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Port of Baltimore
Dredged Material Management Plan

SECTION 1- PROJECT MANAGEMENT PLAN

1.1 Introduction

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District (Corps) is committed to environmentally
sound dredging and management of dredged material as defined by applicable laws, regulations,
and policies. Dredging is necessary to maintain waterways and harbors used for commercial and
recreational navigation. Appropriately, the Corps is developing a long term, environmentally
acceptable, cost-effective dredged material management plan (DMMP) to address dredging
needs and placement opportunities for the Port of Baltimore. The DMMP will identify, evaluate,
screen, prioritize, and ultimately optimize alternatives resulting in the recommendation of a
specific viable plan of action for the placement of dredged materials for at least the next 20
years. The DMMP will be developed in conformance to all relevant Corps regulations and
policy guidance, and within the framework of all-applicable laws, regulations, and Executive
Orders.

As defined by Engineering Regulation (ER) 1105-2-100 (22 April 2000), management plans are
prepared in two phases: Phase I - initial and Phase II - final. The initial phase is to be completed
in 12 months and is to produce a Scope of Work (SOW) for the final phase of the study. This
Project Management Plan (PMP) incorporates the SOW and identifies the work tasks,
milestones, negotiated costs, and responsible parties in the development and preparation of the
DMMP. It is the result of the recommendations provided in the Baltimore Harbor and
Channels, Dredged Material Management Plan, Preliminary Assessment, dated July 2001,
approved by North Atlantic Division in September 2001. A preliminary assessment (PA)
establishes whether more detailed study is required to establish a DMMP, and if so, provides
information to justify the study and permit its prioritization in the budgetary process. The PA
documents the continued economic viability of a project and determines whether there is dredged
material placement capacity sufficient to accommodate 20 years of maintenance and new work
dredging. If the PA determines that there is insufficient capacity to accommodate dredging for
the next 20 years, then a dredged material management plan study is recommended.

In summary, the Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Dredged Material Management Plan,
Preliminary Assessment, dated July 2001, concluded that 1) there is insufficient capacity for
dredged material placement (approximately 8-10 years of existing placement capacity); 2) there
is insufficient time to develop new placement site(s) before existing sites are filled
(implementation would take approximately 9-12 years); 3) existing sites will not be efficiently
managed due to the dredging demand and insufficient placement capacity (overloading sites
reduces capacity/increases costs); and consequently, 4) a DMMP study is warranted.
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Therefore, based on the conclusions of the PA, the report recommended 1) commencing a Phase
I SOW or PMP that identifies the scope, resources, and schedule for conducting a management
plan; 2) conducting the Phase II - Baltimore Harbor and Channels DMMP following approval of
the PMP; and 3) beginning concurrent investigations of placement options at Poplar Island, Mid-
Chesapeake Bay islands, and Eastern Neck utilizing existing authorities (more information is
provided in Section 7).

1.2 PMP Purpose and Policy

The purpose of this PMP as defined by ER 5-1-11 is to act as a roadmap for timely and quality
project delivery. It is a SOW used to define the scope of the study, to identify the resources
necessary to accomplish the tasks, to identify the responsible team members to accomplish the
tasks, and to identify the tools necessary to ensure project implementation success. To better
define the purpose and tasks of the DMMP, three public scoping meetings were held in Jure
2002 at various locations around the upper Chesapeake Bay, Maryland area (Appendix A). At
these meetings, the public was requested to provide comments, issues, and concerns to be
considered in the DMMP. Meeting summaries are included in Appendix A. In addition, a
resource agency meeting was held within the District to explain the general focus of the study
and solicit input from the agencies into the development of the scope of study (see Memorandum
for Record, dated 23 April 2002, Appendix A). This PMP includes public and agency issues
identified as a result of the scoping meetings. In addition, it summarizes the purpose and need of
the plan, the detailed steps, tasks, and resources involved in developing the plan, and the
schedule for conducting the plan. This PMP also establishes the process for preparing the report
and conducting a programmatic environmental impact statement (EIS) in conformance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended.

The PMP has been developed in accordance with:

e Engineer Regulation (ER) 5-1-11, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Business
Process,

e ER 1105-2-100, Guidance for Conducting Civil Works Planning Studies (22 April
2000),

e ER 1165-2-501, Water Resource Policies and Authorities, Environmental Policies,
Objectives, and Guidelines for the Civil Works Program (30 September 1999),

e Engincer Pamphlet (EP) 1165-2-1 Digest of Water Resources Policies and
Authorities

e EP 1165-2-502 Ecosystem Restoration — Supporting Policy Information
North Atlantic Division Regulation 1110-1-8

1.3 DMMP Policy and Authority
Corps policy (ER 1105-2-100) requires each Corps District to prepare a DMMP for maintaining

Federal navigation channels when it is demonstrated in a PA that there is insufficient dredged
material placement capacity to accommodate 20 years of maintenance and new work dredging.
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ER 1105-2-100 further directs the Districts to conduct a management plan study that results in a
management plan report that recommends implementable solutions to identified management
problems. The plan is to identify how much material has to be dredged to maintain the Federal
channel(s) and how that dredged material will be managed in an economically sound and
environmentally acceptable manner. The plan is intended to ensure that Federal navigation
projects can be maintained in an environmentally acceptable, cost-effective manner, thereby
justifying continued investment of Federal funds. The plan will also consider non-Federal,
permitted dredging within the related geographic area, as placement of material from these
sources will affect the size and capacity of placement areas required for the Federal project.

It is the policy of the Corps of Engineers (ER 1105-2-100) that all dredged material management
studies include an assessment of potential beneficial uses for environmental purposes that
include but are not limited to fish and wildlife habitat creation and restoration and storm damage

reduction.

The DMMP will be prepared in accordance with NEPA, the Clean Water Act, the Endangered
Species Act, the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, in addition to the

following:

e ER 200-2-2, Environmental Quality: Procedures for Implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act (4 March 1988),
e ER 1105-2-100, Guidance for Conducting Civil Works Planning Studies (22 April
2000), |
e 33 Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) Part 320 Engineers Corps General
regulatory policies,
e 33 CFR Part 335 Operation and maintenance of civil works projects involving
discharge of dredged or fill material into U.S. or ocean waters,
e 33 CFR Part 336 Dredging projects involving discharge of dredged material into
-U.S. and ocean waters, factors considered in evaluation,
e 33 CFR Part 337 Practice and procedure, and
e 33 CFR Part 338 Corps Activities involving discharge of dredged material or fill
into U.S. waters.

1.4 DMMP Goals and Objectives

The overall goal of the DMMP is to develop a plan to maintain, in an economically and
environmentally sound manner, channels necessary for navigation to the Port of Baltimore,
conduct dredged material placement in an environmentally sound manner, and maximize the use
of dredged material as a beneficial resource. As one of the first tasks associated with the
initiation of the DMMP, the dredged material placement quantities and needs will be defined and
the study goals and objectives will be clearly defined by the project delivery team.

To meet the overall goal of the DMMP, the preliminary objectives are:

e The DMMP study will give full objective consideration of all dredging and dredged




material management alternatives, or combinations of alternatives. No option will be
ruled out prior to the initial plan formulation process.

The DMMP study will consider the use of innovative techniques, partnering policies,
and non-traditional placement options to maximize the use of dredged matenal that
may include but is not limited to: wetland creation, habitat creation, use in upland
landfills, creating shallow water areas, bird/shellfish/oyster/submerged aquatic
vegetation (SAV) habitat restoration, agricultural application, abandoned mine land
reclamation, upland placement, and diked placement sites.

The DMMP study will contain detailed assessments of dredged material that in some
cases (Inner Harbor — west of the North Point/Rock Point Line, see Figure 1) may be
considered to be contaminated, and provide consideration to alternatives for
placement of such materials including decontamination technologies (physical,
chemical, thermal, and biological treatment) that would be applicable in treating and
placing such dredged material currently and in the future.

The DMMP will utilize and incorporate appropriate data and information from other
relevant Corps studies and projects, as well as, information and results from the State
of Maryland’s Dredged Material Management Program.

The DMMP study will include an economic analysis of the viability of maintaining
the existing channels.

The DMMP will include a website dedicated to the study and that will be available to
the public. The website will post all current documentation available on the DMMP,
including meeting minutes, plans, maps, discussion of options, etc. The website will
be linked to other related websites including the sites established for existing dredged
material placement sites.

The DMMP will include an extensive public and agency campaign for participation
into the study plan formulation. The team will widely publicize the study through at
least two newsletters, notice of availability of the draft and final EISs, newspaper and
public announcements, letters to resource agencies, as well as notices to the various
restoration efforts within the Chesapeake Bay.

S
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SECTION 2 - DMMP SCOPE AND PROCESS

2.1 Project Area

The project area encompasses the channels and navigational features that serve the Port of
Baltimore, including channels and anchorages in Baltimore Harbor, the approach channels from
Cape Henry, Virginia to Baltimore Harbor, and the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal approach
channels south of the Sassafras River (see Figure 1). This assessment does not include the C&D
Canal proper; however, the upland placement sites along the Canal will be documented and
considered. :

2.2 DMMP Scope

The scope of the DMMP is comprehensive in nature and will identify primary and contingency
options needed to meet the dredging requirements of the Port through the year 2025 giving
special consideration to beneficial uses of the dredged material. The DMMP will consider
dredging needs based upon potential new projects and existing operation and maintenance
dredging from Federal navigation projects, and will factor in State and local dredging placement
needs into the formulation of alternatives, where appropriate. The PA, as discussed in Section
1.1, concluded that the channels that serve the Port of Baltimore that are within Virginia waters
have sufficient capacity for the 20-year planning horizon. This assumption will be revisited in
the DMMP; however, since the conclusion is unlikely to change, the Virginia channels are not
highlighted in this PMP.

State of Maryland Dredged Material Management Program

The data developed and prepared by the State of Maryland’s Dredged Material Management
Program will be included in the study. The Baltimore District is an active participant in the
preparation of the State’s plan. The District has team representation at the Bay Enhancement
Workgroup, and the Citizen’s Committee (see Appendix B). In addition, the Corps has vital
management roles in the State’s Management Committee and Executive Committee (see
Appendix B). Corps representation into the State’s plan has encompassed attending highly-
frequent meetings, providing direction into placement options and alternatives, providing direct
guidance into screening criteria, providing information on placement alternative costs and
quantities, and providing input into the State’s recommended plan of placement options. More
information is provided in subsequent sections of this document.

It is not the intent of this study to duplicate efforts conducted by the State. The Corps will use all
information that is meaningful and appropriate to this plan including engineering data and
designs and agency input. However, the Corps DMMP will follow the NEPA process. The plan
will thoroughly identify the problems, needs, and objectives, evaluate current conditions,
develop and evaluate options and alternatives, recommend a plan to meet the study goals while
incorporating public comment and agency input into all aspects of the plan.




Public Scoping Meetings and Agency Meeting Comments

As previously stated, three public scoping meetings were held in June 2002 in the upper
Chesapeake Bay area to solicit public input into the plan and scope of the study. Meetings were
not held near the C&D Canal or in Virginia since those areas are unlikely to be impacted by the
study recommendations. Meeting summaries are provided in Appendix A. In addition, a
resource agency meeting was conducted at the Baltimore District to outline the preliminary plan
of the DMMP and seek agency input into the plan. The public and agencies concurred with the
Corps’ plan to incorporate an analysis of the dredged material needs for the Port of Baltimore, an
economic analysis of the channels being maintained, conduct an analysis of restoring
deteriorating island habitat, and requested public input into the development of the base plan.
However, based on public concern and agency consensus, the study will consider but not likely
recommend sites of island creation, only island restoration.

2.3 DMMP Process

As defined by ER 1105-2-100, dredged material management planning of all Federal harbor
projects is conducted to ensure that dredging activities are performed in an environmentally
acceptable manner, use sound engineering techniques and are economically warranted. The
DMMP will address dredging needs, placement capabilities, existing capacity of placement
areas, environmental compliance requirements, potential beneficial use of materials and an
assessment of continued economic justification. The DMMP will identify, evaluate, screen,
prioritize, and ultimately optimize such alternatives resulting in the recommendation of a specific
viable plan of action for the placement of dredged materials over the next 20 years. The plan
will also consider non-Federal, permitted dredging within the related geographic area, as
placement of material from these sources will affect the size and capacity of placement areas
required for the Federal project.

The DMMP will follow the NEPA and planning processes, and be performed in the following
sequential phases: I) Evaluate and Quantify Placement Needs and Existing Management
Options; II) Formulate Altemative Placement Options with Special Emphasis on Beneficial
Uses; III) Evaluate, Analyze, Compare, and Screen Alternatives; IV) Recommend Management
Plan; and V) Periodically Update the DMMP. Integrated throughout these phases is the
preparation of an EIS to address the programmatic implementation of the DMMP.

PN . .




Figure 1: DMMP Study Area
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SECTION 3 - PLAN REQUIREMENTS

This section defines the general tasks necessary for project success. It defines the process and
effort by which the plan will be developed and prepared. A detailed scope of work is included in
Appendix C.

PHASE 1: EVALUATION OF EXISTING PLACEMENT NEEDS AND EXISTING
MANAGEMENT OPTIONS - ESTABLISH STUDY GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Determine Dredged Material Placement Needs

As part of the Preliminary Assessment, an evaluation of the existing dredging volumes and
available placement options was conducted. Results concluded that 1) there is insufficient
capacity for dredged material placement (approximately 8-10 years of existing placement
capacity); 2) there is insufficient time to develop new placement site(s) (implementation would
take approximately 9-12 years); 3) existing sites will not be efficiently managed due to the
dredging demand and insufficient placement capacity (overloading sites reduces
capacity/increases costs); and consequently, 4) a DMMP study is warranted. As part of the
DMMP, a detailed evaluation of these conditions will be undertaken. All appropriate databases
of historical dredging, including permits and placement records from the Corps, Maryland Port
Administration (MPA) and other Federal, State and local governments will be obtained.
Relevant historical dredging information related to management and regulation within the
DMMP area, in terms of dredged material placement by location, quantity, and timing will be
obtained. All relevant physical and chemical characterization data relating to dredged materials
within study area, by channel source, will be considered.

Economic Analysis - Needs

An economic analysis of the existing and projected maintenance dredging needs for the
Baltimore Harbors and Channels project will be conducted. The purpose of the analysis will be
to evaluate the transportation cost savings produced by maintaining various project depths. If the
benefits of continuation of maintenance dredging of the project depths over the 20-year DMMP
analysis period exceed the estimated costs of maintenance dredging, the DMMP dredging needs
would be based on maintaining the project depths.

Data collection will include interviews with channel users and port officials and examination of
historic Waterbome Commerce Statistical data to identify actual usage patterns of the various
channels. The analysis will factor in estimated usage of the channels through 2025.

Existing Placement Options -

An analysis of the existing placement options, conditions, and available capacity will be
undertaken. Current placement sites for Maryland channels include Hart-Miller Island
Containment Facility, Pooles Island open water site, Poplar Island environmental restoration, and
soon to be rehabilitated upland Cox Creek site. It has been determined that the Virginia channels
and the C&D Canal proper have adequate capacity for 20 years, though these assumptions will
be rechecked.

12
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The State of Maryland has passed several laws that severely restrict the placement of matenial.
These laws define any material taken from the inner harbor areas of the Port, which includes the
Patapsco River west of a line drawn between North Point and Rock Point (Figure 1) to be
contaminated and require the material to be placed in a confined site; prohibit the open water
placement of material in the Chesapeake Bay, except for limited placement at Pooles Island; and
prohibit the vertical or horizontal expansion of Hart-Miller Island or the construction of a
dredged material placement site within 5 miles of Hart-Miller Island.

Currently, only the Hart-Miller Island Containment Facility can accept contaminated material.
This containment facility has an estimated 18 million cubic yards (mcy) remaining capacity and
State law requires the site to stop accepting material after 31 December 2009.

Cox Creek site is planned to be brought on line by the State of Maryland in 2003 and will be
reserved for this inner harbor material. The upland Cox Creek site will have an estimated
capacity of 6 mcy and would last for 12 years at an average fill rate of 500,000 cy per year.

Poplar Island Environmental Restoration Project (more than 1,100 habitat acres) is available for
approximately 32 mcy of capacity for dredged material placement. The site, in its current
configuration is expected to have enough placement capacity to last 9 to 10 years at the current

inflow rates.

The only active open-water site, Pooles Island, is used for placement of material from the
approach channels to the C&D Canal south of the Sassafras River that are the responsibility of
the Philadelphia District. Pooles Island has an estimated 6 mcy of capacity remaining and due to
a State law passed in 2001, cannot accept any more material after December 2010.

Data Collection
It is assumed by the team that the following data will be available and accurate for the study and

EIS.

Water Resources Studies

Coastal data for wind, tides, currents, storm propagated and ship generated waves,
sediment depositions, shoaling rates; hydrodynamic characterization, compilation of
wave analysis including wave heights, frequency, periods, run-up and overtopping;
erosion and sediment control measures, hydrodynamic modeling and digital bathymetric
surveys and information using NOAA charts.

Environmental Studies

Water quality (temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH, conductivity); benthic community
structure and sampling; SAV historical surveys; currently existing SAV surveys; shallow
water habitat issues; finfish surveys; essential fish habitat and habitat of particular
concern; fisheries: recreation, commercial, spawning; licensed oyster bars, designated
beds, fossil shell area; rare and endangered species; ichthyoplankton; groundwater; avian

13




and terrestrial species and habitat. upland community types: wetlands: rookeries: and
aesthetic resources.

Socioeconomic
Historical and current social, demographic, economic conditions, and land pattern and
use data. '

Establish Study Goals and Objectives

Once the dredging needs and placement options are quantified, the preliminary study goals and
objectives shown in Section 1.4 will be refined and approved by project delivery team members.
The team will seek input and participation from other interested Federal and non-Federal parties
on establishing the goals and objectives. These goals and objectives will be used to measure
plan implementation success.

North Atlantic Division Study Initiation Meeting (P-6 Meeting)

A study initiation meeting is planned with North Atlantic Division (NAD) to review the study
plan and conduct, and for the Division team to provide the District with technical, managerial,
and/or policy assistance.

Meetings and Team/Agency Coordination

It is important to note that from the initiation of the study and continuing throughout the process,
numerous formal and informal meetings with the MPA, local and regional officials, resource
agencies, watermen, local dredging operators, interested parties, and the public will be
conducted. These meetings are necessary and important in focusing the DMMP, obtaining
valuable data, developing the range of alternative options that could be considered, and
ultimately meeting the goals of the study.

PHASE II: FORMULATE PLACEMENT ALTERNATIVES WITH SPECIAL
EMPHASIS ON BENEFICIAL USES

Phase II involves formulation and identification of a list of viable long-term dredged material
management options, and includes conducting technical studies and investigations of the options
and conditions to support the options. If appropriate, alternative plans would not be limited to
those that only the Corps could implement, but plans that could be implemented under the
authorities of other Federal agencies, state and local entities and non-government interests (ER
1105-2-100). '
Layout specific plans or options to attain the DMMP goal

The DMMP will lay out placement option alternatives that attain DMMP goals and objectives.
Options that could be proposed include wetland restoration, habitat restoration
(bird/shellfish/oyster/SAV), channel placement, use of upland areas, recontouring land in
shallow water, innovative uses, and use of a confined placement sites. A list of the 27 sites being
considered by the State of Maryland (see below) has been used for budgetary purposes in
scoping this effort.

[
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Critical to the DMMP process will be the integration and consideration of the full range of
management measures required to manage dredged materials including various placement
methods;, management considerations, placement locations, periods of use, and an assessment ol
potential beneficial uses of dredged materials. Part of the process will also include the potential
use of new technologies that may affect the placement of contaminated and non-contaminated

dredged material.

In determining all possible options for placement, consideration will be given to the use of new
and innovative techniques, and other non-traditional options to maximize the beneficial use of
dredged sediments. Investigations and reviews of new existing technologies may be undertaken
to determine the feasibility of placement options.

The non-federal, permitted dredging within the DMMP study area will also be considered in
formulating alternatives to the extent that placement of material from these sources affects the
size and capacity of placement areas required for the Federal project. Placement is to be
consistent with sound engineering practice and meet all Federal environmental standards
including the environmental standards established by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(CWA) of 1972 and Section 103 of the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act

(MPRSA) of 1972, as z_lmended.

Economic Analysis — Assessment of Plan Benefits
During this task, an economic assessment of the expected benefits and costs of each of the
dredged material placement alternatives or combinations of alternatives under consideration for

the DMMP will be conducted.

State of Maryland DMMP

As stated above, the Corps has been actively involved in the State of Maryland’s, Dredged
Material Management Program. District staff at all management and staff levels have
participated in the development of placement options for the State. Included in Appendix B is
the list of 27 placement options and related analysis developed for consideration in the State’s
plan. This information will serve as input to the District’'s DMMP, and all aspects of the State’s
plan will be utilized where appropriate.

Meetings and Team/Agency Coordination

Meetings with the team members, MPA, local and regional officials, resource agencies,
watermen, local dredging contractors, interested parties, and the public will be regularly
conducted to discuss the range of alternative projects based on dredging requirements. These
meetings enable a dialogue with the interested parties and the Corps pertaining to the complex
physical, chemical, biological, and socio-political processes involving dredged material
placement options, and importantly, to clearly understand public concerns. The Baltimore
District will make an extensive effort to publicize these formulation meetings in order to enlist
wide participation into the plan development. In addition, with the creation of the DMMP
website, day to day information will be made available to the public to allow a constant stream of
information to and from the public. The team will meet with the public and agencies frequently,

both formally and informally.
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PHASE III: ANALYZE AND COMPARE ALTERNATIVES

In Phase III, evaluation consists of four tasks. 1) Forecast the most likely with-project conditions
expected under each alternative plan. Criteria to evaluate the alternative plans include all
significant resources, outputs, and plan effects. 2) Compare each with-project condition to the
without-project condition (No-Action) and document the differences between the two. 3)
Characterize the beneficial and adverse effects by magnitude, location, timing and duration. 4)
Identify the plans that will be further considered in the study, based on.a comparison of the
adverse and beneficial effects and the evaluation criteria.

Alternatives will be evaluated to determine the degree to which each would: 1) present potential
environmental impacts or risks, as well as offer environmental benefits; 2) improve agency
coordination, predictability for dredging project sponsors, and environmental protection; and 3)
affect the dredging-related economic conditions.

Use of screening process to evaluate alternatives

In selecting potential viable solutions to meet the forecast volumes of dredged material in the
future, potential screening criteria as developed in the DMMP process will be utilized to
evaluate, screen, prioritize and recommend alternatives. Factors to be considered in screening
criteria relate to technical feasibility, emphasis on need, beneficial use, cost effectiveness,
environmental acceptability, capacity, and ease of implementation. The criteria and factors used
to screen the alternatives are required to consider the physical composition of the respective
dredged material, and factor in all Federal statutory constraints upon the placement of such
materials, as well as the environmental acceptability of such alternatives to the relevant
committees, workgroups and stakeholders. Included in the screening will be the input of the
general public and interested local, State, and Federal agencies. Estimates of the potential
volumes of dredged material, and the associated characterization of such material as clean or
contaminated for potential placement options will be part of the DMMP process.

Once the range of potential projects has been established by location and timeframe, the next
step in the DMMP process will be to determine the appropriate values and weight to be given to
the screening criteria. This information will be used in determining options for the placement of
material. The appropriate criteria and factors for judging placement options will be based upon
results of the public scoping meetings and through a consensus process and interaction using
information obtained from the State of Maryland DMMP, as well as any new available
information obtained through this Federal DMMP.

Additional Data Collection/Review

During the analysis phase, it may be necessary to collect additional data on placement
alternatives. Information will be used to best screen options for plan recommendations. An
assessment will be made as to the applicability of a regional sediment model to future study
efforts. Such a model could potentially help to analyze the effectiveness of dredged material
placement sites and help to predict shoaling patterns.

16
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State of Maryland DMMP
As stated above, as part of the State of Maryland’s, Dredged Material Management Program,

criteria have been developed by resource agencies, MPA, District staff, academicians, and
special interest groups for the screening of potential placement options (see Appendix B). The
Corps study will use these criteria and others to follow the NEPA process. Information gathered
and criteria developed by the State of Maryland DMMP will be incorporated into the District’s
DMMP.

Qualitatively compare options or alternatives plans

The DMMP will analyze and weigh the viability of implementing various alternative strategies
for the placement of dredged materials. Alternative plans that qualified for further consideration
will be compared in order to identify the plan to be recommended for implementation. A
comparison of the effects of various plans must be made and tradeoffs among the differences
observed and documented to support the final recommendation. The effects include a measure
of how well the plans do with respect to planning objectives including the outputs and costs. The
DMMP will consider the effect upon the system of existing and future Federal, State and local
navigation projects and their respective projected dredging requirements. Effects required by
law or policy and those important to resource agencies and the public will be considered.

National Economic Development Evaluation (NED)

The purpose of the NED evaluation is to identify the alternative or suite of alternatives that meet
the dredged material placement needs for the Port of Baltimore for the next 20-year period of
analysis that maximizes the difference between project benefits and costs. Assuming each
alternative provides the requisite level of-dredged material placement capacity, the analysis will
analyze all the NED costs associated with an alternative over the period of analysis and identify
the alternative that provides the requisite capacity with the most net NED benefits. The costs
evaluated will be only the NED costs, specifically, the costs will be limited to the cost of
dredging and placement of materials.

National Ecosystem Restoration (NER) Analysis

An NER analysis will be conducted to identify the alternative that meet the needs of the Port of
Baltimore that maximizes the difference between ecosystem habitat benefits and NER
implementation costs. :

Economic Risk and Uncertainty Analysis

The economic risk and uncertainty analysis involves studying the variables that impact technical
requirement, costs, and schedule for maintenance dredging. The risk analysis will be
incorporated into the evaluation of the DMMP.

Trade-off Analysis
Once NED and NER benefits are determined, a trade-off analysis will be conducted to identify
the alternative that maximizes the cumulative NED and NER benefits over implementation costs.

_ This analysis requires trading off the NED benefits and costs against NER benefits and costs to

arrive at the alternative that maximizes the difference between total benefits and costs.
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Optimize Plan

Once benefits, costs, capacities and placement options have been identified and agreed to, the
plan will be optimized for economic efficiency. A systems analysis approach will be used to
assure the plan will maximize dredged material capacity for each option and maximize the
potential environmental benefits. Such an analysis could recommend a suite of options be
available simultaneously to allow for proper consolidation and drying times, as well as to create
a balanced variety of habitat types. The timing of project implementations should be determined
and compared to budgetary realities. Plan optimization can also be part of the trade-off analysis
discussed above. :

North Atlantic Divisic:: Plan Formulation Mee:ing (P-7 Meeting)
A meeting will be held with NAD to discuss the plan formulation process and present the

District’s evaluation and screening of alternatives to narrow down the plans that best meet the
study objectives (NADR 1110-1-8).

Establish Base Plans — Inner Harbor and Approach Channels

The base plan for navigation purposes is defined as the plan that accomplishes the placement of
dredged material associated with the construction or maintenance dredging of navigation projects
in the least costly manner, consistent with sound engineering practices and in compliance with
all applicable Federal environmental standards, including those established by Section 404 of the
CWA of 1972, as amended, and Section 103 of the MPRSA of 1972, as amended. When the
placement option chosen is not the least cost, environmentally acceptable method for placement,
the incremental cost of the placement option over the base plan will be cost shared with a non-
Federal sponsor.

As part of the DMMP, at a minimum a base plan for Inner Harbor material and a base plan for
approach channel (east of the North Point-Rock Point Line, Figure 1) material will be defined
(ER 1105-2-100, ER 1130-2-250). It is possible that various base plans will be determined based
on channel reach, including Virginia channels.

Project justification is determined by considering whether the costs of dredging are worth the
economic benefit of the channel in question. The base plan is used to determine the dredging
and placement costs for dredging operations. Any expense over the base plan is charged to the
placement project, not to the navigation project in question. Therefore the determination of the
base plan affects not only the cost-share responsibilities and amounts for any placement options,
but also the justification of the existing navigation projects.

PHASE IV: RECOMMEND MANAGEMENT PLAN

The DMMP will ultimately recommend a plan of action that may recommend island or habitat
restoration, innovative uses, traditional placement options, and/or enlargement of existing
placement sites, development of new placement options, and management recommendations.
The DMMP will provide a complete presentation of study results and findings; indicate how
compliance with applicable statutes, executive orders and policies is achieved; recommend a list
of viable Federal and non-Federal actions; and include implementation measures for long-
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term placement including a schedule of these implementation actions. In essence. this DMMP
functions as an umbrella plan with an EIS from which individual beneficial or placement options
will be studied subsequently and separately from this report.

Preparation of DMMP Report and Integrated EIS

The DMMP report will identify applicable Federal and non-Federal mechanisms for project
implementation, and identify specific measures necessary to manage the volume of material
likely to be dredged over the next 20-year time frame. Specifically, the DMMP report will be a
complete decision document that will provide:

e A sound and documented basis for decision-makers at all levels to judge the
recommended DMMP. The report will identify all necessary agreements (Federal,
sponsor, real estate, etc.) and procedural requirements (appropriate NEPA
documentation, long-term permits, certifications, etc.) to cover at a minimum the next
20 years of project maintenance and planned new work. The report will include
executed copies of all such agreements or schedules for obtaining the information.

e All plan requirements as defined by ER 1105-2-100, Table E-14 (Appendix D).

e The full range of measures for dredged material management including management
of existing placement sites to extend their life, and various combinations of new
placement sites involving different placement methods, placement area locations, and
periods of use.

e Any technical and informational reports regarding dredging and dredged material
placement options.

e An EIS that will also function as supporting documentation for implementation
studies of placement options. Implementation of any DMMP recommendation will
be subsequent to approval of the DMMP and is assumed to require supporting site-
specific NEPA documentation.

e Recommend a suite of placement options or option categories that are to be studied
subsequently and separately of this DMMP.

e The uses of developing technologies (for placement and decontamination) will be
integrated, as appropriate, into the DMMP as such technology may impact dredged
material placement options. The DMMP study may include conceptual design and
layout of recommended plans.

Report Reviews

An independent technical review team of District staff will be involved during the study and will
review the findings, plan formulation and documentation of the study. The technical reviewers
will also review the environmental, economic, engineering and public involvement matters.
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The technical review of the report focuses on compliance with established policy, principles, and
procedures using clearly justified and valid assumptions. The technical review team 1is
comprised of experts throughout all Corps divisions (Planning, Programs and Project
Management, Engineering, Operations, Real Estate, Counsel, etc.) not involved in the day-to-day
activities of the project. The technical review will include verification of the following:

Assumptions;

Methods, procedures, and material used in analysis;

Alternatives evaluated;

The appropriateness of data used and level of data obtained; and

The reasonabieness of the results including whether the product is consistent with the law
and existing public policy.

It is expected that all in-progress review actions, study and review team meetings, and other
significant review-related actions will be documented in the form of a written memorandum. A
quality control review report consisting of a summary of major issues and resolutions will be
provided.

Submittal of Draft Report and EIS to North Atlantic Division (P-8 Milestone)

The District will provide to North Atlantic Division (NAD) the District technically reviewed and
approved report and EIS. During the NAD review, the District may be requested to provide a
briefing to the Division office regarding the draft report (NADR 1110-1-8).

Quality Assurance

NAD will be responsible for overseeing the District’s quality control process relating to the
development of decision and implementation documents. In its quality assurance role, NAD will
assure that the Baltimore District has the mechanisms and procedures in place to produce quality
products that comply with established criteria, methods, policies, laws, and procedures, and
apply competent technical resources in execution and review. NAD’s quality assurance
responsibility will include the following:

Assess and provide feedback to the Baltimore District’s quality control process;
Evaluate the District’s quality control plan for the study;

Assure compliance with the quality control plan;

Attend jointly selected District meetings in accordance with NAD guidance
(NAD-ET-P memorandum dated 28 March 96, subject: Planning Program
Management);

e Conduct spot checks of District products and technical review documents; and

¢ Facilitate and/or assist in the resolution of policy and technical issues.

Report Revisions

The Planning Division study team leader will coordinate all technical and policy comments and
determine what Division should provide responses. A revised report will be provided to NAD
prior to public review distribution.
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Draft EIS Public Hearings

In conformance with NEPA, a series of at least three public hearings presenting the draft
recommended plan and EIS will be conducted in the Bay areas potentially affected by the plan.
Effort will be taken to make interested parties aware of the hearings through a variety of public
announcements including mailing lists, newspaper and media advertisements. Planning Division
will take the lead on coordination and preparation for the meetings. Project Management,
Operations, Planning and Engineering Divisions will participate in these meetings.

Final Report/EIS (P-9 Milestone)

Following the 45-day public comment period, Planning Division will revise the reports as
appropriate, provide a comments and response report, and finalize the documents. The District
will submit the final report and EIS in addition to a draft Division Engineer’s Notice announcing

the 30-day EIS public waiting period.

Record of Decision

As defined by ER 1105-2-100, following the 30-day waiting period and barring receipt of any
significant public or agency comments, the Division Engineer will approve and sign the Record
of Decision.

Team/Agency Coordination and Management

It is imperative for study implementation success that internal and external team meetings be
conducted regularly to attain team cohesion and a free exchange of information and ideas.
Planning Division will coordinate and lead formal study team meetings. Other technical
meetings with team members will also occur as necessary to exchange and discuss technical
information and issues.

Coordination of study efforts (Planning study team leader), oversight and guidance of technical
work performed (Planning study team leader, Operations team leader, and Engineering design
team leader), oversight of the preparation of reporting information (Planning study team leader,
and Project Manager), response to study inquiries (Planning study team leader, and Project
Manager), and oversight of schedule and budget (Project manager) will be performed throughout
the study phase. ' :

PHASE V: PERIODIC PLAN REVIEW AND UPDATE

Phase V of the DMMP will include recommendations for periodic re-evaluation of dredged
placement based on changing regulations, economic and environmental conditions, and
technological advances as they occur. The intent of this section of the DMMP will be to assure
that decision-makers maintain a viable implementation strategy, reflecting changing project
conditions and technology. This process will allow the dredging manager to anticipate and
accommodate changes in dredged material management needs and to document the validity of
the technical, economic, and environmental long-term management decisions.
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SECTION 4 - TEAM ESTABLISHMENT AND MANAGEMENT

To ensure successful execution of the DMMP, the PDT is compnised of multi-disciplinary, multi-
District team members from all Divisions within the Corps. Team members will work together
cohesively and collaboratively to produce a plan that will recommend implementation solutions
to the dredged material placement needs. The team establishment and management
organizations are presented as follows:

Project Review Board

The overall study management is the responsibiiity of the District Project Review Board (PRB),
which is comprised of the Baltimore District Engineer, Deputy District Engineer of Civil Works,
Chief of Operations, Chief of Programs and Project Management, Chief of Planning, Chief of
Engineering, Chief of Contracting, Chief of Real Estate, Office of Counsel, Chief of
Construction, and the Chief of Resource Management. The PRB will resolve any disputes that
are not resolved by the study team.

Project Delivery Team

The PDT team is comprised of representatives from the Corps, Baltimore District, Programs and
Project Management Division, Planning Division; Operations Division; Engineering Division;
Office of Counsel; Contracting Division; Public Affairs Office; and Real Estate Division. In
addition, the PDT will also have members from the Corps’ Norfolk and Philadelphia Districts.

The team will consult and partner with other relevant Federal, state, local citizen and interest
groups, in particular the State of Maryland DMMP workgroups. The PDT will report directly to
the PRB on any issues that cannot be resolved at the working level.

Technical Review Team (TRT)

The Technical Review Team (TRT) for the study will, at a minimum, include representatives
from Programs and Project Management, Engineering, Counsel, Operations, Real Estate, and
Planning Divisions. They will be responsible for ensuring that all technical products of the study
team meet Corps regulations, standards, and current guidance. The TRT will provide in-progress
review and technical guidance throughout the planning process to facilitate compliance and
participate in essential team meetings and product development. The TRT will be responsible
for documentation and certification of the review process, and coordinating and signing of the
quality control review report by the technical division chiefs.

Maryland Port Administration

As the non-Federal sponsor for the Port of Baltimore navigation system and an active participant,
the MPA will be coordinated and consulted with throughout the study. It is anticipated that the
MPA will be the non-Federal sponsor for many of future projects recommended for
implementation by this DMMP. '
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Members of the Federal DMMP workgroup will be drawn from Federal, State workgroups, and
local and private agencies/organizations. The workgroup will be comprised of technical experts
including engineers, biologists, geologists, oceanographers, chemists and other disciplines to be
defined. Participation by other agencies and interest groups that can contribute expertise will be
encouraged. The results of completed studies and ongoing data collection that are applicable to
the Federal DMMP will be solicited and used by the Federal DMMP

SECTION 5 _ RESOURCE ESTIMATE DEVELOPMENT

The DMMP budget was developed in coordination with all members of the PDT, with costs
broken down to the study task level. A summary of the DMMP budget is presented in Appendix

E.

SECTION 6 - SCHEDULE

A detailed schedule for the DMMP is presented in Appendix F. All schedules will be monitored
and updated periodically as the DMMP progresses.

SECTION 7 - OTHER STUDIES

7.1 EARLY START INITIATIVES

As recommended by the Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Dredged Material Management Plan,
Preliminary Assessment, dated July 2001, due to immediate capacity constraints and the length
of time to implement a placement option, several placement option site-specific studies are
currently under scoping procedures. At this time, the expansion of Poplar Island environmental
restoration site, and an island restoration site within the Mid-Chesapeake Bay are under study
scope development. These studies, if pursued, will be conducted under other existing authorities
including the Eastern Shore, Maryland and Delaware, and Poplar Island project authorizations.
Project implementation will be contingent upon the completion of the necessary NEPA
documentation. Another project for acceptance of inner harbor material, Cox Creek, Maryland
Confined Disposal Site, is under construction by the State of Maryland. The Baltimore District
has coordinated with the State on designs and permits and has proposed to cost share the site
under Section 217 of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1996 in a recently
submitted decision document (Appendix H).

7.1.1 Poplar Island Environmental Restoration Site

Raise Existing Upland Dikes

A PMP is under development for a General Re-evaluation Report (GRR) of raising the existing
upland dikes to provide additional capacity. This study will be investigated through the existing
Poplar Island authorization. The project modification could be implemented without further
Congressional authorization, subject to Section 902 of WRDA 1986 and completion of a
favorable GRR and the necessary NEPA documentation. The MPA is the project
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sponsor. The draft PMP is scheduled for completion in October 2002. It is anticipated the GRR
will be completed within 2 years.

Expand the Footprint
It is also anticipated that the GRR PMP will lay out the scope of effort for expanding the

footprint of Poplar Island by 300 to 400 acres. This study can be investigated through a GRR
under the existing authorization and may likely require Congressional authorization for the
modified project. This GRR is expected to be completed within 3 years.

7.1.2 Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Environmental Restoration Study

The Mid-Chesapeake Bay island environmental restoration study is a proposed island restoration
site similar to the Poplar Island restoration project. The goal of the study is to restore valuable
aquatic and terrestrial resting, nesting, foraging, and nursery habitat that has been lost in the
Chesapeake Bay for many migratory birds, fish, and wildlife species through the beneficial use
of dredged material. Through the beneficial use of dredged material, a restored island can be
constructed to replace hundreds of acres of wetland and upland habitat. This habitat will afford
improved productivity to the surrounding area, while providing an environmentally sound
method for the use of dredged material removed from Bay channels. The PMP is currently under
negotiations with the study sponsor, the MPA. The feasibility study is expected to be initiated in
November 2002 and be completed by early fall 2005. A copy of the draft PMP and letter of
intent from the MPA are included in Appendix G.

7.1.3 Eastern Neck, Maryland

A PMP will be developed to study the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Eastern Neck, Maryland
National Wildlife Refuge as a beneficial use project for island restoration/shoreline protection.
The refuge is a 2,285-acre island at the mouth of the Chester River. The refuge bird list contains
243 species recorded on the refuge. Numerous marsh and shore birds migrate through in spring
and fall. Mallards, black ducks, wood ducks, great blue herons, and green-backed herons nest at
the refuge. Bald eagles have fledged young each year since 1986, and blue birds, ospreys, and
woodcocks are regularly fledged. Part of the island’s western shore has been protected by the
Corps of Engineers in the past. As part of the maintenance dredging of the Chester River
project, dredged material was placed behind geotextile tubes and the area was planted with
10,000 Spartina plants. The scoping process will begin in fall 2002 with the MPA.

SECTION 8 - OTHER PLANS

8.1 COMMUNICATION STRATEGY

Throughout the DMMP study, the PDT will meet regularly (bi-monthly to monthly on a formal
and informal basis) to ensure the team is operating together and that there is a free exchange of
information and ideas. The Project Manager is responsible for the overall management and is the
primary point-of-contact with Congressional interests, and Corps Higher Authority. The
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Operations Division leads in Baltimore, Norfolk, and Philadelphia Districts are responsible for
providing technical expertise in dredging operations and maintenance. Planning Division is the
lead in coordinating and directing study team meetings. Documentation of major study team
meeting findings and conclusions will be the responsibility of the Planning Division study team
leader.

8.2 ACQUISITION STRATEGY

At this time it is anticipated that the DMMP study process will rely heavily on private firms who
are contracted through existing IDTC contracts and academicians. The District is currently
working with Weston Solutions, Inc. on scoping and public involvement support. As the DMMP
study is proceeding, the acquisition plan will be formalized in greater detail to document how the
study will be executed and what and how many contracts will be required. This will be
coordinated with Contracting Division as appropriate. This acquisition strategy will allow the
PDT to maintain the project schedule and to document contracting and workload decisions made
throughout the life of the project. Study aspects that are likely to be contracted include the
economic justification of continued maintenance, the economic peer review, web site
development and public involvement, and study consultation. Furthermore, it is anticipated that
dredged material placement optimization studies (both to maximize capacity and environmental
benefits) will be contracted to Dr. Dennis King of the University of Maryland who specializes in
environmental economics.

8.3 RISK AND UNCERTAINTY

The purpose of this DMMP is to develop a programmatic plan that establishes general guidance
for future lower tier, project specific studies. Considering the volume of information available
and the recent efforts associated with the State of Maryland’s DMMP process over the last two
years, the risk of exceeding the schedule or budget for the DMMP is not large. With few
exceptions, there is sufficient information, once compiled and analyzed, to reach sound and
reasonable recommendations. The known risks associated with this effort are:

Base Plan

The current base plan for the “Bay” material is the “Deep Trough” open-water placement site.
Since the State of Maryland has passed a law forbidding open water placement, potentially
identifying it as the base plan is controversial. Guidance received so far on base plan selection
has been minimal. Coordination will continue with higher authority as well as State and Federal
interests during the DMMP process.

Economic Re-Evaluation

Due to recent scrutiny of the Corps’ navigation economic analyses across the country, and in
Baltimore Harbor, there is uncertainty as to the level of analysis that will eventually be
necessitated. Should more in depth studies than are scoped herein be required, additional time
and funding may be needed.




Public Involvement

The use of dredged material in Chesapeake Bay has always been controversial. Exnerience with
Site 104 indicates that some issues have the potential of escalating and impacting study
schedules and budgets. This level of scrutiny is unlikely until specific sites are investigated
during future feasibility efforts, however.

GIS Databases

Incompatibility of electronic data layers produced by other organizations may require extra time
to rectify. It is unlikely that this would pose a scheduling problem since the data can be used,
albeit less efficiently, in other forms.

State Laws

There are a few laws past in recent years by the State of Maryland that limit potential dredged
material placement options in which they can participate. Specifically, open water placement in
Maryland waters of the Bay has been outlawed, and the Pooles Island site cannot accept materia’
after December 2010. Hart-Miller Island must close by December 2009. No new placement
sites may be developed within a five-mile radius of Hart-Miller Island. Recent bills have been
introduced to preclude the creation of dredged material islands versus the restoration of islands
and limit the use of farmland for placement. Such restrictions could lead to study complications
thereby increasing the cost or extending the schedule of the DMMP.

8.4 COMMITMENTS TO CUSTOMERS

As the non-Federal sponsor for the Baltimore Harbor and Channels projects, the Maryland DOT
and the MPA must be viewed as the eventual customer of the DMMP product. This plan will be
completed to respond to the needs of the customer, in a timely fashion, to provide placement
capacity for the ongoing function of the Port of Baltimore. The product must be implementable
by the Corps and the MPA as well as being responsive to the environmental community, the
interested agencies, the State of Maryland, the Federal Government and the general public.

8.5 CHANGE MANAGEMENT

This Project Management Plan is a living document, and will be revised to accommodate
changes in project implementation created by progress, new information, changes in policy, and
other occurrences. The project delivery team, the public, contractors, regulatory agencies, and
the Corps of Engineers can make requests for changes in project scope, schedule, cost, or budget.
Requests for significant changes must be submitted in writing. The PM, through consultation
with technical staff, will respond to change requests by identifying technical comments, funding,
and schedule impacts, which will result from the change. If the change is warranted, the PM will
adjust the schedule and will seek additional funding, as necessary.

Revisions to the PMP will be coordinated with the Baltimore District elements. Concurrence
from the Baltimore District Project Review Board will be obtained prior to implementation of
significant changes.
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8.6 QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN

A quality management plan will be developed to formally document in comprehensive detail, the
necessary Quality Assurance/Quality Control, and other technical activities that will be
implemented to ensure that the results of the work performed satisfy the stated performance

critena.
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Bierly, Daniel M NAB02

From: Powell, Stephen J NAOQ2

Sent: Friday, August 30, 2002 11:14 AM
To: Bierly, Daniel M NABO2

Cc: Klein, Richard L NAOQ2

Subject: RE: Baltimore Harbor DMMP
Dan,

| have reviewed the information attached to your e-mail message, and the costs allocated for the Norfolk District effort
seem reasonable. From the spreadsheet, | am assuming that Baltimore District will be performing all construction cost
estimates with your Cost Engineering team. [f this is correct, you have my permission to sign for me.

Many thanks...

Steve
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1.0 Introduction to Public Scoping Meetings

1.1 Purpose of the Public Scoping Meetings

The purpose of the meetings is to solicit irpul 0 ne Dredgea Material Munagement Pt
(DMMP) study from any and all interested parties. The input generated at these meeungs will be
used 1o help scope the DMMP and begin to establish the goals and objectives of the DMMP,
issues to be considered, and potential placement options. CENAB welcomes ideas and
suggestions and believes the meetings will produce a list of comments and concerns that can be

incorporated into the study.

1.2 Public Meeting Agenda

Each of the three meetings followed the same agenda:

7:00 Welcome and Introductions — Daniel Bierly, CENAB

7 Study Purpose and Overview — Daniel Bierly
7:30  Public Comments — facilitated by Daniel Bierly

[en)
wn

A copy of Mr. Bierly’s PowerPoint presentation is presented in Attachment A of this summary
report. For an hour prior to each meeting, CENAB hosted an open house consisting of various
topics, handouts, and displays. The following topics were covered at the open house:

e History of the Port

e Hart-Miller Island Dredged Material Management Facility
Poplar Island Environmental Restoration

CSX/Cox Creek Containment Facility

Dredged Material Placement Options

o Environmental Monitoring

e Restoring the Chesapeake

The following handouts were provided:

e Public Scoping Meeting PowerPoint Presentation
e USACE Environmental Operating Principles

e DMMP Project Summary

e History of the Port

[ J

Baltimore Harbor Chronology

Hart-Miller Island

Hart-Miller Island South Cell Restoration Project

Hart-Miller Island Environmental Monitoring

Restoring Poplar Island . . . A National Model for Beneficial Use of Dredged Material
Poplar Island — A Brief History

Poplar Island Restoration Project

e Poplar Island Environmental Monitoring

[09]




e CSX/Cox Creek Dredged Material Containment Facility Project

o Examples of Placement Options of Dredged Matenal

e Restorning the Chesapeake .. workingt ¢ Thalag!s o ihe Chesopsake: 200
Agreement

A court reporter attended each meeting and prepared verbatm transcripts. Comment cards
(prepared as a self-mailer) were distributed at the sign-in table for interested paties to submit
their ideas and concemns in writing. The deadline to submit comments regarding the DMMP

study was Friday, 19 July 2002.
1.3 Purpose of the Dredged Material Management Plan

The DMMRP is a study «.nducted to develop a lorng-term strategy for providing viable placement
alternatives that meet the dredging needs of the Port of Baltimore Federal Channels and includes
consideration of state and local dredging needs. The study area encompasses the Baltimore
Harbor and the Chesapeake Bay approach channels, which extend from the mouth of the Bay in
Virginia to the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal in the upper Bay. Maryland/Delaware. The
DMMP study will be evaluated through the preparation of a tiered Environmental Impact
Statement. The DMMP will identify the quantity of material to be dredged from the Federal
channels and how the dredged material can be managed in an economically and environmentally
acceptable manner, with emphasis on beneficial uses of the material.

1.4 DMMP Schedule

e September 2001 Preliminary Assessment

e May 2002 Notice of Intent
June 2002 Public Scoping Meetings
July 2002 Comments for Inclusion into the Public Record

September 2002 Finalize DMMP Project Management Plan

September 2002 Initiate DMMP Study

June 2004 Draft DMMP/Tiered Environmental Impact Statement to Public
September 2004 Final DMMP/EIS




2.0 Public Scoping Meeting — 12 June 2002
2.1 Meeting Overview — 12 June 2002

The first public scoping meeting for the DMMP was held on Wednesday. 12 Junc 2002 at the
Queen Anne's County Library — Kent Island in Stevensville. MD. Sixteen ciuizens attended the
meeting. The meeting was adjourned at 8:10 p.m.

2.2 Oral Questions and Responses per Transcripts — 12 June 2002

MR. SOSSI: Dick Sossi. On the slide it says in the Port of Balumore. Should that be to the
Port of Baltimore?

MR. BIERLY: The Port of Baltimore is considered the entire system, so it's all the channels
that service the Port of Baltimore. That's a good question. Baltimore Harbor would be sort of
the proper area where the commerce is. The Port of Baltimore is the entire system.

MR. GILL: Who is paying for this study?

MR. BIERLY: This study is 100% funded by the Federal Government. That's an important
point, very important point. This is purely a federal study. This 1s a study that we are
conducting because we have a responsibility to maintain channels.

MR. COALSON: Bruce Coalson. When you said "local dredging projects,” where do you
solicit that information from? I mean do you go to the state for that? Say in Dorchester County
we have several creeks that need some dredging work. They have been submitted to the RCD
group as being projects identified. Where do you get this information from so you know what
local problems, what local dredging needs to be done?

MR. BIERLY: The DMMP is conducted for any harbor that pays into the harbor maintenance
trust fund. So Dorchester County projects would likely not be included; however, let me point
out that should we build a project down near Dorchester County and the locals there come up 0
us and say we would like to put some local material in here, too, that's probably not going to be a

problem.

MR. BRODERICK: Jack Broderick. The option of open water placement and you mentioned
Pooles Island -

MR. BIERLY: Pooles is closing, but it's active right now.
MR. BRODERICK: When is that supposed to close?

MR. BIERLY: On the 22nd.




MR. BRODERICK: Is that sull a future viable option after Pocles Island closes” Is that
placement option still something that -

MR. BIERLY: Do vou mean the concepi 07 apen et placement
MR. BRODERICK: The concept of open water placement 1n the bay.

MR. BIERLY: [Ill make a broad statement here. This 1s the federal dredged matenal
management plan; therefore, state law will not impact what this plan says: however, if something
1s against state law, it's not very likely we're going to be able to do it. That's when the plan hits
reality because the state is involved, maybe not in the Inner Harbor dredging, but certainly the
outer harbor dredging.

MR. COYNE: My name is Joe Coyne. I'm just curious if you could explain how you bring in
the data that is being gathered by the FDA people in their process, citizens committees and
management committees. How do you bring that into your consideration?

MR. BIERLY: You notice [ didn't mention the state process. The reason I didn't mention the
state process 1s because [ want evervone to understand that our process is fully independent.
Having said that, we would be pretty foolish if we threw away all that hard work. We sit on the
committees, the state DMMP. We still call it DNPOP just because otherwise we would drive
ourselves mad. But we sit on those committees. We have all of their data. We have all of the
data that they distnibute, and we will get more when 1it's ready. The engineering studies, for
example, that they've done, we're definitely going to use all of that. The input that has come
from the agencies, we'll definitely use that, too.

We're not out to reinvent the wheel, but by the same token we must do our own independent
evaluation because, A, we're supporting a NEPA document; B, we need to take the national
perspective, whereas the state takes the state perspective naturally, and there was probably a C
there, but I've forgotten it. No one's hard work will be lost, but we are a separate entity, a
separate process.

MR. SOSSI: About five years ago I decided to run for the House of Delegates, and we pay
attention when a current delegate will make comments or pronouncements of various things, and.
to be honest, I started paying attention to the issue about the dredged spoils as a result of one of
those comments where he thought it was a great idea to dump these 18 million cubic yards of
dredged spoils because he was going to get a whole dollar a yard for oysters. So, at any rate, as a
result I went to one of the first meetings. It was held over in Anne Arundel County in a school
over there, and I have to say I'm always amazed by the state's -- and you're not the state, of
course, and maybe that's the difference, but they still outnumbered us, but it was only by one or
two, and you guys can take us on easily with one hand behind your back.

But there were three people there, the head of the local Chamber of Commerce, myself, and a
gentleman by the name of Pipkin, the father. At any rate, the whele idea didn't smell very good
to me, and I have to say I was one of the people to write in in opposition. Dredged spoils means
silt, and that's not good for the bay. It's bad for grasses. Of course, E.J. Pipkin got riled up about

n




it and was able to bring new sources and grass roots organizations there. I personally mailed out
in my campaign about 20.000 pisces o mail orrecting (0 the project.

What I'm getung at with all of tnat s there ar DOD US WA nave 2 ot of memeor 0i'this who's
issue. and we're not the lambs that we wers when it Orst started. One o the things ihat came oul
clear to us in that process -- a couple of things. One was that it seemed pretty clear to us after a
while that it was ~ done deal. All the protestations to the contrary. we were proven right. It was
basically a done deal from that standpoint. Fortunately, people weren't going tv put up with 1t
and they kept fighting, and it was changed.

The other thing I have to tell you is that the Corps did not fare very well in terms of the research
concerning the deepening of the C & D Canal. They were proven wrong a couple of times.
Their report on the toxicity of the dredged spoils was found to be grossly in error. So it worries
me when you say things like probably toxic. I challenge you to go to the Patapsco, catch a fish,
and eat it. You won't have to put it on the stove. You can just leave it on the plate. It will cook
itself.

MR. BIERLY: People do. I've seen them fishing.

MR. SOSSI: All I'm saying is that any talk or considerations -- I'm not asking about reinventing
the wheel. I just don't want you to ignore the wheel. We have been there, and we don't want any
type of dumping in the Chesapeake Bay. It's just a bad idea.

MR. BIERLY: Thank you for your comment. Anyone else?
MR. GILL: John Gill, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. A real quick question: Is this study just
looking at mainstem shipping channels or are you going to consider any of the smaller federally

authonzed channels?

MR. BIERLY: Do you mean like the local mannas?

MR. GILL: I'm talking like the Knapps Narrows, the Kent Narrows, the Congo River.

MR. BIERLY: No. Once again, like I said before, if we have a project constructed close to
those and it becomes an economically viable thing, then potentially they can use the project. For
example, Poplar Island right now, only material from certain channels can go to Poplar, but that's
because that's the way the cooperation agreement was written. We could write an agreement that
says this will also accept from such and such a county or from such and such an area. If
appropriate, we may do that. Most of the small projects can't really afford the distance that it
would likely be from there.

MR. GILL: And that's why I'm asking because, as you know, the islands which make up my
refuge are a long way from the central area where you're dredging, and it's really the smaller
channels that often lend themselves, but the smaller channels don't generate the dollars that your
effort is going to generate. Hence, the question.




MR. BIERLY: That's true. I refer you to the thin laver placement discussion we had earlier. It
it is considered a good idea by enough people t0 use some mamnstem matenal. then that can b2
done.

MR. GILL: That's a long way to haul it.

MR. BIERLY: That is a long way to haul it. which is why I'm not going to sav ves, we'll do
that. If enough people think it's a good thing to do. and obviously we're not going to get liuge
capacity out of these either, and then the corollary to that is, are you going to lose the material
from the small channels to play with.

MS. AIOSA: Jennifer Aiosa with the Chesapeake Bay Foundation. I just had a question. The
question that I want tc sk is you have repeated on a couple of occasions that this process is
independent from the state's process, and that while you will use input from the state's process.
you need to make an independent decision on a variety of factors, and so what I wanted to know
is how does the Corps go about determining what the dredged material need is?

MR. BIERLY: One of the first tasks of the DMMP will be to establish the need. What I
presented to you this evening was the maintenance need. We've taken that from the historic
dredging data, and so we felt pretty comfortable with that and confident in that. We also will do
an economic reevaluation of the port. Having said that, we're currently out there building a
project which took an economic evaluation of the port. If the port is viable enough to improve
upon, certainly it's viable enough to maintain if it can be maintained relatively cheap to do it
however, that will be done.

What [ know you're more concerned about is but what new projects lie out there in the future?
We're not naive. We understand that the Corps can't sit still. We've got some really cool
pictures back there of the port, and we've got a chronology laid out of what is happening. If you
go back far enough, the port had a 22 foot channel, and by golly that was enough in 1830. It's
fine. You have 20 feet of water now and you will get sailboats and that's about it. So we know
there is going to be something out there. What we are going to do -- I can't say that because |
don't know what we're going to do. We've floated around some concepts of what we're going to
do. Do we take an average number and apply it per year? Do we make some sort of projections?
Are there projects that we know about? Maybe.

We don't have any federal projects on the burner right now. The last ones are being done right
now, so we know what that's going to be. The state is talking about improvements. Are they
going to tell us exactly what they're going to do? No. Competitively that will kill them. They're
running a business. We've got to understand that. They're running a business; however, we're
going to need to make some estimates and we're going to need to decide what is reasonable and
not reasonable. Yes, it's going to have to be considered. I just can't tell you how yet. We need
to work on that.

MR. SOSSI: You seem to poo-poo the idea of the recycling -- my comment is it seemed like it
was downgrading the importance of recycling material into bricks and other things.




MR. BIERLY: No. In fact, I've heard some really interesting concepts about that. people who
think they can get substantial vardage and do something like that with it. On the one hand. I'm
all for that. On the other hand. dependin_ o 1he Drocoss. o s “he proges a2 o generaie?
Is it a chemical process with a waste produ Is Wy apencine R Qi Guidl " el ol

all of these things need to be worked iogether. but if the output from such a process was
acceptably clean and we could take this matenal a million vards at a time and tum it Into
lightweight aggregate. which we would then do what we normmally do with mined quarry
material. I think that would be great. One thing I will say is vou can't bet your future on
something that may or may not be viable. so there is a cautionary side to that. If down the road

such a thing is viable economically and physically. then that's great. Scott, do vou want to pipe
in here?

MR. JOHNSON: (Scoit Johnson, CENAB) The bottom line right now 1s we are not aware of a
proven technology out there. That's what were hoping somebody will come forward and say
here it is and here is an economically viable. environmentally acceptable, innovative use of the
process that you can apply at our port. Great.

MR. SOSSI: As a delegate, the mayor has been pushing that plan and it is an economically
viable operating system for years in Germany.

MR. BIERLY: I've heard a little bit about that.

MR. SOSSI: The real concern is the state is supposed to be doing something in the way of
capacity, and it doesn't seem like you guys -- you don't like the idea or you seem not 1o like the

idea or whatever. So there is really not a whole lot -- how long does it take to do studies to find
out that there is a viable option?

MR. BIERLY: Economic viability is an interesting concept because it depends where you are.
Economically viable in New York is $60 a cubic yard. That's not economically viable in
Baltimore. Economically viable in Germany is extremely expensive because this 1s a land
locked country with rivers flowing through it and the ports are developed all around. What are
you going to do with the stuff? You kind of have to do something with it, and so if the price
goes up, that's okay. It's worth it. That having been said. I don't want anyone leaving here
thinking that any of these innovative uses are not being taken very serniously by us because I
would love to see the future where we have to stop worrying about where we're going to put this
stuff and just turn it into something useful and use it. That would be great.

MR. COYNE: In your plan are you taking into account what I've heard is a tremendous amount
of siltation built up in Pennsylvania and the upper watershed in the dams of the Susquehanna?
How are you dealing with that?

MR. BIERLY: We're struggling a bit with exactly how to quantify that. It's very difficult. For
those who are not aware, although based on the questions I think I've got a presently well-
informed crowd here, the hydroelectric dams on the Susquehanna River, the main branch,
Conowingo in Maryland, and another one in Pennsylvania, effectively trap about half the
sediment that comes down the Susquehanna River. The sediment, therefore, is not lined up n




the bav and potentially in the federal channels that needs to be dredged. There is onlv about 15 or
20. 25 vears or so give or take of capacity left behind those dams before they fill up and. reach a
steady state. 1n which case all the matenal that comes down the Susquehannd wili £o Into the
bay. effectively doubling the sediment load. Don't take tms a5 ractual. Take th coretic

Another big problem with the dams is vou've got this huge slug of matenal siting there.
Another Agnes comes down. and a loi of that matenal gets resuspended and dumped down In
one enormous slug. That is a definite problem. We currently are working -- this year in fact we
(MR. BIERLY, continued) got the authority to study that problem separately from this effort.
and we're currently working with some folks here in Maryland and in Pennsylvania about
scoping out a study of what to do. That study, I've seen some preliminary concepts -- and
nothing has been signed, nothing has been agreed upon -- I can say with some certainty that that
plan is going to include thinking about ways to keep the material up on the land or at least not let
it get down to the mainstem of the Susquehanna, and can we physically remove some of that
material and maintain, if not increase, our capacity? As these dams come closer to the steadv
state or filled state, they will effectively travel a lower and lower percentage because of the less

settling time.

So I haven't gotten to your question. That study should help us to determine what impact those
dams in the Susquehanna have on what we're doing right here, but I've got to tell you that's some
pretty tricky science, how much of that material ends up where it 1s. I've sat in a lot of meetings
on this topic, and even the experts can't figure it out. There is a thing called a turbidity
maximum, blah, blah, blah. Most of it drops out north of there. The sediment from the
Susquehanna is generally not felt down to the Bay Bridge or even a bit north of there. So here 1s
another nonanswer, but we're well aware of it. We're working on the issue, but how exactly to

quantify it I'm not sure.

MR. SOSSI: So it's reasonable to say that part of the mission is preventative. In other words, if
you could find a way to keep it from getting into the Susquehanna or coming into the bay --

MR. BIERLY: What I discussed there was just the dams issue. We also have a study, and
Steve is heading this one up, to study shoreline erosion in the Chesapeake Bay proper and in fact
all the tidal influenced areas and all the tributaries as well to determine what impact is that
material having on the aquatic ecosystem and how can we keep as much of that material there as
possible. Where are the worst areas? Maybe we can do something in those areas. This goes
well beyond the dredging issue, of course. It's really -- it's a bad grasses issue. Turbidity cuts
down on the grasses, et cetera. John can tell you all about a nice project we should have going at
Smith Island fairly soon where we're doing just that. We are halting erosion of land for the
express purpose of clarifying the water and allowing bay grasses to grow. We hope to get 1,900
acres out of that.

MR. BRODERICK: I do have a comment I would like to make. I live here on Kent Island.
I'm the president of the Kent Island Civic Federation, which is made up of a number of
communities throughout Kent Island. We speak out on various issues of concern to Kent Island
and our quality of life here. We were frankly amazed and very disappointed a couple of years
ago when we found ourselves here on the island in what seemed like a battle where we kind of




pitted the health of the Chesapeake Bay against the Port of Baltimore. and some of the big
plavers here were the Port of Baltimore. the State of Maryland. and the Corps o7 Engineers. As

Dick said. there really 1s a puolic trust 1ssue herz that .= sull hanzing out there $1
sav [ hope that we have better expenences s frolé thamwe dagstine rask N I IRESE
1ssues

I applaud vour goal statement that mentioned twice that dredged spoils will be placed using
environmentally sound measures or in an environmentally sound manner. Again, | think the
(MR. BRODERICK, continued) devil is in the details, what 1s environmentally sound. [ can
recall the disappointment that we had several vears ago when we read the Corps’ environmental
impact statement regarding the proposal for Site 104 when the major argument seemed to be to
us the socioeconomic impact of not dredging the port. That really isn't something that I think
ought to be part of an environmental impact statement, but that was a major thrust of it. So we
g0 beyond all of that heartache and that frustration and we realize we have a state law right now
that hopefully will prevent open bay dumping in the future, open water dumping, but let's hope
that we can work together in the future in how we do this.

I want to say a couple of things very stronglv in favor of the island restoration approach that you
guys are doing. We think that's great. It just makes a lot of sense. Many of us have seen those
islands get smaller and smaller, and in some cases some of them around here disappear certainly
within our lifetime. Shoreline protection is also -- shoreline restoration is one that just makes a
great deal of sense. In terms of whether or not the birds in the area like those 1slands and need
those islands, I would ask anybody who would ever have the opportunity to go out and look at an
existing tiny island not far from here down in Eastern Bay, Bodkin Island. My son and I were by
there the other day, and there were somewhere between probably 500 and 1,000 birds on maybe
less than an acre, a tiny island, and they are just crowded in nests on there like these seats are in
here. Those islands are really popular with our birds in the bay. By restoring places like Poplar
Island it can only benefit not only the bay, but can benefit the wildlife and habitat in the area. So
we applaud that very much. We look forward to a very positive, solid working relationship with
all of you in the future, and we appreciate this opportunity for public comment.

MR. BIERLY: Thank you.

MR. WEST: Doug West, president, Kent Conservation, and I'm a waterman from Kent County.
I would just like to say that since the open water placement appears to be not an option anymore
as far as the state is concerned, that I would like to see -- I would like to urge the Corps to make
Poplar Island their base plan placement option, and I think in doing that it would really help
encourage the restoration of other islands down the bay. If we had an island up here in the Upper
Bay that was eroding as those are, I would be all for working on that, too. People say, well, 158
not in your backyard. Well, if it was, I would be right there wanting to get it done. So thanks.

MR. BIERLY: We've actually heard from -- I cannot speak for people in Dorchester County,
but there is interest down there in restoring some of those islands. So I certainly believe you
when you say it's a it's not in my backyard situation. You bring up an extremely important point
about this base plan, and 1 want to explain that a little bit. Once again you're a savvy group; you
might know about this. As part of the study we will establish or re-establish the base plan for
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dredging. The base plan is an economic tool. It decides where federal operation and
maintenance funding stops and federal protect funding begins. If the base plan is overboard
dumpinz. then the government will payv haszad on tha 080 siide | had r

pay let's sav | of what it yeuld cost thedrdieald. ur'do that

If vou're going all the wayv to Poplar Island. vou have got transportation and construction and
everything that goes on on the island. and that's a cost. and that cost 1s shared 75 75 in that case
from then on. So it's federal O & M funding, which could well be 100%. In fact, when we
maintain channels in Marvland waters, it 1s 100% federal O & M. That's just the way 1t worked
out. So up to the base plan it's 100% federal funding, and then the cost sharing starts. So to
change the base plan -- the biggest point to make is if you can change the base plan to something
that's more expensive, the state cost share is less and that's a purely economic point of view. but
that's what the base plan .s all about. Of course, iicre are two. There is one for clean matenial
and there is one for Inner Harbor material, and they're different base plans.

2.3 Written Questions and/or Comments — 12 June 2002

FRANCES FLANIGAN: Meeting had a nice, non-bureaucratic tone. Dan Bierly did a good
job leading it. Still lots of questions about relationship between two planning processes and the
fact that they seem to be on different timelines.

Frances Flanigan
6305 Blenheim Road
Baltimore, MD 21212-2206

JOSEPH COYNE: Strongly support restoration of islands! Wildlife and habitat need help.
Anything you can do to help us in terms of stopping/slowing shore erosion (in Dorchester
County). Provide on-going information via newsletter or similar communication. Sponsor a
public meeting from time-to-time.

Joseph Coyne

913 Parsons Drive
Madison, MD 21648
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3.0 Public Scoping Meeting — 18 June 2002

3.1 Meeting Overview — 18 June 2002

The second public scoping meeting for the DMMP was held on Tuesdav. 18 Jurne 2002 at The
Community College of Baltimore County, Dundalk Campus (College Community Center Dining
Area) in Baltimore, MD. Twelve citizens antended the meeting. The meeting was adjourned at

7:55 p.m.
3.2 Oral Questions and Responses per Transcripts — 18 June 2002

MR. WELSH: My name is Patrick Welsh. I just have a couple of questions. One, I noticed
under the placement options example you have on here as a potential use open water placement.

MR. BIERLY: Yes. I'm glad you reminded me of that. It's something I didn't harp on, and
Scott would have my head if I didn't mention it. The Corps of Engineers by guidance. by policy
takes a national perspective on any problem we study, so when we come into a situation such as
this, we have to open up to the whole world of possibilities. Understanding open water
placement is currently ongoing at Pooles Island; however, that site will close in 2010, and it's
currently against state law, that's correct; however, we can't rule it out yet just because it's against
state law, and let me tell you why. To play devil's advocate, the state could say we make
everything illegal except taking this material down to Norfolk and dumping it into their channels.
Obviously that's ridiculous, but they could legislate us into a comer, if you will. Now, having
said that, open water placement is in fact against state law, and therefore, it's not going to happen
unless the law changes; however, we can put it out there theoretically and say it's 2 viable option.
Norfolk does it. San Francisco does it. We could do that.

MR. WELSH: You stated earlier that in dredging the 500,000 cubic yards in the Inner Harbor —

MR. BIERLY: Annually.

MR. WELSH: -- that by law that must be contained.

MR. BIERLY: Correct.

MR. WELSH: Are you also looking at the potential open water placement for that?

MR. BIERLY: No, absolutely not. Somebody could easily say that line that separates
contaminated from clean, that's a state law, too. Yeah, but it's also a convenient line, to tell you
the truth. It's conservative, which makes it a good planning vehicle. Anywhere in the country
we the Corps of Engineers or we anybody cannot anywhere in the country place material that 1s
contaminated in an open water site. It goes through what is called the inland testing manual. It
must pass an exhaustive list of criteria that has been established by the EPA and the Corps of
Engineers. The Inner Harbor material, if you take some hot stuff nght by the terminals, it



wouldn't pass. So, no; contaminated matenal would not under any circumstances totally
regardless of state law be placed in open water.

MR. WELSH: Soirvou tound clean matena i
MR. BIERLY": Then it goes back to the state law question.
MR. WELSH: So vour view is that the Corps of Engineers could ignore Maryland state law.

MR. BIERLY: Most likely we could not. We still need to get permitied by the State of
Maryland for anything we do, a water quality certificate. I'm looking to Scott to see if he wants
to add anything on that. You think that's good? Okay.

MR. WELSH: Thank you very much.
MR. BIERLY: Thanks for your comments.

MR. STANCILL: My name is Terry Stancill. My wife and [ live in Harford County near the
Susquehanna River, and I've got a few questions. You've mentioned the term "economic” a
number of times this evening. What does "economic” mean in connection with the whole

dredging question?

MR. BIERLY: The Corps of Engineers needs to satisfy several criteria, and one of them 1s
always the benefit-cost ratio. If you get more benefits from the project than it costs, then
economically speaking it's a good project. In environmental restoration you're not necessanly
talking monetary benefits. We still consider it an economic exercise because there are
environmental benefits. When you're talking navigation, you're talking economic benefits. If a
channel is 42 feet deep, what is the anticipated economic impact of that compared to 41, 43, or
anything like that? So if we maintain a channel, it needs to be economically appropriate to
maintain that channel. Does that answer your question?

MR. STANCILL: Yes. So the maintenance of the channel for shipping is the primary
economic reason even though there may be economic benefits from environmentally improving
an area or enhancing habitat or other less easily quantifiable areas of benefit.

MR. BIERLY: Correct.

MR. STANCILL: The next question is are there any plans or are there any discussions being
considered to dredge above the Conowingo Dam to intercept the silt that's coming down the
Susquehanna River in that catch basin?

MR. BIERLY: I could give you the long five-hour answer or the quick one. I'll do something
in between. Yes, that's a big issue, and we're well aware of it. At the last meeting someone
asked the same question, and so what I did was I gave a brief overview of it. I'll try to be a little
less verbose than I was the last time. There are four hydroelectric dams on the Susquehanna
River, for those of you who don't know, between Harrisburg and the bay, and each one of those




has been trapping material that naturallv comes down the Susquehanna River. Ot course. human
development has increased the amount that comes down. but even naturallv a !ot of it comes

down Approvimatels half ol that matena . il ylemahatever It 1. J6E TADDOG OIS
these cams before 1t nuts the bay. and so speaning % environmeRiad paantl of el
sediments or the dredging point of view. thl » neen o pood thing rhat were 2ol Al TR
down here.

In about the next 15 or 235 years, depending on who you ask and when vou ask them. the last dam
of Conowingo. the one furthest to the south. will be filled. if vou will. reach steady state is what
the scientists like to say. so that as much material that is coming down the river will go over the
dam and come down eventually into the bay. This is of great concem, not just from the dredging
aspect, but from the environmental aspect. So the Corps currently has what we call a study
authority. Congress has told us to undertake a study. What it is is a two-parter actually. One
part of it, the part you're asking about, is for us to consider the material behind the dams and
decide what to do with it. They are still, going back to the scoping word. they're still scoping
that. The Susquehanna River Basin Commission. the State of Maryland. and some others are
interested in partnering with us on this one because it's a very big issue.

There is about 200 million cubic yards as I understand it trapped behind these dams. The reason
we care about material that's currently trapped as well as material that will be trapped is every
time a big storm -- and [ don't mean a couple of inches rain; | mean a big storm -- comes through
it actually scours some of the material out and more material comes down the bottom than would
(MR. BIERLY, continued) have naturally. So that's a big issue. But this study when it gets
going, which hopefully will be fairly soon -- there was a big meeting in our office today actually
_ will look at that issue and try to come to some tough conclusions such as do we dredge some
of this material out to maintain some capacity, some trapping capacity, if you will? Is that the
best way to go? Do we go up into the watershed and try to -- you know, you've got a vacuum
cleaner, a sandy beach, and you try to hold the sand down there. Is that the best thing to do --
don't take that as an editorial comment -- or a combination, which makes sense to me. That's being

looked at.

How does that refer back to our DMMP? The question at the last meeting was are you
considering that material -- are you trying to hang a number on 1t? In other words, ten years out
what is going to be the contribution or extra contribution from those dams into the channels? It
is an amazingly difficult thing to determine. For a year and a half I sat on the task force which
looked at this issue that's chaired by the Susquehanna River Basin Commission, and you get the
smartest people in the world in the room, and the consensus was I don't know. The other
consensus, by the way, was that sediment can't move upstream, but that wasn't real tough to
agree upon. We have what we call a turbidity maximum. Where most of the material drops out,

it's almost always above the Bay Bridge.

I know I'm skirting your question, but we're aware of it. We're trying to quantify it through
another study. The best thing we can do right now over the course of the next two years my
guess, unless they hit on something good in this other study, is for us to look at dredging from
prior years and to see if we can notice a trend because the more full these dams become, the
lower their trapping efficiency, and so if we see some patterns there, maybe we can see where
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we're headed. So we're aware of it. We're going to try to deal with it. but I can't promise that
we're going to hang a real number on 1t.

MR. STANCILL: Another related quesiion m Wk i atiBerae: it sediments
upstream from Conowingo has the responstbility of tae various utilities been considered. their
responsibtlities to share in the cost of maintaining those pools such as Conowingo Dam. Safe
Harbor. Peach Bottom Atomic Plant. which needs water for cooling. and who else” But anyway
those several utilities --

MR. BIERLY: Three Mile Island.

MR. STANCILL: Three Mile Island. It would seem to me that they should have some
responsibility for shari-. in finding a solution tc and sharing in the cost of that problem because
they need those pools to generate electricity or to provide cooling water.

MR. BIERLY: Right. The folks from Conowingo, Holtwood, and Safe Harbor were on the task
force I alluded to before. The topic of who is responsible honestly didn't come up. What diu
come up was that there is a whole lot of coal trapped behind these dams, a whole lot of coal. In
some places they think maybe 40% of it is coal, and there has been talk about actively mimng
that material. In fact, either Holtwood or Safe Harbor -- since I'm being recorded, I'm not going
to choose one because I'm not sure -- but historically before Agnes did actually dredge and use
coal from their pool. The president of one of the dams up there, he wants the mineral rights, but
(MR. BIERLY, continued) honestly when it comes to responsibility and things like that or
whether they will participate economically or financially hasn't come up.

MR. STANCILL: There may be something -- and I just want to put this in the record -- there
may be something in the original licensing agreements for those facilities which speaks to the
responsibility of maintaining the depth of the pools. I would think especially Peach Bottom
Atomic Plant, which is the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, because that's a safety issue, but
they have been hopefully making money all of these years off of the water that has been coming
down the Susquehanna, and there may be something in some old agreements that speaks to their
responsibility to maintain the depth of the pools.

MR. BIERLY: That's a good comment. I'm going to pass that on to Amy Geiss, who is our
study manager on that effort. The one thing you said about -- another comment, I'm not sure 1
replied to it, but for the function of the hydroelectric dam they don't need to maintain a pool
because the turbines are at the bottom of the dam and the scour keeps it clean. This might be
tough to visualize, but if this is the dam and the original river went like that, the river now goes
like this. The reservoir is filled up with sediment, but right next to the dam it's still deep because
turbines are at the bottom and rushing water keeps it clean. So if it fills up, operationally it
makes no difference, but I will bring up that point. That's a good one.

MR. STANCILL: How about Aberdeen Proving Ground? There are many thousands of acres.
A lot of it not usable for much. Iknow Scott is aware of it.

MR. BIERLY: Yes.



MR. STANCILL: There is unexploded ordnance up there. but an awtul lot of land that would
seem o me would be an 1deat iocanon - nsider placdmempdspeciall low igs @i

dredged matena

MR. BIERLY: That one 1s on our list.

MR. JOHNSON: I can elaborate a little bit. It is on our list. Right now the discussions we
have had with Aberdeen Proving Ground. we're kind of waiting on a national policy on how to
deal with unexploded ordnance. Until that can get resolved -- I'm talking at the Department of
Defense level -- the liability issues working with that are currently insurmountable.

MR. BIERLY: The location is very attractive, though.
MR. STANCILL: Thanks very much.
MR. BIERLY: Would anybody else like to say something?”

MR. MENDELSOHN: On the economic use, how navigation channels were evaluated for
economics, but the restoration projects are evaluated differently, can you provide a little bit more
information? I think that's what you were getting at, wasn't it?

MR. STANCILL: Yes.
MR. BIERLY: Do you want me to expand on that a little bit?
MR. MENDELSOHN: If you don't mind. Thanks.

MR. BIERLY: When we maintain a channel, when we construct a channel, we need to do an
economic evaluation of that channel. This includes determination of traffic, determination of the
value of the goods, the tonnages, what have you, that go through this channel. We do 1t on large
navigation projects such as the Port of Baltimore. We do it on small navigation projects such as
the scores, if not hundreds we have around the State of Maryland, 6-, 7-foot channels that service
watermen. How much cash do they bring in? If the channel shoals and they sustain damage 10
their engines or rudders or something like that, what is the value of that and how much money

have we saved if that channel is cleaned?

It's the exact same thing on the large projects. If this channel is allowed to shoal in for
maintenance or for construction if this channel is not constructed, what do we project will be the
future situation economically? What tonnages would be lost? Conversely what tonnages will
come? You can pretty accurately hang a value on that monetarily because these goods as they
come in -- you can do it one of a few ways. You can either go -- well, you can probably do both.

What is the value of the goods and what is the value of the time? For example, the Baltimore

anchorages project is currently under construction. We didn't deepen any channels. We
deepened some anchorages, but the fact is we didn't deepen any channels. So it isn't just a matter
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of what happens when vou get to the port; it's wasn't getting to the port. What we did was since
you can't assume that we're going to attract deeper ships because we didn't deepen anything. the

channels anvwav, what could vou do? Wel ) SEE WS e ovh e
could maxe 1t more 2tficient. and iy ol s ¥ valie om, thar mme. g . lie ©f dr
time. For example. when this project is completsd. many. many shups that now .ner 1l the

way down by Annapolis are going to be able to anchor nght up in the harbor. a stone's throw
from the terminal that thev're going to call on. So if there is a ship at their berth that they need to
get to, thev're not going o have to wait anymore for that ship to chug all the way out of the Inner
Harbor and all the way down past the Bay Bridge before they start to gear up because they

probably can't time the pass.

There are a lot of different parts of navigation that cost money. Conversely, generate money.
I'm no economist. I've seen the process happen, »nd it will give you a headache. It's really
something. But that's what we'll do. So maintenance will say what if this maintenance isn't
done? What if navigation as it now occurs cannot happen? What is that going to cost versus
what does it cost to maintain that channel? Now, the basis of that is what 1s called the base plan.
For example, what is the least expensive environmentally -- what is the word -- suitable,
acceptable -- least costly environmentally acceptable way to dispose of that matenal or to place
that material, and that is the cost of the project.

Poplar Island is an extra cost, which is why it's cost shared with the state, but the determination
has been made that the environmental benefits that we get, the created habitat that we get from
(MR. BIERLY, continued) constructing that island is worth that extra expense. Any Corps of
Engineers environmental restoration project, and we're doing them al over the place right now,
navigation is just one small area. We've got tons of them. They all go through the same process,
very similar to the economic process that I vaguely stumbled through earlier, and that is what 1s
the future condition if we don't do anything? Well, Poplar Island would have eroded away and
been gone. That's it. There is no question about it. What is the future going to be if we do this
project? Well, what the future is going to be is it's going to be some nice uplands, and Scott 1s
our expert and he can tell us, but hundreds of acres of marshland as well, some great habitat.
We've already got turtles laying out there. What is the cost of it? Is it worth it? It's a harder
question because you can't hang a dollar on it. But it's a very similar process. [ feel like I
haven't said anything new, but just added more words. Have I clarified that? My number 1s on
the first slide if you have insomnia. Anyone else?

3.3 Written Questions and/or Comments — 18 June 2002

No written questions or comments were submitted at the 18 June 2002 meeting.
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4.0 Public Scoping Meeting — 20 June 2002
4.1 Meeting Overview — 20 June 2002

The third and final public scoping meeting for te DMMP was held on Thursdas. 20 June 2642
at the Anne Arundel Community College (West Amold Campus. Florestano Building. Lecture
Hall 101) in Amold. MD. Fourteen citizens attended the meeting. The meeting was adjourned

at 8:25 p.m.
4.2 Oral Questions and Responses per Transcripts — 20 June 2002

MR. WILLIAMS: My name is John Williams. I'm from Elkton. Marvland, in Cecil County. I
am here because of my general concems about the dredging and dredged material placement n
the Chesapeake Bay. My comments have already been submitted in -- initial comments have
certainly been submitted in writing this evening 1o representatives of the Corps. but they arise
from my involvement over the past six vears with a number of the projects and issues associated

with the navigation channels in the Chesapeake Bay.

I speak as a private citizen tonight and not representing any particular group. but [ have been an
active member of both the C & D Canal Working Group, appointed to that task by Congressman
Gilchrest, and the Citizens Advisory Committee of the MDHD program, appointed to that by the
commissioners of Cecil County. In addition your record will show [ have reviewed and
commented on a number of the dredging projects undertaken by both the Philadelphia and the

Baltimore Districts.

My general comments this evening would be first when it comes to disposal options, to urge you
to avoid creating artificial islands and focus your attention on the other options. I think there 1s a
significant distinction between the creation of a new island and the restoration of an historically
existing island. With regards to the scope of the dredged material management plan that vou're
(MR. WILLIAMS, continued) undertaking, I believe that you should clarify and enlarge the
scope of that activity to explicitly consider all of the access channels serving the Port of
Baltimore, and by that I mean you should consider the full length of both the southern access
channel coming up from Cape Henry and the northern access channel, which initiates at Ready
Point in the Delaware River. So that when you do the analysis, vou consider all of the dredging
that is necessary for both of those access routes as well as the commerce and the relative
commerce to each of those waterways.

I believe that when you consider the commerce and the dredging requirements for each of those
waterways, you will begin to see significant distinctions so that when you perform a more careful
detailed economic analysis, I believe it will suggest to you that there are opportunities that need
to be very thoughtfully examined which would enable reducing the demand and the need for the
large quantity of dredging that's currently projected for maintenance activity going forward.

In particular, I have found by looking at these matters that the net benefits at the current time to
deep draft shipping vessels using the northern approach to the Port of Baltimore are 1n the range
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of about a million dollars per vear of net cost to those shipping companies compared to the
alternative of using the longer route via Cape Henry. “ut more expensive In terms of the pilotage
cost. The net on that works out €0 b2 about 3 ms on dojlars ¢ vear in owchange for tha
taxpavers are currently burdened with the expandiinre Or Deivwesn 2 anC 1 dollars for
dredging that or maintenance ot that northen cnanne.. lf that cnannel were not maintained at the
full authorized depth. but allowed to naturalize at a depth of about 22 feet or so. that would sull

provide for all of the barge commerce. which is indeed a significant fraction of it. as well as all
the recreational activity.

It just strikes me that this is an opportunity that warrants consideration since well over half of the
dredged material from the access channels is associated with the northern route. Indeed some of
the analyses that I've seen suggest that two-thirds of the material that has its access in the
channels that we have > cope with in some man..cr comes from that waterway. Comments with
regards to the preliminary assessment that the District issued last year. I find in reviewing it that
there was inadequate consideration of the northern access channel. It did not include all of the
dredged quantities or the costs associated with that, and I believe that economic justification

should be reworked.

Further, the particular economic justification used appeared to mirror that which had been used
in the general design memorandum for the 50 foot project which issued in 1981, you will recall.
That project was to deepen the southern route to a 50 foot depth. While the analysis appears to
be similar, close scrutiny of numbers finds that the defimtions for commodities were not
consistent, and that needs to be rectified because that's a significant difference in total coal used
and handled in the ports and export coal, which was the justification for the 50 foot project.

Finally, I would raise a question for you to ponder in that regard and it's also in my submuitted
comments is that it puzzles me as to how you can rationalize first with a set of benefits to
deepening of the southern route to 50 feet and then come back and use the same economic
justification now to rationalize the maintenance. It seems to say you're using the same benefits
to accomplish two different objectives, and those benefits were already consumed in the
(MR. WILLIAMS, continued) rationalization and justification of the 50 foot project. I think
there needs to be some improved understanding in the public domain about the concept of a base
plan, what that is, and how it plays out in your considerations because it is the subtlety that is lost
on 99-1/2% of the populus, I believe. In particular, I think you should address such issues as to
how the Corps utilizes that and who is responsible for what costs for what kinds of projects. For
example, if you do a beneficial -- in this case, as I understand it, the base plan is dumping the
material into the deep trough. Perhaps placing it is a more PC way to say that. Nevertheless, the
question that occurs in my mind is if you consider one of these so-called beneficial use options,
how are the costs then allocated between the federal and the nonfederal sources? Those are the
sorts of things which I think cry out for some public consideration.

Finally I would ask that there be multiple opportunities for the public to participate in this
process as you go forward over the next several years. [ don't know what your plans are in the
way of a newsletter or such to keep the public informed, but it wou'd be a shame for you to wait
until you reach the end of the DMMP and issue a document for review by the public and by
agencies and then have people express all kinds of concerns. It seems to be more productive to
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keep people involved in expressing themselves as you work vourselves through the process.
Thank vou.

MR. BIERLY: [ totally agree with the puniic mmvonvement comment. Thare i3 no quesnon
about that. 1 will discuss the base plan very pnefly because [ think most people probably don't
know what it is. The base plan is defined as the least costly environmentally acceptable
placement option. You have to understand that when the Corps does this type of study or any
study really, were looking from the natonal perspective: we're not looking from the local
perspective. We have to apply the same criteria here that we do on the other side of the country
because it all goes through our headquarters, and these are the same people looking at all the
projects. So once a project is defined as the base plan, then that is the point of economic
reference. The cost sharing is based on that.

So let's take Poplar Island for example. The Corps of Engineers 1 said pays 100% of
maintenance dredging to the base plan, whatever that would theoretically cost. Additional cost is
charged toward, if you will, the environmental restoration project of Poplar Island, and that 1s a
cost shared project, 75% federal, 25% state. So the base plan. therefore, is the point where the
project, the placement project, begins and, therefore. the cost sharing begins. So in a nutshell
that's what the base plan is all about. I think you're very right, probably most people don't know
that. There is much more to it than that, and, to be quite honest, we are going to be looking at the
base plan in this DMMP, but first before I say anything more about it because I don't know what
I can or cannot say -- I don't mean that from secrets; | mean we're trying to get guidance from
headquarters on exactly how do you go about defining a base plan, what needs to be considered,
et cetera. So if I was to say anything more than I probably already have, I would probably be

speaking for headquarters. But the base plan is a very important issue. I agree with you.

MS. ROSSO: I'm State Delegate Mary Rosso, but I'm also an interested citizen from an area
that has been designated as an artificial island, and I do appreciate your comments, Mr.
Williams. Your expertise blows me away. Ihave been to a few meetings and followed some
legislation on open dumping and artificial islands and where to put the dredged material since
(MS. ROSSO, continued) our county is targeted, and we have been working with the Corps on
the Cox Creek innovative use of dredged material. We do have some problems with other uses
on the site that the Corps is using or leasing to a recycling facility that came up. We just found
out this year, and that's a concern of ours, and it's local, but yet there was lack of communication
between I think the local officials -- I know there was lack of communication, and so we were
surprised to find out there was a facility on site down there at the Cox Creek plant. That's one
thing I want to bring out for the record because I think it's important. We have had a meeting
with the Corps on that. That's not my main purpose for being here. It's really to get educated.
The base plan explanation, I'm glad you gave that because my feeling has always been it seems
it's the least costly environmental plan. I mean that seems to be the way a lot of these decisions
are made when locally the way we protect our bay we don't feel that the least costly
environmental way is the way to go because to us it's the most expensive way 10 g0 if we lose the
bay or if we lose our resources here. So I will just make that comment and I'll pass it on to No.
3, but that's my concern, and going to be following this as well as the citizens here that are
interested.




MR. BIERLY: Thank vou very much. Like I said. the base plan and everything else we do
goes on a national perspective, and open water placemsnt 1s common throughout the countr:. In

other areas -- the Chesapeake Ba ¥ mothe Oal. art s thatdgtizhiening dowr M
there will be some chang2 naueswide and thay LMt~ 13 ATE 4

know. but for rignt now 1t needs 0 be consiaered pecause 1t T Liere as 1 ase ol X
you.

MS. DRENZYK: ['m Marcia Drenzvk. I live in Pasadena. 1 am the chairperson ot the Cox
Creek Advisory Committee for the Cox Creek dredge disposal site, and I'm here as an interested
party to hear what you have to say. I'm here to also tell you that the Corps of Engineers does not
have a stellar reputation. You probably already know that. They have been caught with their
finger on the meter one time too many pushing the scales to where they want the solution to be
rather than analyzing wh=re it should be. Also I v-2uld mention that you were saving about 25%
of the base plan. 25% of it is federal, 75% of it is state. I would remind you 100% of it is tax
dollars. So that I would say that Mr. Williams' comments about the necessity and the economics
of what we should and should not be dredging should be the problem -- it should be part of the
solution, and I'm not certain if the Corps is capable of making that decision because the Corps 11.
and of itself is self-perpetuated by dredging. So therefore -- I mean this 1s not to get nto an
argument with you, but this is simply to make a statement that it's sort of like asking the fox to
watch the chickens.

Your reason for being is dredging, and so therefore geez, we've got to dredge. Well, it may be
that some of these channels do not require the level of dredging that they have been getting, and
maybe we don't need as many placement sites and maybe -- there are like a whole lot of things
out there, and I could say some nasty things about the Port of Baltimore. Maybe it's not that
huge economic engine that they pretend to be. Everybody is a little overblown about what they
are and how much good they're doing, and I think they need to have a serious reality check. So
that would be the nasty portion of my comments. Then what I would like to say is that the Corps
and the Port also have to think about the communities that they're asking to work with them.

(MS. DRENZYK, continued) As | said, I am the chair of the Cox Creek Advisory Committee.
I was appointed by Governor Glendening. Well, right there in Northern Anne Arundel County
we're already cooperating. You have the dredge cells there. The citizens are supportive. There
are supposed to be innovative uses happening at that site, and so you have communities in
Northern Anne Arundel County that are supporting you, and the next thing you know we hear
you want to build an artificial island, too. Well, I would suggest that you don't look a gift horse
in the mouth. Not that many communities are running around raising their hands going bring me
dredged material. So you better think real carefully before you start inflicting one area with one
thing after another or you may find that people just go, you know what? Take that dredge and
get it all the hell out of here. So I would advise you to think very carefully before you start
trying to push people around. You've got support for the Cox Creek dredge disposal site, but I
would not push my luck any further if I were you, and I would say that very strongly. This lady
who is taking the notes, put it in bold italics: Don't push your luck. So that's what I have to say.
Thank you.
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MR. BIERLY: I'm not responding to vour editorial comments. but the first comment about the
cost sharing. it's the total cost that is evaluated in the sconomic evaluation. Then when ali 13 said
and done. the cost sharing 1s droken out. Sc it foesr SRy WS state or el TR Py
monev. | will sav that.

MS. KOLBERG: Hello. I'm Rebecca Koiberg. and I'm: here tonight on behalt of the Greater
Pasadena Council. and I am also co-chair of Citizens Against the Pasadena Dredge Island. Tll
start with the specifics. Specifically the Greater Pasadena Council and Citizens against Pasadena
Dredge Island are opposed to the concept of Site 170. an artificial island in the mouth ot the
Patapsco. We've received without even a major petition drive more than 2.000 signatures just
without standing on the street corners, just community organizations. What [ have been proud of
the people I have been working with is we also don't say well, okay, build an artificial island

down the road.

People are pretty much opposed to the idea of building an island where one has never existed 1
guess since European settlement and have been very supportive of island restoration In areas
where citizens support island restoration. We have had communications with county
commissioners in Dorchester County, vou know, in areas where peorle are seeking islands to be
restored, kind of working in partnership with them. and I think that's one thing citizens have
problems comprehending is why the local economics aren't taken into account in the economic
analysis. If you're protecting a shoreline in an area and saving a campground and saving an area
that people want as opposed to building something that might cause increased flooding,
increased erosion, damaged property values, any number of citizens have really advocated for
inclusion of the local economics as part of the package because you're talking about impact on
say ten marinas in each vicinity, positive in one area and negative on the another. Some of these
costs might be almost -- you know, they're getting up there with the Port of Baltimore in terms of
recreational use of the waterways in the Chesapeake Bay, which I think has risen in importance

with each passing year.

I think the other thing -- this is just myself personally, not the group's -- I would encourage the
Corps to rethink or relook at the base plan about open water dumping estuaries, which I think 1s
(MS. KOLBERG, continued) becoming increasingly regarded as not desirable
environmentally, at least I know in the Delaware River and some areas by New York that are
more not open ocean placement. So I think environmental science does chang= with time. so
using something that's perhaps 20 years old, it may be time to rethink that because doctors used
to encourage patients to smoke. You know, before asthma, tobacco was regarded as therapeutic
at one time. That has changed environmentally, so what was environmentally acceptable 20
years ago may not be environmentally acceptable today and maybe kind of artificially making
better environmental options appear expensive. That's my comment.

MR. BIERLY: By the way, open bay dumping is against state law, so it's not going to happen,
but the base plan in this case would still be an economic tool, and, yes, we're going to revisit the
base plan. I'm not going to say we're going to change it. We're going to revisit 1t based on the
ideas that we get, and we'll see what happens.



MR. WILLIAMS: It's against the state law to dump in Marvland. That does not preclude vou
from continuing to do open bay dumping in \irginia.

MR. BIERLY: Well, correct. There: Fepeope Dar e e VN rpimd@ Thi G
MR. WILLIAMS: And vou use 1t when needed.

MS. HAMILTON: First of all. let me tell vou I've got this in writing for you. I'm Melinda
Hamilton. I am the legislative assistant to Councilwoman Shirley Murphy. who represents the
Pasadena Lake Shore Area where a lot of this goes on, the Cox Creek area, and I am very proud
of the four or five people that spoke who work with us on almost a daily basis on this issue and
are all constituents of Mrs. Murphy and Delegate Rosso. She wrote something because she's at
an equally important m=eting and asked me to re»7 it, and if you will bear with me, that will be
the fastest way to do this.

"To the Army Corps of Engineers: [ am a member of the Anne Arundel County Council. Our
council has gone on record two separate times opposing the dumping of dredge spoils at specifi
sites in the Chesapeake Bay; namely, Site 104 and Site 170. In those resolutions we call for
eliminating the creation of islands for dumping in the Chesapeake Bay.

"When I spoke before the House Environmental Matters Committee on behalf of House Bills
402 and 527 relating to the redeposit of dredge spoil in the Cox Creek area, had the support of a
number of colleagues whose districts also border the Chesapeake Bay. In fact, Dr. Thomas
Flowers, chair of the County Commissioners of Dorchester County, gave me pennission to offer
both St. James and Barren Islands as repositories for dredge spoils from the Port of Balumore.”
They are desperately looking for dredge spoils, as you probably already know.

"It may be that because of the distance to that area it is a little more expensive to deliver the
spoils; however, we also have to look at the economic loss to a jurisdiction due to the creation of
dredge islands. My district is much closer to the port, but we have some public safety issues
with high rates of erosion, public health issues due to some very shallow drinking wells.
concerns about protected spawning areas and other habitat, and our tourism and housing
industries will suffer from shore erosion and siltation near restaurants and marinas.

"I would ask the Corps of Engineers to support dredge spoil placement only to build up existing
abandoned islands in the Chesapeake Bay. I would like to see a ban on using such spoils to
create artificial islands.

an

"Sincerely, Councilwoman Shirley Murphy, Distnict 3.

MR. BIERLY: Thank you. I would like to state that the Corps of Engineers looks at any and all
economic benefits or costs. We do as part of a thorough analysis. Sometimes it requires or
certainly it's helpful for the locals 1o point them out sometimes, but any and all economic

benefits can and are considered.
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Now. on our smaller projects where someone tries to justify a project purely on recreation. we
can't do that. The administration dating back several administrations said you can't do a project

- , s g

for the sole purpose of recreation: howeiver rafrea’ nd nong an
commercial benefits. So il Mere 13 an 13iand 2ropoasc rorestoration. credil e
any project. the engineering question Wi 1sked. il this have mpact ¢ & SIOnEY S

flooding. erosion. what have vou. plus or minus. Down in Dorchester County. tor example. the
want those islands restored because thev're sick and tired of losing shoreline. If those islands
were back. that would offer them some protection. This is a benefit, especially since most of the
shoreline is habitat, valuable marshland. So if we're protecting shoreline, that can be considered
a benefit. If we're eroding shoreline. that's going to be considered a cost, and these things are
factored in.

Does anybody else have a question or comment?

MR. BURTON: I didn't sign up to speak, but I have a question. My name is Don Burton. Ilive
in Chesapeake City, Cecil County. I'm a member of the canal bank study committee appointed
by the Cecil County Commissioners. [ was a member of the working group appointed by
Congressman Gilchrest that studied the C & D Canal project. [m on the board of the
Chesapeake Bay Yacht Clubs Association. So I am a little bit familiar with some of this.

On the DMMP, the dredged material management plan, it sounds like a very comprehensive type
of program that you're instituting here. You go into great detail on the environmental
acceptability of the various options, you look at the cost effect of the various options, but you
leave out what several people have talked about here, the need to dredge. It's almost like 1t's a
given, top dollar, top number, and you're forced to find a place that you can put it. Why doesn't a
comprehensive plan include the need for dredging various parts of these channels that we're
addressing? I guess it's more a question than a comment.

MR. BIERLY: It's the fourth and third to the last slides. Both mention -- the one mentions
documenting it, factoring in need, and in one of them, the six-step planning process, 1t also says
to identify it, but what that means is there is economic justification that is required as part of
establishing the needs. Every channel before it's dredged undergoes an economic reevaluation.

(MR. BIERLY, continued) Now, Mr. Williams' contention was that flawed, old data would
have -- you should take out a magnifying glass and redo that, but the justification of the needs 1s
considered part of this analysis. I didn't hit upon it, however.

MR. BURTON: I know on the C & D Canal project the economic justification was several
years old when it went into the system it seemed, and it was flawed badly and, of course, the
whole project was reviewed and put in suspension because of the economic data. It had nothing
to do with the environmental or the dredge costs or anything else. Is this group or the next tier
up going to allow for public input on the economic justification?

MR. BIERLY: Public input is warranted at any and all steps throughout the process.

MR. BURTON: But is there a provision where we can do 1t, like a forum like this?



MR. BIERLY: Absolutelv. NEPA requires it by law. and we will do 1t because 1t's good
practicz. So this is not the first and last me2ting rest Fatl

MR. BURTON: But when the public got involved 1n tne € & D Canal project. 1t was through
the auspices of the Congressman Gilchrest and several others that we went to the chief engineer
of the Corps and had to get him to make a decision that the Philadelphia District and the New
York District opened up their books. so to speak, to let us be involved. and when we did zet
involved. I think we came up with more accurate data and the results were what they were.

MR. BIERLY: Two things on the C & D Canal, and don't construe the first one as a cop out,
but Philadelphia District did that study, and the reason I say that is because to tell you I don't
know the details. I honeztly don't. Ididn't work cixit.

MR. BURTON: I don't think I would be far from wrong to say that the Philadelphia District
used the Port of Baltimore's numbers for economic justification.

MR. BIERLY: Sure. The other thing | was going to say is that the C & D Canal was an
analysis for new construction deepening above and beyond the maintenance. The economic
threshold, if you will, for maintenance is far less. It's like saying do I get the hole in my roof
patched or rip it off and build a whole new one? Are you maintaining or are you building new?

MR. BURTON: I would compare that to the Arkansas River project. They're dredging one
portion of the river for one barge a month. How much maintenance do you do for how much
business?

MR. BIERLY: Right.
MR. BURTON: Idon't look at that as a whole bunch different than the new project work.

MR. BIERLY: Well, a similar analysis has to be undergone, but the cost of the maintenance 1s
much less than the cost of deepening. That's the big thing.

MS. KOLBERG: When there is only one barge, should you even be maintaining at all?
MR. BIERLY: I would say no.

MS. KOLBERG: Exactly. Does the Corps say never mind? This is hypothetical here. Just
taking his example, if you find that there is one place where the amount of traffic on that channel
does not justify it, are you going to go we shouldn't be dredging? Is that ever going to be the
answer?

MR. BIERLY: We have deauthorized channels in the past. We have not deauthorized channels
in the Port of Baltimore. We have deauthorized small channels in the nast. It can be done.




MR. WILLIAMS: For the record. we're not talking in this particular case about one barge. The
traffic through the northern access channel o the Port of Baltimore is one deep draft vessel per
dav each way.

MS. ROSSO: It's an interesting discussion on dredginz and maintenance. \What 17 vou were 10
decide to look at maintenance-only dredging and not deepening of the channel: would you do an
analvsis based on how much placement vou would need, how many cubic vards of dredged
material would be required for -- do vou have that figured out” Do we only maintain; we don't

deepen?

MR. BIERLY: That's the 4-1/2 million yards I mentioned. For placement what we get is a cost
per cubic yard of what it costs to place, and so you multiply the amount you're going to dredge
and measure the project cost and do you have the =conomic benefits to justify the expenditure at
that point then.

MR. WILLIAMS: You might want to mention this will be available if anyone has questions
about this.

MR. BIERLY: The preliminary assessment? This preliminary assessment is an internal Corps
document, but we're a public agency; therefore, we can provide it. It didn't hit the public because

it's an internal document. All it did was to convince the Corps that we needed to go further, but
if you want to see it, you're welcome to it.

MS. MARSH: Mary Marsh with the Maryland Conservation Council.

MR. BIERLY: I would like to thank you all for introducing yourselves, by the way. Ineglected
to say that, but that is very important.

MS. MARSH: We've done this many times. First off, I wanted to clarify that this dredging
included Potomac River dredging?

MR. BIERLY: No.

MS. MARSH: So it does not. Secondly, on the base plan at the time when -- first off, when was
the last environmental analysis done of the base plan at the deep trough?

MR. BIERLY: The last analysis that included the deep trough was the base plan, Scott, would
have been Poplar? The last time we defined it as the base plan would have been during the
Poplar Island study.

MS. MARSH: 1986 about?
MR. BIERLY: No; 1996.

MS. MARSH: At that time were other federal department and agency costs of money put into
basically restore the bay taken into effect at that time? I haven't seen that study.
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MR. BIERLY: I'm not sure [ understand.

MS. MARSH: Well, formnsmnce. we havg =P A custs cOming s wiln ine sl BE
progran. vou have U.S. Fish and Wildlite. vou fave NOAA. you have all ese dilferent
amount of monies coming from other federal departments and agencies. and I'm just wondenng
if those -- and many times they're being put in in order to restore and deal with 1tems such as
sedimentation nutrients in the bay that in some cases would come from disposal of dredged
material through open water dumping. Were they taken into effect? That's the only thing that
I'm trying to make sure because if they weren't. [ mean that right there is a real reason for doing a
new study specifically on the base plan because if you have the open water disposal at the deep
trough, it's a very cheap and easy method, and there are many of these other beneficial uses that
are not only just resto:.:ive, but they're good fui thc environment and probably good for the
economiics, but because of the cost, they tend to be more prohibitive because everybody looks at
the cost share and they don't actually look at what other items and what other agencies and
departments are having to put in more money in order to take care of the problems that are
coming from something else.

MR. BIERLY: Right. I think I understand. Well, as I said back on the goal slide. that we are to
look at a few things. First of all. we are to give beneficial uses of dredged matenal every
consideration. In fact, if you look at the list of options that are, I will say, out there since we
haven't developed our own list vet, a good portion of those are environmental projects, and they
are the ones quite honestly that are going to the top of this analysis that the state is doing.

Also there are many agencies out there doing good for the bay, and we're one of them. We have
a lot of environmental restoration projects out there, and we have a lot more that will be coming
shortly, including one called the Chesapeake Bay shoreline erosion study, which I guess you've
heard of, which will look at the marine impact to the erosion that we see on land and the
sedimentation, the runoff that we get from the land and what can we do about it.

That's going to be a big program. So if your overall statement here is let's do something good
with dredged material, I don't think anyone is going to argue with that. I would like to say one
more thing about cost share. If the cost share of an environmental restoration project is 7525 or
(MR. BIERLY, continued) 65/35 and the cost of maintenance dredging is 100% federal. there
are three ways to look at that. Overall cost because we're all taxpayers is extremely important,
and that's what all the justification is based on. Then there is the state perspective and federal
perspective. Both parties want to pay the least possible. We're humans. Humans don't like to
part with money. Right now navigation is cost shared from the federal perspective at a higher
rate than anything else we do. There are some movements afoot to maybe change that cost
sharing down so the state is sharing more. What difference will this make? Well, I hope when it
comes to an environmental restoration project, it makes no difference. We pay for the proper
projects. But I guess that's Dan speaking. I can't start grandstanding for agencies, but I just want
to point out that aspect of cost sharing. Beach nourishment is [ believe 50/50. Flood control 1S
65/35, and we don't do recreation projects. So cost sharing, we have a million different cost
sharing formulas, and navigation is the most favorable to the locals.
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MR. WILLIAMS: How will the comments that have been made this evening and at the other
public scoping meetings as well as those wich are submitted 0 vou in wnting -- how will those

be consolidated and the answers 1o those dues be disinbute made
available to the public and. it s0. on what 1imin 2

MR. BIERLY: Well. to be determined. | guess. 1s the answer there. Our document -- and I
know that's not until the end of the line. but our document will include everyvthing.

MR. WILLIAMS: That's September then.

MR. BIERLY: Pre-September '04. We're going to have to work on that. Like I said, we will
have a web site set up. That's our plan. We will have notices, letters. newsletters. I'm going to

have to leave that one alone. [ don't exactly know.

MS. ROSSO: In other words. we won't get a copy of whatever was discussed tonight until
2004.

MR. BIERLY: You can request it. This is a public meeting. You can have it verbatim.

MS. ROSSO: Sometimes we have had problems when we've gone to hearings and there are
certain deletions and inaudible things.

MR. BIERLY: We've actually hired a contractor, who went and hired our court reporter here,
and so verbatim transcripts, if you want them, you can have them. We're also going to get
summaries of these meetings worked up for us. and we plan to have those on the web site.

MS. ROSSO: So you recommend we request. It's not automatically sent.

MR. BIERLY: How many letters did we send out, 6, 8 hundred, something like that? We sent
out about 1,000 public notices. We're not going to send out 1,000 transcripts. You don't want to

kill that many trees.

MS. MARSH: Mary Marsh. I will say that during Site 104 and the EIS or DEIS of Site 104 that
the Corps did an extremely good job of keeping things up to date on line and all the literatuce
there for a long period of time, and also I do appreciate that the Corps had put the DEIS onto a
compact disk; therefore, making less paper being used and also easier to find it, too, on
computer. So I will say a very good job there.

MR. BIERLY: Thank you. That's pretty much standard now. We put our reports on CD.
4.3 Written Questions and/or Comments — 20 June 2002
2 Woodbine Circle

Elkton, MD 21921
June 20, 2002
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Ms. Michele A. Bistany
U.S. Armyv Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District. CENAB-PI
P.O.BoRrAT}>

Baltimore. MD 21201-1

N
12

SCOPE OF DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PLAN (DMMP):
QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

Dear Ms. Bistany:

In accord with the public notice announcing public scoping meetings and soliciting comments
relative to the initiation ~f a DMMP study for the dredged material placement needs and
opportunities for the Port of Baltimore, appended are my comments and questions relative to the

proposed activity.

These comments arise from my involvermnent in the past 6 vears with a number of the projects
and issues associated with dredging of the shipping channels in the Chesapeake Bay. I have
been an active member of both the C&D Canal Working Group (appointed by Cong. W.T.
Gilchrest) and the Citizens’ Advisory Committee to the MPA’s DMMP program (appointed by
the Commissioners of Cecil County). Additionally, as the record will show, I have reviewed,
analyzed and commented on a number of the dredging projects to expand the shipping channel
system.

Because | am concemed that any and all actions for dredging, and the subsequent material
placement, be performed only in situations that are both economically warranted and
environmentally responsible. I remain keenly interested in all plans proposed or permitted by the
Corps for such actions. Consequently, once the District has completed the DMMP study scope
(Project Management Plan), [ would appreciate receiving a copy of that document as well as any
subsequent reports ... including draft versions.

Thank you for consideration of my comments and questions; 1 look forward to the study scope
and the District’s responses to this letter and the other comments proffered by the public. If, in
the interim, there are any questions about this letter ... or if 1 can be of any assistance ... please do
not hesitate to contact me at either (410) 398-6844 or jmjwilliams@dol.net.

Sincerely,
John M. Williams

Copy: Congressman Wayne T. Gilchrest

JOHN WILLIAMS: Questions:
1. The announcement for public comments on scoping mentions a “tiered Environmental
Impact Statement”. What, exactly, is a tiered EIS? What are the underlying concepts and

how will it be developed?
2. How will the public and agencies participate in the development of the DMMP beyond the
scoping meeting and an opportunity in 2004 to comment on the completed DMMP?
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Will the Baltimore District's DMMP be including the project te deepen the C&D Canal”
Wht
[f the DMMP will include the v &D ¢ ane prove ; ne and am 4y HOR S

Who does CENARB belteve wih pan 2 2.

JOHN WILLIAMS: Comments and Questons:
1.

~SCOPE OF DMMP™: Two lengthy access channels. both of which require substantial
maintenance dredging, uniquely serve the Port of Baltimore (POB). Consequcntly. the scope
of the DMMP should include the full length of both channels to Baltimore.

Comment: The Preliminary Assessment (July 2001) explicitly declined to address the
northern portion of the C&D Canal route to and from the Port of Baltimore. That is
inconsistent with the General Design Memorandum (GDM) (August 1981) that outlined
significant, long-term disposal of maintenance dredgings to be placed 1n the containment

sites along the C&D Approach Channel.

Comment: In September 1995, the Philadelphia District (CENAP) completed a Preliminary
Assessment for the navigation channels in the upper Chesapeake Bay and concluded that "A
Dredged Material Management Study was needed in order to identify a disposal plan.”

Notwithstanding that conclusion — and the clear directives of the Planming Guidance
Notebook — the Philadelphia District elected to take no action but instead chose to rely upon
the MPA and the Baltimore District to perform the requisite dredged material management
study. [Per letter from Deputy District Engineer (CENAP), 7 Dec 2000.]

Comment: The economic justification for continued maintenance of channels in the
Preliminary Assessment relies upon ‘benefiting’ commerce to the POB via all routes, yet
only included a portion of the total dredging and maintenance costs by excluding the full
maintenance of the northem access channel (C&D Canal route). This misstates (and
overestimates) the apparent ‘benefits-to-costs’ ratio (BCR).

«SPECIFICS OF DMMP”: The economic justification in the DMMP for continued
maintenance dredging and placement should be based on the commerce and vessel traffic
using each route (not the total POB traffic). Further, the DMMP should detail the annual
maintenance quantities from each reach of both access channels as well as the vessel traffic.
and should ascertain the incremental benefits of maintaining all channels at full authorized
depths vs. shallower depths. For the northern access channel in particular, the consideration
of shallower depths should extend all the way to the ‘natural depths’ (approx 20-22 ft) that
would result from no maintenance dredging and yet would accommodate most barge and

recreational vessel traffic.

Comment: Consider a simple analysis for the northem access channel to the Port of
Baltimore:

If the channel were to be maintained at a 25-ft depth instead of the current 35-ft depth. about
784 vessels (1998 actual USACE count of 636 ‘foreign’ and 148 ‘domestic’) would have



been obliged to use the longer Cape Henry route to access more northen ports. Those
vessels would have experienced an increased s2i.ing ums as eraging 3*: hours. As for the

value of that ume. the vessels in the nigel caitn L at? vt of Baltin nerier
increased operating cost averaging about 33 Vhen saiiing at sed 13 51NN,
port” time (based on USACE-IWR vessel operating cost vaiues).

Hence. for the 7S+ vessels that would be obliged to use the longer route if the northern acces:s
channel were not dredged the annual increased cost to the shipping companies calculates to
be S1.3 million. (Not including the differential pilotage costs which would lower the
increased costs to about $1.0 million.)

That compares to annual dredging costs of about $6-10 million to maintain the 35-ft depth
instead of the 25-ft «icpth.

Thus US taxpayers are annually paying at least 5 times as much for the Corps to dredge the
channel as is saved by the (foreign) shipping companies!

«PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT?”: The section on Dredged Material Management Plans
(DMMP) in the Corps’ basic reference, Planning Guidance Notebook, ER 1105-2-100. 22

Apr 2000 states:

“E-15. Dredged Material Management Plans. All Federally maintained navigation
projects must demonstrate that there is sufficient dredged matenal disposal capacity
for a minimum of 20 vears. A preliminary assessment is required for all Federal
navigation projects to document the continued viability of the project and the
availability of dredged material disposal capacity sufficient to accommodate 20 years
of maintenance dredging. If the preliminary assessment determines that there is not
sufficient capacity to accommodate maintenance dredging for the next 20 years, then
a dredged material management study must be performed.”

That seems to clearly say that a ‘preliminary assessment’, and perhaps a ‘dredged matenal
management study’, must be in place for all Federally maintained navigation projects.

Question: Why did CENAB not perform even a ‘Preliminary Assessment’ for the Baltimore
Harbor and Channels project until just last year?

“PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT?”: The Preliminary Assessment (July 2001) states that
“Even though the C&D Canal deepening has been put on hold, the continued maintenance of
that portion of the system is justified at this time.”

Question: Since there is no supporting analysis in the document for that channel, how can
that be asserted?

Question: The phrasing of the assertion raises the question that, even if such maintenance
where justified at this time, will the combination of decreasing vessel traffic and increasing
disposal costs for dredged material render maintenance of the northern route to Baltimore




n

economically unjustifiable in the near future? An analvsis of this possibility should be
incorporated in the DMMP.

“PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT™: The cconomic iusufication in the Freipiund

gssessment (PA) examined the volume o7 traffic ror different commodities taat were deemed
to benefit from the project (30-ft) by updating the analvsis used In the General Design
Memorandum (August 1981). However. these two analvses did not utilize the same basis!
The General Design Memorandum (GDM) justified the deepening of the channel to 30-ft
using “export” coal ... and the PA relied on the ‘total’ quantity of coal handled at the Port
(import + export - domestic). In 1999. for example. ‘export’ coal was only 1/3 of the “total .
Further, of the ‘total’ coal handled through the Port, about 20% moved via the C&D Canal
route ... not the 50-ft channel for which the PA attempts to justify continued maintenance.
These distinctions need to be correctly incorporated into the economic analysis in the
subsequent DMMP to ascertain if continued channel maintenance can really be economically

justified.

Question: The GDM justified that major capital expense of deepening the southern channel
10 the Port of Baltimore from 42 ft to 50 ft on the estimated ‘savings’ realized by handling 5
specific commodities. (It also concluded there would be no significant incremental
maintenance dredging required in the Maryland channels.] How is 1t rational to use the same
‘benefits’ that were employed in 1981 to justify the deepening to now justify the maintenance

dredging?

“BASE PLAN”: In discussing the details of a management plan study, the Corps’ Planning
Guidance Notebook guidelines specify the establishment of a “Base Plan” for disposal of

dredged material. Specifically:

a. Policy.
(3) Base Plan. It is the Corps of Engineers policy to accomplish the disposal of

dredged material associated with the construction or maintenance dredging of
navigation projects in the least costly manner. Disposal is to be consistent with sound
engineering practice and meet all Federal environmental standards including the
environmental standards established by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1972
or Section 103 of the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, as
amended. This constitutes the base disposal plan for the navigation purpose. Each
management plan study must establish this “Base Plan”, applying the principles set

forth below.

Question: What is the ‘Base Plan’ for disposal of dredge spoils from the navigation
channels in the Chesapeake Bay? Is it simply dumping those materials into the area of the
Bay known as the ‘Deep Trough’ because that would be the least expensive means of
disposal? When was that determined to be the ‘Base Plan’?

Question: If State law or regulation precludes placement via a ‘Base Plan’, how are the
costs for either the DMMP studies or the actual placement of dredged matenal anvwhere
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other than the Base Plan allocated between Federal sources and the project’s local sponsor
To what extent is placement in ‘beneficial uses’ — a non-Federal respons bility
“ENVIRONMENTAL™: There s amp. ¢ ¢hde T iead I hen

from dredge spotl dxspcndl sites around ine Bay (Pearce Creex. Courthouse
Hart-Miller Island. etc.). The pivotal tactor 1s the release of free acid by the gradual air-
oxidation of the naturally occurring iron pytites in the dredge spoils. This issue shouid be
specificallv addressed 1n the Envi ronmental Impact Statement (EIS) for any proposed

disposal site with an upland component.
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5.0 Questions and Comments Submitted Separate from Public Scoping Meeting
and Prior to 19 July 2002

5.1 Jennifer Aiosa, Senior Scientist, Chesapeake Bay Foundation (CBF)
July 2, 2002

Ms. Michele A. Bistany

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — Baltimore District
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Re: General Comments on Corps Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP)
Dear Ms. Bistany:

The Chesapeake Bay Foundation appreciates the opportunity to comment on the process
currently being undertaken by the Baltimore District to develop a federal DMMP for Port of
Baltimore dredged material. Having attended the first public scoping meeting on June 12 on
Kent Island, I offer this letter as formal comments on behalf of CBF’s membership in Maryland.
While it is certainly laudable that, as the Federal agency most directly involved with dredged
material management for the Port of Baltimore, the Baltimore District of the Corps of Engineers
undertake a comprehensive approach to forecasting dredging yields and disposal needs into the
future, the Chesapeake Bay Foundation has several concerns about the outlined process.

1) CBF has worked with many State and Federal agencies, including the Corps, in good faith to
help the Maryland Port Administration improve their process for evaluating and selecting
dredged material disposal capacity. After years of mistrust and poor communication, that
process is slowly evolving and gaining support. After more than a year and half of State-led
effort, the Corps begins a separate, though similar, process confusing the general public and
leaving many participants in the State’s process to wonder how much of their work will have
been in vain. While CBF recognizes the Corps’ responsibilities under Federal guidelines, we
request the Baltimore District utilize to the fullest extent possible. the work that has gone into the
ongoing State efforts. Also recognizing that time represents one of the greatest obstacles to
meeting future disposal capacity, capitalizing on sound information developed and discussed
among a myriad of State, Federal and private sources would save valuable time and resources
and continue forward progress.

2) CBF also understands the subtleties associated with the Corps’ ability to evaluate open water
disposal and other State-barred disposal options as part of the federal DMMP process. However,
publicly perpetuating the idea that open water disposal could be used in Maryland for Port
dredged material undermines extensive work on the part of many of your Federal, State and local
partners. Unfortunately, discussing open water disposal, even in terms for developing a federal
base plan and determining cost-share ratios, gets lost in translation for many citizens and leads to
confusion, or worse, mistrust.
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3) CBF firmly believes that the Corps of Engineers should capitalize on the current opportunity
to more closely evaluate the actual dredaing need “han relving solely on the Marvland Pont
Administration’s assessment of dredging derand M- odged merermal disposal eor hou
recognized as a finite resource and allocated accord:nziv. Drzoging protects with questionable
ment or economic justification should be. a: the very least. postponed until reasonable dredged
matenal capacity can be developed and brought online to accommodate maintenance dredging.

Though dredged material management for the Port of Baltimore poses an increasingly coniplex
challenge, the Chesapeake Bay Foundation firmly believes it can be accomplished without
compromising the health of the Chesapeake Bav. Thank vou again for the opportunity to offer
these comments.

Sincerely,
Jennifer Aiosa
Semor Scientist

5.2 Rebecca Kolberg, Greater Pasadena Council

From: Rebecca Kolberg

Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2002 2:34 PM

To: Bistany, Michele A

Subject: DMMP Scoping Meeting -- Greater Pasadena Council Comments

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers-Baltimore District
Attention: Michele Bistany

P.OBEx 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203

The Greater Pasadena Council (GPC), which represents more than 30 communities in the
Pasadena area of Anne Arundel County, Maryland, understands the Army Corps is seeking
comments on dredged material placement needs and opportunities for the Port of Baltimore. As
GPC's representative to the Maryland Port Administration's Dredged Material Management
Program's citizen's committee, I was asked at GPC's June 27 meeting to submit written
comments on behalf of the council.

GPC believes the first thing the Army Corps should consider in selecting sites is proximity to
residential areas, and whether residents of such areas support the concept of a dredge-disposal
site. Wouldn't it make sense to first try to dispose of dredge spoil where citizens want it
(restoring islands in Dorchester County) rather than where citizens oppose it (creating an
artificial 1sland in the mouth of the Patapsco)?

GPC believes the Army Corps should pay close attention to human health and safety early in the
site-selection process. A simple site visit and review of flood maps in the Pasadena area would
show that many neighborhoods are extremely prone to flooding, which could be aggravated by
building an artificial dredge island that would block much of the Patapsco River channel and
alter the flow of water near the mouths of creeks. Also, a site visit would have revealed that most



of us depend on shallow wells for drinking water - wells already at high nsk for radium
contamination due to acid groundwater
~1oal drec ze-spoil 1siands where no islands

stlv. dangerous expenments. S0me long-
s are convinced a

-

GPC believes the Army Corps should noi muid
have existed before. Such islands could arncunt io .
time Pasadena residents who have weathered hurrcanes like Hazel and Agne
man-made island would suffer serious damage under such conditions. unleashing devastation

upon the community we have worked so hard to maintain and 1mprove.

GPC believes the Army Corps should closely analyze and prioritize the Port of Baltimore's
dredging needs in the context of the entire U.S. port network to ensure that precious dredge
disposal capacity-and thereby taxpayers' money-is not wasted on needless or economically
marginal dredging projects. GPC thanks the Army Corps for this opportunity to share our VIEWS.

Sincerely,

Rebecca Kolberg
7605 Bay St.
Pasadena, MD 21122
410 439-4971

5.3 Faion Lott (per 20 June 2002 meeting comment card)

Make the meeting better by increasing public awareness of proposed meetings — NEWSpApeTs.
radio, and TV, etc.

Please mail me a copy of the June 20 DMMP scoping meeting minutes. Dan did a very good
presentation — interesting and informative.

I am against the creation of any artificial islands. I am fore existing island restoration.

Use dredge material to make bricks — add straw — other additives like the Egyptians and
Southwest Indians did.

Faion Lott

2000 Kurtz Avenue
Pasadena, MD 21122
410-437-6306

5.4 Gregory Kappler, Co-Chair, Citizens’ Advisory Committee to Maryland’s
Dredged Material Management Program

July 11, 2002
Ms. Michele A. Bistany

U.S. Army Crops of Engineers
Baltimore District, CENAB-PL



P.O.Box 1715
Baltmore, MD 21203

Dear Ms. Bistane

We are pleased to have the opportumty to offer comments to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
as you initiate your Dredged Matenal Management Plan (DMMP) for the Baltumore Harbor and
approach channels. Some member of our committee attended your recent public meetings and
offered comments then. The purpose of this letter is to summarize the views of the commuittee
for the record.

Our committee serves in an advisory capacity to the State of Maryland and its Dredged Material
Management Program.. We represent a broad sp=~trum of stakeholder. citizen and community
groups as well as local governments. We attempt to advise the State on hcw proposals may
affect specific locales, and we offer our views on the various technical and policy issues which
must be considered.

We have appreciated efforts by some Corps staff to aid us in understanding the very complicated
connections between the State’s work and that of the Corps. We are just beginning to get a sense
of how the two efforts intersect. We plan to invest additional effort in further understanding
these programs and the mandates that underlie them. In the meantime. we offer the following
comments:

o Both the State and the Corps need to do a better job communicating the relationship
between the two DMMPs.

o Projects which provide “beneficial use” for the Bay and the Bay watershed are generally
viewed more favorably by this committee than projects which do not.

e This committee favors the restoration and protection of eroded islands as a technique for
managing dredged material while simultaneously providing beneficial habitat to the Bay.

e All members of this committee are opposed to the creation of new islands for disposal of
dredged matenal.

e The committee strongly supports research into innovative uses of dredged matenal and
hopes that this work will be included in all future plans, with the idea that someday a
significant portion of the material dredged from our channels will be creatively reused.

e We have expressed concemns about the long timetables related to dredging projects. We
understand the complications of producing Environmental Impact Statements and dealing
with Congress, but we urge diligence in the development of your DMMP.

e The costs of managing dredged material and the environmental complexities are much
greater than they used to be. Therefore, public debate about what constitutes the best mix
of approaches is vital, to ensure that there is strong public support and the ability to pay
for whatever set of management options ultimately gets selected.

e We believe that the public as well as the business interests who rely on the Port of
Baltimore would be better served by greater transparency in the planning process of the
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Corps of Engineers. We would urge that you be torthcoming with Information as vou

develop it and that vou make more effective and more timely eriors 1 Xeep e pub
apprised of vour progre

& [Inalls 2 recogmze that i AL i o ] £ 350 !
recommend full and open disclosure 0 all ciected otficials. Elected nclals senve n

public interest best when they are fully aware 7 rechnical. economic and political 1ssues
related to ccmplicated projects such as this. The Corps and all the other agencies
involved in the dredging of Marvland's channels must do more t0 keep clected officials

accuratelv informed.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and look forward to working with vour staff as the
planning process evolves.

Sincerely,
Gregory Kappler. Co-Chair
Citizens’ Advisory Committee

Attachments: Membership list (Not included in this summary report)
Mission statement (Not included in this summary report)
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5.5 John Williams, Additional Comments to Original 20 June 2002 Submittal

2 Woodbine Circiz
EjEion.A D 2162
July 18. 2002

Ms. Michele A. Bistany

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District. CENAB-PL
P.O.Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

SCOPE OF REDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PLAN (DMMP):
ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

Dear Ms. Bistany:

On June 20, in accord with the public notice soliciting comments relative to the initiation of a
DMMP study for the dredged material placement needs and opportunities for the Port of
Baltimore, 1 submitted some comments and questions relative to the proposed activity. This
letter will augment and extend those comments.

A. “Economic Assessment:” The “Economic Assessment” of the Preliminary Assessment;
July 2001 (PA) appears to be seriously flawed as outlined below:

1. Comments on ‘Maintenance Costs and Quantity by Fiscal Year’ for maintenance dredging of

Baltimore Harbor and Channels as summarized in Table 5 of the PA:

1. The calculations for the average Quantity and average Cost are both wrong and
understate the correct values. i

2. The cited dredged quantities (and costs) are inconsistent with the dredging data provided
by the USACE - Institute of Water Resources (www.iwr.usace.armyv.mil/ndc). Please
explain why the values do not match.

3. The tabulation and attendant analysis do not appear to include either the quantities or the
costs of maintaining the Virginia portion of the 50-ft channel or the upper Bay portion of
the 35-ft channel (maintained by CENAP). Since Baltimore maritime commerce utilizes
those channels, please explain the apparent omissions.

2. Extension of Comment No. 5 (June 20, 2002 Letter): The analysis in the Economic
Assessment of the PA attempts to follow that used in the GDM (General Design
Memorandum: 1981). However, the definitions of benefiting commerce categories are not
strictly followed. The GDM focused on the categories of commerce carried by deep-draft,
ocean-going vessels that would require a deep access channel. Those categories were Iron
Ore (Import), Residual Fuel (Import), Coal (Export), Grain (Export) and Sugar (Import) ...
all “Foreign Commerce”. The PA, however totals all Coal movements (Import + Export —
Domestic + Coastwise) ... not just the export coal. Further, the PA totals all residual fuel o1l
AND all distillate fuel oil ... and calls the total “Residual Fuel”. Similarly, for Grain and for
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Sugar, the analvsis in the PA appears to total all commerce movements ... Foreign ~
Domestic ... Import and Export.
This distincrion (3 00 consequenca her Iusd “rardies sJammee” il S 2ansparicd \agge
ocean-going vessels ... requiring a dredgec channei. However. "Domestuc Commerce™ 15 either
‘coastwise’ or ‘intermal’ — and generally transported »v barges and tugs. The [atter are shallow
draft vessels not requinng an extensive. deeply dredged channel system.

By not restricting the economic assessment to the quantities of “Foreign Commerce”. the
analysis significantly over calculates the total tonnage of benetiting commerce by about 100%.
To illustrate, in Table 2 of the PA Total Traffic in FY 1999 was computed to be 19.802.000 tons.
Using the criteria of the GDM for commerce handled by deep-draft, ocean-going vessel, the
Total Traffic would be 10,038,000 tons ... or oniy 50.7% of the PA values. [Data source:
Waterborne Commerce of the United States, 1999, IWR-USACE.] Thus the computed benefits
of Table 4 (Computation of Benefits by Commodity) also are too high by about a factor of 2
(two). Performing the calculation for FY 1999 (the most recent data vear in the PA). I calculate
Total Savings of $17,504,000. Compared to the cited maintenance cost of $17.621.300 produces
a BCR (Benefit-to-Cost Ratio) of 0.99 versus the value of 2.0 cited in the PA.

On the basis of only the foregoing critique one might reasonably conclude that maintenance of
the channels is potentially unwarranted. However, that analvsis (and the one used in the PA) was
too simplistic and did not consider the other (significant) commerce using the waterways in
question. Furthermore, some of the maintenance costs cited in Table 5 are associated with the
35-ft channel (Brewerton Extension, Swan Point and Tolchester channels). Nevertheless, given
the present uncertainties, continued maintenance of two access channels to Baltimore at their
full authorized depths is clearly questionable — and thus warrants careful, appropriate analysis.
Such analysis would seem to be an essential prelude to the DMMP study, as it would help define
the scope, schedule and magnitude of needed dredged matenal disposal capacity.

B. Continued Maintenance and Alternatives: Based on my reading of standard Cormps’
guidance, there appears to be an imperative for some specific considerations that do not seem 1o
have been previously addressed. The section on Dredged Material Management Plans (DMMP)
in the Corps’ basic reference, Planning Guidance Notebook, ER 1105-2-100, 22 Apr 2000 states:

e. Study Components.

(1) Alternatives. Management plan studies shall consider the full range of measures for
dredged material management including: management of existing disposal sites to extend
their life; various combinations of new disposal sites involving different disposal methods,
disposal area locations, and periods of use; and, measures to reduce dredging
requirements, including reduced dimensions. The Federal interest in continued O&M of an
existing project for its navigation purpose is defined by that project of maximum scale and
extent, within project authorization, for which continued maintenance is warranted in terms
of vessel traffic and related factors.

1. Question: As part of the forthcoming DMMP study activity, how does the District intend to
address the requirement to consider “measures to reduce dredging requirements, including
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reduced dimensions™? Will the District assess separatelv the two alternative routes 1o and
from thg Port'of,Bdltumore and evénifine the beptiis anl congaquendes o7 smaller or fewer
cnanpels?

2. Queshon: As part of the forthecoming DMMP study acmn w will the Distnct pertomm
the requisite economic assessments (0 ascertain “that project of maximum scale and extent.

within project authorization. for which continued maintenance 1s warranted” for both the
Cape Henrv and the C&D Canal routes? [Note that the analvsis employed in the PA appears
to have been flawed and inadequate. ]

Question: The main 50-ft channel to Baltimore services only a small number of really deep-
draft vessels (draft > 45 ft) ... about 1 vessel per week. How will the District determine if 1t
is reallv economicallv beneficial to maintain th= channel depth at 50 ft instead of 46 ft ... or
some similar value?

_b.)

C. Cost Sharing: It 1s unclear how the forthcoming DMMP being prepared by CENAB will be
funded and how it will be integrated, or coordinated. with the DMMP activities being undertaker.
by the Maryland Port Administration (MPA) in response to a directive from the State legislature.
The ‘cost sharing’ portion of the section on Dredged Materal Management Plans (DMMP) in the
Corps’ basic reference, Planning Guidance Notebook, ER 1103-2-100, 22 Apr 2000 states:

~ f. Cost Sharing and Financing.
(1) Management Plan Studies.
(a) Existing Projects.

(1) General. The cost of Management Plan studies for continued maintenance of
existing Federal navigation projects are O&M costs and shall be Federally funded. For
harbor projects, including inland harbors, such costs shall be reimbursable from the
Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund, subject to the following:

@) .....

(b) Budgeting priority for the navigation purpose is limited to the Base Plan. Therefore,
the cost for any component of @ management plan study attributable to meeting local or
state environmental standards that are not provided for by the requirements of Federal
laws and regulations, shall be a non-Federal cost.

1. Question: How will the costs of preparing the Management Plan, including the vanious study
costs, be allocated between the Corps of Engineers and the local sponsor (MPA)?

2. Question: As part of their work to develop a DMMP, the MPA has already undertaken a
number of ‘reconnaissance studies’ on various dredged material disposal options. Will any
of those studies, which are currently being performed (and funded) by the MPA, be utilized
by CENAB in its DMMP? If so. how will the costs be shared?

As I indicated in my prior letter, I appreciate the opportunity to submit comments and questions
relative to the development of the scope for the District’s DMMP study. I continue to look
forward to receiving a copy of the study scope and the supporting documents in September.
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Attachment A

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — Baltimore District PowerPoint Presentation

Summary Report B Public Scoping Meetings — June 2002 ® Dredged Material Management Plan

Port of Balumore
DAIMP

Bualnmore Disinet
redletEuNR e Managemier: PI%r

DMMP

Dan Bierly
(410) 962-4438

Public Scopino Meeting
June 12, 2002

|| Why Are We Here?

® The purpose of this scoping meetng 1s to: 2

@ Obuin public comunents and input to scope the
DMMP study

& Discuss the Corps of Engineers Dredged
Matenal Management Plan (DMMP)
+Goals
@ Process
#Study/Plan Components

« ldenuficauon/Evaluation/Selection of
Placement Options

« Tiered Environmental Impact Statement

| Public Comments

® Collect your comments and concerns for
consideration in the DMMP

® Use information to scope the DMMP study
@ Court reporter to obtain verbal comments
® Can provide written comments

@ All comments needed by July 19%

@ Scope of study sent to Lorps Authonty September
2002
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m Port of Baltimore
Maintenance Dredging Needs

Annual Mantenance cub:c vards

Virgia 500.000
Maryland (Baltimore)
50-Foot Project Approach 1.100.000
42.Foot Project Approach 900.000
Patapsco Ruver & Inner Harbor  500.000
Non-federal 300.000
Maryland (Philadelphia)
Southern Approach 1.200.000
Total Annual Maintenance 4,500,000
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[E Placement Option Examples
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® Qcean discamen 'l‘f“ll .-r -

@ Open water placzmen:
® Werland thin layenng

® Abandoned rune land reciamanon

® Agncultural sorf augmentation
® Lightwe:ght aggregate blocks
@ Others

Corps DMDMP Process

T T L
s 1L

; ; Preliminary Assessment
Y I (Completed September 2001)

@ Documented dredging needs for next 20 vears
@ Identified placement shortfalls
@ Conclusions:
® Insufficient capacity (approximately 8-10
yeu
B nsufficient ime to develop new placement
site’ > ‘appreximately 9-12 vears)
BExisung sites will not be efficiently managed
(overloading sites reduces capacity/increases
costs)




Eﬂ DMAP Studs
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o Contnuzd participauon with iateresied agencies 2Rd
groups throughout the study

e First task will be 1o establish the plan of study basec on
Corps guidance and public and agency input

DMMP Study

® Conducted Using Six Step Planming Process

1. Identifv Problems and Needs - Dredging
Quantities, Establish Goals and Objectives
Determine Existing Conditions - Existing
Capacity Options
Develop Altemanves - Placement Options

Analyze and Evaluate Alternanves -
Placement Options/Idenufy Base Plan

5. Compare Alternatives
Recommend Plar/Integrated EIS

1

4 2

|!.!.5 :! Public Comments

® Collect your comments and concerns for
consideration in the DMMP

® Use information to scope the DMMP study
® Coun reporter to obtain verbal comments
® (Can provide wnitien comments

® 1]l comments needed by July 19
® >.0pe of study sent to Corps Authonty Seplember
2002
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Attachment B
Sign-In Sheets
Public Scoping Meetings - June 2002 Dredged Material Management Plan
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — Baltimore District

12 June 2002 Public Scoping Meeting Sign-In List

Rebecca Halloran

MES

2011 Commerce Park Lane

Annapolis. MD 21403
410-974-7261
rhall@menv.com

Cece Donovan

MES

2011 Commerce Park Lane

Annapolis, MD 21403
410-974-7261
cdono@menv.com

Joseph Covne

913 Parsons Drive

Madison, MD 21648
410-228-8209
coynejoe@webtv.net

Doug West

5960 Quaker Neck Landing

Chestertown, MD 21620
410-778-5399

Fran Flanigan

6305 Blenheim Road

Baltimore, MD 21212-2206
410-377-2532
frances.flanigan@yv enzon.net

Mary Roe Walkup

Delegate

12836 Still Pond Creek Road

Worton, MD 21678
410-778-6635

Jennifer Alosa

6 Herndon Avenue

Annapolis, MD 21403-4503
410-268-8833
jalosa@savethebay.cbf.org

Enc Sennstrom

Rm. 300

129 East Main Street

Elkton. MD 21921
110-996-5220
€SEeNnnStr(@ ccgov.org

Al Wein

107 North Street

Elkton, MD 21521
410-996-5203
aweln(@ccgov.org

Dick Sossi

335 Five Frams Drive

Stevensville, MD 21666
110-643-5358
richsossi@ frisnd.ly.net

Jack Broderick

1759 Harbor Dnive

Chester, MD 21619
410-643-6452
jackandlizzie@hotmail.com

Jodi Beauchamp*
Congressman Gilchrest
44 Calvert Street
Annapolis, MD 21401
410-263-6321

mary-roe-walkup@house.state.md.us Jodi.Beauchamp@mail.house.gov

* indicates attendance at all three scoping meetings; ** indicates attendance at two meetings




12 June 2002 Public Scoping Meeting Sign-In List Continued

John il
2143 Kev Wallace Dnive
Cambndge. MD 21613

410-228-2692

john-gill@ fivs.gov

Bruce Conlan_?

B-O: Box-] 3605 139 7

Taylors Island, MD 21669
410-397-3275
TAYLORSI@IWTERCOM.NET

N 10 Port Aan
h Broening H i
Baiumore, MD 21224
410-631-1102
dbibora mdot.state.md. us

Becky Archer

3028 Beaver Creek Road

Laurel, MD 20707
301-725-5905
beckyvarcher@hotinail.com

18 June 2002 Public Scoping Meeting Sign-In List

Thomas Kroen
Hart-Miller COC
1948 Searles Road
Baltimore, MD 21222
410-282-1166

Patrick T. Welsh

1930 Midland Road

Baltimore, MD 21222
410-340-9525
PatrickTWelsh@yahoo.com

T & R Stancill

Stancills, Inc.

3133 Harmony Church

Darlington, MD 21034
410-939-2224
tds@stancills.com

William G. Wilson

Maryland Conservation Council

4716 Riverdale Road

Riverdale, MD 20739
301-277-2498

Bob Cullison
Hart-Miller Island Citizens Group

Raymond H. Glock
Delegate Cornell Dypski
7847 Charlesmont Road
Baltimore, MD 21222

Marilyn Baldwin

7948 St. Bridget Lane

Baltimore. MD 21222
410-477-1928

Craig Dovle

cocC

7827 North Cove Road

Baltimore, MD 21219-1919
410-477-7797 or 3797 _?
Craig.E.Doyle@bge.com

Melissa Slatnick**

Maryland Environmental Svc.

2011 Commerce Park Drive

Annapolis, MD 21401
401-974-7261
MSLAT@MENV.COM

* indicates attendance at all three scoping meetings; ** indicates attendance at two meetings




20 June 2002 Public Scoping Meeting Sign-In List

Laura Jones
Delegate joan Cadder
1552 Park Lane
Pasadena. MD 21122

William W. Jones

1552 Park Lane

Pasadena, MD 21122
410-437-1619

John M. Williams

2 Woodbine Circle

Elkton, MD 21921
410-398-6844
jmjwilliams(@dol.net

Don Burton

105 Tower Point Road

Chesapeake City, MD 21915
410-885-2492
donburton@dmv.com

Mary P. Marsh

Maryland Conservation Council

495 Bay Green Drive

Amold, MD 21012
410-757-5913
marymarsh8@aol.com

Mary Rosso

State Delegate

845 North Shore Dnive

Glen Burnie, MD 21060
mary_rosso@house.state.md.us

B oy 1 -
N
D= Jalns Nireel. N
Washington. DC 20017
rbetheteach’a vahoo.com

Falon Lott

2000 Kurtz Avenue

Pasadena, MD 21123
410-437-6306

Marcia Drenzyl

1350 Hollow Glen Court

Baltimore. MD 21220
410-437-4273
chestnuthill@cablespeed.com

Rebecca Kolberg

Greater Pasadena Council

7605 Bay Street

Pasadena, MD 21122
410-439-4971
rkolberg@mindsprigs.com

Melinda Hamilton

Anne Arundel County Council

P.O. Box 2700

Annapolis, MD 21401
410-222-6890
mhamilton(@mail.aacounty.org

* indicates attendance at all three scoping meetings; ** indicates attendance at two meetings




CENAB-PL-P 23 \pril 2002

MEMORANDUN FOR THE RIECORD
SUBJECT Dredged Maten. NN : it U \
ATTENDEES: See Attached Sheet

|. The Balumore Distrct study team met with the varous Federal and State agencies e
imuate the Dredged Materal Management Plun (DMMIP) Study at the Balumore
District Office in Baltimore Maryland on [1 Apnl 2002, See attached sign n shect
for attendees (enclosure 1).

Dan Bierly. Pluing Division. conducted the meeting. A hund out of the power point

presentation was provided to all (enclosure ) After welcome and introductions. Dan

stated the purpose of the meeting. The Corps 15 mitating the DMMP study and
mviting the agencies and other interested parties to provide mput and suggesuons to
the process. The DMMP process. w hich 1s required by Corps regulations. will provide
the District with @ management tool for plucement of dredged matenal trom Port of

Baltimore projects for a minimum of 20 vears. Aside from coordinating with the

agencies through meetings. the Corps will be conducting three public scoping

meetings mn June 2002 in the Baltimore. Annapolis and Queen Anne’s County areds
to inform the general public of the DMMP process and to solicit mnput from the
general public. Agency coordination meetings will be held throughout the process.

In addition. the Corps™ goal is to make this study as transparent as possible by being

available for meetings, phone calls. e-mails. A website for the DMMP study will be

set up in the near future for the latest available information on the study.

3. The Corps updated the agencies on the Federal dredging responsibilities. The Corps
is 100 percent responsible for maintenance of Federal navigation channels up to the
45-foot depth. For other channels deeper than this. maintenance is cost shared 50/30
with MPA or others. In the case of the Baltimore Harbor and Channels system n
Maryland, the cost of dredging to 30 feet 1s 100 percent Federal. This 15 because
when the channels were deepened to 30 feet. it wus determined that there would be no
additional maintenance dredging need compared to maintenunce of the 42-toot
channels. Dan went over the amount of annual maintenance for the Port of Balumore.
The total annual maintenance is approximately 4.500.000 cubic vards of material.
There is a need for dredging and with this is a need for placement sites.

4. The Corps reviewed the regulations outlining the need to develop a DMMP for the

next 20 years. The DMMP needs to include an assessment of beneficial use for

environmental purposes including habitat restoration. Ecosystem restoration 1S
common way to use the dredged material beneficially and enhance the environment.

The DMMP will be 100 percent Federally financed under the Operations and

Maintenance Program.

The Corps explained how the Corps DMMP differs from the process that the State of

Maryland is currently following as required by their legislature. The Federal process

will need to be in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

and will have public and agency interest and participation. Projects are evaluated
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iy have approximately ¢ months for crust managemernt.

FUNPRY PIRRTRL o I
Mave ¥

nprostels 100 aere
nate i

| A OES ¥ W

UP ol new proedts Also stated that we o tedito

1o address the need. Several smabier projects v d he implemented and on I
The Corps stated that to do this we need o Facton

o speed to aceept the matertal. cter however. i
allows for sutficient capacity would he

to the closmg »f the larger sites.

costs. economics. getting the site up t

agreed that any combrnation of projects that

acceptable.

. The agencies stated that the NEPA document needs to address specifics. Also. we
need to determine how the options (1.¢.. iNNOY ative uses) versus specific sites will he
addressed. Tnere is a need to stress beneficial use in the Chesapenke Bay. This
should be spread throughout the area versus within one area.

13. The Corps identified that some projects have been approved for study as carly start
initiatives. These projects may be considered prior to completion of the DMMP
process. The NEPA documents for these projects will not be completed unul after the
NEPA for the DMMP is completed. It these studies are justified based on the DMNNP
study. then the feasibihty phase will be compieted and the projects will proceed.
These projects were given the go-ahead for carly consideration to ensure that there
would be capacity available to make up for the current deficiency 1n placement sies
that is anticipated in 7 to 10 years as determined by the DMMP 1nitial assessment.
The projects that were selected for early start constderation were chosen based on the
Corps’ experience 1n dredged material planning and the “'sense of the agencies™ that
has developed during the Maryvland's process.  These options. mid-Bay 1sland
restoration and Poplar Island expansion. were determined to be worthy of further
study.

. The agencies wanted to know at what point detailed information would be included n
the NEPA document. The Corps explained the umbrella EIS would spawn more
detailed tiers of study. The agencies stressed that new projects should be deferred.
Also wanted to know how the documentation or evaluation of specific sites versus
concepts will be conducted without more detail. It was also noted that there 1s a
problem with early initiation of specific projects. i.c.. Poplar Island s currently
ranked farther down than other options/sites. Therefore. why are we studyving this
now? This effort seems pre-decisional. The agencies are concerned that the
document may dictate islands as the only options. The Corps needs to figure out how
their document will compare options versus specific sites and at what point the
detailed information such as footprint of the project will be evaluated. The Corps
welcomed all comments. Reiterated that this process is an open process and that all
recommendation suggestions. etc. will be considered. The Corps is requesting input
from all to create a comprehensive decision document
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State of Maryland’s
Dredged Material Management Program

Meeting Schedule 2001-2002

DMMP DMMP DMDMP
Citizens Comm. ‘ Executive Comm. ! Management Comm. |
07/10/02 06/19/02 07/17/02 |
06/05/02 12/07/01 05/22/02
05/08/02 07/26/01 05/08/02
03/13/02 03/271/102
01/08/02 01/16/02
11/14/01 11/28/01
11/01/01 ‘ 09/19/01

09/05/01 07/11/01
07/11/01 05/09/01
05/16/01 01/10/01
05/09/01
04/18/01
01/19/01




STATE OF MARYLAND'S
DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (DMMP)
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MAILING LIST

COMMITTEE MEMBERS

The Honorable Charles Fox, Chairman
Secretary

Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State OFfice Building, C-4

580 Taylor Avenue

Annapolis, MD 24101-2397

Phone: 410-260-8101 Fax: 410-260-8111
E-Mait:

The Honorable John D. Porcari

Secretary

MD Department Transportation

P. Q. Box 8755

BWI Airport, MD  21240-0755

Phone: 410-865-1003 Fax: 410-865-1334
E-Mail:

Lt. Colonel Thomas C. Chapman

District Engineer

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers

100 Penn Square East

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107

Phone: 215-656-6502 Fax: 215-656-5899
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SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
BAY ENHANCEMENT WORKING GROUP MEETING
June 17,2002 10:00 AMI

The Bay Enhancement Working Group (BEWG) met on June 17. 2002 at the Marvland Port
Administration’s Conference Room 235, Point Breeze. Baltimore. MD. The results of the

meeting are documented in this meeting summary.

Attendees:

Chesapeake Bay Foundation (CBF): Jenn Aiosa

EA Engineering, Science and Technology, Inc. (EA): Jane Boraczek, Frank Pine

Gahagan & Bryant Assoc. (GBA): Walter Dinicola, Carlton Bryant

Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE): Robin Grove, George Harman

Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR): Roland Limpert, Ray Dintaman. Dave
Brinker

Maryland Environmental Service (MES): Melissa Slatnick (facilitator). Rebecca Hallorar.
Erika Kehne, Kelly Coliun

Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Stephen Storrs, Nathaniel Brown

National Marine Fisheries Service, Habitat Conservation (NMFES): John Nichols

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS): Dan Murphy

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District (CENAB): Michele Gomez, Mimi Bistany
U. MD Center for Environmental Studies/CBL (UMCES): Dennis King

Maryland Geological Survey (MGS): Jeff Halka

The following participating organizations were invited to attend, but were not represented: U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District; Aberdeen Proving Ground; Maryland Port
Administration/DMMP Citizens’ Advisory Committee; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency:
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge: Maryland Charter Boat
Association; Maryland Saltwater Sportsfisherman’s ~ Association: Maryland Watermen's
Association: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration: Upper Bay Charter Boat

Association.

Action Items:

I. George Harmon recommended changing the title of Cox Creek Innovative Use option to
‘Innovative Uses at Cox Creek.

2. George Harmon recommended that the Legislative Committee Report (LCR) include a
paragraph describing how the BEWG selected the options to consider.

3. Change the score for shoreline protection at Site 170 to 0 from 0.

4. MES will ask Larry Simns of the Maryland Watermen's Association about clamming in

the vicinity of Site 170.
5. MES will provide George Harman of MDE with resource maps of shellfish and

waterfowl use.
6. Change the score for benthic community at Sparrows Point to -1 from 0.
7. Change the score for aesthetics at Deadship Anchorage from -1 to 0.




8. Poplar Island Modification Option #6 will be compared to the original island footprint

Statements for the Reecord:

1. Ms. Atosa. CBF. stated for the record that while she understands the desire to attribute a
beneficial component to every option. including island creation options. she fears that the
BEWG will convev options inuccurately 1f it portrayvs island creation as a beneficral use
of dredged material. According to legislation that was passed two vears ago. island
creation 1s not considered a beneficial use, and the BEWG should make this distinction.
Beneficial habitat creation 1s not necessarily feasible for all of the options. and she thinks
It 1S important to present options conservatively considering public awareness of and
involvement in the selection process. If the BEWG is not conservative now. thc Port
could lose credibility in the future.

™)

Dan Murphy. USFWS, stated for the rccord that USFWS rcmains opposed to an
modification of Poplar [sland.

3. Steve Storms, MPA, stated for the record that further investigation into the Poplar Island
original footprint compared with the Poplar Island Lateral Modification options is
necessary.

1.0 Welcome and Global Information Melissa Slatnick

Ms. Slatnick welcomed the group and hosted introductions of the meeting participants.
She informed the group that in the future Ms. Halloran would facilitate BEWG meetings.

2.0  Dredged Material Management Program (DMMP) Updates Melissa Slatnick

The Management Committee met on May 5 and May 22, 2002. The outcome of the
meetings was a short list of options that are bcing considered for further study. Both the
Management Committee and the Citizens Committee havc reviewed the short list and have
generally accepted it. Next, the list will be presentcd to the Executive Commitice on June 19,
2002 for review.

The cut-off date to consider new information that would affect the scores for the 2002
LCR is June 19, 2002. New information may be submitted and further studies will be conducted
beyond June 19", but for logistical purposes, no scoring changes will be made to the Legislative
Report after that date.

Mr. Harman suggested that the title of the Cox Creek option be changed to ‘Innovative
Uses at Cox Creek’ from ‘Cox Creek Innovative Use’ to more accurately reflect the option. Cox
Creek 1s being used as a staging ground for innovative use, but innovative uses may in fact be
applied elsewhere. A question was asked about whether innovative use applies to existing




dredged matenial in placement cells at Cox Creek. or to new material. Mr. Storms replied that
innovative use could apply to both. but stated that the existing material could be too clean. Mr
Harman stated that the RFP for innovative use emphasized o ntaminated maten.

\ls. Slatnick stated tat only one Inner Harbor option 1s on the short hist. and pointed out
that there is still a deficit for inner harbor matenial. Due to this deficit. the MPA 15 considering
using Sparrows Point for Inner Harbor material. However. scores for Sparrows Point were based
on the assumption that only clean material would be placed at the site. Mr. Storms clarified that
Sparrows Point would be used for both clean and Inner Harbor material.

Mr. Harmon asked whether Sparrows Point lies with 5 miles of Hart Miller Island. and
M. Storms responded that there may be some institutional restrictions at Sparrows Point posed
by the S mile Hart Miller Island statute that need to be worked out. He also noted that the
Citizens Committee is opposed to the use of Sparrows Point. Mr. Harman asked why. if
Sparrows Point is precluded by statute but is on the short list, other options that are precluded by
statute are not also included on the list, specifically Site 104. He suggested that the BEWG
should indicate that options were selectively chosen for further consideration. and asked how the
BEWG plans to reconcile this with the Corps’ plans. Mr. Storms responded that Site 104 was
not selected because it was precluded by the Dredged Material Management Act of 2001. Mr.
Pine also stated that an assumption was made that the S-mile statute could change. Ms. Boraczek
noted that it is also unclear as to whether the S-mile statute refers to nautical miles or statute
miles. and that there are environmental issues with configurations of the Sparrows Point site.

Ms. Slatnick reminded the group that the short list is still in draft form, but that it will
convey the selection of the BEWG, Citizens Committee and the Management Committee to the
Executive Committee. Mr. Storms stated that it 1s unrealistic to expect the Executive Committee
to accept the list immediately, and Ms. Slatnick said that once the Executive Committee
comments on the list, the comments will be distributed.

3.0 Discussion of Environmental Score Adjustments Melissa Slatnick

Mr. Pine presented the findings of a sensitivity analysis that EA conducted to compare the
current option scores with scores adjusted by changes in weighting factors. In response to d
concern from USFWS about turtles, the individual scores were temporarily adjusted for protected
species and the resultant island rankings did not change. In response to Rebecca Kolberg's letter
expressing a concern about aesthetics and noise, the weighting factor for that parameter was
adjusted, and the result was a small change among the scores for the Upper Bay Island sites,
which have not been selected for the short list. Otherwise there were no significant changes, and
the ranking order of the sites did not change substantially. Ultimately. the conclusion drawn
from the sensitivity analysis was that the ranking process works well, and selectively changing
the score of one parameter does not influence the overall rank.

Ms. Bistany asked if EA did a cumulative sensitivity analysis, and Mr. Pine responded
that a cumulative analysis would be too large in scope.




Ms. Slatnick opened the discussion of letters from citizens and asked for comments from
the group on the responses that MES had drafted. Mr. Storms stated that although the responses
had not vet heen sent to Ms. Rebecca Kolberg, they bud been distributed to the Manasement
Commutiee.

Ms. Atosa. CBF. stated for the record that while she understands the desire o attribute a
beneficial component to every option. including island creation options. she fears that the BEWG
will convey options inaccurately if it portrays island creation as a beneficial use of dredged
material.  According to legislation that was passed two years ago. island creation is not
considered a beneficial use. and the BEWG should make this distinction. Beneficial habitat
creation is not necessarily feasible for all of the options, and she thinks it is important to present
options conservatively considering public awareness of and involvement in the selection process.
If the BEWG is not conservative now, the Port could lose credibility in the future.

In response to Comment #1. "Why is Site 170 the only Upper Bay Island given a +1
ranking for Adjacent Habitat Enhancement?” Mr. Murphy stated that when the score was
assigned it was based on information that the bottom habitat at Site 170 is contaminated. Mr.
Nichols responded that the bottom conditions are actually unknown because the site is in a
different area than 1t was originally thought to be in. Ms. Boraczek also stated that due to the
shallow water in the vicinity of Site 170, placement could potentially provide benefit to adjacent
habitat. Mr. Murphy stated that citizens have reported that crabs are in the area, and so maybe
the score should remain a +1. However, due to a consensus that further study is needed at Site
170, the score was changed to a 0.

In response to Comment #2, "Why is Site 170 given a 0, no potential impacts expected,
ranking for Shoreline Protection?” the group decided by consensus to keep the score of 0 due to
the definition of shoreline protection. There were no concerns about the response to the question
of why Surface Water was removed as a ranking factor.

In response to Comment #3 “Why was Site 170 the only Upper Bay Island site not to
receive @ —1 ranking for Benthic Community?” Ms. Slatnick stated that there was not enough
information to assign a score of —1 and therefore it received a score of 0.

In response to Comment #4 “Why was Site 170 the only Upper Bay Island not to receive
a —1 scoring for Finfish Rearing Habitat?" Mr. Nichols explained that the depths at the mouth of
the Patapsco, where Site 170 is located, are atypical and provide low quality habitat for
commercial resources. The group reached a consensus that the score for finfish rearing habitat at
Site 170 would remain 0.

In response to Comment #5 “Why was Site 170 the only Upper Bay Island site not to
receive a -1 ranking for commercially harvested species and habitat?” Ms. Slatnick explained
that resource mapping does not show clamming in the same areas that citizens suggest it exists.
Ms. Boraczek also noted that the score was based on water depths found in the vicinity of Site
170 and the assumption that net fishing would be limited. The score remained unchanged.
However, Mr. Murphy suggested that a representative of the Maryland Watermen’s Association




be contacted to inquire about clamming in the ared. Ms. Slatnick said that MES would attempt to
contact Larry Simns. Ms. Aiosa asked what DNR data Rebecca Kolberg's letter was refernng to.
Ms. Slatnick said that she did not know. but that the map that was provided showed Site 170 t
be outside of mapped clumming arcas. Ms. Bistany suggested providing additonal mtormation
to clarify exactly where resources are located. Ms. Slatnick said that more research would be
conducted.

In response to Comment #6 “Why did Site 170 receive a 0. no potential impacts expected.
ranking for Waterfowl Use?” Ms. Slatnick stated that waterfow! resources are mapped: these
were shared with the group. Mr. Harman asked MES to provide MDE with resource maps of
shellfish and waterfowl around Site 170. Ms. Slatnick said that the score would remain the same,
but that more research would be conducted. Mr. Murphy was asked t0 revisit waterfowl
occurrence at site 170, which is currently given a "0". reflecting a not applicable rating.

[Facilitator's note: Following the meeting, Mr. Murphy consulted with Doug Forsell. a
waterbird biologist in the USFWS office, who showed Mr. Murphy GIS coverages for aeral
surveys that he performs in the Bay. There were no transects directly over Site 170. but there
were some nearby transects whose results suggest that waterfow! and other waterbirds could
potentially be concentrating at the site from time to time. Mr. Forsell also has some benthic
organism data for the area (not directly at 170 but nearby) that show evidence of the presence of
waterfowl/waterbird food sources in the vicinity. Thercfore, there is the potential for impacts to
waterfowl at this site. and Mr. Murphy recommends changing the ranking from “0" to "0", which
reflects not enough/inconclusive data. This recommendation is being communicated to the
BEWG via distribution of this meeting summary, for formal consideration at the next BEWG

meeting.]

In response to Comment #7 “Why was the weighting factor on aesthetics and noise
reduced to 17” Ms. Slatnick stated that the score would remain the same but that the sensitivity
analysis done by EA would be referenced in the response (o Ms. Kolberg.

Ms. Slatnick introduced the idea of changing the Benthic Community score for Sparrows
Point. Mr. Nichols stated that he had reviewed the report that compared benthic samples from
Sparrows Point with samples from other sitcs in Baltimore Harbor and that Sparrows Point hud
compared more favorably. Ms. Slatnick reiterated that the environment at Sparrows Point is not
degraded for benthics, as previously thought. Therefore, while the quality of the benthic
community is not high, it is less degraded. Ms. Slatnick suggested changing the score from 0to
—1 and there was a consensus to do so.

Ms. Bistany asked whether a question from citizen Robert Dill conceming a score change
for groundwater at Site 170 from —1 to 0 had been addressed. Mr. Halka explained that most
wells in the area need more research and that is why the score was changed.

Ms. Boraczek suggested that based on her site assessment of the Inner harbor sites, the
score for aesthetics and noise at Deadship Anchorage be changed from -1 to 0, the group agreed.
The score for this parameter at Thoms Cove remained unchanged due to the natural state of the




environment in the area.

4.0 Poplar Modification (Option #6) Discnssion Rebecca Halloran/MWalter Dinicola

At a recent Management Commitiee meeting. concems were expressed about the foss of
SAV habitat i Poplar Harbor. and us a result a new contiguration was proposed. Option #6. Ms.
Halloran explained the recovery of SAV. and described how Option #6 expansion could protect
and further promote SAV growth in Poplar Harbor. A possible conceptual footprint tor Option
#6 was also illustrated by Mr. Dinicola.

Mr. Murphy stated that USFWS is still against any expansion of Poplar Island. He also
expressed a concern that incorporating a beach into the design of the configuration for option #6
could be counterproduct. . 2 to the goals of habitat .25toration at the site. Mr. Dinicola stated that
the beach has not been designated as a public beach. Mr. Murphy said that this should be clearly
stated, and asked if the proposed configuration would provide capacity through 2013. Ms.
Slatnick said no, but that it will help to meet the dredged material placement need. Mr. Limpe
noted that Talbot County has expressed interest in a recreational beach at Poplar.

Mr. Nichols stated that he would like to investigate the Poplar area more thoroughly
before commenting on the new proposal. He said that he is skeptical regarding the benefits at
Poplar Harbor and of stabilizing Jefferson Island and needs more information. He also stated
that he would most likely prefer raising the dikes to lateral expansion.

Mr. Harman stated that MDE is in a difficult position, because although there do seem to
be benefits to the new proposal, more information is needed. Mr. Limpert stated that DNR
would consider further exploration of options worthwhile if the proposed configurations lie
within the historic footprint of Poplar Island.

Ms. Slatnick stated that further research would be conducted. Mr. Storms agreed that
further investigation into the relationship of the proposed option #6 footprint to the original
footprint of Poplar Island would be needed.

5.0  Option Presentations Rebecca Halloran

Ms. Halloran presented PowerPoint presentations of the following options: the Inner
Harbor sites; the Upper Bay island sites: Mines and Quarries; and Sparrows Point. Ms. Aiosa
asked for clarification on the floating dike concept mentioned in the Sparrows Point presentation.
A floating dike includes a wider base and the use of geotextile in the foundation due to the soft
foundation found at Sparrows Point.

6.0  Next Meeting Melissa Slatnick
The next meeting is scheduled for July 24, 2002. However. the meeting may not be

necessary. A summary of the Executive Committee meeting scheduled for June 19th will be
distributed to the BEWG, and based upon the outcome of that meeting a decision will be made as




to w hether or not the July BEWG meeting will be held. Ms Statnick thanked the participant

their attendance
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DRAFT
SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
BAY ENHANCEMENT WORKING GROUP MEETING
December 3. 10:00 AM

The Bay Enhancement Working Group (BEWG) held a meeting on December 3. 2001 at the
Maryland Environmental Service's Main Conference Room. Annapolis. MD. The results of the
meeting are documented in this meeting summary.

Attendees:

Chesapeake Bay Foundation (CBF): Jenn Aiosa

DMMP Citizen’s Advisory Committee: Greg Kappler

EA Engineering, Science and Technology. Inc.: (EA): Frank Pine

EPA Philadelphia Office (EPA): Ralph Spagnolo

Gahagan & Bryant Assoc. (GBA): Dennis Urso, RF Thomas

Maryland Charter Boat Association (MCBA): Russ Green

Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE): Charles Poukish. Matthew Rowe. Chris
Luckett

Maryland Department of Natural (MDNR): Ray Dintaman, Roland Limpert. Tom O’ Conrell
Maryland Environmental Service (MES): Cecelia Donovan, Tammy Banta. Christine Chulick.,
Melissa Slatnick (facilitator), Rebecca Halloran, Erika Kehne. Kelly Cohun

Maryland Geological Survey (MGS): Jeff Halka

Maryland Port Administration (MPA): David Bibo., Nathaniel Brown. Bill Lear, Stephen
Storms, John Vasina

National Marine Fisheries Service, Habitat Conservation (NMFS): John Nichols

NOAA, Chesapeake Bay Field Office: Loweil Bahner, Peter Hill

UBCC: Don Marani

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS): Dan Murphy

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Eastern Neck Island: Martin Kaenny

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District (CENAB): Mark Mendelsohn. Mimi

Bistany
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District (CENAP): Chip DePrefontaine

The following participating organizations were invited to attend. but were not represented:

Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland Waterman's  Association, Maryland Saltwater
Sportsfisherman’s Association.

Action Items:

1. Frank Pine (EA) will provide a revised draft copy of Table 1 (Environmental
Parameters to be considered for the Site Ranking) to the Working Group for review in
advance of the next meeting.

A meeting summary will be provided to the Working Group members for review prior
1o distribution at the Citizens and Management Committee meetings.

3. A revised meeting schedule will be provided to the Working Group members.

!\)



4. A meeting announcement for the January 22. 2002 meeting would be issued m carly
January 2002,

Statements for the Record:

There were no Statements for the Record presented at this meetng.
1.0 Introductions Melissa Slatnick

Ms. Slatnick welcomed the group and hosted introductions of the meeting participants.
The group collectively decided to bring the Discussion on Revised Environmental Screening
Criteria for Option Evaluation to the beginning of the agenda.

2.0  Meeting Summary Melissa Slatnick

Ms. Slatnick informed the group that the October 16, 2001 meeting summary had bec»
finalized and distributed to the Citizens Advisory Committee for information. Ms. Slatnick
further explained that future meeting summaries would be more concisc and include only action
items, statcments for the record and main issues of the mccting. Ms. Slatnick requested that
participants identify whether they would like any discussions rccorded as a statement for the
record.

3.0 Discussion on Revised Environmental Frank Pine / Dick Thomas
Screening Criteria

Mr. Thomas began with an overview of the option ranking process, referring to the
handout entitled “Draft Overview of the Ranking Process”. Mr. Thomas explained that the
options would first be ranked based on the environmental paramcters, and then the economic and
capacity components of each option would be added. In response to Jeff Halka's question
concerning the range of capacity for some options. Mr. Thomas explained that the environmental
ranking considerations would not change based on the option's capacity. Mr. Thomas further
explained that each option would be ranked based on a single alignment / capacity. with the
footnote that other alignments are available. Mr. Thomas reminded the group that the purposc of
the ranking matrix is to help organize the options.

Dr. Pine distributed the handout entitled “Description of the Parameters” and noted that
the purpose of today’s discussion was to further develop the environmental screening parameters;
the weighting factors for the environmental screening parameters will be addressed at the next
meeting. Dan Murphy stated that the positive effects of a placement project should also be taken
into account. Dr. Pine concurred and replied that the BEWG will have to see how the rankings
begin to fall out, and then start to look closer at the positive benefits. Dr. Pine emphasized that
the ranking is an ordering process, not an elimination process. Mr. Halka further stated that the
same system worked well to move the process of the Upper Bay Islands forward.

The group agreed to add turbidity to the water quality parameters, and evaluate each
water quality parameter separately: dissolved oxygen, nutrient enrichment, contaminants, and
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turbidity. Ralph Spagnolo recommended that the word “toxics” be replaced by “contaminants”

Mr. Spagnolo asked whether the groundw ater paramete eferred 10 existing conditions
the conditions brought about by placement. He suggested dome an existing conditton evaluation
then an impact evaluation. After some discusston. the group decided to look at the existing watet
quality at a site. and remove the word “potential” from the parameter description.  John Nichols
asked if the paraneters would include effects to the salt wedge. Dr. Pine stated yes.

r

Additional changes to the environmental parameters discussed by the group included
removing “effects on circulation™ from the hydrodynamic effects parameter, and removing
“potential” from the sediment quality parameter. Instead, sediment quality will be evaluated to
determine whether it is already contaminated. Ms. Aiosa requested clarification on the definition
of contaminated sediment; Mr. Halka answered that the Inner Harbor site s are the only options
with potentially contaminated sediments.

Likewise, Mr. Spagnolo recommended that benthic community and habitat be separated
into two parameters: the benthic IBI could be assumed if information was not availuble and
evaluations could be made whether benthic habitat was present. The group also collectively
agreed that “potential ™ should be removed from the plankton community parameter.

A discussion of the use of the evaluation parameters included globally removing the word
‘potential’ from the description of resources. A review of the narameters and their meaning was
conducted. The +1, -1, O designations were reviewed. A +1 meant that the environmental
resource would not be negatively impacted by the project, usually due to existing impairment or
because that resource doesn’t exist — (in discussion it was suggested that this could also designate
the expected improvement of a resource through beneficial use). A designation of 0 means that
an evaluation cannot be completed given the information available, or that little impact is
expected. A -1 means that the resource is present, valuable, and would be negatively impacted
by the project. Mr. Spagnolo noted that there was mixing of the existing conditions and impacts
evaluation in the table text. This was acknowledged. but is being done as a way of getting the
options ranked based on available information. Ms. Donovan pointed out that performing a few
evaluations might help the group understand how the system works. and that issues could be
resolved after utilizing the ranking a few times.

The group requested that the commercial harvested species and habitat parameters
include both fish and shellfish, and include utilization and potential utilization for recreational
fishing as a factor for consideration. John Nichols recommended separating the fish spawning
and rearing parameter into two separate parameters. Dr. Pine further suggested that specific
species and/or type (i.e. anadromous, catadramous, EFH, RTE) also be sub-listed. Jeff Halka
recommended that NMFS be consulted to develop this sub list. Mr. Nichols offered the
consideration that finfish and crab over wintering may need to also be evaluated. Mr. Spagnolo
recommended that SAV and shallow water habitat be divided into separate parameters. Dan
Murphy suggested that the waterfowl use parameter be separated into wading bird use and
shorebird use. Furthermore, Mr. Murphy recommended that nesting also be a factor considered

for the avian parameters.




In response to Mr. Spagnolo’s question regarding whether air emissions should he
included in the screenmyg critena. Dr. Pine replied that wir e ns would be sated i the
NEPA level.

4.0 Recommendations for Additional Near Term Options Dave Bibo

Mr. Murphy stated that USFWS suggested looking at Barren Island. Lower Eastern Nceek
Island. James Island. and Holland Island. in that order. Mr. Bibo reminded the group that the
MPA has requested any additional recommendations for consideration of additional Near Term
Options.

5.0  Option Updates
Barren Island Melissa Slatnick

Ms. Slatnick stated that the alignments have been re-developed because they
intruded on a charted natural oyster (NOB 23-2). The alignments are now shifted south
and breakwaters have been added to protect the northern portion of the island. Ms.
Slatnick reminded the group members that the current layout of the alignments is guided
by bathymetry, and should only be viewed as a “place holder”. It is likely that the shape
of the alignments will change based on study findings.

Mr. Murphy questioned the size of the alignment because it goes beyond the
historic footprint. Mr. Nichols stated that NMFS would support going outside the historic
footprint.

Sharps Island Melissa Slatnick
Ms. Slatnick stated that Sharps Island has become an option for evaluation, and
MES is currently performing a literature search and review to evaluate any existing

information. Ms. Slatnick requested that anyone with information on Sharps Island send
it to her attention.

Parsons Island / Lower Eastern Neck Island Tammy Banta

Ms. Banta stated that the Task Force met in October 2001. The Task Force
members requested that a “with and without project” scenario and additional alignments
for Parsons Island be completed. The Task Force met again in November 2001 and MES
presented the findings of the “with and without project” scenario. New alignments for
Parsons Island were also presented. The Task Force agreed that habitat restoration
projects at both Parsons Island and LENI are still possible using modified alignments that
provided minimal impact to the resources. Plans are underway for the resource agencies
to meet with MPA and Task Force members to develop additional alignments.
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Thin lLavering Dick Thomas
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Mr. Thomas stated that the Universtiy of Marvland s using satefhte mages to
map wetlands. Studies will be undertihen of 4 few hundred wetlands. A meeting will be
held with University officials to determine how many cubic vards of dredged matenal the
wetlands can accept on a vearly basis. The equipment needed and the application will
have to be looked at. The feasibility of the equipment and cost will be looked at. as well.

Mr. Thomas stated that the Aztec Development Corporation has done this
procedure at golf courses in Louisiana by spraying the dredged material over wetlands.
Mr. Nichols mentioned that the technology is being considered for usc in the Blackwater
Refuge by CENAB (contact Steve Kopecky). Mr. Mendelsohn further noted that Doug
Scott is the WES contact for thin layer placement (TLP).

Future Work Group Activities Melissa Slatnick

Ms. Slatnick reviewed the BEWG Meeting Schedule handout and noted that 1t
was important to understand the relevance of having the ranking completed by the
summer of 2002 in ordcr to prepare the Legislative Report. Ms. Slatnick thanked the
participants for their attendance, and indicated a meeting announcement for the January
22. 2002 meeting would be issued in early January.
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SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROG RAM
BAY ENHANCEMENT WORKING GROUP MEETING
July 25,2002 10:00 AM

The Bay Enhancement Working Group (BEWG) meton July 25,2002 at the Maryland
Port Administration’s Conference Room 233, Point Breeze. Baltimore. MD. The results
of the meeting are documented 1n this meeting summary.

Attendees:

EA Engineering, Science and Technology, Inc. (EA): Jane Boraczek. Frank Pine.
Peggy Derrick

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA): Ralph Spagnolo

Gahagan & Bryant Assoc. (GBA): Walter Dinicola

M&N: Kristen Gaumer. Pete Kotulak, Mike Herrman

Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE): Charlie Poukish

Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR): Ray Dintaman. Dave Brinker
Maryland Environmental Service (MES): Rebecca Halloran (facilitator). Cece
Donovan, Tammy Banta, Melissa Slatnick. Karen Cushman, Erika Kehne, Kelly Cohun
Maryland Geological Survey: Jeff Halka

Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Stephen Storms. Nathaniel Brown

National Marine Fisheries Service, Habitat Conservation (NMFS): John Nichols, Stan
Gorski

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA): Rich Takacs

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS): Dan Murphy

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District (CENAB): Mimi Bistany

The following participating organizations were invited 10 attend, but were not
represented: Chesapeake Bay Foundation; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia
District; Aberdeen Proving Ground: Maryland Port Administration/DMMP Citizens’
Advisory Committee: U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service Blackwater National Wildlife
Refuge; Maryland Charter Boat Association: Maryland Saltwater Sportsfisherman’s
Association; Maryland Watermen's Association: Upper Bay Charter Boat Association:
University of Maryland Center for Environmental Studies.

Action Items:

L. The score for waterfowl use at Site 170 will be changed from 0 to 0 on the
ranking matrix, per Mr. Murphy’s findings that there is waterfowl use in the area
surrounding Site 170, and therefore there may or may not be waterfow] use at Site
170 uself.

The BEWG agreed that the environmental scores on Parsons Island would not
change for SAV and HAPC and that Parsons would not be identified on the option
list as a preferred option for further study at this point in time. However, they
agreed that further studies on Parsons Island should be conducted as long as they
did not detract from studies of potential options that have already been added to
the preferred list.

I




EA and MES wiil look at resources in the area and provide maps of clam and crab

resources around Poplar Island 1 refatron to fateral expansion option 6 for
presentation at the next BEWG meeting in \ugust..
CENAB will uddress cumuilative effecis of  dredged  muaten lacement

throughout the Bayv i therr DNMMP ELIS.  In particutar. this wiil address the
cumulative amount of Bay bottom covered 1f various options are initiated.

The BEWG agreed that the environmental scores on Poplar Modification —laterat
expansion 6 would not change and that 1t would not be 1dentified on the option list
as a preferred option for further study at this pomt in time. However. they agreed
that further studies should be conducted as long as they did not detract from
studies of potential options that have already been added to the preferred list.
MPA / MES will invite representatives from the Patapsco Backrver Tributary
Team to atiend the next BEWG meeting on August 21,

BEWG agreed to look into identifying additional Harbor options for further
environmental consideraton.

BEWG requested information from MPA about potenual additional Harbor
options. MPA/MES will distribute information on the Inner Harbor sites to the
BEWG for discussion purposes prior to the next BEWG meeting on August 21st.
MDE will consult the shellfish certification to investigate clamming in the vicinity
of Site 170.

Statements for the Record:

1.0

2.0

I.

Mr. Nichols stated for the record that it is the position of his organization that the
ranking matrix accurately reflects environmental issues and natural resources at
this time, and therefore scores should not be changed.

Welcome and Global Information Rebecca Halloran

Ms. Halloran welcomed the group and introduced herself as the new facilitator for
BEWG meetings.

Ms. Halloran reviewed the status of the action items from the June BEWG
meeting, stating which had been completed. She updated the group on clamming
in Site 170, citing information provided by a member of the Maryland
Watermen’s Association.

Charlie Poukish stated that he would consult the shellfish certification section at
MDE to investigate clamming in the vicimty of Site 170.

Dredged Material Management Program (DMMP) Updates

Ms. Slatnick informed the group that the Executive Committee met on June o™,
and that Don Bosch had provided an update on the DN'MP and reported on the
preferred list. MPA presented interactive spreadsheets for review of the sites
under consideration. Greg Kappler provided an update on the Citizens’

.
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Ms. Bistany explained the process by which the mid Bay islunds will be selected

for further study by the Corps. She also I that Poplar Ishand 1~ wded
among the mid Bay slands because there N & I oautho [he
stands that will be included in the sciecti ocess dre Sharps. |1 1* i

Barren. and Lower Eastern Neck Islands. Dr. Storms noted that Hollund Island 15
not included on the short list.

Ms. Halloran stated that the June 16" matrix deadline has been amended. and that
any changes made to the matrix will be incorporated as they are made and
considered for the 2002 Legislative Report.

3.0 Review of Re' ronse to John Williams Rebecca Halloran

Ms. Halloran reviewed the three responses that were drafted for BEWG in
response to John Williams' comments on the environmental scoring and asked 1f
there were any comments. There were no changes suggested and BEWG
recommended the responses be forwarded to Mr. Williams.

Ms. Halloran informed the group that the score for waterfowl use at Site 170
would be changed from 0 to 0 on the ranking matrix. The change is made in
response to Mr. Murphy’s findings that there is waterfowl use in the arca
surrounding Site 170, and therefore there may or may not be waterfowl use at Site
170 itself.

4.0 Discussion on Parsons Island Tammy Banta
Ms. Banta presented an update and history on Parsons Island studies.

Mr. Kotulak gave a presentation on hydrodynamic and sedimentation modeling of
the Parsons Island alignments. Mr. Nichols asked if erosion of the original island
were reduced, would accretion of the shelf to the east side of the island that
supports SAV also be reduced. Mr. Kotulak responded that accretion would not
be reduced significantly because the winds that affect erosion come mainly from
the SW.

Ms. Boraczek gave a presentation showing composite SAV in the vicinity of
Parsons Island overlayed with hydrodynamic and sedimentation models and
alignments, which were designed to avoid historic SAV. Mr. Nichols noted
concern that the project would change the substrate and affect the ability of SAV
to grow, noting that SAV cannot grow well in clay. Mr. Spagnolo asked if the
island would accrete over time to eventually build up to land. He also questioned
whether the model computes the amount of clay over time, or if it is static. Mr.
Kotulak responded that the amount of clay is unknown. Mr. Spagnolo asked if
over time enough clay would accrete to bury SAV. Mr. Halka responded that
only a fraction of a millimeter of clay would accrete, and that it would be unlikely
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Committee and Secretary Fox commended the group on their efforts 1n the
DMMP process. The Executive Committee is scheduled to meet again in October
or November to review the Draft lfeaislaive  Report and  tinalize  thewr
recommendations

\Ms. Halloran informed the group that the Citizens” Committee met on July 10",
and had advised the MPA to move forward with studies of short list options
before the Legislative Report. At that meeting. Jeff Halka presented a report on
the sediments behind the Susquehanna Dam. The Citizens' Committee also saw
the presentation on Poplar Island Modification #6 and is supportive of it.
Participants also learned of a new MPA website titled “Safe Passage™. and
received updates on the DMMP process and DMMP meetings.

Jeff Halka informed the group that at the July 17" Management Committee
meeting an update was provided on the ranking matrix. The committee expressed
concerns about the capacity shortfall for the Inner Harbor asked BEWG to
reevaluate Inner Harbor options based on environmental aspects.

Ms. Derrick provided an update on the sensitivity analysis conducted by EA. In
response to a question at the last BEWG meeting. a sensitivity analysis was
conducted by combining multiple ranking parameters. and the results showed that
the combined parameters did not change scores significantly enough to shift the
rank of options. Ms. Derrick stated that the scoring process has proven to be
robust, but if the group has an interest in testing other combinations of
parameters, a new sensitivity analysis can be conducted.

Dr. Storms informed the group that the County Commissioners of Dorchester
County met on July 16" Mr. Frank Hamons provided an update regarding the
James and Barren Island dredge material restoration projects. The presentation
was received favorably by the public and the commissioners. who see the projects
as a good way to provide shoreline stabilization for the islands.  The
Commissioners would like to tour Poplar Island to observe an example of what
might occur at James or Barren, and they arc also urging the MPA to select both
james and Barren Islands. Mr. Hamons explained that there are several
considerations, including budget constraints, which will determine which projects
will move forward.

Dr. Storms stated that the MPA is working with Ms. Bistany from the Corps to
provide a draft project management plan (PMP) for mid Bay islands. It has been
approved by the Corps and is still under review and awaiting approval by MPA.
There is significant support for a mid Bay island project that would be a
State/Federal cost share project. The Management and Citizens’ Committees see
the selection of the options as a rational choice. There were members of the
Citizens Committee who hesitated to support mid Bay island options until they
hear from County officials, but they agreed not to vote down moving forward
with studies of the sites.




DRAFT

been approved for further study. Mr. Nichols expressed that it 1s not the
responsibility of the BEWG 10 “groom”™ the ranking matnx to fivor speeific
projects tor NEPA. It s the responsibitins of the BEWG to recomn end wh
projects are the least environmentathy sing. and 1t s the postion ol

NMES that the current scores retlect environmental 1ssues and resources

Dr. Storms stated that the Port is asking for additional information on Parsons.
and Mr. Spagnolo responded that only certain projects are being targeted to:
additional research. Ms. Donovan stated that information is being gathered for
those projects that the BEWG identified as needing additional information. M.
Spagnolo stated that all options should be compared. Mr. Nichols stated that
while he agrees that environmental impacts should be minimized, he does not
support rejecting the original group consensus. A diverse selection of options was
chosen for the preferred list to accommodate changes in information that could
eliminate a project. Mr. Spagnolo suggested approving further studies of Parsons
Island, but not approving adding it to the short list of preferred options, to which
Mr. Nichols agreed. so long as further studies of Parsons do not detract form
studies of other options already on the short list. Ms. Banta stated that the BEWG
needs to define the studies that will be conducted.

Ms. Boraczek explained that if SAV and HAPC were changed for scoring. the
score for Parsons would shift from 12 to 10, but its position in relation to other
islands on the preferred list of options would not shift.

Poplar Option #6 Update Steve Storms

Dr. Storms informed the group that at the July 17" Management Committee
meeting, there was a discussion of Poplar Option #6. He stated that from the
MPA’s point of view, the goal of Option #6 is to provide extra “bridge” capacity
until other projects are under operation. Option #6 could potentially benefit SAV.
turtles, and create non-recreational beach habitat. There was a discussion of the
historic footprint, and one alignment falls outside of the 1848 footprint. Mr.
Halka pointed out that it is necessary to look beyond the historic footprint issue to
the other benefits that will be offered by the project.

Mr. Murphy asked whether or not Option #6 would include dike raising. Mr.
Storms responded that the Corps has always intended to go forward with dike
raising, and it was included in the original Environmental Assessment. Ms.
Bistany added that the Corps is investigating the possibility of raising the dikes 10
35 fi, but that it is a plan that will require a full NEPA process as part of the
existing project authorization.

Mr. Murphy asked what the gap would be when there is a capacity deficit. Mr.
Dinicola responded that it would be 3-5 years. Ms. Slainick noted that both dike
raising and lateral expansion would be necessary due to annual placement
requirements. Mr. Dinicola stated that the largest lateral expansion alignment of




RN

that SAV would be buried. Mike Herrman stated that there would be ua significant
reduction of erosion of clays. if clavs are even present (the model does not
indicate what type of substrate 1 presenti. Erosion rates o the island
caleulated from eroston rates of the whole Bay.

Mr. Nichols asked where the island 15 in relation to the productive parts of the
nearby oyster bar. Ms. Boraczek stated that the productive parts of the oyster bar
are outside the project area.

Mr. Murphy asked whether or not reach channels would be dredged to the project.
or if the water is deep enough to facilitate that movement of boats through the
surrounding waters. Ms. Boraczek responded that 16-ft channels would most
likely be placed close to the island.

Mr. Nichols stated that sediment accretion does not affect oyster bars and there 1s
no evidence of accretion on bars around Parsons. He also noted that the charter
boat industry targets oyster bars in the Eastern Bay for recreational fishing.

Mr. Murphy asked if projections are being made to show how long the various
alignments will preserve the life of Parsons Island. Ms. Banta responded that the
current projections show the island becoming extinct within 62 years. Additional
studies would be needed to determine an answer to the long term life if one of the
restoration projects were undertaken.

Ms. Donovan stated that the BEWG is using information from studies already
done on Parsons, while at the same time determining if additional studies need to
be conducted. Mr. Nichols stated that he does not think that re-scoring 1s
appropriate and Mr. Spagnolo agreed. Mr. Nichols asked for clarification in the
needed capacity at Parsons. Ms. Banta responded that subcontractors had drafted
alignments with a minimum of 4.0 mcy of capacity, as determined by ideas
generated during BEWG meetings. John Nichols stated that since an alignment
could be selected that would impact the 30-year SAV., a score of —I should apply.
Dr. Storms responded that the alignments selected would be those that did not
impact SAV. Ms. Kehne also noted that the VIMS SAV maps have a margin of
error of 75 feet.

In response to a question about the capacity of the Parsons alignments, Ms. Banta
explained that the capacity ranges from 6.2 mcy for Alignment #4 to 6.7 mcy for
Alignment #5A. Mr. Murphy reminded the group that it is the position of the
resource agencies to keep the capacity at a maximum of 4.0 mcy.

Dr. Storms reminded the group that although Parsons is not included on the
preferred options list. there is a strong show of interest from the owners of the
island and from the public to pursue Parsons. He asked the group what could be
done so that the BEWG could tell the Management Committee that Parsons has
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considering proposing an additional entirely new option for Sparrows Pomnt. and
possibly a new option altogether. which could include creation of fastland mside
the Harbor. and which MPA understands Fre o sientfieant it "

Dr. Storms stated that he did not have any detimite proposuls to present. but thal
he wanted the BEWG to be aware of the cefforts being made to find additional
options to meet the capacity need. The MPA is not counting on the process
options (e.g.. Cox Creek) to meet those needs.

Dr. Storms stated that the Management Committee usked the BEWG what could
be done to improve the scores of Sparrows and Sollers to raise their ranking on
the preferred list. Mr. Nichols disagreed and expressed his concern that the
matrix couir .ppear to have been muripulated to show preference to certain
options. He also expressed concerns about the need to cap Inner Harbor matenal
and stated that all wetlands should be constructed out of clean material or should
be capped and that he would recommend that an upland component be added to
Sparrows.

Dr. Storms suggested that one approach would be to place elean material on top
of contaminated material, and that another approach would be to place
contaminated material adjacent to elean material that would be used for wetland
development. with no hydraulic connection between the two. Mr. Nichols stated
that his agency was hoping to have the entire Sparrows Point project consist of
wetland development. Dr. Storms suggested that maybz unother category could
be added for wetlands at Sparrows, and stated that he was open to suggestions.

Ms. Cushman provided an update on the Inner Harbor sites, stating that new
information from studies that are currently underway will be available soon.

Ms. Halloran asked if there were any suggestions on how to address the
Management Committee’s request to investigate additional options for the Inner
Harbor. Mr. Spagnolo suggested that other options be looked at for Sparrows.
rather than Deadship Anchorage and Thoms Cove due to their low rankings. Mr.
Nichols stated that Deadship Anchorage and Thoms Cove have relatively healthy
bottom habitat for a harbor environment, so he agreed to foeus on other solutions
at Sparrows Point. Ms. Banta asked if Sparrows will meet the capacity need, and
Dr. Storms responded that it will not currently, but that the current plans for
Sparrows combined with additional plans for Sparrows may meet the need. Ms.
Donovan asked Mr. Nichols if he would prefer utilization of fastland, and he
responded that he would. and added that upland areas do not necessarily have to
be adjacent to the shoreline. Ms. Boraczek noted that Sparrows is ranked high
because of the benefit it will provide to resources: Sollers is contentious due to
issues of environmental justice.

Ms. Halloran asked if the BEWG would like to form a working group to discuss
additional options at Sparrows Point. Mr. Murphy suggested that the BEWG
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1000 acres could mcet the capacity need. Mr. Kotulak gave a presentation on
hydrodynamic modeling with Option #6.

In response to Dr. Storms™ inquiry ds 10 4 hether the BEWG should recommend
Option #6 for further studv. Mr. Nichols stated that hc supports  the
recommendation. but that the resources in the vicinity of Poplar need to be
carefully considered. Ms. Boraczek stated that she had studied the resources n
the area 5-6 vears ago for NEPA. MES will provide the rcsulting resource maps

to the BEWG.

Mr. Spagnolo asked the group to note that the discussion about the Poplar Island
engineering article that was handed out and the costs are wrong. There was a
discussion on whether ocean dumping as an option was eliminated, due to
political and economic reasons. Mr. Don Bosch had stated at the Management
Committee meeting that the state cabinet does not support ocean placement. Mr.
Nichols asked where ocean placement was ranked by BEWG. Dr. Storms
responded that MPA would still continue to investigate ocean placement as an
option, and that studies are underway. Poplar Option #6 will not bc placcd on the
preferred list, but is approved for continued studies. Ms. Donovan statcd that the
specific studies requested by BEWG need to be identified.

Mr. Spagnolo stated that if studies on Poplar Option #6 would result in a
supplemental EIS, the purpose and the need should reflect the desire to gain
dredged material placement capacity. He asked if ongoing studies include
dredging needs. Dr. Storms answered that they will include dredging needs. but
that the focus would be on only Alignment #6.

Mr. Spagnolo noted that an ultimate question is how much Bay bottom will be
filled by all of the projects combined. Ms. Bistany stated that the Corps is also
conducting a DMMP, and cumulative effects of placement throughout thc Bay
will be determined in the NEPA process.

Mr. Kotulak pointed out that the rocks used to construct projects should be
considered as substrate for oysters, etc. Mr. Nichols responded that while the
rocks provide habitat for many species. they do not provide benefits to all
resources (e.g., clams).

Focus on Harbor Options Steve Storms

Mr. Dinicola showed a spreadsheet that had been presented at the Management
Committee meeting, which highlights capacity needs for both Bay sediments and
for Inner Harbor sediments. Dr. Storms noted that the preferred list of options
includes only two potential Inner Harbor options, Sparrows Point and Sollers
Point. The MPA would like to propose two additional Inner Harbor options
because Sparrows and Sollers will not meet the Inner Harbor capacity need, and
there will be a deficit for Inner Harbor material beginning in 2009. The MPA is
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work on the issue as a whole group. Mr. Spagnolo stated that he would agree t

discuss additional options at Sparrow < if the Bl WG would agree to keep in nun
the 1dea of reducing the placement need. M S A reminded the P thut
Is not s »‘,'_‘)n.\ihll 0 e BEWG 0 | red ¢ necd. Ol [

MPA can keep the BEWG informed ot eftorts to reduee n ed.

atives from the Patapsco Backriver Tributary
estions for potential Inner Harbor
Id be useful and an

Mr. Pine suggested invitimg represent
Team to the next BEWG meeting to offer sugg
options. There was a consensus that their presence wou
invitation will be extended.

Mr. Halka asked if the MPA could distribute information to the BEWG pnor to
the next meeting regarding any discussions that have occurred about Inner Harbor
sites. and Dr. Storms agreed that he would distribute information prior to the
meeting. Ms. Donovan suggested that the BEWG read and comment on the

information prior to the next meeting.

Next Meeting Rebecca Halloran

The next meeting will take place on August 21, 2002 at 10AM at the Marylund

Port Administration.




State of Maryland DMMP Information

Appendix B-3

Sample of Technical Data and Worksheets
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Table 1 Environmental Parameters To Be Considered For The Site Ranking

Column | Parameter | Factors resulting in +1 Factors resulting in 0 Factors Resulting in g
#
3 Dissolved e Haus potential to improve DO (e.g. raising e Not enough/inconclusive data OR 1= I’olc}niurl I'nrrlnn;' term ﬁcgulivc
oxygen (DO) the bottom above the pycnocline) e No potential Tor long-term negative impact to DO from project

impact to DO from project
o Not Applicable
4 Nutrient e No 41 condition identified e Not enough/inconclusive data OR e Potential Tor increased fong-term

enrichment e No potential for long-term nutrient nutrient enrichment lrom project
enrichment from project

e Not Applicable

5 Turbidity e Potential for improvements to existing e Not cnough/inconclusive data OR e Potential long e ...,W
water clarity Irom project development e No potential for long-term increase in turbidity Trom project
(ex. by stopping crosion) turbidity from project
e Not Applicable
0 Salinity e No +1 condition identified e Not enough/inconclusive modeling o Changes to regional .Illn_i[_)-l———
results expected from project
e No changes to regional salinity
expected
o Not Applicable
7 Groundwater e Project provides a bullering potential (e.g. | ® Not enough/inconclusive data OR e Potential negative nnpact on
to acid mine drainage) or could otherwise | o No potential negative impact on groundwater from project
improve existing groundsater quality groundwater from project
e Not Applicable
8 Benthic e Project has potential to improve existing e Not enovgh/inconclusive data OR e Long-term impacts to benthos
Community benthic habitat (ex. clevating the bottom e No potential to further degrade the within or immediately adjacent
above the pycnocline or capping benthic community within or 1o project are expected
contaminated material) immediately adjacent to project

e Not Applicable

Key for Buse Evaluation: +1=potential to protect or enhance existing conditions; I=potential for .\'ig/{iji(um pru(m'Ii(m/cnlumrcnwm: -I=potentiad o gt rhe existing resoune
-1= potential for significant negative impacts; 0=not enough or conclusive evidence to make definitive evaluation. 0=No potential negative impacts to cxisting resonrces: 0=N
because there is no potential for the resource 1o occur at the site. Fite: Modified Table T Parameters 03 08 02 (-3 dog il
2002 DRAIY
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Table 1 Environmental Parameters To Be Considered For The Site Ranking
Column Parameter Factors resulting in +1 Factors resulting in 0 llect()l':l{—(:slulting in -1 T
#

9 Shallow Water | o Project will protect or enhance existing e Not enough/inconclusive data OR Potential Tor negative impact or
habitat (<0.6 ft Shallow Water Habitat (SWH) ¢ No potential to negatively impact conversion ol existing SWH
which is Tier 11 existing SWH from project
& Tier 11l SAV o Not Applicable
habitat) -

10 SAV e Protection or enhancement of existing e Not enough/inconclusive data OR Potential Tor negative impact to
(Tier I) SAV arcas would occur due to ¢ No potential for negative impacts to Tier I SAV o habitat Trom
project development SAV from project project

e Not Applicable

11 Tidal Wetlands | o Protection or enhancement of existing e Not enough/inconclusive data Potential I'(Timp.m or alterations

(Existing) natural tidal wetlands from project e No potential for negative impacts to to natural tdal wetlands rom
development natural tidal wetlands Irom project project developiment
e Not Applicable

12 Non-tidal e Protection or enhancement of existing e Not enough/inconclusive data Potential Tor imipact or alterations
Wetlands natural non-tidal wetlands from project e No potential for negative impacts to to natural non tidal wetlands
(Existing) development natural non-tidal wetlands from from project development

project
e Not Applicable

13 Finfish e Protection or enhancement ol existing e Not enough/inconclusive data OR Potential Tor nevative mpacts o
spawning anadromous lish spawning habitat e No potential for negative impacts to anadromons sl spawning
habitat predicted Itom project anadromous fish spawning habitat habitat Irom project

predicted from project
e Not Applicable

Key for Base Evaluation: +!=potential to protect or enhance existing conditions; I=potential for significant protection/enhancenent; -1 =potential to inipact the existing resource
-1= potential for significant negative impacts; 0=not cnough or conclusive evidence to make dcﬁmuvlc c\'uluul“mn: '()=No potential negative impacts to existing resources: 0N
IFile: Modified Table | Parameters 03 08 02 (=) doo

because there is no potential for the resource to oceur at the site.

2002 DRAFT

Augnst




DRAFT page 3of 9

Table 1 Environmental Parameters To Be Considered For The Site Ranking

1 ———— SN

Column | Parameter Factors resulting in +1 Factors resulting in 0 Factors Resulting in -1
F =
14 Finfish rearing | o Protection or enhancement of existing e Not enough/inconclusive data OR e Potential Tor impacts 1o
habitat anadromous fish or forage fish rearing e No potential for negative impacts o anadromous hsh or forage
habitat predicted from project young ol anadromous species or species rearing predicted Trom
forage specics predicted Trom project project

e Not Applicable

15 Larval e No +1 condition identilied e Not enough/inconclusive data or e Potential disturbauce of Up-Bay
Transport modeling migration ol younyg of
e Site does not lie within or will not marine/high mesohaline species
inMuence an area critical to Up-Bay or Down-Bay nigration of carly
Migration ol young ol marine/high life stages of anadromous
mesohaline species or Down-Bay species Trom project

migration of carly lile stages of
anadromous species

¢ Not Applicable

10 Essential Fish e Project has potential o protect or enhance | @ Not enough/inconclusive data OR o Potential for impact to EFIT or

Habitat (EFH) existing EFH (as delined by the e No potential for impact to I Tor forage specics that could cause
Magnuson-Stevens Act) regionally important species or population level etliects on
forage species from project regionally important marine
¢ Not Applicable species Irom project

17 Commercially e Project has potential to protect or cnhance | o Not enough/inconclusive data OR o Current/enisting commercial
Harvested existing commercial harvesting arcas or e No negative impacts to commercial finlish or shelltish harvesting
Species and shellfish beds harvesting arcas are predicted Irom arcas within or immediately
LRt a0 (fish project adfacent to project and potential
and shellfish) e Not Applicable negative impacts wre expected

Key for Base Evaluation: +1=potential to protect or enhanc: existing cox.\dilioqs; I=potential for significant pn»{u('n‘mz/cnhum'cm‘cnl; ; I:p\)lc!lli.ll o impact the existing 1esoure
-1= potential for significant negative impacts; 0=not enough or conclusive evidence to make definitive evaluation. 0=No potential negative impacts 1o existing resources: 0=N
because there is no potential for the resource to occur at the site. File: Modified Table 1 Parameters 03 08 02(EA).doc AU
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Table 1 Environmental Parameters To

Be Considered For The Site Ranking

— e e e e

Column Parameter Factors resulting in +1 Factors resulting in 0 Factors Resnlting in -1
#
18 Thermal e Project would protect or enhance existing Not enough/inconclusive data e Potential for impacts 10 over
Refuge finfish or blue crab over wintering habitat No impacts to finfish or blue crab wintering habitat from project
over wintering habitat expected from
project
Not Applicable
19 Recreational ¢ Project has potential to protect or enhance Not enough/inconclusive data OR e Impacts to angler ntilization
Fishery existing recreational fishing resources No impacts to recreational lishing expected Troni project
expected from project
Not Applicable
20 Protected ¢ Project has potential to protect or enhance Not enough/inconclusive data OR o Presence of R o SSPRA and
species (RTE) existing natural R'TE habitat or RTE RTE are transients to site and/or no potential pegatiy ¢ inpacts from
nesting or Sensitive Species Project negative impacts to RTE or SSPRA project
Review Arca (SSPRA). expected from project
[Excludes: Colonial water bird, waterfowl, Not Applicable
and special non-tidal wetlands, which are
scored separately].
21 Habitat of e Project has potential to protect or enhance Not enough/inconclusive data OR e Project lies within au arca that
Particular existing HAPC (as defined by the Project does not constitute HAPC and provides HAPC tor regionally
Concern Magnuson-Stevens Act) for regionally no potential for negative tmpact to IMPOrLant marme species
(HAPC) important marine species (specifically HAPC is expected (summer Honndery and potential
summer flounder) within or adjacent to Not Applicable Tor impact o HAPC
project footprint )
22 Waterfowl use

e Project has potential to protect or enhance
existing waterfowl (duck/goose) staging
or concentration arcas

Not enough/inconclusive data OR

Project will not negatively impact a
waterfowl (duck/goose) staging or
concentration areas

Not Applicable

IV C HNPUCTS Lo
cand

o Potentil tor n
waterfonwl star
concentration

Key for Base Evaluation: +I=potential to protect or enhance existing condilior}s: I=potential for siguificant prot ~'n'uu/c'ulmnvwn.vm; -I:[.)mu.niul (O TPact the existing resou

-1= potential for significant negative impacts; 0=not enough or conclusive evidence to make definitive evaluwion. 0=No potential negative impacts 1o cxisting tesources: 0N
because there is no potential for the resource to occur at the stte.
2002 DRAKFT
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Table 1 Environmental Parameters To Be Considered For The Site Ranking
Column | Parameter Factors resulting in +1 Factors resulting in 0 Factors Resnlting i -1 1
#
23 Wading and e Project has potential to protect or enhance | ® Notenough/inconclusive data OR e Potentiul negative nipacts to
Shorebird Use existing wading bird or shorebird habitat e Site not known as a wading or wading or shorebind use
shorebird utilization area or no
potential negative impacts to wading
or shorebird use expected Irom
project
¢ Not Applicable
24 Wildlile e Site development has potential to e Not enough/inconclusive data OR Potential negatiy e impacts
Habitat enhance or protect existing high value e No potential for negatve Impacts to expected o wildhile habitat(s)
terrestrial habitat terrestrial habitats expected
e Not Applicable
25 Forests e Site development will resultin restoration | ®  Not enough/inconclusive data OR Potential negan ||n|:'.|('ls o
or enhancement ol forested areas e No potential for negative impacts 1o forests expected
natural forested arcas from project
e Not Applicable
26 Sl e Project has potential to protect or enhance | Not enough/inconclusive data OR Potential negan .'p.um
the physical character ol existing natural e No potential for negative impacts to physical characier ol sticams
streaims the physical character of adjacent expected.
streams from project
e Not Applicable
27 lLakes & Ponds | e Project has potential to protect or enhance | ¢  Not enough/inconclusive data OR Potential negatiy e nmpacts to the
the physical character of existing natural e No potential for negative impacts to physical character ol
lakes/ponds the physical character ol adjacent lakes/ponds expected
lakes/ponds from project
s Not Applicable
28 Other Avian e  Project hus the potential to protect or e Not enough/inconclusive data OR Potential for necative IIHp;IL'l.\—l(_\
Habitat enhance migratory or other sensitive bird | «  No potential lor negative impacts 10 migratory or other seositive bird

Key for Base Evaluation: +1=potential to protect or enhance existing conditions; [=potential for significant protection/enhancement, -t=potential to impact th
-1= potential for significant negative impacts; 0=not enough or conclusive evidence 10 make definitive
because there is no potential for the resource to occur it the site.
2002 DRAFT
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evaluation. 0=No potential negative impacts to existing resources: 0=N
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Table 1 Environmental Parameters To Be Considered For The Site Ranking
Column Parameter Factors resulting in +1 Factors resulting in 0 Factors Resulting in -1
#
habitat(s) migratory or other sensitive bird habitas)Irom projeet
habitat(s)from project
e Not Applicable
29 High Quality e Project has the potential to protect or e Not enough/inconclusive data OR e Potenual for neeative impacts to
Agricultural enhance prime or unique farmland e No potential for negative impacts to prime or unigue Larmkmd Trom
Land prime or unique larmland project
 Not Applicable
30 Substrate / e Project has the potential to protect or e Not enough/inconclusive data OR * Potential lor alientons to
/Soil enhance the substrate/soil characteristics e No potential Tor alierations to substrate/soil composition from
Characteristics of the arca substrate/soil composition from project
project
* Not Applicable
31 Hydrodynamic e Project has potennal to decrease erosion or | o Not enough/mconclusive modeling o Potential lor dettmnmenigl
Llfects sedimentation or otherwise results OR mereases in
(physical) protect/cnhance resources e No potential Tor detrimental increases crosion/sedin HEOTE CTOSION OF
in erosion/sedimentation erosion or other current related negative
other current-related negative mpacts to resomees from
impacts to resources Irom project project
e Not Applicable
32 Contaminants o Project has the potential to decrease the e Not enough/inconclusive data OR o Potential for nevaty ¢ mpacts
potential for existing contaminant release [ o No potential for negative impacts From toxic contaminant as a
(e.g. capping poorer quality sediments) Irom toxic contamimant as a result ol restlt of prog.
project
o Not Applicable
33 CERCLA/ e No+I Condition e Not enough/inconclusive data OR o Potential Tor presence ol VINO
UXO Potential e No potential Tor presence of UXO OR OR

Key for Base Evaluation: +1=potential 1o protect or enhance existing conditions;, /=potential for significant protection/enhancement; -1=potential 1o impact the CAISHIE TENOIT
-1= potential for significant negative impacts; 0=not enough or conclusive evidence to make delmitive evaluation. 0=No potential negative impacts to existing resonrees: 0N
IFite: Modilied Tabte | Paramerers 03 08 02 (I°A) doc

because there is no potential for the resource to occur at the site.
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Table 1 Environmental Parameters To Be Considered For The Site Ranking
Column | Parameter | Factors resulting in +1 Factors resulting in 0 Factors Resulting in -1 ]
#
e Not within APG controlled arca (an e Within or immednely adjacent
NPL site) or other military 10 APG convolled area (an NPL
controlled arcas stie) or other military controlled
o Not Applicable area
34 Fossil Shell e No +] Condition e Not enough/inconclusive data OR e Infringement on fossil shell or
Mining e No infringement on fossil shell or buried shell resourees
buried shell resources
o Not Applicable
35 Floodplains e Project will resultin flood protection or e Insufficient information OR e Potential for negative
other floodplain improvements e No potential for negative disturbance 1o Noodplains from
disturbance to 1oodplains from project
project
e Not Applicable
37 Acsthetic and e Project has the potential 10 reduce existing | ® Not enough/inconclusive data ORrR o Potential for noise o visual
Noise noise levels or improve aesthetics e No potential for noisc or visual impacts from project teenerally
impacts from project adjacent to population centers or
o Not Applicable dwellings) OR
e No beneflicial use associnted with
project and within or adjacent to
managed natural arca(s)
38 Culwiral e Project development will result in the e Not enough/inconclusive data OR e Potential for impacts to
Resources prolcclion or enhancement of existing e Noimpucts 1o historical/culiural historical/cnlunal resonrces
historical or cultural resources resources expected from project from project
o Not Applicable
29 Navigation e Project development will result in e Not enough/inconclusive modeling o Potential for mcrcasaed currents il—r
improvements 10 navigation results navigation channels OR
e No potential Tor negative increases in- | o Potential for increased potential
currents in navigation channels from for environmental disaster, ship

Key for Base Evaluation: +1=potential to protect<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>