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he Chesapeake Bay Commission

is a policy leader in the restoration of the

Chesapeake Bay. As a tri-state legislative

assembly representing Maryland, Virginia

and Pennsylvania, its mission is to identify

critical environmental needs, evaluate

public concerns, and ensure state and

federa l  ac t ions  to  sus ta in  the  l iv ing

r e s o u r c e s  o f  t h e  C h e s a p e a k e  B a y.
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T
he Chesapeake Bay Commission is a tri-state

legislative commission created in 1980 to advise the

members of the General Assemblies of Maryland, Virginia

and Pennsylvania on matters of Baywide concern. Issues

addressed by its members are as wide-ranging and complex

as the Bay itself, delving into matters of air, land, water, living resources

and the integrated management of all of them.

Twenty-one members from three states define the Commission’s

identity and its workload. Fifteen are legislators, five each from

Maryland, Virginia and Pennsylvania, who are responsible for identi-

fying the needs of the Bay, hearing the wishes of their constituents

and determining actions that make better stewards of all of us.

Completing their ranks are the governors of each state, represented by

their cabinet members who are directly responsible for managing their

states’ natural resources, as well as three citizen representatives who

bring with them unique perspectives and expertise.

The Chesapeake Bay Commission was created to coordinate Bay-

related policy across state lines and develop shared solutions. The

catalyst was EPA’s landmark seven-year study on the decline of the

Chesapeake Bay. In the 20 years since then, the Commission has made

remarkable strides in learning the complex workings of an enormous

estuary, determining the federal and state actions that are needed to

Introduction The Role of the Commission

Implementing

Chesapeake 2000,

the renewed Bay

agreement, was the

Commission’s

primary focus in

2000. Elsewhere in

this report, we

highlight specific

commitments in the

agreement and

describe how they

can be met.
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The Role of the Commission
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sustain its living resources and persuading their colleagues in the

General Assemblies and executive branches to take action.

This year, completing the final draft of the renewed Bay agreement

was the Commission’s highest priority. Following a public comment

period and final review, Chesapeake 2000: A Watershed Partnership

was formally signed in June 2000 by the Chesapeake Executive

Council, which included Chesapeake Bay Commission Chairman

Senator Bill Bolling, Governors Parris N. Glendening, Thomas J. Ridge

and James S. Gilmore, III, Washington D.C. Mayor Anthony A.

Williams and EPA Administrator Carol M. Browner. As its principal

drafter, the Commission ensured that this complex document will

fulfill the goals of previous agreements and serve as a practical blue-

print for restoration well into the next decade.

Today, the Chesapeake Bay Commission faces a new challenge.

Having shepherded the agreement to its successful adoption, it must

now ensure that the resources of the Bay partners are applied as envi-

sioned. The year 2000 marked the beginning of this effort.

The following pages provide a glimpse of the diverse activities of a

unique assembly of legislators and resource policy makers. All are

sustained by their vision of a clean and healthy Chesapeake Bay. All

believe that productive partnerships are a fundamental step in attain-

ing that vision.■



The Hon.  Bill Bolling,* Chairman . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Senate of Virginia

The Hon. Brian E. Frosh,* Vice-Chairman . . . . . . . . . Maryland State Senate

The Hon. Arthur D. Hershey,* Vice-Chairman . . . . . . . Pennsylvania House of Representatives

The Hon. Robert S. Bloxom* . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Virginia House of Delegates

The Hon. Thelma Drake . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Virginia House of Delegates

The Hon. Russ Fairchild . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pennsylvania House of Representatives

The Hon. Bernie Fowler . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Maryland Citizen Representative

The Hon. Irvine B. Hill . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Virginia Citizen Representative

The Hon. Jerrauld C. Jones . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Virginia House of Delegates

The Hon. Charles A. McClenahan* . . . . . . . . . . . . . Maryland House of Delegates

The Hon. James M. Seif . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pennsylvania Secretary of Environmental Protection

The Hon. J. Lowell Stoltzfus . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Maryland State Senate

The Hon. Sarah J. Taylor-Rogers, Ph.D. . . . . . . . . . . Maryland Secretary of Natural Resources

The Hon. Richard A. Tilghman . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Senate of Pennsylvania

The Hon. Michael H. Weir . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Maryland House of Delegates

The Hon. Noah W. Wenger* . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Senate of Pennsylvania

The Hon. Martin E. Williams . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Senate of Virginia

The Hon. George B. Wolff . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pennsylvania Citizen Representative

The Hon. John F. Wood, Jr. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Maryland House of Delegates

The Hon. John Paul Woodley, Jr. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Virginia Secretary of Natural Resources

The Hon. Peter J. Zug . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pennsylvania House of Representatives

Staff
Ann Pesiri Swanson . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Executive Director

Russell W. Baxter . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Virginia Director 

Thomas W. Beauduy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Pennsylvania Director

Kevin J. Miller . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Maryland Director

Pat Stuntz . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Fellow

Patsy S. Cress . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Administrative Assistant

*Members of the Executive Committee
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T
hroughout 2000, the Chesapeake Bay Commission

continued its leadership role in the effort to restore the Chesa-

peake Bay. In accordance with the statutes that created the

Commission in 1980, its members identified a number of

Bay-related concerns requiring legislative action in Mary-

land, Virginia or Pennsylvania, while also looking for opportunities to

better coordinate resource management programs among the states.

When opportunities were identified, the Commission took action.

The first half of this year was devoted to completing the draft of

Chesapeake 2000. Once the agreement was signed, the Commission

turned its attention to beginning the implementation process. Because

the agreement contains nearly 100 commitments to be implemented

over the next decade, the members focused on those topics that would

most benefit from concerted and immediate attention, namely, preserv-

ing open space and resource lands, sustaining the blue crab, and

managing the forests. A separate chapter is devoted to each of these

important subjects.

While these areas received greater attention, it is the Commission’s

ongoing responsibility to provide leadership on the myriad of issues

that affect the health of the Bay — from the management of its

resources, to the protection of its waters and habitats, to the improved

stewardship of its landscapes.

This chapter attempts to capture some of the current activities of the

Commission by providing an overview of the issues addressed and 
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the actions taken during 2000. The activi-
ties are listed according to the sections of
Chesapeake 2000 to provide a better under-
standing of how the activities of the
Commission complement and support the
work of our partners — the states, the
federal agencies, the local governments, and
the citizens and businesses of the region —
in keeping the agreement.

The Officers
It is the tradition of the Chesapeake Bay
Commission to elect new officers at its
January meeting to serve for the calendar
year. Senator Bill Bolling of Virginia was
elected Chairman of the Commission for
2000. Senator Brian E. Frosh of Maryland
and Representative Arthur D. Hershey of
Pennsylvania served as Vice-Chairmen.

The Meetings
The Commission met four times during
2000: January 6-7 in Annapolis, Maryland;
May 4-5 in Tangier Island, Virginia, and
Princess Anne, Maryland; September 7-8 in
Hershey, Pennsylvania; and November 4-5
in St. Michaels, Maryland. The Executive
Committee of the Commission met in
conjunction with the January, September
and November meetings. Individual state
delegations met at each meeting of the full
Commission, and more frequently as state-
specific issues warranted. The agendas of
the quarterly meetings of the Commission
are appended to this report.

Administration
The Commission maintains its headquar-
ters in Annapolis, Maryland, with addi-
tional staff located in Richmond, Virginia,
and Harrisburg, Pennsylvania.

■ Each of  the  three  member  s tates
contributed $160,000 in 2000 in support
of the operations and Bay-wide programs

sponsored by the Commission. Each state
also provided additional special funding
to support state or bi-state projects spon-
sored by the Commission.

■ The Commission, in turn, provided
grants to the Susquehanna River Basin
Commission, Maryland Sea Grant,
Virginia Institute of Environmental Nego-
tiation, University of Maryland, Virginia
Institute of Marine Science, Virginia
Commonwealth University, Virginia
Department of Conservation and Recre-
ation, and Environmental Law Institute.

■ An audit of the Commission’s activities
conducted in FY 2000 found the opera-
tions in conformity with generally
accepted accounting principles.

■ With the assistance of the Virginia
Department of Information Technology,
the Commission managed its website
located at http://www.chesbay.state.
va.us. The site offers visitors extensive
information about the Commission and
its work and provides links to Chesa-
peake Bay-related sites and federal and
state legislative information.

Legislative Activities
Of the 21 members of the Chesapeake Bay
Commission, 15 are legislators serving in
the General Assemblies of Maryland,
Virginia or Pennsylvania. Each year, either
individually or as state delegations, the
members work with their colleagues in the
General Assemblies and the U.S. Congress
on Bay-related legis lat ion. In many
instances, the members play a coordinating
role, ensuring that legislative initiatives
mesh among the states.

■ As members of the General Assemblies,
the Commission members sponsored,
amended and supported legislation and

Chapter 1
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budget initiatives in all three member
states to further the Chesapeake Bay
restoration effort.

■ Commission staff provided briefings and
drafting assistance to legislative commit-
tees on issues related to blue crab
management, combined sewer overflow,
ballast water management, nutrient
reduction, as well as the policy and finan-
cial implications of Chesapeake 2000.
Staf f  br iefed the Chesapeake Bay
Program on the results of the 2000
legislative sessions and provided a
comprehensive summary to the Bay
Journal.

■ Commission members and staff worked
closely with the Commission on the
Future of Virginia’s Environment, a
legislative group established by the
Virginia General Assembly, in its exami-
nation of Chesapeake 2000. This effort
is ongoing.

■ The Chesapeake Bay Commission is the
federal liaison to Congress, representing
the common interests of the members’
states as they are affected by the activi-
ties of the federal government. This year,
the Commission focused on reauthorizing
and enhancing funding for the Chesa-
peake Bay Program, the NOAA Chesa-
peake Bay Program Office, the Natural
Resources Conservation Service and the
National Park Service’s Gateways and
Watertrails program.

■ The Commission participated in a
Congressional briefing and field trip. Staff
presented highlights of Commission
initiatives to more than two-dozen staff
representing key Congressional members,
committees and agency partners.

■ In May, the Commission published a
2000 Legislative Update reporting the

legislative actions of Maryland, Virginia,
Pennsylvania and the federal government.
An update of the Commission’s legisla-
tive summary is provided in Chapter 2.

Chesapeake Bay Program 
Management
As a leader in the Chesapeake Bay Program,
the Commission is involved in all aspects
of the Program’s policy development and
restorat ion act iv i t ies .  Commiss ion
members and staff bring to the policy
discussions an inter-jurisdictional and
legislative perspective that balances the
more specific interests of the states’ exec-
utive agencies. Its broad-based nature
makes it an excellent forum for building
consensus on challenging regional policy
issues.

■ On behalf of the Commission, Executive
Director Ann Pesiri Swanson continued
to chair the Drafting Committee for
Chesapeake 2000. Chairman Bolling was
instrumental in the final negotiations that
led to the adoption of the agreement.

■ In June 2000, the Chesapeake Executive
Council met to recognize progress made
under the 1987 Chesapeake Bay Agree-
ment and to adopt Chesapeake 2000.
Chairman Boll ing represented the
Commission on the Council, joined by a
half dozen former Commission chairmen.
The Council recognized the Commission
for its significant contributions.

■ Commission staff held positions on all
leadership committees within the Bay
Program, contributing policy direction
and budget guidance to the Program. The
Commission assisted in determining the
allocation of EPA Chesapeake Bay
Program funding to meet the goals and
commitments of the Bay agreements.

The Commission in 2000
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Focus on Tangier Island
Gaining Insight into 
the Crab and its Fisheries

Representative Art Hershey, Pennsylvania, totals up the results of

a taste test between local and Asian crabmeat. “The vote was

maybe 20-to-1 in favor of Chesapeake crab. It was much sweeter.” 

Tangier waterman Jeff Crocket with Virginia Secretary

John Paul Woodley.

In May 2000, Commission members and staff spent a day on

Virginia’s Tangier Island, a stalwart fishing community that has

weathered the ups and downs of Chesapeake Bay fisheries for

more than 200 years. It was a chance for the watermen and their

families to have a say, and a chance for the legislators to listen.

Bay scientists and economists were on hand to articulate the

challenges facing the crab fishery, as well as the market pressures

facing watermen. “This community has a unique dependence on

the crab,” said Bob Bloxom, Virginia Delegate to Tangier Island.

“We’ve got to do what we can to help them survive.” 



Crab scientist Rom Lipcius monitors the catch with Chairman Bill

Bolling, who observed, “The crab is a beautiful animal, not just

aesthetically but economically too.” 

A Pennsylvanian on the Bay, Senator Dick Tilghman.

Citizen Representative Bernie Fowler, 

former waterman and Maryland Senator.

“The challenge is trying to sustain both the crabber and the crab,”

said Maryland Senator Lowell Stoltzfus, with delegation

colleagues Senator Brian Frosh and Bernie Fowler. 
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Water Quality Restoration 
and Protection
Nutrient management continues to be a
major focus of the Commission’s work. As
the nutrient reduction deadline of December
31, 2000, approached, the Commission
acknowledged that the goal had not yet
been reached and that programs to acceler-
ate progress and help cap the reduced loads
were needed.

■ Commission staff participated in legisla-
tive briefings and strategy sessions
addressing Maryland’s combined sewer
overflow (CSO) and wastewater upgrade
needs. In 2001, the Commission is
expected to work on this issue Baywide.

■ The Commission participated in the
Chesapeake Bay Program’s Nutrient
Trading Negotiation Team, a select group
of policy experts and wastewater opera-
tors and regulators. The Team was
charged with examining whether effluent
allowance trading systems offer new
opportunities to improve water quality
and are cost effective. The Commission
was particularly concerned that water
qual i ty goals  and local ized l iv ing
resources not be compromised in the
trades and stood vigilant in this regard.
The guidelines were presented to the
Commission in January 2001.

■ The Commission partnered with the
Susquehanna River Basin Commission to
assess the potential increases in sediment
delivery by the Susquehanna River to the
Bay as a result of the filling of the
Conowingo and other reservoirs and to
evaluate the possible management actions
for the reduction or limitation of such
increases. A “blue ribbon” task force was
appointed, backed by top technical advi-

sors. Tom Beauduy, Pennsylvania Direc-
tor, served as chair. The Task Force
convened the Sediment Symposium in
December 2000, bringing together 200
people to review the current state of
knowledge with respect to the issue and
to discuss possible management options.
The Pennsylvania Delegation was a co-
sponsor of the symposium.

■ On a related matter, the Pennsylvania
Delegation also approved grant funding
to the Susquehanna River Basin Commis-
sion to undertake a sediment characteri-
zation study of the in-place sediments
behind the Conowingo, Holtwood and
Safe Harbor dams on the lower Susque-
hanna River. The study, to be finalized by
mid-2001, is intended to provide impor-
tant data on the physical and chemical
characteristics of these sediments to deter-
mine their potential suitability for bene-
ficial use in the event that maintenance
dredging at one or more of the dams is
considered in the future.

■ The Commission continued to monitor
development and implementation of the
tributary strategies in each of the juris-
dictions. The tributary strategies are
designed to take a river-specific approach
to reducing nutrients and supporting
habitats necessary for the proliferation of
living resources. Each jurisdiction
provided the Commission with an update
on progress in reducing nutrients to reach
the 40 percent reduction goals for nitro-
gen and phosphorous and on techniques
that will be used to “cap” that load
reduction once it is achieved.

■ The Pennsylvania Delegation, accompa-
nied by several state and agricultural
representatives, traveled to Denmark to
tour several Biorek technology facilities

Chapter 1
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developed by Bioscan AS, and to meet
with representatives of the Danish Parlia-
ment and the Danish Agricultural
Ministry. The Biorek technology is an
innovative waste processing technology
that recovers nutrients from animal waste
for use in other commercial or industrial
applications. Discussions with Danish
officials have resulted in commitments to
bring the technology to Pennsylvania,
with two projects anticipated to break
ground in 2001.

■ Virginia Director Russ Baxter was named
to the Department of Environmental
Quality’s Water Resources Committee.
The committee, which includes represen-
tatives from a broad range of organiza-
tions with interests in water quality,
serves as an advisor to the Department of
Environmental Quality. Baxter will also
serve on the subcommittee dealing with
Virginia’s implementation of the Total
Maximum Daily Load requirements of
the Clean Water Act.

Living Resource Protection 
and Restoration
While nutrient reduction and improvement
in water quality are important, restoration
of the Bay’s living resources — crabs,
oysters, migratory fish and native water-
fowl — are the clearest indicators of
success. The Commission continued to
work to improve habitat conditions and to
identify opportunities to refine the manage-
ment of our fisheries. Foremost in the effort
was the Commission’s work to address
improved management of the blue crab.

■ The Commission’s Bi-State Blue Crab
Advisory Committee (Bi-state Commit-
tee) received $300,000 from the Mary-
land and Virginia General Assemblies to

conduct a two-year study (FY 2000-
2001) of the Chesapeake blue crab popu-
lation and its fisheries. Delegates John F.
Wood, Jr., of Maryland and Robert S.
Bloxom of Virginia co-chair the Bi-state
Committee. Virginia CBC members Sena-
tors Bill Bolling and Martin E. Williams
and Secretary John Paul Woodley, Jr., and
Maryland members Delegates Charles A.
McClenahan and Michael H. Weir and
Secretary Sarah J. Taylor-Rogers also
serve on the Committee. Ann Swanson
chairs the Technical Work Group, which
advises the BBCAC. A report outlining
the management recommendations of the
group was issued in December 2000. This
activity is summarized in Chapter 3.

■ Staff participated in the annual Water-
men’s Annual Convention and Expo to
discuss the stakeholders’ concern for the
blue crab and organized and conducted
a stakeholder forum focused on alterna-
tive management techniques in Solomons,
Md.

■ Throughout 2000, the Commission coor-
dinated its work on the blue crab with
the NOAA-funded Chesapeake Bay Stock
Assessment Committee (CBSAC). In addi-
tion to blue crab, the Committee supports
Baywide monitoring and assessments of
all life stages of selected Bay finfish and
shellfish, comprehensive habitat moni-
toring, and the development of models to
understand fish communities, multi-
species interactions and habitat require-
ments to better manage fisheries. The
Commission also worked to ensure that
Congress appropriate $500,000 to
NOAA for multi-species management
and continued its support for the CBSAC.

■ The Commission for many years has
supported aquatic reef and oyster restora-

The Commission in 2000
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tion efforts. In 2000, the Commission
worked with the resource management
agencies and with Congress to encourage
Congressional support for oyster restora-
tion efforts at the $3 million mark.

■ Delegate Weir led efforts to determine the
impact of the non-native mute swans on
living resources and vital habitat in Mary-
land’s portion of the Chesapeake Bay. In
December, the Commission conveyed to
Maryland’s Department of Natural
Resources its unanimous support for the
immediate implementation of effective
control measures for this exotic and detri-
mental species. Mute swan numbers have
nearly doubled statewide since 1997.

Vital Habitat Protection 
and Restoration

The flowing rivers, meandering creeks and
hidden coves of the Chesapeake Bay water-
shed contain the habitats needed for the
nourishment and propagation of the Bay’s
prolific living resources. Wetlands, forests,
sea grass beds, bottom reefs and tidal pools
each contribute to the web of life that
defines the regions productivity. It is the
ongoing challenge of the Commission to
ensure that these and other vital habitats
are protected and restored in order to
sustain the Bay’s creatures and enrich the
lives of its people.

■ The Commission partnered with the
Chesapeake Bay Program, the U.S. Forest
Service, the Abell Foundation and the
Environmental Law Institute to conduct a
study of the potential to improve our
management of contiguous forests and
riparian forest buffers as sustainable
resource lands. A report containing
recommendations was issued in Septem-
ber that offers legislative enhancements

to the forest conservation programs of the
states. Chapter 5 offers a summary of this
important initiative.

■ Senators J. Lowell Stoltzfus and Frosh co-
sponsored a bill to prohibit clam dredging
in SAV beds. Since the bill did not pass,
Commission efforts focused on accom-
modating stakeholder concerns in order
to successfully reintroduce the measure
in the 2001 General Assembly session.

■ Following an April 2000 oil spill on
Swanson Creek, a tributary of the Patux-
ent River, Citizen Representative Bernie
Fowler was appointed Chair of a Patux-
ent River Oil Spill Advisory Committee
charged with monitoring living resource
restoration on the Patuxent. Delegate
Wood was also appointed a member of
the Advisory Committee. Senator Frosh
was appointed a member of the compan-
ion Oil  Spi l l  Prevention Advisory
Committee, which is charged with assess-
ing the adequacy of current law and regu-
lation regarding oil transport, spill
response  and publ ic  and pr ivate
preparedness. Staff also participated in
site visits and legislative briefings.

■ In cooperation with the Department of
Conservation and Recreation, the
Commission co-sponsored a symposium
on the invasive species Phragmites
australis entitled “Phragmites in Virginia:
A Management Symposium” in Decem-
ber 2000. The symposium examined the
impacts of the spread of Phragmites in
Virginia and potential management
responses. The spread of Phragmites has
been an issue of concern to the Commis-
sion for a number of years. This sympo-
sium, attended by more than 100 people,
was part of the ongoing examination of
the issue.

Chapter 1
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Sound Land Use

■ The Commission partnered with the
Trust for Public Land to publish a study
of our ability to permanently preserve
land in the watershed. A listing of possi-
ble enhancements to the state and federal
programs will guide Commission action
on this issue in the coming years and is
expected to trigger legislative activities in
all three member states. Chapter 4 offers
a summary of this important work.

■ Commission staff participated on a panel
of experts convened by the Urban Land
Institute (ULI) to examine “smart
growth” solutions for the Washington
metropolitan region. Ann Swanson also
delivered the keynote address at the 2000
ULI Smart Growth Conference.

Individual Responsibility and
Community Engagement

■ The Commission assisted in obtaining
Baywide Congressional support for a
$500,000 increase in the Small Water-
sheds Grants Program and a doubling of
available grant funds for the Chesapeake
Bay Gateways and Watertrails initiative
for FY 2001. These programs, principally
sponsored by U.S. Senator Paul S.
Sarbanes, support and encourage local
community-led Bay restoration, protec-
tion and interpretation in sites through-
out the watershed.

■ Commission staff played key roles in the
first “Gateways and Watertrails” grant
award round.  Staff also provided a brief-
ing to the Gateways Working Group on

understanding and influencing state and
federal legislative processes.

■ Russ Baxter continued to serve on the
Chesapeake Bay Program’s Community
Watershed Task Force. This year, the Task
Force undertook an assessment of the
needs of watershed organizations,
contributed to the drafting of Chesapeake
2000 and examined how best to package
Chesapeake Bay Program information for
use by local governments and organiza-
tions. At the end of 2000, the Task Force
was poised to make its final report to the
Chesapeake Bay Program’s Implementa-
tion Committee.

■ The Pennsylvania Delegation to the
Commission cooperated with the Penn-
sylvania Department of Environmental
Protection, the Susquehanna River Basin
Commission and the Alliance for the
Chesapeake Bay in co-sponsoring the
2000 Susquehanna Sojourn. The week-
long Sojourn involved over 100 canoeists
who traveled from Harrisburg to Havre
de Grace.

■ The Commission followed up on its 1999
study of the potential impacts of aban-
doned and derelict boats by obtaining
additional stakeholder and resource
agency consensus on appropriate legisla-
tive measures to be introduced by the
Maryland Delegation during the 2001
Maryland General Assembly session.

■ Commission members and staff offered
keynote addresses, conference and
symposium presentations, community
group discussions and media briefings
throughout the year.■

The Commission in 2000
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MARYLAND

The Maryland General Assembly
session prominently featured the allo-
cation of a nearly $1 billion budget

surplus and Maryland’s first installment of
the national tobacco settlement. The Assem-
bly also considered a number of important
measures to improve the way we develop
land, protect seagrasses and manage our
fisheries.

Dredging for Baltimore Harbor 
and Site 104
The dumping of dredged material at “Site
104” continued to be a hotly contested issue
in 2000. The state of Maryland and the U.S
Army Corps of Engineers proposed using
the 4-mile long site north of the Bay Bridge
as a disposal site for dredged material from
Baltimore Harbor shipping channels.
Proponents cited the port’s economic value
while opponents, including several new citi-
zen grassroots coalitions, cited the poten-
tial negative impacts on water quality and
living resources.

As in 1999, numerous bills were intro-
duced and while several passed the House
of Delegates, none were enacted. These
measures would have banned depositing
dredged material at Site 104 for one or two
years, created a spoil disposal alternatives
fund and demonstration program, and
studied utilizing upper Bay islands as depo-
sition sites. After considerable debate
among numerous federal agencies over the
use of Site 104, the state of Maryland
announced in June of 2000 that it was with-
drawing the location from consideration for
spoils deposition. While debate continues
over the need to deepen and maintain
northern Bay approach channels and the
resultant increased need for additional sites
and disposal methods, additional legislation
is expected during the 2001 session to
prohibit the deposition of dredged material
at Site 104.

Habitat Protection
The Maryland Delegation, led by Commis-
sion members Delegates Michael H. Weir,
John F. Wood, Jr., and Charles A. McCle-

19

Chapter 2 Bay-Related Legislative Initiatives

T
he Chesapeake Bay Commission’s state delegations

championed environmental policy initiatives during their

respective 2000 legislative sessions. The legislative initiatives

highlighted here are constructive steps that continue our

cooperative progress.
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nahan, successfully enacted legislation
during the 2000 session that strengthened
protection of submerged aquatic vegetation.

Like many states along the Atlantic
coast, Maryland has experienced a three-
to four-fold increase in registered and docu-
mented vessels utilizing the Bay and other
waters for recreational purposes. Florida
recently documented that the burgeoning
use of jet skis and other pleasure craft is
causing propeller scarring, excessive turbid-
ity and channel widening, effects all detri-
mental to healthy SAV. The Commission
measure directs Maryland’s Department of
Natural Resources to study the possibility
of similar impacts in Maryland waters using
at least three separate pilot test areas within
Chesapeake Bay and the Coastal Bays. The
Department will report its findings and
recommendations to the General Assembly
by January 2003.

Commission member Senator Brian E.
Frosh sponsored legislation to update an
enacted 1998 Commission measure that
prohibits hydraulic clam dredging in desig-
nated SAV protection zones located
throughout the Bay and the Coastal Bays.
This measure, the result of a broad consen-
sus among Commission members, water-
men, the environmental community and
regulatory agencies, would improve the
identification and enforcement of the
protection zones in several ways. It would
require that the zones be more geographi-
cally manageable and tied to existing points
of land or other reference points. It would
create an equitable process for including
new areas and possibly excluding existing
protected areas. It also permanently
protects vital blue crab nursery areas in
Tangier Sound, while slightly expanding
current protection by prohibiting several
other types of clam harvesting in SAV
protection zones.

Although the measure received unani-
mous support in the Maryland state Senate,
it was not brought up for a vote in the
House Environmental Matters Committee.
Commission members initiated discussions
with the Committee leadership during the
summer and fall and will redraft and rein-
troduce the measure in both Maryland
chambers during the 2001 legislative
session.

Land Use, Management and 
Water Quality
The 2000 session saw the passage of two
Administration-sponsored “Smart Codes”
measures but the defeat of the Governor’s
top environmental initiative requiring more
efficient septic systems in environmentally
sensitive areas.

The two successful bills were an exten-
sion of the Governor’s Smart Codes meas-
ures designed to curb suburban sprawl. The
first establishes a Maryland Building Reha-
bilitation Code that would be adopted by
local governments and serve as a guide for
upgrading older buildings and developing
homes and businesses in established neigh-
borhoods. This measure was broadly
supported by developers, municipal offi-
cials, and by many in the environmental
community.

The second enacted measure requires the
Maryland Office of Planning to draft model
codes for building on vacant or under-
utilized land and for developing larger proj-
ects that blend housing, business and open
space. The Planning Office will share these
model codes with other state agencies and
departments and create incentives to
encourage code adopt ion by local
governments.

The General Assembly rejected the third
Smart Codes measure, the Water Resources
Protection Act, which mandates more effi-
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The Maryland Delegation

R
esponding to the findings of the Bi-State Blue Crab Advisory

Committee, co-chaired by Delegate John Wood, the

Maryland Delegation began working on legislative and

management measures to be considered in 2001. “Coming up with

a consensus on the status of the crab was a tremendous

accomplishment,” according to Senator Brian Frosh, chairman of

the Commission’s Maryland Delegation. “But we have a long way

to go. We know we must ease the pressure on the crab. The next

challenge is to figure out how.”

Another challenging issue that remains on the docket of the

Maryland Delegation is a measure to improve the 1998 law that

prohibits hydraulic clam dredging in designated SAV protection

zones. The legislation, which did not pass in 2000, is the result of

broad agreement among Commission members, watermen, the

environmental community and regulatory agencies. It would

improve the identification and enforcement of the protection zones

in several ways, and also permanently protect vital blue crab

nursery areas in Tangier Sound. “Both the crab and the SAV

legislation would be important steps in the right direction,” said

Delegate Charles McClenahan, a member of the Bi-State Blue

Crab Advisory Committee. “But they’re still baby steps, and we

have to do more.” The bill will be modified to address concerns

raised and reintroduced in 2001.

Following the April 2000 oil spill in Swanson Creek off the

Patuxent River, Governor Parris Glendening called on three

members of the delegation to provide guidance. Delegate John

Wood, Senator Brian Frosh and Citizen Representative Bernie

Fowler looked at enhancements to our current laws and

regulations regarding oil transport, spill response, and public and

private preparedness. Their conclusions will be shared with their

counterparts in Virginia and Pennsylvania.

Reducing the environmental and economic damage caused by

non-native species discharged in ballast water was the impulse

behind successful legislation co-sponsored by Delegate Michael

Weir. HB 107 sets up a mandatory ballast water reporting form for

all vessels destined for a Maryland port, to be collected in a central

repository. It is hoped that the Maryland action will prompt similar

programs in Virginia, Pennsylvania and Delaware, and send a

message to the federal government about the pressing need for

uniform national ballast water standards nationwide.

Standing from left: Senator J. Lowell Stoltzfus; Senator Brian E. Frosh;
Delegate Michael H. Weir; Delegate John F. Wood, Jr.; Delegate
Charles A. McClenahan. Seated: Citizen Representative Bernie Fowler;
Carolyn Watson (representing Secretary Sarah Taylor-Rogers).
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cient septic systems for properties in “areas
of special concern,” such as Chesapeake
Bay Critical Areas. The measure would
have required property owners to install
new or replacement systems equipped with
additional nitrogen replacement technolo-
gies at an estimated cost of $3,000 to
$7,000 per system.

A final emergency measure created a
Maryland Task Force on the Environmental
Effects of MTBE (Methyl Tertiary-Butyl
Ether), a gasoline octane enhancement addi-
tive used extensively since the 1970s. Recent
studies indicated that MTBE, the most
commonly used additive in reformulated
gasoline, is contaminating ground and
surface waters.

The measure calls for the Task Force to:
determine and assess the environmental and
health risks associated with MTBE ground
or surface water contamination; examine
national and regional efforts concerning
MTBE contamination; recommend a plan
to minimize and counteract these risks; and
explore alternatives to MTBE use in gaso-
line. The Task Force’s preliminary report,
issued in December, noted that MTBE read-
ily dissolves into groundwater and that
approximately 267 domestic wells in Mary-
land have at one time sampled positive for
MTBE. The Task Force’s final report is due
by December 2001.

Ballast Water and Invasive Species
Non-native species, such as the zebra
mussel, can cause dramatic economic and
environmental damage to marine, estuarine
and freshwater communities throughout the
world. Ballast water discharge from ships
is a major source of these aquatic invasions
and, as the largest recipient of foreign
ballast water on the East Coast, the Chesa-
peake Bay is at particular risk for an inva-
sion by these harmful intruders.

Delegate Weir co-sponsored successful
legislation that requires all vessels destined
for a Maryland port that are carrying
ballast water into state waters to provide
real-time reports to the Maryland Depart-
ment of the Environment to be shared with
a central repository (the National Ballast
Water Information Center of the Smithson-
ian Environmental Research Center) estab-
lished by federal law.

Fisheries Management and 
Living Resources
Util iz ing funds from Maryland and
Virginia, and drawing upon a broad stake-
holder consensus-building process, the
Commission’s Bi-State Blue Crab Advisory
Committee (BBCAC) developed and
adopted blue crab harvest targets and
thresholds for the Bay-wide fishery, as well
as a statement of consensus on the status of
the crab stock and its fisheries. The BBCAC
recommendations were driven by scientific
inquiries and consensus, including a socio-
economic characterization of the fishery
and investigations of the impact of habitat
loss and predation on the blue crab popu-
lation. See Chapter 3 for more information
about the committee’s work.

Several crab-related measures were
introduced during the 2000 session, but
none of the bills advanced towards passage.
The Maryland Delegation introduced crab
legislation in the 2001 General Assembly
session that would establish a recreational
crab license.

Commercial Fishing
Senator J. Lowell Stoltzfus successfully
stewarded a bill during the 2000 session to
refine the regulation of stake or pound nets.
This broadly supported measure improved
existing law by repealing a requirement that
applicants state the specific locations of
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their nets. Instead, the Department of
Natural Resources was provided with
authority to limit the number of pound net
locations (up to eight) that may be assigned
to a licensee, thus simplifying compliance
by watermen and enhancing enforceability
by the Department.

Agriculture and Water Resources
In 1998, the General Assembly enacted
legislation to establish a Maryland poultry
litter transportation pilot project designed
to reduce potential nutrient loads into
waterways. The measure accomplished this
by transferring poultry litter from areas
with high soil phosphorus levels to agricul-
tural areas that required additional phos-
phorus crop inputs. During the 2000
session, the Assembly expanded the scope
of the 1998 measure to include manure
from dairy and other livestock operations
statewide with similarly high soil phospho-
rus levels.

The 2000 session amendments estab-
lished cost-share matching rates for all live-
s tock manures  and a lso repealed a
requirement that persons accepting state
funds for nutrient management plan devel-
opment implement the plans immediately
upon completion. Under the revised law,
these individuals now follow a sliding nutri-
ent management implementation time line
established in the 1998 legislation.

The legislation also strengthened the
1998 statutes by requiring that commercial
fertilizer applicators, including commercial
lawn services serving residential customers,
follow University of Maryland nutrient
application recommendations if they service
a total of 10 or more non-agricultural acres
annually. This constructive step greatly
increases the number of Maryland acres
adhering to certified nutrient application
guidelines.

VIRGINIA

The year 2000 saw important steps
taken in Virginia regarding natural
resource conservation, highlighted by

the creation of a state nontidal wetlands
regulatory program and by increases in
funding for conservation of open space,
natural areas and farmland. Other propos-
als moved toward consideration in 2001.

Water Quality
More than $20 million was appropriated
for the fiscal biennium to the Water Quality
Improvement Fund, which by law receives a
portion of any budget surplus. The Water
Quality Improvement Fund supports point
and nonpoint source nutrient and sediment
reduction through grants to local govern-
ments, farmers and others, and is the
cornerstone of Virginia’s Chesapeake Bay
Tributary Strategy Program. The fund also
provides grants to areas of the state outside
the Chesapeake Bay watershed. 

Prompted by a controversy surrounding
the inadequate reporting by state agencies
on the presence of PCBs in fish in the
Roanoke River, the General Assembly
strengthened the requirements for the State
Water Control Board (SWCB), the Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and
the Virginia Department of Health (VDH)
to monitor and report on the presence of
toxic substances in state waters. The bill
requires additional monitoring and report-
ing on water bodies, greater opportunity
for citizen participation and more timely
evaluation of fish consumption.

DEQ was also directed, contingent on
adequate funding, to increase the number
of water quality monitoring stations and
sampling frequency by 5 percent a year until
the monitoring program is representative of
all river and stream miles in the state.

Bay-Related 
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Open Space, Land Preservation 
and Management
The General Assembly took a number of
significant actions in support of land
conservation during 2000. More than $12
million was appropriated to the Land
Conservation Foundation, a state fund
established for the purpose of preserving
open space and recreat ional  lands .
However, in his budget presented for
consideration in 2001, Governor Gilmore
proposed removing about half of the $12
million. The General Assembly also passed
a bill that allows the Foundation to provide
direct (as opposed to matching) grants to
state agencies. The Foundation may also
now transfer lands to other entities that will
retain them for conservation purposes.

Another bill directs that one of the
trustees appointed to the Foundation must
be a farmer and requires the establishment
of criteria for grants to localities for the
purchase of development rights. A bill that
would have established funding for the
Foundation from the proceeds of the recor-
dation tax died in a Senate Committee in
December 2000. It is expected that a similar
bill will be introduced in the 2001 session,
based on a  recommendat ion by the
Commission on the Future of Virginia’s
Environment.

The Open Space Land Preservation Trust
Fund, administered by the Virginia
Outdoors Foundation, was modified to
allow grants to be made to aid localities in
acquiring open space easements. Currently,
grants may only be made to persons
conveying conservation easements to the
Virginia Outdoors Foundation and a local
co-holder.

The General Assembly revised the
“Important Farmlands” law which requires
that state agencies evaluate the impacts of

their actions on farm and forest lands. The
bill replaced a previous definition of impor-
tant farmlands with a set of criteria that
determine farm and forest lands worthy of
protection. The bill requires annual updates
of agency farmland protection plans to be
reviewed by the Secretary of Commerce and
Trade and mandates that an annual report
on efforts to protect farm and forest lands
be submitted by the Secretary of Commerce
and Trade to the relevant committees of the
General Assembly.

A tax credit was also established for
owners of forest land who forego harvest
along streams and rivers (so-called riparian
buffers). The credit is equal to 25 percent of
the value of the timber retained in the ripar-
ian buffer.

Habitat

Spurred by the actual and potential loss of
nontidal wetlands as the result of the so-
called “Tulloch” federal court ruling that
limited the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers over the ditching of
nontidal wetlands, the General Assembly
seriously addressed the protection of nonti-
dal wetlands for the first time in a decade.
After a great deal of study, debate and
compromise, legislation passed that estab-
lishes a state nontidal wetlands manage-
ment program.

The legislation takes a phased approach
by first addressing the Tulloch issues. As of
July 1, 2000, it is now unlawful to excavate
in a wetland without providing adequate
compensation for the impact; this compen-
sation must be sufficient to achieve a no net
loss in wetland acreage and function. Begin-
ning October 1, 2001, following the prom-
ulgation of regulations by the DEQ, all
activities conducted in a nontidal wetland
will require a DEQ-issued permit.
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TheVirginiaDelegation

Improving water quality and protecting the Chesapeake Bay’s

living resources remained the central focus of the Virginia

Delegation’s efforts in 2000.

The members continued to examine issues related to

submerged aquatic vegetation and became convinced that SAV

restoration cannot be viewed independently of larger water quality

and environmental management issues. With SJR 79, the

delegation reaffirmed its commitment to Virginia’s water quality

programs, particularly those implemented under the Water Quality

Improvement Act.

The members also recognized that SAV restoration must be

accomplished within a management framework that addresses

other uses of state waters and that seeks to proactively plan for

those uses. Activities such as intensive aquaculture, dredging,

shoreline development, marina development and other activities

have the potential to conflict with SAV restoration. Seeking

management approaches that address and minimize such conflict

remains a priority. For example, during their May visit to Tangier

Island, Delegation members explored the effects of SAV protection

measures on watermen, in particular measures that ensure that

subaqueous lands are not damaged by the gear used in fishing.

Several members of the Delegation were active on the Bi-State

Blue Crab Advisory Committee. Co-Chair Delegate Robert S.

Bloxom and Senators Marty Williams and Bill Bolling and

Secretary John Paul Woodley were among those who success-

fully reached a consensus on the state of the crab population and

its fishery. The Bi-state Committee completed its two-year analysis

of the blue crab with a set of recommendations on the manage-

ment steps necessary to sustain this most valuable resource.

Land preservation was another key focus of the Virginia

delegation. Responding to the commitment in Chesapeake 2000 to

preserve 20 percent of the land in the Bay watershed by the year

2010, the delegation worked to identify mechanisms that will

enhance funding for land acquisition in Virginia, including the

establishment of a dedicated fund for that purpose. Members

participated in the Commission on the Future of Virginia’s

Environment and other public policy forums. In addition, they

focused on ways to improve environmental education and sought

to cultivate public support for Bay-related initiatives through the

use of the media.

Standing from left: Senator Martin E. Williams; Delegate Thelma Drake;
Citizen Representative Irvine B. Hill; Senator Bill Bolling. Not pictured:
Delegate Robert S. Bloxom; Delegate Jerrauld C. Jones; Secretary John
Paul Woodley, Jr.
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The Department is also directed to seek
a programmatic General Permit from the
Corps of Engineers that would give the state
primary responsibility for the management
of nontidal wetlands in the commonwealth.
Over the course of 2000, DEQ, in con-
sultation with an advisory committee,
developed draft regulations for public
review, which will take place in the first half
of 2001.

The Marine Habitat and Waterways
Improvement Fund was established to fund
activities that will improve marine habitat
and waterways, including the removal of
obstructions or hazards from state waters.
As of July 1, 2000, the Fund now receives
fees, rents and royalties paid for the use of
state-owned bottomlands. It will also
include penalties and civil charges for viola-
tions of permits or regulations related to
state-owned bottomlands.

As the result of General Assembly
action, riparian landowners who wish to
build a noncommercial wharf or dock
longer than 100 feet that crosses produc-
tive clam or oyster grounds must obtain a
permit  f rom the  Marine  Resources
Commission.  The Commission may
prescribe the design and location of the pier
in order to minimize its impact on produc-
tive oyster or clam grounds. This bill also
removes the current 12-month notice and
waiting period that a riparian owner must
provide to an adjacent oyster or clam lease
holder, as long as the Commissioner of
Marine Resources determines there will be
no adverse impact on commercially produc-
tive oyster or clam grounds from the
proposed wharf or dock. The notice and
waiting period otherwise remain in effect.

The Virginia Delegation to the Chesa-
peake Bay Commission was directed to
continue its study on issues related to the
protection and restoration of submerged

aquatic vegetation. During 2000, the
members examined issues related to the use
of state-owned bottom, particularly for
aquaculture, and sought ways to forestall
conflicts among uses of shallow water while
reaching SAV restoration goals. The Dele-
gation is likely to recommend the develop-
ment of a shallow water management plan
that would assist in the restoration of SAV.
The Delegation will also likely recommend
the establishment of a Virginia-specific SAV
restoration goal. A report by the delegation
is expected in early 2001.

Fishery Management
A bill that would make it unlawful to catch,
possess or offer for sale an egg-bearing
female crab (known as a sponge crab) or a
female from which the egg pouch has been
removed was carried over to the 2001
session. The bill was not acted on by the
committee by the December 2000 deadline
and therefore will receive no further consid-
eration during the 2001 session.

Natural Resource Management
The General Assembly carried over a bill,
the Virginia Natural Resources Policy Act,
for further study. The bill would have
repealed the existing Environmental Impact
Statement review process for state projects
and replaced it with a natural resources
impact review process which applies to a
broader category of actions by the state,
including actions by other entities that are
funded by state money. However, the bill
was not acted on by the December 2000
deadline and will receive no further consid-
eration.

The Commission on the Future of
Virginia’s Environment was continued for
another year. This legislative commission,
chaired by Senator Bill Bolling, has been
instrumental in developing initiatives
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related to solid waste, state parks, open
space preservation and water quality.
During the year, the Commission addressed
three principal issues: the implementation
of Chesapeake 2000, the management of
solid waste and the needs for state parks
and open space.

In addition to funding for the Water
Quality Improvement Fund and the Virginia
Land Conservation Foundation, the
Commission voted in December to support
additional funds for maintenance needs at
state parks, blue crab management efforts
under the Bi-State Blue Crab Advisory
Committee, fish passage in the York water-
shed and oyster restoration.

For the last several years, the Rappa-
hannock River Basin Commission has been
coordinating the development of the Rappa-
hannock River Tributary Strategy as well
as addressing other issues of regional
concern. The authorization for the Commis-
sion was scheduled to expire on June 30,
2000. However, the sunset provision was
removed this session and the Commission
continues to operate and focus on the
implementation of the Rappahannock River
Tributary Strategy.

PENNSYLVANIA

In 2000, the Pennsylvania General
Assembly completed the second year of a
two-year legislative session that began in

January 1999. Highlighting the first half of
the session was the adoption of the Grow-
ing Greener program, a $645 million
legislative package directing new expendi-
tures and a redirection of existing monies
for environmental infrastructure, watershed
protection, open space, recreation and
related programs. Details concerning the
Growing Greener legislative package and

other environment-related bills enacted
earlier in the session were provided in the
Commission’s 1999 Annual Report. Major
environmental initiatives during 2000 are
described below.

Land Use Management
The most significant environment-related
legislative action was the passage of
comprehensive growth management
amendments to current land use law in the
commonwealth. The amendments to the
Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code
(MPC) were contained in two complemen-
tary legislative proposals, signed into law
as Acts 68 and 67.

Act 68 amends the MPC to (1) give local
municipalities greater flexibility to use joint
planning and zoning authority by provid-
ing clearer protection from legal challenges
asserting “fair share” or exclusionary
zoning arguments; (2) encourage and
enhance transferable development rights
(TDRs) as a tool for preserving open space
and farmland and more effectively direct
growth into appropriate areas on a multi-
municipal basis by authorizing TDR use
regionally; (3) permit municipalities to have
a more predictable and orderly pattern of
growth by making their zoning ordinances
consistent with their comprehensive plans;
(4) permit better coordination of land use
within a county by promoting greater
consistency between municipal and county
comprehensive plans; and (5) allow munic-
ipalities to permit “traditional neighbor-
hood developments” through the use of
mixed-use zoning.

Act 67 further amends the MPC to
authorize and encourage the use of inter-
governmental cooperative agreements
among counties and municipalities. It
authorizes these agreements to include the
designation of growth areas, potential

Bay-Related 
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growth areas and rural resource areas. The
integrated planning provisions would give
municipalities the ability to spread all
allowable land uses over a joint planning
area. Previously, all land uses were required
to be available within each municipality.
L ike  the  complementary  language
contained in Act 68, these provisions are
intended to provide greater protection to
zoning ordinances from curative amend-
ment challenges.

Legislation was also enacted establish-
ing the “Downtown Location Law” to
encourage state agencies to locate new
offices in the central business districts of
cities, boroughs and townships, rather than
on greenfield sites away from these central
business areas. It requires the state Depart-
ment of General Services to establish guide-
lines for state agencies to locate in these
areas, including leased buildings and new
construction. It also provides flexibility in
choosing locations by applying factors such
as the availability of public transportation
and suitable space, public safety and local
economic impact.

Water Resources and Watershed
Management

There was activity in both chambers dealing
with water resources management legisla-
tion, but no measures were enacted. Similar,
but not identical, Water Resource Conser-
vation and Management Act proposals
were introduced in each chamber. The
House version was reported from commit-
tee but was not taken up on the floor, while
the Senate version was the subject of public

hearings but was never reported from
committee.

Both proposals contained provisions to
create a comprehensive program for the
management of Pennsylvania’s surface and
groundwater resources, including planning,
the regulation of withdrawals, water
conservation, designation of special water
conservation areas and enhanced drought
management planning. Reintroduction and
consideration is anticipated during the
2001-02 session.

Agriculture

A bill sponsored by Commission member
Senator Noah W. Wenger amending the
Anaerobic Manure Digesters Act was
reported from committee and passed in the
Senate, but failed to be considered in the
House prior to the end of the session. The
bill would comprehensively amend the law,
originally adopted in 1994, in several ways.

The retitled Agricultural By-Product
Management Technology Act would fund
six demonstration projects and expand its
original scope by establishing a program for
investigating, studying and promoting
digesters and animal by-product manage-
ment technologies that are environmentally
sound and economically feasible. The bill
would provide grant funding and specify
that recipients would not be precluded, by
virtue of their award, from receiving grants,
loans or other financial assistance under the
Nutrient Management Act or the Agricul-
ture-Linked Investment Program Act. Rein-
troduction and consideration of this bill is
anticipated in the 2001–02 session.■
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The PennsylvaniaDelegation

Addressing the sediment commitments of Chesapeake 2000

was the major focus of the Pennsylvania Delegation this

year. Building upon its 1999 financial support to create a

Susquehanna Sediment Task Force, the delegation continued to

provide financial and staff support in 2000. Of primary concern

were the sediment loadings and reduction strategies for the

Susquehanna River basin. With the knowledge of the potential loss

of sediment storage capacity behind the dams on the lower

Susquehanna River, the Delegation intensified its efforts to under-

stand what increased sediment and nutrient loadings would mean

for the Bay and to begin to identify solutions.

To complement its support of the Task Force, the Delegation

helped to secure funding for the Susquehanna River Basin

Commission, the U.S. Geological Survey, the Maryland Geological

Survey and the University of Maryland to undertake a Sediment

Characterization Study of the in-place sediments behind the lower

three dams. The study will look at the physical and chemical

characteristics of the sediments to determine their suitability for

beneficial use in the event that maintenance dredging operations

are considered. The Bay Program’s Scientific and Technical

Advisory Committee conducted a special workshop to evaluate the

water quality implications for the Bay if the dams were to reach

their sediment storage capacity, otherwise known as “steady state

conditions.” This information was synthesized at a Sediment

Symposium, co-sponsored by the Delegation in December 2000.

Senator Noah W. Wenger and Citizen Representative George B.

Wolff were among 200 attendees from the policy community.

Continuing its work to reduce nutrients, the Delegation also

initiated a Policy Statement on Innovative Technology, adopted by

the full Commission in November 2000. The policy encourages new

methods of ecologically processing animal waste. The statement

promotes the use of “best management practices to eliminate the

release of all nutrient and toxic pollutants entering the air, water

and ground.” It also requests that all governmental units with

oversight in these matters commit themselves to cooperation,

ingenuity, communication and research. The Delegation’s efforts

contributed to the siting of an innovative waste processing facility

in Pennsylvania, to be built in 2001. Said Senator Noah Wenger:

“The Commission is in a unique position to encourage productive

new technologies on behalf of the Bay.”

Back row: Senator Noah W. Wenger; Representative Russ Fairchild;
Representative Arthur D. Hershey; Senator Richard A. Tilghman. Front
row: Citizen Representative George B. Wolff; Secretary James M. Seif;
Representative Peter J. Zug.
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T
he Chesapeake Bay Commission mounted an intense

effort this year to articulate the pressures on the crab and

its fisheries. Five years of groundwork by the Commission’s

Bi-State Blue Crab Advisory Committee (Bi-state Committee

or BBCAC) made it possible for Bay scientists, economists

and stakeholders to come together with a clear understanding of the

challenge at hand.

In 1996, the Chesapeake Bay Commission created the Bi-state

Committee to coordinate the joint management of the blue crab fishery

by the state of Maryland, the commonwealth of Virginia and the

Potomac River Fisheries Commission. In 2000, the BBCAC concluded

its work to develop a comprehensive management strategy that would

result in the long-term sustainability of the crab. Now, the Commission

and the Bi-state Committee must shepherd these recommendations

into appropriate legislative and regulatory reform.

Without question, the cornerstone of the Chesapeake seafood trade,

the blue crab, faces an uncertain future. With crabs now accounting for

two-thirds of the average waterman’s fishing income, the future of

the blue crab stock has become too important to leave to chance.

While Bay watermen depend on blue crabs for a living, earning in a

recent year some $65 million at the dock, others seek the blue crab for

recreation, a longstanding Chesapeake tradition and part of the

region’s booming tourist and recreation economy. If recreational boat-

ing has an annual estimated economic value of more than $1 billion in

Chapter 3 Sustaining the Chesapeake Blue Crab
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Maryland alone, not counting boat sales,
then what might be the recreational value of
crabbing?

The question posed by watermen,
seafood processors, recreational crabbers
and political leaders alike is this: How many
crabs can we pluck from the Bay, either
commercially or recreationally, before we
threaten the health of the stock?

Confronting that question head on, the
Bi-state Committee gathered experts from
industry, resource management agencies,
academia and conservation groups to deter-
mine the true condition of the blue crab.
After reaching agreement about the crab’s
health and abundance, their next assign-
ment was to determine, to the best of their
ability given our current state of knowledge,
the wisest possible course of action for
managing and protecting the blue crab.

During February 2000, the Bi-state
Committee convened a meeting of stake-
holders in Solomons, Md., bringing in
regional experts and fisheries specialists
from other parts of the country. Represen-
tatives from fishing communities, seafood
processors, state agencies and academia
discussed a number of possible scenarios
for managing the crab harvest, including
“rights-based” approaches, such as trans-
ferable quotas. Primary among the concerns
expressed at this stakeholders’ meeting was
the desire to ensure that the fishery did not
evolve into the hands of a few large opera-
tors. They wanted, instead, to protect the
Bay’s traditional crab fishery, comprised of
many small harvesters. Those present did
not encourage any program that might put
the fishery in the hands of a few small oper-
ators. Discussions on management issues
continued throughout the year, with consen-
sus building about just what kinds of
controls might be necessary, and how they
might best be brought about.

Repeatedly during the year, the Bi-state
Committee convened its Technical Work
Group (TWG), which endeavored to reach
consensus on a number of difficult scien-
tific issues. Central to their deliberations
was the question of a biological limit or
“threshold” for the crab harvest — how
many crabs could we take from the Bay
without risking a collapse of the stock?

Drawing the Line
Though scientists and watermen agree that
crab stocks rise and fall in long-term cycles,
the question of just how many crabs
harvesters can take during any one point in
the cycle remain difficult to answer. For
example, years with large crab stocks, when
natural conditions are favorable for good
reproduction and recruitment, may support
fairly intense fishing pressure, but what
about low-stock years? Is there some rate
of fishing pressure that could fluctuate with
the rise and fall of the stock, so that a
certain percentage of the blue crab’s spawn-
ing potential would always remain to
ensure a healthy crab population for the
next year and the year after that?

To help answer these questions, the Bi-
state Committee staged a scientific charrette
during July 2000, an intense two-and-a-
half-days of brainstorming by crab experts
aimed at resolving a number of difficult
scientific disputes. Emerging from that char-
rette was general agreement among the
scientists that a threshold for blue crabs
made good management sense, and that the
threshold line for fishing pressure should be
set at a level that would preserve ten percent
of the crab’s spawning potential. In other
words, commercial and recreational crab-
bers could remove as much as 90 percent
of the blue crab’s spawning potential in any
given year, and the stock would probably
be okay. Take more than that, they warned,
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and the stock could spiral into a biological
decline.

“It’s like walking on thin ice,” researcher
Tom Miller suggested. “You may walk out
there and come back, but if you keep walk-
ing out there, one day you’re going to fall
through.”

Measured as “mortality rate,” fishing
effort above the 10 percent line — what
fisheries scientists call “F10” — would take
the crab s tock into an area of  h igh
uncertainty and high risk. Furthermore, said
the scientists, regardless of the fishing rate,
if the crab stock were to fall below the
lowest abundance ever recorded by moni-
toring surveys, the fishery would again be
entering high-risk territory. The lowest
point  observed so far  by f i sher ies -
independent monitoring occurred in 1968,
according to the researchers, and the low-

stock threshold was set at that point.
With the arrival of fall, another charrette

brought together resource economists from
Maryland and Virginia to address the
potential economic impacts of various fish-
eries management scenarios. The econo-
mists provided a number of advisories and
recommendations, chief among them the
idea that latent effort could hamper future
management efforts. Latent effort results
from unused crabbing licenses, or licenses
not used to their full extent. Resource econ-
omists warned that if crabbing improves
and crab prices are high, more crabbers
could enter the fishery, thereby offsetting
any gains made through current restrictions.
Another challenge, according to the econo-
mists, involves the potential need to ratchet
fishing effort ever downward, through
increased restrictions, if too many crabbers
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The Bi-State Blue Crab Advisory Committee and its

Technical Work Group reached agreement on a 

number of key issues. The following consensus state-

ment represents the best understanding to date of the

Chesapeake Bay blue crab and its fishery. Following the

consensus statement are the Committee’s recommendations

for managing the blue crab population.

■ The Chesapeake blue crab knows no state boundaries during its

complex life cycle. Though it is a highly resilient species,

changes in management Baywide are needed to ensure a

vibrant blue crab population and a sustainable fishery far into 

the future. 

■ Overall abundance for all age groups of blue crabs is down.

■ Fishing mortality has increased Baywide since the mid-1980s. 

■ Spawning stock biomass is below the long-term average.

■ The fishery independent surveys show a decreasing percentage

of legal-size crabs. 

■ The average size of crabs has decreased. It is likely that once

crabs molt to above 5 inches,  most are harvested and do not

have a chance to get above 6 inches.  

■ The reproductive potential of crabs may be compromised due to

the smaller size and lower abundance of mature males and

females.

■ Fishing effort has been at record levels Baywide, while the

catch-per-unit effort has declined. 

■ There is potential for fishing effort and fishing mortality to

increase, both in the commercial and recreational fishery.   

■ The crab fishery is overcapitalized, resulting in higher than

necessary costs to commercial fishermen.

■ Improvements in crab stocks and market conditions will bring

forth more intensive use of fishing gear and the activation of idle

licenses.  In the long run, this latent effort may undermine the

effectiveness of short-term management actions, and

jurisdictions must work to better document and address latent

effort.

■ Long-run management actions should be enforceable, achieve

the target fishing mortality, allow individual fishing businesses to

adjust to market and biological conditions, result in a net

increase in industry income and equitably divide the harvest

among recreational and part-time crabbers and full-time

watermen.

■ Over the last ten years, effort and Baywide landings in the

peeler/soft crab fishery have increased, yet the consequences

remain unknown.

■ Fishing mortality must be reduced and fishing effort must be

controlled in all sectors of the fishery to ensure long-term

sustainability of the crab stock and increase income in the

fishery. Management programs to control effort that distribute

impact equitably, protect crabbers from the risks of reducing

effort, and facilitate entry into and exit from the fishery should be

developed.
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■ A strategy for building and marketing the distinctive benefits of

domestic crab in relation to foreign crab meat is needed.

■ A protected spawning sanctuary-corridor complex is an

appropriate means of protecting a portion of the blue crab

spawning stock and other life stages in the lower Chesapeake

Bay.

■ Important habitats for the blue crab such as seagrass beds in the

Chesapeake Bay should be further investigated,  restored and

protected  through  improved water quality and other measures.

■ The full impact of predation remains unknown and more study of

the impacts is required. 

■ Predation studies not linked to specific habitats indicate that 4 to

7 percent of striped bass consume blue crabs.  Based upon

studies in sea grass nursery habitats, striped bass appear to

have more impact than croaker or red drum preying on blue

crabs.  Fish in these habitats tend to feed on crabs two inches in

carapace width and under, with an average of 5.2 (striped bass)

to 1.0 (croaker) crabs found in their stomachs.

■ The fishery independent surveys (Maryland and Virginia trawl

surveys, winter dredge survey and the Calvert Cliffs survey) are

important, long-term data sets essential in management.

■ Funding for blue crab management, especially the fishery

independent surveys, is a high priority and needs to be

maintained and expanded.

RECOMMENDATIONS
1 Adopt a stock size threshold along with a fishing threshold

(F10 percent) that preserves a minimum of 10 percent of the

blue crab’s spawning stock potential.

2 Adopt a harvest target (F20 percent) more conservative than the

threshold levels that should double the blue crab’s spawning

potential from recent levels.

3 Reduce fishing effort through a phased approach implemented

in 2001 through 2003 to reach the desired targets.  

4 Ensure fairness among user groups and jurisdictions in

implementing short-term effort reductions. 

5 Increase understanding of effort and harvest activities.

6 Address latent commercial and recreational effort.

7 Establish a process through the BBCAC for continuing

coordination of each jurisdiction’s efforts. 

8 In the long term, pursue alternative management regimes to

meet harvest targets and improve economic vitality of the

fishery through a stakeholder driven process.

9 Initiate a long-term plan to help the jurisdictions coordinate

activities related to ecosystem, habitat and multi-species

based interactions.

10 Procure adequate funding for blue crab coordination,

management and research.
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remain in the fishery relative to the size of
the stock.

For some time now, resource economists
have warned that there is too much effort
— too many pots, trotlines, dredges and
scrapes — in the commercial fishery rela-
tive to the number of crabs available. Called
“overcapitalization,” this means that crab-
bers are working harder, and using more
gear, to catch the same amount of crabs, or
even fewer crabs. The Bi-state Committee
has recommended ongoing investigations
into the best ways to address the difficult
challenges of latent effort and overcapital-
ization.

Listening to the People
Key to this Baywide effort has been the
participation of the public and the crab
industry, including watermen and seafood
processors. During the fall, the Bi-state
Committee sponsored a series of ten listen-
ing sessions throughout the Bay region, to
hear firsthand the concerns and suggestions
of a range of stakeholders, including water-
men, seafood processors, conservationists
and recreational crabbers.

Out of these meetings, whether among
scientists or citizen stakeholders, a number
of conclusions arose, chief among them the
idea that all those who live in Chesapeake
country and who benefit in some way from
the Bay’s blue crab stock have a responsi-
bility to serve as stewards of this most valu-
able resource. At meeting after meeting it
was made clear that the actions of people
who live in the Bay watershed, or who come
as seasonal visitors, can have a direct impact
on the health of the blue crab stock —
whether they catch crabs themselves or not.
For example, any activities that further
harm the Bay’s underwater grasses, already
under stress, can reduce the amount of
healthy crab habitat. This means that failing

septic systems, city sewer overflows, car
exhaust and poorly managed run-off can
all threaten the health of the blue crab
stock, by degrading the estuary itself.

Also apparent from these meetings was
the widely held belief that no one can
control blue crabs. Long-term cycles, winds
and tides, storms and droughts can affect
blue crab stocks in ways we can not regu-
late ,  leaving crabbers  and resource
managers alike largely at the mercy of
natural factors. At the same time, it became
clear that in those areas where humans can
have some control, we all have an obliga-
tion to use our good sense and good will to
manage the blue crab stock as wisely as
possible.

That stewardship requires action in two
broad areas: habitat protection and harvest
management. The first area requires that
everyone who lives in the Bay watershed
become a good steward of the landscape,
reducing runoff, making certain that as few
excess nutrients as possible enter the water
cycle, and decreasing the use of herbicides,
pesticides and other noxious compounds.
A number of speakers at blue crab public
forums, for example, noted that ditches in
the Bay drainage area are too often sprayed
with herbicides to kill overgrowth, and
spraying for mosquito control frequently
occurs too close to vital marsh areas and
even near the Bay itself.

The protection of crab habitat, because it
relies on the actions of many throughout
the Bay watershed, depends ultimately on
the large-scale, Baywide restoration effort
outlined in the Chesapeake 2000 Agree-
ment. The protection of the crab harvest
itself, on the other hand, depends more
directly on those who catch, process and
sell crabs, whether “chicken necking” for a
bushel or running hundreds of pots for
commercial use.
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Some might argue that recreational crab-
bers, with their occasional traps and
dipnets, could never equal the impact of big
commercial rigs, but consider that in 1999
sport crabbers purchased 29,000 recre-
ational licenses in Maryland alone. Those
special licenses, which permit the use of
more gear than used by an unlicensed crab-
ber, allowed “non-commercial”crabbers to
run 1,200 feet of trotline, 30 collapsible
crab traps and two pots from a private pier.
Clearly many other unlicensed recreational
crabbers, fishing from docks, shorelines and
small boats, took crabs for sport, creating a
virtual recreational fishing fleet in the tens
of thousands.

As mentioned earlier, recreational
crabbing is big business in the Bay region,
when one considers the economic impact of
tourism and vacation spending in Bay
towns large and small throughout the
summer season. The Bi-state Committee
recognizes that as stewards of this impor-
tant resource, managers must both protect
and monitor recreational crabbing, and the
Committee has recommended that both
Maryland and Virginia find ways to better
track recreational crabbing, using sport
crabbing licenses if necessary to do so.

In addition to the recreational catch,
resource managers must also, of course,
regulate commercial crabbers. Taking all
sectors of the fishery into account, the
Bi-state Committee recommended that
resource management agencies in Mary-
land, Virginia and the Potomac River devise
plans for decreasing fishing effort to a target
level of F20 — a target that would leave 20
percent of the crab’s spawning potential.
This would be double the 10-percent
minimum established by the threshold. In
other words, while 10 percent of the crab’s
spawning potential represents a danger line
we do not wish to cross, 20 percent

represents a target we wish to achieve for
the long-term sustainability of blue crab
stocks.

The Bi-state Committee further recom-
mended that a reduction toward the 20
percent target — which will require a drop
in fishing pressure of about 15 percent
below averages of the late 1990s — should
occur through a phased approach over three
years. Trying to reach the new target in one
year is not required, they concluded, and
would place an unnecessary burden on the
industry in the short term. In 2003, the fish-
eries management agencies should assess
their efforts and take further actions to
approach the target as necessary.

Aware that commercial watermen are
extremely dependent on the blue crab
harvest for their livelihood, and aware, too,
that small Bayside communities throughout
the estuary depend on the crab fishery to
maintain their very existence, the Bi-state
Committee has recommended that the
states of Maryland and Virginia, and the
Potomac River Fisheries Commission,
devise an ongoing stakeholder process that
can address the pressing problems that face
the crab industry, including the competition
from Asian crabmeat. One recommenda-
tion put forward by the Bi-state Commit-
tee, for example, is to find new and better
ways to promote and market Chesapeake
Bay crab meat.

The Bi-state Committee, chaired by
Delegate John F. Wood, Jr., of Maryland
and Delegate Robert S. Bloxom of Virginia,
presented its findings to the full Bay
Commission in January 2001, and the final
printed report was issued to the legislatures
of both states in February. “We know the
crab is in some trouble,” said Wood. “And
we want to do the right thing to protect it,
not  only  for  ourse lves ,  but  for  our
children.” ■
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T
he ecological balance between land and water 

defines the Chesapeake Bay watershed, and that relation-

ship is changing with dizzying speed. Successive satellite

images taken in recent decades show a dramatic change in

color as expanding patches of development cover once-green

land areas. As development spreads into marshes, farms and forests,

the Bay and its tributaries lose their resiliency, becoming less able with

each passing year to support an abundance of life. Unless vigorous

action is taken to minimize the effects, poorly planned development

will continue to take its toll, compromising all of our efforts thus far

to restore this great estuary.

Land use is squarely before us as the most challenging issue the

Chesapeake Bay Program has ever faced. The water surface for the

tidal Bay is only 4,000 square miles, compared to the 64,000 square

miles of the surrounding watershed. Land surface exceeds water

surface by more than 16 times, an equation that adds tremendous

impact to every alteration of the natural world. This pivotal connec-

tion was recognized in both the 1983 and the 1987 Chesapeake Bay

Agreements. In 1987, the signatories declared: “There is a clear

connection between population growth and associated development

and environmental degradation in the Chesapeake Bay system.”

Now, in a bold effort to reverse the harmful effects of development

on the Bay’s aquatic systems, Chesapeake 2000 commits the Bay part-

ners to two landmark and intertwining goals: to slow the rapid

Chesapeake 2000

commits us to

”permanently

preserve from

development

20 percent of the 

land area in the

watershed by 2010.“
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conversion rate of land to development by
30 percent, and to permanently preserve,
by the year 2010, 20 percent of the land
mass of the Chesapeake Bay watershed.
Keeping key habitat areas green and the
filtering capacities of the land intact will
help immeasurably in our efforts to preserve
the Chesapeake Bay.

The Chesapeake Bay Commission has
responded to this enormous challenge with
a sense of urgency. Within days of the sign-
ing of the new agreement in June, the
Commission forged a partnership with the
Trust for Public Land (TPL), a non-profit
leader in land conservation. The intention
of this public-private partnership was to
quickly generate base line data on the effec-
tiveness of current land conservation efforts
in the watershed, and to present the signa-
tories with a menu of land preservation
opportunities tailored to each state, includ-
ing an array of financing options.

Working with the states and with federal
land-holding agencies to consolidate figures
for the baseline, the findings were released
in January 2001.

Chesapeake 2000 represents a historic
opportunity and the culmination of years
of groundwork by the Chesapeake Bay
Commission promoting sound land use
policy. With the support of the Commission
in 1988, Delegate W. Tayloe Murphy, Jr.,
introduced Virginia’s Chesapeake Bay
Preservation Act, similar to Maryland’s
landmark Critical Area law, which restricts
development in sensitive shoreline areas. As
Chairman of the Commission, Delegate
Murphy later served on the Chesapeake Bay
Program’s Year 2020 Panel, whose influen-
tial final report, released in December 1988,
analyzed the effects of population growth
and development in the Bay watershed by
the year 2020. It was a harbinger of difficult
decisions to come. Since that time, Commis-

sion members have continued to address
land use and land preservation issues in a
variety of forums.

Finding the Baseline
Chesapeake 2000 recognizes that so-called
“Smart Growth” policies alone will not
protect the Bay’s aquatic systems. Slowing
the accelerated rates of growth in the states
while permanently preserving 20 percent of
the watershed are necessary measures. But
where to begin? Given the size of the water-
shed, how many more acres must be
preserved, and how will such an enormous
undertaking be financed?

Finding a baseline of data from which
to work was the immediate task before the
Chesapeake Bay Commission and the Trust
for Public Land when they began their
analysis with the Bay Program in July 2000.
Until the effort was completed six months
later, there had been no watershed-wide
accounting of how much land had been
permanently preserved in the watershed,
what mechanisms had been most effective,
and what financing options were available.
Working with TPL’s national public finance
experts and Bay region land protection
specialists, wide-ranging sources of perti-
nent data were identified.

Fortunately, research revealed that land
conservation efforts across the region have
been increasing over the last decades, both
in response to the threat of development
and because of increasingly sophisticated
efforts to preserve land, especially farmland.
But what is the precise definition of
preserved land? Is it simply parks and natu-
ral areas or must calculations include mili-
tary bases, for example? What about the
acres of open space surrounding large
regional high schools? Do wide highway
median strips figure in the equation? The
final report concluded that for the purposes
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of the exercise, “permanently preserved
from development” is defined as: “land that
is permanently protected from development
with a perpetual conservation or open space
easement or fee ownership, held by a
federal, state or local government or
nonprofit organization for natural resource,
forestry, agriculture, wildlife, recreation,
historic, cultural or open space use, or to
sustain water quality or living resource
values.” Using this definition of preserved
land, Bay Program data revealed substan-
tial progress to date.

Land conservation programs adminis-
tered by federal, state and local agencies
have complemented those of nonprofit and
private sources to make the land steward-
ship efforts in our region national models.
As of June 2000, an estimated 6,688,757
acres have already been preserved, repre-
senting 17.2 percent of the watershed. This
leaves roughly 1.1 million more acres that
must be preserved to meet the Chesapeake
2000 commitment of setting aside 20
percent of the watershed. Financial analysis
by the Trust for Public Land shows that
roughly hal f  of  th is  acreage can be
preserved through existing programs and
private efforts if funding levels are main-
tained. The remainder must be secured
through new and enhanced public and
private efforts.

Detailing State Land Conservation
Achievements
Perhaps the most encouraging aspect of the
TPL report is the sense of momentum gener-
ated by the achievements of the states to
date. Data provided by state and federal
agencies and private land trusts over an
eight-year period (1992–1999) shows that
Pennsylvania, Maryland and Virginia have
already made broad strides in land conser-
vation. In hundreds of innovative examples,

the report details the funds spent and acres
protected through public and private efforts
at the local, state and federal level. Among
them:

■ Pennsylvania’s annual spending to protect
land in the Chesapeake Bay watershed
grew fourfold from FY1992 to 1999,
from $11 million to $45 million, largely
through state bond measures and dedi-
cated taxes. In the next five years, the
recent Growing Greener legislative pack-
age will boost funding to record levels. In
conjunction with the state’s farmland
preservation program, more than two-
thirds of Pennsylvania counties have also
established local funding sources to
protect farms, including general appro-
priations and bonds. Lancaster County is
home to Pennsylvania’s largest farmland
protection program, where conservation
easements protect 300 farms totaling
27,783 acres. Between 1989 and 2000,
the county appropriated approximately
$20.3 million for farmland protection,
and the  s tate  provided another
$37 million. A wide array of private land
conservation groups is at the core of the
state’s land preservation efforts, by receiv-
ing donated easements ,  and more
recently, through the active purchase of
land. They are organized voluntarily
under the Pennsylvania Land Trust
Alliance.

■ In Maryland, one of the first states to fund
land conservation through a dedicated
real estate transfer tax, annual spending
has continued to increase annually reach-
ing $101.5 million in 1999. The state
spent $325 million (86 percent of the
tota l  publ ic  expenditure  for  FY
1992–1999)  on land conservation
through an array of programs, including
Program Open Space, Rural Legacy and
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the Maryland Agricultural Lands Preser-
vation Foundation. County matching
funds accounted for seven percent of the
total public funds spent in the same
period. The state made innovative use of
federal transportation funds (ISTEA/
TEA-21), and other grants were awarded
through the Migratory Bird Act and the
North American Wetlands Conservation
Act. Land Trusts are playing an increas-
ingly significant role in Maryland as well,
by utilizing a variety of grants and finan-
cial incentives to purchase and acquire
donations of land, easements and devel-
opment rights.

■ Virginia has developed a multi-faceted
approach to land conservation. This
includes encouraging private donations
to the state’s Virginia Outdoors Founda-
tion (VOF), securing federal funds, spend-
ing state bond proceeds and making
general fund appropriations to the
Virginia Land Conservation Foundation.
With new state income-tax credits in
place to benefit landowners, the number
of protected areas is likely to rise in 2001
and beyond if increased funding for VOF
continues. In 1999, more than 21,250
acres were protected in Virginia, more
than three times the amount conserved in
1992. Overall, 60 percent of Virginia’s
acres protected between 1992 and 1999
were donated to VOF, which was created
by the General Assembly in 1964 to
preserve open space — including natural,
scenic, historic, scientific and recreational
areas. During the same period, the federal
government’s Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund and North American Wetlands
Conservation Act grant programs
protected nearly 11,000 acres. Local
initiatives are increasingly effective. In
1998, Fairfax County voters approved a

Chesapeake Watershed Land
Protected, 1992–99

Public Land Preservation Expenditures,
1992–99
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$75 million six-year bond program with
$20 million set aside for land acquisition.

Summarizing the Totals
The study concluded that nearly 400,000
acres were protected in the Chesapeake Bay
watershed between 1992 and 1999, at a
cost of nearly $600 million in public funds.
The states are responsible for 67 percent
(266,000 acres) of the total protected and
78 percent ($468 million) of the total spent
over the eight-year period. Private efforts
have protected 114,000 acres, or 28.5
percent of the total. While not all local
government-funding programs were quan-
tified, more than $75 million in matching
funds were provided by Maryland and
Pennsylvania jurisdictions for farmland
preservation during the eight-year period,
or 13 percent of the total. Finally, federal
grants from a variety of programs protected
nearly 18,000 acres in the watershed at a
cost of $55.5 million.

Identifying the Gap
Once the recent land acquisition achieve-
ments of the states were catalogued and the
associated costs counted, it became possi-

ble to estimate the funding required to
permanently preserve approximately 1.1
million acres by 2010.

■ If similar trends continue, 28.5 percent
of the 1.1 million acres could be protected
through private donation and nonprofit
activity, leaving around 786,000 acres to
be protected through public funding
efforts.

■ Between 1992 and 1999, about $600
million in public funds were spent to
conserve about 266,000 public acres. But
as the years went by, the cost of land went
up. On average, the cost per acre was
$2,255.

■ Using this average cost per acre, an esti-
mated $1.8 billion in public funds over
ten years will be required to protect
786,000 acres.

■ If the states can maintain their current
levels (adjusted for inflation) of public
and private land preservation and
expense, it is conceivable that 500,000
acres will be protected over the next 10
years, nearly half of the 1-million-acre
goal set by Chesapeake 2000.
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■ Clearly, to permanently protect 20
percent of the land within the watershed
by 2010, more state, federal and local
government funding, as well as more
incentives for increased private efforts,
will be needed.

Federal Funding: Maximizing 
the Partnership
Throughout the nation, the federal govern-
ment is becoming an increasingly influen-
tial partner in regions where large-scale
environmental restorations are taking place.
Florida’s Everglades is a current example of
an ecosystem that will greatly benefit from
a partnership with the federal government.
The geographic enormity and cost of the
Chesapeake Bay region’s land preservation
effort certainly places it in the same cate-
gory in terms of scale, but there is an impor-
tant difference. Federal appropriations for
improving the Bay’s water quality will not
be directed to a single large public works
project, such as the rehabilitation of the
Everglades’ aquatic systems by the Army
Corps of Engineers.

In the Chesapeake Bay region, we must
leverage the tremendous contributions
already made by the states to convince
Congress that federal dollars spent all over
the Bay watershed will be matched by the
energy, resolve and financial commitment
of Pennsylvania, Maryland and Virginia.
Given the broad public recognition of the
irreplaceable resources of the Bay, we can
demonstrate the need for collective and
immediate action by clearly identifying
threats to the Bay and the need for a prompt
influx of funds; creating a positioning strat-
egy; mapping out an implementation plan;
and detailing the commitment for state and
local matching funds.

Federal funding has already been an
invaluable component of land preservation

accomplishments throughout the Chesa-
peake Bay. This includes funding for
national parks, forests and wildlife refuges,
as well as grants to state and local govern-
ments and non-profit organizations. At the
very least, it will be essential to maintain,
and preferably increase, these funding levels
to reach our goals.

At a minimum, states, local governments
and non-profit organizations should better
utilize existing federal funding programs.
Opportunities include the $12 billion set
aside by the Land Conservation Preserva-
tion and Infrastructure Improvement
Program for the next six years, as well as
funding available through programs such
as the Federal Transportation Act, Farm-
land Protection Program, Coastal Wetlands
Grants, Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP),
Army Corps of Engineers funds, Nonpoint
Source Pollution Grant and Migratory Bird
Program. The matching funds required by
many of these programs further emphasize
the need for continued and even increased
state, local and private funds.

If the land conservation goals of Chesa-
peake 2000 are to be met within the time-
frame proposed, securing the expanded
support of the federal government should
be an immediate priority.

Land Conservation Opportunities

Our report, Keeping the Commitment,
concludes with a menu of funding oppor-
tunities for the Bay states, to be used in
combination with one another and with
existing programs to substantially increase
funds for land conservation.

As the Commission neared the 2001
legislative sessions, the following possibili-
ties were generating particular interest:

■ Pennsylvania has utilized a combination
of dedicated taxes, general fund appro-
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priations and voter-approved general
obligation bonds to fund land conserva-
tion efforts over the last eight years. An
expansion of the Growing Greener
program would enable the state to meet
more requests for funds. New income tax
credits that would encourage the dona-
tion of land or conservation easements
are also under discussion, as is the expan-
sion of a dedicated fund, such as a
portion of the transfer tax for land preser-
vation efforts.

■ Maryland should consider an income tax
credit for the donation of conservation
land or easements to any governmental
agency or nonprofit entity. The Income
Tax Preservation and Conservation Ease-
ments bill filed during the 2001 session,
would have allowed such donations only
to the Maryland Environmental Trust.
Governor Glendening’s “Green Print”
budget proposal for $145 million is also
significant.

■ Virginia should consider a significant
increase in funding to as much as $50
million per year to meet the state’s exten-
sive land conservation needs. Dedicated
funding sources, such as the recordation
tax proposed in 2000 and again in 2001,
would provide more certainty of future
funding than general fund appropria-
tions. A statewide bond that addresses the
full range of land protection needs is
another option.

In Conclusion
In many ways, acknowledging the serious
impact of development on water quality
was an implicit first step in reaching an
accord on land use conservation.

Among the major land use categories,
urban and suburban lands contribute the

largest amount of nutrients to the Bay per
acre, when septic and wastewater treatment
plants are factored in. Runoff from farms is
declining as farmers implement nutrient
management and other runoff control tech-
niques. In addition, the region is losing agri-
cultural land, a serious issue in and of itself
for the future of the agricultural economy in
the region.

Despite our new understanding of the
harmful effects of development on adjacent
waterways, the land use initiatives in
Chesapeake 2000 were still among the
most contentious of the nearly 100 commit-
ments made by the Bay partners. The
Chesapeake Bay Commission is proud of
the role it played during the drafting process
in coming to terms with such a complex and
potentially divisive issue. The final agree-
ment required a level of political, analytical
and technical expertise to which the
Commission, with its more than 20 years
of experience setting Chesapeake Bay
policy, was uniquely suited.

Now we have turned our energy and
expertise to the task of reaching these ambi-
tious goals. Once again, the Commission’s
optimism reflects the belief of its members
that, though their respective states may
differ in approach to an issue, they share a
firm resolve to do what is best for the
Chesapeake Bay.

“Everything contained in Chesapeake
2000 is aimed at improving the Bay and the
Bay watershed,” observed Chairman Bill
Bolling. “In my mind, however, the most
significant new provision is the 20 percent
goal for land preservation. As Chairman,
it’s the issue I spent most of my time on. We
put our primary emphasis on figuring out
what the goal meant and putting in place
the types of aggressive programs we need
to reach it.”■
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F
orests have been the unsung heroes in our fight to

save the Chesapeake Bay. Scientists agree that intact forests

are directly linked to the health of the Bay. Because of their

filtering capacities, they are the last line of defense from the

stream of pollutants flowing off the land into our waters,

lessening the impacts of our land uses. Air quality, watershed health

and resilience, living resources, economic productivity and the region’s

quality of life are all dependent on the integrity of our forests. Yet

despite our growing appreciation of the integral role they play in the

Bay’s ecosystem, our forests have never been more at risk. Though

forests are the primary land cover in the Bay agreement states — an

estimated 24.1 million acres, or 58.5 percent of the watershed’s 41.2

million acres — Chesapeake Bay Program data reveal that the region

lost substantial forest cover in the last decade and became increasingly

fragmented, particularly in areas closest to the Chesapeake Bay and its

tributaries.

To inhibit forest loss and its negative impact on water quality,

Chesapeake 2000 commits the Bay partners to “promote the expan-

sion and connection of contiguous forests” in Pennsylvania, Mary-

land and Virginia, an ambitious goal that will require a fundamental

shift in forest stewardship throughout the region. To understand the

nature of that shift and its relationship to land use policies, the Chesa-

peake Bay Commission worked in partnership with the U.S. Forest

Service to examine this trend and, more importantly, identify policy

Chesapeake 2000

commits us to

”promote the

expansion and

connection of

contiguous forests in

the Bay watershed.“
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actions that could be employed to trigger a
shift towards forest retention. The study,
prepared by the Environmental Law Insti-
tute, was released in the Fall of 2000. The
Abell Foundation and the Chesapeake Bay
Program joined the alliance of funding part-
ners that made the research possible.

Forests for the Bay provides the states
with up-to-date forest program information
and concrete examples of ways to imple-
ment retention policies. It examines the
effectiveness of existing forest policies
throughout the region, unraveling a patch-
work of programs that offer a strong foun-
dation but that are unlikely to inhibit the
decline and loss of forest unless they are
better coordinated and substantially
improved. The study calls for an immedi-
ate look at all programs that impact wood-
lands, from state and local tax codes to
financial incentives that make forest
management plans more attractive to
landowners. It warns that stewardship of
our remaining forest lands can no longer be
approached in a piecemeal fashion. The
time is act is now.

Background
Forests for the Bay caps eight years of lead-
ership in forest policy by the Chesapeake
Bay Commission. In 1994, the Commission
was instrumental in crafting the Chesapeake
Executive Council’s Directive 94-1, which
authorized the creation of a Task Force to
develop quantifiable goals to protect and
restore the forests most at risk — wood-
lands that edge our waterways.

Beginning in 1992, the Commission
gathered compelling research to support the
need for measurable goals to protect ripar-
ian forests. Studies had already established
that riparian forests reduce up to 88 percent
of the nitrate and 76 percent of the phos-
phorous in agricultural runoff. They reduce

nutrient loading from groundwater and
provide a natural means of controlling
erosion. Undisturbed riparian forests are
unbroken pathways for both terrestrial and
avian species. They also provide the opti-
mum streamside conditions needed to
sustain fisheries. As the Task Force created
by Directive 94-1 later concluded, develop-
ment pressures on forests pose a serious
threat to the entire ecosystem of the Chesa-
peake Bay.

In 1996, based on a shared recognition
of the important benefits that riparian forest
buffers provide, the Executive Council
signed an Adoption Statement that set forth
an ambitious new goal: the restoration of
2,010 miles of riparian forests along
streams and shorelines in the watershed by
the year 2010, “targeting efforts where they
will be of greatest value to water quality
and living resources.” The Commission’s
focus on riparian forest buffers was a criti-
cal first step in preserving a vital compo-
nent of the Chesapeake Bay ecosystem. Five
years later, Forests for the Bay contributes
to the Bay partners’ efforts to reach tougher
new goals.

New Forest Policy
Chesapeake 2000 contains numerous
commitments to protect the integrity of the
Bay’s remaining woodlands. Among the
most important is the call for “expansion
and connection of contiguous forests.” But
unlike the Adoption Statement’s 1996 goal
of restoring 2010 stream miles of riparian
forest by the year 2010, the new agreement
sets no specific numerical goals for this
effort. The omission reflects the Bay part-
ners difficulty in agreeing on how far and
how fast to proceed on the challenging task
of forest preservation, entwined as it is with
the complexities of land use policy. By the
same token, it also reflects the partners’
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implicit understanding that all forests have
value, not just those on the water’s edge.

The value of riparian forests in the Bay
ecosystem is now well established, but the
value of large inland tracts requires a new
perspective. For generations, farming has
been perceived to be the most productive
land use in rural areas. Unless it was
harvested for trees, forest land was consid-
ered little more than a pleasant landscape
feature, appreciated as part of a view or as
wildlife habitat. Today, we recognize that
managed forests are healthier and have been
undervalued as a contributor to water qual-
ity or community sense of place.

Forests for the Bay corrects this over-
sight by outlining the habitat values of
contiguous forests throughout the water-
shed. It includes their current conditions
and examines evolving forest ownership
patterns that diminish their benefits. Of
particular concern is the parcelization of
forest land. As forests are subdivided,
owners of smaller parcels are far less likely
to appreciate their woodlands in the context
of the original forest or to reap the
economic benefits of a managed woodland.
Restoring this awareness is key to the
protection of hundreds of thousands of
forest acres throughout the watershed.
Providing technical assistance to landown-
ers to help them manage for long-term
sustainability is the next step.

Forests for the Bay defines four broad
types of forest landscape in the Chesapeake
Bay watershed,  suggest ing spec i f ic
preservation goals for each. Stewardship
opportunities are different, but no less
important, in each landscape type. For
example:

■ In rural areas, landscape goals for large
intact forests and agricultural woodlands
could promote landowner management

of forests on large parcels and cooperative
management of smaller ones. Rural land-
scape goals could also encourage good
forestry practices on non-industrial
private woodlands. Government deci-
sions in rural areas concerning the siting
of highways, rights-of-way, and other
developments could take forest fragmen-
tation into consideration throughout the
planning process. And new development
could be focused away from these in
order  to  mainta in  a  v iable  forest
landscape.

■ In exurban land in the developing fringe,
where suburban-style development is
mingled with patches of intact forest,
areas subject to development could adopt
measures to retain and conserve trees.
More compact development patterns
could conserve larger intact portions of
forest. And in addition to increasing the
percentage of tree cover on private resi-
dential and commercial lands, the plant-
ing and maintaining of public parkland,
school grounds, and rights-of-way could
also add valuable habitat.

■ Policies for urban and suburban lands,
though more densely populated, could
include management programs to assure
the health of urban trees and woodland
patches, and the establishment of trees on
brownfields and redevelopment sites.

To protect and restore contiguous forests
and increase tree cover in each of these
settings, Forest for the Bay outlines the
following opportunities for the Bay part-
ners to take action on the pledges they made
in Chesapeake 2000. 

■ Tax Strategies Taxes have an immense
impact on the conversion, parcelization
and stewardship of forest land. They
affect management practices and influ-
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ence landowners to either maintain
forests or convert them to residential or
commercial use. A review of state and
local tax policies should flag those that
compromise forests.

■ Land Acquisition The ambitious pledge by
the signatories of Chesapeake 2000 to
permanently preserve from development
“20 percent of the land area within the
watershed” includes the commitment to
“target the most valued lands for protec-
tion.” For all the reasons described so far,
forests must be targeted for inclusion in
that 20 percent. To do so will require
dedicated sources of public funding and
clear criteria for forest acquisition by
existing state and local programs such as
Maryland’s “Rural Legacy” program,
Pennsylvania’s “Growing Greener” initia-
tive, and Virginia’s Land Conservation
Foundation.

■ Technical Assistance, Subsidies and Cost-
Share Programs Since most landowners
lack information on the economic and
ecological value of their forests, they can
inadvertently make decisions that degrade
the integrity of their woodlands. Forest
professionals providing on-site technical
assistance to landowners should be
increased, with the goal of developing
forest management plans for more as well
as smaller parcels.

■ Forest Practices Programs Better monitor-
ing of forest harvest practices would
assure that best management practices are
followed and that levels of compliance
and efficacy are known. Legislation,
guidelines and the issuing of licenses for
foresters and loggers may be desirable.
Implementation and enhancement of
existing water quality and stream buffer
protection programs is a critical step.

■ Landowner Forestry Cooperatives, Partner-
ships and Land Banks Cooperative forest
management is a special boon to owners
of small parcels who, without the econ-
omy of scale enjoyed by owners of large
tracts, often lack professional planning
and access to profitable forest markets.
State forestry and economic development
agencies can encourage these marketing
efforts with small grants for landowners
interested in exploring the feasibility of
forestry cooperatives, and by targeting
areas for technical assistance, forest plan-
ning and funding.

■ Land Use and Development Regulations In
the renewed Bay agreement, signatories
pledged to “reduce the rate of harmful
sprawl development of forest  and
agricultural land in the Chesapeake Bay
watershed by 30 percent” by the year
2012, using the 1992–1997 period as the
baseline. To meet this goal, Forests for
the Bay recommends that state agencies
systematically supply local governments
with information and technical assistance
that will help them integrate forest
retention and open space conservation in
land use decis ions.  With this  new
expertise, local governments could
identify and adopt forest protection
overlay zones and riparian corridors. To
be effect ive,  planning and zoning
coordinat ion across  munic ipal
boundaries would have to be simplified.
Agricultural zoning tools that sustain
farming could also be adapted to protect
contiguous forests. All of these measures
would make condemnation of intact
forest lands more difficult. State and
local government policy must promote
conservation development design that
conserves forested open space in new
developments.
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■ Urban Forestry Forests are as beneficial to
urban communities as they are in rural
areas. Municipalities are encouraged to
adopt tree canopy goals supported by
technical assistance from the states and
to ensure that their urban forestry
programs develop forest maintenance as
well as habitat restoration initiatives.

■ Targeting Forest Conservation Chesapeake
2000 pledges  the  Bay partners  to
complete an assessment of resource lands
in the region, including farms and forests,
and to emphasize their importance in
protecting water quality, critical habitat,
and cultural and economic viability. To
do so, the states must develop consistent,
accessible methods to support strategic
targeting of forestry assistance programs
and conservation efforts. This assessment,
which will help identify forest areas that
are the most valuable in ecological and
economic terms and the most vulnerable,
should help target forest conservation
efforts.

Next Steps
When combined with the recommendations
contained in the CBC/TPL land preserva-
tion report, Keeping Our Commitment, the
options set out in Forests for the Bay repre-

sent tremendous opportunities for the Bay
partners to create a more comprehensive
approach to forest and open space conser-
vation. Now, the state delegations of the
Chesapeake Bay Commission must carefully
weigh their alternatives in the context of
existing land use goals, looking for the most
cost-effective and strategic approaches to
more holistically protect our resources and
open space lands.

By the close of the year 2000, the
Commission had just begun its analysis of
the options. This analysis must combine
research focused on land preservation
program enhancements, the assessment of
resource lands in the region, and an exam-
ination of tax policies that compromise land
protection initiatives by promoting resource
land fragmentation — an initiative also trig-
gered by the commitments in Chesapeake
2000.

The policy decisions ahead will be diffi-
cult ones, given the very nature of the chal-
lenge.

Actions must be taken that involve
private land, always a volatile subject. But
the Commission, with its diverse member-
ship spanning the three states’ rural and
urban landscapes and its experience navi-
gating thorny issues, is expertly positioned
to take on this challenge.■
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Annapolis, Maryland
January 6 & 7, 2000
THURSDAY, JANUARY 6

Lunch/Executive Committee Meeting

Call to Order

Roll Call

Adoption of Minutes

Adoption/Modification of Agenda

Welcoming Remarks

Legislative 2000 General Assembly Sessions 
• Virginia

Delegate Jerrauld C. Jones
Senator Bill Bolling

• Maryland
Senator Brian E. Frosh
Delegate Charles A. McClenahan

• Pennsylvania
Representative Arthur D. Hershey
Senator Noah W. Wenger

Chesapeake 2000 
• Chesapeake Executive Council Meeting

Vice-Chairman Senator Brian E.
Frosh and Staff Summary

• Public Comment Process
Verna Harrison, Chair, C2K Committee

Focus on Pfiesteria
What state programs are in place to monitor
and respond to Pfiesteria-related events?

Frank Daniels, Virginia Department of
Environmental Quality and
Chairman,Virginia Pfiesteria Task Force
Dr. Rob Magnien, Maryland
Department of Natural Resources and
Chairman, Maryland Pfiesteria Study
Committee

What do we know about other organisms as
possible causes of fish lesions and their rela-
tionships with Pfiesteria?

Dr. Wolfgang Vogelbein, Associate
Professor, Virginia Institute of Marine
Science
Dr. Hamish Rodger, School of
Veterinary Medicine, University of
Pennsylvania

What is being done and what can be done to
control this invasive species? A review of
state programs in Maryland, Pennsylvania
and Virginia.

Staff Presentation and Analysis
Implementation of a state Phragmites
Management Program: What are the lessons
learned?

William Jones, Delaware Department of
Natural Resources and Environmental
Control

FRIDAY, JANUARY 7

Breakfast Delegation Meetings

Abandoned Boats — Findings and
Recommendations

Tony Redman, Redman Johnston
Associates

Site 104 ...The Baltimore Port...The
Bay: Science, Economics and the Environment

• The Port’s Vision
Frank Hamons, Maryland Port
Administration
• The Scientific Consensus
Dr. Donald Boesch, University of
Maryland Center for Environmental and
Estuarine Studies
• The Environmental Perspective
Dr. Michael Hirshfield, Vice President,
Chesapeake Bay Foundation 
• The C&D Canal Connection
Dr. John Williams, The C&D Canal
Working Group

Election of the 2000 Commission Officers
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Outgoing 1999 Chairman’s Remarks
Representative Arthur D. Hershey 

Incoming 2000 Chairman’s Remarks

Tangier Island, Virginia
Princess Anne, Maryland
May 4 & 5, 2000
THURSDAY, MAY 4

Field Trip to Tangier Sound

Part I: Oysters, Crabs and SAV: The
Importance of Habitat and Water Clarity

Resource specialists aboard boats:
• Oysters

Bill Goldsborough, Senior Scientist,
Chesapeake Bay Foundation
Chris Judy, Shellfish Division Director,
Maryland Department of Natural
Resources
Jim Wesson, Ph.D., Chief of
Conservation and Replenishment, Virginia
Marine Resources Commission

• Crabs
Rom Lipcius, Ph.D., Crab Ecologist,
Virginia Institute of Marine Science
Jack Travelstead, Fisheries Director,
Virginia Marine Resources Commission
Jacques van Montfrans, Crab
Ecologist, Virginia Institute of Marine
Science

• SAV
Rob Brumbaugh, Ph.D., Virginia
Fisheries Scientist, Chesapeake Bay
Foundation
Dave Goshorn, Estuarine Ecologist,
Maryland Department of Natural
Resources
Robert J. Orth, Ph.D., Seagrass
Ecologist, Virginia Institute of Marine
Science

[Convened in CBF Port Isobel Environmental
Center]

Welcoming Remarks
Robert S. Bloxom, Virginia House of
Delegates
Don Baugh, Vice President for Education,
Chesapeake Bay Foundation

Bi-State Blue Crab Advisory Committee —
Progress Report 

Staff Presentation

Part II: Major Economic Issues Facing the Blue
Crab Industry

Nancy Wallace, International Marketing
Specialist, Maryland Department of
Agriculture

Part III: The Relationship Between
Conservation and Theology 

Tangier Island Stewardship Project
Carlene Shores, President

Part IV:  Preserving Tangier’s Heritage —
What Will It Take?

Aboard boats of Tangier watermen and
island leaders to view peeler operations and
typical day’s work on the water, as well as
exploring the challenges of sustaining
Tangier’s island heritage.

Part V:  Living on an Island
A walking tour of Tangier Island to observe
emerging businesses and pollution preven-
tion opportunities.

FRIDAY, MAY 5

Breakfast Delegation Meetings

Call to Order

Roll Call

Adoption of Minutes

Adoption/Modification of Agenda

University of Maryland — Eastern Shore &
Salisbury State University: Programs That
Focus on Environmental Science and
Conservation

Dr. Delores R. Spikes, President,
University of Maryland Eastern Shore

Chairman’s Update: Ongoing Commission
Activities 

Senator Bill Bolling
• 1999 Annual Report and 2000 Legislative

Update
• Chesapeake 2000 
• Susquehanna Sediment
• Phragmites Issues and Actions paper

Chesapeake Bay Commission Budget for
FY 2001

Commission Highlights of the 2000 Legislative
Sessions

• Maryland: Senator Brian E. Frosh and
Kevin Miller

• Pennsylvania: Representative Arthur D.
Hershey and Tom Beauduy

Quarterly Meeting
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• Virginia: Senator Bill Bolling and Russ
Baxter

The Future of Oysters in Chesapeake Bay

The Possible Role of Non-native Species in
Oyster Restoration

Mark Luckenbach, Virginia Institute of
Marine Sciences

Panel Discussion
Mark Luckenbach joined by
Chris Judy, Maryland Department of
Natural Resources
Jim Wesson, Virginia Marine Resources
Commission

New Business

Hershey, Pennsylvania
September 7 & 8, 2000
THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 7

Tour of Hershey Foods, Inc. and Wenger
Feeds

Welcoming Remarks 
Representative Arthur D. Hershey

Innovative Technology: Organic Waste
Biorefinery

Pennsylvania Delegation Report

Tour of the Wenger Feeds 
Al Wenger, President

[Reconvened at Hershey Lodge and
Convention Center]

Call to Order

Roll Call

Adoption of Minutes

Adoption/Modification of Agenda

Chairman’s Update:
Ongoing Commission Activities 

Senator Bill Bolling
• Implementing Chesapeake 2000 — the

Commission’s Role in 2000 
• Congressional Activities
• Oil Spill Response
• Effluent Trading Negotiation Team

Community Watersheds: Meeting the
Challenges of Chesapeake 2000 for Locally
Based Watershed Planning, Protection and
Restoration

• Assessing the Needs of Local Watershed
Organizations
Cindy Dunn, Chesapeake Bay Program
Community Watershed Task Force

• Harnessing the Potential of Local Efforts 
Walt Pomeroy, Pennsylvania
Organization for Watersheds and Rivers

• Supporting Watershed Planning,
Protection and Restoration through State
Action and Partnerships
Lawrence C. Tropea, Jr., Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Protection

• A Local Watershed Perspective
Thomas R. Embich, Swatara Creek
Watershed Association 

FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 8

Breakfast Delegation Meetings

Managing the Blue Crab
• Marking our Progress to Date
• Shaping the Final BBCAC Report
• Mapping our Future Activities

Jack Greer, Maryland Sea Grant, and
CBC Staff Presentation

The Future of Our Landscape
• Recent Land Use Trends
• Present Management Commitments
• Feasible Alternative for Future Growth 

Don Boesch, University of Maryland,
Center for Environmental Science, and
Member, Scientific and Technical
Advisory Committee

Forest Loss and Fragmentation: Devising New
Solutions

An analysis of the laws and policies affecting
forest fragmentation in the Bay region was
commissioned by the CBC, U.S. Forest
Service and Chesapeake Bay Program
• What is the Problem?
• What is the Extent of Loss and

Fragmentation?
• What Can We Do?

Rick Cooksey, Chesapeake Bay
Coordinator, U.S. Forest Service
Jim McElfish, Senior Attorney and
Policy Analyst, Environmental Law
Institute

New Business
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St. Michaels, Maryland
November 9 & 10, 2000
THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 9

Call to Order

Roll Call

Adoption of Minutes

Adoption/Modification of Agenda

The State of the Landscape
• Land Uses and Changes
• Permanently Preserved Lands - Current

and Future
Bill Matusezski, Director, EPA
Chesapeake Bay Program

Chesapeake Bay Commission/Trust for Public
Land (TPL) Research Project: Meeting the
Commitment to Conserve 20% of the
Watershed by 2010

• Introduction of Research Project
Ann Swanson

Profile of State Land Conservation Activities
• Overview of Funding Programs and Recent

Activities by State
Debi Osborne, Chesapeake Bay Field
Office Director, TPL

Opportunities to Enhance Federal Partnerships
• Overview of New and Expanded Federal

Funding Programs
Lesley Kane, Vice President for Federal
Affairs, TPL

Meeting the Chesapeake 2000 Land
Conservation Commitment

• Getting to 20%: Filling the Gap 
• Examples From Across the Country
• Opportunities and Strategies for the

Watershed
Andy McLeod, State Government
Finance Director, TPL

Panel of Land Conservation Practioners: What
Works and What is Needed

Moderator:  Senator Noah W. Wenger
• Pennsylvania: Grants to Local

Governments and Land Trusts

Larry Williamson, Department of
Conservation and Natural Resources

• Maryland: Using State Funding Programs
at the Local Level
Rob Etgen, Eastern Shore Land
Conservancy

• Virginia: Private Initiative and Incentives
Tamara Vance, Virginia Outdoors
Foundation

Concurrent State Breakout Sessions

Meeting the 20% Preserved Land Challenge:
Specific Steps Ahead 

• Administrative
• Legislative/Budgetary

FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 10TH

Breakfast Delegation Meetings

Chairman’s Update: Ongoing Commission
Activities

• Phragmites
• Oil Spill Response
• Innovative Technologies
• Submerged Aquatic Vegetation

Bi-State Blue Crab Advisory Committee
Report.

A Consensus on the State of the Crab and its
Fishery
• Targets and Thresholds for the Chesapeake
• New Management Options

The Mute Swan
Management Implications for an Exotic
Species
Moderator: Delegate Michael H. Weir

Invasive Species in the Chesapeake Bay
Bob Ferris, Defenders of Wildlife

Mute Swan Population Status and Impacts
Larry Hindman, Maryland Mute Swan
Advisory Committee

Direct Impacts on Bay Grasses and Indirect
Effects

Matt Perry, U.S. Geological Survey

New Business

Quarterly Meeting
Agendas
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ABOUT THE PHOTOGRAPHER

A lifelong Marylander, David Harp operates a
commercial and editorial photography business in
Baltimore. His photographs have appeared in major
national magazines such as Smithsonian, Audubon,
Sierra and Natural History. His clients have included
the Nature Conservancy, the Izaak Walton League of
America and the Chesapeake Bay Foundation, as
well as corporations.

Mr. Harp teamed up with writer Tom Horton for a
book of essays and photographs, Water’s Way: Life
Along the Chesapeake, published by Elliott and Clark
in 1992 and due to be reissued in paperback this
spring by The Johns Hopkins University Press. Mr.
Harp and Mr. Horton are currently collaborating on a
book about journeys into the Chesapeake wetlands,
which will be published by Johns Hopkins in 2001.

Keeping the Agreement, the 2000 Annual Report of
the Chesapeake Bay Commission, was prepared by
Commission staff with the editorial assistance of Pat
Herold Nielsen. Both she and Jack Greer were
contributing writers.

Design: Peter M. Gentile, CartaGraphics Inc.
(cartagraph@aol.com).

Photography: David Harp
(Daveharp@chesapeakephotos.com)

Cover photo: Needlerush reflected in a tidal pool,
Bishops Head, Md. © David Harp.
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CHESAPEAKE BAY COMMISSION
The Commission maintains offices in Maryland,
Virginia and Pennsylvania. Commission staff are
available to assist any member of the General
Assembly of any signatory state on matters
pertaining to the Chesapeake Bay and the
Chesapeake Bay Program.

HEADQUARTERS AND MARYLAND OFFICE
60 West Street, Suite 200
Annapolis, MD 21401
Phone: 410-263-3420
Fax: 410-263-9338
E-mail: CBC @ ar i.net

VIRGINIA OFFICE
502B General Assembly Building
P.O. Box 406
Richmond, VA 23218
Phone: 804-786-4849
Fax: 804-371-0659
E-mail: rbaxter @ leg.state.va.us

PENNSYLVANIA OFFICE
1721 North Front Street
Harrisburg, PA 17102
Phone: 717-232-1103

Fax: 717-232-1104
E-mail: t beauduy @ srbc.net

WEB SITE
www.chesbay.state.va.us

This report was printed on recycled paper.
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