuwtilizing Ocean Dumping with the existing
Craney Island Dispesal Arez are the two most viable options. Tha
Plan 2 Expansicn has been designated the Naticnal Zconczic
Developmant Plan becauss 1t provides the most attractive econcaic
scenario

i

s choice, however, does impact the greatest area cf
nvironmentally sensitive habitats, including 1 acre of estuarine
of intertidal flats, 13156 acres of shallow water
s

o
v
3+ M O

Z048 acres of deen wvater ([>2 feet). This loss was
estimzted at &8 per cent cf existing aguatic habitat in Hamptcn
Roads, representing a2 sicnificant impact on the water cuzality cf
Hampton Roads. In addition, indirect impacts toc the Resource
Protaction Area wetlands assoclated with Hoffler Creek are nect
zddrassad. Plan B will! inveclve changes in wind fetch and tical
flow that could lead to changes in these communities. Cost
estimates should allow for the potential loss of these additional
wetlands due to the closure or constriction of the Hoffler Cresk

channel.
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14




urrent mitigation plans invelve indirest or secondar-
ccmpensations and while the echancement of oyster ‘Beds a-
znadrcmous fish passages are commendable, they do not compensate
for the direct or indirect impacts on water gquality due to the
habkitat lesses outlined above. What direct mitigation measur-es
will compensate for these losses?

Therefore, we support the Ocean Dumping alternative as
outlined in the Draft Inforzation Report. This alternative
invelves little impact to the water gquality of Hampton Roads and
the Chesapezke Bay and no long term impacts are expected from the
utilization of the ocean dumping sites. We suggest that studies
cesigned to offset predicted high cests by improving dredging
technolegy be an integral part of this alternative.

c: Mr, Charles H. £llis, III, Ccuncil on the Environment
M. C. Scott Crafton

Bttachment 1
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Virginia Insotute of Manne Science
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January 30, 1991

Mr. Roberc R. Merhige, III
General Counsel

Virginia Port Authoricy
600 World Trade. Center
Norfolk, Virginia 23510

suBJECT Comments on U.5. Army Corps of Engineers' Drafc
Norfolk Harbor and Channels Long-Term Disposal Reporc
Dear Mr. Merhige:

Thank you for your letter of & Jaruary solicitcing technical
the subject report. We offered comments earlier to cthe Virginia
the Enviromment {(atcached lectter to Ms. Ellie Irons), and we hawve
comments at Chis time. Ve presume the final report will address
raised

Sincerely wours,

ﬂ‘i - .-.
{ « P
r!!_f't{{.‘*_t;{'m/!'{?’;'l i'l-i:____..
Bobert J. Bv=ne

Associare Direcror £

or Research

sTtzachment
cc: ¥r. Thomas Barmard., VIMS/S5HS
Hs.

Attachment 1
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The Colirge Of

WILLIAM &MARY

=

Wetlands Program

Virgunaa [nsutuee of Manne Scicnce

School of Manne Science [
PO, Box 1346

Cloucesier PounL Virginia 23062

B804/ 642-73R0 Fax BO4 /64%-70G7 R 15. 1990

Ms. Ellie Irons

Council on the Environmentc

903 Ninth Screec Office Building
Richmond, Virginia 23219

RE: Drafr Informatieonal Report: Long Term Dredged Macerial Managemenc,
rfolk Harbor and Channels

Our review of the environmenrcal aspects of the subject report has
Cisclosed several areas of concern where the document should be cliarified or
supplemented with additional information prier to its achieving suicabilicy
25 a decision-making tool. Most of the .concerns and questions which we have
at this point pertain to the expansion optien (Plan B). The following
comments describe our primary concerns wich the propesal and questicns whieck
came To mind during our reading of cthe infermational Teport.

The Craney island expansion proposed (Plan B, north and wescern
expansion) invelves two petentially significanc geometrical reconfiguracions
=0 Hampton Roads. The Craney Island expansion invelves closure of an are:
of 2,500 azeres wvhich will accentuace the curvature (in plan) between the
lower James River eéstuary and Eampton Roads and reduce the cross-sectional
&rea between Newvport News Point and the norchwest corner of Craney Island.
The second potentially significant reconfiguraction is deepening Newpor: News
Channel ce seventy (70) feec.

Ihe distribution of twe important oyster pathogens, Psrkinsus
merinus (Dermo) and Haplosporidium nelson: (#5X). is controlled by salinicy.
The transport of oyster larvae (and ocher planktonic forms) is driven by the
non-tidal circulation which is driven by salinicy distribution” 1In
par=icular, VIMS has nocted the potential imporcance to larval transport of a
froncal zone in the vieinity of Newport News Point driven by flow phasing
and salinicy differences.

The time varying discribution of salinicy is central to importanc
biological processes, and the Sransport processes are intrinsically three
cimensicnal. The studies by the Corps of Engineers utilize two-dimensicnzl

Attachments 1
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Ellie Irons 2 Rovember 15, 19%0

'

(that is, depth averaged flow) models withour salinity. Thus che modsle
used cannot, and the Corps so recognized, £ lly address the issuas_ Toward
this end VIMS has undertaken studies wutilizing a high resolution chree-
dimensicnal model with salinicy. The results of these studies are not ver

availasoles

=e have significant concerns with regard to the loss of 2500 acres
of estuarine wetlands, and feeding, spawning and nurser ¥ habitac. This loss
must be considered in the context of not only the historical cumulative
losses, but also the long ter= and short term adverse impacts of the
construction activicies.

Wnat is the resource value of the subjeet 2500 acres? To whar
degree do secondary consumers depend on chis area? To what areas will
motile organisms go to feed, shed, spawn, erc. which are nec alreacy being
used tTo full :apaci:v? Upon what evidence was the conclusion that this area
is not critical to the Hampton Roads estuary based?

We have considerable concerns regarding the impacts of turbidity
and sedimentacion created by the project in boch temporal and spacial cerzs.
The studies cited in the report indi cating rel a*'velv minor impacts of
turbidicy during dredging generally did not involve uncontained overboard
clsposal, but only turbidity ereacted by the cutterhead. How lnqg will =
entire dike construction activicy take? Whar will be the turbidicy and

secimentation footprint fer the uncontained dike comstruction operation?

E

S5everal borrow areas are proposed in the report, but cheir resou-ce
values are not discussed. Wnat evidence is there that thess areas will
Teturn to their Iormer productivicy after they have been dredged? Severa
o the borrow areas appear never To have been dredged before. These
represent additional cumularive adverse impacts beyond the expansien itsaif.

The zictigarion section in the repert is basically incomplete. The
discussion of segquencing is unclear. Of the mest izportance, however, is
the fact cthat the 2500 acres cannot be compemsated and that the various

mitigation schemes proposed accomplish virtually nothing in cffsetting the
adverse effects of the proposed expansion. Ih-s basically means tha:t the
Hampton Roads estuary will lose 5 to 8 percent of its bottem habitat and
experience years of dredging disturbance with little accomplished in the way
of countering these losses.

The comments presented above are relatively general due to the
short review time available to us. We will be happy to -provide more
detailed comments should they be needed. Please contact me if I may answer
any gquestions.




Ellie Irons : k| November 15, 1990

Sincerely,

Thomas A. Barnard, Jr.
Marine Sciencistc
TAB/jh
C: Mr_. Bobert Grabb, VMRC
Dr. Robert Byrne, VIMS
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COMMENTS OF VIRGINIA PORT AUTEORITY

NORFOLEK HARBOR AND CHANNELS, VIRGINIA LONG-TERNM DIBROBAL
(INNER EARBOR) DRAFT INFORMATION REPORT, JUNE 1990

a
»

Executive Summary - no comment
Main Report -

Delete the following sentence: "In addition, studies are
Planned to investigate disposal alternatives in the lower
Chesapeake Bay Region."

Add the following:

In September, 1990, the Commonwealth of Virginia through t
Virginia Port Authority expressed its strong desire for the =
D strict to evaluate zanagement plans for the lower Chesapeake B
th a view toward treating dredged material as a resource a
! 2
ak

=
£ s
i
ry

il
utilizing it in a beneficial manner as well as reducing over
dredging costs. n keeping with the initiatives of the Chesa e
Bay Agreement, emphasis should be placed on the following:
a. Where needed and feasible, imsruving sediment substrate

benthiec organisms using d"edue“ materlial (habitat enhancement

commercial shellfish and benthes which serve as food fer high
organisms) ;

s O S
m 0
T

5. Using suitable dredged material for wetland enhancement, <zr
shoreliine erosion control, and for habitat for living rescurces

= Investigating sites where dredged material islands/underwater
berms could be created in the lower bay to provide habitatc
diversity/develcpment for fish and wildlife rescurces:-.and

. Develop possible mitigaticn banking alternmatives for secticn
404 permit activities.

These studies will cost about $51.5 million over a three-vear
period.

The Norfelk Disposal Site (NDS) is scheduled for final
designation by EPA in 1991. This process must be completed and
final designation granted by 19%1 or sooner.

Drop the word "and" in Norfolk Southern Corporation.
Drop Norfolk, Franklin and Danville Railrocad Company.

2dd a reference to the September 1990 Commonwealth of Virgini
desire for the Norfolk District to evaluate management plans for
the lower Chesapeake Bay with a view toward treating dredged
materlial as a resource and utilizing it in a beneficial manner 2s
well as reducing overall dredging costs.



Page Two
December 18, 1990

P.73 Table 17 indicates that in crder to provide for the dispecsal
of dredged material resulting from new work and/or maintenance of
Federal and/or non-Federal improvements, a disposal area éndzcr
areas with a capacity of about 250 million cubic yards will be

required for the next 50 years.

All future deepening projects will be done in a phased manner.
Through the implementation of a phased dredging program, the vglume
of material dredged will be reduced and the S50-year Planning
requirement can be scaled back. A 50-year plan tc accommodate
250,000,000 cubic yards of dredged material is not an izplememtable
approach at this time.

P.78 Table 18 shows the material in the Elizabeth River and
Southern Branch channels unsuitable for ocean disposal.

As noted on page 17, preparation of a General Design
Memorandum for the Elizabeth River and Southern Branch projects has
been stopped pending resclution of the location of a dispesal area
for the dredged material both for new work and maintenance.

By not placing this material into the Craney Island Dispesal
Area, the capacity of the disposal area is extended for
approximately 2 to 3 years until 1997,

This is discussed further on pages B2-B4, Long-Term Disposal
Problem.

'U

.80 Table 20 shows the volume of material to be handled over a
S0-year time frame. As Previcusly noted, the 50-year time frame
needs to be shortened.

P.82/

B4 Long-Term Disposal Problem. The dredging scenaries indicate
the Craney Island Disposal Area will be filled in 1997 through
maintaining existing inner harbor prejects (including 50-foot
deepening).

This table clearly indicates the critical problem facing
the port.

X - F
g3 Add the information to be included eon page 2 to evaluate
Danagement plans for the lower Chesapeake Bay (September 1530).

P.103 In the Summary of Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material add the
information to evaluate management plans for the lower Chesapeake
Bay (September 1%30).

Attachment 1




Page Three
ia

December 1B, 1990
A reference is made to the formulation and evaluation copiter

that a disposal area should have a useful lifespan cf about 50

P.106/
yYears

110

Years.
Consideration must be given to reducing the number o=
(50) required to meet the formulation and evaluaticn criteria,
P.113 The possibility of reducing the required dredging by effecting
some reduction in the rate at which the channels shoal is %

discussed.
Methods of preventing sediment from entering the estuary needs

further study and implementation.
At the bottom of the page, add the information tc evaliate

management plans for the lower Chesapeake Bay (September 1590).

add the information tc evalua
0

At the bottom of the page,
management plans for the lower Chesapeake Bay (Septermber 1536
l life of

P.117 The assumption that a dispocsal area may have a usefu
Iess than 50 years is so stated:
"Although a useful life of 50 years was chosen, in the ¢

analysis, it will be up to the Commonwealth to decide whether i

deems a shorter or longer life than 50 years for a disposal

for Federal, state, and private interests is appropriate

area for
ative Plans considered add the informa

P.121/
122 Under Altern
evaluate management plans for the lower Chesapeake Bay -
"If a westward expansion of Craney

1990) .
The statement is made:
Island is determined to be the least envircnmentally damaging

L 1 Phis
practicable alternative, compensatory mitigation will be reguired

'.J

p -

to cfifset these losses.™
The Virginia Port Authority, as local sponsor for the project,

is of the opinion that compensatory mitigation is not regquired.

P.134/ )
Aesthetics and social impacts of a westward expansion of the
raney Island Disposal Area are discussed.

135
A fourth cell expansion would result in usable waterfront
pProperty through the construction ¢f access channels for pleasure

boats.



Page Four
December 18, 1990

P.181 The capping of dredged material wvhich meet occean dumﬁinq for
restricted ocean disposal should be included in the information
tc evaluate management plans for the lower Chesapeake Bay
(September 1990). 5

P.198 If a 50 year plan to accommodate dredged material cannot be
scaled back, the following statement is a sound approcach to
handling the long-term sclution to dredged material disposal:

"In view of the difficulties  associated with the
implementation of several short-lived structural plans,
consideration should be given to including ocean disposal as a plan
element for the remaining years required to provide a 50-year
useful life. For plans with useful lives approaching 50 years, the
addition of ocean disposal as an element of a plan to provide a 50-
Year life (for purposes of comparison with other plans) is both a
logical and reascnable strategy."

P.202 Table 29 add the information to evaluate management plans for
the lower Chesapeake Bay (September 19%0).

P.206 Add a third option: Information to evaluate management plans
for the lower Chesapeake Bay (September 19%0).

P.215 Final array of Plans:

Add the information to evaluate management plans for the
lower Chesapeake Bay (September 1950).

P.270 A list of alternatives contained in the U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Report to be considered in connection with mitigating
the effect of constructing a westward expansion to Craney Island
ls presented.

As the majority of dredged material going into an expansicn
of the Craney Island Disposal Area is generated by maintaining
authorized Federal projects, the Virginia Port Authority is
cppesed to any mitigation reguirements imposed by the Federal
Government for the project.

P.282 Under 4. add the information to evaluate management plans for
the lower Chesapeake Bay (September 1550).
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Page Five
ODecexmber 18, 1990
APPENDIXI A: ENGINEERING DESIGN AND COST ESTIMATES
No comment
APPENDII B: GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATIONS

No comment

APPENDII C: ECONOMIC STUDIES
No comment
APPENDII D: REAL ESTATE STUDIES

?.D3 TABLE D-1 PROPERTY VALUE EREDUCTION

—

PIAN

$ 386,000
2,002,000
0

ig6,000
2,003,000
431,000

"Moo

Quoted from page D-5:

"The questiocn of the effect of a 'less than maximum' expansion

becomes much more complex. From an economic standpoint, the
roperties' access to the water for recreational purpcses is
relatively unaffected. On the other hand, the view from and the
privacy of the waterfront properties will be adversely affected.
This could translate into a reduced market value for the property.
The gquestion of whether this loss is compensable cannct be
absclutely answered."™

A fourth cell of a "less than maximum"™ expansion would result
in usable waterfront property through the construction of access
channels for pleasure craft. The property values could rema:in
unchanged or increase in value. Further study in today's real
estate market is needed to assess its impact.




Page 6
December 18, 1990

AFFENDIXI K: ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION REPORT

P-121-

131 Discusses mitigation options and cost. Expansion Plan ‘B
(2500 acres) has a total mitigation cost of $14,586,000. As
stated previously, the Virginia Port Authority, as local sponsor
for the project, is of the opinion that compensatory mitigation
is not required or justified. The majority of dredged material
to be placed in an expansion of the Craney Island Dispcsal Area
is generated by mzintaining authorized Federal projects. The
local sponsor must bear the cest of constructing a new disposal
site. Any losses sustained by the environment due to an
expansion of the Craney Island Disposal Area will have an equal
Or greater gain to the eccnomy of the Commonwealth and the nation
through the maintenance of a viable navigable waterway. A lesser
expansion of the Craney Island Disposal Area would in turn have 2
Smaller mitigation mandate. The September 1390 agreement to
evaluate management plans for the lower Chesapeake Bay could
satisfy the Virginia Port Authority requirements for mitigation
ln a lesser expansion of the Craney Island Disposal Area.

APPENRDII F: PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Ho comment

Attachment 1
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January 31, 1991

Mr. Robert R. Merhige, III
General Counsel

Virginia Port Authority
600 Weorld Trade Center

L e —rw e
vt D L Fe . LJ_.'..._'...:

Dear Mr. Merhige:

The City of Norfolk appreciates the Gppﬁr-_" ty to provide comment
on the 0. y Corps of Engineers' Draft Norfolk Harbor and
Channels Long-Term Disposal Report. As noted in vyour
correspondence dated January 4th, comments were to be focused
solely on the technical lements of th report with other
opportunities to be provided later on during the review process
for non-technical issues. '

Ly
J"}-p,
g

[l

From a technical standpoint, our review indicates that the Corps
should be commended for providing an excellent planning document.
The methodology is sound with what appears to be great care taken
to present oppeortunities and problems in a clear and understandable
fashion. Facts relating to the City of Norfolk appear accurarte.

The City is concerned however that rigorous attention be given to
the methodologies which determine environmental and econonmic cos<s.
The report clearly states that the Corps based the envirommental
impact o©of Craney Island (CI) expansion (Plan B) at $17,500,000
based on an assessment of CI 1land wvalues and fo"nw+uc
consultations with faderal rascurce 2gencies. However, the premise
that upland land value is eguatable with environmental value should
be given additional scrutiny. Differing assumptions and value
assignments may significantly increase the CI expansinn costs and,
conversely, narrow the differential between expansion and ocean
disposal.

Further, the report appears To 1Inmit econcmic lmpacts To thess
properties immediately adjacent to the proposed CI expansion area.
The rationale for utilizing this approach should be more thoroughly

Attachment 1
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Mr. Robert R. Merhige, III
January 31, 1951
Page 2

documented and supported. Clearly, the change in use is
significant and would tend to support a more expansive impact area.

Finally, the report tends to present the ocean disposal option as
relatively benign from an environmental impact. Obviously, impact
assessment is an evolving science and the potential exists for new
evidence to refute this assumption.

The report should more thoroughly elaborate on the ocean disposal
option should circumstances dictaze elimination of =his opticn,
whether temporarily or permanently. If circumstances were to
preclude ocean dispeosal during specific periods of time, what
impact would this have on the capacity of the existing Craney
Island to receive this additional material? The report should
address this issue. Further, some discussion on the process
whereby ocean disposal permits might be revoked would be
beneficial.

The City of Norfolk is pleased to participate in the process of
determining a long term disposal opticn for dredge material from
our harbor and waterways. If there are any gquestions, please
advise.

Very truly yours,

-
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®ffice of the P ®. Box 820
Citg Manzger January 28, 1991 804  393.8541

Mr. Robert R. Merhige, III
General Counsel

Virginia Port Authority
600 dﬂr;d Trade Center
Worfolk, Virginia 23510

Dear Mr. Merhige:

-

1 appreciate the opportunity to provide technical comments
on behalf of the City of Portsmouth to the Virginia Port Authority
concerning the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers draft report, Norfoli
Harbor and Channels, Virginia: - Long-Term Disposal {Inner Haroor!.
As you know, the City has consisten 1itly expressed its concerns with
the ;:spﬂsed expansion of Craney Island, and I would like to
provide sev e"“' omments of a technical nature which will help
explain our position. E

The City believes that the Corps report failed to aceguataly
take into account the economic effect this project would have en
hoth Portsmouth and the City of Sufifolk. The report indicates
cumbineﬂ economic impa:: for the two Cities would be about 52
million Attached for your information is a report prepared Dby
the Cit y Assessor of Portsmouth which estimates that the impact
on Portsmouth alone would be in the $70 to $100 million range.
Although Suffolk can not estimate the economic impact on plannecd
Jevelopment in the area adjacent to the proposed expansion, it
is safe to assume it would be of the same order of magnitude.

The City also is concerned that potential environmental

percussions have not received the full consideration that they
dESE:VE. For example, the expansion would appear to destroy
approximately 2,500 acres of we laﬂcs and subaguecus lanc.
would be nearly impossible to produce adeguate mitigation for
such a loss. A letter from Mr. Johh P. Wolflin of the Fish
and Wildlife Service to Colonel Johns of the Corps of EZngineers
dated November 2, 1990 states that there are major environnental
impacts assucxahed with the expansion of Craney Island, and that
detailed studies would be required to determine the extent of

T =
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Mr. Merhige
Letter
1/28/91

the impacts. The letter goes on to say that the Service does
not support further expansion of Craney Island due to the sig-
nificance of these impacts, and that the Service hopes ocean
disposal would be sclected as the preferred means of dealing
with dredged material from Hampton Roads. The Port Authority
has previously received a copy of this letter.

The City of Portsmouth certainly supports the deepening
of the Norfolk Harbor, and in no way desires to threaten that
project. However, the citizens of Suffelk and Portsmouth are
being asked to sacrifice and to subsidize a project which would
benefit the rest of the State and the Nation by providing an
artificially inexpensive disposal alternative for dredged
material. If complete costs, including social, economic, and
environmental impacts are included in the analysis, it may well
be that the low cost alternative will not be the expansion of
Craney Island, but ocean disposal.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments.

I would be glad to discuss this matter with you in more depth at
your convenience.

Sirncerel

V. ne Orton

VWO /ces
Enclosure

cc: City Council
Two City Craney Island Committee
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

Cate: 23-A0g5-1990 10:10an QuT
From: William E. Froehlich
ASSESSOR
Dept: City Assesso-
Tel MNo:
TO: Robert P. Creec { CREECYRP )

Subject: Westward Exgansion of Craney Island Disposal A-ea

cument 1s attached to this message
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I have reviewed the Corps and Burton feports with attention focusad
primarily in the area of real estate concemns. My iniczial observation was
the absence of detailed support in the Corps feport for estimates of
property value reductions. Considering the importance and extremely
sensitive nature of this issue, more data would be expected. The Bu—ton
Tepoct was, 1n part, subjective, but cectainly crediblse. T am coanfortasle
with the Burton agprcach to this problem and the analyses presentsd. My
conclusions generally parallel their findings, in addition to taking what I
feel are the necessary steps of projecting compounded losses which will
ultimately affect the City's tax base. MNo consideration has been given to
loss of valua to existing imp-ovements although I strongly Suspect that scme
loss attributable to the expansion will eventually take place.

Since the most apparent loss in value will occur to the wate-f-ont
p-operties along Rivershors Road, this area will be addr-essed first. Thers
ar2 currencly 35 lots fronting this shoreline. 0Of these, only two ase
undeveloped. Current assessments on these properties have a median value of
$170,000. Land assessments alone raflect a median value of $65,000. This
is considersd conse-vative based on —=cenc, although limited, sales of
wate-f-ont sites. [ue to market demands placed on the few ramaining water
front sites in the city, values in the range of $75,000 to S100,000 a=e more
=ealistic.

The Burton Report makes a case for a 50 percent raduction in land value
due to the loss of the waterfront amenity. Based on an analysis of
waterfront and non-waterfront sales, I concur with this -aduction factor.
Consideration must also be given to the deg=ee which pooperty appraciation
(return on investment) will be effected. Historically, watecfront lots have
increased in value at sates greater than those not on water. Because of
theis act-action, they are also affectad to a lesser degree by the negative
econamic forces suffeced by other real estats. Annual rates of app-eciation
or waterfzont land has typically been in the —ange of 11% to 15%-wnile
non-watecfzont land inc-eased 8% to 10% annually.

Sasad on these figures, waterfront land could be reduced in value f—om
237,500 to $50,000 per lot, for a total of $1,312,500 to 51,750,000 for all
35 lots. When viewed as a long term loss—which the City must consider, at
Stated appreciation rates, the loss becomes exizemely significant. The long
tem effacts can be conservatively calculared as follows.

Given: CQurrent Market Value @ 575,000 (Land)
Reduced 3 = @ 37,500 (Land)
Annual Appreciation @ 1l% (as wW/F)
. & @ 8% (as non/F)
Projected Peciocd @ 30 y=s.
Future Values
W/F Lot - $75,000 @ 11% =S 1,716,922
Mon W/F [oc - 537,500 @ B = S 377,350
Value Difference = 5 1,339,572
315 Lots X 35
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Total Value [nss

n

5(46,885,041)

Value [oss $100,000 Lot

$(62,513,400)

I similarly agree with the Buston Report regarding the value loss fo-
non-waterfzont lots on Rivershore Foad. WwWhile this estimate becamnes mor-e
subjective, I feel that due to their close proximity to the water, they will
also be negatively affected. The reduction factor of 25 percent may even be
conservative. Median assessments for these 34 lots a-s $33,000. The median
including dwellings is $125,000. Here again, available sites would likely
bring higher prices. WValues in the $40,000 to $30,000 rfange are considered
w2l]l within reason.

B8ased on a reduction factor of 25%, values would decline from 510,000
to 512,500 per lot, exclusive of dwellings. The total —educrtion for all 14
lots would amount to $340,000 to $425,000. Projecting this over the 30 yea-
pericd would produce a total loss in excess of $3,400,000.

The other areas for consideration would be the impact of the land Fill
expansion on neardy subdivisions and developanle land. Obvicusly, assessing
this value loss and detemmining where the hammful effects would pe
dissipated, becomes even mo-e subjective. The Bu-ton Report's research
zesultad in an arditrzary line being drawn along the northern bSoundary of
Edgefield. I tend to agree with their findings, also feeling that at same
point removed I-om Aivershorss, the hammful effects became immeasu—anle.

Following conventional wisdom which sets forth that the quality of new
Cevelogment is gresatly influenced by existing develooment, one can see the
potential ripple effect of destroying this waterfront. For this -eason it
15 belizved that the develogment potsntial of the VDOT borwow pit for laks

Tont ngme sites and the Ballard tract will suffer adverse effects.
further, Lt can be expected that the adjoining subdivisions of Southampton
and Windy Pines will suffer losses as well.

Due to the uncectainty of final develomment plans for the Ballard and
VDOT cracts, the origilnal unit plans used in the Bu~ton Repor: were rslied
upon for develogment projections. Also, because of the unknowns at this
point, a range of value loss has been calculated.

Type of Nc. of Units Cuzrent
Unit Planned Mkt. Value
Townhouse 271 518,970,000
Apartments 240 7,200,000
Condominiums 204 14,280,000
TOTALS T44 544,075,000

The Buston Repor: assumed a 10 to 20 percent loss of value in the total
develoment as contemplated. While feeling more comfortable with a loss at
the 10 percent level, the total developed value for the Ballazd prope=ty _
could double if a major shift in the dirzection of single family const-uction
wer2 to occur. (onsidering the present over—supply of townhouses and




condaminium units, this is quite possible. Based on the abcove plans, a
value loss between $4,400,000 and 58,800,000 (as single family) could be
anticipated. Projected over 30 years at a historical annual appraciation
rate of 4%, for improved properties, would vield a long temm loss between
514,270,000 and $28,540,000. : ?

The value loss projections for the existing Southampton and Windy Pines
subdivisions were arrived at using a reduction Zactor of 10 percent cn
currant lot values. In view of thei- immediate proximity to Rivershores,
this was felt appropriate and well within =easocn. Mo projection of loss to
improvement value is estimated, although it can be expectad. ‘Thers ara -
curTently some 230 dwelling units located in these subdivisions with lots
valued at approximately $25,000 each. This projects to an initial loss of
$375,000 and 55,786,000 over 30 years,

Artachmant 1
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Conclusions
—_—

As noted, a position was taken to not only evaluate current property
value losses but also to project these losses over time. This must be
considered, as it 1s a critical past of Portsmouth’'s futu=e econamic well
being. Given the City's limited tax base (55% non-tax), aging building
inventory and limited available land for develogment, Portsmouth can not
afford the econamic -isks associated with the land fill expansion—Ilest alcne
the envirormental issues which must be add-essed. :

An asgument could be presented that at same future date a —eversion L4
value would exist for the disposal area, thersby offsetting any loss to the
City. This must be considered as unlikely, based on the legal, .
envirormental and economic issues presentad in the Cozps Report.

further, any possible secovery would occur well into the next centusy.
The adverse economic and social impacts of the expansion would, in my view,
De sgmething f-om which the City of Postsmouth would never —ecove-.

Therefore, it is concluded that the value loss due to the westwa-d
expansion of the C-aney Island Disposal Azsa would range f-om a minimum of
over seventy million dollars (570,341,04l) © 2 maximum in excess of cne
huncred million dollazs ($100,239,400).
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CITY MANAGLR

CITY OF SUFFOLK

PO BOX 1838, SUFFOLK. VIRGIMIA 23434 PHOMNE #34-3111

August &6, 1990

Mr. Robert R. Merhilige, IIT
General Counsel

Virginia Port Authority
600 World Trade Center
Norfelk, Virginia 231510

Dear Mr. Merhige:

I am in receipt of your letter of July 25, 1990, pertaining
to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers report entitled, "Nor-
folk Harbor and Channels, Virginia - Long-Term Dredge
Material Management (Inner Harbeocr)". You stated in your
letter that the Governor's office, through the Secretary of
Economic Development, will be working with the Corps of
Engineers, the Port Authority, other interested governmental
agencies, and citizen groups to arrive at a recommended
solution. In this regard, the City of Suffolk desires to be
a part of that decision making process for this is a mostc
important issue for Suffolk.

It would be appreciated if you would advise this office as
to wvhen the decision making process will begin so that the
City can participate in the sanme. s

Sincerely yours,

) LilOpn,

John L. Rowe, Jr.
City Manager

JLRJIr /kbg

cc: The Honorable J. Samuel Glasscock
The Honorable Mark L. Earley
The Honorable Johnny S. Joannou
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
Officz of the Governor

Lawrgnce Dougms Whder

oo Richmond 23219

December 14, 1990

Mr. John L. Rowe, Jr.
City Manager

City of Suffolk

Post Office Box 1858
Suffolk, Virginia 23434

Dear Mr. Rowe:

Thank you for your letter of October 22, which reaffirms the City of Suffolk’s
continuing opposition to any possible expansion of the Craney Island Disposal Facliry.

As you indicated, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers bas, for well over a year,
been engaged in a study of potenual disposal sites for material dredged from the
Hampton Roads Channels. It is my understanding that the possible westward expansion
of Craney Island is one of several options which are currently under acuve consideration.

[ am sure that you agree that the maintenance of the navigation channels in
Hampton Roads is absolutely essential if the Commonwealth is to maintain the economic
health and competitive posture of our port faciities. Certainly the economic implications
of the various alternatives, as well as the potential impacts they might pose to the tax
bases of both Suffolk and Portsmouth, will be thoroughly considered before any decision
is reached.

The Virginia Port Authority, through Lawrence H. Framme, III, my Secretary of
Economic Development, will be the agency that ultimately recommends a course of action
to both my administration and the General Assembly. Because of the very significant
environmental issues involved, I have directed my Secretary of Namral Resources,
Elizabeth H. Haskell, to participate in the review. Please be assured that the city's
position on this matter will be given the utmost consideration during the review process.

With best wishes, | am
Very truly yours,

4/

Lawrence Douglas Wilder
[DW /tas
cc:  The Honorable Lawrence H. Framme, III
The Honorable Elizabeth H. Haskell

. 4. Robert Braw
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OFFCE OF TeE CITY MANAGER March 13 ¥ 1991
a0y 43T a3
Fax aoay 427 4128

MM By TENTES
ABGHA SEAD= WSGawA TIatE 00

Mr. J. Robert Bray
Executive Director
Virginia Port Authority
600 World Trade Center
Norfolk, Virginia 23510

RE: Draft Report - Norfolk Harbor and Channels
Long Term Disposal

Dear Mr. Bray:

The referenced report has been reviewed by my staff as
requested by Mr. Merhige's letter of January 4, 1991. The City of
Virginia Beach continues to desire the evaluation and formulation
of a plan utilizing the feeder berm/stable berm concept off the
shaores of Sandbridge Beach.

In this regard, the ocean disposal discussions a
evaluations in the report should be revised to determine the merits
cf this proposal prior to the commonwealth's selection of a long
erm disposal plan. A southerly expansion of the Dam Neck Ocean
Dispcsal Site should be evaluated as a means to reduce.the

anticipated costs of ocean disposal and to introduce the beneficial
use of dredged material as a feeder berm/stable berm.

It is my understanding that recent state legislatic
prohibits expansion of the Craney Island Disposal Area for state
projects and mandates that projects incorporating beneficial uses
¢f dredged material be given priority. I fe=l a southerly Dam lLieck
Ocean Disposal Site expansion may satisfy both of these conditions.

I commend the efforts of the Norfolk District in preparing
this draft report.

Sincerely,

VWir/PJR/nfe
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473! River Shore Road
Portsmouth. Virginia ,23703
January 28, 199]

Mr. Robert R. Merhige, IIl. General Counsel
Virginia Port Authority

600 World Trade Center

Norfolk, Virginia 23510

Dear Mr. Merhige:

I am writing in response to your request that | furnish the VPA with my comments
regarding the U.5. Army Corps of Engineers’ Draft Norfolk Harbor and Channels Long-
Term Disposal Report.

For the time being my comments will be restricted only to the estimate of properxy
value reduction that would be caused by the expansion of the Craney [sland Disposal Ar=a
and the salvage value of the Craney [sland Disposal Area’s interior porrtion.

The cursory comments in the report stated that the westward expansion of Craney [sland
would cause @ reduction in property values of $2.000,000. The report did not indicate
what methodology was used nor did it identify the field investigators or contributors to
the report who are "familiar wicth the real esrare markert in the area™,

All of those who believe that the adverse economic impact would be much greatsr are
identifiable. The Mavor of Portsmouth has srared thar a study by the assessor's affice
shows the adverse impact on Portsmouth would be at least 70 million dollars. The
Mayor of Suffolk has said char his city stood to lose millions more. The Corps’ report
stated that a westward expansion of Craney Island would cause a reduction in value to
waterfront property alone. In contrast a detailed study (29 pages) sponsored by the
Virginia Division of State Planning and Community Affairs contends that the adverse
impact on property values would extend approximately 1-1/2 miles from the waterfront
through the Merrifields section of Portsmouth.

The cities of Portsmouth and Suffolk collect real :state taxes from the area in question.
therefore they have a better understanding of the property values than the sources
cited in the Corps’ report.

The report oversrares the salvage value of the CIDA by $7,254,000. In Appendix D on
page 13, the report estimares the value of 2418 interior acres to be 53,000 per acre,
however, the report also states (appendix D, page 7) "that hydraulically deposited
material creages a number of adverse coaditions for construction...”. The report
further states that "The production of useable land has not been one of the goals in
the management of the CIDA.™ The report also points out ( appendix D, paze 7)
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Mzr. Robert R. Merhige, [II
Virginia Port Authoriry -2- January 28, 199]

that a number of obstacles exist to the development of CIDA for industrial and shipping

purposes. )

[ appreciate the opportunity given me to respond.

Sincerely,

John V. Tuttle, Chairman
Craney [sland Study Commission
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Hampton Roads Maritime Association %

- CRORATED
228-236 E PLUME STREET P C BOX 3487 F
NORFOLK. VIRGINUA 23514-3487 President’s E Award far
(804) £22-2439 Export Service

January 29, 1391

Mr. Robert R. Mermige, IIl, General Counsel
Virginia Port Authority

600 World Trade Center

Norfolk. VA 23510

Dear Bob.,

We wish to reply to your January 4. 1991 letter of request for
technical comments on the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ draft Norfoli
Harbor and Channels Long-Term Disposal Report.

Although we are not organized to respond to such a reguest. our
membership does include talented individuals who are knowledgeable in
various aspects of The Engineers’ draft.

AS an interim measure to extend the projected end date. 1997, for the
practical use of Craney Island. we encourage a plan for increased height of
fill by new dikes with set backs and landscape design plan for-the disposal
area. We believe this latter move will have some positive effects on the
public perception: the Baltimore Engineer District used this technique with
success for the Hart-Miller disposal area.

We will be pleased to respond further to your other request for input
as the study process proceeds. Thank you for this opportunity and we
await your additional inquiry.

Sincerely,

BRADEN VANDEVENTER
President
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¥
4647 River Shore Road
Portsmouth, VA 23703
January 28, 1991

Colonel Richard C. Johns

District Engineer

Norfolk District Corps of Engineers
803 Fromt Street

Horfolk, VA 23510-109%

Dear CoZonel Johns:

I am vriting on behalf of the River Shore Civic League
to advise you of our findings of 2 review of vour drafc report
"Norfolk Harbor and Channels, Virginia, Long-Term Disposzal
(Inner Harbor)” dated June 1990. OQur review disclosed the
report and 2ppendices to be rife with errors, omissions and
centradictions. Examples of these discrepancies zre detailed
in the attached summaries. It shouid be noted that these arse
representative comments and should not be considered te be z11

inclusive.

It is requested that vou advise us of any rebutital you
might offer in response to our findings.
Sincerely,

Eof:n L. LadA

Elder L. Lash
Executive Committes
Biver Shore Civiec League

Attachments

€cc: Mr. J Robert Bray

The Honorable Lawrence H. Framme, ITI
The Honorable James F. Hope, Sr.

The Henorable Johnny 5. Joannou

The Honorable Eenneth R. Melwvin

The Honorable William S5. Moore

The Honorzble Norman Sisisky

The Eonorable Gloriza 0. Webb
- The Honorable L. Douglas Wilder
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ToTin INTTIAL COST GF CRANZY ISLAND EXPANSION PLjN "B”
PER PAGI 33, APPERDIX A} £72,7

- I'I"'""'r FRE == wm
() A

FOR LANDSIDE RIP-RAP W2ST COF HO

EE
3
INCLUDED IN i.0.E. ESTIMATE.CR TH

(A) DOES NOT INCLUDE $1,0%2,000.00 ADD

Lul
[
ljl n

I

£S NOT INCLUDE ANNUAL GPEATING AND MAINTENANCE COST
il St

DE
.085,000.C2. 4OoULD BT INCLUDED IN TCLL CRAR

ToTAL STORAGE VOLUME FOR PLAN "=¢ IS 45,050.,000.C0 cu.
YOs 1
-

TGTAL QUGANTITY OF DREDGED MiTERIL TO EZ DEZPCSITED IN
DISPOSAL ARZA OR OTHER LOCATION =iSZD ON PROPER MANAGE-
MSNT. = 224,000.000 CU. YDS.

- o= T -.-.-—-;,-nq-. LND

L3
-~ - -

OR CALCULATING PURPQOSZ

T WERE SZLECTED. REIAS
CU. YDS/YZAR REMOVED ANNU -
SXPECTED LIFE, ety 2,000,000 C.Y.

AMORTIZATION PAYMENT SOR INITIAL CC

TASLE A-14, APP. "A" PAGE 44 TOTAL $S1€,338,.62

UNIT TO

YA

- ——me

T =: AD~ED TO TEZ DREDGING UNIT <90
ALL COST ESTIMATES FOR CRANEY ISLAND pispc L, I.E..
$4.10 + $3.88 = $7.98 TOTAL FOR CRANEY ISL..sD DI:P03AL
VICT $56.03 FOR OT==~ DISPOSAL.

+ QCEAN/DR{ NECK WOULD NOT RE: II3L TQLL CHARGZ.

—_—

THIS AMOUNT MUS
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4

BASED ON THE ABOVE CALCULATIONS AND REVIEW OF TEEZ COST
ANAYLSIS PROVIDED IN THE DRAFT REPORT, IT APPEARS THAT
THE DRAFT REPORT COS5T ESTIMAT:= SHOULD BE REVISITED.
SPECITICALLY, THE DRAFT REPORT DID NOT INCLUDE A TOLL
CHARGE ADDITION TO MATERIALS DEPOSITED INTO CRANEY,
ISLAND. THE TOLL WOULD INCLUDE AMORTIZATION COSTS FOR
THE INITIAL COST OF CONSTRUCTION AND YEARLY OPERATIOCN
AND MAINTENANCE COST FOR THE EXPANSION.

THE TOLL CHARGE WILL BE HEAVILY AFFECTED BY REAL ESTATE
COSTS WHICH WERE UNREALISTICALLY SET AT $2.637,000.00
IN THE DRAFT REPORT COST ESTIMATES, WHEREAS, THE WRITER

ADDED A MORE REALISTIC $85,000,000.00 FOR THESE CALCULATIO

THIS IS IN THE MEDIAN RANGE BETWEEN 70-100 MILLION AS
REPORTED IN THE TIMES HERALD ARTICLE OF OCTOBER 15, 1°

-

)
[

BRECOMMEND THE FOLLOWING:

(A) DETERMINE A FAIR VALUE FOR REAL ESTATE LCSS TO
INDIVIDUALS AND CITIES.

ETERMINE INTEREST RATE FOR AMORTIZING INITIAL
OS5T OF EXPANSION.

(C) CORRECT INITIAL COST FOR PLAN "EB" EXPANSION TO
INCLUDE NEW REAL ESTATE COST AND ADDITIONAL CCST
FOR LANDSIDE RIP-RAP WEST OF HOTFLER CREIEK.

(D) DETERMINZ AND PUBLISH ESTIMATED TOLL CERRGE, TO
INCLUDE INITIAL COST AND INTEZREST PAYOUT, WH=N
FILLED, AND YEARLY OPERATING AND MAIKTENANC
($2,085,000.00).

(E) ADD TOLL CHARGE TO UNIT DREDGING COSTS AS LISTED
ON TASBLE 5 OF ATTACHMENT 4 OF APPENDIX A. TOLL
CHARGES SHOULD NOT BE ADDED TO OCEAN AND/OR DAM
NECK DISPOSAL COSTS FOR COST COMPARISON.

(F) CONSIDER PROBASLE BIACH REPLENISHEMENT USE AND
SGRSEQUENT VALUS FO2 *"NEW WORK" DREDGING SAND WHEIN
DEEPENING CHANNELS. VIRGINIA BEACH PAYS $4.00 (PLUS)
A CU. YD. TDO TRUCK SAND TO THEIR BEACELS
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rppendix E, Envirommental Information Report

Norfcik Ciztrict, U.S. Ammy Corps of Zncineers (COE), Draft Information
Repcoz, “worisli Harnor ard Channels, Vicginiz. Long-tarm dis-osal (irver harmor)™
In copesing hls appendix o the exeut.ve sumary, it s remarkabls how

the 2nvircmment2l corlerns are compietely ignored in the executive summna-y,

The OUE sbviocus_y plans to extend the Craney Island Disposal
to the north and west of the present CIDA impourding ancther 2500
berzom. This will eszentially doubla the size of the CIDA, which
werld's largest.

The COE ofizrs cost analyses in most of the appendices to that thev
nave made the most economical choice. However, using the data from the full érass
informaton reporz, e coet figures cffered in the COF exacutive summary cammot
ce scostantiziac. In 2 study of the economics of Craney Island, Mickerson reporred:

1. That the toll cost per cubic yard, which must be paid by law, would exceed
$4.C0 par cubtic yard Ior material dumped in the expanced CIDA.

material in the ocean will cost less than chmping

J. That 2 T3E5 CDU study shows that tne present CTDR could be excavares

£, That the millions of dollars spent exsarding tne CIDA would be

b | - - - . = 214 - P b | - £ - ) = .. -~
umneIagsSalliyv WwasSted a2nd wWould Ccreate an efolocisal and envirommental dissster
i

0. BenDrErr-s —ECOOT VAL

ine area cascussed in this summary is from the west side of the presenc
CIok westward, zlmos: to the I-004 bridoe.

- — -
= et i) feet deer in 2 miles. Rliong the south shore of this bay are two shallow
cresks. Eciflsr and Streeter Crecks are sycrounded by several hmundred acres of
wellanos and wetland forest wildlife habitat. Sport and commercial fish species

use the creeks for erg laying. The fish hatchlings remain in shallow water to

aveid deepsr water predators. That is why the srallow water areas are called
mersery arsas and are so important to sport and commercial fisheries. The abundance
cf £ish hatchlings has brought cspreys, pelicane, gqulls and terns in great variety,
including the rare Least Tern.

his area is shallow and the bottom is nearly flat, sloning
1

The bay west of the CIDA is apparently oo 2 major Iflyway for ducks, geese
and swans dusing the fall, winter and spring. Various weter and wading birg
nes: alona the shores and in the wetlands, in:liding the endangered Peregrine
Falcon and the Piginu Plover.

In the same arsz there 27e commercial fishing, oystering and crabbing
cperations. Tners is some sport fisning ard 2 ler cof boating and water skiing
in tne sumer. ®uch of the value of this area cannot be measured in deollars and
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APPEAD:Y "7 = BTEL - AT 4T

Colcna J. J. Theoas staied @ecing t2e -5 duvgest 1587 Publ:s
Bearing “that vhatever decisizn Is ral: it Sus:t Se z-ceptai!
L2 L2 (comonvezlith &£nd must b2 en-iccameazelly, escasz:ibzl
an€ sccialiv accepseble.” (apzpezéix T, Page 1-11)

Tne stuzy sDjective as stetred in Exhibi:z 13 of aprendix T uz
0 D2velc) 2n environnentally aad goacizllv accentabie,
techalcelly fesesidle, and gz=ana=ical <Tz-t2I3 Cispssel ola-
Iz view ol tais coazitmant to develcp 2 sacially accepietle
appezrs to be an overwvhelning cbjecticn toc CIZa wes:zward
expars:ion 2s highlizhted from hundreds cf statements of oudl
sentlmznl centained in . Appendix F. These were nc: only f-om
privaiz citizens, but frem municipal -esolutions from the ci
oI Pecismouvth (Appendix F, EZxhibit &4) and Suffolk (Lppenéix
Zxnizit 39) in 2ddition to a2 resolutica (2ppenfix T,
Zxnidi:z 36) passed by the State of Vi::;:;e Legisizzure. In
¢Z this consensus cbjection, hov can =ne Cocrs pessibly gsas
the (IDA vestweod expaasion to sztisfy their commitment to s
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Chesapeake Ba3 Foundation

E"-H' (g P BT .,__r =g - """1: Tiry "'c,".:_;_ — i B T] ¢ LT v eV I PN
Sutte 315, Hentage Suilcing » 1001 £ Maun Strest « Sicnmend, Virgyma 23207
(BC3) TEQ-13%2

ey January 16, 191
T e ':

PR I o
e ey L

B ¥r. J. Rcbert Bray
Demami & essad - -

=ity Executive Director
R — Virginia Port Authorit

rprmpn | ey L& ]

R : €00 World Trade Center
A Norfolk, Virginia 23510
STy e e

gl Pl Dear Mr. Bray:
i By .

iy Eeggs@enT

2 SF D TRESTELS The C“esamea{e Bay Foundation (C3
il e s o vy SR private, non-profit organizaticn conce
Srmmmor L SEugas A the scund environmental managezen: oS
=2 2. 3 Sagmit Lases Toopiee . s T
czamme 5 Servies  Eae Saee Trasves its living resocurces. SF 1s very con
io=ant & Brummed - fore Chesie :-‘_: Penﬁing dECiSiDn regahﬂ:ng +he C;S
TRLITEES material dredged from the Hampton Road
sEmnN T A-l'“- n - = . — - L = 2
Semta L Akes results of this declsicn could have si
20 M Agragr =
f—mer W. Carzen long-term impacts on the local ecolocy
5ot :;ualit'_; of hesapea‘:{e Bay.

Srezeniie Jeane o
—cwrsl D Siearsinz

Zzwtne B Dt CBF has serious reservations concerning the
. )

i g Egnumpuaer
~Cess ¥ Gartan, Jr

<icn inveolving the expansion of Craney Island.
his option would result in the loss of 1,500 to
200 acres cof Bay bottonland which serves as
- critical bati:a: for many living resources. The
PR expansion could also adversely impac:t the
N M threat e:eﬂ piping plover and the Encangered

Lamenne e e peregrine falcon. Additionally, CBF is not aware
e of any studies that adeguatelv address the impact

W oamar= 3 SMumems

amsis s ol that this opticn would have on the Jazes River
Suama T e oyster beds and water circulaticn in the Hampten

oo g T Sagmnp W
a

R..-E 5 area.

ety e Open ccean disposal of suitable dredged

g material is the more environmentally scuné cpticn.
CEBF's nrellnﬁua*y review indicates that th
Norfolk Disposal is preferable to the Dam Neck
Ml site. The Daz Neck site is near the nmuth_cf the
DA Pmmer mssens Bay and is in shallower water. Many gquesticns

i by s g still remain unanswersd concerning the

s R ervironmental effects of placing maeﬂ:;altat the
Ly m—— Can Neck site. These questicns concern th

=ity o gt potential impacts on blue crab spawning and

1= 3emaria Esetimwe Jupsz- development, finfish migration, water quality and
sediment and water movement. Occurring farther

Attact
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J. Rcbert Bray
Page two
January 16, 1991

i
»

out, the Norfolk Disposal site Poses less of a risk to importan-
living rescurces and water quality.

Additicnally, CBF urges the continued Eonitoring of Craney
Island to determine if the sediment-asscciated contaminants are
being contained. 1r not, disposal in confined upland sites woulg

be necessary.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions
Concerning our position. Thank ¥You for your consideration.

Sincerely,
f # - ——
f --’q':( /'.n' -.l',*." 3
- | - Ll . ".-'_,....-"'
= ﬂ-"-"’ Fl -

,/Jean G. Watts

2 taff Scientis+



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
DIVISION OF ECOLOCGICAL SERVICES
1325 VIRGINIA STREET J
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401

MY 02 150

LR - =

Colcnel Rickard C. Johns

Diswrict Enginear

Noriolk Disirics, Corps of Enginesrs
Forr Norfolk, 803 Front Soest
Norfoik, VA - 23510-1096

mn: Tom Yancsv, Planning Division

Re=: Norfolk Harbor and Channels
Long-Term Disposal Study

Dear Coionzl Johros:

On July 23, 1990 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) recsived a lener from
the Virginia Porr Authority enclesing the U.S. Army Corps of Enginesrs (Corps)
"Draft Informaion Repont on the Norfolk Harbor and Channpsls, Virpniz Long Term
Disposal (Inner Harbor),” dated June 1990. Tae letter fom the Port Anthority did
not specifv a review period, oor has the Corps indicated that the report is undergoing
any tvpe of oficial review period While the Service bas not compieted its review of
the endre documen:, our imital review of the report bas indicated a nesd to claniy
certzin issues pertaining to Federal laws under the authority of the Fish and-Wildlife

Servics.

ppendix E of the Corps’ document is the "Environmental Informadon Report”™ that
comtzins an evaluadon of the environmental impacts of the alternadves for the long-
term dispesal of dredged material from the Pors of Hampton Roads, 2s well as the
Service's Planning Aid Report on the swudy, dated October, 1989. Table 1 of the
Epvironmen:al Informadon Report contains two errors regarding compliancs wilh
Federal laws. The table is incorrect in jts statemen: that the expansion of the Craney
Islané Disposal Area would not require formal consultadon pursuant to Secton 7 of
the Endangered Species Act. In our cover lenter with the Planning Aid Report, dated
Japuary 12, 1990, the Servics stated:

". . . our report indicates that if Craney Island expansion is chosen as
the preferred alternatve, consultation with the Service pursuant 10
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act will be necessary due o
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poteacal Impacts on the endangered peregrine faleon (Ealco persgrinus) and
the threatened piping plover [Q naradrivs melodus).”

Table 1 also 1ndicates that the Corps' proposed recommendations are in compliancs
with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. This smt_.;.c:t .5 only partally correct
The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 US.C. 661 et seq.) requres Federal
agencies 10 obtain the recommendartions of the Fish and “’,Ldm“ Servics, the National
Marine Fisheries Service, and the relevant stare wildlife agency regarcing the impacts
of proposed water developmen: projects or Federally permitted activities to fish and
wildlife resources and 1o give full consideration to all recommendarions | by these
agencies regarding measures needed to fully evaluats and mitigate such impacts. The
Fish 2nd Wiidlife Service's Planning Aid Report was provided as an information
report toat outlines project impacts and indicates the additonal studies necsssary 10
fully evaluare the impacts of the propesed alternatives on fish and wildlife resourcs

i

Untl the recommended studies are completed and the Service provides its final *c:::e.L

recoam

to the Corps pursuant 10 Section 2(b) of the Fish and Wildlife Cncrcm..::cn Act, the

Corps should not consider irself or this project in full compliance with th=
.'tﬂ“' ements of this law. =

Based upon our iniual review of the Corps' report, we believe the Tepor: may have
gven the project sponsor, the Virginia Por Authority, the incorrect imprassion thar
tbe expansion of the Cranpey Isiand Disposal Area would pot result o significan:
environmental impacts and that there are no major rrnscncd environmental issues.
While we assume this was not the int=ar of the report, e subtle wording vsed 1o
ﬁ_sm:n: the eovironmental aspects of the expansion of Cr?_"lcv Island ecould easily le
2 reader 10 this conciusion. The Servies would kiks 1o claniy that we believe that
there are major eavironmental impacts associated with the expansion of Crzney Isiand
and that certain potental impacts on estuarine circulztion aad the James River ovster
beds would reguire additional detailed smdiss befors the Service can fully evaluate
e impacs of the expansion, 2s required by the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.
The pos;ucn of the Service as mr*ss:d in our Octobsr 1989 Planming Aid Report
points to the ne=d to inidate such smdies in 2 tmely manner, and to inigate carly,
derailed coordinarion berween the Federal and Stzte namral resource management
agencies 10 identify an environmentally acceptable solution to the long-term ne=ds of

the Por: for dredged material disposal

'I'n~ Service wanrs 1o reiterate that we are ino full support of environmentally sound

Horts to maintain and improve the Fe ederal, Stare, and private facilities and projects
that comprise the vitzl maricime facilities of the Por of hzmnwn Roads. However,
we do not support tae further expansion of the Cranev Island faglity due to the
significance of the environmental impacts associated with such an underaking. We
are hopeful that the Corps and the Commonwezlth of Virginia will select ocean
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3

disposal as the preferred means of disposing of dredged material from the Port. The
relatively small increase in project costs for ocean disposal is, we believe, justfed 1o
preveat the losses of the Port's equally important namral resourcss.

incerely.

-

Jobhn P. Wolfli
Supervisor
Annapolis Field Ofce

c:  Robert Bray, Virginia Port Authority
Elizabeth Haskell Virginia Deparment of Nawral Resources
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ARTHUR L COLUNE, ERECUTWE DIRECTORSECRETLAY

April 19, 1991

Col. Richard C. Johns
Norifolk District Corps of Engineer
BO3 Front Street

Re: Craney Island Disposal
Area (WAW:12)

Dear Col Johns;

The Hampton Roads Planning District Commission has reviewed the
report, Norfolk Harbor and Channels, Virginia: Long-Term Dredoged
Material Management (inner Harbor), prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers for the Virginia Port Authaority.

At its Quarterly Meeting on April 17, 1991, the Hampton Roads
Planning District Commission endorsed the enclosed "Position Statement of
the HRPDC on Norfolk Harbor and Channels, Virginia: Long-Term Dredged
Material Management (Inner Harbor]." This Position Statement represents
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a consensus of the region’s fourteen member local governments. While not
directly related to legislation enacted by the Virginia General Assembly
during 1ts 12591 5ession, the Position Statement is generally supportive of
that legisiation. It aiso recommends that the Corps of Engineers and
various agencies of Virginia state government take several actions to
further enhance management of dredged material frem the Port of
Hampton Roads.

The Commission reguests your consideration of and support for its
position in this matter.

Arthur L Collins
Executive Director/Secretary

JMC:ALC:th

Enclosure
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POSITION STATEMENT OF THE
HAMPTON ROADS PLANNING DISTRICT COMIMISSION ON
NORFOLK HARBOR AND CHANNELS. VIRGINIA - 4
LONG-TERM DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT (INNER HARBOR)

Chesapeake, Virginia
April 1997

The Hampton Roads Planning District Commission and its predecessor, the
Southeastern Virginia Planning District Commission, have been actively involved, on
behalf of their member local governments, in the review and evaluation of issues
associated with the Norfolk Harbor Channel Deepening and Dredge Disposal

Project(s) for nearly two decades. Majar concerns raised during this long project
history include:

. The need to provide for long-term viable uses of the existing Craney
Isiand Disposal Area.

- The need to address the Deepening and Disposal Issues in el
comprehensive and coordinated fashion.

. The need to consider fully the possibility of ocean disposal as 3 viable
long-term aiternative.

. The need to consider reuse of suitable material to promote a variety of
environmental and economic activities.

L Site-specific environmental and economic impacts of alternatives ranging
from unland site impacts on groundwater resources to the biological and
arculation impacts of in-water sites.

. The fact that the National Economic Development (NED) Plan mus:
consiger and incorporate the Regional Development and Environmental
Quaiity Plans.

The Commission is pleased that, over the saveral years of study and evaluation
of this imporiant project, 2 number of these concerns have been addressed. The
Harbor Deepening and Disposal activities have been combined into and evaluated as
38 comprehensive project. Ocean disposal is now considered to be an
environmentally sound approach to satisfying much of the disposal needs of the Part
of Hampton Roads. Upland sites have been eliminated from further consideration.
Reuse of material, when suitable, is now an integral, although not entirely
quantified, component of all project alternatives. Several recent beach nourishment
and erosion protection projects have used material dredged from various harbor
channels.




Unfortunately, other issues remain outstanding. Long-term use of the Craney
Island Disposal Area continues 1o be an item for further considerauon. The Natuonal
Economic Development Plan, identified by the Corps of Engineers, still contains 2
number of components which have significant negative impacis on the
Environmental Quality and Regional Development Plans for this project. d

In 1990, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), on behalf of the Virginia Port
Authaority, released the latest in the growing series of studies of the deepening and
dredge disposal issue in Norfolk Harbor. This study, Norfolk Harbor and Channels,
Virainia: Lona-Term Dredoed Material Manaaement (Inner Harbor), 15 to serve as a
prime input to a future decsion by the Commenwealth of Virginia selecting a long-
term dredge material disposal option for Hampton Roads. This option will replace
the Craney Island Disposal Ares, following its filling to design capacty in
approximately 1997. The 1990 COE study documents an analysis of seventesn (17)
alternative disposal strategies and alternative configurations of several of them. All
options include beneficial reuse of suitable material as a component. The National
Economic Development Plan, designated by the COE, involves the northward and
westward expansion of the existing Craney island Disposal Area. The EQ Plan
involves ocean disposal of suitable material with the existing Craney Isiand Disposal
Area reserved for material thatis unsuitable for ocean disposal.

The HRPDC now understands that an additional alternative has surfaced. That
__alternative, similar to one- being evaluated for Baltimore Harbor, involves use of
dredged material for construction/reconstruction of undersea islands and shoreline
ctabilization of existing islands in Chesapeake Bay. Additional engineering and
scientific investigation of this alternative is reguired. No decision on this option ¢an
be reached pending completion of these investigations, which is expected some
three years from now. We also understand that these studies may delay a decision
on one or more future disposal sites.

The HRPDC and its member jurisdictions have reviewed the 1990 Corps of
Engineers’ study. This review has been conducted in the context of the Commission’s
historic positions on the Norfolk Harbor Deepening and related dredge disposal
projects. Several principals have guided this review. They are:

e Dredging (both the deepening and routine maintenance) of Norfolk
Harbor and Channels is important to the long-term economic health of
the communities of Hampton Roads and to National Defense needs. A
corollary to that is that dredging of a number of smaller channels is
necessary to the quality of life in Hampton Roads. This encompasses
recreational and commercial activities as well as aesthetic factors.

e Long-term dredging (new work as well as maintenance) requires
development of cost-effective, environmentally sound disposal options,
including beneficial reuse of suitabie material.
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. The National Economic Development Plan, mandated by federal water
resource planning and development guidelines, must reflect Regional
Development and Environmental Quality issues. It is the Commission’s
view that a Plan which has significant negative impacts on the region's
economy or natural environment, even if it is the low €osti option, cannot
be the national economic development plan.

Based on this review and evaluation, the Hampton Roads Planning District
Commission has the following comments on the proposed plan.

1. The 1990 COE study has not adequately addressed the environmental
Impacts associated with the expansion of the Craney Island Disposal Area.
The inadequacy of this evaluation is highlighted in the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service's comments of November 2. 1990 noting the need for
additional studies on benthic and wetlands impacts as well as circulation
impacts and the need for mitigation. The FWS letter also SUppOrts ocean
disposal as the preferred disposal alternative in light of environmental
congerns.

In this regard, although page 196 of the study notes that only 1 acre of
wetlands would be impacted by the project, it appears that to be
consistent with the position of federal agences on other public and
Jprivate projects in the region, 2 minimum of 1:1 mitigation should be
required. Based on the FWS comments, it appears that the entire 2,500
acre expansion would/should be considered wetlands and subagueous
lands for purposes of developing a mitigation plan.

2. The 1290 COE study does not inciude a full evaluation of the economic
impacts of the CIDA expansion. Wetlands mitigation costs are not
considered to the degree that the FWS comments seem to require.

Studies conducted for the City of Portsmouth indicate that the adverse
economic impacts of the proposed expansion on the City may be in the
order of $70-100 Million. Impacts on the City of Suffolk would appear to
be of the same order of magnitude. Fiscal impacts to the twe Cities wouid
be approximately $4 Million. It is not known at this time what the
economic impacts on the City of Chesapeake might be, aithough they can
be expected to be substantial.

In this context, it appears that the environmental impacts may be significant
enough to ensure that the Craney Island Disposal Area expansion can not be the
Environmental Quality Plan. Con currently, the economic impact evaluation does not
consider all implementation costs and may understate the economic impacts of the
Project on the local cities. When ungquantified environmental effects are considered,
the spread, in terms of unit disposal costs, between the Craney Island Disposal Area
expansion and ocean disposal may be further reduced. This could, in fact, make
ocean disposal the least cost aiternative and, thus, the National Economic
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Development Plan. Alternatively, the cost differential between the two plans may
be so small that the National Economic Development Plan set-aside could be
considered so that local interests are not obligated to pay the cost cifferential
between the two alternatives.

In 19889, the Southeastern Virginia Pla:.ning District Commission, predecessor to
the HRPDC, completed the Elizabeth River Basin Environmental Management
Program. That study recommended that efforts be undertaken by all levels of
government to reduce the input of toxic substances to the Elizabeth River through
stringent enforcement of both point and nonpoint source poilution controls. It was
noted that this could assist in reducing the amount of maintenance dredging that
was required while also minimizing over time the issue of disposal of contaminated
dredged spoil. The HRPDC believes that efforts by the COE and the Commonwealth
of Virginia to assist local governments in such a program are integral to an
environmentally sound approach to dredged material management.

In its review of the COE study of long-term dredge material management in
Hampton Roads, the HRPDC found that many small dredging projects have
historically depended on small upland sites, adjacent to the dredging site, for
disposal of dredge material. Recent state and federal environmental initiatives,
including the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act, and Nontidal Wetlands Regulations,
preclude the use of many such sites for dredge material disposal. Options need 1o be
developed to provide adequate and environmentally sound disposal of material
from these smaller projects. SaEik

After careful review of the 1990 COE study, Norfolk Harbor and Channels:
Long-Term Dredoed Material Management (inner Harbar], the Hampton Roads
Planning District Commission recommends that:

1. The Corps of Engineers and the Commonwealth of Virginia designate the
Norfolk and Dam Neck Ocean Disposal Sites as the long-term dredged
material disposal sites for the Port of Hampton Roads.

2. The existing Craney Island Disposal Area should be used for the disposal
only of that material, giving priarity to materials from the Southern
Branch of the Elizabeth River, which is unsuitable for ocean disposal in
accordance with EPA guidelines. Disposal of this unsuitable material
should be strictly managed to prevent adverse environmental iImpacts.

3. Efforts to reduce the introduction of toxic substances to the Elizabeth
River should also be incorporated into the dredged material management
plan.

4.  Beneficial reuse of suitable dredged material should be an integral
component of this project.
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The Corps of Engineers and the Commonwealth of Virginia work with
local governments in the Hampton Roads area to develop
environmentally sound and cost-effective dredge material disposal
a2lternatives for small dredging projects.

Because of its positive environmental quality and regional development
aspects, this comprehensive approach 1o dredged material disposal and
management should be designated as the National Economic
Development Plan as well as the Environmental Quality Plan.

1
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

Colusier Johngen J Tl
W Wnght Hamson Veop e hiad S i
S Phllig Barpel

Fatsert & Blar

Ormer b Bumn

Gowdon L. Crensfaw

Gene B Dwan, Jr

& Fussell Xk

Lt B lavsigiier. Sr

Ruchard S Asynods, 1

Edwara G Sharp

Edidee N Mgore. Jr Siale Treasuser

Virginia Port Authority
600 World Trade Center
Norfolk, Virginia 23510
Cable Address Vastports
Telephone (B04) 683-8000
Telecopier (804) 683-8500
TWX 710 8811231

December 11, 1991

Colonel Richard ©. Johns

4 Robert Bray
Evpcutne Dwecior

District Engineer

Norfolk District, Corps of Engineers
B03 Front Street

Norfolk, Virginia 23510-1096

Dear Colonel Johns:

Please refer to Mr. Merhige's letter of October 7, 1981,
forwarding review comments on the Norfolk Harbor and Channels,
Virginia, Long-Term Dredged Material Management (Inner Harbor)
draft supplement. Since no further comments are expected, the
draft supplement should now be finalized.

The Virginia Port Authority generally concurs with the
conclusions and recommendations included in the draft supplement
and agrees that the supplement should be approved as the final
document to formally close out the Inner Harbor Long-Term Dredged
Material Management Study. It is recognized that dredged material
management 1s a complex issue and that additional work will be
necessary in order to solve the remaining issues and questions and
to implement a long-term strategy for the Port of Hampton Roads.

I can assure you that the Commonwealth of Virginia is
dedicated to continuing its cooperative effort with the Corps in
this important endeavor.

Yours truly,

%@W%

J. Robert Bray
Executive Director
Jjla
cc: Robert R. Merhige, III
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R e October 7, 1991

Colonel Richard C. Johns

District Engineer, Norfolk District
Corps of Engineers

B0O2 Front Street

Norfolk, Virginia 23510-1096

Dear Colonel Johns:

The draft information report on Norfolk Harbor and Channels,
Virginia, Long-Term Dredoged Materijal Managcement (Inner Harbor) was
forwarded to federal, =state and local interests for review and
comment. The responses received to date are enclosed.

We look forward to continuing the effort with the Norfolk
District to implement a long-term dradged material management
strateqgy for the Port of Hampton Rocads.

vE*y truly vours,

’\sﬁlA 2 xY/ﬁmaziga_ﬂ,—r—
Robert R. Merhige, III

General Counsel and Deputy
Executive Director for Operations

Enclosure
cc: J. Robert Bray
R. Todd Coyle, Director of Planning

RRM/rtc
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COMMONWEZALTH of VIRGINIA
CHESAPEAKE BAY LOCAL ASSISTANCE DEPARTMENT '

%05 East Broad Swreet Sune 701 s T75_Izgm

ck

Ruwhmond, Virgana 23219 T L s

September 9, 19591

Robert R. Merhige, III

General Counsel and Deputy Executive Director for Operations
Virginia Port Authority

600 World Trade Center

Morfolk, Virginia 23510

Dear Mr. Merhige:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. The

Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance Department is primarily concerned
with protecting and enhancing the water guality of the Chesapeake
Bay. but, indirectly, we are interested in any activity that will
affect the flora and fauna of that area.

We are concerned with the possible impact on megalopal ands

ju¥enile growth staqas of the american blue crab(Callinectes
san;dus} These larval stages of blue crab development spend a
considerable portion of their lives in and around the Norfolk Ocean
Disposal Site during a perlnd beqlnnlng in Rugust and lasting
through September. Two other species which spawn in the area and
contribute significantly to the commercial catch within the
Chesapeake Bay are the atlantic croaker(Micropogon undulatus,
august-December) and the spot(Leiostomus xanthurus, October-March) .

We would support a time of year restriction on dumping at this

location that would run from August 15 to March 31. This perilod
would provide protection for the three species cited above during
the crucial early stages of their life cycles.

If need any clarification on these comments please call me at

B04-371-8222.

S;PqFrely,

/’/’/2’5é7
CHE &

E. Duke Whedbee
Environmental Scientist

C. Scott Crafton
Darryl M. Glover
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA :

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND RECREATTION

AP Csarimes Smerey
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September 4, 1851

Robert R. Merhige, III
General Council and Deputy
Executive Director for Operations
Virginia Port Authority
€00 World Trzde Center
Norfelk, Virginia 23510

re: Norfolk Harbor and Channels Long-Term Disposal

Dear Mr. Merhige: ~ =

The Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) previously
reviewed the subject project in January, 1991. The comments
submitted a+ that time remain applicable to the project.

In addition, DCR offers the following comments.

The Craney Island Management Area has developed 1into a
significant breeding, wintering, and migratory stopover ~Tresource
for many species of rare birds. DCR’s Biological and Conservation
Datasystem contains breeding records for Sterna hirunde (common
tern, G5/S3/NF/NS), Sterna antillarum (least tern, G4/S2/NF/NS),
Charadrius melodus (piping plover, G2/52/LT/LT), and
Recurvirostcra americana (American avocet, G5/S1/NF/NS) from the
management area. Craney Island alsc supports large wintering
populations of several waterfowl species, and is a valuable

winter foraging area for Asio £ sus {short-eared owl,
G5 /51 /NHF/KS) and Falco peregrinus (peregrine falcon,
G3/S1/LE/LE). Finally, Craney Island’s mudflats and ponds
provide valuable food resources that revitalize large numbers of
many species of shorebirds and waterfowl on migration. An

explanation of species rarity ranks and legal status
abbreviations is encleosed for your reference.

Due +to +the high biodiversity at Craney Island, and the presence
of two federally listed species, we are greatly concerned with
the proposition that the Craney Island Management Area be

reserved for the disposal of materials "unsuitable™ for ocean
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Page 2
Norfolk Harbor and Channels
September 4, 1991

disposal. Specifically, what is the composition and toxicity
level of the unsuitable material? If the contaminants in the
dredged material are likely to leach out of the spoil, the
consequences could be grave for the birds that depend on Craney’s
feeding and nesting resources.

Considering the potential for undesirable impacts on the birds of
Craney Island as a result of this project, we recommend
consultation with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and
the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries to assure
the preservation of nesting and feeding habitat for the rare
birds that utilize the Craney Island Management Area.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.

Sincerely,

; S e

Froigg V77 o o7

[.’_._...-r,_.\- LF‘_,FL
John R. Davy, Jr.
Planning Bureau Manager

JRD:ikxr
Enclosure

cc: Cindy Schultz, USFWS
Becky Wajda, VDGIF
Lee Hill
Tim O‘’Connell
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CefimiTion of AbSreviations Used on MaTural Heritisge lesource Lists
of the
¥irginis Depariment of Corservation and Recrestion

Eptural =er-Tage Faniks

The following ranks are used oy Ihe VWirginia Decartment of Conserwvation and Recrestion te set protsciion priaricies far
natural heritage resources, watural Her lage Eesources, or "NHE“ 5 * are rare plant and snimsl species, rare and exeecliary
natural cofmuniTies, and sigmidicant peslegic femtures, The primary criterion for ranging WEE‘s i3 The rmoes of
podulations or octurrences, i.e. the rmoer of known disTinet localitTies. Alza of great imooartance is the mumber of
indiviguals in exisTence at eacn losality or, if a hignly meoile organism (e.g., sea Turtles, mamy bires, are butterf!ies),
the total rumoer of indiviowals., Other considerstions may include the ouality af tne QESUrTEnSes, The rumper of oretecses
pCourrences, anc threats. However  The smohasii Fremeint an THe nurDes of populations or GCCsTrences Such theT Femcs will

e an index of known Sislogical raricy.

£1 Extremely rere; usually § o fewer pooulstions or cccurrences im Che STate] o may 5= a few remaining individusls:
often especially vulnerazle ta extirpation.

52 Very rare; usually between 5 and 20 populatisns or occurrences: or with many indivicduals in fewer eccurrences; often
suszeptible o becoming extirsalec.

€3 Rare to uncommon; usually between 20 and 100 populations or pCurrences; may have feusr soourrences, but with g largs
rumcer of indivicuals in some papulations; may be susceptible to large- zzale disturtances.

5L Common; usually »130 populations or occurrences, but may be fewer with mary large populations; may be restricred 1o
anly a pariion of the state; usually MOl Susceptible teo immediaste threstzs.

13 Very commen: cemonsirasly secure under present condirions.

1% hcsigenzal in The sTace,

CH Hiszorically tnown from the state, but not werified for an sxlended period, ususlly *>15 yesrs: this rank is uses

primacily wnen inventory Res Seen aftesores recently.

L Aegularly eccurring migrants: transients: seasonal, nonoreeding residents. Usually ne specific site con De igen=ifiss
with its ramss in The staic. (Hete that congregation anc STMgIng arses are menitored secaratelyl.

!

Status uncertiain, often because of low searzh effer: ar erveptic nature af The =lemens,

v
[4

== Apzarently exlirzated from the state.
=izmal ranks are similar, But refer 1o a species' rariTy throuchout itz zatal fange. Clobal ranks are denoted with g =5~
f2liowes by a charscter. WNote that S and CH arc nat used ang OX mesns apparently exTincT. A "O" in 3 rank incdicates soge
2 TAEoMOMIC TUSSTICN CINTErning TRaT Soecies exists. Haniks for subspecies are dencfed with a “7%. Thae glocal amd $taze
rames comoines [(e.g. 52/5%) give am instanc grasg of B species' kmown mardity.

"hEge ranis snould not be inTerorecses as tegal degi Tions.

Psgerpl lesal States

=

ine Wirginia Katural Werizage Progras uses The stancars asbreviatisns for Federal encangerment geveloped By the U.D. Figa
anc Wildlife Service, Division £f Incangerer Spsciss and Haziiaz [orservazion.

LI - Listed Encangeres 34 - Former candigate - presumed sxtinet

LT - Listed Threatensd 38 - Former zaciicdate - neT a valid species uncer
2 = Proposes Encangeres EuUrTenT lazonomic uncersianding

7 - Procosed Thresienes 3C - Former cancicate - common or well protected
=% - Candicate, catesery 1 HWF - mo fegeral legal status

£2 - Cancicaze, categery 2

Siate lecal Sratus

The Virginia Watural Weritage Program uses zimilar abbesviarions far Irate encancesmenz.

Lf - Listed Encangersd PL - Proposed Erdangered
LT = Listed Threatenss #T - Proposed Threstened
-~ - Candicarte NS - no state lepsl staTus

The following status recommescaticns reflest the findings =f the 198F Virginis Encangered Species Symoosium,
THESE ARE MOT LEGAL DESIGNATIONE, WD& HAVE THE SPEC[=S TET BEEN FORMALLY PROPOSED.

* Recofmendes Sndamgeres ESC - Recommenced Soecial Consern
- Recormenges Threptenes

For infarmation on the |gws pertaining fo threatened or ergangerss species, contast:

B
i

LU.5. Fish and Wildlife Service fo- all FEDERALLY listed soecies
Dezariment of Agriculture ane Comsumer Servizes Plant Pretection Suresu for STATE listed plants and insects
Dezariment of Came are IM|Ena Fizheries for all other STATE listes animals

=
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVYY i =
ATLANTIC DIVISION
NAVAL FACILITEES ENGINEERING COMMAND 445-2308

NORFOLK, VIAGINLA 235116287
# AES, T BEFER TO

2032JD
14 AUG 91

'

Robent R. Merhige, III
Virginia Pont Authority
600 World Trade Center
Norfolk, Virginia 23510

Dear Mr. Merhige:

We appreciate the opportunity for continued involvement with the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers’ Norfolk Harbor and Channels Long-Term Dredged Material Management
Study. The Draft Supplement of this study, forwarded to us by your 24 July 1991 leuer,
has besn reviswed and the following comments apply:

. The Navy agrees that the Craney Island Management Arca should be intensively
managed to extend its useful life.

- Without the formal NEPA process as 2 determination of the future expansion of
Craney Island, the cost sharing issue for Navy projects is siill outstanding and of
major concem.

All of our previous comments in our 28 February 1991 lener apply. We request you
conunue 10 keep us informed of the statms of the decision on long-term disposal methods.

Sincerely,

}
- CoAqe—

THOMAS C. HORSCH, P.E.

Head, Facilities Planning

Feal Estste Departmen:
Sy direction of tne Commande=

Quality Performance . . . Quality Results Artacheent
7
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Hampton Roads Maritime Association @

228-236 E PLUME STREET P O BOX 3487

MORFOUC VIRGINLA Z3514-3487
PHONE (B04) £22-2639
FAX (BO4)&22-£302

President™s £ Award lor
Export Service

August 9. 1991

Mr. Robert R. Merhige, Il

General Counsel and Deputy Executive Director for Operations
Virginia Port Authority

600 World Trade Center

Norfolk, Virginia 23510

Dear Mr. Merhige:

Our Harbor-Anchorage-Dredging Committee met recently to consider the
Draft Supplement on NORFOLK HARBOR AND CHANNELS, VIRGINIA, LONG-
TERM DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT (INNER HARBOR) and offers
several concerns.

- House Bill 1478 preciudes any further expansion of Craney
isiand and may have a severe financial impact on the
State of Virginia with regard to incremental costs of ocean
placement of dredged material.

- Ocean dumping of dredged material mav not be the long-term
solution for such material While certain environmental
issues are known today. the long-term effect or concerns
may well be redefined and. therefore, could limit ocean
disposal. Further, international treaties may also restrict
the future use of ocean dumping of dredged material.

- The future use of Craney Island for dredged material is
restricted to only "unsuitable” material of which the
substantial volume is unknown at this time. Also, as new
environmental concerns are addressed. additional restrictions
may cause an increase in unsuitable material to the Craney
Island facility, therefore, accelerating the already known
short life of that disposal area.

- The beneficial uses of dredged material should be considered
in an expedited fashion.

Artachment 2
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Mr. Robert R. Merhige, IlI
August 9, 1991

Page two

'
As you know, the Hampton Roads Maritime Association opposed House
Bill 1478 during the last session of the General Assembly for the reasons cited
above. We would hope that this legislation be reconsidered in view of the
unknown increased fiscal demands it will place on the State of Virginia.

We appreciate the opportunity to offer our comments on this Draft
Supplement.

Sincerely,

IR

W. 5. HULL
Chairman. Harbor-Anchorage
Dredging Committee

WSH/dwp

cc:  Mr. J. Robert Bray
Mr. R. Todd Coyle
Mr. Braden Vandeventer

Attachment 2
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August 9, 1991

Robert R. Merhige, III
Virginia Pert Authority
600 World Trade Center
Neoerfeolk, Virginia 23510

Dear Mr. Merhige:
Thank you for the opportunity

of the Draft Information Report on
Virginia, Long-term Dredged

Material Management {Inner

to comment on the finalization
Norfolk Harbor and Channels,
Harbor) .

ne Department agrees with the conclusions outlined within
the sugplemen_ would like to commend the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers and The Virginia Port Au
handled this difficult and complex

can be of assistance with this project,

thority for the way they have

task. If there 1is anyway we
pPlease do not hesitate to

&p””’c{w\/ﬁ/

E. “LIE Wﬁed.ee, = :
Environmental SCLEWZiEIf.

call.
S_ncer
= Ellie Irons, Council on the Environment

C. Scott Crafton,
rryl M. Glover

Attachment 2
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

S RN Council on the Environment 22 ORTHMNTHETREST
ACMINISTRATOR SUITE 210
RIC-AADMND 225
B TRA 500

TOD Ble-371-7H0a

August 9,1991

Mr. Robert R. Merhige, IIIX
General Counsel
Virginia Port Authority
600 World Trade Center

* MNorfolk, Virginia 23510

RE: Norfolk Harbor and Channels Long-Term Dredged Material
Management (Inner Harbor)- Draft Supplement

Dear Mr. Merhige:

The Council staff reviewed the above referenced document and
in general concurred with the recommendations. However, as
stated in our January 31 letter, we believe that the life of the
existing Craney Island Disposal Area could be extended by remov-
ing and using the clean material there for beneficial purposes or
transferring suitable material to an approved ocean management

ite such as the Dam Neck Management site and Norfolk Management
site (once it has been approved by the Environmental Protection
Agency). These issues should be further addressed in the plan.

We commend the Port Authority for sharing in the cost of the
proposed studies to investigate the potential for beneficial uses
of dredged materials in the lower Chesapeake Bay. This approach
is in keeping with the Commonwealth's pelicy, which is to promote
the use of suitable dredged materials for beach nourishment and
shoreline restoration and erosion contreocl. Localities and plan-
ning district commissions could be instrumental in identifying
areas which conld benefit from erosion contreol, beach creation
and other recreational areas such as parks with sand dunes. Ini-
tially, theose localities which are close to major dredging
projects should be targeted.

The Council supports the new emphasis by the Corps on treat-
ing dredged materials as a resource and expanding the beneficial
use of this rescurce beyond the traditional uses. The concept of
using dredged materials for fisheries habitat restoraticn and
creation, and wetlands enhancement is a good cone and worth fur-
ther investigation. We will continue to participate in this
study effort.

Attachment 2
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potential users investigated.

In addition to the studies contemplated, we believe that the
use of suitable dredged materials for construction purposes
(roadways, building blocks, and tiles) should be promoted znd

The U.S. Department of Transporta-

tion (Federal Highway Administration) and Virginia Department of
Transportation should be invited to participate in this aspect of
the study.

Thank you focr the oppertunity to comment on

Sincere.y,

Keith J. Buttleman

The Honorable Elizabeth H. Haskell
E. Duke Whedbee, CELAD

C. E. Easlick, SWCEB

Thomas A. Barnard, Jr., VIMS

Tony Watkinson, VMRC

Tom Yancey, ACOE

Attachment 2
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H%h[pTON RO‘ALDS RIRE T WICLERAL DeRiBuAN . BOSEST M MUBSer wilE CramMAN « AONERT G BEGLEY TEEas,k

FLAAADM DR TRICT 00PN 4BTmlh L COLLWE EXECUTIVE DBECTOR BErara:
_ #
CE BAPE£aE AUQ ust 6, 1991
Eowae S ey £ f Lot
I R T osramae = e e e

At B ® Dby B s

_— ._.m“ b Mr. Robert R. Merhige, 1lI
R = Sl General Counsel and Deputy Executive
i Director for Operations
R e Virginia Port Authority
oo 7 Teem 600 World Trade Center

Norfolk, Virginia 23510
1S E O walsT Dot v
i e e e e Re: CI"EF‘IE‘)I' istand DiSpD‘Sﬂl
SWES CITY £ sty Lrea {WAW 1 2:|

[+ 7o S TR Dear Mr. Merhige:

i WS0AT Mf wi

Pursuant to your request of July 24, 1991, the staff of the Hampton
el Wdn. . S Roads Planning District Commission has reviewed the report, entitled
e Norfolk Harbor and Channels, Virginia: Lona-Term Dredged Material
t e i Management {Inner Harbor) - Draft Supplement, prepared by the Norfolk
P e e District, Corps of Engineers. Based on this review, the HRPDC staff finds the
“iemiseiiulie report and its recommendations to be generally consistent with the
"Position Statement of the Hamoton Roads Planning District Commussion

. om on Norfolk Harbor and Channels, Virginia: Long-Term Dredaed MMaterial
i T e U Management (Inner Harbor),” adopted by the Commission at its meeting

EUETSMOUT- on April 17, 1991,

e The staff of the HRPDC is concerned zbout the implications for long-
term dredged material management inherent in the discussion of the two
o A PRI options for determining cost-share policy (page 8). The second option
| T FTTEmes  appears to eliminate ocean disposal with Craney Island reserved for
Po— unsuitable material as the National Economic Development Plan. The
s et HRPDC staff believes that this option is untenable in light of comments on
T the Information Report from the various state and federal environmental
agencies, which indicated that the Craney Isiand expansion plan would
have potentially significant adverse environmental impacts. Also, the
conclusions and recommendations of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and
Harbors on the authorization tudy for the channel deepening appear to
conflict with Option 2.

L TR
T T SLODE g
SEZafet T Tume B Fan g o

TORx COuNTY

L e Atcachment 2
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Mr. Robert R. Merhige, 11| -2- August b, 1991

Option 115 supportive of the conclusions reached by the Board of Engineers for
Rivers and Harbors. The HRPDC staff continues to believe that the comprehensive
approach to dredged material management outlined in the Commission’s April 1991
Position Statement should be considered as both the National Economic
Development and Environmental Quality Plans for this project. Option 1 is
consistent with that approach. Also, designation of that approach as the NED Plan
would eliminate the need for the Commonwealth to pay the apparent cost
differential.

The staff of the HRPDC encourages you to move expeditiously to finalize and
implement this vital project. If we can be of any assistance in moving the project
forward, please do not hesitate to call.

— .
Su’ﬁcwely.
]

(bl 7o

Arthur L. Collirs
Executive Director/Secretary

~ JMC:dfs

cc: Col. R.C. Johns, COE

Attachment 2
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WATER CONTROL BOARD

Richard M Bunon
Executres Derector

Pos O*kce Box 11143
Fachmong Vegeua 23230-7143
1804y S27-5000
TOD tbia, 5274281

August 6, 1991

Mr. Robert R. Merhige, III

General Couns=l1 and Deputy
Executive Director for Operations

Virginia Port Authority

600 World Trade Center

Norfolk, Virginia 23510

Dear Mr. Merhige:

We have reviewed the Draft Supplement
report entitled Norfelk Harbor and Channels,
Dredged Material Management (Inner Harbor),
disagreement with
in that document.

We loock forward to participating in ensuing efl
ial management

develop an overall long-term dredged mater

to the information
Virginia,
and we have no

the Conclusion and Recommendation as declared

Long-Term

arts to

strategy.
Sincerely,
E. Easlick
-nVL:cnmen:al Program Analvst
Cfiice of Water Resources Management
cc: C. Bigelow
M. Ferguson
401 File
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August 3, 1991

Mr. Bobert R. Merhipe, III
General Counsel & Depucy Executive
Director for Operacions ,
‘.’i*giﬂ"a Port Aauthoricy
600 World Trade Center

-y =

Borfolk, Virginia 23510

RE: PNorfolk Harbor and Channels, Virginia
long Term Dredged Material EanagemEﬂ' {Inner
Harbor) Dzrait Informaction Report Supplementc

Dear Mr. Merhige:

We have reviewed the subject document from a marine environmencal
perspective and concur generally with cthe recommendatiens as presented in
the:supplement. Ue do-not feel, however, that this document is complete

without censideration of beneficis]l uses for material already in Craney
Island, as well as the transfer of macterial from Craney Island to the
Morfolk Sice. h of rhese actions would cencribuce to reducing the need

to raise the levees at Craney Island and the concomitant adverse
envirommental impacts of that accivicy.

we look Zorward to cnr::ibu::rg te the ongoing efforts to solve our
e."":"n:ne-l..al anc dredged material management problems in Hampton Roads
Harbor. 1II I may answer any questions or be of further service, please do
not hesi:a:e To contact me.

&
Rﬁﬁf J. B¥yrne, ?L_D.

ting aaanfu_.ec:mr

BRJB/jh
C: Mr. Bob Grabb, WVHRC
¥Mr. Chet Bigelow, SWCB

=214Z

Mz, Eilie Iroms, COE

Arctachment 2
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@ity of Portsmouth, Birginia 7

®ifice of the City Fanages Te— =
P. @ Ber 520
Estabiished 1752 Portsmouth, Birginia 23705-0820 [804) 393-8641

August 2, 199]

Mr. Robert R. Merhige, III

General Counsel and Deputy
Executive Director for Operations

Virginia Port Authority

600 World Trade Center

Norfolk, Virgimnia 23510

Dear Mr. HMerhige:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the supplement
of the report, Norfolk Harbor and Channels, Virginia, Long-Term |
Dredged Material Management (Inner Harbor). On page 8 of the
supplement, there is discussion of cost sharing policy. The
first nnt lon recognizes that the expansion of Craney Island
is sccially and environmentally unacceptable, and therefore
is not a viable National Economic Development Plan. The City
of Portsmouth supports that option.

The second option is that the State, by its actions,
precluded the process by which expansion could be shown to be
unacceptable, and therefore the State would pay the incremental
costs for ocean placement. The City believes that the unaccept-
ability of expansion of Craney Island has been demonstrated, and
therefore the incremental costs should not be a responsibility
of the State of Virginia.

We support the conclusion of the supplement, which indicates
that ocean placement of suitable dredged material should be
pursued, and that use of Craney Island shnulﬁ be restricted to
unsuitable material. Furthermore, beneficial uses of dredged
material should be pursued as an acceptable long term gredged
material management strategy.

Atcachment 2
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Mr. Merhige
Letter
8/2/91
-

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on this
matter.

Sincerely,
/y

= A E
f" o t_. a

V. Wayne Orton

City Manager

VWO /ces

cc: City Council
Don Comer

Attachment 2
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el UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
4 ‘ﬁ‘-—- S Mational Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
5 v,-' MATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SESVICE

Targy OF

Habitat and Protected
Resources Division
Oxford Laboratory
Oxford Maryland 21654

August 2,

Robert R. Merhige, III

General Counsel and Deputy
Executive Director for Operations

Virginia Port Authority

600 World Trade Center

Norfeolk, Virginia 23510

Dear Mr. Merhige:

We have reviewed the draft supplement to Norfelk Harbor and
Channels, Virginia; Long-Term Dredged Material Management

{Inner Harbor) and we agree with the document. We particularly
agree with the need to continue intensive management of Craney
Island, the need to explore beneficial uses, the need to
designate Norfolk management site, and the need for management of
ocean placement and restriction of Craney Island. Intensive
studies have shown the advantages of using the Norfolk site for
disposal of suitable spoil material, thereby saving critical
shallow water areas within the estuaries from destruction.
Similarly it only makes good sense to save what capacity remains

in Craney Island for seguestering material that does not meet the
standards for disposal at the Morfelk site.

Thank you for the opportunity toc comment on this project. You may
contact Bob PRubelmann at (301) 226-5771 if you have any
questions. )

Sincerely,

g

s e é?

{mechy E .\ﬁ/ﬁger
Asst. Cocordinator

cc:

EPA-phila

FWS-White Marsh

VCOE

VDGIF

VIMS

VMRC

VWCE

-

Artachment 2
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| . City Manager August 1, 1991

AN FE

T

Mr. Robert R. Merhige, III
Viryinia Fort Authority
600 World Trade Center
Norfolk, Virginia 23510

RE: Norfolk Harbor and Channels, Virginia, Long-Term
Dredged Material Management (Inner Harbor), Draft
Supplement

Dear Mr. Merhige:

The City of Hampton endorses the comments of the Hampton
Roads Planning District Commission concerning long-term disposal
cof dredge material from the inner harbor area of Hampton Roads.
We particularly endorse the need to use the existing Craney
Island site for materials which are unsuitable for other disposal
methods, the need to reuse dredged materials for beneficial
purposes such as shallow water habitats and shoreline
stabilization, and the need to develop environmentally sound and
cost—-effective dredge material disposal alternatives for small
dredging projects. —

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft
supplement.

City Manager

RJO/NWK/hm

ttachmant 2
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINI ’

Depariment of Economic Development

July 31, 1891

Mr. Robert R. Merhige, III

General Counsel and Deputy
Executive Director for Operations

Virginia Port Authority

600 World Trade Center

Norfolk, VA 231510

Dear Mr. Merhige:

Thank you for the copy of the Draft Supplement to the repor
on Norfolk Harbor and Channels., Virginia. Lono-Term JrEHGE_
Materizl Managemen: (Inner Harbor)

The Department of Economic Development has no comments.

Directer of Industrizl Development

Artachment 2
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

STATE WATLR CONTROL BOARD

Fichurs 8 Buros 2111 Hamulton Srreet
Erecutive Oerector
Fost Office Bor 11740 Piemse repiy 12 Tidewsier Regional Offce
Agnenmong Vergews 73230 1141 T97 Prembroke Office Purk
EBO41 367-L056 Suse 118 Pemibrnis Mo
TOO 804} 367-57€3 Viegera Boech, Vargenss Z3462-2355
RG] 552-7840

July 29, 1991

Kr. Robert R. Merhige, II7T

General Counsel and Deputy Executive Director for Operaticns

Virginia Port Authority

600 World Trade Center =

Horfolk, Virginia 23510

Re: Draft Supplement, Nerfolk Harbor and Channels, Virginia,
Long-Term Dredged Material Management (Inner Harbor)

Dear Mr. Merhige:

Thank you for your July 24, 19%1 letter reguesting comments
on the Draft Supplement. Our Agency EIS Coordinator, Mr. C. E.
Easlick, will be providing comments. If You have any gquestions,
he may be reached at 804-327-5067.

Wf : ;
L. S /McBride /;f

—a

KJThRegiﬂnal Director

i

cc: C. E. Easlick, OWEM

VvpaloT2s
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
Coslesrer Jornson L Asrman

Virginia Port Authority 4 J Fobest By
600 World Trade Center Emecusme Duecic:

W Filgnabimrgi, T Cuher Norfolk, Virginia 23510

C Prualip Barger
Oimer M Ewnn

Cable Address Vastporns

1 Harweod Cochrane Telephone (B04) 6B3-B0O00

Gargen L Crensanaw

Geng B Duon b
A HAypeell K
B B Lane

M B Maugieller 5S¢

John A Saveor

Telecopier (B04] 6B3-B500
TWX 710 BB11231

MEMORANDUM

Whillsam T Wiey. Stawve Treageres

T0: File

FROM:

DATE:

Director of Planning

P —————— R R R B L Ll

e i S S T S e i S e O O S e S S

July 18, 1991

The repcrt highlights the Norioclk District Engineers

efforts in formulating a2 long-term dredged material manage-

ment

strategy. Norfeclk District ongoing programs are:

*+ Norfolk Management Site. EPA designation process
is anticipated to be completed by the end of 1%91.

%+ Beneficial uses of dredged material. Norfolk Dis-
trict in cooperation with VPA is conducting a study
to evaluate the potential for using dredged material
in a beneficial manner.

* Raising the levees at Craney Island. Norfolk District
is currently planning studies to evaluate methods for
dewatering the site to lower the existing fill height
and allow further raising of the levees with a view
toward extending its useful life.

* Management plan for restricting Craney Island
to unsuitable material.

Arcachment 2
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The Norfelk District is of the opinion that ccezn place-
ment of suitable material, restriction of Craney Island for
unsuitable material and beneficial uses of dredged material
should be pursued as an acceptable long-term dredged material
strategy. The Norfolk District recommends that the Corps con-
tinue to work closely with the Virginia Port Authority to
develop an overall long-term dredged material management strat-
egy and resolve related issues under an appropriate study cost
sharing policy.

This is the appropriate course of action to take in con-
tinuing the effort toward the implementation of a workable solu-
tion to accommodate dredged material from the inner harbor of

the Port of Hampton Roads.

R. Todd Coyl&

rctc
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