
Islesboro CRP Project Running Agenda / Notes
Zoom https://us02web.zoom.us/j/8050201194
Meeting ID: 805 020 1194
Join by Phone: 1 646 558 8656
Link to Islesbroro’s Community Resilience Partnership (CRP) Planning Folder
Link to the SLR Committee’s Folder contains your committee’s List of 72 Actions in two 
versions – an Excel version for easy download for those who prefer an Excel document 
and the Google Sheets version for those who prefer to work online in Google Sheets

9/30/22 1pm Islesboro Planning Conversation
Attending: Shey Conover, Chloe Joule, Nancy Alexander, Sue Stafford, Fred Porter, 
Peter Wilcox, Janis Petzel , Donna Leone), Jennifer West, Gabe McPhail, Nathan 
Robbins

Meeting Purpose
● To get Nathan and the SLRCs expertise and insights regarding the scope of The

Narrows project and to use that info to inform a project engineering RFP

Discussion
CES Scope

● Narrows Roadway Design
● Additional Impact Assessment

Scope Notes
● Focus on feasible designs and next steps
● DEP permitting considerations – DEP being involved in the discussions early on
● Early conversation with DEP – Nathan can help facilitate
● Blue Hill shoreline stabilization project allows for a lot of vegetation – recently

permitted by DEP – possible vegetation stabilization component for the Narrows?
● Have Army Corp conversations early on
● MDOT conversations – types of designs that are feasible from engineering

perspective (bridge vs. road elevation)
● UMaine Advanced Structures & Composites Center
● What type of project is this? Road? Bridge? – define early on with conversations,

then proceed with designing for the best solution
● Scenario timelines can be a hindrance – plan for water height vs. timelines –

reduce the number of scenarios to 2 or 3 – 2 feet and 4 feet or higher (6-8 ft)
How will each scenario impact the cost overall?

● USGS studies will review likelihood of events vs. when – so it’s less about “by
2100” and more about how often

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/8050201194
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1r-nJZbFVydKcepaQR82NvWyi08IvnkdI?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/16DaCJkHfOPW6i8u795C2V0Fvt0lAXqTU?usp=sharing
https://composites.umaine.edu/


● Time horizons are helpful – when is the road going to be overtopped? Not now,
but when? What’s that critical number of feet above the sea level that we are
experiencing now and in the future – (Review Ransom numbers)

● Numbers are changing – 8ft is happening AFTER 2100 – what is the life cycle of
the road option we choose? Match adaptation option to scenario

● Community engagement at different phases written into the scope – early and
often – sharing the data and engineering options

● How do we include engineering options for other community assets into the
scope (We have dynamic modeling data for Grindle Point – maybe focus on the
Narrows and Grindle Point?

● How does general SLR map viewers compare with specific modeling? Fine for
viewing extent of risk; acts as a screening tool; dynamic modeling is more
accurate to what actually occurs in the location environment

● Dynamic modeling will be available from the state but not for a while
● Will the engineering study show how long the infrastructure will last under each

scenario? We can request that be part of the scop as long as we have the
dynamic modeling for that site; this will help us build a Capital Projects Plan

● Ask engineers to design structures to withstand X impact scenarios
● Impact to structures cannot be accurately assessed w/out dynamic mapping
● Assess Soils and Geology early on; adaptation options can depend on geology
● Floating Bridges were discussed – how are they permitted?

What are the ideas we have for options: Floating Bridge, Road Elevation,
causeway/bridge

● Who helps us narrow the options: talk with Joyce Taylor or at MDOT; talk with
bridge person; Charlie Hepson (engineer in the environmental group)

● Bring in the University Folks – composite center
● Talk with engineers about scope of services to include initial evaluation?
● Opening up the flow (bridge/floating bridge) would have environmental interest –

restoration could open up additional funding
Is the next step to determine a solution vs. determining the solution and designing the
solution?

● Decide – recommend pursuing determining the solution as the as a next step

Next Steps
Nathan to contact MDOT and arrange a conversation
Nathan will check out if Maine DEP did the permitting for the Newcastle temp
floating bridge and what that entailed
Gabe to loop back with SLRC and Janet to discuss next steps w/ Coastal
Communities Grant




