
61 Maxwell Ave
Saint Simons Island, Ga 31522

July 20, 2016

Ms. Skye Stockel
Department of Natural Resources
One Conservation Way
Brunswick, Georgia 31520

Re: GPA Application for a new berth on the South Brunswick River

Dear Ms. Stockel:

I am not sure how citizens are to "provide this office with substantive, project-specific comments as to why the proposed 
work should or should not proceed," when the application published along with your notice is incomplete.  But, before I 
address the specific omissions and deficiencies, let me just note that this matter should be on the agenda for the Shore 
Protection and Marshlands Protection to review in a properly noticed public hearing. One would hope that the prospect of 
public exposure would improve the quality of your agency's review.

As to the particulars:

1. Even though the joint application to the COE, CRD and EPD calls for a numerical designation, none has been entered by 
your agency. You'd think that, given the application was stamped as received two months ago, you would have had time to 
assign a number for easy of reference in future.

5. Certainly the lot size is known and is, indeed, cited further on in the supporting documentation.

8. The proposed use is Public (not other), a significant factor since it accounts for the project not being reviewed by local 
government planners.

12. Since permits from other agencies are definitely involved, there's no reason no to list them in the space provided. 

14. Since dimensions are provided elsewhere, there is no reason not to provide them here for easy review by interested 
citizens. One should not have to review all plans and documentation to find out what is being proposed. Also, the quantity 
of material to be excavated (285,000 cubic yards) is apparently in error, since the proposal envisions annual excavation after 
the project is completed.

15. The list of construction equipment seems incomplete. Also, Andrews Island certainly contains wetland/marsh and the 
dredged material should be properly encased.  The answer to 15 F is wrong. The  specific plans clearly indicate that 
wetlands will not only be crossed, but shaded, so the plants won't continue to grow.

16. That there is no plan to handle and dispose of sewage from visiting vessels is a serious omission. It is my understanding 
that international law requires pump-out facilities at docks and, if they are not currently present, that should be rectified. 
Presumably, the visiting vessels will be fueled, so how petrochemical products are handled should be described.

The application to the DNR for a revocable license is missing the lot, block and subdivision name from the GIS (available 
on line).

The certification to the USACE of compliance with Coastal Management Program is missing a date.

On the Dock Checklist the following information is either missing, incomplete or in error:

Facility Type = Public, not Commercial 

Existing or Planned Services should include
pump-out for vessels
hoist



vehicle parking
lift
restrooms

Dredging/Filling etc.
Will dredging be required for the access channel? Answer should be YES, since it always is
Is filling proposed in tidal wetlands? Answer should be YES, because marsh will be covered by access road, killing 
vegetation and perhaps causing erosion.
Have future dredge spoil sites been set aside with deeds or easements?  Questionable. Andrews Island belongs to the City of 
Brunswick. DOT has an easement, but not GPA.
Is shoreline stabilization proposed? Should be YES.

Habitat/Wildlife/Cultural Resources
The site is located near Jekyll Island, Altama Plantation, Harris Neck and Cumberland Island Wildlife Refuge.

Oyster and clam beds do occur near project site. (Correia Marsh?)

Project site is near active crabbing area.

Project site is near Jekyll Island historic and scenic and recreational site.

The Environmental Consultants provide significant information, which the Shore Protection and Marshland Protection 
Committees should take into account. However, it should be noted at the start that the public interest is not necessarily 
primarily served by economic/monetary returns. Health and welfare should be top priorities. Also, what GPA does in 
Savannah does not affect the project in Glynn County, so the references are not quite appropriate.

But to quote and comment:
p. 3
"In addition to the impacts related to new berth construction, the GPA is proposing to create new marsh area adjacent to the 
project site behind Berth 1 to mitigate 404 and EFH impacts associated with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
Individual Permit. The mitigation plan is currently being reviewed and approved by the USACE and the Interagency 
Review Team (IRT).  The upland mitigation site will be graded down to adjacent marsh elevations and planted with Spartina 
alterniflora. In order to maximize hydrologic connectivity and tidal exchange within the mitigation site, minor impacts are 
necessary along the edge of the upland creation site during construction to remove higher elevations. Additional minor 
disturbance may also be necessary for installation of erosion control devices and for equipment access. These 
encroachments will provide overall environmental benefit and are temporary in nature. It is estimated that no more than 
0.635 acre (27,645 sq ft) of temporary impacts will be necessary. Any areas where jurisdictional vegetation is removed will 
be re-planted. No significant disturbance will occur to the larger areas of contiguous healthy marsh, and the mitigation 
efforts are not aimed at replacing high marsh areas with Spartina alterniflora."

Comment:  There is no mention of how storm water flow from the new 12' roadways and 600' long dock will  be treated and 
handled. Creating a wetland elsewhere on site does not seem adequate.

p.4
Comment: Whether Andrews Island has the capacity to accept the dredged volumes seems less significant than whether that 
site will be properly shielded from erosion and contributing contaminating runoff into the Turtle River.

p.5
Comment: The shading of the marsh may not result in the loss of aquatic habitat, but it will result in the loss of marsh 
habitat and when the vegetation dies off, the soil is more likely to erode--a potential problem that's not being addressed. 
That "marsh vegetation will be allowed to restore naturally" is not an encouraging prospect. We have evidence from the 
marshes around Sea Island that, once the soils are compressed, restoration of vegetation does not occur for many years.

Comment: Destroying natural uplands to create artificial marshland seems questionable, especially since the water quality 
impacts are not clearly spelled out. Clearing more than one and a half acres of mostly hardwood forest seems ill-advised.

Comment: The "urgent demand" for another berth at CIT is not coming from Glynn County residents, but at their expense. 



Moreover, the use of 2014 data is deceptive because we know that car imports decreased in 2015 and, even if they increased 
in 2016, importing automotive vehicles from overseas is not necessarily beneficial to U.S. workers. 

Comment: The length of time vehicles occupy impervious land should be a concern. If they moved in and out faster, 
perhaps we wouldn't need to pave over so much of the land. Also, the Mayor's Point dock seems not fully utilized as a bulk 
handling berth. Quick turn-around for foreign vessels does not necessarily register as an improvement in the level of service 
from the perspective of the community.

p.7
Comment: I am not aware of any queue at anchor off-shore, other than to accommodate the tides. More specific information 
should be cited, but perhaps not in the environmental report.

Comment: Isn't increased demand usually addressed by an increase in price and/or scheduling adjustments?

Comment: Bald eagles do not nest in the same tree year after year and, for that matter, aren't bothered by roads or vehicular 
traffic. More important is whether there is food for them to get.

p.8-9

"12.0 Impaired Waters
The Turtle River system at the project site is listed on the 303(d) list of impaired waters (in2012) as not supporting the use 
of aquatic life harvesting, PCBs, and other causes. Based on previous studies and available literature, the proposed dredging 
is expected to only impact the DO level by 0.1 mg/L in the immediate berth area and would have a negligible effect on 
aquatic species."

Comment: When waters are categorized as "impaired" and the fish aren't fit to eat, then there's no reason to be concerned. 
The community should take note that "use" is defined in economic terms --that which can be bought and sold. What can't be 
bought is of no use.

"13.0 Upland Component 
....Stormwater will be naturally treated by the adjacent pervious road shoulders and natural vegetation. No roadside ditches, 
swales, pipes or flumes are proposed, and there will be no point source discharge of stormwater from the upland component 
directly into the marshlands component....As acknowledged by EPD, the proposed construction activities within the upland 
component of the project will not require a state waters buffer variance."

Comment: Never mind a variance, how about a buffer? It's not as if there's not enough land.

"The upland component of the mitigation area impacts is the upland creation site itself. The upland site will be graded down 
to adjacent marsh elevation and will be planted with Spartina alterniflora. Upon completion of the mitigation efforts, the 
previous upland area will be converted to jurisdictional marsh."

Comment: Not sure that's an acceptable trade-off. The loss of maritime forest is also to be deplored.

"14.0 Supplemental Information
      (3)  A plat of the area in which proposed work will take place-
A plat is referenced in the deed to the property as being recorded in Plat Book 2, Page 84 in the office of the Clerk of 
Superior Court of Glynn County, but the applicant did not have a copy available..."

Comment: That's really not acceptable. The public records are readily accessible and able to be copied. CH2M Hill, was, 
after all, paid for preparing this application.

"     (5) A list of all adjoining landowners ...."

Comment: Even a cursory look at the tax map tells us that, in addition to the State of Georgia and Adolfo Correia, there are 
other adjoining landowners, including Georgia Power and numerous homeowners on Fancy Bluff Road. No doubt this 
provision is designed to compensate for the fact that the local government is not providing public notice and review of this 
project to affected citizens. The fact that the GPA is not subject to local zoning regulations does not obviate their obligation 



to inform and be responsive to the citizenry.

p.11

        " (12)    Such additional information as is required by the committee to properly evaluate the application."
Comment:  This provision clearly anticipates that the application will be reviewed by the CSP/CMP committee, which 
routinely meets in public. So, why this matter has not been noticed for a public hearing is a puzzlement. As stated 
previously, an assertion of economic benefit is not ipso facto evidence of serving the public interest, especially when the 
economic benefit flows out of state or even out of the country. Defining a public purpose as an activity that is "not 
unreasonably harmful" sets a standard that is in direct conflict with the Constitutional obligation to "provide for the general 
welfare."

That "the proposed project will not interfere with the conservation of fish, shrimp, oysters, crabs, clams, or other marine 
like, or wildlife, or other resources, not affect water and oxygen supply" is small comfort, especially when we consider that 
the object of conservation has been reduced to insuring that "resources" are available to be exploited and consumed later in 
exchange for money.

Sincerely,

Monica Smith


