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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Monitoring of environmental conditions prior to and after the first year of 
subaqueous placement of dredged material was performed in the Site 92 designated 
dredged material placement area in the upper Chesapeake Bay. This report contains a 
summary of the 1998/1999 monitoring studies and is submitted to the Maryland 
Department of the Environment (MDE) by the Maryland Environmental Service (MES) 
to fulfill the requirements of Water Quality Certification 98-WQ-0003. MES manages 
the comprehensive environmental monitoring and produces the comprehensive 
monitoring report under contract to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia 
District (CENAP) and the Maryland Port Administration (MPA). The monitoring 
elements consisted of site management of the placement area; placement, consolidation 
and erosion studies; and a pre-placement benthic community evaluation. Project 
management, technical support and technical integration tasks were also performed. 

Site management, site placement, and consolidation and erosion studies found that 
the sediment berm placed in the northernmost section of the site had been placed within 
the authorized time constraints and according to the specifications in the Site 
Management Plan and Water Quality Certification issued by MDE. The sediment berm 
was created to form an enclosed basin within the site that would minimize the potential 
for sediment migration out of the site during any subsequent placement operations. The 
tracking results indicated that the scow loads were placed within site boundaries. A later 
survey performed by the Maryland Geological Survey (MGS) indicated that 4,600 cy + 
3,000 cy of the placed sediment had settled beyond the site boundary at the completion of 
placement, extending a maximum of 330 ft to the east of the site boundary and covering 
an area of 28,000 yd2. The MGS determined that sediment placed at the top of the berm 
during the latter weeks of the placement period likely moved downslope of the berm's 
steep east embankment and came to rest at the base of the slope. MGS further 
determined that the bottom characteristics did not change as a result of deposition in these 
areas and that there was no significant impact to the benthic environment in the vicinity 
of the placement area. The MGS study recommended greater setbacks and shallower 
slopes in the future to minimize the potential spread of placed sediment. 

An assessment of the benthic community in and around Site 92 was conducted by 
the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) to establish the baseline conditions 
at Site 92 prior to placement of dredged material. The study found that Site 92 had a 
typical benthic community when compared to nearby reference stations. Marenzelleria 
viridis and Rangia cuneata were the dominant species. The Benthic Index of Biotic 
Integrity (B-IBI) values at all stations exceeded the Chesapeake Bay Restoration Goal of 
3.0 during July and September, indicating the presence of unstressed benthic 
communities. The minimum B-IBI score at any station was 3.5; the maximum was 4.5. 
The study recommended that a post-placement study be conducted at least 18 months 
after all placement activity has ceased in the Pooles Island area. At that time, results 
between the pre- and post- placement studies will be compared to verify restoration of the 
benthic community within the placement area. 
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

BATHYMETRY: depth measurement and bottom characterization of waterbodies. 

BENTHIC: living in, on or in close association with, the bottom of a body of water. 

BERM: a protective ridge. 

B-EBI: the Benthic Index of Biotic Integrity. A system that allows comparison of a 
benthic community against a reference range that represents an established restoration 
goal for a given area. 

CENAP: US Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District 

CONTROLLED BOTTOM PLACEMENT: the practice of placing dredged material 
using bottom release scows. 

CY: cubic yards 

DGPS: Differential Global Positioning System 

DO: Dissolved Oxygen 

ISOPACH: contour lines drawn through points of equal thickness. 

MCY: Million cubic yards 

MDE: Maryland Department of the Environment 

MES: Maryland Environmental Service 

MESOHALINE: Salinity of 5.0 - 18.0 parts per thousand 

MGS: Maryland Geological Survey, Department of Natural Resources 

MLLW: mean low-low water; mean low water (MLW) is the average of all low tides in 
a diurnal tide system. MLLW is the average of the lower half of the low tides calculated 
for MLW. 

MPA: Maryland Port Administration 

NUTRIENT: inorganic compound of nitrogen, phosphorus or silica used as food by 
organisms, specifically plants. 

OLIGOHALINE: Salinity of 0.5 - 5.0 parts per thousand 

RESTORATION GOALS INDEX (RGI): A combined measure of the number of taxa, 
abundance and number of each species present in a benthic sample. This is a general 
measure of the health of a benthic community, developed as part of the Chesapeake Bay 
Program. An RGI of 3 in the summer is the target for benthic communities in the Bay. 

IV 



1.        INTRODUCTION 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District (CENAP), and the 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA) share responsibility for developing placement 
options for dredged material removed from federal navigation channels leading to the 
Chesapeake and Delaware (C&D) Canal. Channel maintenance and improvement to the 
C&D Canal northern approach channels, located in the upper Chesapeake Bay, requires 
the removal of up to 1.5 million cubic yards (mcy) of material annually. The Site 92 
placement area (Site 92) was studied and developed as a designated open-water 
placement site for this purpose in 1997 (MES 1997). 

Site 92 is located immediately south of Pooles Island in the northern portion of 
the upper Chesapeake Bay (Figure 1). One of the former Pooles Island sites, also known 
as Area G, was initially divided into G-Central, G-North, and G-South; G-West was 
added in the mid 1990's. Placement in the original Area G sites and in the other Pooles 
Island sites, Areas D, E, and F, occurred from 1981 until 1997. G-West was utilized for 
placement beginning in 1994 and continued through 1997. 

In 1996, expansion of the Pooles Island area to include G-East and/or Site 92 was 
under consideration due to a need for increased capacity (Figure 1). Both G-East and Site 
92 were selected as potential sites because of the extensive data already available on the 
Pooles Island area, including ongoing environmental documentation and monitoring of 
G-West and G-South. Prior studies included sediment transport studies; sediment quality 
studies; sediment oxygen and nutrient exchange studies; water quality studies; fish 
abundance, size and species composition studies; fishing activity studies; and benthic 
studies. These studies did not reveal any regional water quality impacts from the 
placement of dredged material. Studies showed that a change in water depth as a result 
of placement likely eliminates habitat for some fish species during certain times of the 
year, whereas it improves habitat or is not a factor in determining habitat use for other 
fish species. Historic benthic studies suggested that recolonization of a benthic 
community typical of stable habitat conditions will occur within two to three years after 
placement (MES 1999). Evaluations of the area south of G-West following placement at 
that site during 1997-1998 indicated that the effect of sediment deposition is localized 
and short term (MES 2000). 

The proximity of G-West to Site 92 permitted results of prior environmental 
studies to be applied to determine the suitability of Site 92 for dredged material 
placement. Site 92, which is south of G-Central and includes part of G-South, was found 
to be outside of areas screened by state and federal resource agencies as having 
significant habitat value, and so was selected as a new dredged placement site to meet 
needs for increased capacity (MES 1997). In order to obtain the required environmental 
permits for placement, environmental data collection of the Site 92 placement area was 
performed, and a joint Environmental Assessment (EA) of the two proposed open-water 
placement areas, G-East and Site 92, was prepared. The final EA, titled Environmental 
Assessment - Designation of Aquatic Dredged Material Placement Areas G-East and Site 
92 for Maintenance Dredging, Inland Waterway Delaware River to Chesapeake Bay, 
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Delaware and Maryland Northern Approach Channel, was issued in July 1997, and a 
Finding of No Significant Impact was issued for both sites in August 1997. 

Site 92 is approximately 934 acres in size and, prior to its initial use, was 
estimated to provide approximately 7.0 mcy of capacity up to elevation -14 feet MLLW. 
Site 92 surrounds a shallow elongated basin, oriented in a northeast to southwest 
direction. The pre-placement depths at Site 92 ranged from about -15 ft (-4.5 m) MLLW 
along the northwest side of the site to a maximum depth of about -26 ft (-8 m) MLLW in 
the north. In the central section of the basin, the depth averaged around -23 ft (-7 m) 
MLLW (Halka et al. 1996). 

In accordance with the Water Quality Certification (WQC) #98-WQ-0003, 
dredged material was placed by controlled bottom release scow into the Site 92 area, in 
the upper Chesapeake Bay, from December 23, 1998 to March 31, 1999 (Figure 2). This 
placement action in Site 92 totaled approximately 1.09 mcy, according to the dredging 
contractor. The first stage of development of the site (Phase I) was to create an 
underwater berm along the northeastern comer of the designated area to create a basin for 
future placement activities. This includes placement along the northern and eastern edges 
of the site inward. Phase n included placement of material behind the berm within the main 
placement area. 

This report documents the findings of the first full year of placement monitoring 
in the Site 92 area in the upper Chesapeake Bay. The activities described in this report 
include pre-placement benthic sampling, pre- and post placement sediment core 
sampling, bathymetric surveys, and monitoring of the placement of material to create the 
berm in the northeastern section of the site, as well as placement of material within the 
basin of the site. The format of this report is to present a synopsis of each major study 
element, with full copies of the completed studies attached as appendices C, D and E. 
Also attached are copies of the Water Quality Certification (Appendix A) and the 
Monitoring Plan (Appendix B). The agencies responsible for performing the studies are 
listed in Table 1. 

Table 1. Site 92 Monitoring; 1998-1999 Study Elements 
Study Element Agency 

Site Management Maryland Environmental Service 
Placement, Consolidation & Erosion Maryland Geological Survey 
Turbidity Plume Studies Maryland Geological Survey 
Technical Support Maryland Department of the Environment 
Technical Integration Maryland Environmental Service                    1 
Project Management Maryland Environmental Service                    | 
(MES 2001, Appendix B) 

2. SITE MANAGEMENT 

2.1      Placement Operations 
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Dredging was accomplished using a clamshell bucket dredge with placement 
occurring by controlled bottom release scows within the basin of Site 92. Dredged 
material was placed in the northern portion of the site from December 23, 1998 to March 
31,1999 (Figure 2). The estimates for the quantity of material placed at Site 92 are based 
on daily reports of operations (DRO's) submitted by the contractor. Contractor's 
estimates for the quantity of material dredged for placement at Site 92 totaled 1,090,367 
cubic yards (cy). Of this material, an estimated 657,068 cubic yards (cy) was used to 
construct the berm and the remaining estimated 433,299 cy was placed inside the site 
contiguous to the berm. A total of 640 scows were placed during the 1998/1999 
placement season (December 23, 1998 to March 31, 1999) averaging 6.4 scows a day 
over a 99-day placement window. Because of equipment problems and weather related 
issues, 95% of the project was achieved in less than 30 days. 

2.2 Extent of Fill 

2.2.1 Berm Dimensions and Placement Depth 

The creation of the berm at Site 92 provides closure on the northern and eastern 
sides of a discrete underwater basin used for dredged material placement. The placed 
sediments formed a berm approximately 4,300 ft long and an average of 2,100 ft wide with 
a top crest elevation of between -15 and -16 feet MLW. 

The lateral extent and thickness of the newly placed material were determined 
from the MGS and CENAP pre- and post placement surveys to be concentrated in the 
northeastern half of the Site 92 basin area (Figure 3). 

2.2.2 Basin Area 

The scow tracking information compiled by MES from data submitted by the 
contractor to CENAP indicates that all material was placed within the Site 92 boundaries 
as required in the WQC (Appendix A). While tracking results indicated that the scow 
loads were placed within site boundaries, the April 1999 0-100% isopach drawing based 
on the 100% post-placement survey conducted by CENAP showed a small anomalous 
projection ranging in thickness from 1.6-8.2 ft off the northeast side of the placement area 
(Appendix C; Figure F-7). The tidally uncorrected MGS post-placement bathymetry 
survey, which was performed on April 7-9, 1999, did not show this projection. Because 
the April 100% completion surveys did not correlate, CENAP and MGS repeated the 
surveys between October 27 and November 9, 1999, approximately 6 months after 
placement ceased. The new surveys correlated. The anomalous projection was 
investigated and is discussed further in the MGS Placement, Consolidation, and Erosion 
report and is summarized in Section 3.4 (Appendix D). 

2.3 Conclusions 

Analysis of the data collected for the site management monitoring phase of this 
project is provided below. Overall project evaluation and conclusions are also provided. 
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Dredged material placement by controlled bottom release scow occurred within 
the authorized time constraints and according to the specifications in the Site 
Management Plan and WQC. Contractor's estimates for the quantity of material dredged 
for placement at Site 92 totaled 1,090,367 cy. Of this material, an estimated 657,068 cy 
was used to construct the berm and the remaining estimated 433,299 cy was placed inside 
the berm. 

2.4 Summary 

A review of the placement activities, quantities and locations of material placed 
and the surveys of the basin area and newly constructed berm indicate that the project 
met the objectives stated in the Site Management Plan. Because of equipment problems 
and weather related issues, 95% of the project was achieved in less than 30 days. 
Communication and coordination between all parties were accomplished in such a 
manner that even with the weather delays, the project was successfully completed within 
the tight time frame. 

2.5 Recommendations 

Based on the experience gained on this project, the following recommendations are 
offered: 

• For future placement activities, it is recommended that every effort be made to 
use the full window for dredging operations (October 1 - March 31). During this 
project, starting sooner in the allowed window could have resulted in placement 
during less harsh weather conditions. 

• Close coordination, frequent meetings, and active communication between the 
State and Federal agencies and the Contractor were key factors in enabling the 
positive outcome. This type of project coordination and communication is 
recommended for future placement activities. 

• During the 1998/1999 placement season, the Contractor daily reports were 
received by MES in a timely fashion for daily tracking of information. This 
allowed the technical team enough time for review of information and the ability 
to recommend operation changes when necessary. This allowed continual site 
monitoring of placement activities that ultimately led to the overall success of the 
placement season. This type of monitoring is recommended for future placement 
activities. 

• Continue investigation of anomalous projection off the northeast comer of Site 92 
through follow up surveys of the site by the MGS. 

3.        PLACEMENT, CONSOLIDATION AND EROSION 



3.1 Background 

The MGS has studied the placement, consolidation and erosion of dredged 
material in the upper Chesapeake Bay for over 15 years. These studies have documented 
the configuration and occupied volume of dredged material that was placed using 
different techniques. The studies have also found that subsequent to placement, 
deposited sediments may be subjected to volume changes due to two processes. First, 
resuspension and erosion may remove sediment particles from the site. Second, 
consolidation of deposited sediment and the underlying foundation will result in a change 
in volume and height of the deposit. Consolidation processes result in a change in the 
elevation of the deposit without the removal of sediment particles. 

During the 1998/1999 placement season, an underwater sediment berm was 
constructed along the northeast comer of Site 92 using controlled bottom release scow 
placement techniques. This study measures and documents the effects of resuspension, 
erosion, and consolidation on the sediments placed at Site 92. The study also is used to 
determine capacity for the following placement year. 

3.2 Objectives 

The objectives of the placement, consolidation, and erosion study were to gather 
data and report on the following elements: 

To evaluate pre-placement conditions at the designated placement site; 
To determine the placement location, thickness, and spatial extent of the 
deposited dredged sediment and changes in these characteristics through time; 

• To sample the dredged sediments to determine their physical and bulk 
properties in the channel and at the placement site; 

• To evaluate foundation settlement underlying the placed sediments during the 
placement and post-placement periods; 

• To evaluate the quantity of dredged sediment present at the placement site 
soon after the completion of dredging and placement operations; 

• To evaluate consolidation and erosion of the placed sediments; and, 
• To  develop  a total  sediment mass budget for the placement and post- 

placement periods. 

3.3      Methods 

The methods used to gather, data for the study objectives came from several 
sources. Bathymetric surveys of the Site 92 placement area were conducted by MGS, 
sediment core samples were collected and analyzed by MGS, and information on the 
dredged volumes were obtained from CENAP and the contractor's daily report of 
operations. These were the main data sources used for determining the pre-placement 
conditions and the subsequent post-placement consolidation of the berm and foundation 
sediments. Material loss during dredging, placement, sediment resuspension, and erosion 
after placement were then calculated from these sources of data. 



Placement and sampling activities for the Site 92 placement area over the 
1998/1999 placement season are presented in Table 2. The proposed schedule called for 
bathymetric surveys prior to placement, at the completion of placement, and at one, three, 
six, and nine months after placement, and bottom sediment coring prior to, at completion 
of, and nine months after placement. However, inclement weather and/or vessel 
scheduling conflicts resulted in a modified schedule. Coring cruises were actually 
performed at one month and eleven months following the completion of placement. An 
additional bathymetric survey was conducted at eleven months to coincide with bottom 
sediment coring. 

Bottom sediment cores were collected from the channel maintenance sediments 
and the Site 92 placement area prior to dredging and placement. After placement, cores 
were taken from the Site 92 placement area. These samples were analyzed for grain size 
and water content. From the water content, bulk density, porosity and void ratios were 
calculated. Based on changes in porosity, the amount of consolidation in the berm and 
foundation sediment was determined. From bathymetric surveys, cross sections were 
developed illustrating the changes in the sediment elevation over time. Core sample 
locations in the placement area are indicated in Figure 4. 

3.4      Discussion of Findings 

Table 2. Chronology of placement and study activities in Site 92 
Date Study Activity 
October 19, 1998 Bottom sediment coring prior to sediment placement 
October 30, 1998 Bathymetric survey prior to sediment placement 
December 23,1998 Scow placement commences 
January 11, 1999 Additional bottom sediment coring prior to sediment placement 
March 31, 1999 Scow placement completed 
April 7, 1999 Bathymetric data for completion survey 
April 28, 1999 Bottom sediment coring for completion survey 
May 6, 1999 Bathymetric data for one month survey 
July 12, 1999 Bathymetric data for three month survey 
September 29, 1999 Bathymetric data for six month survey 
January 6, 2000 Bathymetric data for nine month survey 
February 21, 2000 Bathymetric data for eleven month survey 
February 22, 2000 Bottom sediment coring for eleven month survey 
(MGS 2001, Appendix D) 

3.4.1    Bathymetric Changes 

The contractor reported that 1,090,367 cy of material had been dredged from the 
C & D Canal approach channel with the intention of being placed in the Site 92 
placement area over the study period. CENAP reported a lesser volume of 759,534 cy of 
sediment dredged. The difference between the two is that the contractor's dredged 
volume was based on the quantity of sediment placed per scow load and CENAP's 
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dredged volume was based on the change between pre- and post-dredging bathymetric 
surveys in the channel and calculated as a pay volume to the allowable -41 ft depth. For 
this report, the contractor's cut value is reported as the actual cut volume placed at the 
site. Placement of dredged sediment in the northeast section of Site 92 resulted in a berm 
that filled the northeast end of the West Sailing Course tug channel that traverses the site. 

Although all sediments were placed within the site boundaries, a small amount of the 
placed sediment extended beyond the northeast site boundary at the completion of 
placement operations. This sediment extended a maximum distance of 330 ft to the east of 
the site boundary and had an estimated volume of 4,600 cy ± 3,000 cy. This represents less 
than one-half of one percent (0.4%) of the placed sediment identified at the site and of the 
volume reportedly placed by the contractor. Sediment that was placed at the top of the berm 
during the latter weeks of the placement period likely moved downslope of the berm's east 
steep embankment and came to rest at the base of the slope in the deeper portion of the 
trough to the northeast. In addition, tidal currents may have spread some of the less 
consolidated sediments beyond the site boundaries. The sediment deposits that had initially 
spread to the northeast of the site were relatively thin; upon completion of placement they 
were approximately 0.5 ft thick at the site boundary and thinned to the north and to the east. 

Due to redistribution of sediment, one month after placement the sediment mass 
immediately outside of the Site 92 boundary was between 6.6 and 8.2 ft thick and thinned in 
a northeast direction to a thickness of less than 1.6 ft. By the three month survey the 
sediment mass outside of the Site 92 boundary had been largely eroded away and was no 
longer apparent beyond the site boundary. By the nine month survey the sediments that 
spread into the peripheral areas were no longer identifiable. The sediments were deposited 
in areas where the existing bottom sediments had similar grain size and bulk properties. 
Cores were not taken outside of the Site 92 boundary to the north and east, only on the 
boundary itself and within the Site. Coring was conducted prior to the placement, as well as 
during the one month and eleven month surveys. The figures that depict the sediment that 
had moved outside of the Site 92 boundary are bathymetric surveys. Bottom characteristics 
did not change as a result of deposition in these areas. 

Survey history: CENAP performed six bathymetric surveys of Site 92. The first 
was a pre-placement survey that was performed on December 9-12, 1998. Throughout 
the placement period, 25%, 50% and 75% placement surveys were conducted on 
February 1,1999, February 23, 1999 and March 17, 1999, respectively. A 100% survey 
was conducted between April 7th and April 9th, 1999. The 100% survey was conducted 
a second time between October 27 and November 9, 1999 due to discrepancies between 
the initial 100% surveys conducted by CENAP and MGS. MGS conducted a total of 
seven bathymetric surveys of Site 92. The first survey was a pre-placement survey on 
October 30, 1998. Upon completion of placement, a survey was conducted on April 7, 
1999. Five additional surveys were conducted one month, three months, six months, nine 
months and eleven months following completion of placement. MGS also took bottom 
sediment cores of Site 92 twice prior to placement, following completion of placement, 
and during the eleven month survey. 

11 



3.5 Consolidation and Erosion 

The berm underwent elevation and volume changes over the eleven-month post- 
placement study period, as expected. Redistribution of sediment within three months of 
placement resulted in the area of the placed sediments increasing by two-thirds to 
approximately 1,432,000 square yards but did not result in a measurable change in the 
total volume. The redistribution included slumping of sediment to a short distance 
beyond the site boundary within a month after completion of placement. Sediment 
appeared to have moved over the peripheral areas of the berm and deposited as a thin 
layer in the tug channel to the northeast and in the basin within the site to the southwest. 
Between three and six-months after placement, a reduction in the elevation of the berm 
and thinning of the sediments in the peripheral areas resulted in an 11% volume 
reduction. Between six and nine-months after placement, the sediments that had 
previously spread into the peripheral areas were largely eroded, contributing to an 
additional 20% volume reduction. Between nine and eleven-months after placement, 
there was an additional 2% volume reduction. The net area covered by the berm 
sediments was reduced to approximately 637,000 square yards or three-quarters of the 
original footprint. The maximum elevation of the placed berm decreased by 2 ft since 
completion to -10.2 ft MLLW at eleven months. 

3.6 Placement Capacity 

Theoretical capacity estimates were calculated by MGS allowing for up to 10 
years of placement at Site 92 at a final elevation of -14 feet MLW. The theoretical 
estimate of total capacity at Site 92 is 7.0 mcy. This total capacity is based upon an 
estimated cut volume of approximately 1 mcy per year placed at Site 92 with a 30% 
volume reduction of the material due to consolidation and erosion between placement 
years. 

During the 1998/1999 season, the cut volume of the material placed at Site 92 was 
approximately 1 mcy. Monitoring found an estimated volume reduction of 30%, 
resulting in 0.7 mcy of capacity used. Therefore, the remaining capacity of Site 92 after 
the 1998/1999 placement season is 6.30 mcy. 

3.7 Conclusions 

The eleven-month survey of the placed sediments, performed in February 2000, 
indicated that 67% of the original sediment volume was accounted for. Bulk property 
data indicated that one-third of the volume change, approximately 12% of the originally 
placed volume, was attributed to dewatering and consolidation. The remaining two- 
thirds of the volume change, representing 21% of the original volume, was attributed to 
erosion of sediment from the surface of the deposit. In past studies of clamshell-dredged 
and scow-placed sediments, it has been found that one-third to two-thirds of the total 
volumetric reduction could be attributed to either consolidation or erosion. The 
sediments placed in this operation exhibited similar amounts of consolidation and erosion 
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as those placed in previous years in the northern Chesapeake Bay and the findings are 
consistent with those described in the Site 92 Environmental Assessment (MES, 1997). 

3.8      Recommendations 

The following recommendations are offered: 

• Continue the placement, consolidation and erosion studies. 

• Avoid developing an accumulation of sediment of thickness and slopes 
(<50H:1V [0.0200]) in deep areas similar to those in the 1998/1999 placement 
year. Shallower slopes should be anticipated and a greater setback from the 
site boundary identified for scow drops to minimize the spread of sediment 
outside of the site boundary. 

• Continue close coordination between CENAP, the dredging contractor, MES, 
and MGS during the development of a suitable site management plan. 

• The time between the pre-placement bathymetric survey (October 30th) and 
the commencement of scow placement (December 23rd) is almost two months. 
In the interest of collecting the best possible scientific information, the pre- 
placement surveys should be conducted as close as possible to the 
commencement of scow placement, particularly since this is a high energy 
area where sediment moves around quite a bit. 

4. BENTHIC COMMUNITY MONITORING 

4.1       Background 

Benthic macroinvertebrates are organisms that live on or in bottom substrates for 
all or part of their lives (Versar 1992). Benthic species are an important link in the 
ecology of the Chesapeake Bay because they are secondary consumers of detritus and 
bacteria from the bottom and are in turn an important food source for fish, crustaceans, 
and waterfowl. Benthic macroinvertebrate species diversity and distribution are reduced 
in the upper Bay compared to areas further south due to salinity and temperature 
fluctuations (Rogers and Rogers 1986; Diaz and Schaffner 1990; Ruddy 1990). In 
addition, diversity of benthic communities (number of species present) is theoretically 
lowest in environments with salinities of approximately 7 ppt; diversity increases 
progressively at salinities above and below 7ppt. (Gosner 1971). Salinity in the Pooles 
Island area, based on data collected from the Chesapeake Bay Monitoring Program, 
Chesapeake Bay Mainstem water quality monitoring station MCB 3.1, ranges from the 
oligohaline (0.5 - 5.0 ppt) to the low mesohaline (5.0 - 18.0 ppt) regimes. Oligohaline is 
the predominant salinity regime between February and July (MES 1997). Studies in the 
upper Bay have shown that benthic species diversity is typically highest in spring and fall 
(MDE 1996a). 

13 



The substrate in the upper Bay is predominantly silty clay, to clayey silt (mud) 
(MDE 1996a; MDE 1996b; MDNR 1996). Because of this, the upper Bay is dominated 
by macroinvertebrates that prefer mud substrates and that can survive in a low- 
mesohaline to oligohaline environment with wide fluctuation in salinity and temperature. 

The benthic macroinvertebrate component of the biota was selected as a study 
element for the Site 92 comprehensive monitoring program because benthic 
macroinvertebrate communities are good indicators of estuarine ecological conditions, 
due to their sedentary nature and other life-history characteristics. 

An assessment of the benthic community in and around Site 92 was conducted by 
the MDE to establish the baseline conditions at Site 92 prior to placement of dredged 
material. The methods and results of this baseline study are discussed in the following 
sections. 

4.2       Methods 

Benthic cruises were performed on May 6, July 31, and September 28, 1998, to 
establish baseline conditions in and around the Site 92 area prior to dredged material 
placement. Eleven benthic stations (S92-1 through S92-7, S92-R1, S92-R2, MDE-R1, 
and MDE-R2) were sampled for several habitat quality parameters and aspects of the 
benthic community structure. Station locations are shown in Figure 5. Stations S92-1 
through S92-7 lie within the boundary of the site and provide information on the pre- 
placement conditions within Site 92. Following the May sampling cruise, stations S92-3 
and S92-4 were found to lie outside the Site 92 boundary. These two stations were 
relocated a short distance to the northeast inside the boundary of the site and renamed 
stations S92-3A and S92-4A, respectively, for the remainder of the study. Stations S92- 
Rl and S92-R2 serve as reference stations for Site 92. These reference stations were 
selected based on their locations outside Site 92. Stations MDE-R1, in the area 
designated G-South, and MDE-R2, just north of the area designated as G-East, were also 
sampled by MDE. 

The monitoring stations (S92-1 through S92-7) ranged in depth from -16.1 to - 
24.6 feet MLLW, the reference stations (S92-R1 and S92-R2) ranged from -15.4 to -19.0 
feet MLLW, and the G-South (MDE-R1) and northeast (MDE-R2) stations were -15.1 
and -14.8 ft MLLW, respectively. The station locations were verified using a 
Differential Global Positioning System (DGPS) navigation unit. 

Water quality monitoring was also performed for the following parameters: 
temperature, depth, salinity, pH, conductivity, dissolved oxygen and turbidity. 
Monitoring was performed approximately 1.6 feet (0.5 m) from the surface, 3.3 ft (1.0 m) 
from the bottom, and at 6.6 ft (2.0 m) intervals from the bottom measurement to develop 
a vertical profile of water quality at each station (MDE 2000). 
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Benthic and sediment samples were collected with a Van Veen grab sampler. 
Benthic samples were sieved, preserved, and sorted and organisms were identified to the 
lowest practical taxon. Only infaunal macroinvertebrates (i.e., those organisms actually 
living in the sediments, as opposed to epifaunal, or those living on top of the sediments) 
were used in the analysis, as epifaunal macroinvertebrates are mobile and are thus not as 
good indicators of in-situ condiditons. Surface sediment was refrigerated and analyzed 
for grain-size and water content. 

The Chesapeake Bay Benthic Index of Biotic Integrity (B-IBI) is an index used to 
measure the health and the biological completeness of the infaunal benthic communities 
in the Chesapeake Bay. The B-IBI was developed to identify the degree to which the 
benthic assemblage meets the Chesapeake Bay Program's Community Restoration Goals 
(Weisberg et al. 1997). It provides a uniform scale for comparing the quality of the 
benthic assemblages across varying habitats (Weisberg et al. 1997). During the Site 92 
benthic sampling, the following attributes were measured: total abundance, relative 
abundance of pollution-indicative taxa, relative abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa, 
and the Shannon Weiner diversity index. Each parameter measured was assigned a score. 
The score was used to calculate the B-IBI. Taxa richness was also measured, but it was 
not used to calculate the B-IBI. The Shannon Weiner Diversity Index was used to assess 
the benthic community in and around the Site 92 area. The Shannon Weiner Index is a 
measure of biodiversity. It combines two quantifiable measures: the species richness (the 
number of species in the community) and the species equitability (how even are the 
numbers of individuals of each species). 

The B-IBI is scored on a scale of 0 to 5; 0 being severely degraded and 5 being 
pristine. For the July and September samples, analysis was performed in the context of 
the Chesapeake Bay Program's Benthic Community Restoration Goals using the Benthic 
Index of Biotic Integrity (Weisberg et al. 1997). B-IBI scores of 3 or greater were 
considered to meet the Chesapeake Bay Restoration Goal. A restoration goal and B-IBI 
have not been developed for spring, so B-IBI's were not calculated for the May samples. 
However, the May, July, and September samples were evaluated in terms of the benthic 
attributes that comprise the B-IBI for this area's salinity regime. Additional information 
about the methods can be found in the MDE benthic report located in Appendix E. 

4.3      Discussion of Findings 

The monitoring (S92-1 through S92-7) and reference (S92-R1 and S92-R2) 
sampling stations for Site 92 had similar benthic communities throughout the study. 
Differences between the stations could be attributed to the abundance of the clam Rangia 
cuneata and the worm Marenzelleria viridis. The Chesapeake Bay Benthic Index of 
Biotic Integrity was calculated for July and September 1998 sampling events. All 
sampling stations (S92-1 through S92-7; S92-R1 and S92-R2; MDE-R1 and MDE-R2) 
exceeded the Chesapeake Bay Restoration Goal (3.0) during both seasons, indicating 
healthy benthic communities (See tables 5a, 5b, and 5c from MDE report located in 
Appendix E).   The number of taxa was similar among all sampling stations as well. 
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Generally there were anywhere from 9 to 15 taxa per station during each sampling event. 
The Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index values were highly variable. 

Sediments at all of the monitoring stations, excluding S92-5, the reference 
stations and the G-South station (MDE-R1) were mostly silt/clay for all sampling events. 
At station S92-5, sediment consisted of mostly silt/clay during the May sampling event 
and mostly gravel during the July and September sampling events. At the northeast 
station (MDE-R2), above placement area G-East, the sediments consisted mostly of 
gravel with silt/clay during all sampling events. Salinity and temperature data followed 
normal seasonal variations for the upper Bay region. Dissolved oxygen (DO) 
concentrations decreased from May highs of 8.6 to 9.5 parts per million (ppm) to July 
lows of 6.2 to 7.2 ppm and rebounded slightly in September (6.9 to 8.2 ppm). Overall, 
the DO concentrations remained above the level considered stressful to aquatic life. 

4.4 Conclusions 

Water quality values were very similar among stations during each season and 
were similar to values found in previous studies. Seasonal fluctuations occurred as 
expected with temperatures warming from spring through mid-summer, then declining 
toward the end of summer. Seasonal fluctuations in temperature, dissolved oxygen, and 
salinity were important in determining the composition of the benthic community. 
Marenzelleria viridis and Rangia cuneata were the dominant species. B-IBI values at all 
stations exceeded the Chesapeake Bay Restoration Goal of 3.0 during July and 
September indicating the presence of unstressed benthic communities. The minimum B- 
IBI score at any station was 3.5; the maximum was 4.5. 

In a post-placement study of benthic organism recovery rates in Area G-West 
sediments, Scott (2001) determined that full recovery of the benthic community occurred 
within nine to twenty-one months of deposition. Similarly, post-placement studies of 
Areas G-Central and G-South indicated that the benthic community recovered to its 
original species composition and biomass within eight to eleven months (Versar, 1994). 
Studies of benthic recovery rates in Area G-West by Dalai (1996) found that the original 
community may completely recover within twelve to twenty-four months. Although no 
data on benthic organisms was collected during this monitoring effort, these earlier 
studies suggest that benthic community recovery should have been well underway 
between the six and nine month surveys. By the nine month survey, when the spread 
sediment was no longer apparent due to its removal from and/or consolidation into the 
existing bottom, recovery was likely complete or nearly complete. Thus, it is likely that 
the deposition of these sediments had no significant impact to the benthic environment in 
the vicinity of the placement area. 

4.5 Recommendations 

A post-placement study in the Pooles Island area will be conducted at least 18 
months after all placement activity has ceased. At that time, results between the pre- and 
post- placement studies will be compared to verify restoration of the benthic community 
within the placement area. 
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5.        SPECIAL NOTE/EPILOGUE 

Site Management operations have improved in response to the lessons learned from the 
"anomalous projection" identified during the first placement season at Site 92 in 
1998/1999. Following the recommendations made in the 1998/1999 Site Management 
Report (Appendix C), close coordination, frequent meetings and active communication 
between the State and Federal agencies and the contractor have continued. In addition, 
the implementation of guidelines for a greater setback and managing placement to ensure 
development of shallower slopes has contributed to successful placement seasons for the 
three subsequent years at Site 92. 

Measures have been taken to more closely follow the placement of dredged 
material at Site 92, including daily scow tracking and data reporting. Consistent delivery 
of and access to information throughout the placement process each year has allowed the 
technical team enough time for review of information and enabled the team members to 
recommend operation changes when necessary. Continual site monitoring of placement 
activities have resulted in the overall success of placement during the 1999/2000, 
2000/2001, and 2001/2002 seasons. 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENMRONMENT 
\/f "PvtT       2500 Broenina Hirirway • Baltimore Maryland  21224 
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Governor 
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^ i Mr. Thomas M. Schlna, P.E. 

Assistant Chief, Opera'Jons Division 
Philadelphia District, Corps of Engineers 
Wanamaker Building, 100 Penn Square East 
Philadelphia, Pennsv'lvania 19107-3390 

Dear Mr. Schina: 

The Mawiand Department of the Environment (MDE) has completed its review of the 
proposed rrmntenance dredg:ng for the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal and ^pproach channel 
for calendar year 1998. Please find enclosed Water Quality Certification 98-WQ-0003 .or the 
proposed maintenance dredging activities. 

I want to direct your attention to Condition #23 which requires that a pilot project be 
undenaken at the Counhouse Pomt upland disposal site. The pilot effort entails amending a_ 
portion of the dredned material in order to minimize the potential for groundwater detenorauon. 
If successful it may be possible to implement such a measure at the Pearce Creek upland d.sposal 
site to prevent further deterioration of groundwater in that area. MDE staff will be in contact 
with your office to discuss the technical details of the pilot project. 

If you have any questions, piease contact me at (44 0) 631-3567 or Elder Ghigiarelli. Jr. of 

my suff at (410) 631-3093. 

Sincerelv. 

/^r-a 

Director 
Water Manasement Administration 

JLREAGJr.cma 

cc:       Secretary Jane T. Nishida 
Mike Haire 
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'TogetMer We Can  Gean   Up" 



il-iK3n 
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WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION 

SK?0? CERTIFICATION 98-WQ^003 

PUBUC NOTICE DATE July 16. 1998 

TO-      Philadeiphia District, Corps of Engineers RE.   1993 Mainterunc: Drying of the 
WanaJte Building. 100 Pen. Square East Chesapeake and Delaware Cm! 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-3391 

This water qualitv cenitkation Is issued under authority of Secrion 401 of-.he F-uieraJ W^er 
Pollution Control Act and its Amendments and the Environment Article. Secuons 9-31. • 9-323. 
fndusive Annotated Code of Maryland, A copy of-his required Mttificatwn has been sent to the 
Co^o  E^g n i   Th s cenification does not relieve the applicant of respoosibiliry for obtammg^y 
S appro^s licenses or permits in accordance with federal. State, or local requirements and does 
So^e immencemenf of the proposed project. The Maryland Depanment o  the Envaonmen: 

has determined from a review of the plans that the construction of this tac.hty and IB J«*«^«« 
operation as noted herein will not violate Maryland's water quality standards, provded ±z. Ae 

followins conditions are satisfied. 

The applicant shall comply with the conditions marked (X) below: 

00 (1) The proposed oroject shall be constructed in a manner which will not violate Maryland's 
Water Quality Standards as set forth in COMAR :6.08.02. The applicant is to noufy this depanment 
ten (10) days prior to commencing work. Verbal notification is to be followed by wntten nonce wtthm 

ten (10) days. 

(X) (2) TTie proposed project shall be construcwd in accordance with the plan and its revisions as 

approved by the: 

(X) (a) Corps of Engineers 
(X)  (b) Water Management Administration 

(X) (3) All fill and constiuction materials not used in the project shall be removed and disposed of in a 
manner which will prevent their entry into waters of this State. 

(X) (4) The applicant shall notify this Drparrment upon transferring this ownership or responsibility 
for compliance with these conditions to andther person. The new owner/operator shall request transfer 

of this water quality certificKion to his/her name. 

(X) (5) The certification holder shall allow the Maryland Depanment of the Environment or its 
representative to Inspect the project area at reasonable times and to inspect records regarding th.s ^ 

project. 

TTY UJ«" l-«»-'3$-:2«8 "Togedier We Can dean  Up" • 
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Pa^e Two Water Quality Certifkauon 

( ) (6) Construction of anv bulkhad shall be compiled prior to tdang oeh.nd the bu^-d   Tn. 
bu Wiead shall be cot«n,c«d in such a manner so as :o prevent the loss or fi.. serial to *at^ or 
.±iS Sate.  Only dean fill, which is free of organ.:, metallic, toxic or deletenous matenals shai. be 

used. 

f ) (1) TTie disturbance of the bottom of the water and sediment waspon into the adjacent State 
waters shall be minimized. The applicant shall obtam and certify comphance wd, a gradmg and 
sediment control plan which has been approved by the: 

/ v ^ Soil Conservation District or 
j ) (b) Erosion and Control Representative, Division of Eawonmenul Services. Bureau of 

Hi'hwavs, Depanment of Public Works of Lhe City of Baltimore or 
( He) The Department of the Environment, Water Management Administration or 
( ) (d) Montgomery Countv Department of Environmental Protection. 

The approved plan shall be available at'the project site dunng all phases ot constraction. 

(X) (B) TTU spoil disposal area(s), including dikes where applicable, shall be ^^W ^ *' 
suspended solids content in the discharge to the waters of Ctm State to tour hundred (400) para per 

million or less. 

PQ (9) Dredging shall be done only in the period specified in Condition 21. 

( ) (10) Stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces shall be controlled to prevent the washing of 
debris into the watenvay. The natural vegetation shall be maintained and restored when d.sturbed or 
eroded. Stormwater drainage facilities shall be designed, implemented, operated and maintained m 
accordance with the requirements of the applicable approving authority. 

.,.,  ^  shall provide to the 

Water Management Administration a stormwater management plan including cross-sections which 
incorporates effective pollutant removal strategies in uplands to trsat a minimum ot the first one-half 
inch of mnoff from impervious surfaces prior to release of stormwater into State waters or *«*««• 
There shall be no discharge of untreated stormwater to State waters or wetlands. The plan shall be 
provided by  and sha11 be implemented by • 

, . ,12*  shall provide to the 

Water Management Administration a mitigation plan for the construction of  
acre(5) of    _       wetland for review and approval by 

. The plan shall be implemented by 
The plan shall show: 

-the source of hydrology for the cocstructed wetland 
-the source and amount of soil to be used in constructing the wetland 
-the species, ske and density of vegedtion to be planted in the constructed wetland and a planting 

schedule. 
-a monitoring/maintenance plan. 

, >, /p-v    „•  shall monitor the 

citigaiion site for a period of five years and shall determine whether the wetland construction has'becn 
successful. A successful mitigation project shall result in: plants/acre and 35% survivability of 
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Li^tols to orisi.* contours upon completion of construction. 

, n rt« ?in o- onen water placement site shall be done only during 

during the period June 16. 1998 through March 31. 1999. 
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SITE 92 OPEN-WATER PLACEMENT MONITORING PLAN 

1998/1999 Monitoring (I* Year) - Controlled Bottom Placement 

GENERAL SUMMARY 

This document is the Monitoring Plan for the first year of open-water 
placement of dredged material at Site 92, which will occur over the 1998/1999 
dredging season. The placement method utilized in the first year will be controlled 
bottom placement. This Monitoring Plan is prepared for submittal by the Maryland 
Environmental Service to the Maryland Department of the Environment on behalf of 
the Philadelphia District, U.S Army Corps of Engineers (CENAP) and the Maryland 
Port Administration (MPA). 

Site 92 is an open-water dredged material placement area located immediately 
south of Pooles Island in the Chesapeake Bay. The site is approximately 934 acres in 
size and is estimated to provide 7.0 mcy of capacity when brought to elevation -14 
feet MLLW. A berm will be placed within the site along the northeastern edge. 
Material will also be placed by bottom release scow along the northern edge of the 
site and at necessary areas along the site boundaries to raise the elevations to -14 ft 
MLLW. 

In order to initially obtain the required environmental permits for placement, 
environmental data collection of the Site 92 placement area was performed, and a 
joint Environmental Assessment (EA) of two proposed open-water placement areas, 
G-East and Site 92, was prepared. The final EA, entitled Environmental Assessment 
- Designation of Aquatic Dredged Material Placement Areas G-East and Site 92 for 
Maintenance Dredging, Inland Waterway Delaware River to Chesapeake Bay, 
Delaware and Maryland Northern Approach Channel, was issued in July 1997, and a 
Finding of No Significant Impact was issued for both sites in August 1997. 

The CENAP submitted a Water Quality Certification (WQC) request to MDE in 
June 1998 for the use of Site 92 in addition to the Courthouse Point, Bethel and 
Chesapeake City upland disposal areas. This Monitoring Plan is submitted in 
accordance with Certification Number 98-WQ-0003 issued by the Maryland 
Department of the Environment to CENAP. 

The main objective of the monitoring at Site 92 is to determine if the 
predicted impacts presented in the EA are the same as the actual impacts associated 
with placement of dredged material. Results of the monitoring will be submitted to 
the Maryland Department of the Environment for use in evaluating future dredged 
material placement at this site. 

The Site 92 Open Water Placement Monitoring Plan is a multi-agency, multi- 
disciplinary, multi-year study. The objectives of the study are to assess the accuracy 
of predictions of the extent to which placement activities at Site 92 affect the 
physical,  biological,  and  water quality characteristics of the immediate area and 



1998/1999 Monitoring (Vx Year) - Controlled Bottom Placement 

adjacent aquatic habitats. Another objective is to collect data to continue to evaluate 
the capacity of Site 92 and the environmental acceptability of the current 
configuration and operation of the site. Monitoring will continue during and after 
construction of the berm in Fall 1998 and controlled bottom placement of dredged 
material during the 1998/1999 placement season. 

The activities described in this plan include pre-placement benthic sampling, 
pre- and post-placement core sampling and bathymetric surveys of Site 92, and 
monitoring of the placement of material to create the Site 92 berm, as well as 
placement of material within the Site 92 basin area. 

Monitoring will begin with pre-placement activities before the initiation of 
placement at Site 92. As stated in Certificate Number 98-WQ-0003, placement is 
planned to start in October, 1998 and end by March, 1999. Monitoring activities will 
then continue until December, 1999. This year, studies will include: site 
management; consolidation and resuspension studies; benthic community evaluation, 
technical support, technical integration and project management. All phases of the 
Site 92 monitoring plan will be conducted under the direction of the Maryland 
Environmental Service, in cooperation with the Maryland Geological Survey of the 
Department of Natural Resources, the Maryland Department of the Environment, the 
Maryland Port Administration and the Philadelphia District of the Corps of Engineers. 
Plan elements and parties with project responsibility are as follows: 

SITE 92 MONITORING PLAN 

1998/1999 Monitoring (1st Year) - Controlled Bottom Placement 

STUDY ELEMENT PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR 

I. Site Management Maryland Environmental Service 

II. Consolidation & Resuspension Maryland Geological Survey 

III. Benthic Community Evaluation Maryland Department of the Environment 

IV. Technical Support Maryland Department of the Environment 

V. Technical Integration Maryland Environmental Service 

VI. Project Management Maryland Environmental Service 

The consolidation and resuspension and benthic studies are included in this 
plan with stated endpoints. It is not the intent of the monitoring to continue studies 
when the finding of no significant impact from the EA is borne out through repeated 
monitoring.    At the point when there are repeated findings of the short-term near- 
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field impacts which were predicted in the EA, the monitoring can safely be stopped. 
Prior to eliminating any monitoring elements, a meeting shall be convened with the 
DNPOP Upper Bay working group and the Site 92 principal investigators. At this 
meeting, the working group members shall make recommendations to the MDE for 
their approval to discontinue the monitoring elements. 

Final reports will be produced for the site management, consolidation and 
resuspension, and benthics tasks upon completion of the studies. A comprehensive 
1998/1999 placement monitoring final report will also be generated. The draft final 
comprehensive report will be issued by June 30, 2000 presenting an interpretation 
and synthesis of findings of the consolidation and erosion, the site management 
studies, and the benthic pre-placement evaluation. 

A draft report of site management activities will be produced within 1 2 weeks 
of final placement at Site 92. This report will detail survey and volume information 
and verify the sediment locations, the shape and slopes of the berm as well as the 
controlled bottom placement volume and location. 

The following sections of this Plan present study design details for each 
element of the monitoring plan: 

I. SITE MANAGEMENT 

STUDY ENDPOINT - The last placement action at Site 92. 

OBJECTIVES 

It is anticipated that controlled bottom placement of up to 1.5 mcy (cut) of 
dredged material will take place at the Site 92 placement area from around October 
1, 1998 to March 31, 1999. A berm will be created along the northeastern side of 
the site to prevent material movement. Material will also be strategically placed 
along the northernmost portion of the site. Pre-placement surveys will be performed 
by MGS to verify capacity of dredged material in the Site 92 area and will also be 
performed to characterize the bathymetry of the adjacent high relief area to the 
northeast. During placement, data will be collected by MES on the volume of 
material placed in the area, the duration of placement, and the location of the scows 
as they place material. After placement, MES will review the most recent post- 
placement surveys of the placement areas by MGS and CENAP and will produce a 
site management report on the dredging activities, including capacity evaluations. 

To ensure coordination of all parties involved, MDE has required under 
condition 26 of WQC 98-MD-0003, that CENAP submit a finalized Site Management 
Plan to MDE and obtain approval for its use prior to commencement of any 
placement activity at Site 92. MES shall create and submit this plan to MDE on 

behalf of CENAP. 
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METHODOLOGY 

1. Dredged quantity and placement location 

The location and quantity of material placed at the site will be reviewed on a 
regular basis after transmittal from CENAP to MES and for consistency, will be 
compared to the Site Management Plan. A map of the site will be produced with the 
scow locations plotted. This will enable review of placement operations and the 
movement of controlled bottom placed material within the placement area. The total 
quantity of material placed in the area will be tabulated in an Excel spreadsheet. This 
information will be transmitted via fax or electronic mail on a weekly basis to MGS, 
MDE, MPA and CENAP for review. 

2. Hydrographic surveys 

A pre-placement survey of the Site 92 area will be performed by the Maryland 
Geologic Survey and/or CENAP before placement activities begin in Site 92. Surveys 
will be performed immediately after placement has ceased in Site 92 and afterward in 
order to determine the placed volume and remaining capacity. A contour map of 
each survey will be developed and analyzed by MES. 

3. Data analysis and site management 

Surveys at Site 92 will be conducted by CENAP during the placement 
operation at the following intervals 25%, 50%, 75% and 100%. Each survey will be 
compared against previous surveys and the volume of placed material and remaining 
capacity will be calculated. This volume will then be compared with the dredged 
quantity to determine volumetric changes during dredging and placement. Cross 
sections will be developed from surveys to monitor the berm and placement areas. 
The dredged material quantity and placement locations will be compared with 
previous survey maps and checked for developing trends. Surveys will also be 
checked to determine the limits and distribution of placed material and to ensure that 
the material is remaining within the designated placement area. 

DELIVERABLES 

A Site Management Plan shall be submitted to MDE by MES, on behalf of 
CENAP, prior to the commencement of any placement action at Site 92. The Site 
Management Plan will include placement capacity estimates from MGS and the 
designated grid area in which all placement will occur. This shall include the 
sequence of placement with location and volume information. The operations plan 
submitted by the contractor for dredged material placement at Site 92 shall also be 
appended to the Site Management Plan. 

A Site Management Draft Report will be submitted by MES to MPA, CENAP, 
MDE and MGS for review within twelve weeks of conclusion of placement activities. 
This report will consist of a summary of placement activities.    The quantity of 
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material placed in each area and the remaining capacity will be documented 
graphically and in a tabular format. The report will also include copies of all 
hydrographic surveys performed to date and the cross sections developed by MES. 

II. CONSOLIDATION AND RESUSPENSION 

NULL HYPOTHESIS - Dredged sediment is subject to predictable forces after 
placement which result in fairly standard rates of consolidation and erosion, based on 
the type of material, the type of placement and the placement location. Placement of 
dredged material will not deviate from these expected conditions. 

STUDY ENDPOINT - Monitoring will be performed each year that placement occurs 
within the Site 92 area, and for up to one year after placement is completed to 
document consolidation and erosion of materials. 

OBJECTIVES 

• To measure and evaluate changes in the placed material within the placement 
area and nearby areas due to erosion and consolidation of sediments. 

• To determine capacity of the Site 92 berm and interior areas before and after 
placement of dredged material. 

• To evaluate the results of the study and suggest modifications as necessary in 
the study design, and site management. 

• To  verify  whether  changes  are  occurring  in  the  high  relief  areas  to  the 
northeast of Site 92 resulting from placement activities. 

BACKGROUND 

The MGS has studied the placement, consolidation and erosion of dredged 
material in the Upper Bay for over 1 5 years. These studies have documented the 
configuration and occupied volume of dredged material placed using different 
techniques. The studies have also found that subsequent to placement, deposited 
sediments may be subjected to volume changes due to two processes. First, 
resuspension and erosion may remove sediment particles from the site. Second, 
consolidation of deposited sediment and the underlying foundation will result in a 
change in volume and height of the deposit. The consolidation processes result in a 
change in the elevation of the deposit without the removal of sediment particles. 
This study will measure and document the effects of these processes on the berm 
and the controlled bottom placed sediments at Site 92. This study will also attempt 
to define when the observed placement, erosion and consolidation processes are 
within expected parameters. This study will also identify when these processes 
exceed expected parameters and what the potential reasons are for variation from 

expectations. 
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Observations of consolidation and erosion in the Site 92 Area will be 
determined though field work, laboratory analysis and data processing and synthesis. 
Sediments will be collected and analyzed before dredging and placement operations 
begin in Site 92 and in the channel. A hydrographic survey of the placement area 
will also be performed prior to placement to enable later measurement of the changes 
in the berm height and configuration and changes in capacity of the placement area. 
At the conclusion of the placement activities and at the end of the monitoring period, 
core samples will be collected from the placement area to determine the changing 
state of the deposited sediments over time. Selected samples will be subjected to 
grain size and bulk property analyses. This data will be analyzed to determine 
volumetric changes due to consolidation of the berm and foundation sediments. The 
amount of material which is resuspended from the surface of the berm will be 
estimated from a comparison between the calculated change in volume due to 
consolidation and the total observed change measured from the hydrographic 
surveys. 

METHODOLOGY 

1. Preplacement activities - Site 92 

Prior to dredging and placement activities, core samples will be taken from the 
Site 92 placement area and the channel. These samples will be analyzed for grain 
size and water content. From the water content, bulk density, porosity and void 
ratios will be calculated. This information will then be available to calculate 
foundation consolidation of existing sediments before placement of material. A 
detailed hydrographic survey of the site will also be performed and a contour map of 
the site will be developed. 

2. Material lost during placement 

It is anticipated that some percentage of sediments will be lost due to 
suspended sediment dispersion during placement activities. To estimate the quantity 
of suspended sediment lost as a turbidity plume at the placement location(s), 5 core 
samples will be collected from the channel maintenance sediments prior to dredging 
and analyzed for bulk properties. At the conclusion of placement, 8 core samples 
will be collected of the placed sediment and also analyzed for bulk properties. In 
addition, a hydrographic survey of the site will be conducted and the volume 
occupied by the placed sediment calculated. This data will be utilized to estimate the 
total volume of sediment lost during the placement process. 

3. Consolidation of the placement area sediments 

Consolidation of the placed sediments will alter the remaining capacity of the 
designated placement area. Calculation of the remaining capacity is necessary to 
determine an appropriate volume for placement in the next dredging operation. To 
accomplish the analysis of consolidation over time, a maximum of 6 bathymetric 
surveys of the placement area will be conducted, pre-placement, post-placement and 
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at the 1,3,6 and 9 month points after the completion of placement. In addition, 
sediment cores will be collected at eight sites in the placement area at three points in 
time - pre-, post and either 6 or 9 months following placement (depending on the 
following year's dredging schedule). 

4.        Sediment resuspension and erosion after placement 

Based on previous studies that have been conducted in the vicinity of Pooles 
Island it is expected that some controlled bottom placed sediment may be 
resuspended and eroded from the area over time. The rate of erosion is anticipated 
to decrease over time as the sediments consolidate making individual particles less 
susceptible to erosion, and as the surface becomes armored with slightly coarser 
particles left behind by the erosion process. This study will estimate the erosion of 
the placed sediment during a six to nine month period following placement. The 
amount of material eroded from the placement area will be estimated by further 
analysis of the sediment bulk properties and volume data. The water content 
changes in the sediments will be converted to a volume change attributable to 
consolidation. The difference between the volume change and the total observed 
change will yield the volume of material estimated removed due to erosion. 

DATA BASE MANAGEMENT 

Survey data shall be collected in digital format and transmitted to the MES. 
Electronic data shall be transmitted in a form suitable for incorporation in AutoCAD 
files. 

DELIVERABLES 

Progress reports will be submitted monthly, on the last day of the month. 
The progress reports shall document progress on work tasks, findings to date and 
any unusual circumstances or problems that have arisen since the last report. 

An interim report with remaining capacity calculations for Site 92 will be 
produced six months after the completion of placement, and again prior to the 
initiation of the next year's placement activities (tentatively scheduled for October, 

1999). 

The final report will be produced six months following the completion of the 
last survey (approximately March 2000). It will document the lateral extent and 
thickness of the deposited sediments and the elevation and volumetric changes that 
the sediment has undergone during the study period. The report will contain a 
consolidation history of the placed sediments through analysis of the hydrographic 
surveys and the change in bulk properties of sediment in the collected core samples. 
The report will also document the estimated loss during dredging and placement, the 
remaining capacity of the placement area, and the sediment resuspension and erosion 
estimate for Site 92. The results of consolidation and resuspension study shall be 
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incorporated, as a separate chapter, in the overall placement effects assessment 
report. 

III.        BENTHIC COMMUNITY EVALUATION 

NULL HYPOTHESIS - There is no long term loss of the benthic community in terms of 
the multi-metric Benthic Index of Biotic Integrity (B-IBI) after placement of dredged 
material has ceased. 

STUDY ENDPOINT - This study will be performed during the Spring, Summer and Fall 
of 1998 (May, July and October 1998) before dredged material placement in Site 92. 
Then, at least 18 months after all placement has ceased at Site 92, this study will be 
repeated within the Site 92 placement area. 

OBJECTIVES 

The objectives of this study are: 

• To assess the benthic community at Site 92 to determine baseline conditions and 
to verify the re-establishment of a healthy benthic community more than eighteen 
months after completion of dredged material placement at the site. 

• To compare the results of sampling with established Chesapeake Bay 
benchmarks, including the B-IBI, to evaluate the benthic community conditions at 
Site 92. 

• To compare seasonal baseline data for Site 92 with other open-water and 
contained dredged material disposal placement sites. 

• To assess Site 92 benthic populations to determine the possible effects of the 
placement of dredged material at open-water sites in the Pooles Island complex. 

METHODOLOGY 

Baseline benthic species abundance data will be collected from seven 
locations in Site 92. Two reference stations will be used for comparison purposes. 
The reference stations have been selected based on their location away from the 
proposed Site 92 and the conditions affecting this area. In addition, two background 
stations will provide supplemental information for comparison purposes. 

1.  Sampling Locations 

Seven assessment stations have been selected in the Site 92 area (In May 
1998, five assessment stations were selected in Site 92). Additionally, two 
reference and two background stations have been selected in adjacent waters (In 
May 1998, six assessment stations were selected outside of Site 92). The two 
reference stations were selected in representative areas of varying depths and salinity 
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regimes. One background station is located in G-South and the other is located 
northeast of G-East. Three samples will be collected from each station. The latitude 
and longitude of each sampling location shall be recorded. 

2. Sampling Schedule 

The seven assessment stations, two reference stations, and two background 
stations shall be sampled in May, July and October 1998 before placement has 
occurred. 

3. Sampling Methods 

During each sampling cruise, triplicate samples shall be collected at each 
sample station. A physical description of the sediments will be recorded from each 
location for bottom sediment substrate characterization. Water quality parameters 
(including salinity, temperature, dissolved oxygen concentration, turbidity, and pH) of 
surface and bottom waters shall be measured at each location. 

4. Laboratory Processing 

Benthic samples shall be sorted and all organisms identified, to the lowest 
practical taxonomic level, and enumerated. All sample processing shall be subject to 
quality assurance and quality control procedures described in the Contractor's 
Laboratory Manual. 

5. Data Management 

Data shall be entered and edited using approved procedures to ensure 
accuracy. The data will be analyzed statistically using SAS and other 
methodologically appropriate software. All data sets will be stored on the 
Chesapeake Bay Program's VAX computer system. 

6. Data Analysis 

Benthic assemblage differences among the placement area and reference sites 
shall be identified and evaluated using appropriate ecological, statistical and graphical 

techniques. 

DELIVERABLES 

Data collected for the Site 92 benthic study shall be prepared by the Maryland 
Department of the Environment as fully documented SAS Data Sets in DEC 
VAX/VMS format. The draft report for this study element will be submitted to MES 
by January 31, 1999 (90 days after last cruise). The results of the benthic 
evaluation shall be incorporated, as a separate chapter, in the overall placement 
effects assessment report. This also includes attendance at site management and 

project status meetings. 
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V. TECHNICAL SUPPORT 

The Maryland Department of the Environment Technical and Regulatory 
Services Administration (TARSA) staff shall provide technical and regulatory support 
and advice to the Maryland Port Administration, the Philadelphia District of the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers and the Maryland Environmental Service, throughout the 
year. This includes coordination of the Water Quality Certification (WQC) request 
for dredged material placement, coordination of time of year restrictions and possible 
extensions of the WQC. 

VI. TECHNICAL INTEGRATION 

For the Site 92 Monitoring Plan, the Technical Integrator shall have 
responsibility for coordination of program activities by all participants, the integration 
of findings from all program elements, and the preparation of interim and final reports 
that address the overall program objectives stated earlier. 

OBJECTIVES 

The technical objectives of this element are: 

• To ensure that all elements of the data collection program are conducted in a 
coordinated and mutually beneficial manner. 

• To  provide  overall  program  QA/QC  to  ensure that  program  elements  are 
meeting stated technical objectives. 

• To  conduct overall  impact assessments and  prepare  program  assessment 
reports. 

The management objectives of this study are: 

• To determine from an analysis of the study findings, the magnitude and extent 
of impacts resulting from placement activity. 

METHODOLOGY 

1. Coordinate   studies   and   principal   investigators   to   maximize   efficiencies   and 
exchange information during the study period. 

2. Conduct periodic meetings of principal investigators. 

3. Verify and track cruises, deliverables and findings. 

4. Produce final comprehensive monitoring report. 

10 
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5. Produce monitoring plan for 99/00 placement activities. 

6. Coordinate monitoring activities with dredging operations. 

7. Provide overall program  QA/QC to ensure that project elements are meeting 
stated technical objectives. 

8. To provide technical support to MPA and CENAP on future placement actions 
and monitoring plans in the Pooles Island area. 

DATA BASE MANAGEMENT 

All data submitted from all program elements shall be assembled in an 
electronic format and stored in an acceptable, archivable format. 

DELIVERABLES 

A final comprehensive report of monitoring activities from the Site 92 
monitoring program will be prepared. Interim technical reports shall also be prepared 
as necessary. Interim reports will be structured around specific issues that have been 
raised about the project and augmented to address all additional issues which have 
been identified as a result of input received during the recent project approval 
process. 

The 1998/1999 draft placement monitoring report shall be prepared in June 
2000 and shall include a description of findings of the baseline monitoring. The 
report shall include an assessment of physical impacts resulting from placement, an 
evaluation of the ability for prediction of impacts from additional placement events 
and an assessment of potential impacts from additional placement at Site 92. Such 
an evaluation shall include identification of information gaps and needs, and the 
delineation of information areas for which data of greater precision may be required. 

A 1999/2000 monitoring plan shall be prepared for MPA and CENAP 
approval, if necessary and submitted to MDE before planned placement actions at 
Site 92 or elsewhere in the Pooles Island area. 

VII.       PROJECT MANAGEMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

• To manage the contract and subcontractors in a timely manner within the 
allowed budget and schedule. 

• To provide management support to the MPA and CENAP for dredged material 
placement in the Pooles Island area. 

11 
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• To provide administrative support to MPA and CENAP for the purposes of 
budgeting and scheduling future placement actions and preparing monitoring 
plans for the Pooles Island Area. 

METHODOLOGY 

1. Prepare  detailed  schedules  and  work  plans  to  ensure  timely  completion  of 
assessment report. 

2. Coordinate  routine  activities  between  all  parties  involved  including  MPA and 
CENAP. 

3. Monitor progress on work tasks. 

4. Prepare and conduct 4 meetings if necessary for relevant committees and the 
general public. 

5. Prepare and conduct periodic coordination meetings for the clients and MES staff 
as necessary. 

6. Budget tracking and invoice payment. 

7. Monthly progress reports to client. 

8. Prepare fiscal year budgets and schedule as required by MPA and CENAP. 

9. Conduct budget reviews and projections as required by MPA and CENAP. 

10. Prepare scopes and agreements for monitoring plan elements. 

DELIVERABLES 

1. Monthly progress reports to the clients. 

2. Detailed schedules and budgets as requested by the client. 

12 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Controlled bottom release scow placement of dredged material to Pooles Island area Site 
92 occurred during the 1998/1999 placement season. Site 92 is a designated open-water dredged 
material placement site in the upper Chesapeake Bay (Figure 1). Site 92 is a subaqueous basin 
that was developed as a concept in 1996 to provide placement capacity for dredged material 
(MES 1997). The material placed in Site 92 is generated from federal navigation dredging 
projects associated with the maintenance of the northern approach channels to the Chesapeake 
and Delaware (C&D) Canal in the Chesapeake Bay. Maintenance of these federal channels is the 
responsibility of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District (CENAP). The 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA) shares responsibility for identifying placement options for 
the dredged material. 

This report is submitted to the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) by the 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES) to fulfill requirements of the Water Quality 
Certification (WQC) (98-WQ-0003) (Appendix A). MES manages the comprehensive 
environmental monitoring and produces a site management report under contract to CENAP and 
the MPA per the 1998/1999 Site 92 Monitoring Plan (Appendix B). 

A total of approximately 1.09 million cubic yards (mcy) was placed at Site 92 during this 
reporting period. Placement occurred between December 23, 1998 and March 31, 1999. The 
objectives this year were to perform controlled bottom placement of up to 1.5 mcy into the 
designated Site 92 area in such a manner as to complete placement within the authorized time 
constraints, within site boundaries and authorized elevations and without negative impact to 
nearby habitat areas. These objectives were met. Placement was completed by the March 31, 
1999 deadline and the material was placed as required within the site boundaries and within the 
authorized elevation of -14 ft MLW. While tracking results indicated that the scow loads were 
placed within site boundaries, the 0-100% isopach drawing showed a small anomalous projection 
off the northeast side of the placement area (Figure F-7). This projection is investigated and 
discussed further in the Maryland Geological Survey (MGS) Placement, Consolidation, and 
Erosion report (Panageotou 2001). 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Controlled bottom release scow placement of dredged material was performed at the Site 
92 designated placement site in the upper Chesapeake Bay from December 23, 1998 to March 
31, 1999 (Figure 1). In accordance with Water Quality Certification (WQC) 98-WQ-0003, this 
Site Management Report is one of several monitoring requirements for the project (Appendix A). 
This report describes the dredged material placement activities, provides an analysis of the site 
management data gathered before, during and after placement, and provides recommendations 
for future open-water placement activities. 

2 SITE DESCRIPTION 

Site 92 is an open-water dredged material placement area located immediately south of 
Pooles Island in the northern portion of the upper Chesapeake Bay (Figure 1). The site is 
approximately 934 acres in area (MES 1997) and when brought to -14 feet Mean Low Water 
(MLW) is estimated to provide at least 7.0 million cubic yards (mcy) of capacity. Site 92 
surrounds a shallow elongated basin, oriented in a northeast to southwest direction. The 
coordinates (Geographic NAD 83 U.S. Foot) for Site 92 are presented below. 

Beginning at the western-most point at 39 15 05.07N, 076 17 40.37W, 
Running thence to 39 15 52.89N, 076 16 30.76W, 
Running thence to the northern-most point at 39 16 00.35N, 076 16 16.10W, 
Running thence to 39 15 56.19N, 076 15 59.30W, 
Running thence to 39 14 59.24N, 076 16 02.88W, 
Running thence to the southern-most point at 39 14 29.95N, 076 17 01.16W, 
and running thence to the point of beginning. 

3 BACKGROUND 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District (CENAP) and the Maryland 
Port Administration (MPA) share responsibility for developing placement options for dredged 
material removed from the federal navigation channels leading to the Chesapeake & Delaware 
(C&D) Canal. In order to initially obtain the required environmental permits for placement, 
environmental data collection of the Site 92 placement area was performed, and a joint 
Environmental Assessment (EA) of two proposed open-water placement areas, G-East and Site 
92, was prepared. The final EA, entitled Environmental Assessment - Designation of Aquatic 
Dredged Material Placement Areas G-East and Site 92 for Maintenance Dredging, Inland 
Waterway Delaware River to Chesapeake Bay, Delaware and Maryland Northern Approach 
Channel, was issued in July 1997, and a Finding of No Significant Impact was issued for both 
sites in August 1997. 
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The CENAP requested a WQC from the Maryland Department of the Environment 
(MDE) in spring 1998 for the placement of up to 1.5 mcy of dredged material in Site 92. The 
WQC (98-WQ-003) was issued by MDE on September 14, 1998 (Appendix A). The WQC 
identified the volume of material to be dredged and the timeframe for dredging and placement. 
The schedule for placement was specified to provide the least impact to fish spawning and 
recreational fishing in the project area. 

The WQC also specified that a Monitoring Plan (Appendix B) and Site Management Plan 
(Appendix C) be submitted and approved prior to placement. The Site Management Plan was 
required to include the sequence and location of placement operations. Both plans were prepared 
and submitted to MDE by the Maryland Environmental Service (MES) in advance of placement 
at the site. The Monitoring Plan was approved on December 16, 1998 and the Site Management 
Plan was approved on December 21, 1998. 

The CENAP developed contract plans and specifications for bottom release scow 
placement of 1.5 mcy of material in specified locations within Site 92 to address the 
requirements of the WQC. The scow drop zone within the berm was specified based on material 
slopes of 30H: IV, with all slopes (including the toe of the dike) to be within site boundaries. 
Fill elevations for the top of the berm were specified to be -14 feet MLW. Upon fulfilling these 
requirements, the contractor was required to place any remaining material within the site at a 
previously agreed upon location, not to exceed the restricted -14 feet MLW elevation. 

Numerous other controls were stipulated in the plans and specifications to ensure proper 
berm creation and material placement, including the requirement for the contractor to submit a 
disposal operations plan for approval prior to dredging. The dredging and placement contract 
was competitively bid by CENAP and the contract was awarded on November 16, 1998 to 
Weeks Marine, Inc (Weeks). 

On December 15, 1998, a contractor meeting was held with representatives from CENAP, 
MPA, MES, MDE, MGS, and Weeks to discuss the dredging operations plan for Site 92 
proposed by Weeks. This work plan was enveloped into the Site Management Plan submitted to 
MDE by MES on behalf of CENAP and MPA. 

On December 18, 1998, Weeks submitted the initial Dredging Operations Plan for Site 92 
(Appendix C; Appendix I). This plan included a description of the order of dredge excavation 
and material placement, the tug positioning systems, access to and from the placement area, 
placement area marking, a gridded layout of the placement area for proposed scow placement, 
and a table which designated the order of work. This plan was updated as necessary throughout 
the placement season. The plan and revisions to the plan are located in Appendix D. The final 
placement plan is presented in Figure 2. 
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4     OBJECTIVES 

4.1     Monitoring Objectives 

The principal study elements of the Pooles Island Site 92 Monitoring Plan (Appendix B) 
for controlled bottom placement, during the 1998/1999 dredging season, are outlined in Table 1. 
These elements are required by MDE to be reported for evaluation of the project impacts as part 
of the WQC. All phases of the Site 92 Monitoring Plan are conducted under the direction of the 
MES, in cooperation with the MPA, CENAP, MGS, and MDE. 

Table 1. 1998/1999 Placement Monitoring Elements 

Study Element Responsible Agency 
Site Management Maryland Environmental Service 

Foundation, Consolidation and Erosion Maryland Geological Survey 
Benthic Community Evaluation Maryland Department of the Environment 

Technical Support Maryland Department of the Environment 
Technical Integration Maryland Environmental Service 
Project Management Maryland Environmental Service 

5     SITE MANAGEMENT 

Site management activities were required to be conducted in accordance with the 
Monitoring Plan submitted by MES and approved by MDE (Appendix B). The site management 
objectives and monitoring methodology as specified in the 1998/1999 Site 92 Monitoring Plan 
and Site Management Plan are provided below. 

5.1     Site Management Objectives 

The main objectives of site management at Site 92 are: 

• To describe the dredged material placement activities; 
• To ensure that all required information is collected before, during, and after 

placement; 
• To assure timely transmittal, analysis, and reporting of information; 
• To provide for a review process; and 
• To provide recommendations for future open-water placement activities. 

It is anticipated that controlled bottom release scow placement of up to 1.5 mcy (cut) of 
dredged material will take place at the Site 92 placement area from October 1, 1998 to March 
31, 1999. A berm will be created along the northeastern side of the site to prevent material 
movement. Material will also be strategically placed along the northern most portion of the site. 
Pre-placement surveys will be performed by MGS to verify capacity of dredged material in the 



Site 92 area and will also be performed to characterize the bathymetry of the adjacent high relief 
area to the northeast. During placement, data will be collected by MES on the volume of 
material placed in the area, the duration of placement, and the location of scows as they place 
material. After placement, MES will review post-placement surveys of the placement areas by 
MGS and CENAP and will produce a site management report on the dredging activities, 
including capacity evaluations. 

5.2    Site Management Methodology 

5.2. /   Dredged quantity and placement location 

The location and quantity of material placed at the site will be reviewed on a regular 
basis after transmittal from CENAP and MES. A map of the site will be produced with the scow 
locations plotted. This will enable review of placement operations and the movement of 
controlled bottom placed material within the placement area. The total quantity of material 
placed in the area will be tabulated in an Excel spreadsheet. 

5.2.2 Hydrographic surveys 

The MGS and/or CENAP will perform a pre-placement survey of the Site 92 area before 
placement activities begin in Site 92. Nearby high relief areas will also be surveyed. Surveys 
will be performed immediately after placement has ceased in Site 92 and afterward in order to 
determine the placed volume and remaining capacity, as well as the continued observation of the 
berm. A contour map of each survey will be developed and analyzed by MES. 

5.2.3 Data analysis and site management 

Each survey will be compared against previous surveys and the volume of placed 
material and remaining capacity will be calculated. This volume will then be compared with the 
dredged quantity to determine volumetric changes during dredging and placement. Cross 
sections will be developed from surveys to monitor the berm and placement areas. The dredged 
material quantity and placement locations will be compared with previous survey maps and 
checked for developing trends. Surveys will also be checked to determine the limits and 
distribution of placed material and to ensure that the material is remaining within the designated 
placement areas. 

6     PLACEMENT OPERATIONS 

6.1     Overview 

Operations that directly affected site management at Site 92 are documented below. This 
section includes procedures used by the contractor for placement of dredged material within Site 



92. Dredging started on December 23, 1998, with controlled bottom placement by scows in the 
designated berm construction area of Site 92. Dredged material placement ended in Site 92 on 
March 31, 1999. Table 2 presents a summary of the primary placement activities that occurred at 
Site 92. An analysis of the operations is included in Section 8. 

6.2    Data Collection and Transfer 

The contractor submitted a scow discharge report and a report of operations to CENAP 
on a daily basis. These reports included the scow and trip number, estimated quantity of material 
in the scow, and the exact Differential Global Positioning System (DGPS) coordinates of each 
placement. CENAP forwarded this information to MES on a daily basis. MES determined the 
position of the scow placements from these reports and created a spreadsheet compiling the 
quantity and placement location information. This spreadsheet was used to keep a running total 
of material placed (Appendix E). Maps of Site 92 were also generated from these reports, 
showing the pre-placement bathymetry overlain by the scow placement locations. This 
information was compared to the contractor's work and placement plan to determine compliance. 
The spreadsheet and the scow placement map were distributed on a weekly basis to MPA, 
CENAP, MDE, and MGS. 

Site management meetings were held on a regular basis before, during, and immediately 
after the placement activity at Site 92 (Table 2). Once placement began in December, meetings 
were usually held on a bi-weekly basis. The site management meetings included the contractor, 
MES, CENAP, MPA, MDE, and MGS. Summaries from the previous site management meeting 
were distributed at the next meeting for review and comment. These meetings proved useful in 
communicating information and coordination between all involved parties. 

7     MONITORING RESULTS 

A summary and description of the placement locations and quantity placed are given 
below. Data analysis and conclusions are presented in Section 8. 

7.1    Material Quantity and Placement Location 

Figure 3 depicts the grid area that was overlaid on the Site 92 boundaries to determine the 
locations for material placement. The material drop zone area was designated as column areas B 
through L, running east to west and rows 1-16, running north to south. Column area A was 
removed from the placement zone, as suggested by MGS, to increase the setback from the edge of 
the site. Within the drop zone, cells were created for material placement using the column and row 
designations. The placement cells were further divided into sub-cells with x and y designations. 



Table 2. Summary of 1998/1999 Placement Activities - Pooles Island Site 92 

Date Activity 
September 4, 1998 CENAP issued invitation for bids for maintenance dredging. 
December 9-12, 1998 CENAP performs pre-placement survey at Site 92. 
December 15, 1998 Pre-construction meeting held at CENAP. 
December 18, 1999 Contractor submits work plan for 2,000 cy scow placement within northern and eastern berm 

areas (loads 1-240). 
December 21, 1999 Site Management Plan submitted by MES and approved by MDE. 
December 23, 1998 Contractor began controlled bottom placement along northern end of berm area. 
January 5, 1999 Principal investigator and contractor meetings held at Chesapeake City. Study team requests 

revised work plan. 
January 5, 1999 Contractor submits revised work plan for 2,000 cy scow placement within northern and eastern 

berm areas (loads 1-224). 
January 27, 1999 Contractor meeting at Chesapeake City. 
February 1, 1999 CENAP performs 25% survey of Site 92 area. 
February 14, 1999 Contractor submits revised work plan for 2,000 cy scow placement within northern berm area 

and northern portion of eastern berm area (loads 225-276). 
February 17, 1999 Contractor meeting at Chesapeake City. Study team approves February 14, 1999 revised 

placement plan. 
February 19, 1999 Contractor submits revised work plan for 2,000 cy scow placement along northern berm and 

northern and lower portion of eastern berm (loads 225-307). 
February 23, 1999 CENAP performs 50% survey of Site 92 area. 
March 2, 1999 Contractor submits revised work plan for 2,000 cy scow placement using more realistic scow 

estimates per MGS request. Placement along northern and eastern berm areas (loads 260-348). 
March 3, 1999 March 2, 1999 work plan approved by study team. 
March 5, 1999 Contractor submits work plan for 4,000 cy scow placement inside the site contiguous to the 

berm (loads 1-57). 
March 9, 1999 Contractor Meeting at Chesapeake City. Study team approves March 5, 1999 revised placement 

plan. 
March 11, 1999 Contractor submits revised work plan for 2,000 cy scow placement in northern berm area (loads 

349-394). 
March 12, 1999 March 11, 1999 work plan approved by study team. 
March 15, 1999 Contractor submits revised work plan for 2,000 cy scow placement in northern berm area and 

the 4,000 cy scow placement inside the site contiguous to the berm (loads 395-431, 58-115). 
March 16, 1999 March 15, 1999 work plan approved by study team. Contractor submits revised work plan for 

4,000 cy scow placement inside site, including revised scow yardage estimates (loads 37-114). 
March 17, 1999 CENAP performs 75% survey of Site 92 area. 
March 22, 1999 Contractor submits revised work plan for 2,000 cy scow placement (loads 421-495) inside site 

for use until 75% surveys are completed. Study team requests revised work plan. 
March 23, 1999 Contractor meeting at Chesapeake City. Contractor submits revised work plan for 2,000 cy 

scow placement (loads 422-495) and 4,000 cy scow placement (loads 115-155) inside the site to 
left of berm. March 23, 1999 work plan approved by study team. 

March 31, 1999 Contractor finishes controlled bottom placement at Site 92. 
April 6, 1999 Principal Investigator and Site Management meetings at Chesapeake City. 
April 7, 1999 MGS performs completion survey of scow placement at Site 92. 
April 7-9, 1999 CENAP performs 100% survey of the Site 92 area. 
October 27 - 
November 9, 1999 

MGS and CENAP perform 6-month post placement survey of the Site 92 area to correlate 
surveys. 
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The contractor provided information daily on the scow drop locations and estimated 
quantities of material placed. The scow drop locations for the 1998/1999 placement action were 
plotted over the grid area and are depicted in blue in Figure 3. Scow placement was also tracked 
by cell/grid location for quality control and evaluation purposes (Appendix E). The data was 
evaluated daily to ensure that material was placed according to the revised plan and within the 
designated drop zone. 

7.2    Hydrographic Surveys 

Five hydrographic surveys of Site 92 and surrounding areas were performed by CENAP 
as part of the placement activities (Appendix F). The pre-placement survey was performed on 
December 9-12, 1998, just prior to material placement in Site 92 (Appendix F; Figures F-l and 
F-2). Three condition surveys were also performed on February 1, 23, and March 17, 1999 at 
approximately 25%, 50% and 75% completion of the project (Appendix F; Figures F-3, F-4 and 
F-5). These surveys were used to verify the scow tracking information and to determine the 
exact placement and development of the berm. CENAP performed the 100% post-placement 
survey, between April 7-9, 1999 (Appendix F; Figure F-6). While tracking results indicated that 
the scow loads were placed within site boundaries, the 0-100% isopach drawing showed a small 
anomalous projection off the northeast side of the placement area (Appendix F; Figure F-7). The 
MGS post-placement bathymetry survey, which was performed on April 7-9, 1999, did not show 
this projection. This survey was uncorrected for secondary alignments. Because the 100% 
completion surveys did not correlate, CENAP and MGS repeated the surveys between October 
27 through November 9, 1999, approximately 6 months after placement ceased. The new 
surveys correlated. The anomalous projection is investigated and discussed further in the MGS 
report entitled Placement, consolidation, and erosion studies of sediments dredged from the 
approach channel to the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal (Panageotou 2001). 

The condition surveys have been used to evaluate the site conditions for this report. 
Figures F-l (0%), F-3 (25%), F-4 (50%), F-5 (75%), and F-6 (100%) show the condition surveys 
as bathymetric contour drawings. Figure F-2 (0%) shows the pre-placement condition survey as 
bathymetric color contours. The change in elevation from pre-placement to post-placement is 
shown in Figure F-7 (0 - 100% isopach). Figure F-8 illustrates the bathymetric cross sections of 
the placement area at 0%, 25%, 50%, 75% and 100% intervals. All condition surveys are 
included in Appendix F. 

8     DATA ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Analysis of the data collected for the site management-monitoring phase of this project is 
provided below. Overall project evaluation and conclusions are also provided. 

10 



8.1    Placement Operations 

Dredged material placement by controlled bottom release scow occurred within the 
authorized time constraints and according to the specifications in the Site Management Plan and 
WQC. A review of the site management records combined with the post-placement survey found 
that scow placement met the objective of being placed within the site and within the authorized 
elevation of -14 ft MLW. As mentioned in Section 7.2, the 0-100% isopach drawing showed a 
small anomalous projection off the northeast side of the placement area (Appendix F; Figure F- 
7). A discussion of this projection can be found in the MGS report entitled Placement, 
consolidation, and erosion studies of sediments dredged from the approach channel to the 
Chesapeake and Delaware Canal (Panageotou 2001). 

Contractor's estimates for the quantity of material dredged for placement at Site 92 
totaled 1,090,367 cubic yards. Of this material, an estimated 657,068 cubic yards was used to 
construct the berm and the remaining estimated 433,299 cubic yards was placed inside the berm. 
A total of 640 scows were placed during the 1998/1999 placement season averaging 6.4 scows a 
day over a 99-day placement window. Because of equipment problems and weather related 
issues, 95% of the project was achieved in less than 30 days. 

8.2     Berm Length 

The creation of the berm at Site 92 provides closure on the northern and eastern sides of a 
discrete underwater basin used for dredged material placement. The placed sediments formed a 
berm approximately 4,300 ft long and an average of 2,100 ft wide. 

8.3    Berm Height 

The surveys show the progressive development of a berm average width of 2,100 feet 
wide with a crest top elevation of between -15 and -16 feet MLW by the 100% survey 
(Appendix F, Figure F-8). 

8.4    Extent of Fill 

A comparison of the pre- and post-placement surveys is presented in Figure F-7 in 
Appendix F. This figure shows the lateral extent and thickness of the newly placed material. 
The lateral extent and the thickness of the layer of placed material was determined from the 
surveys to be concentrated in the northeastern half of the Site 92 basin area. The scow tracking 
information indicates that all material was placed within the Site 92 boundaries as required in the 
WQC. As mentioned previously, the 100% isopach drawing showed a small anomalous 
projection off the northeast side of the placement area (Appendix F; Figure F-7). This projection 
is investigated and discussed further in the MGS report entitled Placement, consolidation, and 
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erosion studies of sediments dredged from the approach channel to the Chesapeake and 
Delaware Canal (Panageotou 2001). 

8.5    Theoretical Capacity Estimates 

Theoretical estimates of capacity were provided by MGS allowing for up to 10 years of 
placement at Site 92 at a final elevation of -14 feet MLLW. The theoretical estimate of total 
capacity at Site 92 over the 10 year period is 7.0 mcy. This total capacity estimate is based upon 
an estimated cut volume of approximately 1 mcy per year for year 1, 0.5 mcy for year 2, and 1 
mcy per year for years 3 through 10. The theoretical estimate assumes that in the year following 
placement, a 30% volume reduction will occur due to consolidation and erosion. 

During the 1998/1999 season (year 1), the contractor's reported cut volume of the 
dredged sediment was 1.09 mcy. MGS identified 1.04 mcy after completion of placement at Site 
92. MGS estimated that the placed sediment had a volume reduction of 33% (0.34 mcy) over the 
year following placement. Two-thirds of this volume reduction was attributed to erosion and 
one-third attributed to consolidation. This resulted in 0.69 mcy of capacity being used. 
Therefore, the remaining capacity of Site 92 one year after the 1998/1999 placement season is 
6.31 mcy. 

8.6     Summary 

A review of the placement activities, quantities and locations of material placed and the 
surveys of the basin area and newly constructed berm indicate that the project met the objectives 
stated in the Site Management Plan. Because of equipment problems and weather-related issues, 
95% of the project was achieved in less than 30 days. Communications and coordination 
between all parties were accomplished in such a manner that even with the weather delays, the 
project was successfully completed within the tight time frame. 

9     RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the experience gained on this project, the following recommendations are 
offered: 

a For future placement activities, it is recommended that every effort be made to use the 
full window for dredging operations (October 1 - March 31). During this project, 
starting sooner in the allowed window could have resulted in placement during the 
less harsh environmental conditions. 

a Close coordination, frequent meetings, and active communication between the State 
and Federal agencies and the contractor was a key factor in enabling the positive 
outcome. This type of project coordination and communication is recommended for 
future placement activities. 

12 



During the 1998/1999 placement season, the contractor daily reports were received by 
MES in a timely enough fashion for effective tracking of information. This allowed 
the technical team enough time for review of information and the ability to 
recommend operation changes when necessary. This allowed continual site 
monitoring of placement activities that ultimately lead to the overall success of the 
placement season. This type of monitoring is recommended for future placement 
activities. 

Continue investigation of anomalous projection off the northeast comer of Site 92 
through follow up surveys of the site by the MGS. 

13 
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APPENDIX A 

1998/1999 PLACEMENT MONITORING 

WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION 
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Mr. Thomas M Schina, P.E. 
Assistant Chief, Operations Division 
Philadelphia District, Corps of Engineers 
Wananuker Building, 100 Penn Square East 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-3390 

Dear Mr. Schina: 

The Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) has completed its review of the 
proposed maintenance dredging for the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal and its approach channel 
for calendar year 1998. Please find enclosed Water Quality Certification 98-WQ-0003 for the 
proposed maintenance dredging activities. 

I want to direct your anention to Condition #23 which requires that a pilot project be 
undertaken at the Courthouse Point upland disposal site. The pilot effort entails amending a 
portion of the dredged material in order to minimize the potential for groundwater deterioration. 
If successful, it may be possible to implement such a measure at the Pearce Creek upland disposal 
site to prevent further deterioration of groundwater in that area. MDE staff will be in contact 
with your office to discuss the technical details of the pilot project. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (440) 631-3567 or Elder Ghigiarelli. Jr. of 

my staffat (410) 631-8093. 

Sincerely. 

(Si.Htam 
Director i 

w Water Management Administration 

JLH;EAGJr.cma 

cc:       Secretary Jane T. Nishida 
Mike Haire 
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WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION 

NAp0P CERTinC\TION 98-WQ-O003 

PUBUC NOTICE DATE July 16, 1998 

TO-     Philadelphia District. Corps of Engineers RE;  1998 Maintenance Dredging of th 
Wanamaker Building, 100 Penn Square East Chesapeaice and Delaware Canal 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-3391 

This water quality certification is issued under authority of Section 401 of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act and its Amendments and the Environment Anicle, Sections 9-313 - 9-323, 
inclusive Annotated Code of Maryland. A copy of this required certification has been sent to the 
Corps of Engineers. This cenification does not relieve the applicant of responsibility lor obtaining any 
other approvals, licenses or permits in accordance with federal. State, or local requirements and does 
not authorize commencement of the proposed project. The Maryland Department of the Environment 
has determined from a review of the plans that the constmction of this facility and its subsequent 
operation as noted herein will not violate Maryland's water quality sundards, provided that the 
following conditions are satisfied. 

The applicant shall comply with the conditions marked (X) below: 

(X) (1) The proposed project shall be constructed in a manner which will not violate Maryland's 
Water Quality Standards as set forth in COMAR 26.08.02. The applicant is to notify this department 
ten (10) days prior to commencing work. Verbal notification is to be followed by written notice within 
ten (10) days. 

(X) (2) The proposed project shall be constructed in accordance with the plan and its revisions as 
approved by the: 

(X) (a) Corps of Engineers 
(X) (b) Water Management Administration 

(X) (3) All fill and construction materials not used in the project shall be removed and disposed of in a 
manner which will prevent their entry into waters of this State. : 

(X) (4) The applicant shall notify this Department upon transferring this ownership or responsibility 
for compliance with these conditions to andther person. The new owner/operator shall request transfer 
of this water quality cenification to his/her name. 

(X) (5) The cenification holder shall allow the Maryland Depanment of the Environment or its 
representative to inspect the project area at reasonable times and to inspect records regarding this ^ 
project. 

TTY U>e« 1-W.735-22JS "Together We Can Qean  Up" 
via Mirrlmd Rdi» Service 
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Page Two Water Quality Cenification 

( )(6) Construction of any bulkhead shall be completed prior to tilling behind the bulkhead. T^e 

bulkhead shall be consmicted in such a manner so as to prevent die loss of fil. matenal to waters of 
this State. Only clean fill, which is free of organic, metallic, toxic or deleterious matenals shah be 

used. 

f ) (7) The disturbance of the bottom of the water and sediment transpon into the adjacent State 
waters shall be minimized. Tlie applicant shall obtain and cenify compliance wtch a gradmg and 
sediment control plan which has been approved by the: 

/ \ (a) Soil Conservation District or 
( ) (b) Erosion and Control Representative, Division of Environmental Ser/ices. Bureau of 

Highways, Department of Public Works of the City of Baltimore or 
( He) The Department of the Environment, Water Management Administration or 
( ) (d) Montgomery County Department of Environmental Protection. 

The approved plan shall be available ac'the project site during all phases of consmjction. 

(X) (8) The spoil disposal afea(s), including dikes where applicable, shall be consmicted to limit the 
suspended solids content in the discharge to the waters of this State to four hundred (400) pans per 

million or less. 

(X) (9) Dredging shall be done only in the period specified in Condition 21. 

( ) (10) Stormwater ninoff from impervious surfaces shall be controlled to prevent the washing of 
debris into the waterway. The natural vegetation shall be maintained and restored when disturbed or 
eroded. Stormwater drainage faculties shall be designed, implemented, operated and maintained in 
accordance with the requirements of the applicable approving authority. 

  shall provide to the 

Water Management Administration a stormwater management plan including cross-sections which 
incorporates effective pollutant removal strategies in uplands to treat a minimum of the first one-half 
inch of runoff from impervious surfaces prior to release of stormwater into State waters or wetlands. 
There shall be no discharge of untreated stormwater to State waters or wetlands. The plan shall be 
provided by  and shall be implemented by ,• 

/ -v /j2\  shall provide to the 

Water Management Administration a mitigation plan for the construction of  
acre(s) of      wetland for review and approval by 

~~ The plan shall be implemented by 
_. The plan shall show: « 

-the source of hydrology for the coostructed wetland 
-the source and amount of soil to be used in constructing the wetland 
-the species, size and density of vegedtion to be planted in the constructed wetland and a planting 

schedule. 
-a monitoring/maintenance plan. 

/ •) (i^   .' shall monitor the 
nitigation site for a period of five years and shall determine whether the wetland construction has been 
successful.  A successful mitigation project shall result in: plants/acre and 85% survivability of 



TflRSfi 

Page'-^ree Water Quality Certification 

pUM to ;MK,ed ^ ^^b «.UndS .d p,an,s co^s 55% of *. ^ for em^.      ^ 

and monitored. 

( ) (14) m mitigation site shall be constructed in accordance with the plan. 

dated •—•' 

 shall provide a 

( ) (l5) plan for review and approval by • 

This plan shall be implemented by 

movement of aquatic species. 

prevent erosion in the receiving watenvay or wetland. 

( ) (19)   Authorized stormwater detention ponds shall have a maximum detention time of 

 hours. 

shall restore and revegetate all temporarily disturbed waters 
(and wetl^ds to original contours upon completion of construction. 

durin' the period June 16, 1998 through March 31. 1999. 

site boundaries not exceeding depths of -1.4 feet.. 

ptmously used upland banM MpM" ""    ^   . h lurrial a,^ whae phctoj the dredsed 

. WUe fonhco" »S in a sepan,e document ftot. the Marytand Depamnen, of the E„v,roMBent. 
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SITE 92 OPEN-WATER PLACEMENT MONITORING PLAN 

1998/1999 Monitoring (1* Year) - Controlled Bottom Placement 

GENERAL SUMMARY 

This document is the Monitoring Plan for the first year of open-water 
placement of dredged material at Site 92, which will occur over the 1998/1999 
dredging season. The placement method utilized in the first year will be controlled 
bottom placement. This Monitoring Plan is prepared for submittal by the Maryland 
Environmental Service to the Maryland Department of the Environment on behalf of 
the Philadelphia District, U.S Army Corps of Engineers (CENAP) and the Maryland 
Port Administration (MPA). 

Site 92 is an open-water dredged material placement area located immediately 
south of Pooles Island in the Chesapeake Bay. The site is approximately 934 acres in 
size and is estimated to provide 7.0 mcy of capacity when brought to elevation -14 
feet MLLW. A berm will be placed within the site along the northeastern edge. 
Material will also be placed by bottom release scow along the northern edge of the 
site and at necessary areas along the site boundaries to raise the elevations to -14 ft 

MLLW. 

In order to initially obtain the required environmental permits for placement, 
environmental data collection of the Site 92 placement area was performed, and a 
joint Environmental Assessment (EA) of two proposed open-water placement areas, 
G-East and Site 92, was prepared. The final EA, entitled Environmental Assessment 
- Designation of Aquatic Dredged Material Placement Areas G-East and Site 92 for 
Maintenance Dredging, Inland Waterway Delaware River to Chesapeake Bay, 
Delaware and Maryland Northern Approach Channel, was issued in July 1997, and a 
Finding of No Significant Impact was issued for both sites in August 1997. 

The CENAP submitted a Water Quality Certification (WQC) request to MDE in 
June 1998 for the use of Site 92 in addition to the Courthouse Point, Bethel and 
Chesapeake City upland disposal areas. This Monitoring Plan is submitted in 
accordance with Certification Number 98-WQ-0003 issued by the Maryland 

Department of the Environment to CENAP. 

The main objective of the monitoring at Site 92 is to determine if the 
predicted impacts presented in the EA are the same as the actual impacts associated 
with placement of dredged material. Results of the monitoring will be submitted to 
the Maryland Department of the Environment for use in evaluating future dredged 

material placement at this site. 

The Site 92 Open Water Placement Monitoring Plan is a multi-agency, multi- 
disciplinary, multi-year study. The objectives of the study are to assess the accuracy 
of predictions of the extent to which placement activities at Site 92 affect the 
physical,  biological,  and  water quality characteristics of the immediate area  and 
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adjacent aquatic habitats. Another objective is to collect data to continue to evaluate 
the capacity of Site 92 and the environmental acceptability of the current 
configuration and operation of the site. Monitoring will continue during and after 
construction of the berm in Fall 1998 and controlled bottom placement of dredged 

material during the 1998/1999 placement season. 

The activities described in this plan include pre-placement benthic sampling, 
pre- and post-placement core sampling and bathymetric surveys of Site 92, and 
monitoring of the placement of material to create the Site 92 berm, as well as 

placement of material within the Site 92 basin area. 

Monitoring will begin with pre-placement activities before the initiation of 
placement at Site 92. As stated in Certificate Number 98-WQ-0003, placement is 
planned to start in October, 1998 and end by March, 1999. Monitoring activities will 
then continue until December, 1999. This year, studies will include: site 
management; consolidation and resuspension studies; benthic community evaluation, 
technical support, technical integration and project management. All phases of the 
Site 92 monitoring plan will be conducted under the direction of the Maryland 
Environmental Service, in cooperation with the Maryland Geological Survey of the 
Department of Natural Resources, the Maryland Department of the Environment, the 
Maryland Port Administration and the Philadelphia District of the Corps of Engineers. 
Plan elements and parties with project responsibility are as follows: 

SITE 92 MONITORING PLAN 

1998/1999 Monitoring (15t Year) - Controlled Bottom Placement 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

STUDY ELEMENT 

Site Management 

Consolidation & Resuspension 

Benthic Community Evaluation 

Technical Support 

Technical Integration 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR 

Maryland Environmental Service 

Maryland Geological Survey 

Maryland Department of the Environment 

Maryland Department of the Environment 

Maryland Environmental Service 

Project Management Maryland Environmental Service 

The consolidation and resuspension and benthic studies are included in this 
plan with stated endpoints. It is not the intent of the monitoring to continue studies 
when the finding of no significant impact from the EA is borne out through repeated 
monitoring.    At the point when there are repeated findings of the short-term near- 
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field impacts which were predicted in the EA, the monitoring can safely be stopped. 
Prior to eliminating any monitoring elements, a meeting shall be convened with the 
DNPOP Upper Bay working group and the Site 92 principal investigators. At this 
meeting, the working group members shall make recommendations to the MDE for 
their approval to discontinue the monitoring elements. 

Final reports will be produced for the site management, consolidation and 
resuspension, and benthics tasks upon completion of the studies. A comprehensive 
1998/1999 placement monitoring final report will also be generated. The draft final 
comprehensive report will be issued by June 30, 2000 presenting an interpretation 
and synthesis of findings of the consolidation and erosion, the site management 
studies, and the benthic pre-placement evaluation. 

A draft report of site management activities will be produced within 1 2 weeks 
of final placement at Site 92. This report will detail survey and volume information 
and verify the sediment locations, the shape and slopes of the berm as well as the 
controlled bottom placement volume and location. 

The following sections of this Plan present study design details for each 

element of the monitoring plan: 

I. SITE MANAGEMENT 

STUDY ENDPOINT - The last placement action at Site 92. 

OBJECTIVES 

It is anticipated that controlled bottom placement of up to 1.5 mcy (cut) of 
dredged material will take place at the Site 92 placement area from around October 
1, 1998 to March 31, 1999. A berm will be created along the northeastern side of 
the site to prevent material movement. Material will also be strategically placed 
along the northernmost portion of the site. Pre-placement surveys will be performed 
by MGS to verify capacity of dredged material in the Site 92 area and will also be 
performed to characterize the bathymetry of the adjacent high relief area to the 
northeast. During placement, data will be collected by MES on the volume of 
material placed in the area, the duration of placement, and the location of the scows 
as they place material. After placement, MES will review the most recent post- 
placement surveys of the placement areas by MGS and CENAP and will produce a 
site management report on the dredging activities, including capacity evaluations. 

To ensure coordination of all parties involved, MDE has required under 
condition 26 of WQC 98-MD-0003, that CENAP submit a finalized Site Management 
Plan to MDE and obtain approval for its use prior to commencement of any 
placement activity at Site 92. MES shall create and submit this plan to MDE on 

behalf of CENAP. 
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METHODOLOGY 

1. Dredged quantity and placement location 

The location and quantity of material placed at the site will be reviewed on a 
regular basis after transmittal from CENAP to MES and for consistency, will be 
compared to the Site Management Plan. A map of the site will be produced with the 
scow locations plotted. This will enable review of placement operations and the 
movement of controlled bottom placed material within the placement area. The total 
quantity of material placed in the area will be tabulated in an Excel spreadsheet. This 
information will be transmitted via fax or electronic mail on a weekly basis to MGS, 

MDE, MPA and CENAP for review. 

2. Hydrographic surveys 

A pre-placement survey of the Site 92 area will be performed by the Maryland 
Geologic Survey and/or CENAP before placement activities begin in Site 92. Surveys 
will be performed immediately after placement has ceased in Site 92 and afterward in 
order to determine the placed volume and remaining capacity. A contour map of 
each survey will be developed and analyzed by MES. 

3. Data analysis and site management 

Surveys at Site 92 will be conducted by CENAP during the placement 
operation at the following intervals 25%, 50%, 75% and 100%. Each survey will be 
compared against previous surveys and the volume of placed material and remaining 
capacity will be calculated. This volume will then be compared with the dredged 
quantity to determine volumetric changes during dredging and placement. Cross 
sections will be developed from surveys to monitor the berm and placement areas. 
The dredged material quantity and placement locations will be compared with 
previous survey maps and checked for developing trends. Surveys will also be 
checked to determine the limits and distribution of placed material and to ensure that 
the material is remaining within the designated placement area. 

DELIVERABLES 

A Site Management Plan shall be submitted to MDE by MES, on behalf of 
CENAP, prior to the commencement of any placement action at Site 92. The Site 
Management Plan will include placement capacity estimates from MGS and the 
designated grid area in which all placement will occur. This shall include the 
sequence of placement with location and volume information. The operations plan 
submitted by the contractor for dredged material placement at Site 92 shall also be 

appended to the Site Management Plan. 

A Site Management Draft Report will be submitted by MES to MPA, CENAP, 
MDE and MGS for review within twelve weeks of conclusion of placement activities. 
This  report  will  consist  of  a  summary  of  placement activities.     The quantity  of 
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material placed in each area and the remaining capacity will be documented 
graphically and in a tabular format. The report will also include copies of all 
hydrographic surveys performed to date and the cross sections developed by MES. 

II. CONSOLIDATION AND RESUSPENSION 

NULL HYPOTHESIS - Dredged sediment is subject to predictable forces after 
placement which result in fairly standard rates of consolidation and erosion, based on 
the type of material, the type of placement and the placement location. Placement of 
dredged material will not deviate from these expected conditions. 

STUDY ENDPOINT - Monitoring will be performed each year that placement occurs 
within the Site 92 area, and for up to one year after placement is completed to 
document consolidation and erosion of materials. 

OBJECTIVES 

• To measure and evaluate changes in the placed material within the placement 
area and nearby areas due to erosion and consolidation of sediments. 

• To determine capacity of the Site 92 berm and interior areas before and after 
placement of dredged material. 

• To evaluate the results of the study and suggest modifications as necessary in 

the study design, and site management. 

• To  verify  whether  changes  are  occurring  in  the  high  relief  areas to the 
northeast of Site 92 resulting from placement activities. 

BACKGROUND 

The MGS has studied the placement, consolidation and erosion of dredged 
material in the Upper Bay for over 1 5 years. These studies have documented the 
configuration and occupied volume of dredged material placed using different 
techniques. The studies have also found that subsequent to placement, deposited 
sediments may be subjected to volume changes due to two processes. First, 
resuspension and erosion may remove sediment particles from the site. Second, 
consolidation of deposited sediment and the underlying foundation will result in a 
change in volume and height of the deposit. The consolidation processes result in a 
change in the elevation of the deposit without the removal of sediment particles. 
This study will measure and document the effects of these processes on the berm 
and the controlled bottom placed sediments at Site 92. This study will also attempt 
to define when the observed placement, erosion and consolidation processes are 
within expected parameters. This study will also identify when these processes 
exceed expected parameters and what the potential reasons are for variation from 

expectations. 
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Observations of consolidation and erosion in the Site 92 Area will be 
determined though field work, laboratory analysis and data processing and synthesis. 
Sediments will be collected and analyzed before dredging and placement operations 
begin in Site 92 and in the channel. A hydrographic survey of the placement area 
will also be performed prior to placement to enable later measurement of the changes 
in the berm height and configuration and changes in capacity of the placement area. 
At the conclusion of the placement activities and at the end of the monitoring period, 
core samples will be collected from the placement area to determine the changing 
state of the deposited sediments over time. Selected samples will be subjected to 
grain size and bulk property analyses. This data will be analyzed to determine 
volumetric changes due to consolidation of the berm and foundation sediments. The 
amount of material which is resuspended from the surface of the berm will be 
estimated from a comparison between the calculated change in volume due to 
consolidation and the total observed change measured from the hydrographic 

surveys. 

METHODOLOGY 

1. Preplacement activities - Site 92 

Prior to dredging and placement activities, core samples will be taken from the 
Site 92 placement area and the channel. These samples will be analyzed for grain 
size and water content. From the water content, bulk density, porosity and void 
ratios will be calculated. This information will then be available to calculate 
foundation consolidation of existing sediments before placement of material. A 
detailed hydrographic survey of the site will also be performed and a contour map of 

the site will be developed. 

2. Material lost during placement 

It is anticipated that some percentage of sediments will be lost due to 
suspended sediment dispersion during placement activities. To estimate the quantity 
of suspended sediment lost as a turbidity plume at the placement location(s), 5 core 
samples will be collected from the channel maintenance sediments prior to dredging 
and analyzed for bulk properties. At the conclusion of placement, 8 core samples 
will be collected of the placed sediment and also analyzed for bulk properties. In 
addition, a hydrographic survey of the site will be conducted and the volume 
occupied by the placed sediment calculated. This data will be utilized to estimate the 
total volume of sediment lost during the placement process. 

3. Consolidation of the placement area sediments 

Consolidation of the placed sediments will alter the remaining capacity of the 
designated placement area. Calculation of the remaining capacity is necessary to 
determine an appropriate volume for placement in the next dredging operation. To 
accomplish the analysis of consolidation over time, a maximum of 6 bathymetric 
surveys of the placement area will be conducted, pre-placement, post-placement and 
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at the 1, 3, 6 and 9 month points after the completion of placement. In addition, 
sediment cores will be collected at eight sites in the placement area at three points in 
time - pre-, post and either 6 or 9 months following placement (depending on the 

following year's dredging schedule). 

4. Sediment resuspension and erosion after placement 

Based on previous studies that have been conducted in the vicinity of Pooles 
Island it is expected that some controlled bottom placed sediment may be 
resuspended and eroded from the area over time. The rate of erosion is anticipated 
to decrease over time as the sediments consolidate making individual particles less 
susceptible to erosion, and as the surface becomes armored with slightly coarser 
particles left behind by the erosion process. This study will estimate the erosion of 
the placed sediment during a six to nine month period following placement. The 
amount of material eroded from the placement area will be estimated by further 
analysis of the sediment bulk properties and volume data. The water content 
changes in the sediments will be converted to a volume change attributable to 
consolidation. The difference between the volume change and the total observed 
change will yield the volume of material estimated removed due to erosion. 

DATA BASE MANAGEMENT 

Survey data shall be collected in digital format and transmitted to the MES. 
Electronic data shall be transmitted in a form suitable for incorporation in AutoCAD 

files. 

DELIVERABLES 

Progress reports will be submitted monthly, on the last day of the month. 
The progress reports shall document progress on work tasks, findings to date and 
any unusual circumstances or problems that have arisen since the last report. 

An interim report with remaining capacity calculations for Site 92 will be 
produced six months after the completion of placement, and again prior to the 
initiation of the next year's placement activities (tentatively scheduled for October, 

1999). 

The final report will be produced six months following the completion of the 
last survey (approximately March 2000). It will document the lateral extent and 
thickness of the deposited sediments and the elevation and volumetric changes that 
the sediment has undergone during the study period. The report will contain a 
consolidation history of the placed sediments through analysis of the hydrographic 
surveys and the change in bulk properties of sediment in the collected core samples. 
The report will also document the estimated loss during dredging and placement, the 
remaining capacity of the placement area, and the sediment resuspension and erosion 
estimate for Site 92. The results of consolidation and resuspension study shall be 
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incorporated, as a separate chapter, in the overall placement effects assessment 

report. 

III.        BENTHIC COMMUNITY EVALUATION 

NULL HYPOTHESIS - There is no long term loss of the benthic community in terms of 
the multi-metric Benthic Index of Biotic Integrity (B-IBI) after placement of dredged 

material has ceased. 

STUDY ENDPOINT - This study will be performed during the Spring, Summer and Fall 
of 1998 (May, July and October 1998) before dredged material placement in Site 92. 
Then, at least 18 months after all placement has ceased at Site 92, this study will be 
repeated within the Site 92 placement area. 

OBJECTIVES 

The objectives of this study are: 

• To assess the benthic community at Site 92 to determine baseline conditions and 
to verify the re-establishment of a healthy benthic community more than eighteen 
months after completion of dredged material placement at the site. 

• To compare the results of sampling with established Chesapeake Bay 
benchmarks, including the B-IBI, to evaluate the benthic community conditions at 

Site 92. 

• To compare seasonal baseline data for Site 92 with other open-water and 
contained dredged material disposal placement sites. 

• To assess Site 92 benthic populations to determine the possible effects of the 
placement of dredged material at open-water sites in the Pooles Island complex. 

METHODOLOGY 

Baseline benthic species abundance data will be collected from seven 
locations in Site 92. Two reference stations will be used for comparison purposes. 
The reference stations have been selected based on their location away from the 
proposed Site 92 and the conditions affecting this area. In addition, two background 
stations will provide supplemental information for comparison purposes. 

1.   Sampling Locations 

Seven assessment stations have been selected in the Site 92 area (In May 
1998, five assessment stations were selected in Site 92). Additionally, two 
reference and two background stations have been selected in adjacent waters (In 
May 1998, six assessment stations were selected outside of Site 92). The two 
reference stations were selected in representative areas of varying depths and salinity 
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regimes. One background station is located in G-South and the other is located 
northeast of G-East. Three samples will be collected from each station. The latitude 
and longitude of each sampling location shall be recorded. 

2. Sampling Schedule 

The seven assessment stations, two reference stations, and two background 
stations shall be sampled in May, July and October 1998 before placement has 

occurred. 

3. Sampling Methods 

During each sampling cruise, triplicate samples shall be collected at each 
sample station. A physical description of the sediments will be recorded from each 
location for bottom sediment substrate characterization. Water quality parameters 
(including salinity, temperature, dissolved oxygen concentration, turbidity, and pH) of 
surface and bottom waters shall be measured at each location. 

4. Laboratory Processing 

Benthic samples shall be sorted and all organisms identified, to the lowest 
practical taxonomic level, and enumerated. All sample processing shall be subject to 
quality assurance and quality control procedures described in the Contractor's 

Laboratory Manual. 

5. Data Management 

Data shall be entered and edited using approved procedures to ensure 
accuracy. The data will be analyzed statistically using SAS and other 
methodologically appropriate software. All data sets will be stored on the 
Chesapeake Bay Program's VAX computer system. 

6. Data Analysis 

Benthic assemblage differences among the placement area and reference sites 
shall be identified and evaluated using appropriate ecological, statistical and graphical 

techniques. 

DELIVERABLES 

Data collected for the Site 92 benthic study shall be prepared by the Maryland 
Department of the Environment as fully documented SAS Data Sets in DEC 
VAX/VMS format. The draft report for this study element will be submitted to MES 
by January 31, 1999 (90 days after last cruise). The results of the benthic 
evaluation shall be incorporated, as a separate chapter, in the overall placement 
effects assessment report. This also includes attendance at site management and 

project status meetings. 
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V. TECHNICAL SUPPORT 

The Maryland Department of the Environment Technical and Regulatory 
Services Administration (TARSA) staff shall provide technical and regulatory support 
and advice to the Maryland Port Administration, the Philadelphia District of the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers and the Maryland Environmental Service, throughout the 
year. This includes coordination of the Water Quality Certification (WQC) request 
for dredged material placement, coordination of time of year restrictions and possible 

extensions of the WQC. 

VI. TECHNICAL INTEGRATION 

For the Site 92 Monitoring Plan, the Technical Integrator shall have 
responsibility for coordination of program activities by all participants, the integration 
of findings from all program elements, and the preparation of interim and final reports 
that address the overall program objectives stated earlier. 

OBJECTIVES 

The technical objectives of this element are: 

• To ensure that all elements of the data collection program are conducted in a 
coordinated and mutually beneficial manner. 

• To  provide  overall  program  QA/QC  to  ensure that  program  elements  are 
meeting stated technical objectives. 

• To  conduct  overall  impact  assessments  and  prepare  program  assessment 

reports. 

The management objectives of this study are: 

• To determine from an analysis of the study findings, the magnitude and extent 
of impacts resulting from placement activity. 

METHODOLOGY 

1. Coordinate   studies   and   principal   investigators   to   maximize   efficiencies   and 
exchange information during the study period. 

2. Conduct periodic meetings of principal investigators. 

3. Verify and track cruises, deliverables and findings. 

4. Produce final comprehensive monitoring report. 

10 
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5. Produce monitoring plan for 99/00 placement activities. 

6. Coordinate monitoring activities with dredging operations. 

7. Provide overall program  QA/QC to ensure that project elements are meeting 

stated technical objectives. 

8. To provide technical support to MPA and CENAP on future placement actions 
and monitoring plans in the Pooles Island area. 

DATA BASE MANAGEMENT 

All data submitted from all program elements shall be assembled in an 
electronic format and stored in an acceptable, archivable format. 

DELIVERABLES 

A final comprehensive report of monitoring activities from the Site 92 
monitoring program will be prepared. Interim technical reports shall also be prepared 
as necessary. Interim reports will be structured around specific issues that have been 
raised about the project and augmented to address all additional issues which have 
been identified as a result of input received during the recent project approval 

process. 

The 1998/1999 draft placement monitoring report shall be prepared in June 
2000 and shall include a description of findings of the baseline monitoring. The 
report shall include an assessment of physical impacts resulting from placement, an 
evaluation of the ability for prediction of impacts from additional placement events 
and an assessment of potential impacts from additional placement at Site 92. Such 
an evaluation shall include identification of information gaps and needs, and the 
delineation of information areas for which data of greater precision may be required. 

A 1999/2000 monitoring plan shall be prepared for MPA and CENAP 
approval, if necessary and submitted to MDE before planned placement actions at 

Site 92 or elsewhere in the Pooles Island area. 

VII.       PROJECT MANAGEMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

• To manage the contract and subcontractors in a timely manner within the 

allowed budget and schedule. 

To provide management support to the MPA and CENAP for dredged material 

placement in the Pooles Island area. 

11 
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• To provide administrative support to MPA and CENAP for the purposes of 
budgeting and scheduling future placement actions and preparing monitoring 
plans for the Pooles Island Area. 

METHODOLOGY 

1. Prepare  detailed   schedules   and   work   plans  to  ensure  timely   completion   of 
assessment report. 

2. Coordinate  routine  activities  between  all  parties  involved  including  MPA  and 
CENAP. 

3. Monitor progress on work tasks. 

4. Prepare and conduct 4 meetings if necessary for relevant committees and the 
general public. 

5. Prepare and conduct periodic coordination meetings for the clients and MES staff 
as necessary. 

6. Budget tracking and invoice payment. 

7. Monthly progress reports to client. 

8. Prepare fiscal year budgets and schedule as required by MPA and CENAP. 

9. Conduct budget reviews and projections as required by MPA and CENAP. 

10. Prepare scopes and agreements for monitoring plan elements. 

DELIVERABLES 

1. Monthly progress reports to the clients. 

2. Detailed schedules and budgets as requested by the client. 

12 
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INTRODUCTION & PURPOSE: 

This document is the Site Management Plan for the first year of open-water 
placement of dredged material at Site 92, which will occur around December 18, 
1998 to March 31, 1999. The placement method utilized in the first year will be 
controlled bottom release scow placement. This Site Management Plan is 
prepared for submittal by the Maryland Environmental Service (MES) to the 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) on behalf of the Philadelphia 
District, U.S Army Corps of Engineers (CENAP) and the Maryland Port 
Administration (MPA) in compliance with Water Quality Certificate number 98-WQ- 
0003. 

The purpose of this Site Management Plan is to monitor placement 
activities, assure timely transmittal, analysis and reporting of information, and to 
recommend operational changes, if necessary. 

SITE DESCRIPTION: 

Site 92 is an open-water dredged material placement area located 
immediately south of Pooles Island in the Chesapeake Bay (Figure C-1). The site 
is approximately 934 acres in size and is estimated to provide 3.7 mcy of capacity 
when brought to elevation -14 feet MLLW. Site 92 surrounds a shallow, elongated 
basin, oriented in a northeast to southwest direction. A berm will be placed within 
Site 92 (Figure C-2), along the north and eastern edge to minimize the potential for 
material migration. 

The boundaries of Site 92 are as follows (NAD 27 coordinates): 
Beginning at the western-most point at 39 15 05.07 N, 076 17 40.37 W, 
Running thence to 39 15 52.89 N, 076 16 30.76W, 
Running thence to the northern-most point at 39 16 00.35N, 076 16 16.10W, 
Running thence to 39 15 56.19N, 076 15 59.30W, 
Running thence to 39 14 59.24 N, 076 16 02. 88 W, 
Running thence to the southern-most point at 39 14 29.95N, 076 17 01.16W, 
and running thence to the point of beginning. 

BACKGROUND: 

In order to initially obtain the required environmental permits for placement, 
environmental data collection of the Site 92 placement area was performed, and a 
joint Environmental Assessment (EA) of two proposed open-water placement 
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areas, G-East and Site 92, was prepared. The final EA, entitled Environmental 
Assessment - Designation of Aquatic Dredged Material Placement Areas G-East 
and Site 92 for Maintenance Dredging, Inland Waterway Delaware River to 
Chesapeake Bay, Delaware and Maryland Northern Approach Channel, was 
issued in July 1997, and a Finding of No Significant Impact was issued for both 
sites in August 1997. 

A Water Quality Certification (WQC) (98-WQ-0003) was issued by MDE on 
September 14, 1998 for the use of Site 92 in addition to the Courthouse Point, 
Bethel and Chesapeake City upland placement areas. On November 16, 1998, 
CENAP awarded the dredging contract to Weeks Marine, Inc. On December 15, 
1998, a Contractor/Team Meeting was held with representatives from CENAP, 
MPA,' MES, MDE, Maryland Geological Survey (MGS), and Weeks Marine, Inc. to 
discuss the dredging operations plan for Site 92 proposed by Weeks Marine, Inc. 
This work plan would be enveloped into the Site Management Plan submitted to 
MDE by MES on behalf of CENAP and MPA. On December 18, 1998, Weeks 
submitted the Dredging Operations Plan for Site 92 (Appendix I). This plan 
includes a description of the order of dredge excavation and material placement, 
the tug positioning systems, access to and from the placement area, placement 
area marking, a gridded layout of the placement area for proposed scow 
placement, and a table which designates the order of work. 

Site Management will begin with pre-placement activities (meetings and 
surveys) before the initiation of placement at Site 92. Site Management is required 
to be conducted in accordance with the monitoring plan that was submitted for Site 
92 to MDE in December 1998. The Site Management objectives, dredging 
operations, placement operations, data collection and transfer, meeting plans, and 
deliverables are discussed below: 

OBJECTIVES: 

The main objectives of site management at Site 92 are: 
• to describe the dredged material placement activities; 
• to ensure that all required information is collected before, during and 

after placement; 
• to assure timely transmittal, analysis and reporting of information; 
• to provide for a review process; and 
• to provide recommendations for future open-water placement activities. 

Monitoring of dredged material placement is used to detect trends in material 
movement and site elevations to allow for appropriate adjustments to operations. 

DREDGING OPERATIONS: 

The dredge will commence work in Acceptance Section 2 of the channel. 
Acceptance Section 1 was eliminated from the contract due to lack of available 
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material. The dredge will be supported by one tugboat and two scows. The 
dredge will progress in a southerly direction. The dredge may at any time move 
into more southerly sections of the channels in order to facilitate the construction of 
the southern half of the underwater berm. 

The total estimated quantity of material necessary to be removed from the 
channels is as follows: 

Acceptance 
Section 

Estimated 
Quantity (cy) 

2 25,698 
3 76,962 
4 91,572 
5 127,561 
6 182.682 
7 140,908 
8 24,585 
9 38,009 
10 37,803 
11 15,250 
12 20,668 
13 103,779 

Total 885,497 

Shortnose Sturgeon Observer: 

Observations for shortnose sturgeon will be performed on a daily basis by 
CENAP inspection personnel. Coordination with the appropriate agencies, 
including the National Marine Fisheries Service, will take place immediately upon 
the observation of a shortnose sturgeon in the dredge. 

PLACEMENT OPERATIONS: 

Phase I - Berm Creation: 

The first phase of placement at Site 92 (Phase I) is to create the underwater 
berm (Figure C-3). A minimum of 300,000 cy of dredged material will be needed 
to construct the northern and eastern portion of the berm. Placement of material is 
restricted to -14 feet MLLW and below. 

Weeks Marine, Inc. will start Phase I of the placement at the northern end 
of the underwater berm in the manner depicted in the attached berm construction 
and dumping schedule location (Appendix 1: pages 5-7). The drop zone for the 
berm construction is divided into cells 100' by 200' in area as seen in Figure C-3. 
Each cell is labeled and the approximate number of scow drops are included in 
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parenthesis. Material will then be placed in the southern section of the eastern 
berm. After completion, the berm is designed to have a 30H:1 V slope with all 
slopes contained within the site boundaries. The top of the berm is designed to 
have a final constant elevation along the entire length of -14 feet MLLW. The 
towing tugboats will place each load in a predetermined cell. 

Prior to placement, the scow equipped with a Differential Global Positioning 
System (DGPS ) will be brought to a complete stop and the exact location of the 
scow and the approximate quantity of material to be placed will be recorded. The 
limits of Site 92 will be delineated with approved markers. 

Phase //- Remaining Material: 

Following the satisfactory construction of the berm, which will be 
determined by analyzing CENAP survey data, Weeks Marine, Inc. will commence 
placement of material behind the berm within the main placement area (Phase II). 
This area is divided into cells 200 by 200 feet in area. An official placement 
schedule and location table will be developed by Weeks Marine, Inc. during the 
berm construction process. A suggested placement area will be discussed during 
the Site Management meeting scheduled on January 5, 1998. Upon submission 
of the official placement schedule and location table and agreement by CENAP, 
MPA, MDE, MES and MGS that the berm was satisfactorily constructed, Weeks 
Marine, Inc. will place the remaining material within site boundaries according to 
the Site Operations Plan. 

DATA COLLECTION & TRANSFER: 

Tug Positioning: 

Each scow will be equipped with a DGPS and pressure differential gages. 
The DGPS will indicate the position of the dredge and each placement scow. The 
DGPS will be interfaced with a computer to run HYPACK computer software. This 
system will record the tugboats position on computer disk and on the computer 
monitor. This minimizes any margin of error in horizontal control for placing 
material in the chosen cell. The towing tugboat will uiilize the DGPS tracking 
system to follow a predetermined route from the Upper Chesapeake Bay into Site 
92. The same route will be followed each trip. 

Data Collection: 

Records of the overboard placement operations will be recorded on disk 
every 15 minutes. The position of the scow shall automatically be recorded when 
the scow discharges material. Scow drop locations and estimated quantity of 
material placed at Site 92 will be submitted to CENAP on a daily basis. 
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Weeks Marine, Inc. will prepare a Daily Report of Operations form and a 
Scow Discharge Report, which will be submitted to CENAP daily for approval. 
CENAP will forward this data to MES on a daily basis. 

Data forwarded to MES from CENAP will be analyzed for volume of 
material placed in the area, the duration of placement, and the location of the 
scows material is placed. Quantity and placement information will be compiled by 
MES in Excel format and will be represented graphically. Data will be used to 
generate a map of the site showing scow placement locations overlain upon the 
pre-placement bathymetry. After being analyzed and quality controlled, the data 
(compiled in the excel format) and a scow placement map will be forwarded to 
MPA, MGS, CENAP and MDE for review on a weekly basis. All parties will review 
the information promptly and will report back to MES should they find any 
discrepancies with the data. MES will then contact CENAP for verification of the 
information. 

Dredged Quantity and Placement Location: 

Upon receipt of information from CENAP, MES will review the location and 
quantity of material placed at the site on a regular basis. This data will be 
compared to the Site Management Plan for consistency. A map of the site will be 
produced with the scow locations plotted. This will enable review of operations 
and the placement of controlled bottom placed material within the placement area. 
This information will be transmitted via fax or electronic mail on a weekly basis to 
MGS, MDE, MPA and CENAP for review. All parties will review the information 
promptly and will report back to MES should they find any discrepancies with the 
data. MES will then contact CENAP for verification of the information. 

HYDROGRAPHIC SURVEYS: 

Surveys of Site 92 will be performed by CENAP prior to, during and at the 
conclusion of placement operations in order to determine placement location and 
changes in bathymetry. A pre-placement survey of the Site 92 area will be 
performed before placement activities begin in Site 92. The pre-placement survey 
is used to verify capacity and bathymetry of the Site 92 area. 

Intermediate surveys will be performed at 25%, 50% and 75% of the total 
estimated quantity of material to be dredged. Each intermediate survey will be 
compared against previous surveys and the volume of placed material and 
remaining capacity will be calculated. This volume will then be compared with the 
dredged quantity to determine volumetric changes during dredging and placement. 
Cross sections will be developed from surveys to monitor the berm and placement 
areas The dredged material quantity and placement locations will be compared 
with previous survey maps and checked for developing trends.  Surveys will also 
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be checked to determine the limits and distribution of placed material and to 
ensure that the material is remaining within the designated placement area. 

Prior to completion of placement, Weeks Marine, Inc. will notify CENAP 
approximately two weeks prior to the last placement. CENAP will then notify MGS. 
This will allow MGS and CENAP to complete their final surveys. 

All surveys upon completion will promptly be forwarded to MGS, MDE, MPA 
and CENAP for review. 

SITE MANAGEMENT MEETINGS: 

Status update meetings will be held between the contractor, CENAP, MES, 
MGS, and MDE approximately every other week to discuss placement activities, 
proposed changes to the work plan and overall progress. If necessary, meetings 
will be scheduled more frequently. The first meeting will take place on January 5, 
1999. 

DELIVERABLES: 

Daily Deliverables: 

Placement data (Daily Operating Reports) will be forwarded to MES from 
CENAP daily. This data will be analyzed for volume of material placed in the area, 
the duration of placement, and the location of the scows as material is placed. 
Quantity and placement information will be compiled in Excel format and will be 
represented graphically. Data will be used to generate a map of the site showing 
scow placement locations overlain upon the pre-placement bathymetry. 

Weekly Deliverables: 

After the placement data has been analyzed and quality controlled MES will 
forward the data in tabular format and a scow placement map to MPA, MGS, 
CENAP and MDE for review on a weekly basis. 

25%, 50% and 75% Surveys: 

MES will compare the 25% survey performed by CENAP against the pre- 
placement survey and the volume of placed material and remaining capacity will 
be calculated. The 50% and 75% surveys will be compared against other surveys 
and the volume of placed material and remaining capacity will be calculated. This 
volume will then be compared with the dredged quantity to determine volumetric 
changes during dredging and placement. Cross sections will be developed from 
this survey to monitor the berm to ensure that the material is remaining within the 
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designated placement area. After completion, the 25% survey will be forwarded to 
CENAP, MPA, MGS and MDE for review. 

Post Placement Surveys: 

MES will review the most recent post-placement surveys performed by 
MGS and will produce a Site Management Report on the dredging activities, 
including capacity evaluations. 

Site Management Report: 

A Site Management Draft Report will be submitted by MES to MPA, 
CENAP, MDE and MGS for review within twelve weeks of conclusion of placement 
activities. This report will consist of a summary of placement activities. The 
quantity of material placed in each area and the remaining capacity will be 
documented graphically and in a tabular format. The report will also include copies 
of all hydrographic surveys performed to date and the cross sections developed by 
MES. 

10 
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DISPOSAL OPERATIONS PLAN 
Disposal Sits ^92 

Mamtmaracg Drsdsjng 
Slsdon 162-308 to 250-440 

Maud Watsrwiy, Ddawars River to Upper Ciesspeaie Bay 
Contnct SDAav'6I-99-C-0001 

Revised DecCTber 18, 1998 

Order of Dredge EgagaMP 

The dredge «549 wiE commcace work in A^rptancc Sscdon 1 « Starion 20't-2CC md ccuriaue 
dredgiiig sor^iivvaid tirrough the aexr sequenaai Acceptance Secdons. Ai Uw star: of ±e work, 
the dredge #549 «dB be sapoortsd by one towiag tugboat, two scows md a crewboat. 
AddinonaJ plant md eqmpuKnr may be added to ±£ projec: as quired to meet the samlctiaa 

schedule. 

' b conjimcGon widl what was discussed at the December li, 1998 She mi CouractorTeom 
Meeting, the dredge may jiE=p ahead to perfona vrork in some of the more southem .^cceptauce 
Secdons in order to fadiitaie'the constmcticra of the south em half of the underwater benXL 

Order of Disposal 

L^ Berm Constrocdcn 

The first order of disposal is to consamct the aoithCT md of the underwater bens. The dumping 
schedule and location ulan to pezfonn this task is attached.   Tie •drop1 zone for the benn 
censtruction wSL be divided into cells IOC x 200' in area. Each cell has a specmc label  The 
baseline for the cell labdling system will start at the ceaiarlinc of the besa. A plan view or the 
••id system layout is also sttached. 

^J Post Berra Dumom.g 

Follcvwing the sacsfictoTv constiucrLoa of the benn. which will be determined by analying sur/cy 
data, we ~wl commenca dumping bemad the bena whhia the main disposal area.   This area is 
divided into cells 200' x 200' in area. Dunpmg will commeace in the north quadxaats aac 
process west to eas^ contmuaHy moviag southward. Cells 16 to E5 would be ailed than ==0. 
M7"to E7 and so on. Aa oficial dumping schedule and loaction table will be deve:opod durmg 

-« MCS-1- AV,e.»4C6 SMBt ZXANerzPC  Nfw .eaS5?v Itm+UlfT     (9C3 172-*C~.a     FAX: ;»ca) Z72-7-0 
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&« b«m consiracdnn process. Uris is uecc^saiy because a rr^- of pragress surveys may 

indicue viuiarions aeed to be made :o insure ±e xtes^y « *« beniL 

THe towing tuebcat^) wffl be directed to dump saca load in a predeienmed eel Regular 
iydroOTDbic irvevs wDl be pcfbmcd to momror cdl conamenon progress From these 
KTOS ii' m be determined kow many loads can be placed in my given eel AJ1 dun^pm^ eSbns 
wffl be coordinated to eliminate tie posabiliry of material needing the disposal area UITJU. 

As discussed at the December 15, 199S TeamMceaig, our dmnping activTCes ^^1 be dedgned 
and coordinated to, at the very least, minimize tie use of a drag bar to obtain the desued bezn 
elevations. Prooer nomcation will be given prior to the potnml use of a drag bar wttha this 

ueo. 

Tug Posmonifig SvS.g33£ 

AH tovwns tugboats will be equicoed with DGPS Difereutial Global Posmonmg Systems. Tne 
DGPS wa be mtermced with a =omput=r to ^n HYPAOC computer sofr^re.  The use or 
HYPACK enables us to record the tugboat's position on computer disk and, as importantly, 
enables the tugboat to hav« a real sme position dispiayed on a computer monitor in the 
wfaeelhouse, both in coordinate fonn and plan view. This minimizes my margin of error in 
honzontal control for dumping in the nght eel In addiuon, the scow is secured directly to me 
towing tugboat for accurate aorizontal control duiiag ±e dumping operanon. 

As contractually reijuired. records of the ovsrrboard disposal operations will be recorded an disk. 
every 15 minutes The disk wiH be submitted to ±e Corps OfEngincers. A Scow D^scaarge 
Report will be fUed out for each scow load of aaateriol A copy of this report is attached. 

Ace^ss To and From the Disoosai Area. 

Tae covens tugboat will utilize the DGPS trackmg system to foDow a predetermined route feom 
the Upper Chesapeake range into Sits ^92 Disposal Area. Tne some route will be fofloweu lor 

ingress and egress sunsjt. 

Disposal .Area Maricn? 

W~ks Marine as conrracruoflv reauirei will delineate the boundaries of the berm area with 
book Tbe buoys wiH be accaru^y placed with the ose of DGPS. Taey will also 3e agnted wtth 

United States Coast Guard approved lights. 
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SITE #92 BERM CONSTRUCTICN 
DUMPING SCHEDULE and LOCATION Revised 12/18/98' 

Load Ceil Volume 
Cy/Load 

jCumuiative±-. 
Volume   f:-'- 

Load 
# 

GX2 
GY2 
FX2 
FY2 

6:       E3- 
7 
S 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14; 
15' 
16' 
17) 
is; 
19; 
20, 
21 
22i 
23; 
24' 
25, 
26 
2Ii 28. 
29^ 
30 | 
31 I 
32' 
33' 
34' 
35 
35' 
37! 
38 
39! 
40; 
41 I 
42; 
43{ 
44 
45 

DX2 
DX2 
DY2 
DY2 
DX3 
DX3 
DY3 
DY3 
CX2 
CX2 
CY2 
CY2 
CX3 
CX3 
CY3 
CY3 
BX3 
BX3 
BX3 
BY3 
BY3 
BY3 
BY3 
BX4 
BX4 
BX4 
BX4 
BX4 
BY4 
BY4 
BY4 
BY4 
BY4 
BX5 
BX5 
BX5 
BX5 
BX5 
BY5 

2,000 
2.000 i 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000; 
2,000 : 

2.000 1 
2.000; 
2.000 
2,000 I 
2.000 I 
2,000 I 
2,000 I 
2.000 
2.000' 
2,000, 
2,000 ; 
2.000 1 
2,000 i 
2.000 j 
2,000 I 
2,000! 
2,0001 
2.000 j 
2.000 I 
2.000 j 
2,000 I 
2.000, 
2.000 
2.000 j 
2.000 1 
2.000 
2,000 ! 

2.Q0C! 
2.000 j 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000' 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.Q0G 
2.000 
2,000 

p.v 

2,000 ;- ' 
4,000 ;-:: 
S.Q00 !•'; 
8.300 ;..v 

10,000-;• 
12.000: 
14,000 
16.000 
18.000 « 
20.000 : ; 
22.000 If,; 
24.000 •:. 
26,000-- 
28.000 P- 
30.000!'-' 
32.000^ 
34,000 • 
36.000 1 
38,000; 
40,000! 
42.000 : 

44,000 : 

46,000 I 
48.000 
50.000 
52.000 
54.000 
56.000 r, 
58,000 [: 
60.000;- 
62.000: 
64.000 j..' 
66.000 § 
68.0001 
70.000';. 
72.000 : 
74,000 ; 
76.000- 
78.000'; 
80.000 • 
82.000 r 
84,000'., 
86,000'. 
aa.ooo; 
90.000 i 

-i 

y-: -.-J 

r;.. 

Cell 
# 

46' 
47! 
43^ 
49: 
SO! 
51, 
52' 
53j 
54 
55, 
56 
57 
58' 
59 : 

60" 
61; 
62 
63 
64 j 
63; 

•56, 
67 i 
68' 
69; 
70' 
7r 
72: 

73! 
74' 
75: 

71 \ 
78; 
79 
80' 
ei; 
82 
83: 
S4i 
85 
8c 
57 
as' 
89', 
90; 

BY 5 
BY5 
BY5 
BY5 
BX6 
BX5 
BXS 
BX5 
BX6 
BY6 
BY5 
BYH 
EY5 
BY6 
B30 
B29 
B2S 
B27 
B26 
B25 
B24 
B23 
B22 
B21 
B20 
B19 
B18 
B17 
B16 
BX5 
EX6 
BX5 
BX6 
BX5 
BY6 
BY5 
BY5 
BY5 
BX7 
EX7 
EX7 
EX7 
BY7 
BY7 
BY7 

Voiume 
Cv/Load 

2,000 , 
2.000 ; 

2.000' 
2,000 ' 
2.000: 
2,000 \ 
2,000' 
2.000 j 
2.000; 
2.000! 
2.000' 
2.000 ' 
2,000 
2.000 , 
1.800 ' 
1,300 
1,8C0 
1,800 
1,800' 
1,800 
1.300 
1.SC0 
1.800 
i,aoo; 
1.800 
1.800 
1,800 
1,300' 
1.500; 
2.C0C | 
2.000 
2.000' 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.0C0 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 

Cumulative'; 
Vclume I 

"92.000; 
9^.000 

'96.000 
98.000 

100,000 
102.000, 
104.000 | 
106,000; 
108.0C0| 
110,000. 
112,000. 
114.000 ; 
116,000, 
118.000, 
119,800; 
121,600' 
123,400 
125.200, 
127.000; 
123,300 
130.600 
132.400 ,, 

13^.200 
136,000 : 

137.500' 
139,600 I 
141,400 ; 

143,200' 
145.000! 
147,000 1 
149,000; 
151.000; 
153.000' 
155,000! 
157,000; 
159,000, 
161,COO' 
163.000'. 
155.000 1 
167.000; 
169,000 ' 
171.000! 
173,000! 
175.000 
177.000 
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Load i 

-A-i 
921 
93 
»4 
95 
96: 

37 i 
98 

100 
101 
102; 
103; 
104; 
105 I 
106 
107| 
108 I 
109; 
110 
111 
112 
113! 
114! 
115 
115, 
117; 

119 
120 
121 
122 
123 
124 
125 

Ceil Vdume    C 
# Cv/Load 

BY7 2.000. 
BXS 2.000 
BX3 2.000' 
EYS 2,000' 
BYS 2.000; 
B9 2.QQC; 

B10 2.000; 
B11 2,00c I 
B12 2.000; 
H2 2.000 

EY3 2.000 ; 

EY3 2.000 ; 
EX3 2.000 
EX3 2.000 : 

FY3 2.000 ' 

Cumulative^;-;-:] Lead 
Volume   fe-:" ^    * 

Ceil 
IT 

Volume 
Cy/Load 

i Cumulative 
1   Volume 

FY3 
FX3 
GY3 
GY3 
GX3 
HY3 
HX3 
IY3 
CY4 
CY4 
CY4 
CY4 
CX4 
CX4 
CX4 
CX4 
DY4 
DY4 
DY4 
DY4 

2,000 
2,0CC 
2.0CC ; 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000' 
2.000 
2.000 i 
2,000; 
2.000 : 

2.000 : 

2.000 I 
2.00C 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,QCC 

"179,000 r.;-.-. 1-1 
181.000 ^-t;.^ 
183.000 p 
185.000 i?.v. 
137.000^": 
189.000 ;r; 
191,000^" 
192.000;, •.- 
195.000 p- - 
197,000 p^: 
199.000 ^ 
201.000 rrr-i: 
203.000 r--• 
205.000 •- '.;• 
207,000'i:.-""'" 
209,000 p£ 
21 i.eco ;r^ 
213,000 :;--:=' 
215,000/ " 
217.000 ,/•- 
219.000 J:^'. 
221,000!'- •• 
223.000;;' ;. .;-] 
225,000;. v, •• i 
227,000:- •••''•j 
229,000 /:.• ^ 
231.000 f-'.:*3 
232,000 l.-T'-V I 
235,000- • .-• 
237,000 £Aj'.\ 
239,00c l;.:-.-^:; 
241.000 fe- 
243,000 
245,000 
247.000 

-.  .A 

126 1 
1271 
12a1 

129' 
130; 
131, 
132: 
133 
134, 
135 
136' 
137 • 
138' 
139' 
140 : 

141; 
142 
143 
144! 
145; 
1461 
147 
148' 
149 I 
15c; 
151| 
152' 
153; 
154! 
155: 
156] 
157, 
153', 
159 
160 : 

DX4 
DX4 
DX4 
DX4 
EY4 
EY4 
EY4 
EX4 
EX4 
EX4 
FY4 
FY4 
FY4 
FX4 
FX4 
GY4 
GY4 
GX4 
GX4 
HY4 
HY4 
HX4 
HX4 
IY4 
1X4 
JY4 
CY5 
CY5 
CY5 
CY5 
CY5 
CX5 
CX5 
CX5 
CX5 

2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.0CC 
2.0C0 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.00C 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000; 
2.000 
2.00C ; 
2.000 1 
2.000 1 
2.0C0 
2.000 
2.COG 
2,000 
2,000 

247,000 
249.000 
251,000 
253.000 
255,000 
257,0C0 
253,000 
261,000 
263,000 
265,000 
267,00C 
263,000 
271,000 
273.000 
275.000 
277,000 | 
279.000' 
2S^00G, 

253.OCO! 
235,000 ' 
2S7.QCC ; 
289.300 , 
291,000 
293,CCO i 
295,000 . 
297.000: 
299,000 ; 
301.000; 
303,000 ; 
305,000; 
307.000 j 
3C9.0C0' 
311,CCO'1 

313.0001 
315.000', 
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Load 
# 

Ceil 
# 

Volume 
Cy/Laad 

1 Cumulative' 
Volume 

161 CX5 
162 DY5 
163 DY5 
164 DY5 
165 DY5 
166 DX5 
167 DX5 
168 DX5 
169 DX5 
170 EY5 
171 EY5 
172 EY5 
173 EY5 
174 EX5 
175 EX5 
176 EX5 
177 FY5 
178 FY5 
179 FY5 
180 FX5 
131 FX5 
182 FX5 
183 GY5 
184 GY5 
185 GXS 
186 GX5 
187 HY5 
188 HY5 
189 HX5 
190 HX5 
191 IY5 
192 1X5 
193 JY5 
194 JX5 
195 CY5 
196 CY5 
197 CY5 
198 CY5 
199 CXo 
200 CXc 
201 CXc 
202 ;    CX6 
203 DY5 
204 |    DY5 
205 DY6 

=    I 

2,000 j 
2.000; 
2,000 | 
2,000 
2,000 j 
2.000 
2,000 i 
2.000 
2.000 | 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000; 
2.000 ^ 
2.000 | 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000, 
2,000 
2.0001 

317.000;.-:. 
315,000 L- 
321,000 i" 
323.000 r; 
325,000 :.„ 

327.000^ 
329,000 ;:- 

331.000';,
: 

333,000'-:, 
335,000 b- 
337,000 ;:: 
339,000 ^ 
341,000': 
343,000 .•", 
345,000 ••; 
347,000 "" 
3^3.000 •;•• 
351.000 > 
353,000 J' 
355,000 f 
357.000 :-" 
359.000 ;" 
361,000'. 
363,000-L: 

365.000: 
367.000^ 
369.000 ;^ 
371,000: : 

373,000 7.: 
375.000 :.• 
377,000 |f- 
379,000 f 
331,000'.v. 
333,000:.,• 
335,000';; 
387,000 I 
389,000 I1-; 
391.000:.- 
393,000: • 
395,000 ••• 
397,000 [• 
399,000 ••• 
401.000-- 
403.000:-- 
405.000 ["' 

— • 1 

—i 

......^ 

•-. > 

..:;:.;) 

] Load 
2 I 

201 
202 
203 
204 
205 
206 
207 
208 
209 
210 
211 
212 
213 
214 
215 
216 
217 
213 
219 
220 
221 
222 
223 
224 
225 
226 
227 
228 
229 
230 
231 
232 
233 
234 
235 
236 
237 
238 
239 
2^0 

Ceil 

DY5 
:DXo 
DX6 

;DXS 
;DX6 
;CY7 
;CY7 
:CY7 
CY7 
'CX7 
;CX7 
:CX7 
DYT 
:DY7 
lDY7 
1DX7 
DX7 
iDX7 
!CY3 
iCY5 
lCY8 
!cxa 
iCX3 
|CX3 
DYE 
IDYS 
IDYS 
'CX3 
;CX3 
;DXa 
CY9 
|CY9 
;cx9 
;cx9 
;DY9 
I
;DY9 
;DY9 
;DX9 
:DX3 
DX3 

Volume 
Cy/Lcad 

j Cumulative 
Vciume 

2.000 
2,000, 
2.000, 
2,00c; 
2.000 • 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000' 
2.000, 
2.000 ; 
2,000 
2,000; 
2.000 I 
2.oco: 
2.00G; 
2.000 ' 
2,000 
2.000; 
2.oco; 
2.000 
2,000' 
2.000; 
2.000 ! 

2.000 j 
2,000 [ 
2,000 ! 

2,000 j 
2,000' 
2.0001 
2.000, 
2.000 i 
2,000 I 
2.000 1 
2,000 I 
2.000 ' 
2.000! 
2,000! 
2,000' 

407.000 
409,000 
411,000 
413,000 
415,000 

^17.000 
4^9.000 : 

421.000; 
4.23,000 : 

425.000 : 

427,000; 
429,000! 
431,000, 
433,000 j 

435,000 ' 
437,0001 
439,000 I 
441.QGO ' 
443,000 j 
445.000' 
447,000 : 

443,000 ^ 
451.000; 
453.000' 
455.000 
457.000; 
459,000' 
451,000; 
463.000 1 
465.000, 
467,000! 
463,000', 
471,000: 
473,000 
475,000; 
477,000 
479,000 
431.000 
433,000 
455,000 
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*fTD*no»a* 

0£?AaTMEN7 OF THE ARMY 

U.S.   ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
PHILADELPHIA DISTRICT 
WANAMAZSR BUILDING m 
100   PENTT SQUARE EAST 
PHILADELPHIA,   PA.   19107-3390 

DATE:       /? f//^ 

NO.704 P.1/7 

PLEASE DEJVEn THE FOLLOWING f AGES TO : 

Name: ^^fa/VSTf 'c&rfl  

Location: '" Mzs 
Phone Number        +/*-97<f>-TXl 

Name of Sende r        A^3Z^&/Ag: C*^»f 

Sender's Phone Number:     •Zjr-tSZ" 0*2' 

Comments: 

NUMBER OF PAGES:     *? (INCLUDING COVE?, SHEET) 

OUR FAX NUMBER IS  : (215) -dSo-       - 6742 

If the transaction is net completed or any ether difficulties arise, 

please contact the sender as noted above. 
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WEEKS   r-^1^—^        MARINE. INC. 
MAPINE CCNTSACTCRS - ECUIPMENT CENTALS 

DfiEDCNG SVISICN. 90-! BHAC3H STSe=t iAMCEN. MJ 081(2     (6031 363-0363     =AX ;8C51 3C-0773 cr (609) 983-329* 

DISPOSAL OPERATIONS PLAN 
Disposal Site #92 

Mamtrnamcs Dredging 
Statioa 162^-303 to 25CH440 

fcland Waterway, Ddaware River to Upper Ciesapeaie Bay 
Contract #DACW61-99-C.0001 

Revised Deceaiber 18, 199g 

Ordg of Dredge ^teavstjon 

lie dredge $549 wffl commence work ia Acceptance Secdan 1 at Stancn 201-200 aod continue 
dred^ng southvvard througii the next sequential Acceptance Secdons. At the SUK of dxe wori. 
the dredge *549 -*& be supoortsd by one towing tugboat, two scows and a crewooat. 
AddirionaJ plant and equipMt msy be added to the project as required to meet the connletion 

schedule. 

' In conjunction *,iihi what was discussed at the Deccnber IS, 1993 Site ±92 Concactoc/Team 
Meenxs, the dredge may jurcp ahead to perform wwk in some of the more southern Acceptance 
Sections in order to facilitate the coustmction of the southern half of the underwater oerm. 

nrder ot'Disposal 

1.) Berm Constrocticn 

The first order of disposal is to construct the northern end of the underwater benn. The dmspmg 
schedule and location plan to peifomthis task is arached.   The 'drop' zone for the berm 
coustructioa will be divided into cells 100' x 200' in area. Each cell has a specac label T*c 
baseline for the cell labeffing system will start at the centsrlinc of the besn. A plan view or the 
•rid system layout is also attached. 

3.1 Post Berm Dcmprng 

Follcwm* the sacs&cMTv construcrion of the bcim, whkh will be determined by analyzmg sur/ey 
data, wc ^21 coumieaca dumping behind the berm wirim the mam disposal area.   Tms area is 
divSed into cells 200' x 200' in area. Dunpmg will commeace in the north q^diants ac 
^Iwest to east, continually moving southward. Cells 16 to E5 would be ailed than cells 
SS^S so TA^StanpZ schedule and loacdon table wiE be developed durmg 

CCPPCfUTE CP^lCc. r 5 NCWH *.&*>€ HAST. CSANPCTO. Mgw JgAS^v imnfi-MT    ,9Caj m-*•    FAX: 9081 272-1740 
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the benn consmicrim procsss. This is neccsssaiy because a review of progress surveys may 
indkaie variations need to be made to insure the integriiy of tic benn. 

The towing tugboats) will be t&ected to dump each load in a predetenrmed cdL Regular 
hydrographic surveys will be performed to monitor cefl construction progress. From these 
anveys it can be detenxnned how many loads can be placed in any nven eel All dumping eSbns 
will be coordinated to eliaomate the possToility of material exceeding the disposal area limits. 

As discussed at the December 15, 1998 Team Meeting, our dmnping activities w£& be designed 
and coordinated to, at the vcy leas;, minimize the use of a drag bar to obtain the desired benn 
elevatioiis. Proper notification will be ^ven prior to the potential use of a drag bar within this 

area. 

Tug Posirionmg Svstggs 

AH towing tugboats will be equfoped with DGPS Diferratial Global Positioning Systems. The 
DGPS wdl be interaced with a computer to run HYPACK computer software. The use of 
HYPACK enables us to record the tugboat's position on computer disk and, as importantly, 
enables the tugboat to have a real ame position dispiayed on a computer monitor in the 
wheelhousc, both in coordnme form and plan view. This minimizes any margin of error in 
horizontal control for dmnping in the right eel In addirion, the scow is secured directly to the 
towing tugboat for accurate horizontal control during the dumping operation. 

As contractually required, records of the overboard disposal operations will be recorded on disk 
every 15 minutes. The disk will be suburieed to the Corps Of Engineers. A Scow Discharge 
Report will be filled our for each scow load of material A copy of this report is attached. 

Access To and From the Disposal Area. 

The towing tugboat WLE utilize the DGPS tracking system to follow a predetermined route from 
the Upper Chesapeake range into Siie 292 Disposal Area. The same route will be followed for 
ingress and egress am sir 

Disposal .Area Marking 

Weeks Marine, as canrractuallv reouired, will delineate the boundaries of the benn area with 
buoys. 'The buoys wiH be accarueiy placed with the ASC of DGPS. Tacy will also be lighted with 
United States Coast Guard approved lights. 
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SITE #92 BERM CONSTRUCTION 
DUMPING SCHEDULE and LOCATION Revised 12/18/98" 

Load 
# 

1! 
3j 
4 

6! 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16! 
17] 

191 
20; 

22; 
23 i 

25; 
26; 
27) 
281 
29! 
30! 
31! 
32! 
33! 
34! 
35! 
36; 
37 i 
38! 
39! 
40! 
41! 
42' 
43 
44 
45 

Cell 
# 

Volume 
Cy/Load 

I Cumulative r. 
!   Volume   i*-'- 

Load 
# 

GX2 
GY2 
FX2 
FY2 
Fy2 

DX2 
DX2 
DY2 
DY2 
DX3 
DX3 
DY3 
DY3 
CX2 
CX2 
CY2 
CY2 
CX3 
CX3 
CY3 
CY3 
BX3 
BX3 
BX3 
BY3 
BY3 
BY3 
BY3 
BX4 
BX4 
BX4 
BX4 
BX4. 
BY4 
BY4 
BY4 
BY4 
EY4 
BX5 
BX5 
BX5 
BX5 
BX5 
BY5 

.,.    1 

2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000! 
2,000; 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 

2,000 ;i .". 
4,000 &;;•• 
6.000 .!•••: 
8,300 ;•:•:;• 

10,000 ir: 
12,000" 
14,000^" 
16,000'&• 
18.000'*& 
2C.0C0 ::'-:;' 
22.000!:.:; 
24,000 L; :; 

26.000 r's 
28.000' 
30.000 l-f'!^ 
32.000^"" 
34.000 ':;:•• 
36,000 w;r.r 
33,000 ;.::":- 
40,000 n-"- 
42.000 I'-: 

44,000;' •'•. 
46,000 U 
48,000 ^l: 
50,000':"- :• 
52.000 ir" 
54.000 f:.:: 
56.000^:! 

i-:-.--; 

n 
••:. '\ 

y- 

sa.ooo [t-^--:! 
60,000 
62.000 
64,000 j... 
66,000 f- 
68.000 .::i 
70.000!.:'. 
72.0CC ; 
74,000 '•• 
75.000^ 

7S.300v; 

80.000 )'' 
82.000 p; 
84,000 ;•; 
86.000 !- 
88.000 b 
90.000;: 

46; 
47 
43! 
49! 
50) 
51 
52 
53 
54 
53 
56 
57 
53 j 
59l 
60! 
6i: 
62, 
63; 
64 i 
65! 

.66; 
67; 
68! 

.••1 

69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
88 
87 
88 
89 
90 

Cell 
# 

BY5 
BY5 
BY5 
BY5 
BX6 
BX5 
BXS 
BX6 
BX6 
BY6 
BY5 
BYS 
BY6 
BYS 
B30 
B29 
B23 
B27 
B26 
B25 
B24 
B23 
B22 
B21 
B20 
B19 
B18 
B17 
B16 
BX6 
BXS 
BX6 
BX6 
BXS 
BYS 
BYS 
BY6 
BYS 
BX7 
BX7 
BX7 
BX7 
BY7 
BY7 
BYT 

Volume 
Cy/Load 

2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
1,800 
1,800 
1,800 
1,800 
1,800 
1,800 
1.800 
1,300 
1.800 
1,800 
1,800 
1.800 
1,800 
1,300 
1,500 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,00C 
2.000 
2.0CC 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 

Cumulative! 
Volume j 

"92.000; 
94,000 ; 

'96,000: 
98,000 i 

100,000! 
102.000! 
104.000 
106.000 J 
108.000! 
110.000; 
112.000! 
114.000! 
116,000; 
118.000; 
119,S00; 

121,600! 
123,400; 
125.200; 
127.000; 
123,300 ! 
130,600 : 

• 132.400 ! 

134.200; 
136,000 i 
137.6001 
139,600; 
141,400'' 
143,200! 
145,000! 
147.000! 
149,000! 
151,000; 
153,000; 
155,000! 
157.000! 
159.0001 

161,000; 
163,0001 
165.000 j 

167.000; 
169,000 ! 
171,000: 
173,0001 

175.000 
177.000 
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Load 
# 

91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
961 
97 i 
98 
99 

100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 
117 
113 
119 
120 
121 
122 
123 
124 

Cell 

125 

BY7 
BX8 
BX3 
BY8 
BYS 
B9 

B10 
B11 
B12 
H2 

EY3 
EY3 
EX3 
EX3 
FY3 
FY3 
FX3 
GY3 
GY3 
GX3 
HY3 
HX3 
IY3 
CY4 
CY4 
CY4 
CY4 
CX4 
CX4 
CX4 
CX4 
DY4 
DY4 
DY4 
DY4 

VaJume 
Cy/Load 

2.000 • 
2.000' 
2.000? 
2.0001 
2.000 j 
2.000; 
2.000; 
2.000 j 
2.000! 
2.000; 
2.000; 
2.000; 
2,000' 
2.000 | 
2.000; 
2,000; 
2,000; 
2,000; 
2.000 
2.000; 
2.000; 
2,000, 
2,000': 
2.000 j 
2.000; 
2.000! 
2.000 | 
2,000; 
2.000! 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000! 

Cumulative^ 
Volume f; 
"179,000 jr. 
181.000 £ 
183,000=;: 

i  185.000!-: 
137,000?- 
189,000 £" 
191,000 t 
192,000 
195,000 
197,000 
199,000 
201.000 !r- 
203.000 r- 
205.000 ;•• 
207,000 p 
209,000 p 
211,000 r 
213,000 !- 
215,000^. 
217.000 v 
219.000 t: 
221,000 f • 
223,000!-:' 
225,000',. 
227,000 't. 
229,000 r 
231.000 If 
233,000 j;" 
225.000'- 
237,000 v\ 
239,000!;. 
241,000^ 
243,000 p 
245.000 

:.:,] Load Cell 
# 

Volume 
Cy/Load 

:-j 

:-VvJ 

247,000 ^1: 

.- :;•! 

m 

126j 
127 
128 
1291 
1301 
131! 
132; 
133 •' 
134; 
135! 
136; 

137! 
138: 
139', 
140' 
141 ! 
142' 
143, 
144 j 
145 j 
146; 
147 
148 
149 j 
150! 
1511 
152i 
153; 
154 j 

155 
156 
157 
153 
159 
160 

DX4 
DX4 
DX4 
DX4 
EY4 
EY4 
EY4 
EX4 
EX4 
EX4 
FY4 
FY4 
FY4 
FX4 
FX4 
GY4 
GY4 
GX4 
GX4 
HY4 
HY4 
HX4 
HX4 
IY4 
IX4 
JY4 
CY3 
CY5 
CY5 
CY5 
CY5 
CX5 
CX5 
CX5 
CX5 

2,000 ; 
2,000 ' 
2.000 i 
2,000 • 
2.000' 
2.000; 
2.000: 
2,000'; 
2.000; 
2.000: 
2.000; 
2.000; 
2,000 , 
2.000' 
2.000 
2.000 '•• 
2.000' 
2.000: 
2,000 . 
2,000; 
2,000: 
2,0CC 
2.000: 
2.000; 
2,000; 
2,000; 
2.00Ci 
2.000j 
2,000 i 
2.00C! 
2.000! 
2.000: 
2.00G: 
2.000 , 
2.000! 

''Cumulative: 
! Volume j 

247,000; 
249.000 
251,000; 
253,000; 
255,000' 
257,000: 
259,000 i 
261,000' 
263,000; 
265,000; 
267,000, 
265,000; 
271,000; 
273,000 
275,000 
277,000 
27S.000 
281,000 
253,000 
285,000 
257,000 
289.000 
291,000 
293,000 
295,000; 
297,000 I 
299.000; 
301.000; 
303,000; 
305,000! 
307.000 j 
309:0C0

: 

311.0001 
313,000! 
315.000', 



x2-1S-lS9a  3:53PM FRCM CRECGE/Civ. 2Ncf RJXR  325 SS3  0723 NC.^^i ;.7, 

Load Ceil Volume 
# # Cy/Load 

"161 CX5 2,000 
162 DY5 2.Q00 
163 DY5 2.000 
164 DY5 2,000 
165 DY5 2,000 
166 '   DX5 2.000 
167 i    DX5 2,000 
168 :   DX5 2.000 
169 '    DX5 2.000 
170 !    EY5 2.000 
171 |    EY5 2,000 
172 !    EY5 2,000 
173 !    EY5 2.000 
174 !    EX5 2,000 
175 '    EX5 2.000 
176 i    EX5 2.000 
177 j    FY5 2.000 
178 FY5 2.000 
179 FY5 2,000 
180 FX5 2.000 
131 FX5 2,000 
182 FX5 2,000 
183 GY5 2.000 
184 GY5 2.000 
185 GX5 2,000 
186 GX5 2.000 
187 HY5 2,000 
188 HY5 2.000 
189 HX5 2,000 
190 HX5 2.000 
191 IY5 2,000 
1S2 IX5 2,000 
193 JY5 2,000 
194 JX5 2,000 
195 CY6 2.000 
196 CY5- 2,000 
197 CY6 2,000 
198 CY5 2.000 
199 CX6 2.000 
200 CXS 2,000 
201 CX6 2,000 
202 CXS 2.000 
203 DY6 2,000 
204 DY6 2.000 
205, DY6 2.000 

Cumulative'-'-—:'i Load 
Volume   e^/::-.:! # 
317.000 c-: -1 201 
319,000 L-"'-" •.:'-.} 202 
321,000 '.--"r] 203 
323.000 I-::-.::-I 204 
325,000 :',r:t:.f-i 205 
327,000 ^J;—H 206 
329,000 -Z^ 207 
331,000 v^'H 208 
333,000 -r^'—-! 209 
335.000^-^:1 210 
337,000;""-^ 211 
339,000 &.:•.:. r:-:j 212 
341,000 •:-'•;••• •••j 213 
343,000 ;"'.:•••.£-•! 214 
345,000 \'-U£-A 215 
347,000 f::X:] 216 
349.000 vT--;.; -j 217 
351,000;"-'.- ;y: 213 
353,000 u" •-,•! 219 
355,000 .••;"•'•'i:;,i 220 
357,000 •-••.^J 221 
359.000 P-. :;.••:•! 222 
361,000',. ^'-M 223 
363.000 j-:^ :i 224 
365.000 •^•:~-'{ 225 
367.000 ?;.;S3 226 
369.000 r^^r;;! 227 
371.000 •'"'•.--.I 228 
373,000 l- •:.:."..' 229 
375.000 j: ;£>••••, 230 
377.000 f-'Pli] 231 
379,000 :;i:-v^ 232 
381,000 z^SZl 233 
383,000 L'.ifV'•'•1 234 
3S5.000'.;::« 235 
387,000 s r:~fr'j 236 
389.000 ;-:^>':j 237 
391.000 ;.^:'-; 238 
393,0001. .-V'-'i 23S 
395.000 ?•.'•''•"' :...! 240 
397,000 :.-K;i 
399,000 p-. '•"-} 
401.000--•.' ''••; 
403.000 [•>•'•'•.'• •'! 
405,000;"': •'••••] 

Cell 

jDY6 
IDXS 
IDX6 
!DX6 
IDXS 
!CY7 
iCY7 
lew 
!CY7 
'CX7 
;CX7 
;CX7 
;DY7 
;DY7 
|DY7 
!DX7 
|DX7 
DX7 
CY3 
CY8 
CY8 
CXS 
cxa 
cxa 
DY8 
DY3 
DYS 
DX3 
0X3 
DX3 
CY9 
CY9 
CX9 
CX9 
DY9 
DY9 
DY9 
DX9 
DX9 
DX9 

Volume 
Cy/Lcad 

2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.00C 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,0OC 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 

Cumulative' 

Volume 1 
407,000) 
409,000 
411,000 
413,000 
415,000 

417.000 
419.000! 
421.000; 
423,000 .; 

425.000 ; 

427.000; 
429,000 i 
431,000'; 
433,CC0 j 
435,000 

437,000 
439,000! 
441.000! 
443.000j 
445,000; 
447,000 .: 

449,000 : 

451.000; 
453.000' 
455,000 

457.000 
459,000 I 
461,000! 
463.000! 
465.000; 

467,000, 
469.000) 
471,000! 

473,000 
475,000 
477,000 
479,000 
481.000 
483,000 
485,000 

I 
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SITE #92 BERM CONSTRUCTION 
DUMPING SCHEDULE and LOCATION Revised  12/18/98' 

Load 
# 

1i 2i 3! 
4! 
5l 
6! 

8I 
O! 
" I 

10! 

Hi 
121 
13! 

u! 
15; 
16' 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 i 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
4£ 

Cell Volume 
Cy/Load 

Cumulative-'"' 
Volume   !•• 

Load ! 
#    I 

Cell 
# 

GX2 
GY2 
FX2 
FY2 
FY2 
E3 

DX2 
DX2 
DY2 
DY2 
DX3 
DX3 
OY3 
DY3 
CX2 
CX2 
CY2 
CY2 
CX3 
CX3 
CY3 
CY3 
BX2 
BX2 
BX2 
AX2 
AX2 
AX2 
AY2 
AY2 
AY2 
AY2 
AY2 
BX3 
BX3 
BX3 
BY3 
BY3 
BY3 
BY3 
AX3 
AX3 
AX3 
AX3 
AY3 

2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 l 

2.000S 
2,000: 
2,000 ! 

2,000' 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 

2,000 •-•' 
4,000 
6,000 U- 
8.000 1 

10,000; 
12,000; • 
14,000 i 
16.000 U 
18,000-' 
20.000 L 
22.000 i , 
24,000 i 
26.000;« 
28,000 s;- 
30,000 ';• 
32.000 [;; 
34.000 [• 
36.000 [.., 
sa.ooof 
40.000 
42.0001; 
44,000 I 
46,000 
48.000 
50,000 | 
52,000 ;,• 
54,000 ^ 
56,000 i 
58,000;:; 
60.000; 
62,000 I 
64.000 i 
66,000 i' 
68.000 f 
70,000; 
72.000 !. 
74,000 ';• 
75,000 I- 
73.000; 
80,000) 
82.000' 
84,000 
86.000 
88.000 , 
90.000 i 

46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52i 
53; 
54! 
551 

57 
58 
59' 
60; 
61; 
62: 
63; 
64 
65 
66! 
67 i 
ea; 
69 
70 

72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 i 
78 
79 i 
80! 
81 i 
82; 
83 ! 

84! 
85; 
86 :. 
87; 
88; 
89 
90 

Volume 
Cy/Load 

AY3 
AY3 
BX4 
BX4 
BX4 
BX4 
BX4 
BY4 
BY4 
BY4 
BY4 
BY4 
AX4 
AX4 
AX4 
AY4 
AY4 
BX5 
BX5 
BX5 
BX5 
BX5 
BY5 
BY5 
BY5 
BY5 
BY5 
AX5 
AX5 
AX5 
AYS 
AYS 
8X6 
BX6 
BX5 
BX5 
BX6 
BY5 
BY6 
BY5 
BY5 
BY6 
B30 
B29 
B28 

2,000; 
2,000 
2.000; 
2,000: 
2.000; 
2.000; 
2.000' 
2,000! 
2.000! 
2.000! 
2.000; 
2.000 ; 

2.000: 
2.000 ! 

2,000 : 

2,000! 
2.000; 
2,000! 
2,000 | 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
1.800 
1,800 
1.800 

Cumulative! 
Volume__! 

"92.000" 
94,000 • 
96.000 j 
98.000 • 

lOO.OOo! 
102.000 i 
104.000; 
106.000; 
108.000 
110.000 
112.000! 
114,000; 
116.000! 
iia.ooo; 
120,000 I 
122,000, 
124,000! 
126,000; 
123,000; 

! 130.000; 
! •' 132.000: 
! 134,000' 
' 136.000 
i 138.000 
j 140.000 
: 142,000 
! 144.000 
I  146,000 

143.000 
150.000 

'  152.000 
I  154,000 
i  156,000 
I  153.000 
;  160,000 
!  162.000 
!  164.000 

166.000 
:  168.000 

!  170,000 
'  172.000 
I  174.000 
j  175,800 
;  177.600 

179.400 
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Load Cell 
# 

Volume 
Cy/Load 

! Cumulative- 
Volume 

| Load 
'     # 

91 j 
92' 
93! 
94' 
95 j 
96! 
97 
98 
99 

100 
101 
102j 
103! 
104! 
105: 
106! 
107 j 
108^ 
109 | 
1101 
111 
112' 
113! 
1141 
115: 
1161 

117! 
118 
119 
120 
121 
122 
123 
124 
125 

B27 
B26 
B25 
B24 
B23 
B22 
B21 
B20 
B19 
B18 
B17 
B16 
BX6 
BX6 
BX6 
BX6 
BX6 
BY6 
BY6 
BY6 
BY6 
AX6 
AX6 
AX6 
AY6 
AY6 
BX7 
8X7 
BX7 
BX7 
BYT 
BY7 
BYT 
BY7 
AX7 

1.800 
1.800 
1.800 
1,800 
1.800 
1.800 
1.800 j 
1.800! 
1.800; 
i.soo: 
1.800 
1.800 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 

181.200 j 
183.000 :,• 
184,800'"• 
186,600 : . 
188,400-i 
190,200:- 
192.000 r- 
193,800; 
195,600 [: 
197,400 [ 
199,200 b 
201.000'" 
203,000; 
205,000 l'-' 
207,0001 
209.000 I 
211.000- 
213.000 |: 
215.000,-' 
217.000 t 
219,0001" 
221.000! 
223,000 '" 
225,000 =' 
227.000 j. 
229,000 |" 
231.000 L 
233,000 " 
235.000 •. 
237,0001' 
239.000 ;: 

241.000: 
243.000 [. 
245.000 f 
247,000!" 

126 
127 
128 
129 
130 
131 
132 
133 
134 
135! 
136 j 
1371 
138! 
139 j 
140: 

Cell 
# 

AX7 
AY7 
BX8 
BX8 
BY8 
BY8 
AX8 
AY8 
B9 
A9 
B10 
A9 
B11 
All 
B12 

Volume 
Cy/Load 

Cumulative 
Volume 

2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 

247.000 
249,000 
251,000 
253,000 
255.000 
257.000 
259,000 
261.000 
263,000 
265,000 
267,000 
269,000 
271,000 
273.000 
275,000 

•This schedule dees not include the depesition of material in row 1. 
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SITE#S2 BERM CONSTRUCTION 
DUMPING SCHEDULE and LOCATION Revised 1/5/99 

Load 
# 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 

Ceil 
# 

Volume 
Cy/Load 

I Cumulative ^ssgg Load 
Volume   l^fe!    # 

GX2 
GY2 
FX2 
FY2 
FY2 
DX2 
DX2 
DY2 
DY2 
DX3 
DX3 
DY3 
DY3 
CX2 
CX2 
CY2 
CY2 
CX3 
CX3 
CY3 
CY3 
BX3 
BX3 
BX3 
BY3 
BY3 
BY3 
EY3 
BX4 
BX4 
BX4 
BX4 
BX4 
BY4 
BY4 
BY4 
BY4 
BY4 
BX5 
BX5 
BX5 
BX5 
BX5 
BY5 

2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 

2,000 gggg 
4,000 @^ 
6,000 .ir^ 
8,000 §§|?"- 

10,000 p&S! 
12,000 fe^ 
14,000 £^ 
16,000 ^n] 
18,000 pM: 
20,000 jj^Tc' 
22,000 %&% 

raj) 
24,000 •"£? 
26,000 p. 
28,000 gSivg 
30,000 ptM 
32.000 '^s^l 
34,000 ;>£si2i 
36,000 S#:irj 
38,000 ggfei 
40,000 f^! 
42.000 ja&Qs 
44.000 •&£%& 
46,000 Ig^ 
48.000 vsV^Ifl 
50,000 £ 
52,000 ^JS 
54,000 O-^'.'^Ji 
seiooo^ps? 
58,000 £*?%% 
60,000 p«^ 
62,000 '0^ 
64,000^^] 
66,000;^^ 
68,000 ^fe 
70,000^^1 
72.00Q !gy;-j! 
74,000 ^••ii 
76,000^^1 
78,000^^1 
80,000-^%^ 
82,000 c^£f 
84,000^^ 
86,000 ;?>v^; 
68,000 ;>Pf Jj 

45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 

591 
60! 
6i; 
62, 
63 
641 
65: 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 

Call 
# 

BY5 
BY5 
BY5 
BY5 
BX6 
BX6 
BX5 
BX6 
BX5 
BY6 
BY6 
BY5 
BY5 
BY6 
BXS 
BX6 
BX6 
BXo 
BX5 
BY5 
BY6 
BY5 
BY5 
BX7 
BX7 
EX7 
BX7 
BY7 
BY7 
BY7 

Volume 
Cy/Load 

Cumulative 
Volume 

2,000 I 
2,000 '• 
2,000 | 
2,000 
2,000 | 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000] 
2,000! 
2,000; 
2,000!. 
2.000 | 
2,000 i 
2,000! 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000' 
2,000 | 
2,000i 
2,000 | 
2.000 I 
2.000 I 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 i 

900001 
92,000! 
94,000; 
SS.CJCO J 
98,0001 

100.000' 
102,000' 
104,000} 
106,000; 
108,000 i 
110,000; 
112,000 j 
114,000; 
115,000 | 
118,000 
120,000; 
122,000 | 
124,000: 
126,000; 
128,000 | 
130,000; 
132,000; 
134,000 
136,000 
138,000 
140,000; 
142,000, 
144,000 
146,000; 
148,000'; 
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Cell Volume 
Cy/Load 

Cumulative 'ftKi Load 
Volume   ^?:£/J    # 

Ceil 
# 

75 BY7 
76 BX8 
77 BX8 
78 BY8 
79 BYB 
80 EY3 
81 EY3 
82 EX3 
R3 EX3 
84 FY3 
85 FY3 
86 FX3 
87 GY3 
88 GY3 
89 GX3 
90 HY3 
91 HX3 
92 IY3 
93 CY4 
94 CY4 
95 CY4 
96 CY4 
97 CX4 
98 CX4 
99 CX4 

100 CX4 
101 DY4 
102 DY4 
103 DY4 
104 DY4 

2,000; 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 

154,000 j£v§p 
155,000 ^Say 
158,000 ^^ 
150,000 rf^j 
152,000 ;^S 

163,000 gP^ 
170,000 p^pi 
172.000 ^s^H 
174,000 ^tp 
175,000 ;!&^ 
178,000 :•,>"'"•"-• 

184.000^^1 
186,000 '&&$ 
188,000 p^^ 
190,000 jte^j 
192,000 £p^ 
194,000 ^X^:- 

i 

 ;i 

200,000 PJZZS® 
202,000 |pS 
204.000 \0& 
206,000 mm 
208,000 0^m 

105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 
117 I 
118 = 
119 
120 ! 

121! 
122i 
123; 
124 j 
125; 
125' 
127 
128 
129 
130 
131 
132 
133 
134 
135 
136 
137 
138 
139 

DX4 
DX4 
DX4 
DX4 
EY4 
EY4 
EY4 
EX4 
EX4 
EX4 
FY4 
FY4 
FY4 
FX4 
FX4 
GY4 
GY4 
GX4 
GX4 
HY4 
HY4 
HX4 
HX4 
IY4 
1X4 
JY4 
CY5 
CY5 
CY5 
CY5 
CY5 
CX5 
CX5 
CX5 
CX5 

Volume 
Cy/Losd 

Cumulativs j 
Vc!ur-.£   i 

2,CC0: 
2,000 j 
2,000 | 
2,0CO. 
2.CC0! 
2,000; 
2,000 | 
2,000; 
2,000 ; 
2.0CO | 
2,000; 
2.000 I 
2,oco; 
2,000: 
2,000! 
2,000 i 
2,000 | 
2,000, 
2,000 j 
2,000 ; 

2.000 | 
2,000 | 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 

2 + n,  "•'"i n 

2-2,000; 
214,000! 
215.000 j 
218,000 j 
220,0001 
222.0C0 | 
224,000 
226,000; 
223,000!' 
230,000! 
232,000 j 
234,000 j 
236,000 :. 
238,000! 
240,000'; 
242,000 | 
244.000; 
246,000 j 
248,000! 
250,000 j 
252,000 j 
254,000 
256,000 
258.000 
260,000 
262,000 | 
264.000 j 
266,0001 
263,000! 
270,000; 
272,000! 
274.0001 
276.0001 
278.000! 
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Load 
# 
140 
141 
142 
143 
144 
145 
146 
147 
148 
149 
150 
151 
152 
153 
154 
155 
156 
157 
158 
159 
160 
161 
162 
163 
164 
165 
166 
167 
163 
169 
170 
171 
172 
173 
174 
175 
176 
177| 
178; 
179 
180 
181 
182 
183 
184 

Cell 
# 

Volume 
Cy/Load 

Cumulative pS^'^a 
Volume   Ijp^l 

Load      Call Volume 
Cy/Lcsd 

Cumulative 
Vciure   I 

CX5 
DY5 
DY5 
DY5 
DY5 
DX5 
DX5 
DX5 
DX5 
EY5 
EY5 
EY5 
EY5 
EX5 
EX5 
EX5 
FY5 
FY5 
FY5 
FX5 
FX5 
FX5 
GY5 
GY5 
GX5 
GX5 
HY5 
HY5 
HX5 
HX5 
IY5 
1X5 
JY5 
JX5 
CY6 
CY6 
CY5 
CYS 
CX6 
CX6 
CX6 
CX6 
DYS 
DYS 
DYS 

ZOOOi 
2,000! 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.0OO 
2.000 
2,000 ! 
2,000 j 
2,000 I 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 

280 000 £i£!%38 
!>.-«-.. •;-.v-.--i 
V  C-T—   '•iT'J 

232,000 ^-st?- 
284,000 StS 
286.000 p%S 
238,000^^ 
2S0,QCC^^p! 
292.000;!^! 
294,000 %?SM 
296,000^:^ 
298.000 p^M 
300,000 $s&*K;j 
202.000 .rtrg'SJ 
304.000 :g^A'J 
306,000,1^^: 
308.000 if^f1 

310,000'^^ 
312,000 ^^ 

^ 

314,000 
316,000 
318,000 
320,000 
322,000 
324,000 
32S.0C0ST-*..... 
323,000 I^Vc^J 
330,000 
332,000 
334,000 
336,000 .    .. 
338.000 ^££ 
340,000 V&M 
342,000 fe^ 
344,000'^%? 
346,000 p-f-^ 
348,000 ^f^| 
35c,cco mm I 
352.000 i^iid 
354,000 ^p 
356,000 ^Mti 
358,000 g^cvj 
360,000 .4v-i=:ii 
362,000 •^fC^li 
364.000 jgfgi 
366,000 Ko^ 
368, CCO iji<^ 

ISSJDYO 

ia6|DXS 
187JDX6 
168;DXS 
isgiDXS 
190|CY7 
ISIjCYZ 
1S2!CY7 
193jCY7 
1S4.CX7 
195|CX7 
1S6;CX7 
197 .DYT 
1S8:DY7 
1S9jDY7 
200!DX7 
201 
202 

DX7 
DX7 

203:CY8 
204 
205 
206 
207 
208 
209 
210 
211 
212 
213 
214 
215 !CY9 
216 
217 
218 

CY8 
CYS 
cxa 
cxa 
cxa 
DY8 
DY8 
DY8 
DX8 
DX8 
DXS 

CY9 
CX9 
CX9 

219JDY9 
220 pY9 
221 iDY9 
222jDX9 
223!DX9 
224' DXS 

2.CC0J 
2,CC0; 
2,0OCj 
2.CCC! 
2,000 I 
2,000 j 
2.CCC| 
2.0C0| 
2 .coo! 
2.000 j 
2.000' 
2.0001 
2.000 
2,000 j 
2,000; 
2.000 i 
2.0001 
2,000 ; 

2,000 j 
2,000 j 
2,000 j 
2,000 
2,000! 
2,000 j 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000! 
2,000 
2,000; 
2,000 i 
2,000' 
2,000 I 
2,000 I 
2,000 
2.000! 
2,000 | 
2.000 

3/ 0,CCC : 

272,:CC! 
374.000 I 
37S,CC0j 
378.200; 
380,000 
382,000 | 
384,000; 
386,000! 
383,000 I 
390,000; 
392,000: 
394,000; 
396,000! 
398,000:' 
400,000; 
402,000 
404,000' 
406,000 j 
408.000 j 
410,000; 
412,000; 
414,000; 
416,000; 
418,000 
420,000 j 
422,000'; 
424,000 | 
426,000 i 
428,000; 
430,000 
422,000 
434,000 
426,000 j 
428,000 < 
4^0.000; 
442.000; 
444,000 [ 
446,000 : 

448,000 
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TtS  16.15'3S'L*  7:55firTn      'INH'^IGATICN i MfillsT'tC l228«t7S24??NC.Sc2 P.ll/lliS 

REVISED: 14.Feb.99 
Load Cell Volume Cumulative  '_'. Load Cell Volume Cumulative 

# # Cy/Lcad Volume # Cy/Load Volume 
"225 BY10- 2,000 450,000 '•,:':•• 270 DY4 2,000 540,000 
226 BX10 2,000 452.000 ""v.: 271 DX4 2.000 •542.000 
227 CY10 2,000 454,000 272 DX4 2,000 544,000 
228 CX10 2,000 456,000 i     •. 273;    EY4 2,000 546,000 
229 CX10 2,000 458,000' 274:    EX4 2,000 548,000 
230 Dno 2.000 460,000 275,    FY4 2,000 550,000 
231 DY10 2,000 462.000   ..•."". 276;    FX4 2,000 552,000 
232 DX10 2,000 464.000 :,••/!     277, 2,000 554,000 
223 DX10 2,000 466.000 278! 2,000 556,000 
234 DX10 2.000 463,000 [    • 279.' 2,000 558,000 
235 CX2 2.000 470,000,    .•-.- 280 2.000 560,000 
236 CX2 2,000 472,000 ,"•..••: 2B1 2.000 562,000 

237 DY2 2,000 474,000 "-::'•••. 282 2,000 564.000 

238 DY2 2,000 476,000 ,.' .'*  - * 233; 2.000 566,000 

239 DY2 2,000 478,000 
...... 

264 2.000 568,000 

240 DX2 2. GOO 480,000 ••.  . 285, 2,000 570,000 

241 EY2 2.000 482,000 286- 2,000 572,000 

242 EX2 2.Q00 484,000 287 2,000 574,000 

243 EX2 2,000 486,000 . .:.. 288, 2,000 576,000 
244 FY2 2.000 488,000     '.;.'•:•.• 289 2.000 578,000 

I 

245 FX2 2,000 490,000 ;""•'•'"' 290 2,000 580,000; 

246 EY3 2,000 492,000,' ".': • 291 2.000 582.000: 
247 BY3 2,000 494,oco .;•••..'. 292 2.000 584,000 
248 BY3 2,000 496,000!'"• 293 2,000 586,000 

1              i 

249 BX3 2,000 498,000!   ' 294 2,000 588,000! 
250 BX3 2.000 500,000     ""    • 295, 2,000 590,000' 
251 CY3 2,000 502,000!     •    • 2S6 2,000 592,000', 

252 CY3 2,000 504,000 . :..=.. • 297 !        2,000 594,000' 1               i 

253 CX3 2,000 506.0CO ' 298 j 2.000 596,000 , 
254 1 CX3 2,000 506,000 299! 2.000 598,000; 

255; DY3 2,000 510,000 300! 2,000 600,000 . 
25c DY3 2,000 512,000 301, 2.000 602.000' 
257 DX3 2,000 514,000 •• •      .• 302 • 2,000 604;000 | 

256 j DX3 2,000 516,000 j'     '   • 303 2,000 606,000 j 

259 EY3 2,000 sie.occ; .;:..• 304 2,000 608,000: 
1 

260 EX3 2.000 520,000'   •'•••' 305 2,000 610,000: 

261 GY3 2.000 £22.000 306, 2,000 612,000' 

262 BY4    i 2,000 524,000' 307; 2,000 614.CC0 

253; BY4 2,000 526,000; 308; 2,000 616,000 

264; BY4 2,000 528.000;    .. 309 2,000 618,000 

265; BX4 2,000 530,000:..       !      310 2,000 •620,000 

266 BX4 2,000 532.000 j 311; 2,000 622,000 

267 CY4 2.000 534,000 312 2,000 •        624,000 

268 CY4 2.000 536,000      • 313, 2,000 !        626,000 

269 CX4 2.000 538,000 314 2,000 628,000 
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FZ3.1S- 1559a-.  3:01PH_, 122S*7S2*77 MC.aia r- . a 1 

Load 
# 
225 
225 
227 
223 
229 
230 
231 
222 
233 
234 
235 
236 
237 
238 
23S 
240 
241 
242 
2431 
244 
245 
246 
247.; 
248, 

250! 
251 i 
252' 
253 
254 
255 
256 
257 
253 
259 
260 
251 
262 
263: 
264! 
255 | 
266: 
257 i 
2681 
269 

Cell 
# 

BYIO' 
BX10 
CY10 
CX10 
CX10 
DY10 
DY10 
DX10 
DX10 
DX10 
CX2 
CX2 
DY2 
DY2 
DY2 
DX2 
EY2 
EX2 
EX2 
FY2 
FX2 
BY3 
BY3 
BY3 
BX3 
BX3 
CY3 
CY3 
CX3 
CX3 
DY3 
DY3 
DX3 
DX3 
EY3 
EX3 
GY3 
BY4 
BY4 
BY4 
BX4 
EX4 
CY4 
CY4 
CX4 

Volume 
Cy/Load_ 

Cumulative 
Volume 

2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000: 
2,000 | 
2,000! 
2,000 
2,000 j 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 | 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 | 
2,000 > 
2,000; 
2,000 j 
2,QOO ; 
2,000: 
2,000! 
2,000' 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 i 
2,000 j 
2,000 ! 
2.000 [ 
2.000; 
2.000; 
2,000 i 
2,000 
2.0OC' 
2,000 i 
2,CCC | 
2,000 j 

450,000 
452.000 
454.000 
456,000 
458,000 
460,000 
462,000 
464,000 
466,000 
468,000 
470,000 
472.000 
474,000 
476,000 
473,000 
480.000 j 
482.0001 
484.000 j 
486.000; 
488,000, 
490.000 [ 
492.000 j 
494.000: 
496,000 
498,000 
500,000 
502,000 
504,000 
506,000 
508,000 
510,000 
512,000 
514,000 
516,000 
518,000; 
520,000 
522.0001 
524,000; 
526,000; 
528,000; 
530,000 
532,000 
534,000 
536,000 
535,000 

Load Ceil 

270 
271 
272 
273; 
274' 
275 
276 
277 
278 
279 
230' 
231; 
282 j 
233; 
294. 
285 
2S6 
287 
288 
289 
290 
291 
292 
293 
294 
295 
296 
297 | 
298, 
299; 
300 
301; 
302 
303 
304 
305 
306 
307 
308 
309 
310 
311 
312 
313 
314 

DY4 
DX4 
DX4 
EY4 
EX4 
FY4 
FX4 
BY9 
BY9 
BXS 
BXS 

BY10 
BX10 
BX10 
CY10 
CY10 
CX10 
CX10 
DY10 
DY10 
DX10 
DX10 
BY11 
BX11 
CY11 
CX11 
DY11 
DX11 
DY12 
DX12 
DY13 
DX13 
DY14 
DX14 
DY15 
DX15 
DY16 
DX16 

REVISED: 
Volume 
Cy/Load 

19-Fib-tt 
Cumulative J 
Volume I 

2,000 
2,0C0 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000; 
2,000; 
2,000; 
2,000 i 
2,0001 
2,000 j 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 ! 

2,000; 
2,000 
2,000; 
2,00c; 
2.000 | 
2,000 • 
2.000' 
2.000 
2,000' 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000 
2,000 
2,000 
2,000, 
2.000' 
zcoo: 
2.000 
2.000; 
2.000 ; 
2,000 
2,000 
2.000: 

540,000; 
542,000 • 
544,000; 
546,000; 
548,000 j 
550,000 
552.000' 
554,000' 
556,000 i 
558,000: 
560,000' 
562.000.' 
564,000 - 
566,000 
568,000 
570,000 
572,000. 
574,000 : 

576,000' 
578,000 j 
580,000'» 
582,000! 
584,000: 
566,000 j 
588,000' 
590,000 \ 
5S2.CC0 • 
594.000, 
596,000 
598,000 ! 

600.000 I 
602,000 
604,000 j 
606,000; 
608,000 
610,000 
612.000 
614,000 
616,000 
618,200 
620.000 
622,000 
624,000 
626,000 
623,000 



r 'FEB. 16. IrrT-1- * T-Szi*^     'hnvI^^TIGn a. nr-iiMiC l22e4?S2«*7?i's'o. -cz ii^iiiS 

REVISED; 14-Feb-B9 
Load Cell Volume Cumulative i- • Load Cell Volume Cumulative 

# # Cy/Load Volume # # Cy/Load Volume 
225 BY10- 2,000 460,000 •.'." 270 DY4 2,000 540,000 
226 BX10 2.000 452,000 271 DX4 2,000 •542,000 
227 CY10 2,000 454,000 •:• 272 DX4 2,000 544,000 
228 CX10 2,000 456,000    -'•.' 2731   EY4 2,000 546,000 
229 CX10 2,000 458,000! 274     EX4 2,000 548,000 
230 DY10 2,000 460,000 

i   • • 

(   .   .• 
275 •    FY4 2,000 550,000 

231 DY10 2,000 |       462.000 276;    FX4 2,000 552,000 
232 DX10 2,000 464.000 ,:-,-..'!     277; 2,000 554,000 
233 DX10 2,000 466,000 278! 2,000 556,000 
234 DX10 2.000 468,000;'   • 279' 2,000 553,000 
235 CX2 2.000 470,000;    •••,• 280 2.000 550,000 
236 CX2 2,000 472,000  ,"•,.-: • 281 2,000 562,000 
237 DY2 2,000 474,000 "':;:::'••. 282 2,000 564.000 
238 DY2 2,000 476,000'•••:-.»:'.- 233; 2.000 566,000 
239 DY2 2,000 478,000 ' •;:: 284 2.000 568,000 
240 DX2 2,000 480,000 285, 2,000 570,000 
241 EY2 2.000 482,000 286 2,000 572,000 
242 EX2 2.000 484,000 287; 2,000; 574,000 
243 EX2 2,000 486,000!   , 288 i 2,000; 576,000 
244 FY2 2,000 488,000 289; 2.000 578,000 
245 FX2 2,000 490,000 290 2,000 530,000 
246 BY3 2,000 492.000 ' ":: ' 291 2,000 582,000; 
247 BY3 2,000 494,000   .•-.•. 292 2.000 584,000; 
248 BY3 2,000 496,000 "• ' 293; 2,000! 586,000 
249 BX3 2,000 498,000;' 294 2,000: 588,000 
250 BX3 2.000 500,000     "" 295 2,000; 590,000' 
251 CY3 2,000 502,000 296; 2,000 i 592,000 
252 CY3 2,00C ; 504,000 . ,•:-. • 297 !         2,000 594,000', 
253 CX3 2,000. 506.000' 298               !        2.000! 596,000! 
254 CX3 2,000 508,000 299! 2.000, 598,000; 
255 DY3 2,000 510,000 300' 2,000 600,000' 
256 DY3 2,000 512,000 301, 2,000 602,000 : 

257 DX3 2,000; 514,000 302; 2,000 604,000; 
256 DX3 2,000 516,0001      '   • 303 2,000 606,000! 
259 EY3 2.000 516,000.' ;: 304 1 2,000; 608.000' 
260 EX3 2.000 

I 
520.0001   •'• 305 2,000 610,000; 

261 13Y3 2,000 j £22.000;        . 306 2,000 612,000: 
262 BY4 2,000 i 524,000; 307; 2,000 614,000 
263; BY4 2,000 526,000 ; 306: 2.000; 616,000 i 
264; BY4 2,000 528,000;    . 3091 2,000 618,000! 
265; BX4 2,000 j 530,000;..' 310 2,000 620,000, 
266 BX4 2,000, 532.0001 311; 2,000 ' 622,000 
267 CY4 2,000! 534,000 312 2,000 ! 624,000, 
268 CY4 2.000 536,000 313 2,000 626,000 | 
269; CX4 2.000 538,000; 314 1 

i 2.000 , 628.000 j 
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n«R-»3-99   00:*6   Prt      WEEKS.«*RIHE.XNC j32a*7Sa4T? 

NC.2GS p. ^4 
P. 83 

4,000 yd* SCOW DUMP PUN 

Load 
* _ 

1 
2 
3- 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
18 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
36 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
.42 
43 
44 
45 

Call 
# 

EYE 
EX5 
FY6 
FY6 
FXB 
FX6 
GY6 
GY5 
GXS 
GXfi 
EY7 
EX7 
EX7 
FY7 
FY7 
FX7 
FX7 
GY7 
GY7 
GX7 
GX7 
Era 
EXS 
EX8 
FY8 
FYB 
FX8 
FX8 
GV8 
GY8 
GX8 
GX8 
EY9 
EX9 
FY9 
FY9 
FX9 
FX9 
GY9 
GY9 
GXS 
GX9 
EY10 
EX10 
FY10 

Volume   | 
Cy/Load 

Cumutalive 
Vdumc 

3,200 
3.200 
3,200 
3,200 
3.200 
3.200 
3,200 
3,200 
3.200 
3,200 
3.200 
3,200 
a;2co 
3,200 
3JC0 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3.200 
3.200 
3,200 
3.200 
3,200 
3.200 • 
3,200, 
3,200 
3,200 
3.200 
3,200 
3,200 
3.200 
3.200 
3.200 
3.200 
3.200 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3.200 
3.200 
3.200 
3.200 

3.2C0; 
6,400' 
9,500; 

12,800 j 
16,000! 
19,2001 
22,4001 
25.600; 
28.3001 
32,000 
35.200 
38,400 
41,600 [. 
44,SC0i 
48,000; 
51,200 
54,400 j'• 
57,600 
60,800 
64,0001" 
67.200 j 
7G.4C0 
73.600 
75.6C0| 
80.000 j 
83,200; 
86,400; 

89.SC0 • 
92.800 
96.CC0. 
99.200 •' 

102.400, 
105,600! 
108,300 
112.000 
115,200 
118.400 
12-!.SCO 
124.300 
128,000 
131,200 
134.400 
137.600; 
140.800 [ 
144.000' 

Load 
# 

Can 
# 

46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
r I 
82 

Si 

87, 
as1 

»i 
so 

FX10 
GY10 
GY10 
GX10 
GX10 
EY11 
EX11 
FY11 
FX11 
GY11 
GX11 
GX11 

REVISED; 
Volume 
Cy/Load 

05.Mir-99 
Cumulative 

Volume 
3,200 
3,200] 
3,2001 
3,200, 
3,200. 
3.200, 
3.200; 
3.200; 
3.200, 
3,200, 
3,200' 
3,2001 
3.2001 
3,200 
3,200 
3.2C0I 
3,2001 
3,200, 
3,20Ci 
3.2CC' 
3.200! 
3.200 
3.2001 
3.200 j 
3,200 
3,200 
3,2CC; 
3,200; 
3,200 j 
3,200 
3,200 
3.200 
3.200 j 
3,200; 
3.200, 
3.200 
3.200; 
3.200. 
3,200. 
3,200 
3.200 
3.200 • 
3.200, 
3.200; 
3,200 I 

147,200 
150,400, 
153,600, 
156,800 
160,000! 
163.200; 
168,400 
163,600 
172.800 
176,0001 
179.200 
182.400 
185.600 
188,800 
192,000 
195,200; 
196,400; 
201,500 I 
204,300 [ 
208,000; 
211,200 i 
214,4001 
217,6001 
220,800 
224,000 
227,200 j 
23C,4C0i 
233,500 i 
236,300 
240, MO 
243,200 
246,400 
249.6CC 
252.600 
256,000 
259,200 
262.400 
265,600! 
268,800! 
272.000 
275,200 i 
279.400 
281,600 j 
284,800 | 
288,000 
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REVISED; 11-M«r-89 
LMd Call Volume Cumulative ,.; Load Cell Volume Cumulative 

# # Cy/Load Volume # # Cy/Load 
1,850 

Volume 
315 CY5 1,850 468.038 360 BY3 551,288 { 
.316 CX5 1.850 469,888 :'•:•••: 361 BX3 1,850 553.138 
317 CX5 1.B50 471,736;   .•...,•:: 362 BX3 1.850 554,988 
318 DY5 1.850 473,588     ''"r-f: 363 CY3 1,850 556,838 
319 DX5 1,850 475,433 ; /••:'.•". 364 CX3 1,850 558,688; 
320 EY5 1,850 477.288!'  ,.:••'• 365 DY3 1.850 560,538 [ 
321 EX5 1,850 479,138 !".'•'•••••/ 366 DX3 1.850 562.388; 

322 FY5 1,850 480,988 ..''/.;. 367 EY3 1.850 564,238; 

323 FX5 1,850 482,838    .:-v>:- 368 EX3 1,850 566,088; 
324 GY5 1,850 484,588 i...:'.' 369 FY3 1,850 567.938 j 
325 GX5 1.850 486.538 i..;:-;.;':: 370 FX3 1,850 569,788 • 

326 HY5 1,850 488,388 !'•..'• •'" 371 GY3 1.850 571,638' 
327 HX5 1.850 490,238 ..•;'••'•."•.•: 372 BY4 1,850 573,488' 

328 IY5 1,850 492,0881'•"'•. :••• 373 BY4 1,850 575,338 

329 1X5 1,850 493,938" •'••'•••.:. 374 BX4 1,850 577,188 

330 BY6 1,850 495,7881. v-•' 375 CY4 1,850 579,038! 1              i 

331 BY6 1.850 497,638j'. .••••.' 376 CX4 1,850 580,888 

332 BX6 1,850 499,488 Li: 377 DY4 1,850 582,738 
333 BX6 1,850 501,338: ...'.•..••:•• 378 DX4 1,850 584,588 

334 CY6 1.850 503,1881   .:..;.' 379 EY4 1,850 586,438; 

335 CX6 1,850 505,038  " •'. 380 EX4 1,850 588,238 

336 DY6 1,850 506,388  . •.'••.: 381 FY4 1,850 590,138 

337 DX6 1,850 508,738 "L": 382 FX4 1,850 591,988; 

338 BY7 1.850 510,588!   •••.'.•'. 383 GY4 1.850 593,838: 

339 BY7 1,850 512,438 h •"'••••." 384 EY5 1,850 595,686 

340 CX7 1,850 514,288 ...':':'. 385 BX5 1.850 597,538! 

341 DY7 1,850 516.138 '"•'•••-• 386 CY5 1,850 599,388, 

342 DX7 1,850 517.988   ;':.-..• 387 CX5 1.850 601,2381 

343 BY8 1,850 519,8381'   ..•:' 388 DY5 1,850 603,088! 

344 BY8 1,850 521,688:.. ;•:;"• 389 DX5 1,850 604,938, 

345 CX8 1,850 523,538' ••""•' 390 EY5 1.850 606,788 

346 DY8 1,850 525,388     '' 391 EX5 1,850 608,538 

347 DX8 1,850 527.238    -...:>•; 392 FY5 1,850 610,488, 

348 ^i>xa 1,850 
1,850 

52S.088   '.;..••" 
530.938   .:.','..' 

393 
394 

FX5 
GY5 

1,850 
1.850 

612,338 
|        614.188 rr*Z--\   34S CX2 

X>        350 CX2 1.850 532,788      • 395 I 
t 

1,850 !       616,036 

351 DY2   . 1,850 !       534.638 . ...-:': 396 
I 
I 
1 

1,850 |       617,888 

352 DX2 1,850 \       536,488! •""•:::•. 397 
i 

1,850 619,738 

353 EY2 1,850 538,338   " 398 i 
i 

1,850 I       621,588 

354 EX2 1,850 540,188'  .•:.•.' 399 i 1,850 :        623,438 

355 FY2 1,950 542,038 400 
I 

i 
1,850 !        625,298 

356 FX2 1,850 543,888 ' ; : 401 I 
| 1,850 j        627,138 

357 GY2 1,850 545,738;   •'^ 402 j 
1,850 ;        628,988 

358 BY3 1.350 547,588;   '.':.- 403 i 
I 

1,850 630,838 

359 '    BY3 1,850 549,438:  • 404 1 
i 
i 

1.850 632,668 
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M«R-13-S9    02:23    PH       UEEKS.riORlNE. IHC 1228-4.TS2'*?? P. 94 

4,000 yd« SCOW DUMP PLAN G 
Load 

# 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
3£ 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 

Ceil 

EY6 
EX6 
FY6 
FY6 
FX6 
FX6 
GY6 
GY6 
GX6 
GX6 
EY7 
EX7 
EX7 
FY7 
FY7 
FX7 
FX7 
GY7 
GY7 
GX7 
GX7 
EY8 
EX8 
EX8 
FY8 
FY8 
FX8 
FX8 
GY8 
GY8 
GX8 
GX8 
EY9 
EXS 
FY9 
FYS 
FX9 
FX9 
GY9 
GY9 
GX9 
GX9 
EY10 
EX10 
FY'O 

Volume Cumulative 
Cy/Load Volume 

3,200 3,200 j 
3,200 6,400 
3.200 9,600 
3,200 12,800 
3,200 16,000 
3,200 19,200 
3,200 22,400 
3,200 25,600 
3,200 28,800 
3,200 32,000 
3,200 35,200 
3,200 38.400 
3,200 41,600 
3,200 44,300 
3,200 48,000 
3,200 51,200 
3,200 54,400 
3,200 57,600 
3,200 60,800 
3,200 64,000 
3,200 67,200 
3,200 70,400 
3.200 73,600 
3,200 76,800 
3,200 80,000 
3.200' 
3.200; 
3,200 j 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200. 
3,200, 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3.200 
3,200! 
3,200 
3,200 | 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 

83,200 
86,400 
89,6001 
92,800 I; 
96.000 j. 
99,200 j- 

102,400! 
105,6001 
108,300; 
112,000! 
115,200} 
118.400; 
121,600; 
124,800; 
128,000' 
131,200; 
134,400; 
137,600! 
140,800: 
144.0001 

£<v*-r 

Load 
a 

46 
47 j 

49 i 
£0^ 

62 i 
2' 54; 
551 
56 

• -57 

. 58i 
59' 
60; 
61 
62J 
63; 
64j 
65, 
66! 

"I 
68 
69 j 
70 
71i 

i 

72 
73 
74 
75 
76 i 
77 i 
78 
79 
801 

81, 
82; 
83: 
84; 
85, 
86 j 
87, 
88 
89, 
90 

Cell 
# 

FX10 
GY10 
GY10 
GX10 
GX10 
EY11 
EX11 
FY11 
FX11 
GY11 
GX11 
GX11 
EY6 
EX6 
FY5 
FY6 
FX6 
FX6 
GY6 
GY6 
GX6 
GX6 
EY7 
EX7 
EX7 
FY7 
FY7 
FX7 
FX7 
GY7 
GY7 
GX7 
GX7 
EY8 
EXS 
EXS 
FYS 
FY8 
FX8 
FX8 
GY8 
GY8 
GX8 
GX8 
EY9 

REVISED: 
Volume 
Cy/Load 

3,200 
3,200 j 
3.200 
3,200! 
3.200! 
3,200 | 
3,200! 
3.200 j 
3,200 j 
3,200; 
3,200 | 
3,200 j 
3,200 ] 
3,200' 
3,200 | 
3.200 j 
3,200; 
3,2001 
3,200 | 
3,200' 
3.200 j 
3,200 ) 

3,200 : 

3,200, 
3,200 j 
3,200 j 
3,200; 
3,200 j 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3.200 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 | 
3,200 ; 
3,200; 
3,200, 
3,200 ;• 
3.200; 
3,2001 
3.200! 
3.200! 

16-Mar-99 
Cumulative 

Volume  
147,2001 
150.400 
ISS.SOOJ 
156,800; 
160,000 
163,200; 
166,400; 
169,600 i 
172,800; 
176,000' 
179,200 j 
182,400, 
185,600! 
188,800 • 
192,000 j 
195,200, 
198,400 
201,600; 
204,800: 
208.000 j 
211,200, 

' 214,400! 
217,500 1 
220,800! 
224.0001 
227,200 j 
230,400; 
233,600 I 
236,800! 
240,000; 
243,200 
246,400 
249.600 
252,800 | 
256,000 
259,200; 
262.400; 
265,600: 
268,300; 
272.000, 
275,200; 
278,400; 
281,600 | 
284.800 j 
288.000 i 



MrtR-15-99    62:26    PH       WEEKS.MPRINE.INC 

90: SI  65.   SI  aeu 

1 22e«»T52<*7T P . 03 

4,000 yds SCOW DUMP PLAN 
REVISED: 15-Mar-99 

Load Cell Volume Cumulative Load Cell Volume Cumulative 
# # Cy/Load Volume n 

136 
.#.._ Cy/Load Volume 

91 EX9 3,200 275.200 I- . 3.200 419,200 
92 FY9 3,200 278,400 1 137 3,200 422,400 
93 FY9 3.200 j        281.600 r   ... 138; 3,200 i        425,600 
94 FX9 3,200 284,800|       .: 139 3,200 j        428.800 
95 FX9 3,200 288,000;" 140 3,200 432,000 
96     GY9 3,200 291,200:   • 141 3,200 435,200 
97 GY9 3,200 294.400 142 3,200 438,400 
98 GX9 3,200 297,600 143 3,200 441,600 
99 GX9 3.200 300,800 144 3.200 444.800 

100 EY10 3,200 304,000 :. :'• ' 145; 3,200 448.000 
101 EX10 3,200 307.200;     ••' 146; 3,200 451,200 
102 FY10 3,200 310,400 i 147 j 3,200 454,400 
103     FX10 3,200 313,600    •• 148; 3.200 j        457.600 
104    GY10 3,200 316,800 14S; 3,200 460,800 
105    GY10 3,200 320,000! . 150; 3,200 464.000 
106 GX10 3,200 323,200 151 3,200 467,200 
107 GX10 3,200 326,400 152 3.200 470,400 
108    EY11 3,200 329,600:....-. 153;      . 3,200 473,600 
109|   EX11 3,200 332,300,.     .   . 154 3.200 476,800 
110 FY11 3,200 336.000 155; 3,200 480,000 
111 FX11 3,200 339.200 

•  • 

156 3,200 483,200 
112 GY11 3,200 342.400 

. 
157 3,200 486,400 

113 GX11 3,200 345.600 158! 3,200 489.600 
114 GX11 3,200 348.800 159; 3,200 492,800 
115! 3,200 362,000 160 3,200 496.000 j 
116 3,200 355,200 161 3,200 499,200 j 
117 3,200 3*8,400 162 3,200 502,400 
118 3,200 ! 361,600 163 3,200 505,600 
119; 3,200 ! 364,800 164 3,200 508.800 
120 3,200 | 368,000;     ". 165; 3.200 512,000 
121 3.200 ! 371,200 166, 3.200 S15.200{ 

122 3,200 | 374,400 167, 3,200 518,400 

123 3,200 j 37/.600 i 168, 3.200 521,600 
124; 3,200 j 380,800'   . IBS 3,200 524,800 

125 | 3,200 j 384.OCC 170 3,200 528,000 

126' 3,200 387,20C; 171 3,200 531,200 

127! 3,200 390,400 172 3,200 534.400 

128! 3,200 393,600 173, 3,200 537,600 ! 

129! 3,200 336,800 174 3.200 540.800 

130 i 3,200 400.000 j   • 175 3,200 544,000 ; 

131 3,200 403.200 176 3,200 547,200; 
i 

132! 3.200 | 406,400      • 177 3,200 550,400; 

133: 3,200 j 409,600!. 178 3,200 553,500 

134 3,200 j 412,800! . 179 3,200 556,800 

135 3,200! 416.0CCJ 180; 3,200 560,000 

© 



riPR-iS-^'S   82:23   Pn      ueEKS . noR i NE . 
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Load Cell 
# 

315 
316 
317 
318 
319 
320 
321 
322 
323 
324 
325 
326 
327| 
328 
3291 
3301 
331 
332' 
333- 
334. 
335 i 
336 
337, 
338; 
3391 
340 I 
341 
342 
343 
344 
345 
346 
347 
348 
349 
350 
351 
352 
353 
354 
355, 
356! 
357! 
358- 
359 

CY5 
CX5 
CX5 
DY5 
DX5 
EY5 
EX5 
FY5 
FX5 
GY5 
GX5 
HY5 
HX5 
IY5 
IX5 
BY6 
BY6 
BX6 
BX6 
CY6 
CX6 
DY6 
DX6 
BY7 
BY7 
CX7 
DY7 
DX7 
BY8 
BY8 
CX8 
DY8 
DX8 
DX8 
CX2 
CX2 
DY2 
DX2 
EY2 
EX2 
FY2 
FX2 
GY2 
BY3 
BY3 

Volume 
Cy/Load 

1,850 
1.850 
1,850 J 
1.850 
1.850 
1.850; 
1,8501 
1,850 j 
1,850 j 
1,8501 
1,850; 
i.eso; 
1,850, 
1.850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,8501 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1.850 
1.850 
1.850 
1.850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1.850 j 
1.850 i 
1.850; 
1,850; 
1,850' 
1,850: 
1,850. 
1.850; 

Cumulative 
Volume 

468,038 
469,888 
471,738 
473,588 
475,438 
477,288 
479,138 
480,988 
482,838 
484,888 
486.538 
488,388 
490,238 
492.088 
493,938; 
495,788; 
497,638 
499.488 I 
501,338 I 
503.188; 
505.038 I 
506,888! 
508,738 ' 
510.588 
512,438; 
514,288; 
516,138 
517.988! 
519,338!' 
521.688 
523.538 
525,388 
527,238 
529,088 
530,938 
532,788 
534,6381 
536,488;' 
538,338 | 
540,188 j 
542,038! 
543,888; 
545.738' 
547,563'. 
545.433 ' 

Load 

360 
381 
362 
363 
364' 
365! 

366; 
367! 
368 i 
369 j 
370 
3711 
372; 
3731 
374 j 
375; 
376! 
3771 
378; 
379j 
38Ci 

381; 
382' 
383' 
384' 
385 
386 
387 
388 
389 
390 
391 
392 
393 

_3g^ 
'   3951 

396' 
397 j 
398 
399' 
40C; 
401! 
402; 
403: 
4041 

Call 
# 

BY3 
BX3 
BX3 
CY3 
CX3 
DY3 
DX3 
EY3 
EX3 
FY3 
FX3 
GY3 
BY4 
BY4 
BX4 
CY4 
CX4 
DY4 
0X4 
EY4 
EX4 
FY4 
FX4 
GY4 
BY5 
BX5 
CY5 
CX5 
DY5 
DX5 
EY5 
EX5 
FY5 
FX5 
GY5 
BY6 
BY6 
CY6 
CX6 
DY6 
DX6 
BY7 
BY7 
BX7 
CY7 

REVISED: 
Volume 
Cy/Load 

1,850 
1,850 
1.850 
1,850 
1.850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 | 
1,850 
1.850 
1,850 
1,850 | 
1,850 
1,850! 
1,850 j 
1.850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 j 
1,850 j 
1.850 
1.850; 
1.850 
1,850 j 
1.850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1.850 
1.850 
1.850 
1,850; 
1.850; 
1.850 i 
1,850' 
1,850 
1.8501 
1,850! 

16-Mar<89 
Cumulative 

Volume 
551,288 
553,138: 
554,988 
556,838 
558.688 
560.538 
562,388! 
564,238! 
566,083 
567.938! 
569.788 ' 
571,638' 
573,488; 
575,338; 
577,188 
579,038; 
580,888; 
582,738 
584,588 | 
586,438 . 
588.288' 
590,138: 
591.988; 
593,838' 
595,688! 
597,538 
59S.388 
601.238 
603,088 
604,938 
606.788; 
608,638; 
610,488 
612,338 
614,188; 
616.0381 
617,888 
619.738 
621,588, 
623,438, 
625,288; 
627,138: 
628,988 j 
630,833. 
632.588' 

<£> 
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Load 

405 
406 
407 
408 
409 
410- 
411 
412 
413 
414 
415 
416 
417 
418 
419 
420 
421 
422 
423 
424 j 
425; 
426 j 
427; 
428 
429 
430 
431 
432 
433 
434 
435 
436 
437 
438 
439 | 
440 
441 
4421 
443! 
444 j 
445; 
446! 
447! 
448 
449 

Cell 
# 

CX7 
DY7 
DX7 
BY8 
CY8 
CX8 
BY9 
BY9 
BX9 
CY9 
CX9 
DY9 
DX9 
BY10 
CX10 
DY10 
BY12 
EX12 
CX12 
BY13 
DY13 
BY16 
BX16 
CY16 
CX16 
DYlo 
DX16 

Volume 
Cy/Load 

Cumulative 
Volume 

1,850: 
1,850 
1,850 i 
1,850: 
1.850 
1.850 
1,850 
1.860 
1.860- 
1,850 
1.850 | 
1,850, 
1,850 
1,850; 
1,850: 
1,850 
1.850, 
1,850 | 
1,850j 
1,850 
1,850' 
1.850 j 
1,850 j 
1.850 j 
1,850, 
1,850! 
1,850 | 
1,850 i 
1,850' 
1.850 
1,850 i 
1.850 j 
1,850 
1,850! 
1,850 j 
1,8501 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850! 
1,850; 
1,850; 
1,850; 
1,850; 
1.850! 

623,438 
625,288 
627,138 
623,988 
630,838 
632,688 [ 
634,528!' 
636,388 
638.238 j 
640,088 
641,938 
643,788 i 
645,528 
647,488 j 
649,338 i 
651,188! 
653,038. 
654,888 
656,738! 
658,588! 
660.438 
662,288 j 
664,1381 
665,988 
667,838 
669,588 
671,538 
673,388 
675,238 
677.088 
678,938 
680,788 
682,638 
684,488 
686,338 
688,188 
690,038 
691,688 
693.738 
695.568 
697.438 
699,258 
701,133 
702,983 
704,828 

Load 
# 
450 
451 
452 
453' 
454 I 
455; 
456 j 
457 
458 
4591 
460. 
4611 
462 
4631 
464' 
465 \ 
466; 
467 | 
468; 
469; 
470; 
471 i 
472; 
473, 
474, 
475; 
476 
477 
478 
479 
480 
481 
482 
483 
484 
485' 
486! 
487 
488 
489! 
490: 
491; 
492 
493j 
494 

Cell 
# 

REVISED: 
Volume 
Cy/Load 

15-Mar-B9 
Cumulative 

Volume 

&< 

1,850 
1.850 
1.850 
1,850' 
1.850 | 
1,850' 
1,8501 
1.850 j 
1.850 
1.850! 
1,850 
1.850; 
1,850; 

1.850 | 
1,850 j 
1,850' 
1.850 | 
1.850 j 
1,850 

1,850 
1,850; 
1,850 j 
1.850; 
1,850 j 
1.850. 
1,850 I 
1,850 | 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 | 
1.8501 
1.850 j 
1,850 j 
1.850 | 
1,850 j 
1,850. 
1,850; 
1.850; 

1.8501 
1,850; 
1,85Ci 
1.850, 
1,850; 
1,850 : 

1,850, 

706.688 
708,538 
710,388; 
712.238; 
714,088; 
715,938; 
717.788; 
719,638 
721,488; 
723,338 i 

725,188' 
727.038 
728,888 
730,738 
732,588 
734.438 
736,288 
738.138 
739,988 
741,838 
743.638 
745,538 
747,388 
749,238 
751,088 
752.938 
754.788 
756,538 
758,488 
760.338 
762,188 
764,038 
755,888 
767,738 
769,588 i 
771.438; 
773,288 j 
775.138) 
776.988 j 
778,828 | 

780,638 \ 
782.538 
784.388 
786,238 
788,088 
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Load 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

7; 
8; 
9! 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26; 
27 
28 
29; 
30 i 
31:' 
32 
33 
34 
36 

4,000 yd» SCOW DUMP PLAN 
Q 

Cell 
# 

EY5 
EX6 
pre 
FY6 
FX6 
Fxe 
GY6 
GY6 
GX5 
GX5 
EY7 
EX7 
EX7 
FY7 
FY7 
FX7 
FX7 
GY7 
GY7 
GX7 
GX7 
EY8 
EX8 
EX8 
FY8 
FY8 
FX8 
FX8 
GY8 
GY8 
GX8 
GX8 
EY9 
EX9 
FY9 

Volume 
Cy/Load 

36LFY9 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 

FX9 
FX9 
GY9 
GY9 
GX9 
GX9 
EY10 
EX1C 
FY10 

3,200 
3,200 j 
3,200 
3.200 
3.2C0 
3,200 j 
3,200 i 
3,2001 
3,200 J 
3,200 | 
3.200 
3.2001 
3,200 i 
3,200 j 
3,200 j 
3,200 j 
3,200 j 
3,200! 
3,200; 
3,200 
3.2C0 
3,200 i 
3.200 j 
3.200; 
3.200 
3,200 
3.200 
3,200 
3,200 
3.200 
3.200 
3,200 
3.200 j 
3.2001 
3.200 • 
3,200! 
2.300' 
2,3001 
2.300 [ 
2,300 
2.300 
2.300 
2,300 
2.300 
2.300 

Cumulative j 
Volume [_ 

' 3,200; 
6.400"' 
9,600,. 

12,800 j 
16.000; 
19,200 ! 

22,400'; 
25,600; 
28,800. 
32,000 j 
35,200 | 
38.400 j 
41.600 j 
44,800 , 
48,000; 
51.200: 
54.400' 
57.600 | 
60.500: 
64,000 
67,200 , 
70.4001 
73.600 j 
76,800; 
80,000 : 

82,200 | 
86,400; 
89,500 ; 
92,800 I 
96,000 : 

99.200 
102,400 
105.600 
108,800 | 
112.000- 

•...78.000; 
80.300 j 
82,500 | 
84.SCO! 
87.200; 
89,500 
91,800 
94,1C0 
96,400 
98,700 

Load Cell 
# 

461 
*; 
48 
49 
50; 
51 I 

53, 
54 i 
55: 

*i 5/, 
58! 
59 1 

60 : 

61; 
62! 

i 

63 641 
65! 
56: 
67i 
68; 
es; 
70 : 

71 ! 

731 
74' 
75; 

72; 
T7\ 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
es 
90 

FX10 
GY10 
GY10 
GX10 
GX10 
EY11 
EX11 
FY11 
FX11 
GY11 
GX11 
GX11 
EY6 
EX6 
FY6 
FY6 
FX6 
FX6 
GY6 
GY6 
GX6 
GX6 
EY7 
EX7 
EX7 
FY7 
FY7 
FX7 
FX7 
GY7 
GY7 
GX7 
GX7 
EY8 
EX8 
EX8 
FY8 
FY8 
FX8 
FX8 
GY8 
GY3 
GX8 
GX8 
EY9 

REVISED: 
Volume 
Cy/Load 

2.300! 
2.300 \ 
2.300 j 
2.300 j 
2,300 j 
2.300; 
2.300 ; 

2.300 j 
2,300 | 
2.300 I 
2.300 | 
2.300; 
2,300 j 
2,300 j 
2,300! 
2,300 \ 
2,300 j 
2.300 j 
2.3001 
2.300 j 
2,300 | 
2,300 ! 
2,300 
2.300 : 
2.300 
2,300 j 
2.300 | 
2.300 j 
2,300 
2.300: 
2,300 i 
2.300 j 
2.300 
2,300 
2.300! 
2,300 j 
2,300 i 
2,300 | 
2.300 
2,300 | 
2.300 ; 
2.300; 
2.300 ; 
2,300 ; 
2.300 

1$-Mar-99 
Cumulative 

Volume 
101,000 
103.300 j 
105.600' 
107.900! 
110.200: 

112,500; 
114.300; 
117.100J 
119,400, 
121,700- 
124,000; 
126.300; 
128.500; 
130,900! 
133,200; 
135,500; 
137,800! 
140,100; 
i42,4co; 
144,700' 
147,000 
149,300 
151,500 
153.900 
156,2001 
158,500; 
160,300, 
163.100, 
165,400 j 
167,700' 
170.000 • 
172,300 j 
174.600: 
176.900, 
179.200 | 

181.500; 
183,800; 
186.100, 
188.400! 
190,700; 
193,000, 
195,300', 
197,600 
199,900 
202.200 

^WVAROrlfw^rNGED^lE^CT MORE ACTUAL CONOmONS. 
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p. a: 

4,000 yds SCOW DUMP PLAN 
<£> 

Load Cell Volume C 

it # Cy/Load   1 

91! EX9 2.300 j 

92 i FY9 2.300 j 
1 

93; FY9 2,300 : 
1 

94: FX9 2,300, 

95 1 FX9 2.300: 

96', GY9 2.300' 

97! GV9 2.300 

98 GX9 2,300 

99 GX9 2.300 ; 

100 EY10 2,300 • 

101 EX10 2,300 

102; FY10 2.300 

103 | FX10 2,300 

104 GY10 2,300 , 

105 GY10 2,300 

106' GX10 2.300 | 

107 j GX10 2,300; 

108: EY11 2,300; 

109 EX11 2,300 j 

110 FY11 2.300 ; 

111 j FX11 2,300   ': 

112 GYil 2,300 

113 GX11 2,300 

114 GX11 2,300 

115 2,300 

116 2,300 j 

117 2.300 i 

118 2.300; 

119 2,300 j 

120 2.300; 

121 2,300 

122 2.300 

123 2,300 j 

124 2,300 ; 

125 2,300 

126 2,300 

127 
1 
i 2,300 

128 
1 
1 2.300 

129 I 2,300 
1                1 

130 
i 2.300 ; 

131 
• 2,300 . 

132 2,300 , 

133 
i 2,300 ; 

134 
1 2.300 i 

135 2.3CC 31 

Cumulative j 
Volume 1  :•. 

193,000;' ' 
195,300; 
197.600 |. . 
199,3C0i 
202,200; 
204,500; 
206,500; ': 

209,100. 
211.400 
213,700; 
216,000; 
218,300' 
220,500 
222.900" 
225,200: 
227,500 :

:. 
229,800 : 

232,100; 
234,400 j ' 
236,700, 
239.000 j 
241,300; 
243,500; . 
245.900;'. 
'248,200; 
250.500,. 
252,800;.. 
255.100; ' 
257,400; 
259.7C0, 
262.0001 
264.3C0. 
266:500' 
263,900; 
271,200:' 
273,500;! 
275,500; 
273,100,. 
280.400; 
232.700: 
285,000; 
287,300 I 
2S9.5C0 | 

291.900; 
294,200' 

Load 
# I 
136) 
137; 
138; 
139 j 
140 j 
141 
142 
143 
144! 
145', 
146 j 
147 • 
148 [ 
US | 
150 
151, 
152 i 
1R'J \ 

154! 
155 
15c 
157 
158! 
15SJ 
160. 
1611 
162'; 
163; 
164; 
165; 
166 
16? 
168 
169; 
1I0I 171; 
172 j 
173 
174; 
175; 

176! 
177 j 
178: 
179; 
180 

Ceil 
# 

REVISED: 
Volume 
Cy/Load 

2.300 
2.300 | 
2.300: 
2,300: 
2.300 ! 
2,300: 
2,300! 
2,300; 
2,300 : 
2.300 : 

2.300 ! 
2,300; 
2,300 | 
2,300 ! 

2,300 
2,300' 
2,300 
2,300 . 
2,300: 
2,300': 
2,300 ! 
2,300; 
2,3001 
2.300 
2,300 
2,300 
2.300 
2,300 j 
2,300 ; 
2,300; 
2,300! 
2,300 j 
2,300 
2,300 
2.300 
2,300, 
2.300 i 

2,300, 
2,300' 
2,300 
2,300' 
2,300; 
2,300 j 
2.300 
2,300' 

16-Mar-99 
Cumulative 

volume 
"2Se,500 j 
298,800. 
301,100! 
303.400 
3C5.700j 
308.000 j 
310,300; 
312.500 1 
314,900; 
317.200;. 
319,500; 
321.800; 
324,100' 
326,400; 
328.700' 
331,000; 
333,300! 
335.600! 
337,900' 
340,200 ; 
342.500' 
344.300. 
347,100 j 
349,400 , 
351.700: 
354,000 • 
356.300 j 
358,500 j 
360,900; 
363.200; 
365,500 
367.800 
370,100 
372,400 j 
374,700: 
377,000; 
379,300; 
381.600', 
383.900 | 

386,2C0; 
388,500 
390,8001 
393,100; 
395,400; 
397.700; 
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sa-.st 5c. st wu 
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Load Ceil        Volume Cumulative 
* #        Cy/Load Volume 
315 ;     CY5                 1 ,850 ,         468.038. .-       . 
316 CX5                1 850 469.888!   ••'. 
317 CX5               1 850 471,738:    •••- 
318 DY5              1 .850 473,538;' 
319 DX5              1 850 475,438. 
320 EY5               1 .850 477,288; .••.•• 
321 EX5              1 850 479,138.   • 
322 FY5               1 ,850 480,9881'  '•..••;'. 
323 i     FX5               1 850 482,338'    •'i 
324 GY5              1 850 484,888 .... ;•   • 
325 I    GX5              1 850 486.538i ..'.".;• 
326 HY5               1 ,850 488,388: .... 
327 HX5              1 .850 490,238   •':•.- 
329 IY5               1 850 4S2.G68J   .", 
329 1X5               1 850 493.938.    ::'":' 
330 BY5               1 850 495,738 j    ' 
331 '    BY6               1 850 497,638,   J 
332 BX6               1 850 499.488      . 
333 BX6               1 850 501.338    . 
334 CY6               1 850 502,188; 
335 CX6             1 850 505.0281 ••• 
336 DY6               1 850 5C6.SS6|   '•":. 
337 DX6                1 850 508,738;'    . 
338 BY7                1 850 510.538 j   ... 
339 BY7               1 850 512,438 |   '.• 
340 CX7               1 850 514,238: 
341 DY7               1 850 516,138      : 
342 DX7               1 850 517,388! 

1" 

343 BY8              1 850 519.338 •   /.:• 
344 EYS               1 850 521,538 '•'•'..„•' 

345 CX8              1 850 523.538 

346 0Y8              1 850 525,388' 
1          • 

347 DXS             1 850 £27,238 j 

348 DX3               1 850 529,088! '.•'.:" 

349 CX2              1 850 520,928 1 

350 CX2              1 850 532,786   ,     • 

351 CY2     •         1 850 w*-^, 0>^C : 

352 DX2               1 850 £36.4361"       . 1 

353 EY2               1 850 528.338' 

354 EX2               1 850 540,138 

355 i FY2               1 850 542,028'   '.•••• 

356; FX2    i          1, 850 543, S88. 

357! GY2    ;          1, 850 545.733' 

358. BY3              1 850 547,583'. 

359 BY3              1 850 549.436, 

Load j 

» i 
360, 
381 j 
362. 
363! 
364! 
365' 
366; 
367. 
368; 

370; 
371 i 
372! 
373; 
374 j 
375; 
376; 
377, 
378: 
379 i 
380' 
381 ; 
382', 
383 [ 
384, 
385! 
386: 
387 
388 j 
389; 
390 
391 
392 
393 j 

_3g<L 
'   395; 

396, 
3971 
398 
399 | 
40C, 
401 , 
402; 
4C3. 
404; 

2,000   £7 

REVISED: 
Volume 
Cy/Load 

,850 

StcuJ— 

Cell 
__# 
BY3 
BX3 
BX3 
CY3 
CX3 
DY3 
DX3 
EY3 
EX3 
FY3 
FX3 
GY3 
BY4 
BY4 
EX4 
CY4 
CX4 
DY4 
0X4 
EY4 
EX4 
FY4 
FX4 
GY4 
BY5 
BX5 
CY5 
CX5 
DY5 
0X5 
EYS 
EX5 
FY5 
FX5 
GY5 
BY6 
BY6 
CY6 
CX6 
DY6 
0X6 
BY7 
BY7 
BX7 
CY7 

15-Mar-89 
Cumulative j 
Volume I 

(^ 

,850 
.850: 
.850 j 
.850; 
,850 j 
,8501 
,850 
.850; 
,85c1 

,850' 
.850, 
,850! 
,350; 
.850 
,850 
,850- 
,850 
,850 '• 
,850; 
.850; 
.850 j 
.850; 
,850 j 
,850; 
,850 • 
.850, 
.850 ; 
,850; 
.850; 
,850] 
.850; 
,860! 
850 I 
.850; 
,850; 
,850' 
.850' 
,850; 
,850' 
.850^ 
,850. 
,850. 
,850 \ 
,850' 

553 
554 

558 
560 
562 
564 
5€6 
567, 
569 
571 
573 
575 
577 
579 
580 
582 
534 
566 
588 
590 
591 
593, 
595 
597 
58S 
601 
603 
604 
6C€ 
608 
610 
612 
614 
616 
617 
619 
621 
623 
625 

138 
988 
338 
588 
538 
388 
238 
083 
928 
783 
628 
488 
338 
188; 
038; 
888' 
738, 
588; 
438 
298i 
138 
,988! 
338 j 
688: 
538 j 
388 
238! 
088 j 
938, 
788 j 
638, 
488 
338 j 
188, 
038 j 
886 
738' 
588, 
438, 
258' 

627,138 
628,988 
620.828 
632,588 
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Load 

-JL-I 
405 j 
406 | 
407 
408 
409 
410. 
4*11 
412 
413 
414 
415 
416 
417 

418 
419 
420 
421 
422 
423 
424 
425 
426 j 
427 | 
428: 
429' 
430; 
431 
432, 
433.; 
434 | 
435 ! 

436 
437! 
438, 
439'; 
4401 
441 ! 
44: 

443 
444 
445 
446 
447 
448 
44S 

x i 

Ceil 
# 

CX7 
DY7 
DX7 
BY8 
CY8 
cxe 
BY9 
BY9 
EX9 
CY9 
CX9 
DY9 
DX9 

BY10 
CX10 
DY10 
BY12 
EX12 
CX12 
BY13 
DY13 
BY16 
BX16 
CY16 
CX16 
DY16 
DX16 

Volume 
Cy/Load 

Cumulative ! 
Volume    I" 

1,850: 
1.850: 
1,850 j 
1.850! 
1,850! 
1.850; 
1,8501 
1.850- 
1.850 j 
1.850) 
1.850! 
1,850, 
1.850 
1,850' 
1,850 
1.850 
1.850 j 
1,850; 
1.850! 
1,850' 
1,850; 
1.850 
1,850 
1.850 | 
1.850, 
1,850; 
1,850' 
1.850 i 
1,850 | 
1.850 
1,850; 
1.850 ' 
1,850 
1,850 j 
1.850; 
I.SSOj 
1.850! 
1,850 | 
1.850; 

1,850 j 
1.850 
1.850 | 
1.850, 
1,850 
1.850! 

623,438! . 
625.288 | 
627,138; 
623,988! 
630,838 
632,688 
634 538 | 
636,388:' 
638.238 j 
64C,0881 
641,938' 
643,788 I 
545.638 
647.488 
649,338! 
651,188! 
553,038; 
654.888! 
656,738! 
658,538! 
660,438! 
662,288; 
664,1381 
665,988 
667,838 
669,588 
671,5381 
673,388; 
675,238! 
677.088! 
678.9381' 
680.788} 
6a2,638j" 
684,488: 
686,338 
688,188, 
630,038 j 
691,888' 
693.738; 
695,558: 
697.438' 
69G,258: 

701.133. 
702.988 \ 
704.828, 

Load 
# 
450. 
451 | 
452; 
453' 
4541 
455! 
45c j 
457; 
458! 
4591 
460 
461) 
462 ! 

4631 
464 : 

465' 
466| 
467 j 
468 j 
469! 
470 
471; 
472, 

4:3. 
474. 
4li< 476 i 
477 | 
478, 
473; 
480 
481 
482 
433 
484 
4851 
486' 
487 
488. 
489 
490, 
491 : 
4921 
^c: ! 

494? 

Ceil 
# 

T-tCCO  C-H Sctr*J 

REVISED: 
Volume 
Cy/Load 

15-Mar-i9 
Cumulative 

Volume 
1.850. 
1.8501 
1.850: 
1.850! 
1.850; 
1,850.. 
1,850! 
1.850 j 
1,850; 
1,850; 
1,850 
1.850 : 

1,850 j 
1.850, 
1,850 
1.850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 ; 
1,850] 
1.850; 
I.SSOj 
1.850; 
1,8501 
1,850; 
1,850; 
1,850; 
1.850; 
1.850; 
1,850! 
1.850 j 
1.850; 
1,8501 
1.850; 
1,850; 
1.850 
1.850; 
1,850: 

1.850 ; 
1.850; 
1,850, 
1,850 
i,85o; 

706.688 
708,538 
710,388; 
712.238; 
714,088'; 
715,338; 
717,788, 
719,538: 
721,488; 
723,328 
725,188', 
727.038 ! 
728,388 
730.738' 
732,588, 
734.4381 
736.2S8. 
738,138 I 
739,988 ( 

741,838; 
743,638 i 
745,538; 
747.388 : 
749.238 
751,088, 
752.338 : 
754.738 I 
756,536! 
756,488 . 
760,338 I 
762,188; 
764,038) 
755,588, 
767,738, 
769,588; 
771,43c' 
773,238; 
775,138' 
776.368, 
778,328 
780.588' 
782.538 
784.38S 
786,238 
788,083 

d^ 
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MAB-22-99    11 Wcc-r^— . . ."•-  

Load Call Volume Cumulative 
•,*•** *- 

Load Cell 

# # 
CX7 

Cy/Load Volume # 
450 

# 

405 1.850 623.438 )Y8 

406 DY7 1,850 625,288 '•'-v. 451 1X8 

407 DX7 1.850 627,138 ',   , 452 1X8 

40B BY8 1.850 628,988 
.'.':••'••.'•'..•'. 

453 1X8 

409 CY8 1.850 630.838 • 454 JY8 

410 CX8 •1,850 632,688 •   •       '^ 455 JY8 

411 BY9 1,850 634.538 '   '. 456 JX8 

412 BY9 1.850 636,388 457 JX8 

413 BX9 1.850 638,238 458 JY8 

414 CY9 1.850 640,088 '     **' ' 459 JY8 

415 CX9 1.850 641,938 "/*.*   ' 460 JX8 

416 DY9 1,850 643,783 . *.'. ."- 461 JX8 

417 DX9 1,850 645,638 .•!'.;'."' 462 JY8 

413 BY10 1.850 647,488 
;.."..•'•'. 

463 JY8 

..419 SKIP 0 - 647,488 ;:,*:•:,» 464 JX8 

420 SKIP 0 647,488 . . ..: 465 JX8 

421 BY12 1.850 649.338 .   .... 466 JY8 

422 HY6 1,850 651,188 ': : '.' 467 JY8 

423 HX6 1.850 653,038 468 JX3 

424 IY6 1.850 654,868 
*.» • • ' * 

469 JX8 

425 1X6 1,850 656,738 
••••"."." 

470 JY8 

426 JY6 1,850 658,588 471 JY8 

427 JX6 1,850 660,436 ..' . " .. •• 472 JX8 

423 KY6 1,850 662,288 ';••'.' 473 JX3 

429 KX6 1,850 664,138 ,_ .. • • "»• 474 JY8 

430 HY7 1,850 .    665,988 • .r.;;-. 475 JY8 

43! HY7 • 1,850 667,838 
:•••'." 

476 JX8 

432 HX7 1,850 .    669,688 * .. 477 JX8 

433 HX7 '1,850 • 671,538 •   . .. • • 478 JY3 

434 IY7 1,850 673,388 
'•..:.•'.'•.•. 

479 JY8 

435 IY7 1,850 675,238 ..   •• - • 480 JXS 

436 1X7 1,850 677.088 '• •• 481 JX8 

437 1X7 1,850 678,938 ' • : '*." 482 JY8 

438 JY7 1,850 630,788 
• •• " -;. 

483 JY8 

439 JY7 1,850 682.638 '••':•.•;,': 484 JXS 

440 JX7 1,850 684.488 *,.'. 485 JXS 

441 JX7 1,850 686,338 ••'•r'. 486 JY8 

442 KY7 1,850 688,183 .*. ;. .•'• 
487 JY8 

443 KX7 1,850 690,038 •:: '• 488 JXS 

444 HY3 1,850 691,888 489 JXS 

445 HY8 1,850 693,738 .:'.;-..• 490 JY8 

446 KY7 1,850 695,588 "•- 491 JY8 

447 KX7 1,850 697,438 492 JX8 

44S HY8 1,850 699,238 493 JXS 

449 HY8 1.850 701,138 494 JYS 

REVISED: 
Volume 
Cy/Load 

1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1.850 
1.850 
1,850 
1.850 
1,850 
1,850 
1.850 
1,850 
1.850 
1,850 
1,850 
1.850 
1,850 

• 1,850 
1,850 
1.850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1.850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,650 
1,850 
1,850 

22'Mir-30 
Cumulative 
 Volume 

702,988 
704,838 
706,688 
708.538 
710,368 
712,238 
714,088 
715,938 
717,788 
719,638 
721,488 
723,338 
725,188 
727.038 
728,888 
730,738 
732,588 
734,438 
736,288 
738,138 
739,988 
741,838 
743,688 
745,538 
747,388 
749,238 
751,088 
752,938 
754,788 
756,638 
758,488 
760,338 
762.188 
764.038 
765,888 
757,738 
769,588 
771,438 
773,288 
775,136 
776,988 
778,838 
780,688 
782.538 
784.388 

•0 



. i .' Tt v ion •   *^i 

Load Cell 
# # 

"495' "JYIO 
496 JX10 
497 JX10 
498 JX10 
499 KY10 
500 KY10 
501 KY10 
502 KX10 
503 KX10 
504 HY11 
505 HY11 
506 HX11 
507 HX11 
508 HX11 
509 IY11 
510 IY11 
511 mi 
512 1X11 
513 1X11 
514 1X11 
515 JY11 
516 JY11 
517 JY11 
518 JX11 
519 JX11 
520 JX11 
521 KY11 
522 KY11 
523 KY11 
524 KX11 
525 KX11 
526 KX11 
527 
£28 i 

i 

529 
i 

530 
531 
532 
533 
534 
535 
536 i 

537 
538 
539 i 

Volume Cumulative Load 

Cy/Load 
"    '1.850 

- Volume 
.••.;.. . _ # 

775.138 . • 540; 

1,850 775.988'..-Vr.. 541 

1,850 778,838!  .••: 542 

1,850 780,688 543 

.1.850 782,538 «> .." ." . *• 
544 

1,850 784,388 545 

1,850 786.238 •.:,.:   ". 546 

1.850 788,088 ' '   ' 547 

1,850 789.938 "'.'"' 548 

1.850 791,788 ":.••..: 549 

1,850 793.638 .... 550 

1,850 795.488 '•;. • '••' 551 

1,850 797.338 • / 552 

1,850 •    799,188 ;_   :. 553 

1,850 801.033 •554 

1,850 . 802,888 555 

1,850 804,738 ...•':.'•: 
556 

1,850 806.588 557 

1,850 808.438 •••'. 
558 

1,850 810,288; 555 

1,850 812.138...'   J, 560 

1.850 813,988 ."'' '-.;: 561 

1,850 815,838 '   !.'••':;: 
562 

1.850 817,688 '   "•. ».•;..• 563 

1,850 819,538 ... •.•;••:. 564 

1,850 821,388 ' •'.••!•.• 565 

1,850 823,238 '....:.'.'•••: 
566 

1,850 825,088 •.":'. 567 

1,850 826,938 
.' .   r n >" • 

568 

1,850 828,788 569 

1.850 830,638 570 

1,850 832,488- .;.":' 571 

.    1,850 834,338 j' : 572 

1,850 836,188 .•..••:•.. 573 

1,850 838,038. .:..' 574 

1,850 839,888! .•-.: •      575 

1,850 841,738 '"'••• •• 576 

1,850 B43,588i     ; .    b// 

1,850 .   845,438. .;•.• 578 

1.850 847,288,  .V. 579 

1,850 849,13£ i::...:. • 580 

1,850 850,98* 5 ..'"•.: 581 

1,850 !       852,838      :•: 582 

1,850 I       854,688'.., • 583 

1.85C 856,53* K. •••• 584 

Cell 
REVISED: 

Volume 
Cy/Load 

1,85b 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850] 
1,850 
1,850 

.      1.850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1.850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1.85D 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 I 
1,850', 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1.850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 

22-Mar-99 
Cumulative 
Volume 

Q 
858,368 
860,238 
862,088 
863,938 
865,788 
867,638 
869.488 
871,338 
873,188 
875,038 
876,888 
878,738 
880,588 
882,438 
884,288 
886,138 
887,988 
889,838 
891,688 
893,538 
895,388 
897,238 
899,088 
900,938 
902,788 
904,638 
906.488 
908,338 
910,188 
912,038 
913,888 
915,738 
917,588 
919-, 438 
921,268 
923,138 
924,988 
926.838 
928,588 
930.538 
932,388 
934,238 
936.088; 
937,938 
939,788 J 
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4,000 yds SCOW DUMP PLAN 

Load 

" i 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

,       8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17! 
18i 
19; 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 

Cell 
JL 

"EYS"" 
EX6 
FY6 
FY6 
FX6 
FX6 
GY6 
GY5 
GX6 
GX5 
EY7 
EX7 
EX7 
FY7 
FY7 
FX7 
FX7 
GY7 
GY7 
GX7 
GX7 
EY8 
EX8 
EX8 
FY8 
FY8 
FX8 
FX8 
GY8 
GY8 
GXS 
GX8 
EYS 
EX9 
FY9 
FY9 
FX9 
FX9 
GY9 
GY9 
GX9 
GX9 
EY10 
EX10 
FY10 

Volume 
Cy/Load 
 3,200 

3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3.200 
3,200 
3,200 
3.200 
3,200 
3,200 
3.200 
3,200 
3,200 • 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3.200 
3.200 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3.200 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3.200 
3,200 
3.200 
3,200 
3,200 
3,200 
3.200 
2.300 
2.300 
2.300 
2,300 
2,300 
2,300 
2,300 
2,300 
2,300 

Cumulative 
Volume 

3,200 
6.400 
9.600 

12,800 
16.000 
19,200 
22.400 
25.600 
28,900 
32,000 
35,200 
38,400 
41,500 
44,300 
48,000 
51.200 
54,400 
57,600 
60,5001" 
64,000:" 
67,200 
70,400- 
73,600 
76,800. 
80,000 ' 
83,200! 
86,4001 

89,6001 
92.800 j 
96,000 
99.2001 

102.4001 
105.600 
108,800 
112,000 

^~78,0G0 
80,300 
82,500 
84.900 
87,200 
89,500 
91,800 
94,100 
96,400; 
98,700' 

Load 
# 

46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62! 
63' 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79! 
80' 
81' 
82; 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 

Cell 

FX10 
GY10 
GY10 
GX10 
GX10 
EY11 
EX11 
FY11 
FX11 
GY11 
GX11 
GX11 
EY6 
EX6 
FY6 
FY6 
FX6 
FX6 
GY6 
GY6 
GX6 
GX6 
EY7 
EX7 
EX7 
FY7 
FY7 
FX7 
FX7 
GY7 
GY7 
GX7 
GX7 
EYS 
EX8 
EX8 
FY8 
FY8 
FX8 
FX8 
GY8 
GY9 
GX8 
GXS 
EY9 

REVISED: 
Volume 
Cy/load 

2,300 
2.300 
2,300 
2,300 
2,300 
2,300 
2,300 
2,300 
2,300 
2,300 
2.300 
2,300 
2.300 
2,300 
2,300 
2,300 
2,300 
2.300 
2.300 
2.300 
2,300 
2,300 
2,300 
2.300 
2,300 
2,300 
2,300 
2,300 
2,300 
2,300 
2.300 j 
2,300 
2,300 
2,300 
2.300 
2,300 
2.300 
2,300 
2,300 
2,300 
2,300 
2.300 
2.300 
2,300 
2.300 

23-Mar-99 
Cumulative 

Volume 
101.000 
103,300 
105,600 
107,900 
110,200 
112,500 
114.800 
117,100 
119.400 
121,700 
124,000 
126.300 
128,600 
130,900 
133,200 
135,500 
137,800 
140,100 
142,400 
144,700 
147,000 
149,300 
151,600 
153,900 
156,200 
158,500 
160,800 
163,100 
165,400: 
167,700 
170,000 
172.300 
174.600 
176,900 
179.200 
181.500 
183,800 
186.100 
188,400 
190,700 
193.000 
195.300 
197,600 
199,900 
202.200 

' DUMF36 CUMMULATIVE TOTAL WAS CHANGED TO REFLECT THE ACTUAL TOTAL 
FROM DAILY REPORT FROM 3/14/99 AS PER CORPS INSTRUCTION. ALSO INDIVIDUAL 
SCOW YARDAGE WAS CHANGED TO REFLECT MORE ACTUAL CONDITIONS. 
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4,000 yda SCOW DUMP PLAN 
REVISED: 23-Mar-99 

Load Cell Volume Cumulative Load Cell Volume Cumulative 
# # 

EX9 
Cy/Load 

2,300 
Volume # # Cy/Load Volume 

296,500 91 193,000     ..." 136 JX10 2,300 
92 FY9 2,300 195,300.  ' 137 JX10 2,300 298,800 
93 FY9 2,300 197.600 138 KY10 2,300 301,100 
94 FX9 2.300 199,900 139 KY10 2,300 303,400 
95 FX9 2,300 2C2.200 140 KX10 2,300 305,700 
96 GY9 2,300 204,500 141 HY11 2,300 308.000 
97 GY9 2,300 206,800 H 142 HX11 2,300 310,300 
98 GX9 2,300 209,100 j ••.•••".: • 143 HX11 2,300 312,600 
99 GX9 2,300 211,400, '.: :':•'• 144 IY11 2,300 314,900 

100 EY10 2,300 213,700,' • 145 IY11 2,300 317,200 
101 EX10 2,300 216.000 146 1X11 2.300 319.500 
102 FY10 2,300 218,300 147 1X11 2.300 321,800 
103 FX10 2,300 220.600 148 JY11 2,300 324.100 
104 GY10 2,300 222,S00i 149 JY11 2,300 326,400 j 
105 GY10 2,300 225,200' 150 JX11 2,300 328,700 
106 GX10 2,300 227,500    : 151 JX11 2,300 331,000 
107 GX10 2,300 229,800; 152 KY11 2,300 333,300 
108 EY11 2.300 232,100; :-: 153 KY11 2,300 335,500] 
109 EX11 2,300 234.400 154 KX11 2,300 337,900 
110 FY11 2,300 236,700 155 KX11 2,300 340,200 
111 FX11 2,300 239,000 156 2,300 342,500 
112 GY11 2,300 241,300 157 2,300 344,800 
113 GX11 2,300 243,600 158 2,300 347,100 
114 GX11 

HY9 
2,300 
2,300 

245,900 
248.200 

159 
160 

2,300 
2,300 

349,400 
115 351,700 
116 HX9 2,300 250,500 161 2,300 354,000 
117 HX9 2,300 252,800 162 2.3O0 356,300 
118 IY9 2,300 255,100 163 2,300 358.600! 
119 IY9 2.300 257,400 164 2,300 360,900 
120 IX9 2,300 259,700 165 2.300 363,200 
121 IX9 2,300 262.000 166 2,300 365,500 
122 JY9 2,300 264,300-' •.-.• . 167 2,300 367,800 
123 JY9 2,300 266.600.     . 168 2,300 370-,100 
124 JX9 2,300 268,900, 169 2,300 372,400 
125 KY9 2,300 271,200; 170 2.300 374,700 
126 KX9 2.300 273,500 171 2,300 377,000 
127 HY10 2,300 275.800 172 2,300 379,300 
128 HX10 2,300 278.100 173 2,300 381,500 

129 HX10 2,300 280.400 174 2,300 363,900 

130 IY10 2,300 282,700.-   .-.• 175 2.300 386,200 1 

131 IY10 2.300 285,000 176 2,300 388,500 

132 1X10 2,300 287,300'   :'",'. 177 2,300 390,800 

133; 1X10 2.300 289,600 178 2,300 393,100 

134 JY10 2.300 291,900 179 2,300 395,400 

1351 JY10 2,300 294.200 180 2,300 397,700 
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Load Cell Volume Cumulative Load Cell 

H # Cy/Load Volume 
-—•'••'. 

# 
450 

# 

405 CX7 1,850 623,438 GX15 

406 DY7 1,850 625,288 451 EX16 

407 DX7 1,850 627,138 452 FY16 

408 BY8 1,850 628,988    .'• 453 FX16 
409 CY8 1,850 630,838 454 GY16 
410 CX8 1,850 632,688       .• 455 GX16 

411 BY9 1,850 634,538'    . 456 GX16 

412 BY9 1,850 636,388 ;••..: .- 457 HY6 

413 BX9 1,850 638,238 . 458 HX6 
414 CY9 1,850 640,088 459 IY6 

415 CX9 1,850 641,938 460 IX6 

416 DY9 1,850 643,788 461 JY6 

417 DX9 1,850 645,633 462 JX6 

418 BY10 1,850 647,488      • 463 KY6 

419 SKIP 0 647,488. " 464 KX6 

420 SKIP 0 647,488     :••"• 485 HY7 

421 BY12 1,850 649,338, .; 466 HY7 
HX7 A'l'l ""*EX12 1,850 651,188' 467 

423 FY12 1,850 653,038;   ; 468 HX7 
424 FY12 1,850 654,888,   . 489 IY7 

425 FX12 1,850 656,738 470 IY7 

426 FX12 1,850 853,588 471 IX7 

427 GY12 1,850 660,438 ' 472 IX7 

428 6Y12 1,850 662,288 •   • 473 JY7 

429 GX12 1.850 664,138 474 JY7 

430 GX12 1,850 665.988 475 ,    JX7 

431 EX13 1,850 667.838;. 476 JX7 

432 FY13 1,850 669,688 477 I    KY7 

433 FX13 1,850 671,538 478 KX7 

434 GY13 1,850 673,388 
••" • 

479 .    HY8 

435 GY13 1,850 675,238  ' :•-,• 480 HY8 

436 GX13 1,850 677,088;   ;.:-' 481 HX3 

437 GX13 1,850 678,938 482 HX8 

438 EX14 1,850 ;       680,788 483 IY8 

439 FY14 1,850 682,633 484 IY8 

440 FX14 1,850 884,458 ..••.•• 485 IX8 

441 GY14 1,850 686,338 . •'. •' 486 IX8 

442 GY14 1,850 688,188 487 ,    IX8 

443 GX14 1,850 690,038 488 .    JY8 

444 GX14 1,850 691,868      • 489 JY8 

445 EX15 1,850 693,738 490 i    JX8 

446 FY15 1,850 ;       695,538 491 JX8 

447 FX15 1,850 I        697,438 492 KY8 

448 GY15 1,850 j        699,288 • 493 KY8 

449 GX15 1,850 701,138 i 494 ,    KXS 

REVISED: 
Volume 
Cy/Load 

'1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1.850; 
1,850; 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1.850 I 
1,850' 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1,850 
1.850 
1,850 
1.850 
1,850 
1,850 
1.850 
1,850 
1.850 
1,850 
1,850! 
1,850; 
1,850, 
1,850 i 
1,850; 
i.85o; 

23-Mar-99 
Cumulative 

Volume 
702,9881 
704,838 
706,688 
708,538 
710,388 
712,238 
714,088 
715,938 
717,788 
719,638: 
721,4881 
723.338; 
725,188: 
727.038 
728,888 
730,738 
732,588 
734,438 i 
736,2881 
738,138 
739,988 
741,338 
743,688 
745,538! 
747,388 
749,238 ] 
751,0881 
752,938; 
754,788 
756,638 
758,488 
760,338 
7S2.188 
764,038 
765,888 
767,738 
769.588 i 
771,4381 
773,288; 
775,138; 
776,988 
778,838; 
780,688, 
782,538 j 
784,388! 
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Load 
# 
495 
496 
497 
498 
499 
500 
501 
502 
503 
504 
505 
506 
507 
508 
509 
510 
511 
512 
513 
514 
515 
516 
517 
518 
519 
520 
521 
522 
523 
524 
525 
526 
527 
528 
529 
530 
531 
532 
533 
534 
535 
536 
537 
538 
539 

Cell Volume Cumulative 
# Cy/Load Volume 

KX8^ 1,850 775.138]    •: 
1,850 776,988 ' 
1,850 778,838.  •'" 
1,850 780,688! 
1,850 782.538    '• 
1,850 784,388 :.. 
1,850 786,238   '   ••:• 
1,850 788,088   
1,850 789,938 
1,850 791.788 
1,850 793,538    . 
1,850 795,488 
1.850 797,338 
1,850 799,188 
1,850 801,038 
1,850 802,888; 
1,850 804,733,   ' 
1,850 806,588, 
1,850 808,438,     •: 
1,850 810,288 
1.850 812,138   ' 
1,850 813,988 
1,850 815,838 .'"• 
1,850 817,688 
1,850 819,538 
1.85C 821,388   • 
1,850 823,238 
1,850 825,088 
1,850 826,338, 
1,850 828,788;   • 
1.850 830,638     •••v- 
1.850 832,488. 
1,850 834.338,  .• 
1,850 836.188    . 
1,850 838,038,   "•• 
1,850 839,888    . 
1.850 841,738.    " 
1.850 843,588    : 
1,850 845,438 
1,850 847.2S8 
1,850 849,133 
1.350 850,988     • 
1,850 852,838;   , 
1,850 854,688 
1,850 856.538 ! 

REVISED: 23.Mar.99 
Load Cell Volume Cumulative 

# # Cy/Load Volume 
540; 1,850 858,388 
541 1,850 860,238 
542 1,850 1362,088 
543 1,850 863,938 
544 1,850 865.788 
545! 

1 
1,850 867,638 

546 1,850 069,488; 
547 1,850 871.338| 
548! 1,850 673,1881 
549 1,850 875,038 
550; 1,850 875,388 
551; 1,850 878,738 i 
552^ 1,850 080,588 j 
553 1,850 882,438 j 
554, 1,850 884,288 j 
555 1,850 886,138 
556; 1,850 887.988 
557 1.850 889,838 
558 1.850 891,688 
559 1.850 893,538 
560 1.850 895.388 
561 1.850 897.238 
562 1,850 899.088 
563 1,850 S00.938 
564 1,850 902,788 
565. 1,850 904,838 
566! 1,850 906,488 
567, 1,850 908,338 
see; 1,850 910,188! 
569, 1,850 912,038 
570, 1,850 913,888 
571 1.850 915,738 
572 1.850 917,588 
573, 1,850 919,438 
574, 1,850 921,298 
575; 1.850 923,138 
576; 1,850 924,988 
577 1,850 926.838 
578 1,850 928,688 
579 1,850 930,538: 
580 1,850 932,388 
581 1,850 934,238' 

582 1,850 936,088 

583 1,850 937,938 
584 i 1,850 939,788 



APPENDIX E 

1998/1999 PLACEMENT MONITORING 

SCOW PLACEMENT DATA 



Table 3 Scow drop locations and estimated quantity of material placed daily. 

Date Load# Scow# 
Est.Scow 

Quant./cy 
Location      MD Grid 

X 
Location in 
Drop Zone 

12/23/98 
12/24/98 
12/25/98 
12/26/98 
12/26/98 
12/26/98 
12/27/98 
12/27/98 
12/27/98 
12/28/98 
12/28/98 
12/28/98 
12/29/98 
12/29/98 
12/29/98 
12/29/98 
12/30/98 
12/30/98 
12/31/98 
12/31/98 

1/1/99 
1/2/99 
1/3/99 
1/4/99 

1/5/99 
1/6/99 
1/7/99 
1/7/99 
1/7/99 
1/7/99 
1/7/99 
1/8/99 
1/8/99 
1/8/99 
1/8/99 
1/8/99 
1/9/99 
1/9/99 
1/9/99 
1/9/99 
1/9/99 

1/10/99 
1/10/99 
1/10/99 
1/10/99 
1/10/99 
1/11/99 

1 250 
2 139 

NO ACTIVITY 

3 250 
4 250 
5 139 
6 139 
7 139 
8 251 
9 139 
10 251 
11 139 
12 251 
13 139 
14 251 
15 139 
16 251 
17 139 
18 251 
19 139 

NO ACTIVITY 

NO ACTIVITY 

NO ACTIVITY 

NO ACTIVITY 

NO ACTIVITY 

20 251 
21 139 
22 251 
23 139 
24 251 
25 139 
26 251 
27 139 
28 251 
29 139 
30 251 
31 139 
32 251 
33 139 
34 251 
35 139 
36 251 
37 139 
38 251 
39 139 
40 251 
41 139 

1100 
1100 

820 
1200 
1500 
1500 
1420 
1420 
1550 
1500 
1550 
1200 
1250 
1200 
1150 
1500 
1450 
1350 
1400 

1400 
1400 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1450 
1450 
1450 
1450 
1450 
1465 
1624 
1624 
1624 
1624 
1503 
1381 
1381 
1381 
1381 
1418 

1518469 
1518525 

1518647 
1518747 
1518801 
1519018 
1519054 
1519123 
1519122 
1519052 
1519049 
1519146 
1519158 
1519209 
1519237 
1519340 
1519369 
1519193 
1519242 

1519348 
1519303 
1519459 
1519422 
1519440 
1519508 
1519550 
1519526 
1519512 
1519447 
1519464 
1519456 
1519439 
1519442 
1519585 
1519556 
1519548 
1519557 
1519519 
1519450 
1519421 
1519402 

582895 
582995 

582906 
582929 
582829 
582953 
583021 
582954 
582929 
582750 
582776 
582728 
582746 
582921 
582891 
582966 
582948 
582795 
582710 

582833 
582755 
582762 
582761 
582735 
582725 
582761 
582773 
582737 
582521 
582592 
582559 
582499 
::82512 
582513 
582537 
582476 
582518 
582549 
582269 
582293 
582293 

Gx2 
Gy2 

Fx2 
Fy2 
Fy2 
Dx2 
Dx2 
Dy2 
Dy2 
Dx3 
Dx3 
Dy3 
Dy3 
Cx2 
Cx2 
Cy2 
Cy2 
Cx3 
Cx3 

Cy3 
Cy3 
Bx3 
Bx3 
Bx3 
By3 
By3 
By3 
By3 
Bx4 
Bx4 
Bx4 
Bx4 
Bx4 
By4 
By4 
By4 
By4 
By4 
Bx5 
Bx5 
Bx5 



Date 

1/11/99 
1/11/99 
1/11/99 
1/11/99 
1/11/99 
1/12/99 
1/12/99 
1/12/99 
1/12/99 
1/12/99 
1/13/99 
1/13/99 
1/13/99 
1/13/99 
1/14/99 
1/14/99 
1/14/99 
1/14/99 
1/14/99 
1/15/99 
1/15/99 
1/15/99 
1/16/99 
1/16/99 
1/16/99 
1/16/99 
1/16/99 
1/17/99 
1/17/99 
1/17/99 
1/17/99 
1/17/99 
1/17/99 
1/17/99 
1/18/99 
1/18/99 
1/18/99 
1/18/99 
1/18/99 
1/18/99 
1/18/99 
1/18/99 
1/19/99 
1/19/99 
1/19/99 
1/19/99 

Load# 

"42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 

Scow# 
Est.Scow 
Quant/cy 

Location  MD Grid Location in 
Drop Zone 

251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
241 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 

1417 
1417 
1417 
1417 
1418 
1200 
1300 
1300 
1350 
1300 
1150 
1150 
1150 
1150 
1330 
1330 
1330 
1330 
1330 
1200 
1150 
1200 
1350 
1400 
1400 
1350 
1450 
1278 
1278 
1278 
1278 
1278 
1278 
1278 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 

1519355 
1519445 
1519563 
1519525 
1519525 
1519519 
1519451 
1519414 
1519428 
1519418 
1519422 
1519437 
1519545 
1519526 
1519480 
1519112 
1519479 
1519418 
1519390 
1519399 
1519399 
1519399 
1519503 
1519541 
1519512 
1519518 
1519433 
1519410 
1519391 
1519401 
1519500 
1519504 
1519538 
1519481 
1519387 
1519398 
1519525 
1519478 
1518942 
1518913 
1518863 
1518860 
1518720 
1518766 
1518601 
1518540 

582244 
582275 
582300 
582282 
582225 
582351 
582348 
592175 
582111 
582123 
582159 
582153 
582186 
582189 
582075 
582112 
582166 
582203 
582204 
582123 
582111 
582111 
582166 
582094 
582111 
582063 
581917 
581982 
581953 
581947 
581947 
581941 
581923 
581941 
581725 
581673 

' 581778 

Bx5 
Bx5 
By5 
By5 
By5 
By5 
By5 
Bx6 
Bx6 
Bx6 
Bx6 
Bx6 
By6 
By6 
By6 
By6 
By6 
Bx6 
Bx6 
Bx6 
Bx6 
Bx6 
By6 
By6 
By6 
By6 
Bx7 
Bx7 
Bx7 
Bx7 
By7 
By7 
By7 
By7 
Bx8 
Bx8 
Bv8 

581745 By8 
582659 Ey3 
532639 Ey3 
582669 Ex3 
582689 Ex3 
582688 Fy3 
582779 Fy3 
582729 Fx3 
582729 Gv3 



Date Load# Scow# 

Est.Scow 
QuantVcy 

Location MDGrid Location in 
Drop Zone X Y 

1/19/99 88 251 1800 1518530 582776 Gy3 

1/19/99 89 139 1800 1518408 582758 Gx3 

1/19/99 90 251 1800 1518366 582727 Hy3 

1/20/99 91 139 1400 1518257 582769 Hx3 

1/20/99 92 251 1300 1518275 582800 Hx3 

1/20/99 93 139 1350 1519298 582546 Cy4 

1/20/99 94 251 1300 1519348 582553 Cy4 

1/21/99 NOACTTVITY 

1/22/99 95 139 1400 1519287 582522 Cy4 

1/22/99 96 251 1450 1519361 582523 Cy4 

1/23/99 97 139 1400 1519230 582564 Cx4 

1/23/99 98 251 1450 1519240 582504 Cx4 

1/23/99 99 139 1500 1519235 582565 Cx4 

1/23/99 100 251 1500 1519223 582535 Cx4 

1/23/99 101 139 1500 1519092 582549 Dy4 

1/23/99 102 251 1500 1519098 582551 Dy4 

1/24/99 103 139 1450 1519099 582509 Dy4 

1/24/99 104 251 1450 1519132 582502 Dy4 

1/25/99 105 139 1600 1519027 582581 Dx4 

1/25/99 106 251 1650 1519060 582575 Dx4 

1/25/99 107 139 1600 1519041 582579 Dx4 

1/25/99 108 251 1650 1519053 582500 Dx4 

1/25/99 109 139 1600 1518900 582604 Ey4 

1/25/99 110 251 1650 1518892 582577 Ey4 

1/25/99 111 139 1600 1518905 582509 Ey4 

1/25/99 112 251 1650 1518811 582531 Ex4 

1/26/99 113 139 1500 1518835 582492 Ex4 

1/26/99 114 251 1350 1518820 582561 Ex4 

1/26/99 115 139 1350 1518730 582524 Fy4 

1/26/99 116 251 1350 1518726 582584 Fy4 

1/26/99 117 139 1350 1518763 582589 Fy4 

1/26/99 118 251 1350 1518656 582541 Fx4 

1/27/99 119 139 1500 1518621 582525 Fx4 

1/27/99 120 251 1500 1518555 582529 Gy4 

1/27/99 121 139 1500 1518491 582546 Gy4 

1/27/99 122 251 1500 1518418 582625 Gx4 

1/27/99 123 139 1500 1518412 582595 Gx4 

1/27/99 124 251 1500 1518310 582630 Hy4 

1/27/99 125 139 1500 1518344 582588 Hy4 

1/28/99 126 251 1600 1518192 582581 Hx4 

1/29/99 127 139 1200 1518225 582578 Hx4 

1/29/99 128 251 1200 1518148 582579 Iy4 

1/29/99 129 251 1200 1518022 582534 1x4 

1/29/99 130 139 1200 1517957 582536 Jy4 

1/29/99 131 251 1600 1519261 582237 Cy5 

1/30/99 132 139 1600 1519336 582371 Cy5 

1/30/99 133 251 1600 1519304 582268 Cy5 

1/30/99 134 139 1600 1519312 582377 Cy5 



Date Load# Scow# 

Est.Scow 
QuantVcy 

1/30/99 
1/30/99 
1/30/99 
1/30/99 
1/31/99 
1/31/99 
1/31/99 
1/31/99 
2/1/99 
2/2/99 
2/3/99 
2/4/99 
2/5/99 
2/6/99 
2/7/99 
2/7/99 
2/7/99 
2/7/99 
2/8/99 
2/8/99 
2/8/99 
2/8/99 
2/8/99 
2/8/99 
2/8/99 
2/9/99 
2/9/99 
2/9/99 
2/9/99 
2/9/99 
2/9/99 
2/9/99 
2/10/99 
2/10/99 
2/10/99 
2/10/99 
2/10/99 
2/10/99 
2/10/99 
2/10/99 
2/11/99 
2/11/99 
2/11/99 
2/11/99 
2/11/99 
2/11/99 
2/11/99 

135 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 
141 
142 

142 A 
143 
144 
145 
146 
147 
148 
149 
150 
151 
152 
153 
154 
155 
156 
157 
158 
159 
160 
161 
162 
163 
164 
165 
166 
167 
168 
169 
170 
171 
172 
173 
174 

251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 

NO ACTIVITY 
NO ACTIVITY 
NO ACTIVITY 
NO ACTIVITY 
NO ACTIVITY 
NO ACTIVITY 

251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
139 
251 
260 
139 
260 
139 
260 
139 
260 
139 
260 
139 
260 
139 
260 
139 

1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 

—1 Location MDGrid Location in 
Drop Zone cy X Y 

1519288 582285 Cy5 
1519228 582316 Cx5 
1519202 582340 Cx5 
1519204 582321 Cx5 
1519209 582315 Cx5 
1519237 582370 Cx5 
1519166 582327 Dy5 
1519142 582363 Dy5 

1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1700 
1700 
1700 
1700 
1825 
1825 
1825 
1825 
1825 
1825 
1825 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 

1519100 
1519100 
1519081 
1519034 
1519019 
1519029 
1519024 
1518907 
1518961 
1518925 
1518959 
1518803 
1518845 
1518845 
1518708 
1518751 
1518718 
1518604 
1518628 
1518581 
1518529 
1518524 
1518421 
1518415 
1518275 
1518344 
1518264 
1518231 
1518133 
1518022 
1517939 
1517873 
1519322 

582314 
582364 
582383 
582369 
582390 
582363 
582338 
582319 
582386 
582350 
582319 
582343 
582331 
582337 
582360 
582366 
582318 
582377 
582353 
582332 
582298 

. 582383 
582333 
582406 
582278 
5b2423 
582410 
582368 
582376 
582391 
582378 
582356 
582146 

Dy5 
Dy5 
Dy5 
Dx5 
Dx5 
Dx5 
Dx5 
Ey5 
Ey5 
Ey5 
Ey5 
Ex5 
Ex5 
Ex5 
Fy5 
Fy5 
Fy5 
Fx5 
Fx5 
Fx5 
Gy5 
Gy5 
Gx5 
Gx5 
Hy5 
Hy5 
Hx5 
Hx5 
Iy5 
1x5 
Jy5 
Jx5 
Cy6 



Date Load# Scow# 

2/12/99 175 260 

2/12/99 176 139 
2/12/99 177 260 

2/13/99 178 139 

2/13/99 179 139 

2/13/99 180 260 

2/14/99 181 139 

2/14/99 182 260 

EstScow 
QuantVcy 

Location  MD Grid Location in 
Drop Zone 

2/12/99 175 260 

2/12/99 176 139 
2/12/99 177 260 

2/13/99 178 139 

2/13/99 179 139 

2/13/99 180 260 

2/14/99 181 139 

2/14/99 182 260 

2/14/99 183 139 

2/14/99 184 260 

2/14/99 185 139 

2/14/99 186 260 

2/15/99 187 261 

2/15/99 188 260 

2/15/99 189 261 
2/15/99 190 260 
2/15/99 191 261 
2/15/99 192 260 

2/15/99 193 261 
2/16/99 194 260 
2/16/99 195 261 
2/16/99 196 260 

2/16/99 197 261 
2/16/99 198 260 

2/16/99 199 261 
2/16/99 200 260 

2/16/99 201 261 

2/17/99 202 260 
2/17/99 203 261 

2/17/99 204 260 

2/17/99 205 261 

2/17/99 206 260 

2/17/99 207 261 

2/17/99 208 260 

2/17/99 209 261 

2/18/99 210 260 

2/18/99 211 261 

2/18/99 212 260 

2/18/99 213 261 

2/18/99 214 260 

2/18/99 215 261 

2/18/99 216 260 

2/18/99 217 261 

2/19/99 218 260 

2/19/99 219 261 

2/19/99 220 260 

2/19/99 221 261 

1800 
1800 
1800 
1700 
1700 
1700 
1700 
1700 
1700 
1700 
1700 
1700 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1400 
1400 
1400 
1400 
1400 
1400 
1400 
1400 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 

1519314 
1519300 
1519338 
1519192 
1519234 
1519182 
1519196 
1519130 
1519119 
1519107 
1519158 
1519002 
1518970 
1519040 
1519012 
1519273 
1519297 
1519316 
1519292 
1519170 
1519188 
1519198 
1519080 
1519059 
1519150 
1519009 
1519056 
1518957 
1519317 
1519341 
1519287 
1519246 
1519294 
1519242 
1519100 
1519133 
1519115 
1519010 
1519001 
1519006 
1519286 
1519282 
1519165 
1519234 
1519050 
1519083 
1519064 

582122 
582150 
582135 
582097 
582136 
582075 
582170 
582169 
582128 
582120 
582133 
582180 
582095 
582168 
582095 
581927 
581964 
581910 
581920 
581898 
581913 
581897 
581889 
582026 
581933 
581931 
581956 
581925 
581758 
581752 
581764 
581739 
581775 
581721 
581741 
581742 
581714 
581792 
5S1737 
5S1713 
581509 
581466 
581532 
581539 
581507 
581507 
581495 

Cy6 
Cy6 
Cy6 
Cx6 
Cx6 
Cx6 
Cx6 
Dy6 
Dy6 
Dy6 
Dy6 
Dx6 
Dx6 
Dx6 
Dx6 
Cy7 
Cy7 
Cy7 
Cy7 
Cx7 
Cx7 
Cx7 
Dy7 
Dx7 
Dy7 
Dx7 
Dx7 
Dx7 
Cy8 
CyS 
Cy8 
Cx8 
Cx8 
Cx8 
Dy8 
Dy8 
Dy8 
Dx8 
Dx8 
Dx8 
Cy9 
Cy9 
Cx9 
Cx9 
Dy9 
Dy9 
Dv9 



Date Load# Sc 

2/19/99 222                    : 
2/20/99 223                    : 
2/20/99 224                    : 
2/20/99 225 
2/20/99 226 
2/20/99 227 
2/20/99 228 
2/21/99 229 

Scow# 
Est.Scow 

QuantVcy 
Location      MD Grid 

X 
Location in 
Drop Zone 

2/21/99 
2/21/99 
2/21/99 
2/21/99 
2/21/99 
2/22/99 
2/22/99 
2/23/99 
2/23/99 
2/23/99 
2/23/99 
2/23/99 
2/23/99 
2/23/99 
2/23/99 
2/24/99 
2/24/99 
2/24/99 
2/24/99 
2/24/99 
2/24/99 
2/24/99 
2/24/99 
2/25/99 
2/25/99 
2/25/99 
2/25/99 
2/25/99 
2/25/99 
2/25/99 
2/26/99 
2/26/99 
2/26/99 
2/26/99 
2/26/99 
2/26/99 
2/27/99 
2/28/99 
3/1/99 

230 
231 
232 
233 
234 
235 
236 
237 
238 
239 
240 
241 
242 
243 
244 
245 
246 
247 
248 
249 
250 
251 
252 
253 
254 
255 
256 
257 
258 
259 
260 
261 
262 
263 
264 
265 

260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 

NO ACTIVITY 
NO ACTIVITY 
NO ACTIVITY 

1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1400 
1400 
1400 
1400 
1400 
1400 
1400 
1677 
1677 
1677 
1677 
1677 
1677 

1518994 
1518989 
1518980 
1519504 
1519373 
1519250 
1519207 
1519189 
1519103 
1519117 
1519005 
1519000 
1518981 
1519218 
1519220 
1519184 
1519115 
1519180 
1519095 
1518987 
1518816 
1518845 
1518751 
1518614 
1519496 
1519543 
1519512 
1519403 
1519400 
1519305 
1519333 
1519224 
1519234 
1519139 
1519167 
1519048 
1519054 
1518927 
1518856 
1518540 
1519533 
1519473 
1519570 
1519410 

581488 
581500 
581478 
581310 
581260 
581308 
581344 
581314 
581343 
581380 
581306 
581300 
581324 
581910 
582983 
582929 
582867 
582934 
582975 
582866 
582877 
582944 
582913 
582960 
582700 
582786 
582804 
582784 
582663 
582705 
582717 
582765 
582728 
582794 
582807 
582788 
582712 
582781 
582762 
582711 
582518 
582510 
582519 
582523 

Dx9 
Dx9 
Dx9 
BylO 
BxlO 
CylO 
CxlO 
CxlO 
DylO 
DylO 
DxlO 
DxlO 
DxlO 
Cx2 
Cx2 
Cx2 
Dy2 
Dy2 
Dx2 
Ey2 
Ex2 
Ex2 
Fy2 
Fx2 
By3 
By3 
By3 
Bx3 
Bx3 
Cy3 
Cy3 
Cx3 
Cx3 
Dy3 
Dy3 
Dx3 
Dx3 
Ey3 
Ex3 
Gy3 
By4 
Bx4 
By4 
Bx4 



Date Load# Scow# 

Est.Scow 
Quant./cy 

Location MDGrid Location in 
Drop Zone X Y 

3/2/99 266 260 1000 1519405 582590 Bx4 

3/3/99 267 260 1700 1519381 582578 Cy4 

3/3/99 268 261 1700 1519325 582577 Cy4 

3/3/99 269 260 1700 1519245 582534 Cx4 

3/3/99 270 261 1700 1519117 582527 Dy4 

3/3/99 271 260 1700 1519004 582575 Dx4 

3/3/99 272 261 1700 1519023 582545 Dx4 

3/4/99 NO ACTIVITY 

3/5/99 273 261 1500 1518934 582459 Ey4 

3/5/99 274 260 1500 1518870 582537 Ex4 

3/5/99 275 261 1500 1518716 582542 Fy4 

3/5/99 276 260 1500 1518607 582590 Fx4 

3/5/99 277 261 1500 1519498 581595 By9 

3/5/99 278 260 1500 1519499 581431 By9 

3/5/99 279 261 1500 1519409 581491 Bx9 

3/5/99 280 260 1500 1519361 581546 Bx9 

3/6/99 281 261 1500 1519448 581273 BylO 

3/6/99 282 260 1500 1519382 581279 BxlO 

3/6/99 283 261 1500 1519373 581315 BxlO 

3/6/99 284 260 1500 1519288 581320 CylO 

3/6/99 285 261 1500 1519250 581284 CylO 

3/6/99 286 260 1500 1519150 581356 CxlO 

3/6/99 287 261 1500 1519179 581332 CxlO 

3/6/99 288 260 1500 1519080 581307 DylO 

3/6/99 289 261 1500 1519090 581276 DylO 

3/6/99 290 260 1500 1519003 581376 DxlO 

3/6/99 291 261 1500 1519115 581386 DylO 

3/6/99 292 260 1500 1519497 581152 Byll 

3/7/99 NO ACTIVITY 

3/8/99 293 260 1525 1519369 581163 Bxll 

3/8/99 294 261 1525 1519275 581126 Cyll 

3/8/99 295 260 1525 1519180 581156 Cxll 

3/9/99 296 261 1700 1519110 581167 Dyll 

3/9/99 297 260 1700 1518944 581172 Dxll 

3/9/99 298 261 1700 1519097 580899 Dyl2 

3/9/99 299 260 1700 1518927 580911 Dxl2 

3/9/99 300 261 1700 1519070 580736 Dyl3 

3/9/99 301 260 1700 1518995 580723 Dxl3 

3/9/99 302 261 1700 1519039 580506 Dyl4 

3/9/99 303 260 1700 1519006 580554 Dxl4 

3/9/99 304 261 1700 1519088 580348 Dyl5 

3/9/99 305 260 1700 1518913 580365 Dxl5 

3/9/99 306 261 1700 1519042 580117 Dyl6 

3/9/99 307 260 1700 1518952 580164 Dxl6 

3/10/99 308 261 1800 1519529 582330 By5 

3/10/99 309 260 1800 1519497 582300 By5 

3/10/99 310 261 1800 1519511 582312 By5 

3/10/99 311 260 1800 1519407 582305 Bx5 



Date Load# Scow# 

EstScow 
Quant./cy 

Location  MD Grid Location in 
Drop Zone 

3/10/99 312 261 
3/10/99 313 260 

3/10/99 314 261 

3/10/99 315 260 

3/10/99 316 261 

3/10/99 317 260 

3/10/99 318 261 

3/10/99 319 260 

3/10/99 1 254 

3/10/99 2 255 

3/10/99 3 254 

3/10/99 4 255 

3/10/99 5 254 

3/10/99 6 255 

3/10/99 7 254 

3/10/99 8 255 

3/11/99 320 261 

3/11/99 321 260 

3/11/99 322 261 

3/11/99 323 260 

3/11/99 324 261 

3/11/99 325 260 

3/11/99 326 261 

3/11/99 327 260 
3/11/99 328 261 

3/11/99 329 260 

3/11/99 330 261 

3/11/99 331 260 

3/11/99 9 254 

3/11/99 10 255 

3/11/99 11 254 

3/11/99 12 255 

3/11/99 13 254 

3/12/99 14 255 

3/12/99 15 254 

3/12/99 16 255 

3/12/99 17 254 

3/12/99 18 255 

3/12/99 19 254 

3/12/99 20 255 

3/12/99 21 254 

3/12/99 22 255 

3/12/99 332 261 

3/12/99 333 260 

3/12/99 334 261 

3/12/99 335 260 

3/12/99 336 261 

1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
1800 
2300 
2300 
2300 
2300 
2300 
2300 
2300 
2300 
1700 
1700 
1700 
1700 
1700 
1700 
1700 
1700 
1700 
1700 
1700 
1700 
2550 
2550 
2550 
2550 
2550 
2261 
2261 
2261 
2261 
2261 
2261 
2261 
2261 
2261 
1477 
1477 
1477 
1477 
1477 

1519421 
1519425 
1519299 
1519308 
1519209 
1519209 
1519123 
1519019 
1518865 
1518829 
1518741 
1518720 
1518587 
1518583 
1518471 
1518438 
1518939 
1518798 
1518699 
1518595 
1518500 
1518420 
1518321 
1518274 
1518173 
1518072 
1519517 
1519484 
1518453 
1518390 
1518926 
1518835 
1518809 
1518693 
1518699 
1518566 
1518614 
1518501 
1518479 
1518412 
1518416 
1518909 
1519423 
1519395 
1519340 
1519196 
1519135 

582341 
582378 
582310 
582341 
582315 
582309 
582369 
582429 
582109 
582100 
582127 
582217 
582075 
582060 
582066 
582065 
582360 
582385 
582432 
582341 
582431 
582430 
582411 
582381 
582465 
582392 
582130 
582184 
582147 
582148 
582009 
581983 
581960 
581875 
581963 
581962 
581922 
581980 
581873 
581917 
581906 
581663 
582153 
582171 
582176 
582194 
582175 

Bx5 
Bx5 
Cy5 
Cy5 
Cx5 
Cx5 
Dy5 
Dx5 
Ex6 
Ex6 
Fy6 
Fy6 
Fx6 
Fx6 
Gy6 
Gx6 
Ey5 
Ex5 
Fy5 
Fx5 
Gy5 
Gx5 
Hy5 
Hx5 
Iy4 
1x5 
Bx5 
Bx6 
Gx6 
Gx6 
Ey7 
Ex7 
Ex7 
Fy7 
Fy7 
Fx7 
Fx7 
Gy7 
Gy7 
Gx7 
Gx7 
Ey8 
Bx6 
Bx6 
Cy6 
Cx6 
Dy6 



Date Load# Scow# 

3/12/99 337 260 

3/12/99 338 261 
3/12/99 339 260 

3/12/99 340 261 

3/13/99 23 254 

3/13/99 24 254 

3/13/99 25 255 

3/13/99 26 254 

3/13/99 27 255 

3/13/99 28 254 

3/13/99 29 255 

3/13/99 341 260 

3/13/99 342 261 

3/13/99 343 260 

3/13/99 344 261 
3/13/99 345 260 

3/13/99 346 261 
3/13/99 347 260 

3/14/99 348 261 
3/14/99 349 260 

3/14/99 350 261 

3/14/99 351 260 

3/14/99 352 261 

3/14/99 353 260 
3/14/99 354 261 

3/14/99 355 260 
3/14/99 356 261 

3/14/99 30 254 

3/14/99 31 255 

3/14/99 32 254 

3/14/99 33 255 

3/14/99 34 254 

3/14/99 35 255 

3/15/99 357 260 

3/15/99 358 261 

3/15/99 36 254 

3/16/99 359 260 

3/16/99 360 261 

3/16/99 361 260 

3/16/99 362 261 

3/16/99 363 260 

3/16/99 364 261 

3/16/99 365 260 

3/16/99 366 261 

3/16/99 367 260 

3/16/99 368 261 

3/17/99 369 260 

EstScow 
Quant./cy 

1477 
1477 
1477 
1477 
2200 
2200 
2200 
2200 
2200 
2200 
2200 
1353 
1353 
1353 
1353 
1353 
1353 
1353 
1291 
1291 
1291 
1291 
1291 
1291 
1291 
1291 
1291 
2200 
2200 
2200 
2200 
2200 
2200 
1500 
1500 
2200 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1500 
1400 

Location  MD Grid Location in 
Drop Zone 

1519001 
1519543 
1519519 
1519221 
1518802 
1518804 
1518702 
1518678 
1518581 
1518598 
1518494 
1519127 
1518990 
1519506 
1519496 
1519199 
1519058 
1519010 
1519001 
1519213 
1519275 
1519128 
1519052 
1518949 
1518840 
1518713 
1518642 
1518500 
1518384 
1518397 
1518876 
1518790 
1518647 
1518552 
1519531 
1518670 
1519581 
1519522 
1519380 
1519432 
1519336 
1519224 
1519149 
1519078 
1518941 
1518809 
1518719 

582154 
581970 
581917 
581951 
581729 
581691 
581768 
581646 
581738 
581733 
581679 
581993 
581921 
581747 
581759 
581793 
581744 
581719 
581713 
582983 
582886 
582916 
582988 
582939 
582974 
582997 
582918 
581724 
581785 
581698 
581479 
581511 
581500 
582911 
582743 
581531 
582749 
582664 
562681 
582730 
582656 
582716 
582709 
582745 
582720 
582677 
582797 

Dx6 
By7 
By7 
Cx7 
Ex8 
Ex8 
Fy8 
Fy8 
Fx8 
Fx8 
Gy8 
Dy7 
Dx7 
By8 
By8 
Cx8 
Dy8 
Dx8 
Dx8 
Cx2 
Cx2 
Dy2 
Dx2 
Ey2 
Ex2 
Fy2 
Fx2 
Gy8 
Gx8 
Gx8 
Ey9 
Ex9 
Fy9 
Gy2 
By3 
Fy9 
By3 
By3 
Cy3 
Bx3 
Cy3 
Cx3 
Dy3 
Dx3 
Ey3 
Ex3 
Fy3 



Date Load# Scow# 
Est.Scow 

Quant./cy 

Location      MD Grid 
X 

Location in 
Drop Zone 

3/17/99 
3/17/99 
3/17/99 
3/17/99 
3/17/99 
3/17/99 
3/17/99 
3/17/99 
3/17/99 
3/17/99 
3/18/99 
3/18/99 
3/18/99 
3/18/99 
3/18/99 
3/19/99 
3/19/99 
3/19/99 
3/19/99 
3/19/99 
3/19/99 
3/19/99 
3/19/99 
3/19/99 
3/19/99 
3/20/99 
3/20/99 
3/20/99 
3/20/99 
3/20/99 
3/20/99 
3/20/99 
3/20/99 
3/20/99 
3/20/99 
3/20/99 
3/20/99 
3/21/99 
3/21/99 
3/21/99 
3/21/99 
3/21/99 
3/21/99 
3/21/99 
3/21/99 
3/21/99 
3/21/99 

370 261 
371 260 
372 261 
373 260 
374 261 
375 260 
376 261 
377 260 
378 261 
379 260 
380 261 
381 260 
382 261 
383 260 
384 261 
385 260 
386 261 
387 260 
388 261 
389 260 
390 261 
391 260 
392 261 
393 260 
394 261 
395 260 
396 261 
397 260 
398 261 
399 260 
400 261 
401 260 
402 261 
403 260 
404 261 
405 260 
37 254 

406 261 
407 260 
408 261 
409 260 
410 261 
411 260 
412 NO ACTIVITY 
413 260 
414 261 
415 260 

1400 
1400 
1400 
1400 
1400 
1400 
1400 
1400 
1400 
1400 
1825 
1825 
1825 
1825 
1825 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1600 
1900 
1900 
1900 
1900 
1900 
1900 
1900 
1900 
1900 
1900 
1900 
2000 
1900 
1900 
1900 
1900 
1900 
1900 

1518583 
1518531 
1519547 
1519490 
1519400 
1519330 
1519206 
1519141 
1519066 
1518944 
1518792 
1518698 
1518626 
1518574 
1519567 
1519407 
1519351 
1519227 
1519100 
1519025 
1518935 
1518831 
1518746 
1518652 
1518529 
1519479 
1519447 
1519338 
1519234 
1519144 
1519007 
1519509 
1519486 
1519436 
1519358 
1519164 
1518569 
1519103 
1519022 
1519501 
1519299 
1519162 
1519480 

582717 
582759 
582555 
582482 
582516 
582474 
582619 
582495 
582490 
582499 
582615 
582499 
582548 
582571 
582285 
582329 
582256 
582322 
582327 
582302 
582380 
582343 
582409 
582348 
582316 
582209 
582044 
582019 
582136 
582115 
582150 
581935 
581911 
581844 
581995 
581932 
581497 
5 8 "1980 
5S1901 
581735 
581685 
581694 
581431 

Gy3 
Gy3 
By4 
By4 
Bx4 
Cy4 
Cx4 
Dy4 
Dx4 
Ey4 
Ex4 
Fy4 
Fx4 
Gy4 
By5 
Bx5 
Cy5 
Cx5 
Dy5 
Dx5 
Ey5 
Ex5 
Fy5 
Fx5 
Gy5 
By6 
Bx6 
Cy6 
Cx6 
Dy6 
Dx6 
By7 
By7 
Bx7 
Cy7 
Cx7 
Fx9 
Dy7 
Dx7 
By8 
Cy8 
Cx8 
By9 

1900 1519390 
1900 1519267 
1900    1519267 

581485 Bx9 
581478 Cy9 
581478    Cx9 



Date 

3/21/99 
3/21/99 
3/21/99 
3/22/99 
3/22/99 
3/22/99 
3/22/99 
3/22/99 
3/22/99 
3/22/99 
3/22/99 
3/22/99 
3/22/99 
3/22/99 
3/22/99 
3/22/99 

3/22/99 
3/23/99 
3/23/99 
3/23/99 
3/23/99 
3/23/99 
3/23/99 
3/23/99 
3/23/99 
3/23/99 
3/23/99 
3/23/99 
3/23/99 
3/23/99 
3/23/99 
3/24/99 

Load# 

38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
416 
417 
418 
419 
420 
421 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 

3/24/99 66 
3/24/99 67 
3/24/99 68 
3/24/99 69 
3/24/99 70 
3/24/99 71 
3/24/99 72 
3/24/99 73 
3/24/99 74 
3/24/99 75 
3/24/99 76 
3/24/99 422 
3/24/99 423 

Scow# 

254 
139 
254 
139 
254 
261 
139 
260 
254 
261 
260 
139 
261 
261 
260 
261 

NO ACTIVITY 
NO ACTIVITY 

260 
255 
254 
261 
260 
255 
254 
261 
260 
255 
261 
254 
260 
255 
261 
260 
254 
261 
255 
260 
261 
254 
255 
260 
254 
261 
255 
260 
261 

.Scow Location MDGrid Location in 
Drop Zone JuantVcy X Y 

1300 1518559 581582 Fx9 
1300 1518472 581514 Gy9 
1300 1518469 581551 Gy9 
1600 1518374 581604 Gx9 
1600 1518399 581471 Gx9 
1750 1518900 581360 EylO 

1600 1518759 581328 ExlO 

1750 1518698 581298 FylO 

1600 1518593 581412 FxlO 

1750 1518504 581399 GylO 

1750 1518466 581434 GylO 

1600 1518357 581434 GxlO 

1750 1518381 581422 GxlO 

1750 1519073 581537 Dy9 
1750 1518970 581464 Dx9 
1750 1519481 581298 BylO 

1750 
2500 
2500 
1825 
1825 
2300 
2400 
1800 
1800 
2300 
1800 
2300 
1800 
2300 
1800 
1400 
2500 
1500 
2500 
1500 
1500 
2500 
2500 
1800 
2500 
1800 
2500 
1800 
1800 

1519432 
1518859 
1518756 
1518671 
1518581 
1518478 
1518411 
1518397 
1518913 
1518829 
1518710 
1518712 
1518579 
1518729 
1518474 
1518516 
1518422 
1518436 
1518905 
1518806 
1518796 
1518739 
1518721 
1518593 
1518588 
1518552 
1518519 
1518758 
1518635 

580963 Byl2 
581159 Eyll 
581079 Exll 
581127 Fyll 
581163 Fxll 
581161 Gyll 
581143 Gxll 
581113 Gxll 
582173 Ey6 
582115 Ex6 
582178 Fy6 
582144 Fy6 
582106 Fx6 
582148 Fy6 
582133 Gy6 
582170 Gy6 
582133 Gx6 
582182 Gx6 
581912 Ey7 
581948 Ex7 
581972 Ex7 
581966 Fy7 
581887 Fy7 
581992 Fx7 
581928 Fx7 
581885 Gy7 
581873 Gy7 
580949 Exl2 

580921 Fyl2 



Date Load# Scow# 
Est.Scow 
Quant./cy 

Location  MD Grid Location in 
Drop Zone 

3/24/99 
3/25/99 
3/25/99 
3/25/99 
3/25/99 
3/25/99 
3/25/99 
3/25/99 
3/25/99 
3/25/99 
3/25/99 
3/25/99 
3/25/99 
3/25/99 
3/25/99 
3/25/99 
3/25/99 
3/25/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/26/99 
3/27/99 
3/27/99 
3/27/99 
3/27/99 
3/27/99 

424 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
425 
426 
427 
428 
429 
430 
431 
432 
433 
434 
435 
436 
437 
438 
439 
440 
441 
442 
443 
444 
445 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
446 
447 
448 
449 
450 

260 1800 1518691 580970 
254 2500 1518400 581963 
255 2500 1518434 581913 
254 2500 1518939 581809 
255 2500 1518754 581674 
254 2500 1518770 581668 
255 2500 1518694 581735 
261 1800 1518573 580932 
260 1800 1518550 580956 
261 1800 1518497 580968 
260 1800 1518469 580992 
261 1800 1518389 580955 
260 1800 1518380 580943 
261 1800 1518768 580782 
260 1800 1518693 580703 
261 1800 1518565 580811 
260 1800 1518429 580731 
261 1800 1518478 580737 
260 1800 1518370 580750 
261 1800 1518372 580789 
261 1800 1518789 580497 
260 1800 1518656 580559 
261 1800 1518529 580519 
260 1800 1518483 580470 
261 1800 1518467 580610 
260 1800 1518364 580550 
261 1800 1518335 580609 
260          1800 1518774 580351 
254 3000    1518732 581692 
255 3000    1518627 581837 
254 3000    1518553 581703 
255 3000    1518501 581733 

NO ACTIVITY 
254 

NO ACTIVITY 
255 

NO ACTIVITY 
NOACnVITY 

254 3000    1518705 
255 3000    1518568 

NO ACTIVITY 
254 3000 1518460 
260 1300    1518691 
261 1300    1518559 
260 1300    1518418 
261 1300    1518365 
260 1300    1518365 

3000    1518392  581770 

3000    1518881  581463 

Fyl2 
Gx7 
Gx7 
Ey8 
Ex8 
Ex8 
Fy8 
Fxl2 
Fxl2 
Gyl2 
Gyl2 
Gxl2 
Gxl2 
Exl3 
Fyl3 
Fxl3 
Gyl3 
Gyl3 
Gxl3 
Gxl3 
Exl4 
Fyl4 
Fxl4 
Gyl4 
Gyl4 
Gxl4 
Gxl4 
Exl5 
Fy8 
Fx8 
Gy8 
Gy8 

Gx8 

Ey9 

581589 Fy9 
581551 Fx9 

581496 Gy9 
580338 Fyl5 
580325 Fxl5 
580348 Gyl5 
580348 Gxl5 
580427 Gxl5 



Date Load# Scow# 
Est.Scow 

Quant/cy 
Location MDGrid Location in 

Drop Zone X Y 

3/27/99 451 261 1300 1518702 580168 Exl6 

3/27/99 452 260 1300 1518457 580106 Gyl6 

3/27/99 453 261 1300 1518546 580149 Fxl6 

3/27/99 454 260 1300 1518395 580245 Gxl6 

3/27/99 455 261 1300 1518329 580141 Gxl6 

3/27/99 456 260 1300 1518320 580135 Gxl6 

3/27/99 97 NO ACTIVITY 

3/27/99 98 255 3100 1518417 581599 Gx9 

3/27/99 99 NO ACTIVITY 
3/27/99 100 NO ACTIVITY 
3/27/99 101 254 3100 1518792 581268 ExlO 

3/27/99 102 255 3100 1518712 581290 FylO 

3/27/99 103 254 3100 1518578 581290 FxlO 

3/27/99 104 255 3100 1518480 581338 GylO 

3/27/99 105 NOACI1VITY 
3/27/99 106 106 3100 1518418 581271 GxlO 

3/27/99 107 NOACTIVllf 
3/27/99 108 NO ACTIVITY 
3/27/99 109 NO ACTIVITY 
3/27/99 110 255 3100 1518686 581146 Fyll 

3/27/99 111 254 3100 1518557 581114 Fxll 

3/28/99 459 261 1900 1518125 582167 Iy6 

3/28/99 460 260 1900 1518052 582233 1x6 

3/28/99 461 261 1900 1517884 582147 Jy6 

3/28/99 462 260 1900 1517799 582178 Jx6 

3/28/99 463 261 1900 1517719 582140 Ky6 

3/28/99 464 260 1900 1517591 582151 Kx6 

3/28/99 452 261 1900 1518670 580170 Fyl6 

3/28/99 457 260 1900 1518336 582248 Hy5 

3/28/99 458 261 1900 1518247 582235 Hx6 

3/28/99 464a 260 1900 1517572 582181 Kx6 

3/28/99 465 261 1900 1518291 581992 Hy7 

3/28/99 112 255 3200 15184S7 581226 Gyll 

3/28/99 113 254 3200 1518383 581133 Gxll 

3/28/99 114 NO ACTIVITY 

3/28/99 115 255 3200 1518300 581519 Hy9 

3/28/99 116 254 3200 1518201 581518 Hx9 

3/28/99 117 255 3200 1518218 581500 Hx9 

3/28/99 118 254 3200 1518089 5S1528 Iy9 

3/28/99 119 255 3200 1518082 581572 Iy9 

3/28/99 120 254 3200 1517983 581498 1x9 

3/29/99 466 260 1300 1518286 581917 Hy7 

3/29/99 467 261 1300 1518174 581931 Hx7 

3/29/99 468 260 1300 1518182 581922 Hx7 

3/29/99 469 261 1300 1518103 581912 Iy7 

3/29/99 470 260 1300 1518083 581999 Iy7 

3/29/99 471 261 1300 1518023 581911 1x7 



Date 

3/29/99 
3/29/99 
3/29/99 
3/29/99 
3/29/99 
3/29/99 
3/29/99 
3/29/99 
3/29/99 
3/29/99 
3/29/99 
3/29/99 
3/29/99 
3/29/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/30/99 
3/31/99 
3/31/99 
3/31/99 
3/31/99 
3/31/99 
3/31/99 
3/31/99 
3/31/99 
3/31/99 
3/31/99 
3/31/99 

Load# Scow# 
Est.Scow 

Quant./cy 
Location      MD Grid 

X 
Location in 
Drop Zone 

472 
473 
474 
475 
476 
477 
121 
122 
123 
124 
125 
126 
127 
128 
478 
479 
480 
481 
482 
483 
484 
485 
486 
487 
488 
489 
490 
491 
492 
129 
130 
131 
132 
133 
134 
135 
493 
494 
495 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 
141 
142 
143 

260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
255 
254 
255 
254 
255 
254 
255 
254 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
260 
261 
260 
261 
260 
260 
261 
260 
255 
254 
255 
254 
255 
254 
255 
261 
260 
361 
254 
255 
260 
255 
261 
255 
260 
261 

1300 
1300 
1300 
1300 
1300 
1300 
2400 
2400 
2400 
2400 
2400 
2400 
2400 
2400 
1200 
1200 
1200 
1200 
1200 
1200 
1200 
1200 
1200 
1200 
1200 
1200 
1200 
1200 
1200 
3000 
3000 
3000 
3000 
3000 
3000 
3000 
1500 
1500 
1500 
2000 
2000 
1500 
2000 
1500 
2000 
1500 
1500 

1518032 
1517947 
1517895 
1517819 
1517786 
1517683 
1517959 
1517870 
1517921 
1517788 
1517718 
1517606 
1518291 
1518164 
1517607 
1518255 
1518279 
1518222 
1518166 
1518085 
1518090 
1517962 
1517962 
1517977 
1517896 
1517873 
1517807 
1517760 
1517680 
1518230 
1518057 
1518098 
1518003 
1517980 
1517871 
1517866 
1517698 
1517585 
1517599 
1517772 
1517767 
1517664 
1517690 
1517565 
1518293 
1518151 
1518147 

581960 
582002 
581977 
581958 
581970 
581963 
581552 
581534 
581558 
581677 
581484 
581513 
581355 
581305 
582017 
581816 
581780 
581773 
581743 
581760 
581766 
581802 
581814 
581753 
581777 
581795 
581806 
581764 
581739 
581379 
581321 
581317 
581316 
581371 
581376 
581370 
581769 
581786 
561811 
581436 
581387 
581338 
581349 
581337 
581137 
581184 
581129 

1x7 
Jy7 
Jy7 
Jx7 
Jx7 
Ky7 
1x9 
Jy9 
Jy9 
Jx9 
Ky9 
Kx9 
HylO 
HxlO 
Kx7 
Hy8 
Hy8 
Hx8 
Hx8 
Iy8 
Iy8 
1x8 
1x8 
1x8 
Jy8 
Jy8 
Jx8 
Jx8 
Ky8 
HxlO 
lylO 
lylO 
IxlO 
IxlO 
JylO 
JylO 
Ky8 
Kx8 
Kx8 
JxlO 
JxlO 
KylO 
KylO 
KxlO 
Hyll 
Hxll 
Hxll 



Date Load# 

3/31/99 144 
3/31/99 145 
3/31/99 146 
3/31/99 147 
3/31/99 148 
3/31/99 149 
3/31/99 150 

Total: 

Scow# 

254 
260 
261 
260 
255 
261 
260 
645 

Est.Scow 
QuantVcy 

2000 
1500 
1500 
1500 
2000 
1500 
1500 

Location      MD Grid 

1090367 

1518042 
1518066 
1517962 
1517991 
1517864 
1517826 
1517760 

581238 
581171 
581207 
581189 
581145 
581145 
581173 

Location in 
Drop Zone 

lyll 
lyll 
Ixll 
Ixll 
Jyll 
Jxll 
Jxll 

Site 92 Scow Placement Totals 

CY Berm Construction 
CY Placed inside of Berm 

Total CY 

657068 
433299 

1090367 
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ABSTRACT 

A clamshell bucket dredge was used to excavate clayey silt sediment from the Chesapeake 
& Delaware Canal approach channel between December 23, 1998 and March 31, 1999. The 
volume of sediment dredged was reported as 833,695 m3 [1,090,367 yd3] by the contractor, 
Weeks Marine Inc., and 580,740 m3 [759,534 yd3] by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Philadelphia District (CENAP). The reported volumes typically differ because of the different 
methodologies used to determine the quantities dredged from the channel. The sediment was 
placed via bottom-release scows into the northernmost section of Site 92, in the tug channel, 
known as the West Sailing Course, that traverses the placement site. Placement was designed to 
create a sediment berm, not to exceed an elevation of 4.27 m [14 ft] below mean low water 
(MLW), in the northernmost section of the site. This would form an enclosed basin within the site 
that would minimize the potential for sediment migration out of the site during any subsequent 
placement operations. 

Studies are routinely conducted by Maryland Geological Survey (MGS) on the dredged 
sediments to monitor their placement locations, elevation changes, physical characteristics, 
volumes occupied, and the changes in these attributes over time. The studies showed that 
placement resulted in a berm that filled the tug channel in the northern section of Site 92. The 
contract specification of 4.27 m [14 feet] below MLW was confirmed over the site. The 30H:1V 
[0.0333] sediment slope that was used in planning site management and for determining the set- 
back from the boundary was not achieved during this placement operation. The steepest slopes 
identified along the northeast side of the placement area fell between 35H:1V [0.0286] and 
50H: IV [0.0200]. 

The initial area of the completed berm was approximately 719,000 m [860,000 yd"]. The 
volume of placed sediment identified by MGS at Site 92 after the completion of placement was 
792,000 m3 ±73,000 m3 [1,035,500 yd3 ±95,000 yd3]. This represents an excess of 211,500 m3 

[276,000 yd3] or 36% more than the CENAP reported dredged volume and a deficit of 41,500 m3 

[55,000 yd3] or 5% less than the contractor's reported dredged volume. Based on the total 
volume of sediment identified and discussions with CENAP personnel, the volume that CENAP 
reported dredged is pay yardage removed by the contractor and an underestimate of the gross 
quantity removed from the channel. 

Although all sediments were placed within the site boundaries, a small amount of the 
placed sediment extended beyond the northeast site boundary at the completion of placement 
operations. This sediment extended a maximum distance of 100 m [330 ft] to the east of the site 
boundary and had an estimated volume of 3,500 m3 ±2,300 m3 [4,600 yd3 ±3,000 yd3]. This 
represents less than one-half of one percent (0.4%) of the placed sediment identified at the site 
and of the volume reportedly placed by the contractor. Sediment that was placed at the top of the 
berm during the latter weeks of the placement period likely moved downslope on the berm's east 
steep embankment and came to rest at the base of the slope in the deeper portion of the trough to 
the northeast. In addition, tidal currents may have spread some of the less consolidated sediments 
beyond the drop zones. 



Over the eleven month post-placement study period, as expected the berm underwent 
elevation and volume changes. Redistribution of sediment within three months after completion 
of placement resulted in the area of the placed sediments increasing by two-thirds to 
approximately 1,200,000 m2 [1,432,000 yd2] but did not result in a measurable change in the total 
volume. The redistribution included slumping of sediment to a short distance beyond the site 
boundary, within a month after completion of placement. Sediment appeared to have moved over 
the peripheral areas of the berm and deposited as a thin layer in the tug channel to the northeast 
and in the basin within the site to the southwest. Between three and six months after placement, a 
reduction in the elevation of the berm and thinning of the sediments in the peripheral areas 
resulted in an 11% volume reduction. Between six and nine months after placement, the 
sediments that had previously spread into the peripheral areas were largely eroded, contributing to 
an overall 20% volume reduction. Between nine and eleven months after placement, there was an 
additional 2% volume reduction. The net area covered by the berm sediments was reduced to 
approximately 533,000 m2 [637,000 yd2] or three-quarters of the original footprint. The 
maximum elevation of the placed berm decreased by 0.6 m [2 ft] since completion to 3.1 m [10.2 
ft] at eleven months. 

At the end of the eleven month post-placement period, 67% of the original sediment 
volume was identified at Site 92 with a net decrease of 263,500 m3 [344,500 yd3], or 33% less 
than the volume identified on the completion survey. Bulk property data indicated that one-third 
of the volume change, approximately 12% of the originally placed volume, was due to dewatering 
and consolidation. The remaining two-thirds of the volume change, representing 21% of the 
original volume, was attributed to erosion of sediment from the surface of the deposit. In past 
studies of clamshell dredged and scow placed sediments, it has been found that one-third to two 
thirds of the total volumetric reduction could be attributed to either consolidation or erosion. The 
sediments placed in this operation exhibited similar amounts of consolidation and erosion as those 
placed in previous years in the northern Chesapeake Bay. 

It is recommended that future placement near site boundaries should avoid developing a 
sediment pile (lift) of similar thickness and slopes (<50H:1V [0.0200]) as those in this year's 
placement operation in deep areas such as this. Shallower slopes should be anticipated and a 
greater set-back from the site boundary identified for scow drops to minimize the potential spread 
of sediment outside of the site boundary. However, it is unlikely that any future operations in Site 
92 will result in these conditions occurring given the bathymetry at the site. Close coordination 
between CENAP, the dredging contractor, Maryland Environmental Service (MES), and MGS 
and development of a suitable site management plan will minimize the potential for spread of 
sediment outside of the site boundary and slumping events in future placement operations. 



PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Dredging of shipping channels in the northern Chesapeake Bay is routinely required to 
maintain navigational access to the Port of Baltimore. Portions of the sediment dredged from 
these operations are placed overboard, on the Bay bottom, in designated sites adjacent to the 
shipping channels. Figure 1 is a location map of the upper Chesapeake Bay showing the dredged 
navigation channels and the designated open-water placement sites. The designated sites are 
located south and east of Pooles Island, just to the west of the lower reach of the Chesapeake and 
Delaware (C&D) Canal approach channel. 

Maintenance dredging of sediment from the C&D Canal approach channel was conducted 
during the winter of 1998-1999 under contract from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Philadelphia District (CENAP) to Weeks Marine, Inc. (Invitation For Bid No. DACW61-98-B- 
0013; Contract No. DACW61-99-C-0001). Sediments were removed from the channel by 
clamshell bucket dredge and transported and placed within a designated portion of Site 92 via 
bottom-release scows. Site 92 straddles a channel known as the West Sailing Course which is 
used principally by tugs running without barges and tugs with empty or light-loaded barges. 
Placement was designed to create a sediment berm along the northeastern comer of the site within 
this channel to minimize the potential for the spread of sediment deposited in subsequent 
placement operations (Maryland Environmental Service, 1997). The final elevations for the 
placed sediment berm was not to exceed 4.27 m [14 ft] below mean low water (MLW) to allow 
for continued access by the tugs. 

The drop zone for berm construction was modified from the design presented in the Final 
Environmental Assessment (Maryland Environmental Service, 1997) and the original bid 
specifications (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District, 1998, chart number 58081). 
Based on the October 30, 1998 bathymetry, and discussions between CENAP, the contractor, and 
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS), the originally proposed drop zone was reduced in length and 
the setback from the Site 92 boundary was increased. This change was brought about in an effort 
to ensure that the berm's footprint, with anticipated side slopes of 30H: 1V [0.0333], would 
remain within the site boundary (Figure 1, inset; Figure 2). The approved placement plan called 
for the initial construction of the berm in the reconfigured zone designated as phase I. Following 
satisfactory construction of the berm, placement was to occur directly behind the berm within the 
adjoining area designated as phase II. The disposal operation plan as well as the location and 
quantity of each scow placement, or drop, is presented in the Site Management Report (Maryland 
Environmental Service, 2001). 

The contractor reported on their Daily Report of Operations (DRO) that a sediment 
volume of 833,695 m3 [1,090,367 yd3] was removed from the channel between December 23, 
1998, and March 31, 1999, and placed within the designated drop zone. CENAP reported that a 
sediment volume of 580,740 m3 [759,534 yd3] was removed from the channel. The contractor's 
dredged volume was based on the quantity of sediment placed per scow load. CENAP's dredged 
volume was based on the change between pre- and post-dredging bathymetric surveys in the 
channel and calculated as a pay volume to the authorized -41 ft depth. 



Location Map 

Figure 1.   Location of overboard disposal areas in the northern Chesapeake Bay. Site 92 was utilized 
for placement. Original drop zone is shaded. Reconfigured drop zones are designated as I and II. 
Light dotted lines indicate position of dredged shipping channels. In this operation, sediments were 
taken from the C&D Canal approach channel. 
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Studies are routinely conducted on the dredged sediments to monitor their placement 
locations, elevation changes, physical characteristics, volumes occupied, and the changes in these 
attributes over time. This document reports the studies conducted by MGS on the overboard 
placement of sediment dredged from the approach channel to the C&D Canal during the winter of 
1998-1999. The studies were fonded by the Maryland Port Administration (MPA) and CENAP 
and administered through a contract with the Maryland Environmental Service (MES). The 
specific objectives of the studies conducted by MGS were: 

(1) to evaluate pre-placement conditions at the designated placement site; 
(2) to determine the placement location, thickness, and spatial extent of the deposited dredged 

sediment and changes in these characteristics through time; 
(3) to sample the dredged sediments to determine their physical and bulk properties in the 

channel and at the placement site; 
(4) to evaluate foundation settlement underlying the placed sediments during the placement 

and post-placement periods; 
(5) to evaluate the quantity of dredged sediment present at the placement site soon after the 

completion of dredging and placement operations; 
(6) to evaluate consolidation and erosion of the placed sediments; and, 
(7) to develop a total sediment mass budget for the placement and post-placement periods. 

On site monitoring activities were conducted aboard the Maryland Department of Natural 
Resources' Research Vessel Kerhin. Field work included bathymetric surveys of the placement 
site and surrounding areas and bottom sediment sampling (Figure 2). Eleven cruises were 
required to accomplish the stated objectives. The chronology of placement and study activities 
are described in greater detail in the Methods section. 



METHODS 

Table I lists the chronology of placement and scheduled study activities. The proposed 
schedule called for bathymetric surveys prior to placement, at the completion of scow placement, 
and at one, three, six, and nine months after placement and bottom sediment coring prior to, at 
completion of, and nine months after placement. Inclement weather, ice in northern Bay, or 
vessel scheduling conflicts delayed the completion and nine month bottom sediment coring cruises 
until one month and eleven months after placement, respectively. An additional bathymetric 
survey was conducted at eleven months to coincide with bottom sediment coring. 

Table I. Chronology of placement and study activities in Site 92. 

October 19, 1998 

October 30, 1998 

bottom sediment coring prior to sediment placement 

bathymetric survey prior to sediment placement 

January 11, 1999 additional bottom sediment coring prior to sediment placement 

December 23, 1998 

March 31, 1999 

April 7, 1999 

scow placement commences 

scow placement completed 

bathymetric data for completion survey 

April 28, 1999 bottom sediment coring for completion survey 

May 6, 1999 bathymetric data for one month survey 

July 12, 1999 bathymetric data for three month survey 

September 29, 1999 

January 6, 2000 

February 21, 2000 

February 22,2000 

bathymetric data for six month survey 

bathymetric data for nine month survey 

bathymetric data for eleven month survey 

bottom sediment coring for eleven month survey 

BATHYMETRIC SURVEYING 
Data Collection 

Tracklines running northeast to southwest were established for bathymetric surveying in a 
wide area surrounding the designated drop zones (Figure 2). The spacing between tracklines was 
45 m [150 ft]. All tracklines were surveyed prior to the placement operations in order to establish 
a baseline record of the bottom depths, and as soon as possible after placement operations were 
completed in order to establish the initial spatial extent, thickness, and volume of the placed 
dredged sediment (Table I). Surveys were repeated on five other occasions to evaluate the 
bathymetric and volumetric changes of the deposit through time. 



Bathymetric data were collected using a Magnavox 300 survey-grade Differential Global 
Positioning System (DGPS) and a Furuno FCV-800 echosounder. DGPS differential corrections 
broadcast by the United States Coast Guard provided a horizontal accuracy of 2 to 5 m [7 to 16 
ft]. Horizontal position was recorded in Maryland State Plane Coordinate System (MSPCS) in 
meters based upon the North American Datum of 1983 (NAD 83). The echosounder generated 
repetitive acoustic pulses, ten soundings per second, at 198 kHz for bottom recognition. The 
acoustic wave reflected off the density gradient separating the water column from the bottom 
sediment. The reflections were then filtered and integrated within the echosounder to produce an 
accurate measurement from the transducer to the water/sediment interface every two seconds. A 
data point was collected approximately every 6 m [20 ft] along the survey tracklines. Bathymetry 
and positioning data were logged to a personal computer at a rate of one point every two 
seconds. Both the DGPS and the echosounder were checked against known horizontal and 
vertical measurements before and after each survey. 

The depth data were referenced to mean lower low water (MLLW) at the Tolchester 
Beach location for 1960-1978 National Tidal Datum Epoch. This station is maintained by 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration/ National Ocean Service (NOAA/NOS). 
MLLW is 7 cm [2.8 in] below mean low water (MLW) at Tolchester. The depth data were 
adjusted by using tide data from the tide station, recorded at six minute intervals, and subtracting 
the tide level from the bathymetric data collected during the same time interval. Incorporated into 
the tidal adjustments was a +20 minute offset from Tolchester Beach to Site 92. Quality 
Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) analyses indicated that the practical resolution of the post- 
processed bathymetric data is ± 2.5 cm [1 in]. 

Bathymetric Interpretation and Volumetric Calculations 

Bathymetric data were interpreted with Surfer, a commercially available contouring 
software package (product of Golden Software, Golden, CO). The raw data was processed using 
the Surfer's Triangulation with linear interpolation method. This method is based on the works of 
Lawson (1977), Lee and Schachter (1980), and Guibas and Stolfi (1985). A 25 m [82 ft] 
regularly spaced grid was calculated from the bathymetric data. After the regularly-spaced grids 
were created, volumes and thicknesses of the placed dredged sediments could be calculated 
between upper and lower surfaces by comparison. The vertical resolution of the isopach maps 
showing bottom elevation changes was estimated to be 0.1 m ±0.05 m [4 in ±2 in]. This 
resolution produces a range of uncertainty in the volume calculations that is a function of the area 
covered by placed sediments. Ground-truthing the isopach maps showing bottom elevation 
changes was accomplished by collecting gravity cores both within and outside the area of the 
placed sediments. 

BOTTOM SEDIMENT SAMPLING 

Bottom sediment sampling occurred prior to placement and at one month and eleven 
months after completion of placement. The sampling sites are shown in Figure 2. Bottom 
sediments were collected in 6.7 cm [2.6 in] diameter cellulose acetate butyrate (CAB) core liners 

8 



inserted into either a Benthos open-barrel gravity corer, model,2171 or a Benthos piston corer, 
model 2450. The recovered cores were trimmed at the sediment-water interface, capped, and 
returned to the laboratory for bulk property and granulometric analyses. 

In the laboratory, the sediment cores were first X-rayed in their liners using a TORR- 
MED medical X-ray unit. Prints of the X-ray images were developed using a Xerox 125 
xeroradiograph processor. X-rays of cores facilitated recognition of small-scale internal 
structures, such as clam and worm burrows or tubes, shells, and gas voids. These observations 
were used to evaluate benthic activity and identify the pre-placement bottom. On a negative 
xeroradiographic print, less dense material, such as burrows or gas voids, appear darker as 
compared to denser material, such as shells or sand, which appear lighter. 

After the cores were X-rayed, the sediment was extruded from the core liner, split along 
the axis, photographed, and described. The core was then carefully examined to identify the pre- 
and post-placement sedimentary units. Each sedimentary unit was subsequently sub-sampled in 
equal 10 cm [3.9 in] interval volumes along the entire length, homogenized into a single 
representative sample, and analyzed for water content and grain size. Analyses were conducted 
according to MGS standard techniques as outlined in Kerhin and others (1988). Samples used for 
water content analysis were divided into 15 to 20 g portions, dried at 650C, and then reweighed. 
Water content was calculated as the percentage of water weight to the total weight of wet 

sediment: 

%H2O = ( — ).100 a) 

where Ww is the weight of water, and W, is the weight of wet sediment. The water content, as 
sub-sampled from the homogenized intervals, was assumed to represent the mean water content 
present down-core in each pre- and post-placement sedimentary unit (MGS, unpublished data). 

The water content may be underestimated because of water being lost from the sediment 
during the time interval between collection and extrusion of the core. Recently placed sediments, 
contained within the core liner, exhibit a measurable amount of dewatering between the time of 
collection and analysis, resulting in compaction. The amount of water expressed from the 
sediment subsequent to collection can be calculated by measuring the change in core length prior 
to extrusion. Water contents calculated in the laboratory were corrected by assuming that this 
compaction occurred evenly throughout the thickness of the most recently placed sediment layer. 
The percent water contents reported for the samples represent corrected values. 

During collection of fine-grained sediments via open-barrel gravity coring, a significant but 
generally variable and indeterminable amount of compression (core shortening) also occurs in the 
sediment due to frictional forces against the inner wall core liner. The shortening of the collected 
sediment results from a physical thinning caused by lateral extrusion in front of the core (Weaver 
and Schultheiss, 1983; Blomqvist, 1988). Lateral thinning of sediment ahead of the retained 
sediments in the corer does not alter the water content (Halka and Panageotou, 1993). 



The precision of water content measurements was determined by calculating the relative 
standard deviation from replicate measurements made on fine-grained sediments collected at 
disposal Areas D and F in 1991 (Figure 1). For sediment samples collected and analyzed in this 
manner, the relative standard deviation for percent water content was determined to be 4.46% 
(Halka and Panageotou, 1993). The standard deviation (a) for any particular water content may 

be calculated as: 

%H20 
100   ~ ^^ (2) (7H20 = ^2^_4.46 

This function yields a plus or minus value (±) indicating the range of variability possible in water 
content for each sediment sample. 

Bulk density (pb), porosity (P), and void ratio {e) were calculated from water content 
utilizing equations (3), (4), and (5) by assuming an average grain density (ps) of 2.65 g/cm and 
saturation of voids with water of density p* = 1.0 g/cm3. This method was adopted from the 

work of Bennet and 
Wt Lambert (1971): 

Pb~Wd /2.65 + Ww 

where Wd is the weight of dry sediment. 

r_J %H20 
s ps%H20 + pw(l-%H20) (4) 

e = ^ (5) 

Vs 

where Vv is the volume of voids, and Vs is the volume of solids. 

A statistically verifiable change in mean water content over time can be used to definitively 
quantify volumetric change through time. Using a t-test, two water contents can be compared at 
a certain confidence level to determine if the values are statistically different (Davis, 1973; Ott and 
others, 1978). If the water content values are determined to be statistically different, then the 
percent volume change over a specified time interval can be calculated at the specified confidence 
level. 

The percentage of volumetric change (VA) attributable to either bulking (water-loading 
during dredging and placement) or in situ consolidation (dewatering of foundation sediments and 
post-placement sediments) was determined from the change in porosity over time. Percent 
volume change can be calculated utilizing equation (6): 
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1-p (6) 

1-Pf 

where P, is the initial 
porosity at time one, and P/is the final porosity at time two. The amount of erosion in placed 
sediments can subsequently be estimated by first calculating the total sediment volume change 
from the bathymetric analyses, and then subtracting the volume due to in situ consolidation. 

Grain size analysis involved cleaning 40 g samples in solutions of 10 percent hydrochloric 
acid and 15 percent hydrogen peroxide and subsequent rinsing with deionized water. This 
process removes soluble salts, carbonates, and organic matter that could interfere with the 
disaggregation of the individual grains. The samples were then treated with a 0.26 percent 
solution of the dispersant sodium hexametaphosphate ((NaPC^e) to ensure that individual grains 
did not reaggregate during analysis. 

The separation of sand and mud portions of the sample was accomplished by wet-sieving 
through a 4-phi mesh sieve (0.0625 mm, U.S. Standard Sieve #230). The sand fraction was dried 
and weighed. The finer silt and clay sized particles were suspended in a 1000 ml cylinder in a 
solution of 0.26 percent sodium hexametaphosphate. The suspension was agitated, and at 
specified times thereafter, 20 ml pipette withdrawals were made (Carver, 1971; Folk, 1974). 
The rationale behind this process is that larger particles settle faster than smaller ones. By 
calculating the settling velocities for different sized particles, times for withdrawal can be 
determined at which all particles of a specified size will have settled out past the point of 
withdrawal. Sampling times were calculated to permit the determination of the amount of silt (4 
phi) and clay sized (8 phi) particles in the suspension. Withdrawn samples were dried at 60oC and 
weighed. From these data, the dry weight percentages of sand, silt, and clay were calculated for 
each sample and classified according to Shepard's (1954) nomenclature (Figure 3). 

Clay 

Sand 

Figure 3. Shepard's (1954) classification of sediment types. 

11 



RESULTS 

APPROACH CHANNEL SEDIMENT PROPERTIES 

Table II summarizes the physical properties of the C&D Canal approach channel 
sediments collected on October 19, 1998, prior to any dredging. Five sediment cores were 
collected in designated maintenance areas (acceptance sections) to specified dredging depths, 
based on the bid specifications (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District, 1998). The 
cores were labeled by the acceptance section (AS) in which they were collected. The locations of 
the acceptance sections are found on the soundings chart numbers 58077, 58078, and 58079, 
dated September 4, 1998 (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District, 1998). 

1 Table II. Physical properties of C&D approach channel sediments (10/19/98). 

Core location AS-3 AS-5 AS-6 AS-7 AS-13 

Sediment thickness in core (m) 1.04 1.13 1.11 1.18 1.04 

Sand/silt/clay fraction (%) 3/55/42 3/57/40 4/58/38 4/59/37 1/57/42 

Shepard's (1954) classification clayey silt clayey silt clayey silt clayey silt clayey silt 

Water content (%) 54.1 ±2.4 58.9 ±2.6 56.0 ±2.5 55.9 ±2.5 57.3 ±2.6 

Bulk density (g/cm3) 1.40 ±0.03 1.34 ±0.03 1.38 ±0.03 1.38 ±0.03 1.36 ±0.03 

Porosity 0.758 ±0.018 0.792 ±0.018 0.771 ±0.018 0.771 ±0.018 0.780 ±0.018 

Void ratio 3.1 ±0.3 3.8 ±0.4 3.4 ±0.4 3.4 ±0.4 3.6 ±0.4 

All five sediment cores were primarily an olive gray clayey silt mud (Shepard's 1954 
classification, Figure 3). There was relatively little variation in the sand/silt/clay fractions. The 
sand content ranged from 1 to 4%, silt from 55 to 59%, and clay from 37 to 42%. Mean water 
content ranged from 54.1 to 58.9%, a range of 4.8%. The average of the mean water content 
values, 56.4%, was utilized to calculate a bulking factor for the placed sediments at the disposal 
site (see Tables X and XI in section: Volumetric Analyses - Dredged and Placement Amounts). 
The bulk property values are consistent with clayey silt muds sampled in previous years. The 
water content for dredged maintenance sediments from previous years' sampling ranged between 
53 and 62%. The average of the water content values in any given year (1991 through 1997) was 
between 56 and 59%. This variation is due to the location of the designated maintenance areas 
(acceptance sections) dredged. The long term average of all maintenance dredged sediment cores 
collected to date is 57.4%. 

Higher water content values are generally found in the upper reaches of the navigation 
channel and lower values in the lower reaches. This trend may be due to a greater shoaling rate in 
the lower reaches of the channel than the upper reaches during the spring freshet. During the 
latter months of the year, shoaling occurs at greater rates in the upper reaches as the fresh water 
flow decreases and the turbidity maximum shifts northward. Thus, the accumulated sediment in 
the lower reaches has an opportunity to dewater over a relatively longer period of time prior to 
collection than does the sediment in the upper reaches. Channel bathymetric surveys conducted 

12 



by CENAP commonly indicate that shoaling occurs first in the lower reaches, supporting this 
hypothesis (W. DePrefontaine, oral commun., 1999). 
PRE-PLACEMENT CONDITIONS 

Bathymetry 

Site 92 is approximately 934 acres in size (Maryland Environmental Service, 1997). The 
site straddles a trough known as the West Sailing Course channel between Buoy R "6" to the 
south and Buoy G '7" to the north. The western portion of former placement Area G-South is 
included within the site (Figure 1). The West Sailing Course channel is used principally by tugs 
running without barges and tugs with empty or light-loaded barges. The trough is oriented in a 
northeast to southwest direction and extends beyond the site boundary both to the northeast into 
deeper water and to the southwest into shallower water. In the northeast direction, the trough 
opens to variable bottom topography referred to as the high relief area. 

A pre-placement bathymetric survey of Site 92 was conducted on October 30, 1998 
(Figure 4). Pre-placement water depths throughout Site 92 ranged from 3.0 to 9.0 m [9.8 to 29.5 
ft]. Relatively shallower water depths, less than 5.0 m [16.4 ft], were located along the margins of 
the northwest and southeast boundary. From the northwest and southeast margins, the bottom 
sloped into the West Sailing Course channel that runs through the center of the site. Depths 
within the West Sailing Course tug channel ranged from 5.8 m [19 ft] in the southwest to 9.0 m 
[29.5 ft] in the northeast. 

Water depths in the northern half of the site, within the designated drop zone, were 
between 5.0 to 8.5 m [16.4 to 27.9 ft]. The variable topography within the northeast sector, 
characterized by irregular semi-circular contours, resulted from scow placement of up to 2.0 m 
[6.6 ft] of dredged sediment into Area G-South in 1997 (Panageotou and others, 1998). The 
southern end of the high relief area is located immediately east of this sector of the site. Water 
depths vary in the high relief area from 3.5 to 12.0 m [11.5 to 39.4 ft] over very short distances. 

Sediment Properties 

Bottom sediment coring occurred on two dates: October 19, 1998 and January 11,. 1999 
in order to characterize the pre-placement bottom sediment and establish bulk property data to 
evaluate subsequent foundation consolidation. The bottom sediments were sampled to a depth of 
0.5 m [1.6 ft] at sixteen locations throughout the northern half of the placement area (Figure 2). 
Cores 92-1 through 92-8 were collected on the former date along the center line in the originally 
configured drop zone. These sites were located along the northern and eastern margins of Site 
92. Cores 92-9 through 92-13 were collected on the latter date in the phase I drop zone. Cores 
92-14 through 92-16 were collected on the latter date in the phase II drop zone. Tables III and 
IV summarize the sediment physical properties in the upper 0.5 m [1.6 ft] of each core. 
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Site 92 
bathymetry prior to placement 

October 30,1998 
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Figure 4. Bathymetry on October 30, 1998, prior to sediment placement. Depths in meters 
(contour interval 0.5 m). Grain size distribution for foundation sediments collected on 
October 19, 1998 and January 11, 1999 is indicated. Refer to Figure 2 for identification of 
sediment core sites. 
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1 Table III. Physical properties of foundation sediments prior to placement in the original drop zone (10/19/98).           | 

1 Core location 92-1 92-2 92-3 92-4 

Sediment thickness in core (m) 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 

Sand/silt/clay fraction (%) 2/57/41 8/53/39 25/26/49 4/36/60 

Shepard's (1954) classification clayey silt clayey silt sand silt clay silty clay 

Water content (%) 58.0 ±2.6 57.6 ±2.6 57.3 ±2.6 55.4 ±2.5 

Bulk density (g/cm]) 1.35 ±0.03 1.36 ±0.03 1.36 ±0.03 1.39 ±0.03 

Porosity 0.785 ±0.018 0.783 ±0.018 0.780 ±0.018 0.767 ±0.018 

Void ratio 3.7 ±0.4 3.6 ±0.4 3.6 ±0.4 3.3 ±0.3 

n-v 5 n-i g rp -i n 8 
Sediment thickness in core (m) 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 

Sand/silt/clay fraction (%) 3/44/53 15/53/32 5/52/43 4/52/44 

Shepard's (1954) classification silty clay clayey silt clayey silt clayey silt 

Water content (%) 56.9 ±2.5 48.3 ±2.2 53.7 ±2.4 54.1 ±2.4 

Bulk density (g/cm5) 1.37 ±0.03 1.47 ±0.03 1.41 ±0.03 1.40 ±0.03 

Porosity 0.778 ±0.018 0.713 ±0.018 0.754 ±0.018 0.758 ±0.018 

Void ratio 3.5 ±0.4 2.5 ±0.2 3.1 ±0.3 3.1 ±0.3 

Table IV. Physical properties of foundation sediments prior to placement in phase I and n drop zones (1/11/99). 

Core location 92-9 92-10 92-11 92-12 

Sediment thickness in core (m) 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 

Sand/silt/clay fraction (%) 2/54/44 3/55/42 8/32/60 1/57/42 

Shepard's (1954) classification clayey silt clayey silt silty clay clayey silt 

Water content (%) 59.6 ±2.7 57.8 ±2.6 61.6 ±2.7 48.5 ±2.2 

Bulk density (g/cm3) 1.34 ±0.03 1.36 ±0.03 1.31 ±0.03 1.47 ±0.03 

Porosity 0.796 ±0.018 0.784 ±0.018 0.810 ±0.018 0.714 ±0.018 

Void ratio 3.9 ±0.5 3.6 ±0.4 4.2 ±0.5 2.5 ±0.2 

en n ni i/\ 91 15 '" 16 

Sediment thickness in core (m) 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 

Sand/silt/clay fraction (%) 2/30/68 2/53/45 9/46/45 8/34/58 

Shepard's (1954) classification silty clay clayey silt clayey silt silty clay 

Water content (%) 56.3 ±2.5 57.6 ±2.6 57.7 ±2.6 56.9 ±2.5 

Bulk density (g/cm3) 1.37 ±0.03 1.36 ±0.03 1.36 ±0.03 1.37 ±0.03 

Porosity 0.774+0.018 0.783 ±0.018 0.783 ±0.018 0.778 ±0.018 

Void ratio 3.4 ±0.4 3.6 ±0.4 3.6 ±0.4 3.5 ±0.4 

15 



The foundation sediments were predominantly banded grayish black, dark gray, or olive 
gray muddy sediments that fell into one of three categories (Shepard's 1954 classification. Figure 
3). Of the sixteen sites sampled, ten were clayey silts, five were silty clays, and one was sand-silt- 
clay (Figure 4). The natural foundation sediments in Site 92 are the clayey silt muds (Halka and 
others, 1996). For clayey silts, the sand fraction ranged from 1 to 15%, silt fraction from 46 to 
57%, and clay fraction from 32 to 45%. Water contents ranged from 48.3 to 59.6%. The silty 
clays resulted from the placement of sediments dredged from the Cutoff Angle, Swan Point, and 
Craighill Entrance channels and placed into former Area G-South in 1992-93 (Panageotou and 
Halka, 1994b). The silty clays had a sand fraction that ranged from 2 to 8%, silt fraction from 30 
to 44%, and clay fraction from 53 to 68%. Water contents ranged from 55.4 to 61.6%. The 
sand-silt-clay had a sand fraction of 25%, silt fraction of 26% and clay fraction of 49%; water 
content was 57.3%. The average of the water contents at all 16 sites was 56.1%. 

POST-PLACEMENT CONDITIONS 

Bathymetric Changes 

Figures 5 through 10 depict the post-placement bathymetry over the study period. These 
figures are presented in metric units with the contours labeled in meters. The figures are 
presented again in Appendix I in standard English units with the contours labeled in feet. The 
proposed work called for surveys to be conducted prior to placement, at the completion of 
placement, and at one, three, six, and nine months after placement. All the scheduled surveys 
were conducted; however, in addition to the scheduled nine month survey on January 6, 2000, an 
additional survey was conducted on February 21, 2000. Inclement weather and vessel scheduling 
conflicts delayed the nine month bottom sediment coring cruise until February 21, 2000. The final 
bathymetric survey, referred to as the eleven month survey, coincided with the final bottom 
sediment collection date. 

The bathymetry at the completion of placement (April 7, 1999) is presented in Figure 5. 
The placed sediments formed a berm that filled the northeast end of the trough (tug channel) 
within Site 92. This created a basin near the center of placement site. Water depths throughout 
the phase I drop zone averaged 5.0 m [16.4 ft] and ranged from a minimum of 4.6 m [15.1 ft] to a 
maximum of 5.3 m [17.4 ft]. Water depths decreased since the pre-placement survey by as much 
as 3.7 m [12.1 ft] across the area of the placed berm. The lower southeast corner of the phase I 
drop zone, where the pre-placement water depth averaged 5.0 m [16.4 ft], was not affected by 
placement. Water depths throughout the phase II drop zone were more variable than in the phase 
I drop zone, averaging 5.5 m [18 ft] and ranging from 4.7 to 6.0 m [15.4 to 19.7 ft]. Water 
depths in the phase II zone decreased since the pre-placement survey by 0.1 to 3.0 m [0.3 to 9.8 

ft]. 

Along the outside edge of the phase I drop zone, the placed sediments generally sloped to 
the north and east at an average gradient of 100H:1V [0.0100]. In one section, in the vicinity of 
northing 177,500, steeper gradients were present. In this area slopes ranged from 35H:1V 
[0.0286] to 50H:1V [0.0200]. As discussed in the Project Description section, the original plan 
for determining the phase I placement area utilized a bottom slope of 30H:1V [0.0333] for 
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Site 92 
bathymetry at completion 

April 7,1999 
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Figure 5. Bathymetry on April 7 1999, after completion of sediment placement. Depths in meters 
(contour interval 0.5 m). 
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Site 92 
bathymetry at one month 

May 6,1999 
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Figure 6. Bathymetry on May 6, 1999, one month after completion of sediment placement. 
Depths in meters (contour interval 0.5 m). Grain size distribution for placed sediments collected 
on April 28, 1999 is indicated. Refer to Figure 2 for identification of sediment core sites. 
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Site 92 
bathymetry at three months 
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Figure 7. Bathymetry on July 12, 1999, three months after completion of sediment placement. 
Depths in meters (contour interval 0.5 m). 
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Site 92 
bathymetry at six months 

September 29,1999 
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Figure 8. Bathymetry on September 29, 1999, six months after completion of sediment placement. 
Depths in meters (contour interval 0.5 m). 
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Site 92 
bathymetry at nine months 
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Figure 9. Bathymetry on January 6, 2000, nine months after completion of sediment placement. 
Depths in meters (contour interval 0.5 m). 
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Site 92 
bathymetry at eleven months 

February 21,2000 
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Figure 10. Bathymetry on February 21, 2000, eleven months after completion of sediment placement. 
Depths in meters (contour interval 0.5 m). Grain size distribution for placed sediments collected on 
Februarv 22. 2000 is indicated. Refer to Figure 2 for identification of sediment core sites. 
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calculating the set-back from the site boundary. The 30H:1V [0.0333] estimated slope was based 
on the berm design proposed in the Final Environmental Assessment (Maryland Environmental 
Service, 1997). However, slopes of this magnitude were not achieved in this placement 
operation. In the phase II drop zone the placed sediment sloped to the southwest into deeper 
water in Site 92 at a lower gradient of 200H to 300H:1V [0.0050 to 0.0033]. The shaUower 
slope in the phase II drop zone resulted from the wider distribution of the individual scow drops 
by the contractor. The completion survey indicated that the autoerized depth of4.27 m [14 ft] 
MLW depth was maintained over the entire placement area. 

The bathymetric surveys over the eleven month post-placement period showed, in general, 
a gradual deepening over both the phase I and II drop zones (Figures 6 through 10). The greatest 
increases in water depth took place over the thicker sediment deposits of the berm in the phase I 
placement area. Depths over much of the berm top were 5.0 m [16.4 ft] at the completion of 
placement (Figure 5). The 5.0 m [16.4 ft] depth contour over the berm top showed a decrease in 
size on both the one month (Figure 6) and three month (Figure 7) surveys. By the six month 
survey most of the top of the berm had a depth between 5.0 m [16.4 ft] and 5.5 m [18 ft] (Figure 
8), and the berm top remained at near this depth on both the nine and eleven month surveys 
(Figures 9 and 10). In the phase II placement area, where the deposited sediments were generally 
thinner, relatively smaller depth changes took place over the study period. Depths within this area 
largely remained between 5.5 m [18 ft] and 6.0 m [19.7 ft] on all the survey dates. 

An obvious localized change occurred on the northeast periphery of the berm between the 
completion survey (Figure 5) and the one month survey (Figure 6). The one month survey 
showed a finger-like projection of the contour lines along the steep northeast slope (at 
approximately northing 177,500 - easting 463,200). This projection extended to the northeast 
approximately 150 m [500 ft] from the original base of the berm, and protruded as far as 100 m 
[330 ft] outside the site boundary. Apparently, sediment had slumped down the berm slope where 
the initial gradient was a relatively steep 50H:1V [0.0200] and had come to rest at a lower 
gradient of 80H:1V [0.0125] sometime between the completion and the one month survey. By 
the three month survey, these projecting contours were no longer evident (Figure 7). 

The six month survey showed a continued increase in water depth over the top of the 
berm and minor changes in bathymetry over the northeast-southwest peripheral areas of the berm 
since the three month survey (Figure 8). The nine and eleven month surveys exhibited nearly 
identical bathymetries (Figures 9 and 10). Over the eleven month study period, water depths 
gradually increased over the berm by an average of 0.5 m [1.6 ft] (compare Figures 5 and 10). 
Eleven months following placement the average water depth in the phase I drop zone was 5.5 m 
[18 ft] and 6.0 m [19.7 ft] in the phase II drop zone. The resultant berm sloped to the northeast 
at a gradient of approximately 150H:1V [0.0067]. The placed sediments in the phase II drop 
zone sloped to the southwest at a gradient of 375H:1V [0.0027]. 

The extent of bathymetry changes over the study period can also be depicted as isopach 
maps created from the bathymetric data. Figures 11 through 16 depict bottom elevation changes 
that occurred between the pre-placement and each of the post-placement surveys (completion, 
one, three, six, nine, and eleven months). In these figures it is easier to delimit the areal extent of 
the bathymetric changes as well as the thicknesses of the deposited sediment. The 0.1 m [0.3 ft] 
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Figure 11. Isopach map showing change in elevation (in meters) between pre-placement 
(October 30, 1998) and completion of placement (April 7, 1999). 
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Site 92 
change in elevation between 

pre-placement and one month 
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Figure 12. Isopach map showing increase in elevation (in meters) between pre-placement 
(October 30, 1998) and one month (May 6, 1999). Refer to Figure 2 for identification of 
sediment core sites. 
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Figure 13. Isopach map showing increase in elevation (in meters) between pre-placement 
(October 30, 1998) and three months (July 12, 1999). 
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Site 92 
change in elevation between 

pre-placementand six months 
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Figure 14. Isopach map showing increase in elevation (in meters) between pre-placement 
(October 30, 1998) and six months (September 29, 1999). 
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Site 92 
change in elevation between 

pre-placement and nine months 
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Figure 15. Isopach map showing increase in elevation (in meters) between pre-placement 
(October 30, 1998) and nine months (January 6, 2000). 
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Site 92 
change in elevation between 

pre-placement and eleven months 
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Figure 16. Isopach map showing increase in elevation (in meters) between pre-placement 
(October 30, 1998) and eleven months (February 22, 2000). Refer to Figure 2 for identification 
of sediment core sites. 
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contour is presented as a bold line and delineates the minimum elevation change discernable from 
the bathymetric data. The figures are presented again in Appendix II in standard English units 
with the contours labeled in feet. 

Figure 11 presents the isopach of sediment thickness that resulted from the initial 
placement in the phase I and phase II drop zones. Sediment placement in the adjoining drop 
zones resulted in a thick contiguous deposit at the northeast end of Site 92. The initial area of 
placed sediments covered approximately 719,000 m2 [860,000 yd2]. The placed sediments 
formed a berm 1,300 m [4,300 ft] long and an average of 650 m [2,100 ft] wide. A comparison 
of Figure 11 with Figure 4 indicates that the thicker sediments were located along an axis 
stretching in a northeast-southwest direction in the center of the trough that had existed in the 
area prior to placement. The maximum deposited sediment thickness was 3.7 m [12.1 ft] in the 
phase I drop zone between northing 176,750 and 177,800, at the northeast comer of the berm. 
The placed sediments also exhibited maximum slopes at that location as indicated on Figure 5. 
Approximately 44% of the total area of placement, 315,000 m2 [377,000 yd2], had a deposited 
sediment thickness of 1.0 m [3.3 ft] or greater. 

The extension of the 0.1 m [0.3 ft] contour in both a northeast and southwest direction 
from the defined placement areas suggests that tidal currents may have spread some of the less 
consolidated sediments beyond the drop zones (Figure 11). In addition, the thick sediment pile 
(lift) created at the edge of the placement area may have contributed to the movement of sediment 
to the northeast, beyond the site boundary. As indicated in the Site Management Report 
(Maryland Environmental Service, 2001), multiple scow drops were made within the northeast 
corner of the phase I drop zone. The maximum water depths prior to placement were 8.5 m [27.9 
ft], and the bottom was elevated by as much as 3.7 m [12.1 ft] in the vicinity of northing 177,500 
creating a steep slope on the east side of berm. Sediment that was deposited during the latter 
weeks of the placement period at this location likely moved downslope on the steep embankment 
and came to rest at the base of the slope, in water depths of 8.0 to 8.8 m [26.2 to 28.9 ft], thus 
pushing the 0.1 m [0.3 ft] contour to the northeast beyond the site boundary. The resultant 0.1 m 
[0.3 ft] contour line extended a maximum distance of 100 m [330 ft] in a northeast direction. At 
the site boundary, this sediment was approximately 0.15 m [0.5 ft] thick and thinned to the north 
and east. The sediment located outside of the boundary covered an area of 23,000 m2 [28,000 
yd2] and had an approximate volume of 3,500 m3 ±2,300 m3 [4,600 yd3 ±3,000 yd3]. This 
represented less than one-half of one percent (0.4%) of the placed sediment identified at the site 
and of the volume reportedly placed by the contractor. 

One month after placement, minimal elevation changes occurred over the top of the berm; 
however, some redistribution of sediment occurred on the periphery (Figure 12). As discussed 
above, sediment along the relatively steep northeast slope had slumped northeastward appearing 
in this figure as a finger-like projection. Immediately outside of the Site 92 boundary this 
sediment mass was between 2.0 and 2.5 m [6.6 and 8.2 ft] thick, but thinned rapidly in a northeast 
direction to less than 0.5 m [1.6 ft]. In addition, some additional sediment accumulated as a thin 
layer to the northeast and southwest of the center of the deposit. This area of sediment 
accumulation was revealed by the extension of the 0.1 m [0.3 ft] isopach contour when compared 
to the completion survey one month earlier (Figure 11). Apparently, some of the less 
consolidated and easily eroded surficial sediments were transported by tidal currents and 

30 



deposited in the basin/tug channel located to the northeast and the southwest of the berm. The 
total area of the deposited sediment increased by one-fifth to 871,500 m2 [1,042,000 yd2] one 
month after placement due to this redistribution of material. 

Three months following placement, sediments swept from the berm top decreased its 
thickness somewhat and appeared to be deposited as a thin, broad deposit, less than 0.25 m [0.8 
ft] thick, in the deeper portion of the basin/tug channel (Figure 13). To the northeast, this deposit 
was present to the limits of the surveyed area and probably spread a short distance beyond. This 
accumulation covered an additional area of 400,000 m2 [478,000 yd2] in the deepest area of Site 
92. The total area covered by the placed sediments increased above that identified on the 
completion survey by two-thirds to approximately 1,200,000 m2 [1,432,000 yd2]. However, by 
this date the slumped sediment mass observed on the one month survey had been largely eroded 
away and were no longer apparent beyond the site boundary. 

The six month survey showed a continued reduction in the elevation of the berm to a 
maximum thickness of 3.4 m [11.2 ft] and some thinning of the sediments in the peripheral areas 
to the northeast and southwest (Figure 14). By the nine month survey, the sediments that had 
previously spread into the peripheral areas were no longer identifiable (Figure 15). By eleven 
months, the net area of the berm was reduced to approximately 533,000 m2 [637,000 yd2] or 
three-quarters of the original footprint (Figure 16). Approximately 44% of the total area of 
placement had a thickness of 1.0 m [3.3 ft] or greater. This was the same proportion as that 
identified at the completion of placement. The maximum thickness was reduced by 0.6 m [2 ft] 
since completion to 3.1 m [10.2 ft] at eleven months. 

The sediment that spread to the northeast portion of the tug channel between the 
completion and three month surveys was located on similar, fine-grained bottom sediment (Figure 
13). In a post-placement study of benthic organism recovery rates in Area G-West sediments, 
Scott (2000) determined that full recovery of the benthic community occurred within nine to 
twenty-one months of deposition. Similarly, post-placement studies of Areas G-Central and G- 
South indicated that the benthic community recovered to its original species composition and 
bio mass within eight to eleven months (Versar, 1994). Studies of benthic recovery rates in Area 
G-West by Dalai (1996) found that the original community may completely recover within twelve 
to twenty-four months. Although no data on benthic organisms were collected during this 
monitoring effort, these earlier studies suggest that benthic community recovery should have been 
well underway between the six and nine month surveys. By the nine month survey, when the 
spread sediment was no longer apparent due to its removal and consolidation into the existing 
bottom, recovery was likely complete or nearly complete (Figure 15). 
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Sediment Properties 

Sediment cores were scheduled for collection at completion of placement and nine months 
after placement. However as discussed in the Methods section, collection occurred on April 28, 
1999 and February 22, 2000, approximately one month and eleven months, respectively, after the 
completion of placement. Of the sixteen sites selected for sampling prior to placement (Figure 2), 
only eleven were covered by placed sediments. Eight of the covered sites were selected for 
evaluation based on a range of sediment thicknesses (Table V). Three additional sites (92-4, 92- 
5, 92-6) were sampled for ground-truthing the bathymetric surveys. The bathymetry surveys 
indicated that these sites were not covered by placed sediments. The absence of placed sediments 
within the respective cores confirmed the bathymetric data. 

In addition to sampling the placed sediments, these cores re-sampled the underlying 
foundation sediments to evaluate foundation consolidation due to the weight of the overburden. 
Tables V and VI summarize the physical properties of the placed sediments at the one month and 
eleven month collection dates. Figures 6, 10, 12, and 16 show the core locations on the 
bathymetric and isopach maps. Figure 17 exhibits cross-section profiles at the core locations 
depicting the bathymetry and the in situ placed sediment thickness at completion, one month, and 
eleven months. The sediment thicknesses listed in the tables are less than the in situ thickness due 
to core shortening (refer to Methods section). The discussion concerning bulk properties focuses 
on the results of the mean water content analyses. The other properties (bulk density, porosity, 
and void ratio), calculated from the water content, are included in the tables for completeness. 

The grain size classification at the eight sites sampled was clayey silt (Shepard's 1954 
classification. Figure 3). The placed sediments were primarily olive gray in color. The sand 
content ranged from 2 to 6%, silt from 51 to 54%, and clay from 40 to 46%. Water content 
ranged from 53.9 to 58.8%, a 4.9% variation. This variation is primarily related to the time lapse 
in the chronology of scow placement. The average of the mean water content values, 56.5%, was 
utilized to calculate a bulking factor for the placed sediments at the disposal site and for post- 
placement consolidation/erosion calculations (see Tables X and XI in section: Volumetric 
Analyses - Dredged and Placement Amounts and Table XIV in section: Volumetric Analyses 
After Placement - Consolidation and Erosion). The average placed sediment water content was 
0.1 percent greater than that of the channel sediments. Clamshell dredged sediments in the Bay 
typically undergo a volume increase of approximately 10 to 15% because of water-loading when 
placed in scows (J. Martin and R. Jackson, Great lakes Dredge & Dock Company; D. Nelson, 
Weeks Marine, Inc., personal communication). However, dewatering of the sediments during 
placement and over the one month period following placement reduced the placed sediment water 
content to nearly that measured in the channel sediments prior to dredging. 

At the time of the eleven month survey, the grain size classification at all eight sites was 
clayey silt (Table VI). The sand/silt/clay fractions were within a few percent of those collected at 
one month following placement. The placed sediments exhibited a 6.6% water content variation, 
from 50.4 to 57.0%. The sediments dewatered by an average of 2.9% over the post-placement 
study period to an average 53.6%. This value was utilized for consolidation/erosion calculations 
(see Table XIV in section: Volumetric Analyses After Placement - Consolidation and Erosion). 
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Site 92 
cross-section profiles at core locations 
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Fieure 17  West to east cross-section profiles at core locations depicting bathymetry through 
time and in situ sediment thickness at times of collection. Refer to Figure 2 for core locations. 
Horizontal coordinates are S.P.C.S., NAD 83- meters. Elevation below MLLW is m meters on 
left axis and feet on right axis. Vertical exaggeration is 50x. 
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1 Table V. Physical properties of placed sediments one month after completion of placement (4/28/99). 

Core location 92-1 92-2 92-3 92-9 

Sediment thickness in core (m) 0.80 2.75+ 2.40 0.52 

Sand/silt/clay fraction (%) 4/51/45 3/52/45 5/51/44 3/52/45 

Shepard's (1954) classification clayey silt clayey silt clayey silt clayey silt 

Water content (%) 55.1 ±2.5 55.1 ±2.5 53.9 ±2.4 58.3 ±2.6 

Bulk density (g/cm3) 1.39 ±0.03 1.39 ±0.03 1.40 ±0.03 1.35 ±0.03 

Porosity 0.765 ±0.018 0.765 ±0.018 0.756 ±0.018 0.787 ±0.018 

Void ratio 3.3 ±0.3 3.3 ±0.3 3.1 ±0.3 3.7 ±0.4 

_ 
m in rp p 9'' 13 

Sediment thickness in core (m) 1.54 2.80 0.70 0.47 

Sand/silt/clay fraction (%) 3/53/44 6/54/40 3/51/46 2/53/45 

Shepard's (1954) classification clayey silt clayey silt clayey silt clayey silt 

Water content (%) 57.0 ±2.5 55.5 ±2.5 58.8 ±2.6 58.5 ±2.6 

Bulk density (g/cm3) 1.37*0.03 1.38 ±0.03 1.35 ±0.03 1.35 ±0.03 

Porosity 0.779 ±0.018 0.767 ±0.018 0.791 ±0.018 0.789 ±0.018 

Void ratio 3.5 ±0.4 3.3 ±0.3 3.8 ±0.4 3.7 ±0.4 

+ Site 92-2 did not penetrate the full thickness of the pla :ed sediments 

Table VI. Physical properties of placed sediments eleven months after completion of placement (2/22/00). 

Core location 92-1 92-2 92-3 92-9             1 

Sediment thickness in core (m) 0.38 2.33 2.11 0.27 

Sand/silt/clay fraction (%) 4/51/45 3/52/45 4/51/44 3/52/45 

Shepard's (1954) classification clayey silt clayey silt clayey silt clayey silt 

Water content (%) 54.3 ±2.4 53.2 ±2.4 50.4 ±2.2 56.7 ±2.5 

Bulk density (g/cm3) 1.40 ±0.03 1.41 ±0.03 1.45 ±0.03 1.37 ±0.03 

Porosity 0.759 ±0.018 0.751 ±0.018 0.729 ±0.018 0.776 ±0.018 

Void ratio 3.1 ±0.3 3.0 ±0.3 2.7 ±0.3 3.5 ±0.4 

9'' 11  W43   itt-H  

Sediment thickness in core (m) 1.12 2.03 0.83 0.38 

Sand/silt/clay fraction (%) 4/53/43 6/54/40 3/51/46 2/53/45 

Shepard's (1954) classification clayey silt clayey silt clayey silt clayey silt 

Water content (%) 53.4 ±2.4 52.6 ±2.3 51.0*2.3 57.0*2.5 

Bulk density (g/cm3) 1.41*0.03 1.42 ±0.03 1.44*0.03 1.37 ±0.03 

Porosity 0.752 ±0.018 0.746 ±0.018 0.734 ±0.018 0.779 ±0.018 

Void ratio 3.0 ±0.3 2.9 ±0.3 2.8 ±0.3 3.5 ±0.4 
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DISCUSSION 

Consolidation of Foundation Sediments 

Dewatering of the foundation sediments is expected to occur through time and result in 
some consolidation after placement. Without accounting for foundation consolidation, the placed 
sediment volumes determined through the bathymetric surveys may be underestimated. 
Therefore, foundation consolidation was evaluated and included in the calculations to derive the 
most accurate volumes possible. 

The depth to which foundation consolidation is affected by the overburden of placed 
sediments is unknown. This study evaluated the upper 0.5 m [1.6 ft] foundation layer because 
this was the estimated maximum thickness that the coring device could penetrate through placed 
sediments and recover pre-placement foundation sediments. Poindexter-Rollings (1990) 
determined that foundation consolidation should be greatest in the upper portion of the underlying 
sediment column. Based on that research, it was assumed that if minimal foundation 
consolidation was identified in the upper 0.5 m [1.6 ft] layer, then it was likely consolidation was 
negligible below this level. 

Tables III and IV list the physical properties of the foundation sediments within Site 92 
sampled prior to placement. Tables VII and VIII list the properties of the foundation sediments at 
one month and eleven months after completion of placement. At coring location 92-2, the placed 
sediments were not fully penetrated during post-placement sampling; therefore, foundation 
sediments were not recovered. Table IX summarizes the change in mean water content values 
over the three sampling periods at the remaining seven sites affected by the overburden of placed 
sediments. 

| Table VII. Physical properties of foundation sediments one month after completion of placement (4/28/99). 

Core location 92-1 92-2 92-3 92-9 

Sediment thickness in core (m) 0.50 n/a 0.50 0.50 

Sand/silt/clay fraction (%) 2/53/45 12/28/60 1/50/49 

Shepard's (1954) classification clayey silt silty clay clayey silt 

Water content (%) .  56.1 ±2.5 57.8 ±2.6 57.7 ±2.6 

Bulk density (g/cm3) 1.38 ±0.03 1.36 ±0.03 1.37*0.03 

Porosity 0.772+0.018 0.784 ±0.018 0.783 ±0.018 

Void ratio 3.4 ±0.4 3.6 ±0.4 3.6 ±0.4 
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Table VII continued. Physical properties of foundation sediments one month after completion of placement).            | 

Core location 92-10 92-11 92-12 92-13 

Sediment thickness in core (m) 0.50 0.50 0.50                       0.50 

Sand/silt/clay fraction (%) 4/53/43 5/45/50 1/58/41                   1/50/49 

Shepard's (1954) classification clayey silt silty clay clayey silt               clayey silt 

Water content (%) 53.6 ±2.4 50.3 ±2.2 50.2 ±2.2               49.3 ±2.2 

Bulk density (g/cm3) 1.42 ±0.03 1.46 ±0.03 1.46 ±0.03               1.47 ±0.03 

Porosity 0.754 ±0.018 0.729 ±0.018 0.727 ±0.018          0.720+0.018 

Void ratio 3.1 ±0.3 2.7 ±0.3 2.7 ±0.2                  2.6 ±0.2 

Table VIII. Physical properties of foundation sediments at eleven months (2/22/00). 

Core location 92-1 92-2 92-3 92-9 

Sediment thickness in core (m) 0.50 n/a 0.50 0.50 

Sand/silt/clay fraction (%) 3/58/39 17/29/54 5/51/44 

Shepard's (1954) classification clayey silt silty clay clayey silt 

Water content (%) 57.8 ±2.6 58.4 ±2.6 56.7 ±2.5 

Bulk density (g/cm3) 1.36 ±0.03 1.35 ±0.03 1.37 ±0.03 

Porosity 0.784 ±0.018 0.788 ±0.018 0.776 ±0.018 

Void ratio 3.6 ±0.4 3.7 ±0.4 3.5 ±0.4 

o-t  in 9-1 11 9'' 13  93-H  

Sediment thickness in core (m) 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 

Sand/silt/clay fraction (%) 4/53/43 5/51/44 2/50/48 3/43/54 

Shepard's (1954) classification clayey silt clayey silt clayey silt silty clay 

Water content (%) 55.4 ±2.5 54.2 ±2.4 50.8 ±2.3 52.7 ±2.3 

Bulk density (g/cm3) 1.38 ±0.03 1.40 ±0.03 1.44 ±0.03 1.42 ±0.03 

Porosity 0.767 ±0.018 0.758 ±0.018 0.733+0.018 0.747 ±0.018 

| Void ratio 3.3 ±0.3 3.1 ±0.3 2.7 ±0.3 2.9 ±0.3 
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| Table IX. Change in foundation sediment water content values through time'.                                                         | 

site 92-1 site 92-2 site 92-3 site 92-9 

olacement oeriod 
change in water content between pre- 

placement (10/19/98 & 1/11/99) and one 
month after placement (4/28/99) 

-1.9 n/a +0.5 -1.9 

site 92-10 site 92-11 site 92-12 site 92-13 

-4.2 -11.3 +1.7 -7.0 

Dost-placement period 
change in water content between one month 
after placement (4/28/99) and eleven months 

after placement (2/22/00) 

site 92-1 site 92-2 site 92-3 site 92-9 

+1.7 n/a +0.6 -1.0 

site 92-10 site 92-11 site 92-12 site 92-13 

+1.8 +3.9 +0.6 +3.4 

J' Positive values indicate an increase in water content. Negative values indicate a decrease in water content. 

No trend was immediately evident from the data. The change in foundation sediment 
water content values over the sampling periods varied significantly from site to site (Table IX). In 
most cases, the change in the mean water content values fell within the uncertainty range of the 
water content measurements. The variations resulted from factors including the overlying 
thickness of the placed sediments, the porosity and permeability of the foundation sediments, and 
sampling and analytical errors. 

An average of the mean water content measurements from the multiple cores was 
calculated at pre-placement, at one month after completion, and at eleven months. The average of 
the foundation sediment water content prior to placement was 57.0% ±3.8%. At one month after 
completion of placement, the average water content was to 53.6% ±3.4%. A reduction of 3.4% 
occurred between pre-placement and one month after placement. At eleven months after 
placement, the average water content was to 55.1% ±2.6%, an increase of 1.5% over the post- 
placement period. 

Statistical analyses were run on the data (t-test) to determine if the change in foundation 
sediment water content values over the sampling periods was definitively quantifiable. The first 
test demonstrated that change in foundation sediment water content values between pre- 
placement and one month was statistically significant (at 90% confidence level). Therefore, 
foundation consolidation occurred over this period. The 3.4% decrease in the average water 
content values over the placement period equated to a 10% volumetric reduction in the 
foundation sediments throughout the area. Assuming uniform settling throughout the 0.5 m [1.6 
ft] foundation, 5 cm [2 in] of sediment consolidation occurred. A change of this magnitude 
increased the calculated volume of placed sediment by 36,000 m3 [47,000 yd3]. A second test 
demonstrated that the change in foundation sediment water content values between one month 
and eleven months was not statistically significant (at 99% confidence level). Therefore, no 
quantifiable consolidation occurred after one month of completion of placement. 
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In three previous studies of foundation consolidation at Area G-West, a 4 and 5% 
volumetric change occurred in the foundation sediments over the placement period, and a 2 and 
4% volumetric change occurred over the post-placement period (Panageotou and others, 1997, 
1998; Panageotou, 1999). The relatively greater amount of foundation consolidation during 
placement at Site 92 may be due to a much thicker pile (lift) of placed sediments in this operation. 
In Area G-West, maximum thicknesses of placed sediments were generally between 1.5 and 2 m 
[5 and 6.5 ft] in comparison to 3.5 m [11 ft] at Site 92. Another factor may be the one month 
delay in collecting the Site 92 completion cores. This would have the effect of reducing the 
volume change over the post-placement period by adding that amount into the placement period 
calculations. 

Volumetric Analyses - Dredged and Placement Amounts 

The study evaluated the quantity of dredged sediment present at the placement site soon 
after the completion of dredging and placement operations. CENAP and the contractor both 
provided estimates of the quantity of dredged sediment. In this year's operation, there were 
differences in the reported quantity dredged. This is not unusual given the variations in 
measurement techniques for large volumes of sediment and water. CENAP reported a "pay 
yardage" sediment volume of 580,740 m3 [759,534 yd3] was dredged from the channel. The 
contractor reported on their Daily Report of Operations (DRO) that a sediment volume of 
833,695 m3 [1,090,367 yd3] was dredged from the channel. The contractor's dredged volume 
was 252,955 m3 [330,833 yd3] or 44% more than CENAP. 

The reported dredged volumes in conjunction with bulk property and bathymetric data 
collected by MGS were used to estimate the change in sediment volume at completion of 
placement operations. During mechanical excavation, scow loading, and bottom placement 
operations, dredged sediment is initially bulked to a greater volume than the in situ volume due to 
water-loading (Dortch and others, 1990, Poindexter-Rollings, 1990, Palermo and others, 1990). 
However, deficit of sediment is expected at completion of placement operations. This deficit 
results from the following processes: (1) consolidation of the placed sediment during the 
placement period, (2) suspended sediment loss in primary turbidity plumes during dredging and 
placement, and (3) erosion of placed sediment during the placement period. The completion 
bathymetric survey was conducted seven days after the final day of placement. Additional 
consolidation and erosion occurred in the seven day interval between the completion of placement 
and the completion survey. 

The volumetric analyses is presented in both cubic meters (Table X) and cubic yards 
(Table XI). The expected volume at the placement site (column e) was determined by multiplying 
a derived bulking ratio (column d) by the reported volume of dredged sediments (column a).. The 
expected volume (column e) was rounded off to the nearest 500 m3 [500 yd3]. The bulking ratio 
is a function of the change in porosities (equation 6, Methods section) which are calculated from 
the mean water contents of the dredged channel sediments (column b) and the placed sediments 
(column c). The percent water content of the C&D Canal approach channel sediments (column b) 
was the calculated average of five sediment cores coUected on October 19, 1998 in areas where 
maintenance dredging was to occur (Table II). The percent water content of the placed sediments 
in Site 92 (column c) was the calculated average of eight cores coUected on April 28, 1999, one 
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month after completion of placement (Table V). The standard deviation (a) for each water 
content average is shown as the ± component of the water content in columns b and c. The 
volume of sediment identified at the placement site (column/) was calculated on the basis of 
bathymetric measurements. The ± component in column/reflects the possible range in the 
volume of sediment identified. The ranges are shown for completeness. 

Table X. Comparison of bulk property and volumetric data in < :ubic meters using CENAP' s and contractor's (DRO) 

reported volume dredged. 

(a) 00 (c) (d) (e) (/) (8) (A) 
expected volume of volume volume 

bulking volume of sediment difference difference 
% water % water ratio from sediment identified identified identified 

reported content of content of water at at at at 

volume channel placed content placement placement placement placement 

dredged sediment sediment data site (m3) site (m3) site (m3) site (%) 

m [range] [range] [range] [range] [range] [range] [range] 

580,500 +211,500 +36 
C 
E 580,740 [528,500 [+74,500 [+12 
N to 792,000 to to 

A 
P 

56.4 ±1.6 

[54.8 

56.5 ±1.6 

[54.9 

1.00 

[0.91 

644,500] ±73,000 

[719,000 

+336,500] +64] 

to to to 833,500 to -41,500 -5 
D 58.0] 58.1] 1.11] 865,000] 
R 833,695 [758,500 [-206,500 [-22 
O to 

925,500] 
to 

+106,500] 
to 

+ 14] 

Table XI. Comparison of bulk property and volumetric in cubic yards data 

  

using CENAP' s and contractor's (DRO) 

reported volume dredged. 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (/) (8) (h) 
bulking volume of volume volume 

ratio expected sediment difference difference 
% water % water from volume of identified at identified identified 

reported content of content of water sediment at placement at at 

volume channel placed content placement site (yd3) placement placement 

dredged sediment sediment data site (yd3 [range] site (yd3) site (%) 

(yd3) [range] [range] [range] [range] [range] [range] 

759,500 +276,000 +36 

C 
E 759,534 [691,000 [+97,500 [+12 

N to to to 

A 56.4 ±1.6 56.5 ±1.6 1.00 843,000] +439,500] +64] 

P 
[54.8 [54.9 [0.91 

1,035,500 
±95,000 

to to to 1,090,500 -55,000 -5 

D 58.0] 58.1] 1.11] [940,500 
R 1,090^67 [992,000 to [-270,000 [-22 

O to 
1,210,500] 

1,130,500] to 
+138,500] 

to 
+ 14] 

39 



After the completion of placement, the volume of placed sediment identified at Site 92 was 
792,500 m3 ±73,000 m3 [1,035,500 yd3 ±95,000 yd3]. This represented an excess of 211,500 m3 

[276,000 yd3] or 36% utilizing the CENAP reported dredged volume, and a deficit of 41,500 m3 

[55,000 yd3] or 5% using the contractor's reported volume. Based on the total volume of 
sediment identified and discussions with CENAP personnel, the volume that CENAP reported 
dredged may be an underestimate. It was reported that the CENAP volume was calculated as a 
pay yardage volume to the -41 ft depth (W. DePrefontaine, oral commun., 2000). The volume 
that the contractor reports is a gross quantity that often includes dredging below the -41 ft depth, 
and thus is probably a more valid volume. The volumetric deficit of 41,500 m3 [55,000 yd3] or 
5%, calculated from the volume the contractor reported dredged, is a reasonable approximation 
of the sediment loss from scow placement in Site 92. 

It should be noted that because of the lapse in time between the completion survey (seven 
days) and the collection of the cores (one month), the effect of consolidation on the sediment 
volume change could only be roughly estimated. The bulking ratio of 1.00 (Tables X and XI, 
column d), is lower than typically determined in sediment cores collected within one week of 
completion of placement. In order to more accurately estimate the effect of consolidation on the 
volume change near the time of completion , a bulking ratio of 1.04 could be used (Panageotou, 
1999). This bulking ratio, calculated from cores collected three days after placement from last 
year's scow placement study, would yield a volumetric deficit of 9% near the time of completion 
of placement rather than 5%. This loss is in line with previous studies of scow placed sediments 
in the Pooles Island area. There was an estimated 3 to 8% sediment volume loss for the berm 
construction at Area G-West in 1994 (Halka and others, 1995). In 1996-97, there was a 6% loss 
for the berm maintenance at Area G-West and an 11% loss from placement in Area G-South 
(Panageotou and others, 1998). In 1997, there was a 14% loss from scow placement in Area G- 
West (Panageotou, 1999). 

Consolidation of Placed Sediments 

The study evaluated dewatering and consolidation trends within the placed sediments 
during the post-placement period. Mean water content was determined for the entire placed 
sediment column and for every 10 cm [3.9 in] interval in the collected cores. The mean water 
content data for the 10 cm [3.9 in] intervals were averaged and grouped into four equal quarter 
intervals: upper, upper middle, lower middle, and lower. The mean water content measurements 
for each core and the corresponding percent volume changes through time due to dewatering and 
consolidation are presented in Table XII. 
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Table XII. Percent mean water content and corresponding percent volume change through time at each site. 

core location section of placed sediments one month eleven months percent volume change 

92-1 

upper 

entire sediment 
column 

56.7 

55.1 

56.7 

54.3 

0 

-2 
upper middle 55.4 53.8 -2 

lower middle 57.0 53.5 -10 

lower 56.8 52.2 -13 

92-2 

upper 

entire sediment 
column 

56.6 

55.1 

54.3 

53.2 

-7 

-6 
upper middle 56.9 53.0 -11 

lower middle 55.0 52.6 -7 

lower 52.0 52.0 0 

92-3 

upper 

entire sediment 
column 

58.1 

53.9 

51.2 

50.4 

-19 

-10 
upper middle 56.4 50.5 -16 

lower middle 53.3 48.1 -14 

lower 51.9 49.5 -7 

92-9 

upper 

entire sediment 
column 

59.0 

58.3 

56.4 

56.7 

-8 

-5 
upper middle 58.1 56.4 -5 

lower middle 57.6 56.4 -4 

lower 57.4 55.8 -5 

92-10 

upper 

entire sediment 
column 

58.7 

57.0 

52.8 

53.4 

-17 

-11 
upper middle 57.7 50.0 -21 

lower middle 55.3 51.1 -12 

lower 54.6 52.7 -6 

92-11 

upper 

entire sediment 
column 

57.7 

55.5 

53.7 

52.6 

-12 

-8 
upper middle 57.1 53.3 -11 

lower middle 53.3 53.6 + 1 

lower 51.6 51.9 + 1 

92-12 

upper 

entire sediment 
column 

62.8 

58.8 

52.3 

51.0 

-29 

-21 
upper middle 60.2 51.5 -24 

lower middle 54.4 49.0 -15 

lower 55.6 48.6 -19 

92-13 

upper 

entire sediment 
column 

61.2 

58.5 

59.7 

57.0 

-5 

-5 
upper middle 57.9 57.5 -1 

lower middle 57.1 56.0 -3 

lower 56.4 54.6 -5 
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At seven of the eight sites, mean water contents measured for the entire sediment column 
over the post-placement period decreased by 0.8 to 3.6%. The corresponding volume reductions 
attributed to dewatering ranged from 2 to 11%. At core location 92-12, a large decrease in water 
content over the post-placement period (7.8%) was recorded, with a correspondingly large 
decrease in volume (21%). The site to site variations at the other locations are related to the 
initial sediment thicknesses (Table V). In locations where the initial thickness was less than 1 rn 
[3.3 ft] (92-1, 92-9, 92-13), the volume reduction from dewatering ranged from 2 to 5%. In 
locations where the initial thickness was 1 to 3 m [3.3 to 9.8 ft] (92-2, 92-3, 92-10, 92-11), the 
volume reduction from dewatering ranged from 6 to 11%. It is believed that the water content 
decrease at core location 92-12 is anomalous because a change this great has not been 
documented in previous studies of scow placed sediments in the northern Chesapeake Bay 
(Panageotou and others, 1998; Panageotou, 1999) and is inconsistent with the changes observed 
in the other core locations during this study. 

Water contents measured for the quarter intervals over the post-placement period 
exhibited much variation from site to site. The corresponding volume reductions attributed to 
dewatering through time did not demonstrate a clear trend. At each site, the interval water 
content data generally decreased with depth at both sampling periods. The placed sediments at 
one month generally exhibited a greater range in water content between the upper and lower 
intervals than at eleven months. At one month, the upper two intervals had an average water 
content that was 3.2% greater than the lower two intervals. At eleven months, the difference was 
1.5%. The data demonstrated that consolidation occurred rapidly within the lower most 
sediments during the placement period because of the initial applied overburden and self-weight 
consolidation. During the post-placement period, further dewatering and volumetric reduction 
occurred at a relatively greater rate in the upper most sediments. 

The average of the mean water contents and corresponding volumetric changes through 
time, for the entire sediment column and the quarter sections, is listed in Table XIII. The site to 
site variations in Table XII are smoothed out when averaged. Averaging the data provides the 
best estimate of dewatering and consolidation trends over the post-placement period. 

1  
Table XIII. Average of the mean water contents and corresponding volumetric changes through time for entire 

| sediment column and quarter sections. 

section of placed sediments 
averaged % water 

content at one month 
averaged % water 

content at eleven months 
averaged % volume 

change 

upper 

entire 
sediment 
column 

58.9 ±1.9 

56.5 ±1.7 

54.6 ±2.5 

53.6 ±2.1 

-13 

-9 

upper middle 57.5 ±1.2 53.3 ±2.3 -12 

lower middle 55.4 ±1.5 52.5 ±2.7 -8 

lower 54.5 ±2.1 52.2 ±2.1 -6 
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The average of the mean water content data one month after completion was 56.5% for 
the entire placed sediment column and 58.9, 57.5, 55.4, and 54.5%, respectively, for the down 
core quarter sections. Clayey silt sediments with water contents of approximately 55 to 60% 
typically have a consistency of slightly soft to slightly firm mud. The average of the mean water 
content data at eleven months was 53.6% for the entire placed sediment column and 54.6, 53.3, 
52.5, and 52.2% for the down core quarter sections. Sediments with water contents in the 50 to 
55% range typically have a consistency of slightly firm to firm mud. The change in the average of 
the mean water content values over the post-placement period was -3.0% for the entire placed 
sediment column and -4.3, -4.2, -2.9, and -2.0% for the down core quarter sections. 

A t-test was used to determine if a change in placed sediment water content values 
occurred over the post-placement period. The test demonstrated that change in placed sediment 
water content values between one month and eleven months, in the quarter intervals and the entire 
placed sediment column, was statistically significant at 95% confidence level. Therefore, 
consolidation occurred over this period. The 3% decrease in the average water content values 
over the placement period equated to a 9% volumetric reduction in the placed sediments 
throughout the area. 

The measured change in water content values equated to a 9% volumetric reduction for 
the entire placed sediment column and 13, 12, 8, and 6% for the down core quarter sections. This 
data suggests that consolidation occurs initially in the lower half during the placement period and 
subsequently in the upper half during the post-placement period. 

Clayey silt sediments previously placed in Area G West, both hydraulically and from 
scows, generally had water contents that ranged from approximately 50 to 55%, six months to a 
year after placement (Halka and others, 1995, Panageotou and others, 1996, 1997, 1998, 
Panageotou, 1999). These and previous studies at nearby sites determined that placed sediments 
consolidate at a relatively rapid rate during the first two months after completion, at a more 
gradual rate between two and six months, and even more gradually thereafter (Panageotou and 
Halka, 1989, 1994b). In some cases, these sediments served as the foundation for subsequent 
placements. Recent foundation consolidation studies at G-West demonstrated that additional 
consolidation occurred due to the overburden of placed sediments (Panageotou and others, 1997, 
1998, Panageotou, 1999). After burial, foundation sediment water contents were in the upper 
40% to lower 50% range. The additional consolidation resulted in further volume reductions of 6 
to 9%. 

Naturally deposited, clayey silt bottom sediments in nearby areas of non-placement, such 
as the southeast section of Area G-East, exhibited water contents in the upper 40% range (Halka 
and others, 1996). Placed sediments dewatering to this degree either require burial or a time 
frame that exceeds the monitoring studies. A sediment core collected four years after placement 
in Area F had a mean water content of 51% (MGS, unpublished data). The buried sediments with 
water contents in the upper 40% range have always been gas-charged. Salem and Krizek (1973) 
determined that gas-charged sediments may counteract further consolidation; therefore, water 
contents in this range represent the limit of consolidation at depths encountered in these studies. 
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Volumetric Analyses After Placement - Consolidation and Erosion 

The volumetric reductions that occur after placement result from both consolidation due 
to dewatering and erosion of sediment from the surface of the deposit. The reduction in sediment 
volume due to consolidation can be estimated from changes in the water content over time. The 
amount of erosion can be estimated by first calculating the total sediment volume change from the 
bathymetric data and then subtracting the volume change determined to be due to consolidation. 

Table XIV, columns a-d, summarize the mean volumes estimated to be present at the 
completion of placement and at one, three, six, nine, and eleven months after placement. Column 
e is the percent cumulative volume change over time adjusted for foundation consolidation. The 
associated volumetric changes attributed to consolidation and erosion were estimated from the 
sediment core data collected on the one month and eleven month after completion survey dates 
and are presented in columns/-./. 

Table XIV. Volumetric analyses of placed sediments through time. 

1 Bathymetric analyses and associated volumetric changes.                                                                                        1! 

(a) 
survey 

(6) 
survey date 

(c) 
measured volume present 

(yd3) 

(d) 
measured volume present 

(m3) 

(e) 
cumulative volume 

change(%) 

completion 4/7/99 1,035,500+95,000 792,000±73,000 0 

one month 5/6/99 1,048,500±115,500 802,000±88,500 +1 

three month 7/12/99 1,045,500±158,000 799,500±120,500 +1 

six month 9/29/99 922,500± 145.500 705,000+111,500 -11 

nine months 1/6/00 717,000±73,000 548,000±56,000 -31 

eleven months 2/21/00 691,000±72,500 528,500±55,500 -33 

Water content anal 

survey 

«es and associ 
(s) 

sampling 
date 

Ued volumetric changes. 
w 

average % 
water content 

(0 
% mean volume change 

due to consolidation 
[range] 

0) • 
% mean volume 
change due to 

erosion [range] 

one month 4/28/99 56.5±1.7 0 0 

eleven months 2/22/00 53.6+2.1 -9 [0 to -9] -24 [-14 to-33] 

The underlying assumption in estimating consolidation and erosion is that the recovered 
sediment accurately reflects the water content of the in situ sediment. Water makes up a 
relatively large proportion of the bottom sediments by volume, and relatively small differences in 
the calculated water contents can result in large volume differences. This can affect the analyses 
in two ways. First, in recently placed sediments, water contents are at their highest and 
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dewatering occurs very rapidly. Because the water contents are at their highest levels, the effect 
of small water content variations on the volumetric change analyses is greatly magnified in the 
early stages of dewatering. Calculating dewatering rates over periods of less than approximately 
three months has yielded ambiguous results in previous studies conducted by MGS (Panageotou 
and Halka, 1994a; 1994b). Secondly, there exists variability in the water content values over the 
site. The standard deviation (o) of mean water content measurements is shown as the ± 
component of the water contents reported in column h. The values reported for consolidation 
(column 0 and erosion (column;) in brackets indicate the possible range in the volumetric 
analyses. The mean water content value represents the best approximation of the consolidation 
changes occurring in the sediments over the longer term. 

The volumes calculated for the one month and three month surveys are 1% greater than 
the volume calculated to be in place on the completion survey. The six month survey showed a 
net decrease in sediment volume of 87,000 m3 [113,000 yd3] or 11% less than the volume 
calculated to be in place on the completion survey. The nine and eleven month surveys showed a 
net decrease in volume of 244,000 m3 [318,500 yd3] or 31% and 263,500 m3 [344,500 yd3] or 
33%, respectively. 

In general, it is expected that the placed sediment volume should decrease through time; 
however, the volume remained relatively constant over the three month period following 
placement. The 1% increase in the calculated volumes, 10,000 m3 [13,000 yd3] at one month and 
7,500 m3 [10,000 yd3] at three months are within the uncertainty range of the bathymetric 
calculations. Two past studies of scow placed sediments in Area G-West indicated a decrease in 
sediment volume over this time-frame. Panageotou and others (1998) calculated a 10% volume 
reduction after three months in the G-West berm maintenance operation in 1996-97 and 
Panageotou (1999) calculated a 10% volume reduction after one month for scow placed sediment 
in 1997-98. In contrast, Halka and others (1995) found that the sediment volume of the G-West 
berm constructed in 1994 remained constant over the first four months following placement. 
Given that the sediment volume is anticipated to decrease over time, but did not during the first 
three months following placement, the thickness and extent of the sediment spread to the 
northeast and southwest that are shown on Figure 13 is questionable. The material shown in 
these areas would have contributed to the total volume calculated from the bathymetric 
comparisons, and may have resulted in the 1% increase in volume. By three months after 
placement, the area of the placed sediments increased by two-thirds, as shown on Figure 13, 
primarily as a relatively thin layer of sediment (<0.25 m [0.8 ft]). It is possible that during the 
spring months after placement, currents enhanced by the spring freshet and storm events 
promoted erosion from the newly deposited berm with deposition to the northeast or southwest in 
the trough depending on tidal current direction. However, the volume increase suggests that this 
result may be slightly overstated. 

Between three and six month after placement, a reduction in the elevation of the berm and 
thinning of the sediments in the peripheral areas resulted in an 11% volume reduction. During 
these summer months, (July through September), relatively quiescent flow and weather conditions 
resulted in little redistribution of the sediment. Between six and nine months after placement, the 
sediments that apparently had spread into the peripheral areas were eroded or reduced in 
thickness below the limits of bathymetric resolution. This resulted in the greatest volumetric 
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reduction during the study period, an additional 20%. The area covered by dredged sediments 
was reduced to approximately 75% of the original footprint. This period coincided with the fall 
and winter months when strong wind generated currents from storms, such as northeasters, are 
common and the erosion potential is at its greatest. 

At the end of the eleven month post-placement period, 67% of the original sediment 
volume remained was identified with a net decrease of 263,500 m3 [344,500 yd3], or 33% less 
than the volume identified on the completion survey. During the period between one and eleven 
months after placement, the average sediment water content decreased 2.9%, from 56.5 to 53.6% 
(Table XIII). This equated to a 9% volume reduction due to dewatering and consolidation. The 
remainder of the volume change, 24%, was attributed to erosion. Thus, approximately one- 
quarter of the mean volumetric reduction was from consolidation and three-quarters from erosion. 
However, as noted above, there was a lapse in time between the completion survey (seven days) 
and the collection of the cores (one month) for the completion survey. Due to this lapse in time, 
dewatering and consolidation of the sediments in the month following completion resulted in 
some of the volume deficit being erroneously attributed to erosion. Using the average water 
content from last year's scow placement, 57.8%, from sediment cores collected three days after 
placement (Panageotou, 1999), there would be a volumetric reduction due to dewatering and 
consolidation of 12%. Thus, erosion would account for 21%. In this case, one-third of the mean 
volumetric change was from consolidation and two-thirds from erosion. This scenario is more 
probable. In past studies of clamshell dredged and scow placed sediments, it has been found that 
one-third to two thirds of the total volumetric reduction could be attributed to either 
consolidation or erosion. (Panageotou and Halka,1993, 1994a, 1994b, Panageotou and others, 
1998). 

Sediment Mass Budget 

A sediment mass budget estimates the movement of sediment mass from the placement 
site during the placement and post-placement periods, which can be recorded as a loss of material. 
Sediment loss occurs due to transport of suspended sediment in turbidity plumes during 

placement and resuspension and erosion of the deposited sediments after placement. The effects 
of consolidation and interstitial water loss are not included in the analysis. Whereas volumetric 
data (cubic meters or cubic yards) allows for site capacity calculations and provides ready 
comparison to the reported channel sediment volumes dredged, sediment mass calculations 
(metric tons or tonnes) allow for comparison with sediment input information available from other 
studies conducted in the Chesapeake Bay. Primary sources of sediment input into the upper Bay 
are from the Susquehanna River and shoreline erosion. A discussion of sediment input into the 
upper Bay in relation to a sediment mass budget resulting from the 1994-95 dredging and 
placement operations was presented in Panageotou and others (1996). 

Sediment mass is calculated by multiplying the weight of the solids determined from the 
bulk property analysis by the volume of placed sediment. A metric ton (tonne) is equal to 1,000 
kilograms (2,205 pounds). Table XV summarizes the sediment mass calculated from the reported 
volumes dredged and the sediment mass identified at the completion and eleven month 
bathymetric surveys. The sources of the sediment mass values are listed. As discussed earlier, 
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there was a difference in the dredged volume reported by CENAP and the contractor in this year's 
operation. Therefore, both of the reported volumes were used and compared to determine the 
sediment mass dredged from the channel. Also, as noted above, there was a lapse in time between 
the completion survey (seven days) and the collection of cores (one month) for the completion 
survey. Due to this lapse in time, it is necessary to back calculate the bulk property for the 
completion cores. This was done using the average water content from last year's scow 
placement as discussed in the Volumetric Analyses After Placement - Consolidation and Erosion 
section. 

TableXV. Sediment mass for dredging and placement operations and post-placement period. 

source metric tonnes 

sediment mass dredged 
CENAP 347,300 

contractor 498,600 

sediment mass identified at completion MGS 452,900 

sediment mass identified at eleven months MGS 345,100 

Table XVI presents the differences in sediment mass between the reported tonnes dredged 
and the tonnes identified at Site 92 on the completion survey, for the interval between the 
completion and eleven month surveys, and for the eleven month survey. The loss of sediment 
mass at eleven months accounts for sediment transported as suspended material from Site 92 
during both the placement and post-placement period. 

Table XVI. Deficit/surplus in sediment mass in tonnes and percentage.                                                                      | 

source CENAP contractor 

at completion reported dredged/MGS +105,600   (+30%) -45,700   (-9%) 

completion to eleven months MGS -107,800   (-24%) 

at eleven months reported dredged/MGS -2,200   (-1%) -153,500   (-31%) 

At the completion survey, there was a 9% deficit of sediment mass (-45,700 tonnes) 
identified at the site using the contractor's dredged volume and a 30% surplus (+105,600 tonnes) 
using the CENAP dredged volume. Over the post-placement period, MGS calculated an 
additional 24% loss (-107,800 tonnes) from resuspension and erosion processes. Over both the 
placement and post-placement periods, there was an overall 31% reduction of sediment mass (- 
153,500 tonnes) identified at site using the contractor's dredged volume and a 1% reduction (- 
2,200 tonnes) using the CENAP dredged volume. As previously noted, the pay yardage volume 
that CENAP reported dredged is underestimated, and the gross yardage volume that the 
contractor reported is probably more valid. 

The average annual input of fine-grained sediment from shoreline erosion and the 
Susquehanna River to the upper Bay (during years without major floods) has been estimated at 
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1,446,000 tonnes (see Panageotou and others, 1996). This year's dredging operation involved 
the movement of 498,600 tonnes of sediment mass from the C&D approach channel to Site 92. 
By the end of the monitoring period, 153,500 tonnes were estimated to have been transported 
from Site 92 and dispersed by prevailing currents over the upper Bay. The sediment mass 
dispersed over the upper Bay represents 11% of the average annual input of fine-grained sediment 
from shoreline erosion and the Susquehanna River. Spread evenly over the area covered by fine- 
grained sediment north of Tolchester (174 km2) [67 mi2], a thickness of 0.2 cm [0.08 in] would 
result from the mass of sediment transported from the Site 92 during this monitoring period. 
These results are similar to the reduction of sediment mass from other Pooles Island placement 
sites. There was a 28% reduction of sediment mass from the 1994-95 G-West hydraulic 
placement operation and a 20% reduction from the 1996-97 G-West/G-South scow placement 
operation (Panageotou and others, 1996, 1998). The amount of sediment moved from these sites 
represented 12% of the average annual input of fine-grained sediment from shoreline erosion and 
the Susquehanna River. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The volume of clayey silt sediment dredged from the C&D Canal approach channel during 
the winter of 1998-1999 was reported as 833,695 m3 [1,090,367 yd3] by the contractor and 
580,740 m3 [759,534 yd3] by CENAP. The reported volumes typically differ because of the 
different methodologies used to determine the quantities dredged from the channel. The 
contractor's dredged volume was based on the quantity of sediment placed per scow load. 
CENAP's dredged volume was calculated as a pay yardage volume and based on the change 
between pre- and post-dredging bathymetric surveys in the channel to the -41ft depth. The 
volume that the contractor reports likely included some sediment that was dredged from below 
the -41 ft dredging depth. After the completion of placement, the volume of placed sediment 
identified by MGS was 792,000 m3 ±73,000 m3 [1,035,500 yd3 ±95,000 yd3]. This represented an 
excess of 211,500 m3 [276,000 yd3] or 36% utilizing the CENAP reported dredged volume, and a 
deficit of 41,500 m3 [55,000 yd3] or 5% using the contractor's reported volume. Based on the 
total volume of sediment identified and discussions with CENAP personnel, the pay yardage 
volume that CENAP reported dredged is likely an underestimate and the contractor's reported 
dredged volume is more valid. 

The deficit of sediment identified at completion of placement operations is the result of: 
(1) consolidation of the sediment during placement and in the interval between the completion of 
placement and the completion survey, (2) suspended sediment loss in primary turbidity plumes 
during dredging and placement, and (3) erosion of sediment both during placement and in the 
interval between the completion of placement and the completion survey. Due to the lapse in time 
between the completion survey (seven days) and the collection of the completion sediment cores 
(one month), the effects of consolidation on volume could not be completely determined. The 
estimated 5% sediment loss may be as much as 9% when consolidation is accounted for this lapse 
in time in data collection. 

Placement of dredged sediment in the northeast section of Site 92 resulted in a berm that 
filled the northeast end of the West Sailing Course tug channel that traverses the site. The initial 
area of the completed berm was approximately 719,000 m2 [860,000 yd2]. The berm had a length 
of 1,300 m [4,300 ft] and an average width of 650 m [2,100 ft]. The maximum increase in 
bottom elevation was 3.7 m [12.1 ft] near the northeastern corner of the placement area. Water 
depths at completion of placement in the designated drop zones ranged from 4.6 to 6.0 m [15 to 
20 ft]. The contract specification for maintenance of a minimum 4.2 m [14 feet] depth below 
MLW was confirmed over the site. The 30H:1V [0.0333] sediment slope that was used in 
planning site management and for determining the set-back from the boundary was not achieved 
during this placement operation. The steepest slopes identified along the northeast side of the 
placement area fell between 35H:1V [0.0286] and 50H:1V [0.0200]. 

A small amount of the placed sediment extended beyond the site boundary at the 
completion of placement operations. This sediment extended a maximum distance of 100 m [330 
ft] to the east of the site boundary and had an estimated volume of 3,500 m3 ±2,300 m [4,600 yd 
±3,000 yd3]. This represents less than one-half of one percent (0.4%) of the placed sediment 
identified at the site and of the volume reportedly placed by the contractor. Sediment that was 
placed at the top of the berm during the latter weeks of the placement period likely moved 
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downslope of the berm's east steep embankment and came to rest at the base of the slope in the 
deeper portion of the trough to the northeast. In addition, tidal currents may have spread some of 
the less consolidated sediments beyond the drop zones. 

Over the post-placement period, the berm underwent elevation and volumetric changes. 
Redistribution of sediment within three months after completion of placement resulted in the area 
of the placed sediments increasing by two-thirds to approximately 1,200,000 m2 [1,432,000 yd2]. 
Between the completion and one-month surveys, a mass of sediment apparently slumped down a 
portion of the steepest sediment deposit and came to rest approximately 100 m [330 ft] beyond 
the site boundary. The thick deposit of sediment in this area coupled with the relatively steep 
slopes resulted in a mass movement along a failure plane in the sediment deposit. In addition, 
sediment eroded from the top of the deposits was also swept over the northeast-southwest 
peripheral areas of the berm. These sediments were deposited as a thin layer to the southwest, in 
the deepest area of site, and to the northeast in the tug channel, probably a short distance beyond 
the limits of the surveyed area. However, volume calculations indicate that the extent of the 
spread may be slightly overstated. These sediment deposits were relatively thin and were 
deposited in areas where the existing bottom sediments had a similar grain size and bulk 
properties. Thus the bottom characteristics did not change as a result of deposition in these areas. 
Sediments were also apparent in these areas six months following the completion of placement 

operations. Normal tidal erosion and consolidation of these sediments beyond the periphery of 
the placed berm resulted in their removal or incorporation into the normal bottom sediments by 
the time of the nine month post-placement survey. Thus, the deposition of these sediments should 
have resulted in no significant impact to the benthic environment in the vicinity of the placement 
area. 

The redistribution of the sediments did not result in any measurable volume change over 
the three month period following placement. Between three and six months after placement, a 
reduction in the elevation of the berm and thinning of the sediments in the peripheral areas 
resulted in a 11% volume reduction. Between six and nine month after placement, the sediments 
that had previously spread into the peripheral areas were largely eroded resulting in a 20% volume 
reduction. Between nine and eleven months after placement, there was an additional 2% volume 
reduction. The net area covered by the berm sediments was reduced to approximately 533,000 
m2 [637,000 yd2] or three-quarters of the original footprint. The maximum elevation of the 
placed berm decreased by 0.6 m [2 ft] since completion to 3.1 m [10.2 ft] at eleven months. 

At the end of the eleven month post-placement period, 67% of the original sediment 
volume was identified with a net decrease of 263,500 m3 [344,500 yd3], or 33% less than the 
volume identified on the completion survey. Bulk property data indicated that one-third of the 
volume change, approximately 12% of the originally placed volume, was due to dewatering and 
consolidation. The remaining two-thirds of the volume change, representing 21% of the original 
volume, was attributed to erosion of sediment from the surface of the deposit. In past studies of 
clamshell dredged and scow placed sediments, it has been found that one-third to two thirds of the 
total volumetric reduction could be attributed to either consolidation or erosion. The sediments 
placed in this operation exhibited similar amounts of consolidation and erosion as those placed in 
previous years in the northern Chesapeake Bay. 
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Consolidation occurred rapidly within the lower most sediments during the placement 
period because of the initial applied overburden and self-weight consolidation. During the post- 
placement period, further dewatering and consolidation occurred at a relatively greater rate in the 
upper most sediments. In areas where the placed sediments were 1 to 3 m [3.3 to 9.8 ft] thick, 
the volume reduction from dewatering and consolidation was at least 2 times greater than in areas 
where the initial thickness was less than 1 m [3.3 ft]. 

This year's dredging operation involved the movement of 498,600 tonnes of sediment 
from the C&D approach channel to Site 92. During the placement and post-placement period, 
153,500 tonnes were estimated to have been transported from Site 92 as suspended sediment and 
dispersed by prevailing currents over the upper Bay. The sediment mass dispersed over the upper 
Bay represents 11% of the average annual input of fine-grained sediment from shoreline erosion 
and the Susquehanna River. Spread evenly over the area covered by fine-grained sediment north 
of Tolchester (174 km2) [67 mi2], a thickness of 0.2 cm [0.08 in] would result from the mass of 
sediment transported from Site 92. 

It is recommended that future placement near site boundaries should avoid developing a 
sediment pile (lift) of similar thickness and slopes (<50H:1V [0.0200]) as those in this year's 
placement operation in deep areas such as this. Shallower slopes should be anticipated and a 
greater set-back from the site boundary identified for scow drops to minimize the spread of 
sediment outside of the site boundary. However, it is unlikely that any future operations in Site 
92 will result in these conditions occurring given the bathymetry at the site. Close coordination 
between CENAP, the dredging contractor, MES, and MGS and development of a suitable site 
management plan will minimize the potential for spread of sediment outside of the site boundary 
and slumping events in future placement operations. 
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Site 92 
bathymetry prior to placement 

October 30,1998 
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Figure 4. Bathymetry on October 30, 1998, prior to sediment placement. Depths in feet 
(contour interval 1 ft). Grain size distribution for foundation sediments collected on October 
19, 1998 and January 11, 1999 is indicated. Refer to Figure 2 for identification of sediment 
core sites. 
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Site 92 
bathymetry at completion 

April 7,1999 
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Figure 5. Bathymetry on April 7 1999, after completion of sediment placement. Depths in feet 
(contour interval 1 ft). 
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Site 92 
bathymetry at one month 

May 6, 1999 
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Figure 6. Bathymetry on May 6, 1999, one month after completion of sediment placement. Depths 
in feet (contour interval 1ft). Grain size distribution for placed sediments collected on April 28, 1999 
is indicated. Refer to Figure 2 for identification of sediment core sites. 
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Site 92 
bathymetry at three months 

July 12,1999 
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Figure 7. Bathymetry on July 12, 1999, three months after completion of sediment placement. 
Depths in feet (contour interval 1 ft). 
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Site 92 
bathymetry at six months 

September 29,1999 
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Figure 8. Bathymetry on September 29, 1999, six months after completion of sediment placement. 
Depths in feet (contour interval 1 ft). 
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Site 92 
bathymetry at nine months 

January 6, 2000 
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Figure 9. Bathymetry on January 6, 2000, nine months after completion of sediment placement. 
Depths in feet (contour interval 1ft). 
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Site 92 
bathymetry at eleven months 

February 21,2000 
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Figure 10. Bathymetry on February 21, 2000, eleven months after completion of sediment placement. 
Depths in feet (contour interval 1 ft). Grain size distribution for placed sediments collected on 
February 22, 2000 is indicated. Refer to Figure 2 for identification of sediment core sites. 
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APPENDIX II 

Isopach maps labeled in feet 
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Site 92 
change in elevation between pre-placement 

and completion of placement 
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Figure 11. Isopach map showing change in elevation (in feet) between pre-placement 
(October 30, 1998) and completion of placement (April 7, 1999). 

63 



Site 92 
change in elevation between 

pre-placement and one month 
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Figure 12. Isopach map showing increase in elevation (in feet) between pre-placement 
(October 30, 1998) and one month (May 6, 1999). Refer to Figure 2 for identification of 
sediment core sites. 
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Site 92 
change in elevation between 

pre-placementand three months 

178000- 

177500- 

177000- 

176500- 

176000- 

175500- 

175000- 

-i—i—[——i—i—\—i—i—i—i—i—i—i—i—i—i—i i i i i i i ' ' ' ' r 
461000    461500    462000    462500    463000    463500 

M.S.P.C.S. (NAD83-METERS) 

Figure 13. Isopach map showing increase in elevation (in feet) between pre-placement 
(October 30, 1998) and three months (July 12, 1999). 
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Site 92 
change in elevation between 

pre-placement and six months 
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Figure 14. Isopach map showing increase in elevation (in feet) between pre-placement 
(October 30, 1998) and six months (September 29, 1999). 
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Site 92 
change in elevation between 

pre-placement and nine months 
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Figure 15. Isopach map showing increase in elevation (in feet) between pre-placement 
(October 30, 1998) and nine months (January 6, 2000). 
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Site 92 
change in elevation between 

pre-placement and eleven months 
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Figure 16. Isopach map showing increase in elevation (in feet) between pre-placement 
(October 30, 1998) and eleven months (February 22, 2000). Refer to Figure 2 for 
identification of sediment core sites. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Site 92 is an open-water placement site located south-southwest of Pooles Island in the 
Upper Chesapeake Bay. The site comprises 934 acres and has an estimated placement capacity 
of 3.7 million cubic yards (mcy), giving the site a useful life of approximately 2 to 3 years. Site 
92 will be used for the placement of uncontaminated material dredged from the shipping 
channels leading to the Port of Baltimore. The deposition of material began in December 1998. 

The Maryland Department of the Environment's Dredging Coordination and Assessment 
Division (MDE/DCAD) conducted baseline benthic community monitoring studies for Site 92. 
The benthic cruises were conducted in May, July and September 1998, in order to establish 
baseline conditions prior to dredged material placement. As part of this baseline study, MDE 
evaluated seasonal effects on the benthic macro invertebrate community in and around the site. 
Each of the three cruises included in-situ water quality measurements and collection of samples 
for benthic macroinvertebrate community and sediment grain-size analyses. This report provides 
the results of the baseline benthic community and sedimentary analyses. Benthic and sediment 
samples were also collected in area G-South and at a station north of proposed area G-East for 
comparison to previous studies in these areas. Results of these comparisons are also presented in 
this report. 

Benthic community assessment stations are grouped into four categories based on their 
locations. Seven stations are located within Site 92; these stations are referred to as Inner 
stations (S92-1 through S92-7). Stations S92-R1 and S92-R2 lie close to but not within the 
boundary of the site and are included as Reference stations. Two additional stations were 
surveyed as a cost-share for comparison with previous work (Dalai et al. 1996a; Dalai et al. 
1996b; Ranasinghe and Richkus 1993). One of these stations, referred to as the G-South station 
(MDE-R1), was located in the G-South area. The other, referred to as the Northeast station 
(MDE-R2), was located north of the proposed G-East open-water placement area. 

Salinity increased markedly from May (spring) lows of 0.1 to 0.5 parts per thousand (0/oo) 
to September (late summer/early fall) highs of 8.0 to 9.5 %o. Temperatures increased from an 
average of 16.6 0C in May to an average of 26.7 0C in July. Temperatures decreased slightly in 
September to an average of 22.8 0C. Changes in dissolved oxygen (DO) concentrations were 
inversely related to changes in the temperature. Dissolved oxygen (DO) decreased from May 
highs of 8.6 to 9.5 parts per million (ppm) to July lows of 6.2 to 7.2 ppm; concentrations 
remained above the level considered to be stressful to aquatic life. Dissolved oxygen 
concentrations rebounded slightly in September (6.9 to 8.2 ppm) but did not reacluhe high levels 
seen in May. 

Benthic communities at Inner and Reference stations were similar throughout the study. 
Differences between the two station groups could be attributed to differences in the abundance of 
the clam Rangia cuneata and the worm Marenzelleria viridis. The Chesapeake Bay Benthic 
Index of Biotic Integrity (B-IBI) was calculated for the July and September 1998 sampling 



events. All Inner and Reference stations exceeded the Chesapeake Bay Restoration Goal (3.0) 
during both seasons indicating healthy benthic communities. 

Seasonal variation was seen in most benthic parameters. Total infaunal abundance was 
highest at most stations in May due to spring recruitment. Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index 
values were highly variable. Diversity was highest at the Reference stations in July and at most 
Inner stations during May. Abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa was highest at most Inner 
stations during May or July, and at the Reference stations during May. Total abundance, the 
Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index, and the relative abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa were 
largely determined by the abundance of the clam Rangia cuneata and the polychaete worm 
Marenzelleria viridis. These two species are considered pollution-sensitive in the Chesapeake 
Bay (Weisberg et al. 1997). Either or both of these species were the dominant taxa in the 
communities of all Inner and Reference stations in May and most stations in July and September. 
Abundance of pollution-indicative taxa was low during all seasons. 

The B-IBI scores for the G-South and Northeast stations exceeded the Chesapeake Bay 
Restoration Goal (3.0) during July and September, indicating that benthic communities in both 
areas were not stressed during the summer of 1998. Diversity was highest at the G-South and 
Northeast stations during September. Abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa was highest at these 
stations during May due to high seasonal recruitment of Marenzelleria viridis. 

In May, higher abundance of M. viridis resulted in higher total abundance, lower 
diversity, and higher relative abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa at the G-South station than at 
the Reference stations. The benthic community at the G-South station was similar to Reference 
stations during July and September 1998. The benthic community present in September 1998 
was similar to the pre-placement community found in August 1991 except that Marenzelleria 
viridis has replaced Rangia cuneata as the dominant taxon in G-South. The benthic community 
found at the G-South station was somewhat different from the community present in September 
1996, two years after placement had ceased. Total abundance and diversity were lower in 1998 
than in 1996. Placement of dredged material in a portion of G-South during January and 
February 1997, may have contributed to the differences seen in the benthic communities of 1996 
and 1998. 

The Northeast station was similar to Reference stations during May and July 1998. 
Abundance was severely depressed at this station during September 1998. This change may 
have been the result of habitat disturbance caused by nearby Langenfelder fossil oyster shell 
dredging that was occurring at the time of the September collection. The benthic community 
present at XheNortheast station during 1998 was not significantly different from the community 
present in the vicinity of G-East during the 1995 study, except that total infaunal abundance was 
much lower in 1998. 



INTRODUCTION 

Site 92 is an open-water dredged material placement site in the vicinity of Pooles Island. 
This subaqueous site in the Upper Chesapeake Bay has been designated for the placement of 
uncontaminated material dredged from the shipping channels leading to the Port of Baltimore. 
Site 92 comprises 934 acres and will provide a placement capacity of approximately 3.7 million 
cubic yards (mcy) with a useful life of approximately 2 to 3 years. Berm construction on the 
northeast end of the site began in December 1998. A thorough baseline assessment of the 
benthic community in and around Site 92 was conducted from May through September 1998. 
The purpose of this assessment was to establish baseline conditions and to determine whether 
placement of dredged material at adjacent open-water sites in the Pooles Island complex (G- 
West, G-West berm, G-North, G-Central, and G-South) has affected this area. Baseline 
characterization of the existing benthic community will also permit statistical comparison with 
conditions after placement at Site 92 has been completed. 

Three seasonal baseline sampling cruises (May, July and September 1998) were 
conducted to assess the condition of the benthic community in relation to seasonal fluctuations in 
water quality parameters and recruitment potential. Sampling was conducted in May (spring) to 
examine the extent of spring recruitment. Samples were collected in July (early summer) 
because the summer months typically have the highest temperatures and lowest dissolved oxygen 
levels. Late September sampling was conducted to evaluate the late summer/early fall conditions 
of warm temperatures and higher salinity. July and September also fall within the index period 
for which the Chesapeake Bay Benthic Index of Biotic Integrity (B-IBI) has been calibrated. 

This report contains the analysis and interpretation of data from the complete Site 92 
baseline benthic community study. Raw data, the cruise report, spreadsheets, and other 

• documentation from the September cruise are attached as appendices to this document. Raw 
data, cruise reports, spreadsheets, and other documentation from the May and July cruises are 
found in Dalai et al. (1998a and 1998b, respectively). 

Summaries of benthic community data from past studies (Ranasinghe and Richkus 1993; 
Dalai et al. 1996a; Dalai et al. 1996b) in the Pooles Island Complex are included as Appendix 
VIII of this report. These studies were carried out at the adjacent G-South area and in the 
vicinity of the proposed G-East open-water placement area. The benthic community found at 
station Northeast during 1998 was compared to the benthic community found in the vicinity of 
the proposed area G-East in 1995 (Dalai et al. 1996a). Conditions in G-South during 1998 have 
been compared to present reference conditions in the Pooles Island area to determine whether the 
benthic community at this former placement site is significantly different from present reference 
conditions. Results of the present G-South study have also been compared to results of pre- and 
post-placement studies in G-South (Ranasinghe and Richkus 1993; Dalai et al. 1996b). These 
comparisons will help MDE develop expectations for post-placement benthic community 
recovery in Site 92. 
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SITE DESCRIPTION 

Site 92 lies in the Upper Chesapeake Bay northeast of Baltimore, Maryland. Site 92 is 
located south of Pooles Island and southwest of open-water placement site G-West. Site 92 
encompasses'a portion of area G-South (Figure 1). Salinity in the Pooles Island area varies 
seasonally and typically ranges from tidal freshwater (0-0.5 parts per thousand [0/oo]) or 
oligohaline (0.5-5 %o) in the spring to low mesohaline (5-12 0/oo) in the summer and fall. 

METHODS 

A. Sampling Design 

Eleven benthic stations in and around the Site 92 area were assessed for several habitat 
quality parameters and aspects of the benthic community structure on May 6, July 31, and 
September 28, 1998. Station locations are shown in Figure 1; latitude and longitude (in degrees 
decimal minutes) for each station are provided in Table 1. Stations designated S92-1 through 
S92-7 lie within the boundary of the site and provide information on the conditions existing 
within Site 92. Following the May sampling cruise, stations S92-3 and S92-4 were found to lie 
outside the Site 92 boundary. These two stations were relocated a short distance to the northeast 
inside the boundary of the site and renamed stations S92-3A and S92-4A, respectively, for the 
remainder of the study. Stations S92-R1, to the south of Site 92, and S92-R2, to the east, serve 
as reference stations for Site 92. These reference stations were selected based on their locations 
outside of Site 92. Stations MDE-R1, in the area designated G-South, and MDE-R2, just north 
of the proposed G-East area, were sampled by MDE as a cost-share effort for comparison to 
reference conditions in the Pooles Island area and to previous studies in the Pooles Island 
Complex. 

B. Field Sampling Techniques 

Station locations were verified using a Differential Global Positioning System (DGPS) 
navigation unit. Latitudes, longitudes, and total depth at each station during all three benthic 
cruises are provided in Table 1. Standard U.S. EPA biological sampling protocols were followed 
during field collections and subsequent laboratory identifications of benthic macroinvertebrates 
(Klemmetal. 1990). 

1.        Water Quality Measurements 

In May and September, temperature, depth, salinity, pH, conductivity and dissolved 
oxygen were measured in-situ using a Hydrolab Surveyor II, calibrated based on the 
manufacturer's instructions prior to sampling (Hydrolab 1994). In July, a Yellow Springs 
Instrument (YSI) water quality meter, calibrated based on the manufacturer's instructions prior to 
the sampling event (YSI 1998), was used to measure temperature, depth, salinity, pH, 
conductivity and dissolved oxygen. The YSI meter was also used to measure turbidity 



throughout the water column in July and in the bottom water layer in September. Water quality 
parameters were measured at approximately 1.6 ft (0.5 m) from the surface. 3.3 ft (1.0 m) from 
the bottom, and at 6.6 ft (2.0 m) intervals from the bottom measurement to develop a vertical 
profile of water quality at each station. These data and other field observations (e.g., weather 
conditions, sediment composition estimates) were recorded on Benthic Community Field Data 
Sheets. These data were archived electronically using Microsoft Word (September. Appendix I; 
May and July. Appendix I in Dalai et al. 1998a and 1998b. respectively). This information was 
used to generate the cruise report (September, Appendix II; May and July. Appendix II in Dalai 
et al. 1998a and 1998b? respectively). 

Station 
Designation 

Latitude 
(Degrees 

Decimal Minutes) 

Longitude 
(Degrees 

Decimal Minutes) 

Total Depth (ft) 

May July Sept 

1                                                               Inner Stations 

S92-1 39015.5232 76016.5192 24.6 23.3 23.6      i 

S92-2 39015.4182 76017.0766 16.4 13.8 14.8      ! 

S92-3 39014.9898 76017.7060 18.0 * 

S92-3A 3 9° 15.0762 76n17.4918 * 18.4 17.4      ; 

S92-4 39° 14.6976 76° 17.4468 17.4 * *            ; 

S92-4A 39014.8314 76017.2578 * 18.0 18.0      j 

S92-5 39u14.8488 76016.7352 17.1 16.4 16.4 

S92-6 39ol4.9802 76016.1772 16.1 17.7 16.4      ! 

S92-7 39015.1464 76o16.8702 20.7 20.7 20.3      | 

|                                                              Reference Stations 
S92-R1 39lJ14.3352 76016.7754 15.4 14.8 14.4 

S92-R2 39014.9772 76°! 5.6906 19.0 18.4 18.0      i 

1 G-South Station 
MDE-R1 39015.4542 76o15.9054 15.1 11.5 13.4      ; 

Northeast Station 
MDE-R2 39o17.6706 76o14.3070 14.8 15.4 .   13.1 

Table 1. Station designations, locations (latitude and longitude in degrees decimal minutes), 
and total depth (feet) of Site 92 Inner, Reference, G-South, and Northeast stations, 
in May, July, and September 1998. *Stations S92-3 and S92-4 were moved a short 
distance after the May sampling cruise and renamed as stations S92-3A and 
S92-4A, respectively. 

2. Benthic Community Sampling 

Semi-quantitative benthic samples were collected using a Van Veen grab sampler, which 
collects 1.1 ft2 (0.1 m2) of bottom substrate. Three replicate benthic grab samples were collected 
from each station for statistical analysis. Collection efforts were standardized to assure 



reproducible volumes in each replicate sample. Grab samples in which the Van Veen sampler 
was at least 90% filled with sediment were considered acceptable. Samples were rinsed through 
a standard No. #30 (0.5 mm) sieve on the vessel to remove fine sediment particles. Organisms 
small enough to pass through this mesh were not considered macroinvertebrates (Klemm et al. 
1990). The remaining material from each replicate was condensed, flushed into a container, and 
preserved in a solution of 10% formalin and bay water. A paper label with station and date 
information was placed inside the sample container. Station and date information were also 
written on the lid of the container to ensure proper sample identification. Upon return from the 
field, a chain-of-custody form was completed indicating the transfer of the benthic samples from 
the vessel to the laboratory (September, Appendix III; May and July, Appendix III in Dalai et al. 
1998a and 1998b, respectively). 

3. Sediment Sampling 

During the July and September cruises, a fourth grab sample was collected at each station 
for sediment analysis using the Van Veen grab sampler. A small subsample of the sediment in 
this grab sample, approximately 100 to 400 grams, was collected using a plastic scoop and 
placed into a labeled plastic bag for storage and transport to the laboratory. During the May 
cruise, a subsample of approximately 200 to 400 grams of sediment was removed from the third 
benthic community replicate sample using a plastic coring device. The subsample was placed 
into a labeled plastic bag for storage and transport to the laboratory. Subjective estimates 
(nearest 5%) of the percent contributions of gravel, shell, sand, and silt/clay (mud) were made in 
the field by the senior scientist and recorded on field data sheets. All sediment subsamples were 
transferred to MDE's Benthos Lab and refrigerated pending grain-size and water content analysis 
in the laboratory. A chain-of-custody form was completed for the transfer of sediments to the 
laboratory (September, Appendix III; May and July, Appendix III in Dalai et al. 1998a and 
1998b, respectively). 

C.        Laboratory Processing Techniques 

1.        Benthos 

Replicate samples were recorded in the Maryland Department of the Environment's 
Benthic Log Book upon transfer to the MDE Technical and Regulatory Services Administration 
(TARSA) Benthos Laboratory in Baltimore. Each replicate was given a log number for reference 
purposes. In the laboratory, each sample was placed into a 0.5-mm sieve and rinsed with tap 
water to remove fine sediments and the field preservative. A small quantity of the sample was 
then placed into a shallow white pan with a small amount of water to facilitate removal of the 
organisms, which were extracted from the remaining debris using forceps. Periodic checks were 
made by senior lab personnel to assure that at least 95% of the organisms present in the sample 
were recovered. Organisms were separated into vials by major taxonomic groups and preserved 
in 70% ethanol for subsequent identification and enumeration. 



Large organisms were identified to the lowest practical taxon, usually species, using a 
stereo dissecting microscope. Members of the insect family Chironomidae and some annelid 
worms were mounted on microscope slides, cleared and stained using a mixture of CMCP-10 
and CMCP-9AF. Mounted organisms were identified using a binocular compound microscope. 
Identifications were based on available taxonomic keys and in-house reference specimens. 
Identifications and enumerations were recorded in the taxonomists' bench notebooks/bench 
sheets and later transcribed onto MDE's Taxa Inventory Sheets (September, Appendix IV; May 
and July, Appendix IV in Dalai et al. 1998a and 1998b, respectively). Routine Quality 
Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) examination by senior personnel was performed to ensure 
proper identification. In addition, organisms from one of every ten samples identified was sent 
to an independent consultant for confirmation or identified by a second MDE taxonomist as part 
of the QA/QC protocol (September, Appendix V; May and July, Appendix V in Dalai et al. 
1998a and 1998b, respectively). 

2.        Sediments 

Standard Operating Procedures (SOP's) established by MDE/DCAD were followed 
during all laboratory sedimentological analyses. A single sediment sample was used for both 
water content and size fractionation. Three size fractions were obtained by this method: gravel 
particles (>2.00 mm), sand (<2.00 mm to >63 ^m), and silt/clay (<63 ^um). In preparation for 
determining both water content and sediment size-fraction, the sample was removed from the 
refrigerator, allowed to warm to room temperature, and thoroughly homogenized by massaging 
the zip-lock bag in which the sediment was stored. 

For sediment size-fraction analysis, two brass sieves (2.00 mm and 63 fj.m) were stacked 
over a solid brass collection pan and placed on a sieve-shaker with the 2.00-mm sieve on top. 
Approximately 50 grams of wet sediment were randomly scooped from the sediment sample bag, 
added to a pre-weighed aluminum pan, and weighed on an analytical balance. Wet sediment 
weight was calculated as the difference between the weight of the wet sediment sample in the 
pan and the weight of the aluminum pan. After weighing, the sediment was rinsed from the 
aluminum pan into a small beaker. Care was taken to ensure that all the sediment was washed 
from the pan into the beaker. Approximately 80 milliliters of water were added to the beaker and 
the resulting sediment slurry was stirred to break up the mud. The slurry was then poured onto 
the 2.00-mm sieve. A gentle stream of water from a wash bottle was used to rinse the beaker to 
ensure that all of the sediment was transferred to the sieve stack. The sample was rinsed to 
remove fine particles that adhered to the coarse fraction. In some instances, a small brush was 
used along with the water to remove mud that adhered to shell fragments. A cover was then 
placed onto the top sieve and the stack was shaken by the sieve-shaker for 5 minutes. The coarse 
fraction was then rinsed to remove any remaining fine particles, removed from the sieve, and 
placed into a pre-weighed aluminum weigh pan. The weigh pan with the coarse particles was 
placed into a convection oven at 150oC until completely dry. After the coarse fraction was 
removed, the 2.00-mm sieve was rinsed briefly to remove any finer particles that may have 
adhered to it and removed from the stack. The contents of the 63 /urn sieve were then rinsed to 
help separate the mud from the sand. A small brush was used to help break up any small clumps 



of mud and to help move the material through the sieve. After the brush was rinsed, the lid was 
placed back onto the sieve and the stack was shaken for 5 minutes. The lid was then removed, 
the sand fraction brushed and rinsed, and the lid replaced. The sieves were then shaken for an 
additional 5 minutes. This procedure was repeated one or two more times, if necessary, to help 
separate the sand and mud fractions. After separation was complete, the sand fraction was 
washed into a pre-weighed aluminum weigh pan, placed into the oven, and allowed to dry 
completely. The contents of the bottom brass pan (i.e., mud fraction) were then rinsed into one or 
two large beakers depending on the amount of water present. The sediment was allowed to settle 
undisturbed for at least 48 hours, after which excess water was removed using a syringe, and the 
beaker was placed into the oven at 150 0C until the sediment was nearly dry. The silt/clay 
fraction then was transferred to a pre-weighed aluminum weigh pan and allowed to dry 
completely. After drying was complete, pans and their contents were allowed to cool to room 
temperature prior to being weighed to the nearest milligram on the analytical balance. 

The weights of the various size fractions were calculated as the difference between the 
weights of the empty pans and the pans plus their contents. Total dry weight was determined by 
summing the weights of the various size fractions. Each fraction was also expressed as a 
percentage of the total dry weight. Water weight was determined as the difference between the 
wet sediment weight and the total dry sediment weight. Water content was also expressed as a 
percentage of the wet sediment weight. 

All information was recorded on the Dredging Coordination and Assessment Division's 
(DCAD) Sediment Grain Size and Water Content Analysis Sheets (September, Appendix VI; 
May and July, Appendix VI in Dalai et al. 1998a and 1998b, respectively). As part of MDE's 
QA/QC protocol, one randomly selected subsample out of every ten analyzed was duplicated to 
ensure accuracy. The analysis of the first sample was accepted if the standard deviation of the 
two samples was < 5 % for each fraction and for the water content. If the standard deviation was 
> 5 % for any fraction or for the water content, then a third sample was analyzed and an average 
of the three samples was used. 

D. Data Management Methods 

Information from Taxa Inventory Sheets was transferred to the spreadsheet program 
Excel to generate benthic community spreadsheets (September, Appendix VII; May and July, 
Appendix VII in Dalai et al. 1998a and 1998b, respectively). These spreadsheets were evaluated 
by a senior scientist to confirm that the data were accurately transferred from the inventory sheets 
to the computer database. Data from the sediment analyses were also entered into an Excel 
spreadsheet. Data from the Benthic Field Data sheets were archived into Microsoft Word. 

E. Analytical Methods 

Sediment size-fraction data were compared graphically using Microsoft Excel. Water 
quality data were also entered into an Excel spreadsheet and used in statistical analyses. 



Five main measures of benthic community condition were examined: total abundance, 
relative abundance of pollution-indicative taxa, relative abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa, 
the Shannon-Wiener diversity index, and taxa richness. The first four of these measures were 
used to calculate the Chesapeake Bay Benthic Index of Biotic Integrity (B-IBI; Weisberg et al. 
1997) for both the July and September sampling events. The benthic community measures were 
calculated using formulas in the benthic community spreadsheets. All measures were calculated 
based solely on the presence of the infaunal taxa because the B-IBI is based only on infaunal taxa 
(Ranasinghe personal communication 1998; Ranasinghe et al. 1994). Taxa richness was also 
based solely on the infaunal taxa because of its relationship to the Shannon-Wiener diversity 
index. Seasonal fluctuations in the abundance of the three dominant infaunal taxa were also 
examined. 

Abundance measures were calculated based on the average abundance of infaunal taxa in 
the three replicate samples at each station. Total Abundance was calculated as the total number 
of organisms per square meter (m2). Pollution-Sensitive Taxa Abundance was calculated as the 
percentage of total abundance represented by pollution-sensitive taxa. The pollution-sensitive 
taxa found during the Site 92 sampling cruises were the clams Macoma balthica and Rangia 
cuneata, the worm Marenzelleria viridis, and the isopod Cyathura polita. Pollution-Indicative 
Taxa Abundance was calculated as the percentage of total abundance represented by pollution- 
indicative taxa. Pollution-indicative taxa tend to reproduce rapidly and often dominate disturbed 
habitats. The pollution-indicative taxa found during the Site 92 sampling were the midges 
(Insecta: Chironomidae) Coelotanypus sp. and Procladius sp., and the polychaete worms 
Streblospio benedicti and Hypereteone heteropoda. Taxa were designated as pollution-indicative 
or pollution-sensitive according to Weisberg et al. (1997)'. 

The Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index (H') is a theoretical measure of community 
diversity based on a combination of taxa richness (total taxa found in all replicates) and the 
evenness of distribution of individuals among the taxa. This index was estimated using the 
standard formula: 

H'=i(^ ;iog,r—; 
N       •   N 

where r^ = number of individuals in a given taxon and N = total number of individuals in the 
sample. Calculations were made in Excel using the machine formula provided in Weber (1993). 
Because this diversity index represents the theoretical total diversity found in an area, the value 
for each station was calculated based on the total numbers of individuals in each infaunal taxon 
for all replicates (i.e., the composite average). Taxa richness (number of taxa) was calculated for 
each station as the total number of infaunal taxa found in all replicates. 

Chesapeake Bay Benthic Index of Biological Integrity (B-IBI) scores were calculated for 
the July and September sampling events. The B-IBI was not calculated for May samples because 

1 The terms "pollution-indicative" and "pollution-sensitive" have replaced the terms "opportunistic" and 
"equilibrium", respectively, used in previous documents (Dalai et al. 1998a and 1998b). 
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the B-IBI has been calibrated only for the summer index period - July 15 through September 30 
(Ranasinghe personal communication 1998; Weisberg et al. 1997). Calculation of the B-IBI 
requires scoring individual measures (attributes) of the benthic community according to criteria 
provided by Weisberg et al. (1997). The scores of the individual measures are then averaged to 
yield the B-IBI score. Selection of measures to be used depends on the bottom salinity and 
sediment composition (silt/clay content) present at the site during sampling. Summer salinity in 
the Pooles Island area ranged from 3.6 %o at station S92-2 in July (average July salinity at all 
stations = 4.3 %o) to 9.5 0/oo at station S92-R1 in September (average September salinity at all 
stations = 8.9 %o). The average salinity at all stations over the summer index period was 6.6 %o. 
Therefore, the area was classified as "low mesohaline" (salinity > 5 to 12 0/oo) for the purposes of 
calculating the B-IBI. No distinction is made between sand and silt/clay sediments in 
mesohaline environments (Weisberg et al. 1997). Measures appropriate to the B-IBI in low 
mesohaline environments are total abundance, relative abundance of pollution-indicative taxa, 
relative abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa, and the Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index. 

Threshold limits for the B-IBI were 1.7 - 2.5 for the diversity index2, 10-20% for the 
abundance of pollution-indicative taxa, and 5-25% for the pollution-sensitive taxa abundance. 
Values within the threshold ranges are given a score of 3. Diversity and pollution-sensitive taxa 
abundance increase with improved habitat conditions. Values above threshold for diversity and 
pollution-sensitive taxa abundance are, therefore, considered optimal and given a score of 5. 
Pollution-indicative taxa abundance decreases as habitat conditions improve. Therefore, values 
lower than threshold for pollution-indicative taxa abundance are considered optimal and given a 
score of 5. Values below threshold for diversity and pollution-sensitive taxa abundance, or 
above threshold for pollution-indicative taxa abundance, are assigned a score of 1. Total 
abundance was scored bimodally because the response of the benthic community to organic 
pollution varies with the amount of enrichment (Pearson and Rosenberg 1978; Dauer and Conner 
1980; Ferraro et al. 1991). Stations were given a score of 3 if abundance was between 500 and 
1,500 or between 2,500 and 6,000 organisms per square meter. Abundances between 1,500 and 
2,500 organisms per square meter were considered ideal and scored as five. All other values 
were given a score of one. The scores for each of these four measures were then averaged to 
determine the B-IBI. B-IBI scores of 3 or greater were considered to meet the Chesapeake Bay 
Restoration Goal (Ranasinghe et al. 1994). Scoring criteria for the four measures (metrics) used 
in this study are provided in Table 2. 

Several taxa found during the study have been noted on the benthic community 
spreadsheets but excluded from calculations of individual measures, because these taxa are not 
included in the B-IBI (Ranasinghe, personal communication 1998; Ranasinghe et al. 1994). The 
B-IBI is based solely on the condition of the benthic infaunal community (organisms that live 
within the sediments). The taxa that were excluded are members of the epifaunal community 
(organisms that live on rather than in the sediment). The excluded taxa were snails in the family 
Hydrobiidae, the mussel Mytilopsis leucophaeata, the amphipods Melita nitida and 
Apocorophium lacustre, the crab Rhithropanopeus harrisii, the barnacle Balanus improvisus, and 
the isopod Edotea triloba. Members of the phyla Bryozoa (bryozoans) and Porifera (sponges) 

: This range was incorrectly reported as 1.9 - 2.5 in Dalai et al. 1998b. 
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were excluded from the Taxa Inventory Sheets and spreadsheets, as well as the calculations, 
because these groups are not only epifaunal but were only qualitatively sampled. 

Measure 
Score 

5               13                              1 
Shannon Diversity Index (H')     j            > 2.5            j          1.7-2.5                       < 1.7 

Total Abundance                       |    >1500_2-500 

(individuals per square meter)    |    _ ^O^O     ;<500or£6,000j 

% Pollution-sensitive Taxa        j          >25%                      5-25%          j            < 5%           j 
1                                                                                                                                                                                !                                                                                        ! 

% Pollution-indicative Taxa       |           < 10%          j          10-20%                     > 20% 

Table 2. Scoring Criteria for Measures Used in Calculating the Chesapeake Bay Benthic 
Index of Biological Integrity (B-IBI) 

F.        Statistical Analysis 

Multiple correlation analysis was applied separately to the in-situ habitat data, a 
combination of in-situ habitat data and certain measures of the benthic community, and to certain 
measures of the benthic community in order to determine whether any significant relationships 
existed among variables. Significant (p < 0.05) strong (r > 0.75), moderately strong (r = 0.50 to 
0.74), and weak (r < 0.50) correlations were found between several parameters. 

T-tests were performed to determine whether significant differences existed 1) between 
Inner and Reference stations during each season; 2) between G-South and Reference stations; 3) 
between Northeast and Reference stations; 4) between present conditions at the Northeast station 
and conditions in the vicinity of G-East during September 1995; and 5) between present 
conditions in G-South and conditions during previous studies of G-South in the early 1990:'s and 
1996. These tests were performed using the statistical software package Statistica. Results of 
both the t-tests and correlation analysis are found in Appendix IX. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION3 

Stations were separated into categories based on their location inside or outside Site 92, 
or in G-South or in the vicinity of G-East. Stations S92-1 through S92-7, which lie within Site 
92, were designated as Inner stations. Stations S92-R1 and S92-R2, which lie outside Site 92, 
are referred to as Reference stations. Stations MDE-R1 and MDE-R2 are designated as the G- 
South and Northeast stations because they lie within area G-South and north of area G-East, 
respectively. 

3 EDITOR'S NOTE: After the May and July 1998 data were published, the data were re-examined and a number 
of minor discrepancies were found. Corrections have been made and the data that appear in this report are correct. 
Conclusions of the earlier reports are unchanged. An addendum to the May report (Dalai et al. 1998a) and revised 
copies of the July seasonal report (Dalai et al. 1998b) are available on request from MDE. 
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A.       Habitat Parameters 

Data from in-situ surface and bottom measurements of water quality parameters are 
provided in Tables 3a-c. Water quality measurements at other depths are included in the Benthic 
Field Data Sheets [September, Appendix I; May and July, Appendix I in Dalai et al. (1998a and 
1998b, respectively)]. Results of sedimentological analysis are found in Table 4. 

1.        In-Situ Water Quality, May, July and September 1998 

Salinity, conductivity, dissolved oxygen, pH and temperature were measured at all 
stations at 1.6 feet (0.5 m) below the surface, at 3.3 feet (1.0 m) from the bottom, and at 6.6 feet 
(2 m) intervals from the bottom measurement during each of the three cruises in 1998. Turbidity 
was measured at 3.3 feet (1.0 m) from the bottom during July and September. Secchi depth was 
measured during all seasons. Little variation in measurement values was seen throughout the 
water column indicating that no vertical stratification was occurring. Little spatial variation was 
seen in any water quality parameter within each season. Therefore, the following discussion 
focuses on seasonal variation within the bottom waters. 

Salinity. Seasonal variation in salinity during 1998 was typical for this region of the 
Bay. Salinity increased from May to September in the Pooles Island Area. In May 1998, salinity 
was very low and fell within the "tidal freshwater" range (0.1-0.5 %o; Weisberg et al. 1997). 
May salinity values ranged from 0.1 %o to 0.5 %o (Table 3a; average = 0.3 + 0.1%o) with the 
lowest salinity found at the northern-most station, MDE-R2. Low salinity in May was attributed 
to high freshwater influx, mainly from the Susquehanna River. By July, salinity had climbed 
into the oligohaline range (> 0.5-5 0/oo; Weisberg et al. 1997) with a range of 3.6 to 4.9 0/oo (Table 
3b; average = 4.3 + 0.5 0/oo) due to a decrease in freshwater influx. Salinity continued to increase 
over the summer due to low freshwater influx. By September, bottom salinity in the Pooles 
Island area averaged 8.9 + 0.4 %o with a range of 8.0 to 9.5 %o (Table 3c), placing it within the 
"low mesohaline" classification (> 5 - 12 %o; Weisberg et al. 1997). This was a large increase 
over the salinity values recorded in May, as well as July, and is likely to have affected the 
benthos in the Pooles Island Area. Average summer salinity based on July and September data 
was 6.6 %o. Salinity at the Northeast station, MDE-R2, was typically lower than average due to 
its location closer to the head of the Bay and freshwater influx from the Susquehanna River. No 
other spatial patterns were present during any season examined. 

Temperature. Water temperatures in May (Table 3a) were cool (average = 16.6 ± 0.2 
0C; range = 16.4 to 17.0 0C). By July (Table 3b), water temperatures had risen by 50% to an 
average of 26.7 + 0.10C (range = 26.5 0C to 26.9 0C). Water temperatures were slightly cooler, 
though still warm, in September (Table 3c; average = 22.9 ± 0.10C; range = 22.8°C to 23.0° C). 

Secchi Depth. Secchi depth was lowest at all stations in May (Table 3a; average = 2.5 ± 
0.7 ft; range = 1.6 to 3.9 ft). Secchi depth increased at most stations in July (Table 3b; average 
4.3 + 0.5 ft; range = 3.9 to 5.2 ft). A slight increase in secchi depth was seen at most stations in 
September (Table 3c; average = 5.2 + 0.7 ft; range = 3.6 to 6.0 ft). 

13 



Station \ 
Layer 

Depth 
(ft) 

Temp. 
pH 

Dissolved O2 
(mg/I) 

Conductivity 
(umhos /cm) 

Salinity 
(PPO 

Secchi 
Depth (ft) 

I                                                              Inner Stations                                                              1 
Surface 1.6 17.1 7.4 8.5                       361 0.2       i 

3.9 
00 Bottom 21.3 16.5 7.3 8.6                       980 0.5       j 

r-i Surface 1.6 17.0 7.4 8.5                       348 0.2       | 
2.3 

Bottom 13.1 16.6 7.5 8.6                       907 0.5 

m Surface 1.6 16.8 7.4 8.5                       621 
1 

0.3 
1.6 

Bottom 14.8 16.9 7.5 8.7         |            576 0.3 

r^j 
:  Surface 1.6 16.6 7.5 8.5 857 0.5 

2.0 
|  Bottom 14.1 16.6 7.5 8.6                        848 0.4 

i   Surface 1.6 16.6 7.4 8.8 807 0.4 
3.3 

|   Bottom 13.8 16.4 7.6 8.7 863 0.5 

^9 Surface ! 1.6 16.5 7.3 8.9 742 0.4 
2.0 

Bottom 12.8 16.4 7.7 8.9 749 0.4 

r~ Surface 1.6 16.9 7.6 8.8 374 0.2 
2.6 

Bottom 17.4 16.6 7.7 8.7 451 0.2 

|                                                             Reference Stations 

~s Surface 1.6 16.8 7.7 8.9                       804 0.4 
2.6       ! 

00 Bottom 12.1 16.5 7.6 9.3                       815 0.4 

1 

C/3 

Surface 1.6 17.0 7.8 9.2 493 0.3 
2.0 

Bottom 16.4 16.5 7.8 9.1 585 0.3 

G-South Station 

2 

Surface 1.6 17.2 7.9 9.2                        301 0.2 
• 

2.3 

1 Bottom 11.8 16.6 7.7 9.4 372 0.2 

|   .,»,.,:;„,: .-•V:-"V •iA:y- ;,:.;;:••£•.. Northeast Station -i : :'-•'••;.' '" 

• 

2 

Surface 1.6 17.2 8.0 9.5 167 0.1 
2.6 

Bottom 11.5 17.0 8.0 9.5 166 0.1 

Table 3a. Water Quality Parameters Measured at Site 92 Inner, Reference, G-South and 
Northeast Stations During the May 1998 Cruise. In-situ measurements were 
taken at approximately 1.6 ft (0.5 m) from the surface and 3.3 ft (1.0 m) from the 
bottom. 
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Station \ 
Layer 

Depth 
(ft) 

Temp. 
(0C) pH 

Dissolved 
O: (mg/l) 

Conductivity 
(timhos/cm) 

Salinity 
(PPt)" 

Turbidity 
(NTU) 

Secchi 
Depth (ft) 

Inner Stations 

—     Surface 
i 

1.6 26.8 7.4 6.9 5980 3.2 11.2 
3.9 

5: •   Bonom 19.7 26.8 7.4 | 6.4 7010         ! 3.8 11.0 

n     Surface 
r'l 

1.6 26.8 7.4 | 7.0       i         6600 3.6 10.9 
3.9 

C^   j 
^ j   Bottom 9.8 26.8 7.4 | 7.0                 6640         ! 3.6 34.4       i 

l 

S i   Surface 1.6 26.7 7.4 | 7.0 6690 3.6 10.2      | 
4.6 ri j 

g;    Bonom 15.1 26.8 7.3 6.9                 7600 4.2 8.4       1 

< j   Surface 1.6 26.7 7.3 6.7                7608 4.2 8.2 
4.6 

$. ;   Bottom 14.8 26.8 7.3 6.6 7815 4.3 8.2       j 

>^ j   Surface 1.6 26.6 7.4 6.8 7700 4.2 8.2 
4.6 

^ |   Bottom 13.1 26.6 7.3 6.2                 8097 4.5 8.7 

M= !   Surface 1.6 26.9 7.3 7.0 8054 4.5 6.8 
4.6       | 

v: j   Bottom 14.4 26.5 7.3 6.3 8538 4.7 4.2 

r-     Surface 
i 

1.6 26.9 7.5 7.3 7437 4.1 6.2 
4.6       i 

^     Bottom 
i 

17.4 26.8 7.3 7.1 8030 4.4 8.3 

Reference Stations 

Z \  Surface 1.6 26.7 7.2 7.2 8715 4.8 i     11.5 
3.6 

! 
ri | 
% |   Bottom 11.5 26.7 7.2 7.2 8719 4.9 16.5 

C;     Surface 
•  i 

1.6 27.0 7.8 8.1 7180 3.9 !       9.9 ! 3.6 
55 j  Bottom 15.1 26.5 7.4 6.6 8700 4.9 11.4 

1                                                                                   TT-Rrmth Station                                                                                   1 

2^     Surface 1.6 27.0 7.5 7.7 7680 4.2 6.0 
5.2 

^ j   Bottom 8.2 26.6 7.3 6.5 8220 4.5 6.1 

...   . . Northeast Station 

2i j  Surface 1.6 26.9 7.4 6.5 6730 3.7 8.0 
3.9 

;= i  Bottom 12.1 26.8 7.4 6.6 6740 3.7 10.0 

Table 3b. Water Quality Parameters Measured at Site 92 Inner, Reference, G-South and 
Northeast Stations During the July 1998 Cruise. In-situ measurements were 
taken at approximately 1.6 ft (0.5 m) from the surface and 3.3 ft (1.0 m) from the 
bottom. 
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s tation \ 
Layer 

Depth 
(ft) 

Temp. 
CO pH 

Dissolved 
O, (mg/1) 

Conductivity 
(vimhos/cra) 

Salinity 
(PPt)" 

Turbidity 
(NTU) 

Secchi   1 
Depth 

(ft)      1 
I                                                             Inner Stations                                                              I 

i 
Surface 1.5 23.2 7.5 8.7 15?000 8.5 NR ! 

5.2 
Bottom 19.7 23.0 7.3 8.1 15.700 9.0 7.4    • 

ri 
Surface 1.5 23.2 7.6 8.8 15.200 8.6 NR 

5.2 
Bottom 13.1 22.9 7.2 7.6 15.600 8.8 7.4 

< 
i 

C4 

5? 

Surface 1.5 23.1 7.5 9.0 15.100 8.6 NR 
5.2 

Bottom 14.8 23.0 7.1 8.2 15.800 9.0 4.7 

< 

n 

Surface 1.5 22.9 ! 7-1 7.4 15,600 8.8 NR 
4.6 

i Bottom 14.8 22.8 1  7.0 7.8 15.600 8.9 7.2 

Surface 1.5 22.8 S 7.1 7.1 15.600 8.8 NR 
5.2 

Bottom 14.8 22.8 | 6.9 „ 16,100 9.0 15.1 

r'l 
Surface 1.5 22.9 i  7.1 7.3 14,580 8.2 NR 

5.2 
Bottom 14.8 22.8 7.0 7.1 16.100 9.0 4.7 

i 
ri 

Surface 1.5 23.0 ; 7.0 7.6 14,450 8.1 NR 
4.9 

Bottom 18.7 22.9 I 6.8 
i 

7.6 15,800 9.0 12.4 

Reference Stations 

1 
ri 

Surface 1.5 22.8 ! 7-3 7.5 16.240 9.5 1       NR i 
3.9      ! 

Bottom 12.5 22.8 ! 7.2 7.7 16,230 9.5 j       10.9 

r4 
i 

55 

Surface 1.5 23.1 |  7.0 7.1 13.770 7.7 i       NR 
4.6 

Bottom 16.4 22.8 i 6.9 6.9 15.700 9.0 4.4 

G-South Station 

Surface 1.5 23.3 7.5 8.3 14,590 8.2 NR 
5.9      ! 

! Bottom 10.8 22.9 7.3 7.1 15,600 8.8 3.5 

• .,   .  .... Northeas t Station 

i 
Surface „ 23.4 7.3 !   '•» 

13,410 7.3 NR 
1       6.6 

Bottom 10.5 23.0 7.2 7.1 
i 

14,230 8.0 4.7 

Table 3c. Water Quality Parameters Measured at Site 92 Inner, Reference, GSouth and 
Northeast Stations During the September 1998 Cruise. In-situ measurements 
were taken at approximately 1.6 ft (0.5 m) from the surface and 3.3 ft (1.0 m) 
from the bottom. Turbidity was not recorded (NR) at the surface during 
September due to low battery in the YSI water quality meter. 
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Turbidity. In July (Table 3b), turbidity averaged 11.5 Nephlometric Turbidity Units 
(NTU) and ranged from 4.2 to 34.4 NTU. The moderately high turbidity seen at station S92-2 in 
July (34.4 NTU) may have been caused by use of the Van Veen grab sampler at about the same 
time the reading was taken. Turbidity was low (< 17 NTU) at all stations during September 
(Table 3c). The range in September was from a low of 3.5 NTU (MDE-R1) to a high of 15.1 
NTU (S92-5) with an average of 7.5 NTU. 

Dissolved Oxygen. Dissolved oxygen (DO) concentrations were highest in May (Table 
3a; average = 8.9 + 0.3 ppm; range = 8.6 to 9.5 ppm) when the water temperature was lowest and 
freshwater influx was highest. DO concentrations were slightly higher at Reference stations 
(average = 9.3 + 0.2 ppm) than at Inner stations (average = 8.6 + 0.1 ppm). This difference was 
not ecologically important as all stations were well above the level at which low DO becomes a 
stressor. By July (Table 3b), DO concentrations had dropped to an average of 6.7 + 0.3 ppm; 
average values at Inner stations were similar to values at Reference stations. Changes in DO 
concentration were significantly correlated with temperature (r = -0.93; Table IX-1). Therefore, 
the decrease in average DO concentration has been attributed primarily to increases in 
temperature. July DO concentrations were still above the level considered stressful to aquatic 
life. Dissolved oxygen concentrations increased in September (Table 3c; average = 7.5 ± 0.4 
ppm) when water temperature was lower, but did not reach the level of May DO concentrations. 

pH. No significant variation was seen in pH either among stations within a season or 
among seasons. In most cases, pH was near or only slightly above neutral. In May (Table 3a), 
pH ranged from 7.3 to 8.0 (average 7.6 + 0.2 pH units). In July (Table 3b), a very slight decrease 
(0.1 to 0.6 pH units) was seen at all stations, except at S92-1, where pH increased very slightly 
(0.1 pH units). July pH values averaged 7.3 + 0.1 and ranged from 7.2 to 7.4. Another very 
slight decrease (0.1 to 0.5 pH units) was seen at many stations in September (Table 3c). 
September pH values averaged 7.1 + 0.2 and ranged from 6.9 to 7.3. 

Correlation Analysis. Significant relationships (p < 0.05) were found among a number 
ofin-situ water quality parameters (Appendix IX, Table IX-1). Some of these significant 
correlations were strong (r > 0.75); other correlations were moderately strong (r = 0.50 to 0.74) 
or weak (r < 0.50). Many of these correlations can be explained as similar seasonal responses by 
both parameters. For example, salinity was moderately correlated with temperature (r = 0.58). 
Both are expected to increase from spring through summer (temperature as solar radiation 
increases, salinity as freshwater influx decreases). Other correlations may suggest the existence 
of cause-and-effect relationships. 

A strong negative correlation was found between temperature and dissolved oxygen 
concentration (r = -0.93). The effect of temperature on"the saturation of dissolved gasses has 
been well documented in the literature. There was also a moderate negative correlation between 
temperature and pH (r = -0.55); pH, in tum, was positively correlated with DO (r = 0.60). This 
supports the hypothesis that temperature not only affects DO concentrations directly, but also 
indirectly by increasing benthic metabolism. Increasing benthic metabolism would cause an 
increase in carbon dioxide leading to decreased pH. There was a moderate negative correlation 
between DO and salinity (r = -0.55). Salinity is also known to affect DO saturation (Reid and 
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Wood 1976). However, given the stronger correlation between temperature and DO, and the 
relatively low salinity in the Pooles Island area, it is unlikely that salinity played a major role in 
determining DO concentration during 1998. 

There were moderately strong negative correlations between Secchi depth and bottom pH 
(r = -0.74) and bottom dissolved oxygen (r = -0.68). There was a weak positive correlation 
between Secchi depth and bottom turbidity (r = 0.37). This suggests that the increase in Secchi 
depth may have been due to settling of organic material, resulting in slightly increased bottom 
turbidity and benthic metabolism. 

2.        Comparisons of Site 92 In-Situ Water Quality with Previous Studies in the Pooles 
Island Area 

Water quality has been measured in the Pooles Island area as part of previous studies 
(Appendix VIII, Table VIII-1). Temperature varies seasonally, increasing from spring lows in 
the teens to highs in the mid to upper 20's (degrees Celsius) in July or August. Temperatures 
recorded in May, July and September 1998 were similar to those measured by Versar in the early 
1990's (Ranasinghe and Richkus 1993) and by MDE in 1995 and 1996 (Dalai et al. 1996a and 
Dalai etal. 1996b). 

Dissolved oxygen concentrations generally remain above 5.0 ppm, because the water 
around Pooles Island is shallow in depth. DO concentrations vary from season to season with 
higher values seen in the spring when the water is cooler and lower in salinity. Lowest values 
are typically seen in July and August due to increased temperatures and decreased freshwater 
influx. DO concentrations typically increase in September or October as water temperatures 
decline. DO concentrations recorded in May, July and September 1998 were similar to those 
reported by Versar in the early 1990's (Ranasinghe and Richkus 1993) and by MDE in 1995 and 
1996 (Dalai et al. 1996a and Dalai et al. 1996b). 

Rainfall in the Upper Chesapeake Bay drainage plays a major role in determining the 
salinity of the waters around Pooles Island. Typically, salinity is lowest in spring when freshets 
introduce large volumes of freshwater from the Susquehanna River and other rivers of the Upper 
Bay. Salinity values are often in the oligohaline range (> 0.5 to 5.0 %o) and may even drop into 
the "tidal freshwater" range (0.1 to 0.5 0/oo) if spring precipitation is heavy as it was in the spring 
of 1998. Salinity is lower than normal in years with greater than average rainfall and higher than 
normal in years with less than average rainfall. Average salinity recorded in May 1998 (0.3 %o) 
was slightly lower than the average value recorded in May 1993 (1.6 %o). Salinity climbs into 
the low mesohaline range (> 5.0 to 12.0 %o) during summer as the amount of freshwater entering 
the Bay declines. Typically, July and August salinity values are in the lower end of this range 
(5.0 to 7 %o). Average values recorded in July 1998 (4.3 %o) were slightly higher than the 
average salinity recorded in August 1992 (2.5 %o). During dry summers, such as 1991 and 1993, 
salinity may become even higher. Average salinity in August 1991 was 9.3 %o; average salinity 
in July 1993, 10.6 %o. During especially wet years, salinity may remain low even through 
September; for example, the average salinity in September 1996 was 5.5 %o. During other years, 
the salinity has been higher in September. For example, average September salinity was 10.0 %o 
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in 1995 and 8.9 %o in 1998. 

3.        Sediment Composition 

Laboratory sediment analyses were performed to improve upon the accuracy of the field 
estimates. Sediments at stations 592-1, S92-2, S92-6, S92-7, S92-R2 and MDE-R1 consisted of 
over 60% silt/clay (dry weight) during all seasons (Figure 2 and Table 4). Sediments at S92-1 
and S92-2 consisted of over 85% silt/clay with little or no gravel material (< 5%). Silt/clay 
accounted for over 90% of the dry sediment weight at MDE-R1 in the G-South placement area 
during all seasons; the ratio of sand to silt/clay at MDE-R1 is similar to that found at other 
stations. Gravel accounted for less than 1% of the sediment at this station. Numbers ofRangia 
cuneata, whose shells comprise most of the "gravel" fraction at other stations, have generally 
been low at MDE-R1 since 1992 (except in July 1993). Thus, it is not surprising that little 
"gravel" is found at MDE-R1. 

Silt/clay was the dominate sediment type at Stations S92-4 and S92-4A (> 70%), and 
S92-3 and S92-3A (> 83% in each season). S92-3, sampled only in May, had a lower relative 
amount of silt/clay (52.22%) and a higher gravel fraction (36.81%). S92-6 and S92-7 had high 
silt/clay contents in May and September. The silt/clay content at stations S92-6 and S92-7 was 
lower in July due to a higher gravel (shell) content (24.20% and 30.57%, respectively). In 
contrast, silt/clay accounted for less than 51% of the dry weight at Inner station S92-5 and 
Northeast station MDE-R2 during all seasons. Silt/clay content was less than 61% at Reference 
station S92-R1 during May and July. The relative contribution of silt/clay increased at S92-R1 
during September due to a decrease in the gravel (shell) fraction. 

Sand accounted for an average of 11.16% of the dry sediment weight at Inner stations in 
May (range = 3.47 to 14.47 %), 8.19 % in July (range = 3.47 to 12.56%), and 7.84% in 
September (range = 4.32 to 14.44 %). Average sand content at Reference stations was slightly 
higher than at Inner stations (12.13%, 9.62%, and 14.45% in May, July and September, 
respectively). S92-R1 had slightly higher than average sand content during all three seasons. 

The gravel fraction was composed almost exclusively of shell fragments from bivalves, 
primarily Rangia cuneata, at all stations during all seasons. Stations S92-5 and MDE-R2 were 
composed of over 36% gravel during all seasons. Station S92-3, sampled only in May, also had 
a relatively high gravel content (36.81%). S92-R1 and S92-7 had comparatively high gravel 
contents in May and July (> 25%), but lower gravel contents in September (< 10%). Other 
stations averaged less than 25% gravel during any season. 

B.        Benthic Community 

Stations were separated into categories based on their locations around Pooles Island. 
Stations S92-1 through S92-7 are Inner stations lying within Site 92. Station S92-R1 and 
S92-R2 are Reference stations located outside Site 92. Station MDE-R1, located in area G- 
South, and station MDE-R2, located north of the proposed area G-East, were designated as the 
G-South and Northeast stations, respectively. 
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Figure 2. Sediment Grain Size Distribution at Site 92 
Inner, Reference, G-South and Northeast Stations, 1998 
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Station 
May 1998 July 1998 September 1998 

% gravel % sand c /o silt/clay % gravel   % sand c /o silt/clay % gravel % sand  % silt/clay 
Inner Stations 

S92-1 0.37 11.30; 88.33 7.92!     4.86i 87.22 0.01 4.32! 95.67! 
S92-2 3.40 11.30: 85.30 2.13|    10.00! 87.87 1.69 9.37! 88.94; 
S92-3 36.81 10.98; 52.22 1 
S92-3A  i 7.13J       9.39 83.48 1.83 7.80! 90.37; 
|S92-4 2.53 14.47; 83.00 I 
|S92-4A  ! 0.90:       7.47 91.64 20.78 8.60! 70.62! 
S92-5 36.17 13.54: 50.29 52.371       9.58 38.05 54.79 5.42! 39.79! 
S92-6 5.40 13.07; 81.53 24.20'      12.56 63.25 4.91 14.44: 80.66! 
1592-7 25.07 3.47; 71.45 30.57:       3.47 65.96 7.62 4.93: 87.46i 

Reference Stations                                                         | 
S92-R1 25.63 14.06 60.31 31.06 12.16 56.78 9.86 18.67 71.47! 
S92-R2 0.24 10.19 89.58 19.20 7.09 73.72 0.62 10.20 89.18! 

G-South Station                                                           | 
MDE-R1 0.00 3.44 96.56 0.03 9.04 90.93 0.13 7.61 92.26. 

Northeast Station                                                          | 
|MDE-R2 63.09 11.10 25.81 49.73 6.74 43.52 45.67 10.16 44.17! 

Table 4. Sediment Composition at Site 92 Inner, Reference, G-South and Northeast Stations 
Based on Laboratory Analysis, May, July and September 1998. The gravel 
fraction was composed almost entirely of shell in each case. 

1.        Seasonal and Spatial Comparisons of Site 92 Stations 

Values of the measures used to describe the benthic communities at Site 92 Inner and 
Reference stations are presented in Tables 5a-c. The measures used were Total Abundance, 
Pollution-Indicative Taxa Abundance (%), Pollution-Sensitive Taxa Abundance (%), the 
Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index. Taxa Richness, and the Chesapeake Bay Benthic Index of 
Biotic Integrity (B-IBI), which was not calculated for May. Seasonal changes at each station 
were examined using bar graphs. 

Three additional characteristics of the benthic community were examined: the relative 
abundance of the three most common taxa at each station during each season (Table 6; Figures 9, 
10 and 11), the abundance of the polychaete worm Marenzelleria viridis (Figure 12; Appendix 
X, Tables X-l, X-2 and X-3); and the abundance of the clam Rangia cuneata (Figure 13; 
Appendix X, Tables X-l, X-2 and X-3). 

Correlation analysis was performed to determine whether relationships existed between 
benthic community and habitat parameters and among the benthic community parameters 
themselves. Significant correlations (p < 0.05) were found between several of the benthic 
parameters and cenain habitat parameters (Appendix IX, Table IX-2). Significant correlations 
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were also found between several benthic community parameters (Appendix IX? Table IX-3). 
Some of these correlations were moderately strong (r = 0.50 to 0.74); others were weaker (r = 
0.35 to 0.49). T-tests were performed to determine whether significant differences (p < 0.05) 
existed between station types (e.g.. Reference versus Inner stations) for certain benthic 
community parameters (Appendix IX, Table IX-4). 

Total Abundance. Average total abundance (Figure 3) was highly variable among 
stations and within station groups. Moderate, but significant (p < 0.05). correlations were found 
between total abundance and the abiotic parameters temperature, salinity. DO, and pH (Appendix 
IX, Table IX-2). Total abundance was higher when salinity and temperature were lower. 
Increased temperature would be expected to affect benthic organisms' metabolic rates and 
oxygen consumption, as well as have a direct effect on DO concentrations. DO and pH were 
positively correlated with total abundance. Total abundance was moderately influenced by the 
relatively high abundance of the clam Rangia cuneata and more strongly by the abundance of the 
polychaete worm Marenzelleria viridis (Appendix IX. Table IX-3). Abundances of/?, cuneata 
and M. viridis were negatively affected by increased temperature and salinity (Appendix IX, 
Table IX-2). The effects of increased temperature could not be separated from the effects of 
increased salinity. There were no significant differences in total abundance between Reference 
and Inner stations during the study (Appendix IX, Table IX-4). 

Station 

Average 
Total 

Abundance 
(#/m2) 

Pollution- 
Indicative Taxa 

Abundance 

Pollution- 
Sensitive Taxa 

Abundance 
(%)* 

Shannon- 
Wiener 

Diversity 
Index 

Taxa 
Richness 

Inner Stations                                                                   1 
S92-1 1633 0.80 74.76 2.19 13         I 
S92-2 4390 0.21 97.77 1.25 11 
S92-3 4090 0.00 89.60 1.36 11           ! 
S92-4 870 0.00 83.87 2.12 10 

S92-5 3840 0.00 95.40 1.52 9 
S92-6 940 0.00 79.74 2.10 9 
S92-7 3183 0.18 90.54 1.57 12         i 

Referer ice Stations 
S92-R1 3690 0.00 95.23 1.52 !          9 
S92-R2 2173 0.10 92.72 1.13 i         10 

G-Soi ith Station 
MDE-R1 5847 0.00 97.67 0.62 i         10 

1                                                              Northeast Station                                                              1 
MDE-R2 1630 0.63 86.42 1.35 i         15        i 

Table 5a. Values of Measures Used to Assess Infaunal Benthic Community Condition at 
Site 92 Inner, Reference, GSouth and Northeast Stations, May 1998. 
*Differences from 100% for the two tolerance categories combined are due to 
the presence of taxa not classified as pollution-sensitive or pollution-indicative. 
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Total abundance was highest in May at seven of the eleven stations sampled (Figure 3; 
Table 5a). Average May abundance for Inner stations at Site 92 was 2.707 + 1.522 
individuals/m: and ranged from 870 (S92-4) to 4.390 individuals/nr (S92-2). Site 92 Reference 
stations averaged 2,932 + 1,072 individuals/nr and ranged from 2,173 individuals/nr (S92-R2) 
to 3,690 individuals/nr (S92-R2). Northeast station MDE-R2 averaged 1,630 individuals/nr. 
There was no significant difference between Reference stations and Inner stations or between 
Reference stations and the Northeast station (MDE-R2). The greatest abundance observed 
during May was at the G-South station MDE-R1. which averaged 5,847 individuals/nr. 
Abundance at MDE-R1 was more than twice the average of the other stations and was 
significantly higher than at Reference stations (p = 0.0138; Table IX-4). This was attributed to 
the very high abundance of the pollution-sensitive worm M. viridis at MDE-R1. 

Station 

Average 
Total 

Abundance 
(#/m2) 

Pollution- 
Indicative Taxa 

Abundance 

Pollution- 
Sensitive Taxa 

Abundance 

Shannon- 
Wiener 

Diversity 
Index 

Taxa 
Richness B-IBI 

Inner Stations 
S92-1 2617 0.11 !          94.39 1.00 13 3.5    j 

S92-2 2253 0.00 i          95.59 1.11 9 4.0            ; 

S92-3A 1227 0.73 i           95.13 1.27 11 3.5 

S92-4A 1490 1.00 i           89.34 1.79 12 4.0   ; 

S92-5 1073 6.70 !          66.58 2.94 16 .     4.5     ! 

S92-6. 1637 0.56 |           89.20 !            1.74 13 ;     4.5     : 

S92-7 1993 0.14 i          96.11 |            1.17 i        12 !     4.0 

Reference Stations l 
S92-R1 2463 3.35 |          67.95 |           2.12 ;       I7 ;     4.5     : 

S92-R2 510 1.37 |           72.04 j           2.62 1       12 !       4.0      : 

G-South Station 
MDE-R1 1597 0.00 |          88.57 |           1.39 1       13 i    4.5    i 

Northeast Station 
MDE-R2 3500 I            1.29 |          79.83 !           1.31 1       I3 i    3.5    j 

Table 5b. Values of Measures Used to Assess Infaunal Benthic Community Condition at 
Site 92 Inner, Reference, G-South and Northeast Stations, July 1998. 
*Differences from 100% for the two tolerance categories combined are due to 
the presence of taxa not classified as either pollution-sensitive or pollution- 
indicative. 

In July (Table 5b), average total abundance for Inner stations at Site 92 was 1,756 + 559 
individuals/nr and ranged from 1,073 (S92-5) to 2,617 individuals/nr (S92-1). Total abundance 
was very different between the two Site 92 Reference stations. Total abundance at S92-R1 was 
2,463 individuals/nr, similar to abundances seen at Inner stations S92-1 and S92-2. Total 
abundance at S92-R2 was very low, only 510 individuals/nr, or less than half the abundance at 
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any other station. The decrease at Reference station S92-R2 was due to a large decrease in the 
abundance of M. viridis at this station compared to May. Total abundance at MDE-R1 was 1,597 
individuals/nr, similar to the average total abundance at Inner stations and not significantly 
different from Reference stations. Abundance at the Northeast station MDE-R2 was 3,500 
individuals/nr. High total abundance at this station resulted from the large number of R. cuneata 
(700 individuals) found in the third 0.1 nr (1.1 ft2) grab sample. The vast majority of the clams 
were juveniles less than 15 mm in length. The average of the other two replicates from MDE-R2 
was 1,310 individuals/nr, similar to the Reference station average of 1,486 individuals/nr. 

Station 

Average 
Total 

Abundance 
(#/m2) 

Pollution- 
indicative Taxa 

Abundance 
(%)* 

Pollution- 
sensitive Taxa 

Abundance 
(%)* 

Shannon- 
Wiener 

Diversity 
Index 

Taxa 
Richness B-IBI 

Inner Stations 
S92-1 927 5.48 |          77.32 2.28 11 4.0 

S92-2 1140 6.04 !           83.46 1.70 11 4.0    | 

S92-3 1387 0.72 !          92.36 0.99 8 3.5    ! 
S92-4 1430 0.65 |           88.97 1.28 11 3.5    j 
S92-5 1673 2.28 i          78.34 1.81 13 4.5    ! 
S92-6 1610 2.49 67.99 1.95 12 4.5    ! 

S92-7 2060 1.07 j          94.63 0.84 10 4.0    j 

1                                                           Reference Stations                                                            1 
S92-R1 2230 0.64 !          81.38 1.36 12 4.0    j 

S92-R2 940 7.09 23.23 2.27 15 3.5    i 

G-South Station 
MDE-R1 1543 1.43 84.76 1.93 12 I    4.5 

Northeast Station 
MDE-R2 453 8.00 29.49 2.66 9 3.5 

Table 5c. Values of Measures Used to Assess Infaunal Benthic Community Condition at 
Site 92 Inner, Reference, G-South and Northeast Stations, September 1998. 
*Differences from 100% for the two tolerance categories combined are due to 
the presence of taxa not classified as either pollution-sensitive or pollution- 
indicative. 

In September (Table 5c), average abundance for Inner stations at Site 92 was 1,461 + 370 
individuals/nr, with a range from 927 individuals/nr (S92-1) to 2,060 individuals/nr (S92-7). 
Reference stations averaged 1,538 individuals/nr, with 940 individuals/nr at S92-R2 and 2,230 
individuals/nr at S92-R1, which had the highest total abundance of any station. There was no 
significant difference in total abundance between Inner and Reference stations. Little change in 
total abundance was seen at four stations (S92-3, S92-4, S927, MDE-R1) between July and 
September. Decreases in abundance of the polychaete worm Maremelleria viridis were offset by 
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increases in the abundance of the clam Rangia cuneata at these four stations. Large decreases in 
total abundance were seen at Inner stations S92-1 and S92-2. At station S92-1, decreases in R. 
cuneata contributed to decreases in total abundance. The decrease at S92-2 was due to a 
decrease in the abundance of M. viridis. Total abundance also decreased slightly at Reference 
station S92-R1, although the change could not be attributed to declines in any one taxon. Total 
abundance nearly doubled at Reference station S92-R2 due to increases in several taxa, most 
notably the polychaete worm Neanthes succinea. Total abundance at station S92-5 also 
increased from July to September. The increase at S92-5 was due to increased abundance of R. 
cuneata. Total abundance at G-South station MDE-R1 was 1,543 individuals/m2, similar to 
Reference stations during September. The lowest total abundance was seen at the Northeast 
station (MDE-R2) in September (453 individuals/m2). Abundance at MDE-R2 was significantly 
lower than at Reference stations (p = 0.0299). The maximum abundance based on any replicate 
at MDE-R2 in September (550 individuals/m2) was less than half of the minimum abundance 
found in July (1,280 individuals/m2; Appendix IX, Figure IX-1). Low abundance at MDE-R2 
was due to loss of individuals from all taxa, particularly the isopods and amphipods (Appendix 
X, Table X-3). Fossil oyster shell dredging was occurring in the area around MDE-R2 in 
September and a 2-5 cm layer of light gray material was observed on the top of the sediments. 

Abundance of Pollution-Indicative Taxa. Abundance of pollution-indicative taxa is 
expressed as a percentage of the total abundance. Pollution-indicative taxa found during the Site 
92 baseline study were the polychaete worms Hypereteone heteropoda and Streblospio benedicti, 
and the midges (Insecta: Chironomidae) Coelotanypus sp. and Procladius sp. Statistically 
significant correlations were found between the relative abundance of pollution-indicative taxa 
and DO, pH and salinity (Appendix IX, Table IX-2). Relative abundance of pollution-indicative 
taxa increased as DO and pH decreased and salinity increased. These changes were due to both 
numeric increases in pollution-indicative taxa and to decreased abundance of pollution-sensitive 
taxa such as Marenzelleria viridis and Rangia cuneata. A strong negative correlation (r = -0.86) 
was found between pollution-indicative taxa abundance and pollution-sensitive taxa abundance. 
This is expected because pollution-indicative taxa are tolerant of environmental conditions that 
lead to decreased abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa. 

The relative abundance of pollution-indicative taxa was less than 10% throughout the 
study (Figure 4). Pollution-indicative taxa abundance was very low (< 1%) at all stations in May 
(Table 5a). Slight increases in pollution-indicative taxa abundance occurred at most stations by 
July (Table 5b). In July, average pollution-indicative taxa abundance at Inner stations was 
1.32%; at Reference stations, 2.36%. G-South station MDE-R1 and Northeast station MDE-R2 
had pollution-indicative taxa abundances of 0% and 1.29%, respectively. Pollution-indicative 
taxa abundance increased again, but remained below 10%, at many stations in September due to 
the addition of H. heteropoda and slight increases in the numbers of other pollution-indicative 
taxa. 

Abundance of Pollution-Sensitive Taxa. Abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa is also 
expressed as a percentage of the total abundance. Four pollution-sensitive taxa were found 
during the Site 92 baseline study. These were the clams Macoma balthica and Rangia cuneata, 
the isopod Cyathura polita, and the polychaete worm Marenzelleria viridis. Stations with high 
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abundance of M. viridis or R. cuneata also had high pollution-sensitive taxa abundance. 
Pollution-sensitive taxa abundance was weakly correlated with the numeric and relative 
abundance of/?, cuneata and numeric abundance of M. viridis (Appendix IX, Table IX-3). Lack 
of stronger correlations with either of these taxa individually is not surprising because two 
stations had few R. cuneata but many M. viridis. Pollution-sensitive taxa abundance was 
strongly correlated with the combined abundance of these two taxa (r = 0.96). Pollution- 
sensitive taxa abundance was also weakly correlated with pH and salinity (Appendix IX, Table 
IX-2). Increased salinity can cause stress to sensitive organisms. 

In May (Appendix X, Table X-l), many samples were dominated by R. cuneata or M. 
viridis, with total numbers often more than 1,000 individuals per square meter. Average 
abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa was 87.38% (range = 74.76% to 97.77%) for Inner 
stations, 93.98% for Reference stations (range = 92.72% to 95.23%), and 86.42% for the 
Northeast station (Table 5a, Figure 5). Relative abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa was 
significantly higher at the G-South station (97.67%) than at the Reference stations in May 
(Appendix IX, Table IX-4) due to large numbers of M. viridis in G-South. The highest 
percentage of pollution-sensitive taxa in May was 97.77% at Inner station S92-2 where R. 
cuneata and M. viridis accounted for nearly 96% of all individuals. Inner station S92-1 had the 
lowest abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa, 74.76%. This was most likely due to a 
combination of lower relative abundance of R. cuneata and M. viridis coupled with the higher 
abundance of the amphipod Leptocheirus plumulosus found at this station. 

In July (Table 5b), average abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa for Inner stations was 
slightly higher (average = 89.48%; range = 66.58% to 96.11%). The increased pollution- 
sensitive taxa abundance at S92-1 was largely due to an increase in the abundance ofRangia 
cuneata. Relative abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa decreased at Inner station S92-5 where 
C. polita replaced M. viridis as second-most dominant taxon. Pollution-sensitive taxa abundance 
at S92-2 also decreased due to a decrease in the number of R. cuneata, M. viridis, and C. polita. 
Decreases in the numeric abundance of R. cuneata and M. viridis at the Site 92 Reference 
stations, coupled with increases in other taxa, resulted in a significant decrease in the abundance 
of pollution-sensitive taxa at these stations (see Appendix X, Tables X-l and X-2). The average 
pollution-sensitive taxa abundance for Site 92 Reference stations was 70.00% (range: 67.95% to 
72.04%) in July. Pollution-sensitive taxa abundance was significantly lower at Reference 
stations than at Inner stations in July (Appendix IX, Table IX-4). This was due to the lower 
abundance ofRangia at the Reference stations. Pollution-sensitive taxa abundance at the G- 
South station (MDE-R1) was 88.57%, lower than the abundance in May (97.67%), due to a 
decrease in the abundance of M. viridis. Pollution-sensitive taxa abundance at the G-South 
station was significantly higher than at Reference stations (Appendix IX, Table IX-4) due to the 
higher abundance of M. viridis in G-South. Pollution-sensitive taxa abundance for the Northeast 
station decreased (from 86.42% to 80.63%), again due to a decrease in the abundance of 
M. viridis. 

Abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa decreased from July to September at all Inner 
stations except S92-5 (Figure 5). Average abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa was 83.30% 
(range: 67.99% to 94.63%) at Inner stations in September (Table 5c). Average pollution- 
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sensitive taxa abundance was 52.30% at Reference stations. This was significantly lower than 
abundance of these organisms at Inner stations (Appendix IX, Table IX-4). G-South station 
MDE-R1 had a high pollution-sensitive taxa abundance (84.43%) due to the large number of M. 
viridis present at this station in September. Pollution-sensitive taxa abundance at Northeast 
station MDE-R2 was greatly depressed (29.49%) compared to July, due to decreases in M. 
viridis, R. cuneata, and C. polita, and increases in the oligochaete worm Tubificoides sp. These 
changes may have been due to disturbance of the habitat by nearby fossil oyster shell dredging. 

Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index. The Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index is affected 
primarily by taxa richness and distribution of individuals among the species (Weber 1973). 
Diversity was below the B-IBI threshold value for low mesohaline environments at most stations 
during each season. Significant negative correlations were found between diversity and total 
abundance, abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa, and numeric abundance of Rangia cuneata and 
Marenzelleria viridis (Appendix IX, Table IX-3). Significant positive correlations were found 
between diversity and taxa richness and pollution-indicative taxa abundance (Appendix IX, 
Table IX-3). Relative abundance of R. cuneata and M. viridis combined was also an important 
factor influencing diversity (Appendix IX, Figure IX-3). When combined relative abundance of 
these two taxa was greater than 71%, the diversity index was less than 1.7, which is below the 
threshold value used in calculating the B-IBI. At combined relative abundances between 51% 
and 71%, the Shannon-Wiener diversity index values were higher, but still not in the optimal 
range. Only when the combined abundance of R. cuneata and M. viridis was less than 51% did 
the diversity index value climb into the optimal range (i.e., above 2.5). 

s Clear trends in diversity were seen at only four stations: S92-3/3A, S92-4/4A, S92-7, and 
MDE-R1 (Figure 6). Diversity decreased throughout the study at S92-3, S92-4, and S92-7. The 
relative abundance of the clam Rangia cuneata increased at these three stations over the study 
period primarily due to the loss of individuals in other taxa, especially the amphipods 
(Amphipoda). Diversity increased throughout the study at MDE-R1 as both relative and numeric 
abundance of the polychaete worm Marenzelleria viridis decreased and additional taxa were 
found. Changes in diversity at other stations showed no regular pattern but were often tied to the 
abundance of R. cuneata. 

Diversity values for Inner stations were low (average =1.73; range = 1.25 to 2.19) in 
May (Table 5a). Reference stations averaged slightly lower diversity (average = 1.33; range = 
1.13 to 1.52) due to larger numbers of R. cuneata and M. viridis at these stations. Diversity at 
the G-South station (0.62) was significantly lower than at Reference stations (Table IX-4) due to 
the large number of M. viridis at this station. Diversity for the Northeast station was 1.35. 

In July (Table 5b), large numbers oiR. cuneata] coupled with decreases in the number of 
individuals of M viridis and other taxa, resulted in slightly lower diversity values for most Inner 
stations compared to May values. Overall, diversity values for Inner stations were low (average 
= 1.42; range: 1.00 to 2.94). Diversity increased at Inner station S92-5 where the number of both 
R. cuneata and M. viridis decreased. Diversity at Reference stations (average = 2.37; range: 2.12 
to 2.62) was higher than in May and significantly higher than at Inner stations (Table IX-4). 
Increased diversity at the Reference stations was the result of decreases in the number of/?. 
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cuneata and M. viridis and the addition of taxa not present in the May samples. Diversity at the 
G-South station (MDE-R1) increased compared to May, primarily due to a decrease in the 
number of M. viridis and the addition of several taxa not found in the May samples. Diversity 
for the Northeast station (MDE-R2) was 1.30, which is very similar to the May value of 1.3.5. 

For seven of the eleven stations sampled, diversity values for September were very 
similar to those of July (Table 5). Diversity was higher at S92-1 due to a decrease in the 
abundance ofRangia cuneata. Diversity was lower at station S92-5 due to increased abundance 
ofR. cuneata and decreased taxa richness. Increased abundance of R. cuneata and decreased 
abundance of Marenzelleria viridis resulted in lower diversity at S92-4. The lowest diversity, 
0.84, occurred at Inner station S92-7. Average diversity at the Inner stations in September (1.33 
+ 0.51) was slightly lower than the July average (1.57 + 0.68). However, diversity at Inner 
stations was similar to the average diversity at Reference stations (average = 1.82 ± 0.55). A 
decrease in taxa richness at Reference station S92-R1 resulted in lower diversity at this station. 

Chesapeake Bay Benthic Index of Biotic Integrity (B-IBI). B-IBI values were 
calculated based on total abundance, pollution-indicative taxa abundance, pollution-sensitive 
taxa abundance, and the Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index. Individual metrics were scored 
according to Table 2 [based on Weisberg et al. (1997)]. All stations met or exceeded the 
Chesapeake Bay Restoration Goal of 3.0 in July and September (Figure 7) indicating that the 
benthic communities in the Pooles Island area were healthy. During July (Table 5b), the average 
B-IBI score for Inner stations was 4.1; the Reference station average was 4.0. The average B-IBI 
scores for Inner stations in September was 4.0; for Reference stations, 3.8. The G-South station 
had B-IBI scores of 4.0 and 4.5 in July and September, respectively. The Northeast station had a 
B-IBI score of 3.5 in both July and September. 

Taxa Richness. Taxa richness (Figure 8) was calculated as the total number of infaunal 
taxa found in all replicates at a station. As with other measures of the benthic community 
condition, epifaunal taxa were excluded from calculation of taxa richness because these taxa are 
excluded from the B-IBI. Only minor changes (increases or decreases of 1 or 2 taxa) were seen 
at most stations between seasons. Larger changes (3 or more taxa) occurred between May and 
July at stations S92-5, S92-6, S92-R1, and MDE-R1, and between July and September at stations 
S92-3A, S92-5, S92-R1, S92-R2 and MDE-R2. Taxa richness was significantly correlated with 
temperature and dissolved oxygen (Appendix IX, Table IX-3). Taxa richness was also affected 
by the number of pollution-indicative taxa present, which increased as environmental conditions 
became less favorable. Taxa richness was generally similar among stations. 

In May, taxa richness ranged from 9 taxa (S92-5, S92-6, and S92-R1) to 15 taxa (MDE- 
R2). Average taxa richness for Inner stations was 11. Average taxa richness for Reference 
stations was 10. The G-South station, MDE-R1, was represented by 10 taxa; the Northeast 
station, MDE-R2, by 15. 

In July, taxa richness ranged from 9 taxa (S92-2) to 17 taxa (S92-R1). Average taxa 
richness for Inner stations was 12; average taxa richness for Reference stations was 15. The 
G-South station, MDE-R1, was represented by 13 taxa; the Northeast station, MDE-R2, by 13. 
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Increases in taxa richness at stations S92-6, S92-7, and MDE-R1 from May to July were due to 
increases in the number of polychaete worm taxa. The most dramatic increases in taxa richness 
occurred at Inner station S92-5 and Reference station S92-R1 due to an increase in the number of 
polychaete worm taxa and the addition of three genera of midges (Insecta: Chironomidae). The 
slight decrease in taxa richness at MDE-R2 was due primarily to loss of midge taxa. 

In September, taxa richness ranged from 8 (S92-3) to 15 (S92-R2). Average taxa 
richness for Inner stations was 11; average taxa richness for Reference stations was 14. The 
G-South station was represented by 12 taxa. The Northeast station, MDE-R2, was represented 
by only nine taxa, a large decrease compared to May (15 taxa) and July (13 taxa). The lost taxa 
at MDE-R2 were primarily amphipods (Amphipoda) and midges (Insecta: Chironomidae). A 2 
to 5 cm layer of light gray sediment was seen during September at MDE-R2. This sediment 
layer, not seen in May or July, may have resulted from fossil oyster shell dredging activity that 
was taking place in close proximity to the station and may have caused the resultant loss of taxa. 

Abundance of the Three Most Dominant Infaunal Taxa. The three most abundant 
infaunal taxa at each station are listed in Table 6 in order of abundance. Abundances of other 
taxa are provided in Tables X-l, X-2 and X-3 (Appendix X). The clam Rangia cuneata and the 
polychaete worm Marenzelleria viridis were the two numerically dominant taxa at the Inner 
stations in May 1998 (Figure 9a). The isopod Cyathura polita alternated with the amphipod 
Leptocheirus plumulosus as the third most abundant taxon at Inner stations. In July (Figure 10a), 
Rangia cuneata and the polychaete worm Marenzelleria viridis were again the two numerically 
dominant taxa at Inner stations. An exception occurred at station S92-5 where the C. polita was 
the second most abundant taxon after R. cuneata and M. viridis was third most abundant. C. 
polita was the third most abundant taxon at other Inner stations. Fewer L. plumulosus were seen 
at any Inner station in July than had been seen in May (Appendix X, Table X-2); L plumulosus 
was not among the three most dominant taxa at any Inner station during July. R. cuneata, M. 
viridis, and C. polita were again the three most abundant taxa at Inner stations S92-1, S92-2, 
S92-4 and S92-7 in September (Figure 1 la). Increases in abundance of the clam worm, 
Neanthes succinea, made it one of the three dominant taxa at the other three Inner stations where 
it replaced either M. viridis or C. polita. 

At Reference stations S92-R1 and S92-R2, the clam R. cuneata, the polychaete worm M. 
viridis, and the isopod C polita were the three most abundant taxa in May (Figure 9b). 
M. viridis and C. polita were the two most abundant taxa at both the G-South (MDE-R1) and 
Northeast (MDE-R2) stations in May. The oligochaete worm Tubificoides spp. was third most 
abundant at MDE-R1, whereas the clam worm Neanthes succinea was third most abundant at 
MDE-R2. In July (Figure 10b), Rangia cuneata was among the three most abundant taxa at both 
Reference stations and at MDE-R2. The abundance of Rangia had increased at stations MDE-R1 
and MDE-R2 but decreased at stations S92-R1 and S92-R2 compared to May values (Appendix 
X, Tables X-l and X-2). Increased abundance of the polychaete worm Polydora cornuta 
resulted in its being one of the three most abundant taxa at S92-R1 and MDE-R2 in July. 
Relatively high numbers of P. cornuta were also present at Inner stations S92-4A and S92-5 
where it was the fourth most common taxon. P. cornuta had not been found in any of the May 
samples. The oligochaete worm Tubificoides spp. was the third most abundant taxon at S92-R1 
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in July. The polychaete worm Neanthes succinea was among the three most abundant taxa at the 
two Reference stations, the G-South station and the Northeast station in September (Table 6; 
Figure 1 lb). Most of the iV. succinea present were young and small (<15 mm in length). C. 
polita was also among the three most abundant taxa at both Reference stations and the G-South 
station MDE-R1. The oligochaete worm Tubificoides spp. was among the three most abundant 
taxa at S92-R2 and the Northeast station, MDE-R2. The polychaete worm Marenzelleria viridis 
was among the three most abundant taxa only at the G-South station. This station usually had a 
high abundance of M. viridis even when other stations have not. 

Abundance oiRangia cuneata and Marenzelleria viridis. The abundance of the clam 
Rangia cuneata and the polychaete worm Marenzelleria viridis are important factors influencing 
the B-IBI and its component metrics in the Pooles Island area. Both of these taxa have been 
designated as "pollution-sensitive" in the Chesapeake Bay (Weisberg et al. 1997). High numbers 
of either of these species resulted in low diversity and low relative abundance of pollution- 
indicative taxa. High abundance of these taxa also results in high total abundance and high 
relative abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa. 

Rangia cuneata and Marenzelleria viridis were the two most abundant taxa at all Inner 
stations and both Reference stations in May (Table 6; Appendix X, Table X-l). Relative 
abundance of these two species combined ranged from 67% to almost 96% at these stations. R. 
cuneata was significantly more abundant at Inner stations than at Reference stations (Appendix 
IX, Table IX-3). M. viridis was significantly less abundant at Inner stations than at Reference 
stations. R. cuneata was rare at the G-South and Northeast stations. M. viridis was very 
abundant at these two stations, comprising over 78% of the individuals. 

By July, numeric abundance of M. viridis had decreased at all stations (Figure 12). M. 
viridis continued to comprise more than 75% of the individuals at the G-South station. Numeric 
abundance of Rangia fluctuated at many stations, increasing at some stations and decreasing at 
others (Figure 13); however, Rangia was the most abundant taxon at all Inner stations and at 
S92-R1 (Appendix X, Table X-2). Relative abundance of Rangia increased at all Inner stations 
and at S92-R1. Although numeric abundance of Rangia decreased at Reference station S92-R2, 
relative abundance increased slightly due to decreases in abundance of other taxa. Rangia 
continued to be rare at the G-South station. Abundance of Rangia at the Northeast station 
increased dramatically compared to May due in part to very high abundance (700 individuals) in 
the third replicate sample taken at MDE-R2 in July. 

By September, numeric and relative abundance of M. viridis continued to decline at all 
stations except Inner station S92-1 where both numeric and relative abundance increased. M. 
viridis comprised less than 6% of individuals at all stations except Inner station S92-1 and G- 
South MDE-R2, where it comprised over 57% of all individuals. Again, populations of Rangia 
cuneata were more variable. Rangia continued to comprise more than 59% of the individuals at 
all Inner stations except S92-1 (7.6% Rangia). Rangia also continued to dominate Reference 
station S92-R1 (74.2% Rangia). Rangia continued to occur in low numbers at Reference station 
S92-R2 (30 individuals/nr), the G-South station (70 individuals/m2) and the Northeast station 
(60 individuals/m2). 
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Station 
-";- •''•:                                                  Season 

•''•'""•. May  ; July September 
Inner Stations 

S92-1 Rangia cuneata 
Marenzelleria viridis 
Leptocheirus plumulosus 

Rangia cuneata 
Marenzelleria viridis 
Cyathura polita 

Marenzelleria viridis 
Cyathura polita 
Rangia cuneata 

S92-2 Rangia cuneata 
Marenzelleria viridis 
Cyathura polita 

Rangia cuneata 
Marenzelleria viridis 
Cyathura polita 

Rangia cuneata 
Cyathura polita 
Marenzelleria viridis 

S92-3/3A Rangia cuneata 
Marenzelleria viridis 
Leptocheirus plumulosus 

Rangia cuneata 
Marenzelleria viridis 
Cyathura polita 

Rangia cuneata 
Marenzelleria viridis 
Neanthes succinea 

S92-4/4A Marenzelleria viridis 
Rangia cuneata 
Cyathura polita 

Rangia cuneata 
Marenzelleria viridis 
Cyathura polita 

Rangia cimeata 
Cyathura polita 
Neanthes succinea 

S92-5 Rangia cuneata 
Marenzelleria viridis 
Leptocheirus plumulosus 

Rangia cuneata 
Cyathura polita 
Marenzelleria viridis 

Rangia cuneata 
Neanthes succinea 
Marenzelleria viridis 

S92-6 Marenzelleria viridis 
Rangia cuneata 
Leptocheirus plumulosus 

Rangia cuneata 
Marenzelleria viridis 
Cyathura polita 

Rangia cuneata 
Neanthes succinea 
Cyathura polita 

S92-7 Marenzelleria viridis 
Rangia cuneata 
Leptocheirus plumulosus 

Rangia cuneata 
Marenzelleria viridis 
Cyathura polita 

Rangia cimeata 
Cyathura polita 
Marenzelleria viridis 

Reference Stations 
S92-R1 Rangia cuneata 

Marenzelleria viridis 
Cyathura polita 

Rangia cuneata 
Polydora cornuta 
Tubificoides sp. 

Rangia cuneata 
Neanthes succinea 
Cyathura polita 

S92-R2 Marenzelleria viridis 
Rangia cuneata 
Cyathura polita 

Marenzelleria viridis 
Cyathura polita 
Rangia cuneata 

Neanthes succinea 
Cyathura polita 
Tubificoides sp. 

I ::;v<£W;-^^                                                            ••-•./••• ir-Ov-....- '• 
iMDE-Rl Marenzelleria viridis 

Cyathura polita 
Tubificoides sp. 

Marenzelleria viridis 
Cyathura polita 
Leptocheirus plumulosus 

Marenzelleria viridis 
Cyathura polita • 
Rangia cuneata 

\;•i^.r^^&f£^4^-^\^                                                                                                ;:•::•:•''•••-•• -^ ••••'•',••^'•'%-\ 

MDE-R2 Marenzelleria viridis 
Cyathura polita 
Neanthes succinea 

Rangia cuneata 
Marenzelleria viridis 
Polydora cornuta 

Neanthes succinea 
Tubificoides sp. 
Rangia cuneata 

Table 6. Three Most Numerically Abundant Infaunal Taxa at Site 92 Inner, Reference, G- 
South and Northeast Stations, May, July and September 1998. Taxa are listed in 
decreasing order of abundance. 
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2.        Comparison of the 1998 G-South Station with Previous Studies in G-South 

Studies of the Pooles Island area were conducted by Versar, Inc. during the early 1990's 
(Ranasinghe and Richkus 1993). Included among these studies were a baseline study of the 
G-South area and studies to determine the early effects of placement activities on the benthic 
community. Cruises were conducted in June 1991 and August 1991 prior to placement. The first 
post-placement studies were conducted in August 1992, October 1992, May 1993, June 1993, 
and July 1993. Results of the August 1991/August 1992, May 1993, and July 1993 cruises have 
been compared with the September 1998, May 1998 and July 1998 data, respectively. Table 
VIII-2 (Appendix VIII) summarizes the benthic community data from the 1991 through 1993 
studies. In addition, MDE studied the recovery of the benthic community at G-South during 
September 1996 (Dalai et al. 1996b). Table VIII-3 (Appendix VIII) summarizes the benthic 
community data from MDE's 1996 study. The results of the present study have also been 
compared with the results of the 1996 study. Total abundance, Shannon-Wiener diversity index 
values, relative abundance ofRangia cuneata and Marenzelleria viridis, relative abundance of 
pollution-sensitive taxa, and B-IBI values were compared. T-tests were used to determine 
whether total abundance, relative abundance ofRangia cuneata and Marenzelleria viridis, and 
relative abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa differed between selected study periods (Appendix 
IX, Table IX-5). B-IBI and Shannon-Wiener diversity index values were not included in the t- 
tests. 

B-IBI values were above the threshold (3.0) established as part of the Chesapeake Bay 
Restoration Goals during all sampling periods for which they were applicable (August 1991, 
August 1992, July 1993, September 1996, July 1998 and September 1998). A significant 
decrease in the abundance of the clam Rangia cuneata occurred between pre-placement in 
August 1991 and the first year after placement, August 1992. No other significant differences 
were found between these two dates. The decrease in abundance ofRangia has persisted through 
September 1998. Total abundance was also significantly lower in September 1998 than in 
August 1991 or August 1992. Abundance of the worm Marenzelleria viridis was significantly 
higher in September 1998 than in August 1991. 

Values for the Shannon-Wiener diversity index, the relative abundance of pollution- 
sensitive taxa, and the relative abundance of M. viridis in May 1998 were different from values 
for May 1993, less than one-half year after dredged material placement. The numeric and 
relative abundance of M. viridis was higher in May 1998 than in May 1993. Because this species 
has been classified as pollution-sensitive (Weisberg et al. 1997), the relative abundance of 
pollution-sensitive taxa also increased. M. viridis comprised almost 90% of the individuals 
collected in May 1998 resulting in a low diversity value. Other measures were similar between 
the two years. 

The benthic community found in July 1993 was somewhat different in regard to the 
measures examined from the community that was found in July 1998. Total abundance and 
diversity were higher in July 1993 than in July 1998, as was the abundance ofRangia. The 
relative abundance of M. viridis increased from July 1993 to July 1998, although the numeric 
abundance decreased (see Appendix VIII, Table VIII-2 and Appendix X, Table X-2). 
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Dominance by M. viridis lead to an increase in relative abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa and 
a decrease in the Shannon-Wiener diversity index in 1998. 

Total abundance and diversity were significantly higher in September 1996 than in 
September 1998 (Appendix IX, Table IX-5). Relative abundance of M. viridis and relative 
abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa were not significantly different between the two years. 
The relative abundance ofRangia caneata was statistically significantly higher in 1998 than in 
1996, although the actual difference was small (Appendix IX, Table IX-5). Rangia still 
accounted for less than 5% of the total individuals in G-South in 1998. 

Additional placement of dredged material occurred in a limited portion of G-South during 
January and February 1997. The benthic community residing in G-South during 1998 was likely 
still recovering from the effects of placement during 1997, slightly more than one year prior to 
sampling. This might have contributed to the differences between the community seen in 1993 
and the community seen in 1998. 

j. Comparison of the Northeast Station with the 1996 G-East Baseline Study 

No statistically significant differences were found between the benthic community that 
was sampled in the vicinity of G-East in 1996 and the community sampled in 1998 (see 
Appendix IX, Table IX-6). Total abundance was much lower in 1998 (453 individuals/m2) than 
in 1996 (4,297 individuals/m:). This was not a statistically significant difference at p < 0.05 due 
to the variability seen in the September 1996 data. However, the average number of individuals 
found in 1998 (Appendix X, Table X-3) was less than half the lowest value found in 1996 
(Appendix VIII, Table VIII-4). In 1996, the community was dominated by the clams Rangia 
cuneata and Macoma balthica, with an average of over 1,000 individuals of each per square 
meter. The third most abundant taxon in 1996 was the isopod Cyathura polita. No Macoma 
were found at the Northeast station (MDE-R2) in 1998. In addition, the average number of 
Rangia per square meter was less than 100 in 1998, although Rangia was still the third most 
abundant taxon. The relative abundance ofRangia was not significantly different between the 
two years (Appendix IX, Table IX-6). The benthic community at MDE-R2 was dominated by 
the polychaete worm Neanthes succinea and by the oligochaete worm Tubificoides spp. in 1998. 
Shannon-Wiener diversity was slightly higher in 1998 (2.66) than in 1996 (2.45) most likely due 

to the greater evenness with which the individuals were divided among taxa. Fewer taxa (9) 
were found in 1998 than were found in 1996 (16). Most notable was the absence of the clam 
species Macoma balthica and Macoma mitchelli, which were found in 1996 but not 1998. The 
abundance of pollution-indicative taxa was slightly higher in 1998 (8.0 %) than in 1996 (1.2 %) 
due to a higher abundance of the oligochaete worm Tubificoides spp. in 1998. The abundance of 
pollution-sensitive taxa was slightly higher in 1996 (51'.0 %) than in 1998 (29.5 %) due to the 
lower abundance ofRangia and the absence of Macoma in 1998. Decreases in overall abundance 
and the abundance of sensitive organisms, such as Rangia and Macoma, may have been related 
to Langenfelder fossil oyster shell dredging that occurred in the vicinity of the Northeast station 
during September 1998. 
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Figure 3. Total Abundance of Infaunal Taxa at 
Inner, Reference, G-South and Northeast Stations, 

May, July and September 1998 
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Figure 4. Relative Abundance of Pollution-indicative Infaunal Taxa 
at Inner, Reference, G-South and Northeast Stations, 

May, July and September 1998 
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Figure 5. Relative Abundance of Pollution-Sensitive Infaunal Taxa 
at Inner, Reference, G-South and Northeast Stations, 

May, July and September 1998 
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Figure 6. Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index at Inner, Reference, G- 
South and Northeast Stations, May, July and September 1998 
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Figure 7. Benthic Index of Biotic Integrity at Inner, Reference, 
G-South and Northeast Stations, May, July and September 1998 
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Figure 8. Infaunal Taxa Richness at Inner, Reference, G-South and 
Northeast Stations, May, July and September 1998 
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Figure 9a. Relative Abundance of the Three Most Dominant 
Infaunal Taxa at Site 92 Inner Stations, May 1998 
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Figure 9b. Relative Abundance of the Jhree Most Dominant 
Infaunal Taxa at Site 92 Reference, G-South and Northeast Stations, 

May 1998 
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Figure 10a. Relative Abundance of the Three Most Dominant 
Infaunal Taxa at Site 92 Inner Stations, July 1998 
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Figure 10b. Relative Abundance of the Three Most Dominant 
Infaunal Taxa at Site 92 Reference, and G-South and Northeast 

Stations, July 1998 
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Figure 11a. Relative Abundance of the Three Most Dominant 
Infaunal Taxa at Site 92 Inner Stations, September 1998 
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Figure 11b. Relative Abundance of the,Three Most Dominant 
Infaunal Taxa at Site 92 Reference, and G-South and Northeast 

Stations, September 1998 
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Figure 12. Numeric and Relative Abundance of Marenzelleria 
viridis at Inner, Reference, G-South and Northeast Stations, 

May, July and September 1998 
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Figure 13. Numeric and Relative Abundance of Rangia cuneata at 
Inner, Reference, G-South and Northeast Stations, 

May, July and September 1998 
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CONCLUSIONS 

A baseline study was conducted at Site 92 to assess the existing benthic community 
during the spring recruitment and summer index periods. Data were gathered during cruises on 
May 6, July 31, and September 28, 1998. Placement of dredged material at Site 92 began in 
December 1998. A post-placement study will be conducted 18-20 months after all placement 
activity has ceased. At that time, results between the pre- and post-placement studies will be 
compared to determine the effects placement of dredged material has had on the benthic 
macroinvertebrate communities in and around Site 92. 

Water quality values were very similar among stations during each season and were 
similar to values found in previous studies in the Pooles Island area. Seasonal fluctuations 
occurred as expected with temperatures warming from spring through mid-summer, then 
declining toward the end of summer. Dissolved oxygen concentrations closely followed the 
temperature changes, decreasing through mid-summer then increasing toward the end of summer 
as temperatures declined. Salinity increased throughout the course of the study as freshwater 
influx declined. Sediment composition varied, but most stations were dominated by the silt/clay 
fraction. During this study, sediment composition played only a minor role, if any, in 
determining the abundance and diversity of the benthic infauna. 

Seasonal fluctuations in temperature, dissolved oxygen and salinity were important in 
determining the composition of the benthic community around Pooles Island. Increases in the 
abundance of pollution-indicative taxa paralleled increases in salinity and temperature, and the 
associated decreases in dissolved oxygen. Increases in salinity and temperature and decreases in 
dissolved oxygen were also associated with decreases in the abundance of pollution-sensitive 
taxa, particularly the polychaete worm Marenzelleria viridis. 

Differences among station types (Inner, Reference, G-South and Northeast) were 
primarily related to differences in the abundance of M. viridis or the clam Rangia cuneata. 
These two taxa had a major influence on species diversity (Shannon-Wiener diversity index) and 
the relative abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa. 

Total abundance was not significantly different between Inner and Reference stations 
during any month sampled. There was no significant difference between Inner and Reference 
stations in regard to diversity or relative abundance of pollution-sensitive taxa in May. However, 
abundance of Rangia was generally higher at Inner stations than at Reference stations in July and 
September, resulting in higher pollution-sensitive taxa abundance and lower diversity at Inner 
stations. 

Total abundance was significantly different between Reference stations and the G-South 
station during May but not during July or September. Higher abundance of M. viridis at the 
G-South station resulted in lower diversity than at Reference stations in May and July. 
Abundance of M. viridis was also significantly higher at G-South station than at the Reference 
stations during September. The Northeast station was generally very similar to the Reference 
except that total abundance was significantly depressed at this station in September. This 
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depression may have been related to Langenfelder fossil oyster shell dredging that was occurring 
near the station in September 1998. 

Benthic Index of Biotic Integrity (B-IBI) values were calculated based on infaunal taxa 
found in July and September. B-IBI values at all stations exceeded the Chesapeake Bay 
Restoration Goal of 3.0 during both months indicating the presence of unstressed benthic 
communities. The minimum score at any station was 3.5; the maximum, 4.5. 

The benthic community in the G-South area has changed since pre-placement in 1991. 
The most notable change has been the decrease in the abundance of the clam Rangia cuneata that 
occurred between August 1991 (pre-placement) and August 1992 (post-placement). Concurrent 
with the decline of Rangia has been an increase in the abundance of the worm Marenzelleria 
viridis, which now dominates the benthic community. Total abundance and the abundance of 
Rangia cuneata were significantly lower in September 1998 compared to August 1991. 
Abundance of Marenzelleria viridis was significantly higher in September 1998 compared to 
August 1991. Other measures of the benthic community condition remain largely unchanged 
between pre-placement conditions in August 1991 and post-placement conditions in September 
1998. The benthic community found in September 1998 was slightly different from that found in 
September 1996. Placement of dredged material in a portion of G-South during January and 
February 1997 may have contributed to the differences seen. Benthic Index of Biotic Integrity 
values indicate that the community in G-South is not currently stressed. 

No statistically significant differences were found between the Northeast station sampled 
in September 1998 and baseline conditions found in the vicinity of G-East during September 
1995 due to the large variation in the September 1995 data. However, the abundance in 
September 1998 was less than half the minimum abundance found at any station in the vicinity 
of G-East during September 1995. 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Survey Site 92 

Benthic Field Data Sheet 

Collector Evans, Lathrop, Lookingland. Rasmussen Station      S92-1 

Lat.1 

Date 
Collected 

Reps.2 

3 9 1 5 5 2 3 2 

YR MO DY 
9 8 0 9 2 8 

Long.1 

Time Coll. 

7 6 1 6 5 1 9 2 

0    5 
Gear 
0 I 4 

Submitter 
Code 

Data 
Category 

Equip. 
Set Unit* 

Tide 

Sample Size 

MDCode X  I G 5 8   2   5 

Total Meters Feet 
Depth 7 .    2 2 3 6 

Field 
Fixative Secchi Depth (m) 

0 3 6 0 B C 

Wave 
Height 

Wind 
Direction 

C*      R 0 • 1 0 2 1 6 

Wind Speed (knots) 

0 N N W 
Min 

1 
Max 

Air 
Temp. 

CC) 

Weather Code 

28.0 

Past 
24hrs 

1 
Today 

% SiltClay 

Observed Bottom Sediment 

% Sand % Shell % Gravel 
5 

Comments 
'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
H*' grab taken and used for sediment sample only. 

*C - used for bottom turbidity only 

% Cloud 
Cover 

1      0 

% Detritus 

Sample 
Depth (m) 

Water 
Temp. (0C) 

Field pH 
D.O. 

(mg/1) 
Conductivity 

umhos/cm 
Salinity 

(ppt, 0/oo) 
Turbidity 

(MTU) 

0.5 23.2 7.5 8.7 15,000 8.5 

2.0 23.2 7.5 8.4 15,000 8.5 

4.0 23.0 7.3 8.1 15,800 9.0 

6.0 23.0 7.3 8.1 15,700 9.0 7.4 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Survey Site 92 

Lat. 

Date 
Collected 

3 9 1 5 4 1 8 2 

Benthic Field Data Sheet 

Collector Evans, Lathrop. Lookingland. Rasmussen Station     S92-2 

Long.1 7 6 1 7 0 7 6 6 

YR MO DY 
9 8 0 9 2 8 

Time Coll. Gear 
0 I 4 

No. 
Reps.2 

Submitter 
Code 

Data 
Category 

0 3 6 0 B C 

Equip. 
Set Unit* 

C* R 

Tide 

Sample Size 

MD Code 

Total 
Depth 

Field 
Fixative 

X I G 5 7 1 6 

Meters Feet 
4 • 5 1 4 • 8 

0 1 0 2 
Secchi Depth (m) 

1 • 6 

Wave Wind Speed (knots) Air Weather Code 
Height 

(m) 
Wind 

Direction Min Max 
lemp. 
CC) 

Past 
24 hre Today 

vo cioua 
Cover 

0 3 N N W 1 5 2 0 27.0 1 0 1 0 1 0 

% SiitClay % Sand 

Observed Bottom Sediment 
% Shell % Gravel 

9     5 5 

Comments 

% Detritus 

'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
H"1 grab taken and used for sediment sample only. 

*C - used for bottom turbidity only 

Sample 
Depth (m) 

Water 
Temp. (0C) 

Field pH 
D.O. 

(mg/1) 
Conductivity 
umhos/cm 

Salinity 
(ppt, %o) 

Turbidity 
(NTU) 

0.5 23.2 7.6 8.8 15,200 8.6 

2.0 23.1 7.4 8.5 15,300 8.6 

4.0 22.9 7.2 7.6 15,600 8.8 . 7.4 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Survey Site 92 

Benthic Field Data Sheet 

Collector Evans, Lathrop. Lookingland, Rasmussen Station     S92-3A 

Lat.1 3 9 1 5 0 7 6 2 Long.1 7 6 1 7 4 9 1 8 

Date YR MO DY Time Coll. Gear          Tide 
Collected 9 8 0 9 2 8 1 1 4 0 0 i F 

No. 
Reps.' 

Submitter 
Code 

Data 
Category 

Equip. 
Set Unit* 

0 3 6       0 B C C* R 

Sample Size 

MDCode X I G 4 9 0 6 

Total Meters Feet 
Depth 5 3 1 7 4 

Field 
Fixative 

0 1 0       2 
Secchi Depth (m) 

% SiltClay % Sand 
Observed Bottom Sediment 

% Shell % Gravel 

5 

Comments  
'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
'^ grab taken and used for sediment sample only. 

*C - used for bottom turbidity only 

1 

Wave Wind Speed (knots) Air Weather Code 
Height 

(m) 
Wind 

Direction Min Max 
lemp. 
CO 

Past 
24hrs Today 

Vo Cloud 
Cover 

0 • 2 N N W 1 5 2 0 26.0 1 0 1 0 1 0 

% Detritus 

Sample 
Depth (m) 

Water 
Temp. (0C) 

Field pH 
D.O. 

(mg/1) 
Conductivity 
umhos/cm 

Salinity 
(ppt, 0/oo) 

Turbidity 
(NTU) 

0.5 23.1 7.5 9.0 15,100 8.6 

2.5 23.0 7.2 8.3 15,500 8.8 

4.5 23.0 7.1 8.2 15,800 9.0 4.7 

55 



MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Survey Site 92 

Lat. 

Date 
Collected 

3 9   1 4 8 3 1 4 

Benthic Field Data Sheet 

Collector Evans. Lathrop. Lookingland. Rasmussen Station     S92-4A 

Long.1 7 6 1 7 2 5 7 8 

YR MO DY 
9 8 0 9 2 8 

Time Coll. 
8 

Gear 
0 I 4 

No. 
Reps.2 

Submitter 
Code 

Data 
Category 

0 3 6 0 B C 

Equip. 
Set Unit# 

C«     R 

Tide 

Sample Size 

MDCode 

Total 
Depth 

Field 
Fixative 

X I G 4 4 1 0 

Meters Feet 
5 • 5 1 8 0 

0 1 0 2 
Secchi Depth (m) 

1 4 

Wave Wind Speed (knots) Air Weather Code 
Height 

(m) 
Wind 

Direction Min Max 
lemp. 
(0C) 

Past 
24hrs Today 

7b t~ioua 
Cover 

0 1 N N W 5 1 0 24.5 1 0 1 0 0 

% SiltCIay % Sand 

Observed Bottom Sediment 
% Shell % Gravel 

9     5 5 

Comments 

% Detritus 

'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
H'* grab taken and used for sediment sample only. 

*C - used for bottom turbidity only 

Sample 
Depth (m) 

Water 
Temp. (0C) 

Field pH 
D.O. 

(mg/1) 
Conductivity 
ymhos/cm 

Salinity 
(ppt, 0/oo) 

Turbidity 
(NTU) 

0.5 22.9 7.1 7.4 15,600 8.8 

2.5 22.9 7.1 7.3 15,600 8.8 

4.5 22.8 7.0 7.8 15,600 8.9 • 7.2 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Survey Site 92 

Benthic Field Data Sheet 

Collector Evans, Lathrop. Lookingland. Rasmussen Station     S92-5 

Lat.1 3 1 9 
1 4 8 4 8 8 Long.1 7 6 1 6 7 3 5 2 

Date YR MO DY Time Coll. Gear         Tide 
Collected 9 8 0 9 2 8 0 9 1 5 0 4 F 

MDCode X I G 4 7 2 2 

Total Meters Feet 
Depth 5 0 1 6 . 4 

No.^ 
Reps.2 

Submitter 
Code 

Data 
Category 

Equip. 
Set Unit* Samp eSize 

Field 
Fixative Secchi Depth (m) 

0 3 6 0 B C C* R 0 1 0 2 1 6 

Wave Wind Speed (knots) Air Weather Code 
Height 

(m) 
Wind 

Direction Min Max 
lemp. 
(0C) 

Past 
24hrs Today 

vo cioua 
Cover 

0 1 N N W 5 1 0 24.5 1 0 1 0 0 

% SiltCIay % Sand 
Observed Bottom Sediment 

% Shell % Gravel 
9     5 5 

Comments 

% Detritus 

'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
H* grab taken and used for sediment sample only. 

*C - used for bottom turbidity only 

Sample 
Depth (m) 

Water 
Temp. (0C) 

Field pH 
D.O. 

(mg/1) 
Conductivity 
umhos/cm 

Salinity 
(ppt, 0/oo) 

Turbidity 
(NTU) 

0.5 22.8 7.1 7.1 15,600 8.8 

2.5 22.8 7.0 7.0 15,700 9.0 

4.5 22.8 6.9 7.1 16,100 9.0 .15.1 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Survey. Site 92 

Lat.' 

Date 
Collected 

3 9 1 4 9 8 0 2 

Benthic Field Data Sheet 

Collector Evans, Lathrop, Lookingland, Rasmussen Station     S92-6 

Long.1 7 6 1 6 1 7 7 2 MD Code X I G 4 9 3 1 

YR MO DY 
9 8 0 9 2 8 

Time Coll. Gear 
0 I 4 

No. 
Reps.2 

Submitter 
Code 

Data 
Category 

0 3 6 0 B C 

Equip. 
Set Unit* 

Tide 

Sample Size 

Total 
Depth 

Meters Feet 
5 0 1 6 4 

Field 
Fixative Secchi Depth (m) 

C*     R 0 1 0       2 1 6 

Wave Wind Speed (knots) Air Weather Code 
Height 

(m) 
Wind 

Direction Min Max 
temp. 
CC) 

Past 
24hrs Today 

-/o i-ioua 
Cover 

0 1 N N W 5 1 0 24.5 1 0 1 0 0 

% SiltClay 

Observed Bottom Sediment 
% Sand % Shell % Gravel 

8 5 1 5 

Comments 
'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
24l* grab taken and used for sediment sample only. 

*C - used for bottom turbidity only 

% Detritus 

Sample 
Depth (m) 

Water 
Temp. (0C) 

Field pH 
D.O. 

(mg/1) 
Conductivity 
umhos/cm 

Salinity 
(ppt, %o) 

Turbidity 
(NTU) 

0.5 22.9 7.1 7.3 14,580 8.2 

2.5 22.8 7.1 7.0 15,000 8.5 

4.5 22.8 7.0 7.1 16,100 9.0 • 4.7 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Survey Site 92 

Benthic Field Data Sheet 

Collector Evans, Lathrop, Lookingland, Rasmussen Station     S92-7 

Lat. 

Date 
Collected 

Reps.2 

3 9 1 5 1 4 6 4 

YR MO DY 
9 8 0 9 2 8 

Long. 

Time Coll. 

7 6 1 6 8 7 0 2 

Gear Tide 
0 I 4 I     I    F 

MDCode X I G 5 2 2 0 

Total Meters Feet 
Depth 6 .    2 2 0 3 

Submitter 
Code 

0 3 

Wave 
Height 

(m) 
0 3 

% SiltCla y 
9 5 

Data 
Category 

Equip. 
Set Unit# 

6 0 B C C* R 
Sample Size 

Field 
Fixative 

0 1 0 2 
Secchi Depth (m) 

Wind Speed (knots) 
Wind 

Direction 

N N W 
Min Max 

Air 
Temp. 

(0C) 

Weather Code 

25.0 

Past 
24hrs 

1    0 

Today 

1     0 

% Sand 
Observed Bottom Sediment 

% Shell % Gravel 
5 

Comments 

i 

% Cloud 
Cover 

1 

% Detritus 

Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
H01 grab taken and used for sediment sample only. 

*C - used for bottom turbidity only 

Sample 
Depth (m) 

Water 
Temp. (0C) 

Field pH 
D.O. 

(mg/1) 
Conductivity 
umhos/cm 

Salinity 
(ppt, 0/oo) 

Turbidity 
(NTU) 

0.5 23.0 7.0 7.6 14,450 8.1 

1.7 22.9 7.0 7.3 14,800 8.4 

3.7 22.9 6.9 7.4 15,600 8.9 

5.7 22.9 6.8 7.6 15,800 9.0 12.4 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Survey. 

Lat.1 

Date 
Collected 

Site 92 

Benthic Field Data Sheet 

Collector Evans. Lathrop. Lookingland, Rasmussen Station     S92-R1 

3 9 1 4 3 3 5 2 

YR MO DY 

9 8 0 9 2 8 

Long.1 

Time Coll. 

7 6 1 6 7 7 5 4 

8 1 
Gear 
0 I 4 

Tide 

|   LS 

MDCode X I G 3 9 2 1 

Total Meters Feet 

Depth 4 4 1 4 5 

No. 
Reps.2 

Submitter 
Code 

Data 
Category 

Equip. 
Set Unit# Sampl eSize 

0 3 6 0 B C C 0 • 1 

Field 
Fixative Secchi Depth (m) 

0       2 1 2 

Wave Wind Speed (knots) Air Weather Code 
Height 

(m) 
Wind 

Direction Min Max 
temp. 
CC) 

Past 
24hrs Today 

ro v_ioua 
Cover 

0 1 N N W 5 1 0 24.0 1 0 1 0 0 

Observed Bottom Sediment 
% SiltClay % Sand % Shell % Gravel 

7 0 1 5 1 5 

Comments 
'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
V grab taken and used for sediment sample only. 

% Detritus 

Sample 
Depth (m) 

Water 

Temp. (0C) 
Field pH 

D.O. 
(mg/1) 

Conductivity 
umhos/cm 

Salinity 
(ppt, %o) 

Turbidity 
(NTU) 

0.5 22.8 7.3 7.5 16,240 9.5 6.4 

1.8 22.8 7.3 7.7 16,250 9.5 6.3 

3.8 22.8 7.2 7.7 16,230 9.5 .10.9 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Survey. 

Lat.1 

Date 
Collected 

Site 92 

Benthic Field Data Sheet 

Collector Evans, Lathrop, Lookingland. Rasmussen Station     S92-R2 

3 9 1 4 9 7 7 2 

YR MO DY 

9 8 0 9 2 8 

Long.1 

Time Coll. 

7 6 1 5 6 9 0 6 

1 2    0 
Gear 
0 I 4 

No. 
Reps.2 

Submitter 
Code 

Data 
Category 

0 3 6 0 B C 

Equip. 
Set Unit# 

Tide 

Sample Size 

MDCode X I G 4 9 3 9 

Total Meters Feet 

Depth 5 • 5 1 8 0 

Field 
Fixative Secchi Depth (m) 

C* R 0 • 1 0 2 

% SiltClay 

Observed Bottom Sediment 
% Sand % Shell % Gravel 

8 0 1 0 1 0 

Comments 
'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes, 
''f grab taken and used for sediment sample only. 

*C - used for bottom turbidity only 

1 

Wave Wind Speed (knots) Air Weather Code 

Height 
(m) 

Wind 
Direction Min Max 

lemp. 
(0C) 

Past 
24hrs Today 

vo v-icma 
Cover 

0 3 N N W 1 5 2 0 25.0 1 0 1 0 2 0 

% Detritus 

Sample 
Depth (m) 

Water 
Temp. (0C) 

Field pH 
D.O. 

(mg/1) 
Conductivity 
umhos/cm 

Salinity 
(ppt, %o) 

Turbidity 
(N'l'U) 

0.5 23.1 7.0 7.1 13,770 7.7 

1.0 23.1 7.0 7.0 13,800 7.7 

3.0 22.9 7.0 6.7 15,100 8.5 

5.0 22.8 6.9 6.9 15,700 9.0 4.4 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Survey Site 92 

Benthic Field Data Sheet 

Collector Evans, Lathrop, Lookingland, Rasmussen Station     MDE-R1 

Lat.1 

Date 
Collected 

3 9 1 5 4 5 4 2 

YR MO DY 
9 8 0 9 2 8 

Long. 

Time Coll. 

7 6 1 5 9 0 5 4 

5    0 
Gear 
0 | 4 

No. 
Reps.2 

Submitter 
Code 

Data 
Category 

0 3 6 0 B C 

Equip. 
Set Unit# 

C*     R 

Tide 

Sample Size 

MDCode X I G 5   7 3 6 

Total Meters Feet 
Depth 4 1 1 3 4 

Field 
Fixative Secchi Depth (m) 

0 1 0 2 1 8 

Wave Wind Speed (knots) Air Weather Code 
Height 

(m) 
Wind 

Direction Min Max 
temp. 
CC) 

Past 
24 hre Today 

vo uioua 
Cover 

0 2 N N W 1 0 1 5 NR 1 0 1 0 1 0 

% SiltCIay 

Observed Bottom Sediment 
% Sand % Shell % Gravel 

1 0 0 

Comments 

% Detritus 

'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
H"1 grab taken and used for sediment sample only. 

*C - used for bottom turbidity only 

Sample 
Depth (m) 

Water 
Temp. (0C) 

Field pH 
D.O. 

(mg/1) 
Conductivity 
umhos/cm 

Salinity 
(ppt, %o) 

Turbidity 
(NTU) 

0.5 23.3 7.5 8.3 14,590 8.2 

1.3 23.3 7.5 8.2 14,580 8.2 

3.3 22.9 7.3 7.1 15,600 8.8 • 3.5 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Survey Site 92 

Benthic Field Data Sheet 

Collector Evans. Lathrop, Lookingland. Rasmussen Station     MDE-R2 

Lat. 

Date 
Collected 

3 9 1 7 6 7 0 6 Long.1 6   14   3   0 7   0 

YR MO DY 
9 8 0 9 2 8 

Time Coll. 

No. 
Reps. 

i 

0 3 

Wave 
Height 

0 3 

% SiltCla y 
9 0 

i 4 3 0 
Gear 
0 I 4 

Submitter 
Code 

Data 
Category 

Equip. 
Set Unit# 

6 0 B C C*     R 

Tide 

Sample Size 

Wind Speed (knots) 
Wind 

Direction 

N N W 

Min Max 

Air 
Temp. 

(0C) 
28.0 

MDCode X I    G 9 4 6 2 

Total Meters Feet 
Depth 4 .    0 1 3 1 

Field 
Fixative 

0 1 0 2 

Weather Code 
Past 
24hrs 

1 0 
Today 

% Sand 

Observed Bottom Sediment 

% Shell % Gravel 

1 0 

Secchi Depth (m) 

0 

% Cloud 
Cover 

% Detritus 

Comments 
'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
24'* grab taken and used for sediment sample only. 

*C - used for bottom turbidity only 
Rep. #3 and sediment rep. light gray in color - appeared fresh; barge with gray material (gravel or shell?) within 
100 m of station, appeared to be depositing material  

Sample 
Depth (m) 

Water 
Temp. (0C) 

Field pH 
D.O. 

(mg/1) 
Conductivity 

umhos/cm 
Salinity 

(ppt, %o) 
Turbidity 

(NTU) 

0.5 23.4 7.3 7.8 13,410 7.3 

1.2 23.4 7.3 7.7 13,480 7.6 

3.2 23.0 7.2 7.1 14,230 8.0 4.7 
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APPENDIX H 

Benthic Cruise Report 
September 1998 
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MDE 
MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 
Field Operations Program 

TO: Visty Dalai 

FROM: William Evans 

CC: Ellen Lathrop-Davis 

DATE: September 30, 1998 

SUBJECT: Site 92 Benthic Cruise Report 

On September 28, 1998, MDE personnel William Evans, Ellen Lathrop-Davis, Gilbert 
Lookingland, Dennis Rasmussen conducted the third of three benthic sampling events at the 
open-water placement area Site 92. Sampling consisted of a collection of four subsamples at 
eleven stations (S92-1 through S92-7, S92-R1, S92-R2, MDE-R1 and MDE-R2) using a Van 
Veen bottom grab sampler. The fourth subsample was collected from the Van Veen using a 
plastic scoop and stored in labeled plastic bags for future grain size analysis. Triplicate samples 
were sifted in the field through a 0.5 mm screen. Remaining material was put into 1/2 gallon 
buckets and preserved with 10% formalin and bay water. All samples were transported to the 
MDE Benthos Laboratory in Baltimore. Sampling sites were verified using a Differential Global 
Positioning System (DGPS) Navigation Unit. 

The research vessel R/V Hopkins left Dundee Creek, located within Gunpowder State Park, at 
0700 and returned at 1600 hours. Wave height averaged 2-3 feet with variable winds ranging 
from 5-20 knots. Tides were flooding during the morning sampling and later ebbing in the 
afternoon. 

Bottom salinity levels ranged from 8.8 ppt (S92-2 and MDE-R1) to 9.5 ppt (S92-R1). Bottom 
dissolved oxygen levels ranged from 6.9 mg/1 (S92-R2) to 8.2 mg/1 (S92-3 A). Due to a low 
battery level in the YSI unit, turbidity levels were only taken at the bottom. Lowest bottom 
turbidity levels were observed at station MDE-R1 (3.5 NTU's) and maximum levels at S92-5 
(15.1 NTU's). 

When sampling station MDE-R2, oyster shell dredging was observed in close proximity of the 
station. As a result, a thin layer of grayish, newly deposited material was viewed in the first one 
to two inches of the sediment. Any effects that this may have on the benthos will be determmed 
once the September 1998 samples are analyzed. 
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APPENDIX III 

Standard Chain of Custody Forms for the 
Transfer of Benthic and Sediment Samples 

September 1998 
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Standard Chain.nf.r^istodv Form 

MDE-TARSA 
Annapolis Field Office 

Chain of Custody 

Collector/Phone# M.gvkw< lc^)laR\- RL\}   Signature^nitials  LO^C^-^/?^^, //I 

Sample Collection Date:    S, ^ ,». U ^  3?.  /9^9 

Sample Source: O.Wi.<,^,^^)Cg    ^v,^  

Project Name: o 'To  ^ 2  

Sample Number: 3 ?v^ o^.v^<K^iLt)- ^ • 

Media Sampled: RP ^ -HA : cl  

Date Sample sent to Laboratory:     9   Q^j R ^ 

Sample Preservation Method: 

Frozen- / OV,  f0r^*.|rk 
Refrigerated - ' 

Holding Time:        /Q I k' •   

Analysis Requested:     T Ja.u 4-:-Cr- c^) o^   , 

Chain of Custody sample possession:   —r      \ 
Samples Iced? 

From Vassal /y.\?Q^/ 9^o to    ^IL, LA^/l\ -.ooa», Afo    •   Y (^l 
'Name/Time/Dat^                                         N^me/Time/Date 

From ; to        - ;  Y    N- 
NameyTime/Date Name/Time/Date 

From  to  Y    N 
Name/Time/Date Name/Time/Date 

From  to  Y    N 
Name/Time/Date Name/Time/Date 
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Standard Chain-of-Custody Form 

MDE-TARSA 
Annapolis Field Office 

Chain of Custody 

Collector/Phone # ^, Zs,r^ 1^^)1.1 j -3,\\Signature^nitials lA$X^<% (?> r 'u. 

Sample Collection Date: ' ^0 ,,-}-„ ^ 0 ^ dZjQyP 

Sample Source:     C^Ws^ ^ g /^p     fi 

Project Name:       .Ty, "f^   7 Q  

Sample Number: \_\  

Media Sampled: <^Sfl.ci. rt €.to T 

^ 

Date Sample sent to Laboratory:      ^   3 P/^ ^ 

Sample Preservation Method: 

Frozen - . , 
Refrigerated-     M/f 

Holding Time:        l\)h-'  

Analysis Requested:    ^r yv,o^4 ^r^; ^-3', 7A ^^CLS :3 

Chain of Custody sample possession: 

AL From Vg.ssA.1 /V.'^Qp^ /q/^)-? 
/Name/IMe/Date" 

From    ' 
Name/Time/Date 

From_ 

From 

IJIK V^osa. Samples Iced? 

to    ^iJ'+Ur i^k-oo^hh?     •  Y (N) 
NaSeTfime/Date 

to 
Name/Time/Date 

to 
Name/Time/Date Name/Time/Date 

to 

Y 

Y N 

Y N 

Y -N 
Name/Time/Date Name/Time/Date 
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APPENDIX IV 

Benthic Taxa Inventory Sheets 
September 1998 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Taxa Inventory Sheet 

Site 92      Collector Evans. Lathrop-Davis. Lookingland Station 

MDCode 

Survey 

Lat.1   
'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 

Date 

S92-1 

Long. 7 6 1 6 5 1 9 2 X I G 5 8 2 5 

Collected 

Temp.2 

YR MO DY 
9   8 0 9 2 8 

Time Coll. 
1 

Gear 
"oTT 

Tide 

DCT Salinity2 

Water 
Depth 

Conductivitv2 

Meters Feet 
7 2 2   3! .    6 

Turbiditv 

0 
PH2 

7    .     3 
mg/1 
8 

"Water quality measurements are from the bottom layer. 

Samp. Size 

1 
ppt. %o 

0 1 0 

Grab* 

1 
2 

3 

Log Number 

Samp. Type 

ID By 

B E N 

umhos/cm 
15    7    0 0 

d Fixative 0 2 

NTU 

YR MO      DY QC By YR      MO      DY 
9 8 0 0 1 1 7'HJ E LJU 9 8 1 2 2 2 HI 
9 8 0 0 1 1 8 H J E L M 9 8 1 2 2 4 0 
9 8 0 0 1 1 9 ^ j E LJH 9 8 1 2 2 4 H 

r PPSP HMD r*nne n VALUE FOR GRAB TAXON CODE     M         ——        | 1       Hi       2~   WM      3 
1 1 1 2! 41 0m     \     1          1 i 3 III               ill           3 Carinoma tremaphoros 

1     I     Hi 41 9! 0| 41 01 1    9! pH        EN Hydrobia so. 
01 61 81 6Mi 4 9    0    5    0    11 Hi        ^ Mytilocsis leucoohaeata 
0   512 01|| 4 9    0    5    010    9 

m     m    2 Macoma balthica 
0   512 oM 4 9   0   5   010   8 3 M          13 H           5 Ranqia cuneata 
0 6 6 9IM 1 I H      2 HH     2 Hobsonia florida 
01 4 1 6M 4 8   0 1 I 01 0   3 IN        iii Heteromastus filiformis 
01 4    1 1 M 4 8   0 10117 91        fiH Hypereteone heteropoda 
014    3 Oil 4 8   0 1    01 0   5 43 Hi          44 •          73 Marenzelleria viridis 
014   2 Oil 4 8   0 1010   4 4 39            2 9           8 Neanthes succinea 
014   2 60 4 8   0 1015   7 iii        H Polydora cornuta 
01 4! 3 30 4 8   0 1 1 01 1 1 8 2 iii      2 iii      3 Strebloscio benedicti 
1    01 3   9|| 4 8   0   210   2 3 •i            1 ••           3 Tubificoides so. 

m 5 310   710    1 1 m    H Balanus improvisus 
0    1    0   3 111 5 31 1    910 1 4 H        H Rhithropanopeus harrisii 
0   1   o  sll 1           1 S          Bi Neomysis americana 
0|4|9   7H5I3I1    6I0 1 2 9 H      7 iii     14 Cyathura polita 
0 6   2 5 IM 5 I 3   1 6l 0 2 1 •I      in Chiridotea almyra 
0 4   9 8 M 5   3   1 61 0 2 4 1 HI            4 H           5 Edotea triloba 
0 4   6 8 fil 5 I 3 I 1 71 0 2   5 lli       1M      4 Ameroculodes spD.comDlex 
0 6   3 5H 5 3    1 71 0 1 3 JHH       • Apocorophium lacustre 
0 4| 6 411 5 31 1 71 0 0   1 III       HI Gammarus sp. 
0 41 6 6M 51 31 1 | 71 01 1 | 6 s hn          M      10 Leptocheirus plumulpsus 

_0J 4   6 .J • 5 31 1 I 7| 0 2   2 P"      HI Melita nitida 
0 3   0 1 m 5 41 2   41 0 4   6 2 H            4 M Coelotanypus sp. 
0 5! 6 ^MT 4 I 2 4l 0 4   7 •M          H Procladius so. 

"ol 61 3 em si 4 2 41 0 4   9 Hi        B Cryptochironomus sp. 
01 21 9 5H 51 4| 2 41 0 5    1 H          H Pplypedilum so. 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Taxa Inventory Sheet 

Survey 

Lat." 

Site 92 Collector Evans, Lathrop. Lookingland Station     S92-2 

8 Long. 
'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes 

Date     I  YR    MO | DY |        Time Coll. 
Collected 

7   6 1 7 0 7 6 6 MDCode    X  I    G 5   7 

YR MO DY 
9 8 0 9 2 8 

Gear Tide 
1 2 3 0 0 4            F 

Temp." 

PH2 0C 
2   2.9 7    . 2 

DO^ Salinity" 

Water 
Depth 

Conductivity* 

Meters Feet 
4   . 5 1 4   . 8 

Turbidity2 

mg/1 ppt, %o 

8 
"Water quality measurements are from the bottom layer. 

Samp. Type Samp. Size 

Grabtf 

1 
2 
3 

0 1 0 B E N 

umhos/cm 
1    5    6 0 o 

d Fixative 0 2 

NTU 

Log Number IDBv YR      MO      DY 
9 8 0 0 1 2 0 
9 8 o 0 1 2 1 
9 8 0 0 1 2 2 II 9 8 1 2 2 8 

9 9 0 1 2 5 
9 9 0 1 2 5 

QCBy YR MO DY 

H 

H ^ 

1 PPSP | 1 riMo /^/""vne 1 VALUE FOR GRAB            I TAXON 
CODE      | 

•             uiir\ owuc- 1   H   2   • 3 
1 1 2 1 4 i 0 Bi           II     II          I 4H      .ii 5 Carinoma tremaohoros 

m 4   9| 0I 4| 0l 1 9 M            Hi Hydrobia sp. 
0 6 8 61 • 41910   51 01 1 1 jfii         B| Mytilopsis leucophaeata 
0 5 I 2 0 1 • 49 0 5   0   0 9 Wm             H Macoma balthica 

_0J 5 I 2 6 1 • 49 0 5   0   0 8 100 H          80 H 65 Ranqia cuneata 
0 4 I 1 6 1 • 418 0 1010 3 M             Hi Heteromastus filiformis 

10    6 I 6 1 9 m 1 ill             • Hobsonia florida 
1 0 | 4 1|11 • 418 01 1 1 01 1 7 m      in   2 Hypereteone heteropoda 
10 1 4 | 3 1 0 | 1 41 8 0111 01 0 5 

6il    6n 4 Marenzelleria viridis 
_0J 4 I 2 I 0 | • 4 1 8 01 1 I 01 0   4 2II    4B 4 Neanthes succinea 
0 4 12 16 1 • 418 0111015   7 m       m Polydora comuta 

_0J 4 13 13 1 |4 8 011 1 01 1 8 ffffl      8il 5 Streblospio benedict! 
1 0 3 9l • 418 012   012 3 •       eH 3 Tubificoides sp. 
"" •15 13 1017 10 11 1 HI            Hi Balanus improvisus 

0 1 (_0_ 3| N 51 31 1 1 91 01 1 |4 mm            mm Rhithropanopeus harrisii 
0 1 0 8 Ml 1     1 wSk            HI Neomysis americana 
0    4    9 7 E 3 1    61011 2 I           6 HI          14 HI 6 Cyathura polita . 
0    6    2 5 ft 3    1 1 61 01 2 1 m       m Chiridotea almyra 
0 4 9 8 • 51 311 1 61 01 2 4 m      1 HI 1 Edotea triloba 

_0J 4 I 6 8 | 5   31117 0   2 5 •      1B 4 Ameroculodes spp.complex 

0 6 3 5 •5    31117 0   1 3 M            HI Apocorophium lacustre 

0 4 6 4 • 5    31117 01 0 1 In         HI Gammams so. 
0 4 6 6 5   3    1|7   011 6 H      H    1 Leptocheirus plumulosus 

0 4 6 7 5   3    117   012 2 JHJ           ill Melita nitida 
0 3 I 0 1 514   214   014 16 i        m      in 4 Coelotanypus sp. 

0 5 T 4 514   214   014 7 NH         Mi Procladius sp. 

0 6 I 3 8 514   214   014 9 H      H Cn/ptochironomus sp. 

0 2 I 9 I 5 | 514   21 41 01 5 1 H        H Polypedilum sp. 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Taxa Inventory Sheet 

Survey. 

Lat.1 

Site 92 

3 9 1 5 0 7 6 2 

Collector Evans, Lathrop, Lookingland Station 

Long.' |7|6|1|7|4|9|1|8|        MD Code 

S92-3A 

'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
Date     | YR I MO I DY |        Time Coll. 

Collected 

X I G 4 9 0 6 

YR MO DY 
9   8 0| 9 2   8 

Gear Tide 
1    4    0 0    4 F 

Temp." DO2 Salinitv2 

Water 
Depth 

Conductivity2 

Meters Feet 
5   .  JJ 17.4 

Turbidity2 

0C 
0 

PH2 

7 1 
mg/1 
8 

ppt, 0/oo umhos/cm 
1 5    8    0    0 

NTU 

"Water quality measurements are from the bottom layer. 
Samp. Type Samp. Size 

Grab# 

1 

0.10 BEN 

Log Number ID By YR      MO 

Field Fixative    0 

DY QC By       YR      MO      DY 

9 8 0 0 1 2 • 1 E 1 l9 8 1 2 2 H 
9 8 0 0 1 2 

! | E 1 19 
8 1 2 2 1 

9 8 0 0 1 2 'I 1' E i 19 
8 1 2 3 9 

PPSP i 1 r M.ir > /T\r\c ~l VALUE FOR GRAB TAXON 
CODE     1 

•                  U/INH,  OOUL.                 1 1       ••       2       ••      3 

1 I 2   4   0M     I I               I       I 3 OH            2 H           2 Carinoma tremaohoros 
I                0 4   9 01 4   01 1 I 9 Hi                ill Hydrobia sp. 

01 61 81 61 1419 0 51 01 1 I 1 H       H     1 
Mvtilopsis leucoohaeata 

0 51 21 0| 14   9 0 51 01 01 9 PH          n Macoma balthica 
0 512161 1 4   9 0 5   01 0   8 118 Si   ''31H   101 Ranqia cuneata 
0 61 6 m i I     I 111       MH Hobsonia florid a 

_0J 41 1 61 • 48 0 11010   3 IH       BB Heteromastus filiformis 
0 4| 1 ~Tm • 48 01 1 1 01 1 1 7 •M            ill        1 Hypereteone heteropoda 
01 41 3 o| 1 4   8 01 1 1 01 0| 5 7 ill            4 H           8 Marenzelleria viridis 
01412 ol 1418 01 1 1 01 014 6 H            3 Hi         10 Neanthes succinea 

! 0! 4| 21 61 LL 8 01 1 1 01 51 7 H      H Polydora cornuta 
01413 ^1 E 8 01 1 1 01 1 1 8 nil            M Streblosoio benedicti 
11013 Tl IT 8   0   2| 01 2| 3 mm            MM Tubificoides so. 

r 1    1    MS 3   0   7| 01 1 I 1 Ml            HI Balanus improvisus 
101 1 1 0! 31 • 5 31 1    91011 4 MM         1 fil Rhithrooanopeus harrisii 

1 01 1 I 01 8H     I 1     1     1 IH        IH Neomysis americana 
01 4   9    7| • 51 31 1 1 61 01 1 2 6 Si            7 H           3 Cyathura polita 
01 6   2   SI 1 5! 3! 1 I 61 01 2 1 mi     iii Chiridotea almyra 
01 4   9    SI IT 3    1 I 61 01 2   4 1 m    1 in    1 Edotea triloba 
0 4 6181 |T 3    1    71 01 2   5 1 ••        H      1 Ameroculodes SDD.complex 

0 6 31 51 •T 3   1    7   01 1 | 3 H        iH Apocorophium lacustre 

0 6 5   81 WT 3    1    7   01 31 3 IS        ill Gammams so. 
0 4 6l6| mT 3    1 1 71 01 1 I 6 H        H Leptocheirus plumulosus 
0| 4 1 • 5I 311    7| 01 2l2 •            Wm Melita nitida 

0   3| 0    11 • 51 41 2   4| 01 4 6 1 HI      1 pi Coelotanypus sp. 
0   5l6   4i •51412   41014 7 ni        iH Procladius sp. 

0   613   81 • 514   21 4| 01 41 9 HI         H Cryptochironomus sp. 

0   21 91 51 1 5! 4| 21 41 01 51 1 9)         H Polypediium sp. 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Survey 

Lat.1 

Site 92 

3 9 1 4 8 ^ 
j 1 4  ^_  Long. 

'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 

Date 

Taxa Inventory Sheet 

Collector Evans. Lathrop. Lookingland 

i 

Station      S92-4A 

7 6 1 7 2 5 7 8 

Collected 

Temp.: 

YR MO DY 
9| 8 0| 9 2   8 

Time Coll. Gear Tide 
0   8    5    0 0   4 F 

DO2 

8 
PH2 

Salinity" 

MD Code 

Water 
Depth 

Conductivitv" 

X 4    10 

Meters Feet 
5   .    5 18.0 

Turbidirv 

0 
mg/1 

'Water quality measurements are from the bottom layer. 

Samp. Size 

8 
ppt, %0 

8 
umhos/cm 

1    5 6    0    0 
NTU 

0 1 0 

Grabrf 

1 
2 
3 

Los Number 

Samp. Type 

ID By 

B E N 

YR      MO 

Field Fixative    0    2 

DY QCBy       YR      MO      DY 
9 8 0 0 1 2 6 H J E LH9 8 0 I 2 7 n 
9 8 0 0 1 2 7 Ml -^ E Ll9 

9 0 1 2 8 9| 
9 8 0 0 1 2 8|HJ E L|9 9 0 1 2 8 B 

r PPSP I I-IMO r^nnc VALUE FOR GRAB 
TAXON |     CODE     | 1    H   2    PH   3 

1    2| 4| OH 1     1     1 2 H            3 IM           4 Carinoma tremaphoros 
i   i   H^ 9 01 4 0 1 1 9 B         •• Hydrobia sp. 

0! 6   8   61 • 4 9 01 5 0 1 1 ••                jlgg           3 Mytiloosis leucophaeata 
0|5   2   01 • 4 9 01 5 0| 0 9 H       1W Macoma balthica 

101512 j I 4 9 0| 5 0 1 0 1 ipii         2 Ml Macoma mitchelli 
01 5 2 61 I 4 9 01 5 0| 0 8 105 H        106 D       128 Rangia cuneata 
0   6 6 s«l I H                H Hobsonia florida 
0   4 1 — 1 4 8 0    1 0   0 3 flffl      H Heteromastus filiformis 
0   4 1 11 4 8 01 1 0| 1 7 H         Q Hypereteone heteropoda 
0   4 3 

—•I 
4 8 0| 1 0| 0 5 

2 H    3 H    4 
Marenzelleria viridis 

0| 4 2 0 i 4 8   0| 1 0| 0 4 4 H          11 H           7 Neanthes succinea 
0:412161 4 8   0| 1 0| 5 7 H      HI Polydora cornuta 
0   4:3131 4 8   0| 1 0| 1 8 pi      1 M Streblospio benedicti 
1    013191 4 8   012 0   2 3 H       Hi Tubificoides so. 

M5 3   017 01 11 11 S       H Balanus improvisus 
01 1 0 31 H5 3    1|9 0 1 4 H       H Rhithropanopeus harrisii 
0    1 | 0 sM 1 Hj       m Neomysis americana 
01 4| 9 ••7i 5 3    1    6 01 1 2 10 III     10 Si     11 Cyathura polita 
0   6   2 J 5 3    1    6 0 2 1 H       H Chiridotea almyra 
01 4 9 8 5 3| 1    6 0 2 4 1 ijEj       H Edotea triloba 
0 41 6 8 5 3    1    7 0 2 5 11P     1 "19     1 Ameroculodes spp.complex 
01 6| 3 5 5 3| 1    7 0 1 3 H      N Apocorophium lacustre 
0 4 6 4 5 3   1 7 0 0 1 iH      Hi Gammarus sp. 
0 41 6 6 5 3   1 7 0 1 6 1 ii     2 IH    5 Leptocheirus plumulosus 
0 4| 6 7 5 3   1 7 0 2 2 H      RH Melita nitida 
0 31 0 1 5 412   4 0 4 6 HI      in    2 Coelotanypus sp. 
0 51 6 4 5 4|2   4 0 4 7 m    M • Procladius sp. 
0 6| 3 8 1 5 4|2I4 0 4 9 H        H Cryptochironomus sp. 
0 21 9| 51 •514   2|4 0 51 1 •I            M Polypedilum sp. 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Taxa Inventory Sheet 

Survey Site 92 Collector Evans. Lathrop, Lookingland Station      S92-5 

Lat.1 fl 9   1 8 8   8    Lon?.1 

'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees. decimaJ minutes. 
Date 

7   6   16   7   3   5   2 MDCode    X  I    G n 
Collected 

Temp.2 

YR MO DY 
9   8 0   9 2|8 

Time Coll. Gear Tide 
0   9    15 0    4 F 

DO' 
°c PH2 

2   2 8 6 _J 9 

Salinity" 
mg/1 

•Water quaJity measurements are from the bottom layer. 

ppt, %o 

Water 
Depth 

Conductivity2 

Meters Feet 
51.    0 1    6| .    4 

umhos/cm 
6 11    0 10 

Turbidity2 

NTU 

Samp. Size    0 
Grab# 

1 

1 0 Samp. Type    B   E N Field Fixative    0 
Log Number IDB y YR MO DY QCB V YR MO DY 

9 8 0 0 1 2 9 HIJ E Li 1 9 8 1 2 3 in 
9 8 0 0 1 J 0 HJ 

E L| i ^ 9 0 1 0 4$ flN K M 9 9 0 2 2 2 
9 8 0 0 1 3 1 BLL E Ll 1 9 9 0 1 1 >M 

r PPSP 1 r~ |            VALUE FOR GRAB 
TAXON i CODE i 

•            UINt% uuuc 1   1 2      B      3 
I1I2I4I0H     I 1     1     1 iB 1 S           3 Carinoma tremaphoros 

I •i4|9|0 4| 01 1 1 9 Ml         MM Hydrobia sp. 
0| 6| 8 6| PH'S 0 5| 0i 1 I 1 pi         H Mytilopsis leucophaeata 
0 5|2 oi 1 4 9 0 5| 0| 0| 9 HI      Si Macoma balthica 
0 5! 2 1 j • 4| 9 0| 5| 0    1    0 H      2 H Macoma mitchelli 
0 51 2 "61 • 49 0|5   0| 0   8 99 HI 107 •       127 Rangia cuneata 
0 6   6l9Hi     | I Hobsonia florida 
0   4    1 6| • 4   8| 0 110   013 Hetercmastus filiformis 
Oj 4    1 1j |48I0 1 01 1 I 7 2 •• 3 WM Hypereteone heteropoda 
0|4   3 oi 1-4 8   0   1 | 0| 01 5 5 m 23 M           2 Marenzelleria viridis 
01 4| 2 ~Tm i"^1 8| 0   1 0! 0| 4 15 19 30 9         21 Neanthes succinea 
0|4   2 Tl j 4 8| 0   1 0   517 IB        H Polydora comuta 
0| 4   3 Tl • 4   8   0| 1 0    118 H            3 WM Streblospio benedicti 

LL 01 3 91 1 4| 8! 01 2 0   2   3 IBS    2 fl Tubificoides sp. 
i M 5   31017 0   1    1 H        9 Balanus improvisus 

01 1 0 31 1 31119 0    1 | 4 1U        11 Rhithropanopeus harrisii 
01 1 0 8 M   1   1   1 1 H        1 M Neomysis americana 

|0| 4| 9 7i 1 5! 3! 1 | 6 0    112 9M 10 M           7 Cyathura polita 
0|6 2 ~51 |5|3M    6   01211 Hi           M Chiridotea almyra 

[0   4   9 si I 51 31 1 | 61 0| 21 4 2 M ia    1 Edotea triloba 
0| 4 6 si |5|3 117   01 21 5| 1 Hi 69           5 Ameroculodes spp.complex 
0 6 3 5 1 • 51 31 1 | 7| 01 1 1 3| M        n Apocorophium lacustre 
0! 4 6|4i 1 5 31 1 I 7| 01 01 1| H        H Gammarus so. 
0| 4 6| 3i 1 5 

3   1 7| 0| 4| 5| H         1 IM Gammarus mucronatus 
0| 4 6 61 1 

5 
3 1 7 01116 

4HH 
8H           2 Leptocheirus plumulosus 

0   4 6 J 15   3 1 7 01212 m       m Melita nitida 
013   0    1 | 1 4 2 4 01 41 6 

1H| 2H Coelotanypus sp. 
0   5   6   41 1514 21 4| 0| 41 7| in      iPi Procladius sp. 
016   3   si |5|4   2   4   0|4!9 M      iii Cryptochironomus sp. 
012   9    Si 151412   4   01511 M            H Polypedilum sp. 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Survey Site 92 

Taxa Inventory Sheet 

Collector Evans. Lathrop. Lookinaland Station      S92-6 

Lat. 3   9    14   9   8   0   2 Lon?. 
'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 

Date     I YR I MO I DY |        Time Coll. 
Collected 

7   6    16    17   7   2 MDCode    X   I    G 9   3    1 

YR MO DY 
9   8 0   9 2|8 

Gear Tide 
0   9   4   5 0    4 F 

Temp.' DO2 Salinity" 

Water 
Depth 

Conductivitv2 

Meters Feet 
5         0 16.4 

Turbiditv" 

2   2 8 
PH2 

0 
msj\ 

•Water quality measurements are from the bottom layer. 
1 

ppt, 0/oo 

0 
umhos/cm 

116    10    0 
NTU 

Samp. Size    0 

Grabs 

1 
2 
3 

1 

Loa Number 

Samp. Type    B    E    N 

ID By 

0 

YR 

Field Fixative 

MO      DY QC By YR      MO      DY 
9 8 0 0 1 3 2 IB J E L BBB1 9 9 0 1 2 9 sa 
9 8 0 0 1 3 

3 HH i E L §1 9 9 0 1 2 9 MJi 
9 8 0 0 1 3 4 ffij J E L iH 9 9 0 1 2 9 isi 

PPSP     M PlMO  Ol~lOC ~1 VALUE FOR GRAB             | TAXON 
CODE     m 

UINIA  V^WUt-                   I 1        I !§      2      IggH 3 

1 1 2 4 om   I      i      ! ill ii      3 iisj 2 Carinoma tremaphoros 

1 M 4i 9    0141011    9 ggj             ggfl Hydrobia so. 
01 6 8 I 6 81 419   01 51 01 1    1 Si                H           2 Mytilopsis leucophaeata 

0! 5 21 o an 4| 9   0| 5| 0   0   9 is             m Macoma balthica 

0   5 2 | 6 HI 4| 9| 0] 5| 0| 0   8 98 B HI         84 Hi 105 Rangia cuneata 

0   6 6! 9 MM    I    1    1    1          II M            IHd Hobsonia florida 

0   4 1 | e HH 4| 8   01 1 I 0   0 3 ii      1 H Heteromastus filiformis 

0| 4 1 M BB 4| 8   0| 1 I 0| 1 7 1 1 H|            pH 1 Hypereteone heteropoda 

0| 4 31 o 08 4   8   0    1 i 01 01 51 1 H            BH 3 Marenzelleria viridis 

01 4 2 | o SB 4|8   0| 1 i 0i 0 4 21 H          23 H 50 Neanthes succinea 

01 4 2 t 6 as 4| 81 0| 1 I 0| 5| 7| M          U Polydora comuta 

01 4 31 3^ 4 8   0| 1 I 0| 1    8 4 1 H9         1 IBS 5 Streblospio benedicti 

11 o 3   9^ 4 8| 01 2| 0| 2   3 6 n          3 IB 8 Tubificoides so. 

1 5   3   01 7| 0    111 10| HH          5 M 10 Balanus improvisus 

01 1 o 3 ii 5   3    1 I 91 0    1 | 4 m      • *$ Rhithropanopeus harrisii 

01 1 o m i     1          1 a     a Neomysis americana 

0] 4 5   3   1I6|0   1   2 15 1 Hi         4H| 14 Cyathura polita 

01 6 2 5 m 5   3    1|6|0   2    1 HI                MH Chiridotea almyra 

01 4 9   8 SB 5    3    1 | 6| 0| 2   4 5| 4 Edotea triioba 

0    4 6   8 Ml 5! 3    1|7|0   2   5 7 a   2H 12 Ameroculodes spp.complex 

0   6 3    5 ££ 5   3    1 I 71 01 1    3 1           69           tin Apocorophium lacustre 

0   4 6|4ii 5    31 1 1 7| 0| 0    1 ii      id Gammarvs sp. 

0   4 5| 3    1 I 7| 0| 1    6 3 m     3m 1 Leptocheirus plumulosus 

0   4 6 | 7 KB 5    3    1 | 71 01 2   2 MM            H Melita nitida 

0   3 0    -) gg 5   4   2   4|0|4   6 ffl          id       1 Coelotanypus sp. 

0   5 6   4 11 5   4   2i4|0|4   7 M          H Procladius sp. 

0   6 3    8 U 5   4   2| 4| 01 4   9 W           iH Cn/ptochironomus sp. 

0   2 9    5^ 5   4   2| 4| 0! 5    1 a     a Polypedilum sp. 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Taxa Inventory Sheet 

Survey Site 92 Collector Evans. Lathrop, Lookingland Station     S92-7 

Lat. 3   9   15    14   6   4 Long. 
'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 

Date     I YR I MO I DY |        Time Coll. 
Collected 

7   6    16   8   7   0   2 MDCode    X  I G   5 

YR MO DY 
9   8 0   9 2   8 

Gear Tide 
10    5    5 0    4 F 

Temp." DO2 Salinity 

Water 
Depth 

Conductivity2 

Meters Feet 
6        2 2| 0    .    3 

Turbidity 

2   2 
PH2 

6    .     8 
ma/1 ppt, %0 umhos/cm 

1    5    8    0    0 
NTU 

1    2 
"Water quality measurements are from the bottom layer. 

Samp. Size    0 1 0 

Grabs* 

1 
2 

Log Number 

Samp. Type    BEN 

IDBv YR      MO 

Field Fixative    0 

DY QCBy       YR      MO      DY 
9 8 0 0 1 3 5 mm J E 

E 

L H 9 9 0 2 0 i Ml 
9 8 0 0 1 3 6 III J L IH 9 9 0 2 0 i •fig 
9 8 0 0 1 3 7 9 J E L H 9 9 0 2 0 1 m 

1     PPSP 1 r^kir* r*f -vnt ~l VALUE FOR GRAB 
TAXON 

CODE     • 
•                  UINIA  OVJLJt.                 1 

1       §•      2      ••      3 
1|2|4 OH   |   |   |        1 Carinoma tremaphoros 

1     1 111419   0|4|0!1    9 Hydrobia sp. 
01 61 8 61 • 4| 91 01 51 01 1 I 1| llj               •• Mytiloosis leucophaeata 
01 51 2 "o"! l± 9I 0| 5| 01 0| 9| mm         m      1 Macoma balthica 

0! 5| 2 ~6~i wr 91 0| 5 010   8 233 ill   165 H   143 Rangia cuneata 
01 61 6 9H          ll 1 III      in Hobsonia florida 
0   4 1 Tl • 4   8   011    0| 0| 3 H      H    1 

Heteromastus filiformis 
0   4 1 11 1 4| 8   011    0| 1    7 PPI            T! Hypereteone heteropoda 

0   4 3 "ol • 418   0 | 1    0   0   5 6 fiB      3 iHI      5 Marenzelleria viridis 

014   2 Tl 1418   0| 1    0| 0   4 5 E3            4 Bl           5 Neanthes succinea 
0| 41 2 Tl 1 4| 81 0| 1 015   7 H         H Polydora cornuta 

0|4|3   31 • 4 8| 0| 1 0| 1    8 1 |H        Hi Streblospio benedicti 

1    0| 3   91 • 4   8   012 0| 21 3 mm        H Tubificoides sp. 
1   i      i   mm s 31 0| 7| 0| 1 I 1 H        9 Balanus improvisus 

101 11 01 3| 1 5| 3| 1 I 9| 0| 1 4 H      • Rhithropanopeus harrisii 

101 1 1 01 8Hi    l    I    I U        H Neomysis americana 

0   4 91 7| • 531601 2 11 ••           9 Ijll         10 Cyathura polita 

0   6 21 5| IS   311    6| 0   2 1 H      HH Chiridotea almyra 

0   4 9 8fl Is    311    6| 0   2 4 1H        HH Edotea triloba 

0   4   6 8i •5317012 5 1 jH      1 Hj Ameroculodes spp.complex 

01 6| 3 5 1 5   311    7| 011 3 fiS      1 HI Apocorophium lacustre 

01 4| 6 4 • 51 3| 1 1 7| 0| 0 1 ffli        • Gammarus sp. 

0|4   6 6 |T 31117   011 6 m    in Leptocheirus plumulosus 

014   6 7 •T 3| 1| 7   0|2 2 HI      H Melita nitida 

013   0 1 •T 4| 2|4   014 6 Hill           2 ••           3 Coelotanypus sp. 

01 5 6 4 IT 1 41 21 4| 0| 4 7 H      n Procladius sp. 

01 6 3 8 • 51 41 21 41 01 4| 9 iii          H Cryptochironomus sp. 

01 21 91 5| 1 51 4| 21 41 0| 51 1 •        H Polypedilum sp. 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Survey Site 92 

Lat.1 

Taxa Inventory Sheet 

Collector Evans. Lathrop. Lookingland Station 

MD Code 

S92-R1 

Long.1 

'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 

Date     I YR I MO I DY |        Time Coll. 
Collected 

7 6 1 6 7 7 5 4 91211 

YR MO DY 
9| 8 0| 9 2   8 

Gear Tide 
0   8    17 0    4 LS 

Temp.' DO: Salinity" 

Water 
Depth 

Conductivitv2 

Meters Feet 
4        4 14.5 

Turbidity2 

8 
PH2 

7    .     2 
mg/1 ppt, %o umhos/cm 

1    6 2    3    0 
NTU 

1    0 
"Water quality measurements are from the bottom layer. 

Samp. Type | B | E | N Samp. Size | 0 

Grabs 

1 

1 0 

Log Number IDBv YR      MO 

Field Fixative    0 

DY QCBy       YR      MO      DY 

9 8 0 0 1 3 8 ••; E L HBJ 9 9 0 2 0 2 H 
9 8 0 0 1 3 9 fl J E 

L ^H 9 
9 0 2 0 2 9 

9 8 0 0 1 4 o H J E L H 9 9 0 2 0 3 H N K M 9 9 0 2 2 2 

1 PPSP m P \KIC /"r inr 
. 1 VALUE FOR GRAB 

TAXON CODE     •         — —>-        | 1       Hi      2       M      3 

M    2|4    OH | 3 M^         4 HI        1 Carinoma tremaphorus 
|     |     M 41 9 014   0   19 Ml            MM Hydrobia so. 

0   6|8   63 419 0| 5| 0| 1 1 2 ••       1 HH Mytilopsis leucophaeata 
0   5   2   oil 4| 9 0 5| 0| 0| 9| Hn           nil Macoma balthica 
0   5|2   em 4| 9 0 5| 0| 0 8 142 IB        165 9       169 Rangia cuneata 
0| 6   6 9 fm |     | Ml           in Hobsonia florida 
0| 4    1 QM 41 8 0    1|0|0 3 fit        Hi     2 

Heteromastus filiformis 
0 4    1 1 •• 4 8 011    0|1 7 1 mi       M Hypereteone heteropoda 
0 4 3 0 )• 4 8 0 1 I 0   0 5 6 Ml            4 III           8 Marenzelleria viridis 
0| 4 2|0ifl4 8 "o 1 I o 0 4 36 H          23 HI         34 Neanthes succinea 
0| 4 2   oHa 8 0 1 I 0   5 7 mm            mm Polydora comuta 
0 4| 3| 3M 4 8 0   1|0|1 8 i M           Hi       1 Streblospio benedicti 
1 0| 3 9||4 8 0   21012 3 1 Ml           MM Tubificoides sp. 

1 Bs 3 0   710    1 1 Ml         PI Balanus improvisus 
0 1    0 | 3 Hi 5 3 1 91011 4 H           IN Rhithropanopeus harrisii 

0 1 0|8|fl I MM           ill Neomysis americana 
0 4 91 711 5 3 1 6| 0| 1 2 10 H          13 EB           5 Cyathura polita 
0 6 2 SHI 5 3 1 6| 0 2 1 MM            MM Chiridotea almyra. 
0 4 9I8H5 3 1 6| 0   2 4 2 H         1 MM        1 Edotea triloba 
0 4    6 8 M 5 3| 1 7| 0   2 5 2 M            3 ill           2 Ameroculodes spp.complex 

0 6   3 5 fl 5 3| 1 7| 0 
..... 

3 
1 IS                Hi           3 Apocorophium lacustre 

0 4   6 4 III 5 3| 1 7| 01 0 1 III          PH Gammarus sp. 
0 4   6 6 9 5 31 1 7| 0 1 6 2 EEi      1 ••      1 Leptocheirus plumulosus 

0 4 6    7H 5 3| 1 7   0 2 12 H          ijl Melita nitida 
0 3 0    1 H 5 4| 2 4 0 4 6 1 lii          EM Coelotanypus sp. 

0 51 61 4|| 5 4| 2 4 01 4 7 IMR      ill Procladius sp. 

0 61 3| Sfli 5 4| 2| 4| 01 4 r9 m    H Cryptochironomus sp. 

0 2| 91 5m 51 4| 21 41 0 5 _]__ H            M Polypediium sp. 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Taxa Inventory Sheet 

Survey 

Lat.1 

'Latitude and 

Date 
Collected 

Temp.: 

 XF-  

Site 92 Collector Evans. Lathrop. Lookinaland Station 

MDCode 

S92-R2 

Long. 7 6 1 5 6 9 0 6 X I G 4 9 3 9 
.ongitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 

Time Coll. YR 
8 

MO DY 
1 0 

Gear 
0 I 4 

Tide 

DO^ Salinity" 

Water 
Depth 

Conductivity" 

Meters Feet 
5 • 5 1 8 0 

Turbidity" 

8 
PH2 

6    .     9 
mg/ ppt, 0/oo umhos/cm 

1 5 17    0 10 
NTU 

Water quality measurements are from the bottom layer. 

Samp. Size | 0 
Grab* 

1 

I 0 

Log Number 

Samp. Type | B | E | N 

ID By YR      MO 

Field Fixative    0 

DY QCBy YR      MO      DY 
9 8 0 0 1 4 '•J 

E n 9 0 1 2 2 in 
9 8 0 0 1 4 2HJ E • a' 9 0 1 2 2 dpi 
9 8 0 0 1 4 sflj E L M9 9 0 1 2 5 n 

r- 
PPSP —i 1 n. fcin /•*/• -ir-ie "I VALUE FOR GRAB TAXON 
CODE     • 

•                UINP, UWUt.                1 1 m • 3 
11214 m I          I ;jj 

2 M           3 | Carinoma tremaohoros 

1     1 -94 9   0 41 0    1 I 9 M M           I Hvdrobia sp. 
01618 5 • tL 9   0 510    111 m 1 M 1 Mytiloosis leucophaeata 

_0J 51 2 ~0J F 9 0 51 0   01 9 1B       H Macoma balthica 

0 5   2 ~^m I 9   0 51 0    1 I 0 iH       B Macoma mitchelli 

01 51 2 ~^m 1 9 0 5 01 0 8 4M 3 M 2 Ranqia cuneata 

01616 g mm 1B       • Hobsonia florida 

0   4 1 6 _4J 8 0 1 I 0 0   3 iB       • Heteromastus filiformis 

0    4 1 1 4 8! 0    1    0 1    7 Mi 1 •• 1 Hypereteone heteropoda 

01413 0 _4J 810    1    01 01 S| 1 tai 7 Ifl Marenzelleria viridis 

0! 4 _2J 0 4 8 0! 1 1 01 0! 4 48 ni 44 •• 61 Neanthes succinea 

01 4 2 6 4 8 01 1 1 0! 51 7 m        m Polydora cornuta 

01413 3 4 8 0 1 I 0    118 6 M 12 Wk Streblospio benedicti 

1 01 3 9 4 8J 0 2   0   213 15 H 7 M Tubificoides so. 
1     1     ifl 5 3 0 7   0 1 I 1 7 H 7 H 19 Balanus improvisus 

01110 ~3i IT 3 1 9   0 1 I 4 3 M 6 a 3 Rhithropanopeus harrisii 

oh 0 A •! I H Neomysis americana 

014   9 | 7 I •"s" 31 1 6   0 1 ! 2 18 H i    21 m 10 Cyathura polita 

0   6 2 "§j| | 5 3 1 6   0 2! 1 n     • Chiridotea almyra' 

0   4 9 "ill flf* LI 1 61 01 21 4 311             B Edotea triloba 

0   4 6 8 | 15 3 u_ 1 71 01 21 5 I        iHI 6 Ameroculodes sDD.complex 

0   6 |3_ 5 1 • 5   3 1 1 71 01 1 I 3 ES     n Apocorophium lacustre 

0   4 6 1 4 I • 51 31 1 1 71 01 01 1 
1       a       H Gammarus so. 

0   4 6 1 6 1 gs" I 31 1 I 71 01 1 I 6 1 • 1 Bl Leptpcheirus plumulosus 

0   4 "eml f|" 31 1 1 71 0 21 2 EE h^ w 2 Melita nitida 

0   3 •otil • 5 rr I2I4I0 41 6 HI CoelPtanypus so. 

0   5 16141 iTr4 I 2! 41 01 4| 7 •5     n Procladius so. 

0   6 3181 •51412   41 0! 41 9 I       H       • Cn/ptochironomus so. 

0| 2| 9 «f| | 5!41 21 41 01 51 1 I        H • Pplypedilum so. 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Site 92 

Long. 

Survey 

Lat.1 

'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 

Date     I YR I MO I DY I        Time Coll. 
Collected 

Taxa Inventory Sheet 

Collector Evans, Lathrop, Lookingland Station 

MD Code 

MDE-R1 

7 6 1 5 9 0 5 4 X I G 5 7 3 6 

YR MO DY 
9 8 0 9 2 8 1 0 

Gear 
0 | 4 

Tide 

Temp." 
 87=:— 

DO^ Salinity" 

Water 
Depth 

Conductivitv2 

Meters Feet 
4 1 1 3 4 

Turbidity" 
PH2 

7    .     3 
ma/l 

1 
ppt, %o umhos/cm 

1 0 0 
NTU 

"Water quality measurements are from the bottom layer. 

Samp. Type Samp. Size 

Grab* 

1 

0 1 0 B E N 0 

Log Number ID By YR 

Field Fixative 

MO      DY QC By YR      MO      DY 

9 8 0 0 1 4 4 H J E L| 9 9 0 1 2 i n 
9 8 0 0 1 4 5 H J E LJU 9 9 0 1 2 1 H N M K 9 9 0 2 2 2 

9 8 0 0 1 4 
6 1 J 

E L-H9 9 0 1 2 2^ 

n PPSP —1 1 •M-ir "1 VALUE FOR GRAB TAXON 
CODE     I 

•                UINIA \^WC                1 1       1 
2   • 3 

1 2|4 -"'•I     | |          | 1 7a 5 a 5 Cahnoma tremaphorus 

" B4 9 OI 41011    9 •M              Ml Hydrobia sp. 
0 6! 8 "sij l± 9 0| 51 0I 1    1 H           1 M Mytilopsis leucophaeata 

0| 5 I 2 Ojj [1 9 01 5 0  0 Tl Hi            mm Macoma balthica 

0| 5| 2 "ti rr 9 0 5 0 0 8 9M 6M 6 Rangia cuneata 

_0J 6| 6 g am iH 2 11 6 Hobsonia florida 

0 4 1 II 4 8 0 1 0 0 3 •       • Heteromastus filiformis 

ro" 4 1 Tl 4 8 0 1 0 1 7 iB       • Hypereteone heteropoda 

I 0   4| 3| 01 4 8   Oi 1 "o 0 5 so m 135 m 56 Marenzelleria viridis 

01 4| 2 "oil 4 8! 0 1 0 0 4 6 • el 4 Neanthes succinea 

01 41 2 "tj 4 8| 0 1    0 5 7 m       m Polydora comuta 

0 4| 3 "Tl 4 8| 0 1    0 1 8 ^m 1 • 3 Streblospio benedicti 

1 0   3 "tj 4 8 0 2   012 3 HI       P"! Tubificoides sp. 

I Ms 3   0 7 0 1 1 Ill      1H Balanus improvisus 

0| 1 0 Tl IT 3   1 9 0 1 4 H      ~H Rhithropanopeus harrisii 

I 01 1 I 0 
g SH       M Neomysis americana 

0 4   9 7 5 3 1 6 0 1 2 37 n 31 l|| 36 Cyathura polita 

0 6   2 5 5 3 1 6 0 2 1 1 H 
10 wr 

Chiridotea almyra 

0 4   9 8 5 3 1 6 0 2| 4 12 p 5 Edotea triloba 

0 4   6 8 5 3 1 71 0 2|5 2 m 2 m 4 Ameroculodes spp.complex 

0 6    3 5 5 3 1|7|0 1 3 •    n Apocorophium lacustre 

0 4   6 4 5 3 1 7   0 0 1 
i   iB    a Gammarus sp. 

0 4 6 6 5 3 1 1 7   0 1 6 '• 
-^*- 

5 Leptocheirus plumulosus 

0 Li. 6 7 5 3 1    7| 0 2 2 i    • Melita nitida 

0 "T 0 1 5 4 2   4   0 4 6 H        HI Coelotanypus sp. 

0 I 5 6 4 •     4 2   4| 0 4 7 H        1|| Procladius sp. 

0 I 6 3 8 • 5141214   0|4   9 H       H Cryptochironomus sp. 

0 2 9 5 n 4 2l 4| 0   511 H        S Polypedilum sp. 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Site 92 

9 1 7 6 7 0 6 

Survey. 

Lat.' 
'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 

Date     I  YR I MO I DY I        Time Coll. 
Collected 

Temp.2 

 57^— 

Taxa Inventory Sheet 

Collector Evans, Lathrop. Lookingland Station 

Long.1 I 7| 6| 1 I 4| 3| 0| 7| 0|        MD Code 

MDE-R2 

X I G 9 4 6 2 

YR MO DY 
9 8 0 9 2 8 1 0 

Gear 
0 I 4 

Tide 

DO^ Salinity2 

Water 
Depth 

Conductivity2 

Meters Feet 
4 0 1 ^ 

j 1 

Turbidity" 

0 
PH2 ma^l 

1 
'Water quality measurements are from the bottom layer. 

Samp. Type 

ppt. %o 

0 
umhos/cm 

1 
NTU 

Samp. Size 

Grab* 

1 

0 1 0 B E N 

Log Number ID By YR 

Field Fixative 

MO      DY QC By YR      MO      DY 

9 S 0 0 1 4 7 • J E 

E 

E 

fl 
9 0 1 2 6 m 

9 8 0 0 1 4 8 U J Ll' 9 0 1 2 7 H 
9 8 0 0 I 4 

9 1 J 
L|. 9 0 1 2 7 | 

n PPSP —• 1 r»i fc.lt-) /•*/• •M-ir 

___ 
1 VALUE FOR GRAB             | TAXON 

CODE     • 
•                 UlNPv \j<JUC               1 1       • 2   • 3      I 

JJ 2   41 OH 1 i 4H . U 
4 Carinoma tremaphorus 

1     MM 4   9   01 41 0 i 9 HI         HI Hydrobia so. 

0 6 81 61 U- 9 0| 5 0 1 1 H       Hi     1 Mytilopsis leucophaeata 

0 5 21 01 F 9 0| 5 0 0 9 H           M Macoma balthica 

_0J 51 21 6| 14 91 T 5 0 0 8 6« 4 • 6 Rangia cuneata 

0 61 61 9 •• •     n Hobsonia florida 

ro" 4    1 11 4 8 0   1 | 0 0 3 •     H Heteromastus filiformis 

ro 41 1 Tl 4 81011    0 1 7 •     iB Hypereteone heteropoda 

Ol 4; 3   Ol 4 8   0 1    0 0 5 2M 2 Marenzelleria viridis 
01412   01 _4J 8   0 1    0 0 4 si 7H 34 Neanthes succinea 

0|4|2   el 4 8   0 1    0 5 [7 m      m Polydora cornuta 

014   3131 4 810| 1 | 0 1 8 5 H 2 HI 2 Streblospio benedicti 

JJ 0i 31 91 4 8   0| 2| 0 2 3 16 H 5 H 3 Tubificoides sp. 

i   i   m 5 3| 0 [7_ 0 1 1 15 H 14 m 12 Balanus improvisus 

0 1 0   3| |5 3| 1 IL |0_ 1 4 •               • Rhithropanopeus harrisii 

0 1 0   8M | •       H Neomysis americana 

0 4   9 7 5 3 1 6 L2 1 2 I     em 4HH 
4 Cyathura polita 

0 6i 2 5 5 31 1 6 ^2. 2| 1 m      m Chiridotea almyra 

0 4 9 8 5 3 1 6 "• 2   4 •      • Edotea triloba 

0 4 6 8 5 3 1 7 T 2| 5 i     sm i      mi Ameroculodes spp.complex 

0   613 5 5 3 1 7|0 FT 3 H        ffll Apocorophium lacustre 

0 4   6 4 5 3 1 | 7 ro I 0| 1 M         III Gammarus sp. 

0 4   6 6 5 3 1 7| 0    1    6 H         •• Leptocheirus plumulosus 

0 4   6 7 1513 1 I 7| 0| 2| 2 nl      UN Melita nitida 

0 3   0 1 1 514 2| 4| 0| 4   6 m        ini Coelotanypus sp. 

0 6   3    8| IT 4 I 21 4| 0| 4   9 HI      HI Cryptochironomus sp. 

0 2   9151 IT I 4| 2| 4| 0| 5| 1 H        H Polypedilum sp. 
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APPENDIX V 

External Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) 
of Identified Benthic Macroinvertebrate Samples 

September 1998 

81 



External Quality Assurance/Quality Control of Taxonomic Identifications, Site 92 September 1998 Samples 

oo 
10 

Vial No. Taxon Count Comments 

Station S92-5     #2 of 3     9/28/1998 

1 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Carinoma tremaphoros 
Rangia cuneata 
Macoma mitchelli 
Macoma mitchelli 
Marenzelleria viridis 
Neanthes succinea 
Hypereteone heteropoda 
Streblospio benedicti 
Tubificoides sp. 
Cyathura polita 
Edotea triloba 
Ameroculodes spp. complex 
Leptocheirus plumulosus 
Gammarus mucronatus 
Neomysis americana 
Membranipora tenuis 

Site 92-R1     #3 of 3     9/28/1998 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 

Carinoma tremaphoros 
Rangia cuneata 
Marenzelleria viridis 
Neanthes succinea 
Streblospio benedicti 
Heteromastus filiformis 
Cyathura polita 
Edotea triloba 
Ameroculodes spp. complex 
Leptocheirus plumulosus 
Apocorophium lacustre 

colony 

Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99 
This is Macoma balthica; corrected by Nancy Mountford 22 Feb 99 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 

_2_ 
8 

_5_ 
1 

Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 



CO 

MDE-R1     #2 of 3     9/28/1998 
28 Mytilopsis leucophaeata 1 Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
29 Carinoma tremaphoros 3 Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
30 Rangia cuneata 6 Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
31 Marenzelleria viridis 5 Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
32 Neanthes succinea 6 Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
33 Hobsonia florida 2 Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
34 Streblospio benedicti 1 Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
35 Cyathura polita 5 Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
36 Chiridotea almyra 1 Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
37 Edotea triloba 5 Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
38 Ameroculodes spp. complex 2 Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
39 Leptocheirus plumulosus 5 Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
40 Rhithropanopeus harrisii 1 Identification confirmed by C. Timothy Morris 23FEB99. 
41 Balanus improvisus 1 Identification confirmed by C. Timothy Morris 23FEB99. 

S92-7     #3 of 3     9/28/1998 
42      Macoma balthica                                4     | Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 

S92-R2     #2 of 3     9/28/1998 
43 Melita nitida 3 Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 
44 Balanus improvisus 5 Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 

S92-R2     #3 of 3     9/28/1998 
45       Mvtilopsis leucophaeata                       1       Identification confirmed by Nancy K. Mountford 22FEB99. 

S92-3A     #1of3     9/28/1998 

46 Neomysis americana 1 
Identification not confirmed. Incomplete specimen with posterior end missing. 
C. Timothy Morris 23FEB99. 

NOTE: Confirmations of taxonomic identifications were performed by Nancy K. Mountford and C. Timothy Morris of Cove Corporation, Lusby, Maryland 



APPENDIX VI 

Sediment Grain Size and 
Water Content Analysis Sheets 

September 1998 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Sediment Grain Size and Water Content Analysis Sheet 

Survey 

Lat.1 

Site 92 

Long. 
'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 

Date 
Collected 

Temp.2 

Collector Evans, Lathrop-Davis, Kamens       Station 

MDCode 

S92-1 

7 6 1 6 5 1 9 2 

YR MO DY 
9 8 0 9 2 8 

T 
2   3 0 

PH2 

Time Coll. 
1 3 0 5 

DO2 

ma/1 
8|.     1 

Water quality measurements are from the bottom layer. 

Date Completed 

YR MO DY 

9 9 0 1 2 7 

Analyzed 
By 

c E B 

X I G 5 8 2 5 

Gear 
0 | 4 |     [ 

Salinity" 

Tide 

ppt, %0 

QA/QC By 

Water 
Depth 

Conductivity2 

Meters Feet 
7 2 2 3 6 

umhos/cm 
15    7   0   0 

QA/QC Date 

YR MO DY 

Turbidity 
NTU 

I. Water Content Analysis 

Weight of Pan 
(a) 

Weight of Pan + 
Wet Sediment 

(b) 

Weight of Wet 
Sediment 
(c = b-a) 

Weight of Dry 
Sediment 

(d) 
Water Weight 

(e = c-d) 
Percent Water 
(f=[e/c]*100) 

15.655 69.209 53.554 23.462 30.092 56.19 

II. Grain Size Analysis 

Dry Weight, Sieve # 10 (2.00 mm; gravel) 

Dry Weight, Sieve # 230 (63 urn; sand) 

Dry Weight, Pan (silt/clay) 

Total Dry Weight (d) 

Weight of 
Pan 
(g) 

2.704 

1.699 
2.704 

Weight of Pan 
+ Fraction 

00 
2.707 

2.712 
25.150 

Weight of 
Fraction 
(i = h-g) 

o.oo: 
1.013 

22.446 

Percent of 
Total 

(j = [i/d]*100) 

0.01 
4.32 

95.67 

Note 1: Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
Note 2: The water quality parameters DO, Salinity, Temperature, Conductivity, and pH are bottom measurements. 
Note 3: All weights are in grams. 

III. Comments 

'Gravel" consisted of no shell fragments, only organic detritus. 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Sediment Grain Size and Water Content Analysis Sheet 

Survey Site 92 

Lat. 3  Long.1 

'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
Date 

Collector Evans. Lathrop-Davis, Kamens       Station 

MDCode 

S92-2 

7 6 1 7 0 7 6 6 X I G 5 7 1 6 

Collected 

Temp.2 

YR MO DY 
9| 8 0   9 2   8 

Time Coll. 

T PH2 

1   2    3 0 

DO2 

mg/l 
1 7 | . 6 

Gear 
0 | 4 

Tide 

Salinity 

Water 
Depth 

Conductivity2 

Meters Feet 
4   .    5 14.8 

"Water quality measurements are from the bottom layer. 

Date Completed Analyzed 
By 

ppt, %o 
81.18 

Turbidity2 

umhos/cm 
15    6 10   0 

NTU 
"H-TT 

YR MO DY 
9 9 0 1 1 8 

QA/QC Date 
QA/QC By 

c E B C E B 
YR MO DY 

9 9 0 2 0 3 

I. Water Content Analysis 

Weight of Pan 
(a) 

Weight of Pan+ 
Wet Sediment 

(b) 

Weight of Wet 
Sediment 
(c = b-a) 

Weight of Dry 
Sediment 

(d) 
Water Weight 

(e = c-d) 
Percent Water 
(f=[e/c]*100) 

15.690 66.316 50.626 35.861 14.765 29.16 

II. Grain Size Analysis 

wnmrnmil "-; Weight of Pan 
+ Fraction 

(h) 

Weight of 
Fraction 
(i = h-g) 

Percent of 
Total 

(j = [i/d]'100) 
Dry Weight, Sieve # 10 (2.00 mm; gravel) 2.703 4.215 1.512 4.22 
Dry Weight, Sieve # 230 (63 um; sand) 2.673 4.853 2.180 6.08 
Dry Weight, Pan (silt/clay) 2.697 34.866 32.169 89.70 
Total Dry Weight (d) MMMW         35.861 BBgBBi 

Note 1: Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
Note 2: The water quality parameters DO, Salinity, Temperature, Conductivity, and pH are bottom measurements. 
Note 3: All weights are in grams. 

III. Comments 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Sediment Grain Size and Water Content Analysis Sheet 

Survey. 

Lat.1 

Site 92 

0 

Time Coll. 

 Long. 
'Latitude and Longitude are in^egrees, decimal minutes. 

Date 
Collected 

Temp.2 

Collector Evans. Lathrop-Davis. Kamens       Station 

MDCode 

S92-3A 

7 6 1 7 4 9 1 8 

YR MO DY 
9 8 0 9 2 8 

PH2 

7    .     1 

1 1 4 0 

DO2 

I       ms/l 
8    . 2 

Gear          Tide 
0    4             F 

Water 
Depth 

ie X I G 4 9 0 6 

Meters Feet 
5 3 1 7 4 

Salinity" Conductivity2 

ppt. %o umhos/cm 
15    8    0 10 

•Water quality measurements are from the bottom layer. 

Date Completed               Analyzed QA/QC Date 

YR MO DY By QA/QC By YR MO DY 

9 8 1 2 3 0 c E B M C R 9 8 1 2 3 0 

Turbidity2 

NTU 

I. Water Content Analysis 

Weight of Pan 
(a) 

Weight of Pan + 
Wet Sediment 

(b) 

Weight of Wet 
Sediment 
(c = b-a) 

Weight of Dry 
Sediment 

(d) 
Water Weight 

(e = c-d) 
Percent Water 
(f=[e/c]*100) 

2.697 53.051 50.354 20.774 29.580 58.74 

II. Grain Size Analysis 

1 Mi 1— Weight of 
Pan 
(g) 

Weight of Pan 
+ Fraction 

(h) 

Weight of 
Fraction 
(i = h-g) 

Percent of 
Total 

G = [i/d]*100) 

Dry Weight, Sieve # 10 (2.00 mm; gravel) 2.697 3.077 0.380 1.83 

Dry Weight, Sieve # 230 (63 um; sand) 2.675 4.295 1.620 7.80 

Dry Weight, Pan (silt/clay) 2.696 21.470 18.774 90.37 

Total Dry Weight (d) 20.774 
Note 1: Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
Note 2: The water quality parameters DO, Salinity, Temperature, Conductivity, and pH are bottom measurements. 
Note 3: All weights are in grams. 

III. Comments 

'Gravel" consisted of small shell fragments. 

87 



MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Sediment Grain Size and Water Content Analysis Sheet 

Survey 

Lat.1 

Site 92 

8 

Collector Evans, Lathrop-Davis. Kamens        Station 

MDCode 

S92-4A 

Long.1 7 6 1 7 2 5 7 8 
'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 

Time Coll. Date YR MO DY 

Collected 9 8 0 9 2 8 

Temp." 
—37;— 

8 
PHJ 

0 

0 8 5 0 

DO2 

me/l 
7\.    8 

'Water quality measurements are from the bonom layer. 

Date Completed Analyzed 
By 

Gear 
0 I 4 

Salinity" 

Tide 

ppt. %o 

YR MO DY 

9 9 0 1 0 7 

QA/QC By 

J E L 

Water 
Depth 

e X I G 4 4    1 0 

Meters Feet 
5 5 1 8 0 

Conductivity 

yimhos/cm 
1    5    6 10    0 

QA/QC Date 

YR MO DY 

Turbidity2 

NTU 

I. Water Content Analysis 

Weight of Pan 
(a) 

Weight of Pan + 
Wet Sediment 

(b) 

Weight of Wet 
Sediment 
(c = b-a) 

Weight of Dry 
Sediment 

(d) 
Water Weight 

(e = c-d) 
Percent Water 
(f=[e/c]*100) 

4.395 53.591 49.196 22.623 26.573 54.01 

II. Grain Size Analysis 

Dry Weight, Sieve # 10 (2.00 mm; gravel) 

Dry Weight, Sieve # 230 (63 urn; sand) 

Dry Weight, Pan (silt/clay) 

Total Dry Weight (d) 

1.699 
2.697 
2.706 

Weight of Pan 
+ Fraction 

(h) 
6.401 
4.642 

18.682 

Weight of 
Fraction 
(i-h-g) 

4.702 

1.945 
15.976 

Percent of 
Total 

(j = [i/dJMOO) 

20.78 

8.60 
70.62 

Note 1: Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
Note 2: The water quality parameters DO, Salinity, Temperature, Conductivity, and pH are bottom measurements. 
Note 3: All weights are in grams. 

III. Comments 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Sediment Grain Size and Water Content Analysis Sheet 

Survev Site 92 

Lat. 3 8 

Collector Evans, Lathrop-Davis. Kamens 

Long.1 

Station      S92-5 

'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 

Date     I YR I MO I DY I        Time Co 1. 
Collected 

7 6 1 6 7 3 5 2 MDCode X I G 4 7 2 2 

YR MO DY 
9 8 0 9 2 8 

Temp." 

8 
PH: 

6    .     9 

0 9 1 5 

DO2 

me/1 
71.      1 

Gear 
01 | 4 |     [ 

Salinity2 

Tide Water Meters Feet 
Depth 5 0 1 6 4 

Conductivity" Turbidity" 

ppt. %( umhos/cm 
16    10    0 

NTU 
1 I 5 

Water quality measurements are from the bottom layer. 

Date Completed Analyzed 
By 

QA/QC Date 

YR MO DY 
9 9 0 1 0 7 

QA/QC By 

J E L 

YR MO      DY 

I. Water Content Analysis 

Weight of Pan 
(a) 

4.387 

Weight of Pan + 
Wet Sediment 

(b) 

56.526 

Weight of Wet 
Sediment 
(c = b-a) 

52.139 

Weight of Dry 
Sediment 

(d) 
30.260 

Water Weight 
(e = c-d) 

21.879 

Percent Water 
(f=[e/c]«100) 

41.96 

II. Grain Size Analysis 

Dry Weight, Sieve # 10 (2.00 mm; gravel) 

Dry Weight, Sieve # 230 (63 um; sand) 

Dry Weight, Pan (silt/clay) 

Total Dry Weight (d) 

Weight of 
Pan 
(g) 

1.687 

1.681 

2.709 

Weight of Pan 
+ Fraction 

00 
18.267 

3.322 
14.748 

Weight of 
Fraction 
(i = h-g) 

16.580 

1.641 

12.039 

Percent of 
Total 

(j = [i/d]*100) 

54.79 

5.42 

39.79 

Note 1: Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
Note 2: The water quality parameters DO, Salinity, Temperature, Conductivity, and pH are bottom measurements. 
Note 3: All weights are in grams. 

III. Comments 

Couple of medium Rangia; 1 had been alive. 
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Survev 

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Sediment Grain Size and Water Content Analysis Sheet 

Site 92    Collector Evans, Lathrop-Davis. Kamens       Station     S92-6 

MDCode Lat.1 8 Long. 
'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes 

Date 
Collected 

7 6 1 6 1 7 7 2 X I G 4 9 3 1 

YR MO DY 
9 8 0 9 2 8 

Temp.' 
T 

'W 
8 

PH2 

0 

Time Coll. 
0 9 4 5 

DO2 

msj\ 
7l.     1 

Gear 
0 I 4 

Tide 

Salinity2 

Water 
Depth 

Conductivity" 

Meters Feet 
5 0 1 6 • 4 

ppt. % umhos/cm 
16    10   0 

W2aier quality measurements are from the bottom layer. 

Date Completed Analyzed 
By QA/QC By 

QA/QC Date 

YR MO DY YR MO DY 

9  | 9 0    1 2   7 C     E     B 

Turbidity2. 
NTU 

I. Water Content Analysis 

Weight of Pan 
(a) 

Weight of Pan + 
Wet Sediment 

(b) 

Weight of Wet 
Sediment 
(c = b-a) 

Weight of Dry 
Sediment 

(d) 
Water Weight 

(e = c-d) 
Percent Water 
(f=[e/c]*100) 

14.667 69.894 55.227 22.853 32.374 58.62 

II. Grain Size Analysis 
Weight of 

Pan 
(g) 

Weight of Pan 
+ Fraction 

(h) 

Weight of 
Fraction 
(i = h-g) 

Percent of 
Total 

G = [i/dri00) 

Dry Weight, Sieve # 10 (2.00 mm; gravel) 1.698 2.819 1.121 4.91 

Dry Weight, Sieve # 230 (63 urn; sand) 2.697 5.996 3.299 14.44 

Dry Weight, Pan (silt/clay) 2.687 21.120 18.433 80.66 

Total Dry Weight (d) IBBiiB]! 22.853 Hi SB 
Note 1: Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 

Note 2: The water quality parameters DO, Salinity, Temperature, Conductivity, and pH are bottom measurements. 
Note 3: All weights are in grams. 

III. Comments 

Very fine mud in silt/clay portion = long settling time. 
"Gravel" consisted of small shell fragments. 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Survey. 

Lat.1 

Sediment Grain Size and Water Content Analysis Sheet 

Site 92    Collector Evans, Lathrop-Davis, Kamens       Station     S92-7 

Long. 
'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 

Time Coll. 

7 6 1 6 8 7 0 2 

Date YR MO DY 
Collected 9 8 0 9 2 8 

Temp. 
—3F- 

2   2 
PH* 

8 

1 0 5 5 

DO2 

mej\ 
7    .    6 

Gear 
0 | 4 

Salinity" 

Tide 

MDCode 

Water 
Depth 

Conductivity 

X I G 5 2 2 0 

Meters Feet 
-6 • 2 2 0 • 3 

Turbidity 

'Water quality measurements are from the bottom layer. 

Date Completed Analvzed 
By 

ppt, %0 umhos/cm 
15    8    0    0 

NTU 
1    2 

QA/QC Date 

YR MO DY 

9 9 0 2 0 1 

QA/QC By 

J      E     L 

YR MO DY 

I. Water Content Analysis 

Weight of Pan 
(a) 

4.383 

Weight of Pan + 
Wet Sediment 

(b) 
57.929 

Weight of Wet 
Sediment 
(c = b-a) 

53.546 

Weight of Dry 
Sediment 

(d)  

22.698 

Water Weight 
(e = c-d) 

30.848 

Percent Water 
(f = [e/c]*100) 

57.61 

II. Grain Size Analysis 
Weight of 

Pan 
(g) 

Dry Weight, Sieve # 10 (2.00 mm; gravel) 

Dry Weight, Sieve # 230 (63 urn; sand) 

Dry Weight, Pan (silt/clay) 

Total Dry Weight (d) 

1.687 
2.697 
2.708 

Weight of Pan 
+ Fraction 

(h) 
3.416 
3.815 

22.559 

Weight of 
Fraction 
(i = h-g) 

1.729 
1.118 

19.851 
22.698 

Percent of 
Total 

(j = [i/d]«100) 

7.62 
4.93 

87.46 

Note 1: Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
Note 2: The water quality parameters DO, Salinity, Temperature, Conductivity, and pH are bottom measurements. 
Note 3: All weights are in grams. 

III. Comments 

"Gravel" consisted of small shell fragments. 
2 small Ransia. 
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Survey 

Lat 

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Sediment Grain Size and Water Content Analysis Sheet 

Site 92    Collector Evans. Lathrop-Davis, Kamens       Station     S92-R1 

MDCode Long. 
'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 

Date 
Collected 

7 6 1 6 7 7 5 4 X I G 3 9 2 1 

YR MO DY 

Temp. 

2   2 
PH2 

7    .     2 

Time Coll. 

0 8 1 7 

DO2 

ma/1 
7\.    7 

Gear 
0 [ 4 

Tide 
LS 

Salinity 

Water 
Depth 

Conductivity" 

Meters Feet 

4 4 1 4 5 

ppt, %0 umhos/cm 
16    2    3    0 

Water quality measurements are from the bottom layer. 

Date Completed               Analyzed 
QA/QC By 

QA/QC Date 

YR MO DY By YR MO DY 

9    9 0    1 1    5 | J      EL 

Turbidity2 

NTU 
1    0 

I. Water Content Analysis 

Weight of Pan 
(a) 

Weight of Pan + 
Wet Sediment 

(b) 

Weight of Wet 
Sediment 
(c = b-a) 

Weight of Dry 
Sediment 

(d) 
Water Weight 

(e = c-d) 
Percent Water 
(f=[e/c]*100) 

4.389 53.743 49.354 21.660 27.694 56.11 

II. Grain Size Analysis 
Weight of 

Pan 
(g) 

Weight of Pan 
+ Fraction 

GO 

Weight of 
Fraction 
(i = h-g) 

Percent of 
Total 

(j-[i/d]*100) IStSgl 
Dry Weight, Sieve # 10 (2.00 mm ; gravel) 1.686 3.821 2.135 9.86 

Dry Weight, Sieve # 230 (63 um; sand) 2.696 6.741 4.045 18.67 

Dry Weight, Pan (silt/clay) 2.969 18.449 15.480 71.47 

Total Dry Weight (d) miiiM 21.660 
Note 1: Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
Note 2: The water quality parameters DO, Salinity, Temperature, Conductivity, and pH are bottom measurements. 
Note 3: All weights are in grams. 

III. Comments 

"Gravel" consisted of « 6 valves (Rangia) and a large amount of tiny shell fragments. 
Many very small shell fragments in sand portion. 
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Survey 

Lat.1 

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Sediment Grain Size and Water Content Analysis Sheet 

Site92     Collector Evans. Lathrnp-Davis. Kamens        Station      S92-R2 

MD Code 

8 

Long. 
Latitude and Lonaitude are in degrees, decimal minutes 

Date     | YR | MO |"DY~1        Time Coll. 
Collected 

Temp.2 

 3^  

7 6 1 5 6 9 0 6 X I G 4 9 3 9 

0 8 0 0 
Gear 
0 I 4 

Tide Water 
Depth 

Meters Feet 
5 5 1 8 0 

DO2 

2   2 8 
PH2 

Salinity2 

m°/l 

Water quality measurements are from the bottom layer 

ppt, %o 

Date Completed 
YR MO DY 

9 9 0    2 0    1 

Analyzed 
By 

J E L 
QA/QC By 

Conductivity 
umhos/cm 

15    7   0    0 

QA/QC Date 

YR MO DY 

Turbidity2 

NTU 

I. Water Content Analysis 

Weight of Pan 
(a) 

4.408 

Weight of Pan + 
Wet Sediment 

(b) 

54.568 

Weight of Wet 
Sediment 
(c = b-a) 

50.160 

Weight of Dry 
Sediment 

(d) 

22.944 

Water Weight 
(e = c-d) 

27.216 

Percent Water 
(f=[e/c]*100) 

54.26 

il. Grain Size Analysis 

Dry Weight, Sieve # 10 (2.00 mm; gravel) 

Dry Weight, Sieve # 230 (63 urn; sand) 

Dry Weight, Pan (silt/clay) 

Total Dry Weight (d) 

Weight of 
Pan 
(g) 

2.706 

1.703 

2.699 

Weight of Pan 
+ Fraction 

(h) 
2.848 

4.043 

23.161 

Weight of 
Fraction 
(i = h-g) 

0.142 

2.340 

20.462 

Percent of 
Total 

(i = [i/d]*100) 

0.62 

10.20 

89.18 

Note 1: Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
Note 2: The water quality parameters DO, Salinity, Temperature, Conductivity, and pH are bottom measurements. 
Note 3: All weights are in grams. 

III. Comments 

"Gravel" consisted of shell fragments. 



Survey 

MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Sediment Grain Size and Water Content Analysis Sheet 

Site 92    Collector Evans. Lathrop-Davis. Kamens       Station     MDE-R1 

MDCode Lat.1 Long.1 

'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
Date     I YR I MO I DY I        Time Coll. 

Collected 

7 6 1 5 9 0 5 4 X I G 5 7 3 6 

YR MO DY 
9 8 0 9 2 8 1 3 5 0 

Temp.' 
—3F— 

DO2 

Gear 
0 | 4 1     [ 

Salinity2 

Tide Water 
Depth 

Conductivity 

Meters Feet 
4 1 1 3 4 

2   2 
PH2 mg/1 ppt. %o 

8 ~TJ 
umhos/cm 

1    5    6   0   0 
•Water quality measurements are from the bottom layer. 

Date Completed               Analyzed 
QA/QC By 

QA/QC Date 

YR MO DY By YR MO DY 

9    9 0    1 0    7 J      E     L M    C     R 9   9 0    1 0   7 

Turbidity2 

NTU 

I. Water Content Analysis 

Weight of Pan 
(a) 

Weight of Pan + 
Wet Sediment 

(b) 

Weight of Wet 
Sediment 
(c = b-a) 

Weight of Dry 
Sediment 

(d) 
Water Weight 

(e = c-d) 
Percent Water 
(f=[e/c]*100) 

10.544 60.704 50.160 24.847 25.313 50.46 

II. Grain Size Analysis 

Dry Weight, Sieve # 10 (2.00 mm; gravel) 

Dry Weight, Sieve # 230 (63 um; sand) 

Dry Weight, Pan (silt/clay) 

Total Dry Weight (d) 

2.688 
2.709 
2.699 

Weight of Pan 
+ Fraction 

(h)_ 
2.720 
4.601 

25.622 

Weight of 
Fraction 
(i = h-g) 

0.032 
1.892 

22.923 

Percent of 
Total 

(j = [i/d]»100) 
0.13 
7.61 

92.26 

Note 1: Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
Note 2: The water quality parameters DO, Salinity, Temperature, Conductivity, and pH are bottom measurements. 
Note 3: All weights are in grams. 

III. Comments 

"Gravel" portion consisted of 2 small Ransia valves and small amount of organic detritus. 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Sediment Grain Size and Water Content Analysis Sheet 

Survey Site 92 

Lat.1 0 

Collector Evans, Lathrop-Davis, Kamens       Station 

MDCode 

MDE-R2 

Long. 
'Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes 

Date     I YR I MO | DY |        Time Coll 
Collected 

7 6 1 4 3 0 7 0 X I G 9 4 6 2 

YR MO DY 
9 8 0 9 2 8 

Gear Tide 

Temp.' 
—a?;— PH2 

1 4 3 0 

DO2 

mg/1 
71.     1 

0    4 

Salinity2 

Water 
Depth 

Conductivity2 

Meters Feet 
4 0 1 3 • 1 

ppt, %0 umhos/cm 
14   2   3   0 

-Water 

Date 

quality measurements are from the bottom layer. 

Completed               Analyzed 

QA/QC By 

QA/QC Date 

YR MO DY By YR MO DY 

9    9 0    1 1    5 J      E   | L 

Turbidity 
NTU 

I. Water Content Analysis 

Weight of Pan 
(a) 

Weight of Pan+ 
Wet Sediment 

(b) 

Weight of Wet 
Sediment 
(c = b-a) 

Weight of Dry 
Sediment 

(d) 
Water Weight 

(e = c-d) 
Percent Water 
(f=[e/c]*100) 

4.403 59.001 54.598 32.929 21.669 39.69 

II. Grain Size Analysis 

BMHBMIB Weight of 
Pan 
(g) 

Weight of Pan 
+ Fraction 

(h) 

Weight of 
Fraction 
(i = h-g) 

Percent of 
Total 

<j = [i/d]*100) 

Dry Weight, Sieve # 10 (2.00 mm; gravel) 1.700 16.738 15.038 45.67 

Dry Weight, Sieve # 230 (63 urn; sand) 2.703 6.048 3.345 10.16 

Dry Weight, Pan (silt/clay) 2.703 17.249 14.546 44.17 

Total Dry Weight (d) fMBlfl i urn 32.929 Wgg$MM, 
Note 1: Latitude and Longitude are in degrees, decimal minutes. 
Note 2: The water quality parameters DO, Salinity, Temperature, Conductivity, and pH are bottom measurements. 
Note 3: All weights are in grams. 

III. Comments 

'Gravel" consisted of shell fragments. 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Sediment Grain Size and Water Content Analysis Quality Control 
Sample: S92-2 

QC Check #1 
I. Water Content Analysis 

Weight of Pan 
(a) 

Weight of Pan+ 
Wet Sediment 

(b) 

Weight of Wet 
Sediment 
(c = b-a) 

Weight of Dry 
Sediment 

(d) 
Water Weight 

(e = c-d) 
Percent Water 
(f=[e/c]*100) 

15.669 70.486 54.817 23.663 31.154 56.83 

II. Grain Size Analysis 
Weight of 

Pan 
(g) 

Weight of Pan 
+ Fraction 

(h) 

Weight of 
Fraction 
(i = h-g) 

Percent of 
Total 

(j = [i/d]*100) 
Dry Weight, Sieve # 10 (2.00 mm; gravel) 2.705 2.843 0.138 0.58 
Dry Weight, Sieve ft 230 (63 urn; sand) 2.699 5.197 2.498 10.56 
Dry Weight, Pan (silt/clay) 2.704 23.731 21.027 88.86 
Total Dry Weight (d) 23.663 

| ggggggggg ^ Percent 
Gravel 

Percent Sand Percent 
Silt/Clav 

Standar 
Origina 

d Deviation:                                               in CSA 

SamDle&OC#l 
2.57 3.17 0.60 

QC Check #2 
I. Water Content Analysis 

Weight of Pan 
(a) 

Weight of Pan + 
Wet Sediment 

(b) 

Weight of Wet 
Sediment 
(c = b-a) 

Weight of Dry 
Sediment 

(d) 
Water Weight 

(e = c-d) 
Percent Water 
(f=[e/c]*100) 

15.662 70.193 54.531 23.873 30.658 56.22 

II. Grain Size Analysis 
Weight of 

Pan 
(g) 

Weight of Pan 
+ Fraction 

(h) 

Weight of 
Fraction 
(i = h-g) 

Percent of 
Total 

0 = [i/d]*100) 
Dry Weight, Sieve # 10 (2.00 mm ; gravel) 2.681 2.746 0.065 0.27 
Dry Weight, Sieve #230 (63 urn; sand) 1.697 4.437 2.740 11.48 
Dry Weight, Pan (silt/clay) 1.700 22.768 21.068 88.25 
Total Dry Weight (d) BBBMBfffflHi Wg£$!&$M 23.873 MmMi 

Percent Percent 
Gravel 

Percent Sand 
Percent 

Silt/Clay Water 
Average: 
Original Sample, QC#1 & QC« 47.406 1.691 9.371 88.938 

Standard Deviation: 
Original Sample, QC#1 & QC#2 

15.80 2.19 2.89 0.73 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Sediment Grain Size and Water Content Analysis Quality Control 
Sample: S92-3A 

QC Check #1 
I. Water Content Analysis 

Weight of Pan 
(a) 

Weight of Pan + 
Wet Sediment 

(b) 

Weight of Wet 
Sediment 
(c = b-a) 

Weight of Dry 
Sediment 

(d) 
Water Weight 

(e = c-d) 
Percent Water 
(f=[e/c]*100) 

15.658 65.710 50.052 20.787 29.265 58.47 

II. Grain Size Analysis 
^^^tejtep^^^MfeM^^ate^ffl Weight of 

Pan 
(g) 

Weight of Pan 
+ Fraction 

(h) 

Weight of 
Fraction 
(i = h-g) 

Percent of 
Total 

(j = [i/dpi00) 
^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^p 
^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

Dry Weight, Sieve # 10 (2.00 mm; gravel) 2.709 3.093 0.384 1.84 
Dry Weight, Sieve # 230 (63 um; sand) 2.699 4.617 1.918 9.23 
Dry Weight, Pan (silt/clay) 2.706 21.191 18.485 88.93 
Total Dry Weight (d) mmmm 20.787 

i IMiliilia^^l ^:;;" Percent 
Gravel 

Percent 
Sand 

Percent 
Silt/Clav 

Standard Deviation: 
Original Samole&OCtfl 

0.191 0.007 1.004 1.025 

QC Check #2 
I. Water Content Analysis 

Weight of Pan 
(a) 

Weight of Pan + 
Wet Sediment 

(b) 

Weight of Wet 
Sediment 
(c = b-a) 

Weight of Dry 
Sediment 

(d) 
Water Weight 

(e = c-d) 
Percent Water 
(f=[e/c]*100) 

II. Grain Size Analysis 

mi BHUMIi 
Weight of 

Pan 
(g) 

Weight of Pan 
+ Fraction 

00 

Weight of 
Fraction 
(i = h-g) 

Percent of 
Total 

(j = [i/d]*100) Wm 
Dry Weight, Sieve # 10 (2.00 mm; gravel) 

Dry Weight, Sieve #230 (63 um; sand) 

Dry Weight, Pan (silt/clay) 
Total Dry Weight (d) IISWSSiH 

Percent 
Water 

Percent 
Gravel 

Percent Sand 
Percent 

Silt/Clay ffyjftirffiiWfj^                                                   in 

Average: 
Original Sample, QC#\ & QC« 
Standard Deviation: 
Original Sample, QC#1 & QC#2 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DREDGING COORDINATION AND ASSESSMENT DIVISION 

Sediment Grain Size and Water Content Analysis Quality Control 
Sample: MDE-R1 

QC Check #1 
I. Water Content Analysis 

Weight of Pan 
(a) 

Weight of Pan + 
Wet Sediment 

(b) 

Weight of Wet 
Sediment 
(c-b-a) 

Weight of Dry 
Sediment 

(d) 
Water Weight 

(e = c-d) 
Percent Water 
(f=[e/c]*100) 

4.400 54.730 50.330 24.986 25.344 50.36 

II. Grain Size Analysis 

SilMlBfBII B Weight of 
Pan 
(g) 

Weight of Pan 
+ Fraction 

(h) 

Weight of 
Fraction 
(i = h-g) 

Percent of 
Total 

a = [i/d]*100) 
Dry Weight, Sieve # 10 (2.00 mm; gravel) 1.700 1.701 0.001 0.004 
Dry Weight, Sieve # 230 (63 um; sand) 2.700 4.625 1.925 7.70 
Dry Weight, Pan (silt/clay) 2.703 25.763 23.06 92.29 
Total Dry Weight (d) SSMBBSraHpjji^fip^ 24.986 mmmm 

M^^BBB^BSH   ^ Percent 
Gravel 

Percent Sand Percent 
Silt/Clav 

Standard Deviation: 
Original Sample &OC#l 

0.077 0.089 0.063 0.021 

QC Check #2 
I. Water Content Analysis 

Weight of Pan 
(a) 

Weight of Pan + 
Wet Sediment 

(b) 

Weight of Wet 
Sediment 
(c = b-a) 

Weight of Dry 
Sediment 

(d) 
Water Weight 

(e = c-d) 
Percent Water 
(f=[e/c]*100) 

II. Grain Size Analysis 

^^^Mpg^pjljl^gl Weight of 
Pan 
(g) 

Weight of Pan 
+ Fraction 

(h) 

Weight of 
Fraction 
(i = h-g) 

Percent of 
Total 

(j = [i/d]*100) ^^^^MBIBjIpHlpB 
Dry Weight, Sieve # 10 (2.00 mm; gravel) 
Dry Weight, Sieve # 230 (63 um; sand) 
Dry Weight, Pan (silt/clay) 
Total Dry Weight (d) ^W^^^ 

Average: 
Original Sample, QC#1 & QC#2 
Standard Deviation: 
Original Sample, QC#1 & QC#2 

Percent 
Water 

Percent 
Gravel 

Percent Sand 
Percent 
Silt/Clay 
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Site 92 Sampling Station S92-1 
September 28,1998 

Taxon 1 
Grab 

2 3 
Composite 
Average 

Standard 
Deviation 

NEMERTINEA * 
Carinoma tremephorus ' 30 30 20 0 

MOLLUSCA 
Hydrobia sp.' 

Mytilopsis leucophaeata' 

Macoma balthica + 20 7 

Macoma mitchelli 

Rangia cuneata * 30 130 so 70 53 

ANNELIDA 
POLYCHAETA 

Hetemmastus filiformis 

Hypereteone hetempoda # 

Hobsonia florida 20 20 13 0 

Marenzelleria viridis * 430 440 730 533 170 

Neanthes sucdnea ' 40 20 80 47 31 

Polydora comuta 

Streblospio benedicti # 20 20 30 23 6 

OLIGOCHAETA 

Tubificoides sp 10 30 13 14 

ARTHROPODA 
Balanus impmvisus ' 

Rhithropanopeus harrisii' 

Neomysis amehcana 

ISOPODA 
Cyathura polita *' 90 70 140 100 36 

Chiridotea almyra * 

Bdotea triloba ' 10 40 50 33 21 

AMPHIPODA 

Ameroculodes spp. complex 10 40 17 21 

Apocorophium lacustre ' 

Gammarus sp. 

Gammarvs mucmnatus 

Leptocheims plumulosus 80 100 60 14 

Melita nitida ' 

INSECTA 

Chironomidae * 
Coelotanypus sp #* 20 40 10 23 15 

Total Abundance (#/m2) 740 760 1280 927 306.16 

Taxa Richness1 8 9 12 12 2.08 

Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index2 

Pollution-Indicative Taxa Abundance 5.41 7.89 3.13 
2.28 
5.48 2.39 

Pollution-Sensitive Taxa Abundance 74.32 84.21 73.44 77.32 5.98 

Note: Only infaunal taxa have been included in metric calculations 
1 Taxa Richness for the composite is the total number of infaunal taxa for all replicates. 
2 Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index was calculated based on a composite of the 3 replicates 

Epifaunal Taxon 

#Pollution-lndicative Taxon 

+Pollution-Sensitive Taxon 

'Camivore/Omnivore Taxa 
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Site 92 Sampling Station S92-2 
September 28,1998   ,, 

|Taxon 1 
Grab 

2 3 
Composite   Standard 
Average     Deviation 

NEMERTINEA * 
Cannoma tremephoms ' 40 10 50 33                   21 

MOLLUSCA 

Hydra6/a sp. * 

Myf;7ops;s leucophaeata ' 

Macoma balthica • 

Macoma mitchelli 

Rangia cuneata * 1000 800 650 817                 176 

ANNELIDA 

POLYCHAETA 

Heteromastus filiformis 

Hypereteone hetervpoda ft 20 7 

Hobsonia florida 

Marenzelleria viridis * 60 60 40 53                   12 

Neanthes succinea ' 20 40 40 33                   12 

Polydora comuta 

Streblospio benedicti # 80 50 43                   21 

OLIGOCHAETA 

Tubificoides sp 60 30 30                  21 

ARTHROPODA 

[Balanus improvisus ' 

Rhithropanopeus harrisii ' 

Neomysis americana 

ISOPODA 

Cyalhura polita •* 60 140 60 87                    46 

Chiridotea almyra ' 

Edolea triloba ' 10 10 7                      0 

AMPHIPODA 

Amemculodes spp. complex 10 40 17                    21 

Apocorophium lacustre ' 

Gammarus sp. 

Gammarus mucronatus 

Leptocheirus plumulosus 

Melitanitida ' 

10 3 

0 

INSECTA 

Chironomidae * 
Coelotanypus sp #* 10 40 17 

Total Abundance (#/m2) 1180 1210 1030 1140          96.44 

Taxa Richness1 
5 9 11 11            3.06 

Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index 2 1.70 

Pollution-Indicative Taxa Abundance 0.00 7.44 10.68 6.04           5.48 

Pollution-Sensitive Taxa Abundance 94.92 82.64 72.82 83.46         11.07| 

Note: Only infaunal taxa have been included in metric calculations 
1 Taxa Ricnness for the composite is the total number of infaunal taxa for all replicates. 
2 Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index was calculated based on a composite of the 3 replicates 

Epifaunal Taxon 

#Pollution-lndicative Taxon 

+Pollution-Sensitive Taxon 

"Camivore/Omnivore Taxa 
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Site 92 Sampling Station S92-3A 
September 28,1998    ' 

Grab Composite   Standard 
Taxon 1 2 3 Average     Deviation 

NEMERTINEA * 
Cahnoma tremephoms ' 30 20 20 23                    6 

MOLLUSCA 

Hydrobia sp. * 

Mytilopsis leucophaeata * 10 3 

Macoma balthica * 

Macoma mitchelli 

Rangia cuneata * 1180 1310 1010 1167               150 

ANNELIDA 

POLYCHAETA 

Heteromastus filifomis 

Hypereteone hetempoda # 10 3 

Hobsonia florida 

Marenzelleria viridis * 70 40 30 63                  21 

Neanthes succinea ' 60 30 100 63                    35 

Polydora comuta 

Streblospio benedicti tt 

OLIGOCHAETA 

Tubificoides sp 

ARTHROPODA 

Balanus improvtsus ' 

Rhithropanopeus harrisii ' 10 3 

Neomysis americana 

ISOPODA 

Cyathura polita *' 60 70 30 53                  21 

Chihdotea almyra ' 

Edotea tritoba ' 10 10 10 10                    0 

AMPHIPODA 

Ameroculodes spp. complex 10 10 7                    0 

Apocorophium lacustre ' 

Gammams sp. 

Gammarus mucronatus 

Leptocheirus plumulosus 

Melita nitida ' 

INSECTA 

Chironomidae * 
Coe/o/anypus sp #" 10 10 7                    0 

Total Abundance (#/m2) 1420 1480 1260 1387       113.72 

Taxa Richness1 
7 6 7 8           0.58 

Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index 2 0.99 

Pollution-Indicative Taxa Abundance 0.70 0.68 0.79 0.72           0.06 

Pollution-Sensitive Taxa Abundance 92.25 95.95 88.89 92.36           3.53 

Note: Only infaunal taxa have been included in metric calculations 
1 Taxa Richness for the composite is the total number of infaunal taxa for all replicates. 
2 Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index was calculated based on a composite of the 3 replicates 

Epifaunal Taxon 

#Pollution-lndicative Taxon 

•Pollution-Sensitive Taxon 

•Camivore/Omnivore Taxa 
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Site 92 Sampling Station S92-4A 
September 28, 1998   ,. 

Taxon 

NEMERTINEA * 
Carinoma tremephorvs " 

MOLLUSCA 

Hydrobia sp. * 

Mylilopsis leucophaeata ' 

Macoma balthica • 

Macoma mitchelli 

Rangia cuneata * 

ANNELIDA 

POLYCHAETA 

Heteromastus filiformis 

Hypereteone heteropoda # 

Hobsonia Honda 

Marenzelleria vihdis * 

Neanthes sucdnea ' 

Polydora comuta 

Streblospio benedicti * 

OLIGOCHAETA 

Tubificoides sp 

ARTHROPODA 

Balanus improvisus * 

Rhithmpanopeus harrisii ' 

Neomysis amehcana 

ISOPODA 

Cyathura polita *' 

Chiridotea almyra ' 
Edotea triloba ' 

AMPHIPODA 

Ameroculodes spp. complex 

Apocorophium lacustre ' 

Gammarus sp. 

Gammarvs mucronatus 

Leptocheinis plumulosus 

Melita nitida ' 

INSECTA 

Chironomidae * 
Coelotanypus sp #" 

Grab 

20 

20 

40 

Total Abundance (#/m ) 

Taxa Richness1 

Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index 2 

Pollution-Indicative Taxa Abundance 
Pollution-Sensitive Taxa Abundance 

100 

10 

10 

1270 

8 

0.00 

92.91 

30 

10 

10 20 

1060 1060 

30 

110 

10 

100 

10 

20 

1400 

10 

0.71 
85.71 

40 

30 

1280 

40 

70 

Composite   Standard 
Average     Deviation 

110 

10 

50 

20 

1620 

8 

1.23 

88.27 

Note: Only infaunal taxa have been included In metric calculations 

' Taxa Richness for the composite is the total number of infaunal taxa for all replicates. 
2 Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index was calculated based on a composite of the 3 replicates 

Epifaunal Taxon 

#Pollution-lndieative Taxon 

•Pollution-Sensitive Taxon 

•Camivore/Omnivore Taxa 

30 

30 

73 

103 

10 

27 

1430 

11 

1.28 
0.65 

88.97 

10 

10 

3 

10 7 

1133 127 

21 

176.92 

1.15 

0.62 
3.65 
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Site 92 Sampling Station S92-5 
September 28,1998 

Taxon 
Grab Composite   Standard 

Average     Deviation 

NEMERTINEA * 
Cahnoma tremephoms ' 

MOLLUSCA 

Hydmbia sp. * 

Mytilopsis leucophaeata ' 

Macoma balthica + 

Macoma mitchelli 

Rangia cuneata * 

ANNELIDA 

POLYCHAETA 

Heteromastus filiformis 

Hypereteone heteropoda # 

Hobsonia Honda 

Marenzellena viridis * 

Neanthes succinea ' 

Polydora comuta 

Streblospio benedicti * 

OLIGOCHAETA 

Tubificoides sp 

ARTHROPODA 

Balanus improvisus ' 

Rhithropanopeus harrisii ' 

Neomysis americana 

ISOPODA 

Cyathura polita *' 

Chihdotea almyra ' 

Edotea triloba * 

AMPHIPODA 

Amemculodes spp. complex 

Apocorophium lacustre ' 

Gammanis sp. 

Gammaws mucronatus 

Leptocheirvs plumulosus 

Melitanitida ' 

INSECTA 

Chironomidae * 
Coelotanypus sp tf 

Total Abundance (#/m ) 

Taxa Richness1 

Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index 2 

Pollution-Indicative Taxa Abundance 
Pollution-Sensitive Taxa Abundance 

10 

990 

20 

50 

150 

10 

90 

20 

10 

40 

10 

1370 

9 

2.19 
82.48 

10 

10 

1070 

30 

230 

300 

30 

20 

10 

100 

10 

60 

10 

80 

20 

1970 

13 

4.06 

71.57 

30 

1270 

20 

210 

70 

10 

50 

20 

10 

1680 

8 

0.60 
80.95 

Note: Only infaunal taxa have been included in metric calculations 
1 Taxa Richness for the composite is the total number of infaunal taxa for all replicates. 
2 Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index was calculated based on a composite of the 3 replicates 

Epifaunal Taxon 

tfPollution-lndicative Taxon 

•Pollution-Sensitive Taxon 

•Camivore/Omnivore Taxa 

17 

3 

1110 

17 

100 

220 

10 

7 

3 

3 

87 

13 

40 

3 

47 

13 

12 

144 

114 

75 

15 

26 

31 

£ 

1673 300.06 

13 2.65 

1.81 
2.28 1.73 

78.34 5.91 
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Site 92 Sampling Station S92-6 
September 28,1998   • 

Grab " Composite Standard 
Taxon 1 2 3 Average Deviation 

NEMERTINEA * 
Carinoma tremephows ' 10 30 20 20 10 

MOLLUSCA 
Hydrobia sp." 

Mylilopsis leucophaeata ' 20 7 

Macoma balthica * 

Macoma mitchelli 

Rangia cuneata * 980 840 1050 957 107 

ANNELIDA 

POLYCHAETA 

Heteromastus filiformis 10 3 

Hypereteone heteropoda # 10 10 7 0 

Hobsonia Honda 

Marenzelleha viridis * 10 30 13 14 

Neanthes succinea ' 210 230 500 313 162 

Polydora comuta 

Streblospio benedicti # 40 10 50 33 21 

OLIGOCHAETA 

TubiHcoides sp 60 30 80 57 25 

ARTHROPODA 

Balanus improvisus ' 100 50 100 83 29 

Rhithropanopeus harrisii ' 10 3 

Neomysis americana ' 

ISOPODA 

Cyathura polita +" 150 40 140 110 61 

Chiridotea almyra ' 

Edotea triloba ' 50 10 40 33 21 

AMPHIPODA 

Amemculodes spp. complex 70 20 120 70 50 

Apocomphium lacustre ' 

Gammarus sp. 

Gammarus mucronatus 

Leptocheims plumulosus 30 30 10 23 12 

Melitanitida ' 

INSECTA 

Chironomidae * 
Coelotanypus sp #* 10 3 

Total Abundance (#/m2) 1570 1240 2020 1610 391.54 

Taxa Richness1 10 9 11 12 1.00 

Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index2 1.95 

Pollution-Indicative Taxa Abundance 3.18 0.81 3.47 2.49 1.46 

Pollution-Sensitive Taxa Abundance 72.61 70.97 60.40 67.99 6.63 

Note: Only infaunal taxa have been included in metric calculations 
1 Taxa Richness for the composite is the total number of infaunal taxa for all replicates. 
2 Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index was calculated based on a composite of the 3 replicates 

Epifaunal Taxon 

#Pollution-lndicative Taxon 

•Pollution-Sensitive Taxon 

'Carnivore/Omnivore Taxa 
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Site 92 Sampling Station S92-7 
September 28, 1998    ' 

^^^^^^• 
Grab Composite Standard 

Taxon 1 2 3 Average Deviation 

NEMERTINEA" 
Carinoma tremephows ' 30 SO 10 30 20 

MOLLUSCA 

Hydrobia sp. * 

Mytilopsis leucophaeata ' 

Macoma balthica * 10 3 

Macoma mitchelli 

Rangia cuneata * 2330 1650 1430 1803 469 

ANNELIDA 

POLYCHAETA 

Heteromastus Uliforrnis 10 3 

Hypereteone heteropoda # 

Hobsonia florida 

Marenzelleria viridis • 60 30 50 47 15 

Neanthes sucdnea ' 50 40 50 47 6 

Polydora comuta 

Streblospio benedicti # 10 3 

OLIGOCHAETA 

Tubificoides sp 

ARTHROPODA 

Balanus improvisus ' 

Rhithmpanopeus hanisii ' 

Neomysis americana 

ISOPOOA 

Cyathura polita •• 110 90 100 100 10 

Chiridolea almyra ' 

Edotea triloba ' 10 3 

AMPHIPODA 

Ameroculodes spp. complex 10 10 7 0 

Apocorophium lacustre ' 10 3 

Gammaws sp. 

Gammaws mucmnatus 

Leptocheiws plumulosus 

Melita nitida ' 

INSECTA 

Chironomidae * 
Coelotanypus sp #' 20 30 17 7 

Total Abundance (#/m2) 2600 1890 1690 2060 478.23 

Taxa Richness1 7 7 8 10 0.58 

Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index2 0.84 

Pollution-Indicative Taxa Abundance 0.38 1.06 1.78 1.07 0.70 

Pollution-Sensitive Taxa Abundance 96.15 93.65 94.08 94.63 1.34 

Note: Only infaunal taxa have been included in metric calculations 
1 Taxa Richness for the composite is the total number of infaunal taxa for all replicates. 
2 Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index was calculated based on a composite of the 3 replicates 

Epifaunal Taxon 

^Pollution-Indicative Taxon 

•Pollution-Sensitive Taxon 

"Camivore/Omnivore Taxa 
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Site 92 Sampling Station S92-R1 
September 28,1998    • 

Taxon 
NEMERTINEA * 

Carinoma tremephoms ' 

MOLLUSCA 
Hydmbia sp. * 

Mytilopsis leucophaeata ' 

Macoma balthica * 

Macoma mitchelli 

Rangia cuneata * 

ANNELIDA 

POLYCHAETA 

Heteromastus filiformis 

Hypereteone heteropoda U 

Hobsonia florida 

Marenzelleha viridis * 

Neanthes succinea ' 

Polydora comuta 

Streblospio benedicti # 

OLIGOCHAETA 

Tubificoides sp 

ARTHROPODA 
Balanus improvisus * 

Rhithropanopeus harrisii * 

Neomysis americana 

ISOPODA 

Cyathura polita *' 

Chiridotea almyra ' 
Edotea triloba ' 

AMPHIPODA 

Ameroculodes spp. complex 

Apocorophium lacustre ' 

Gammams sp. 

Gammams mucronatus 

Leptocheirus plumulosus 

Melita nitida * 

INSECTA 

Chironomidae * 
Coelotanypus sp #* 

Total Abundance (#/m ) 

Taxa Richness1 

Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index2 

Pollution-Indicative Taxa Abundance 
Pollution-Sensitive Taxa Abundance 

Grab 

30 

20 

1420 

10 

60 

360 

10 

10 

100 

20 

20 

10 

20 

10 

2050 

11 

1.46 
77.07 

40 

10 

1650 

10 

40 

230 

1690 

20 

80 

340 

10 

Composite   Standard 
Average    Deviation 

130 

10 

30 

10 

so 

10 

10 

2130 

7 

0.00 
85.45 

2230 

9 

0.45 
81.61 

Note: Only infaunal taxa have been included in metric calculations 
1 Taxa Richness for the composite is the total number of infaunal taxa for all replicates. 
2 Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index was calculated based on a composite of the 3 replicates 
eEpifaunal Taxon 

#Pollution-lndicative Taxon 

+Pollution-Sensitive Taxon 

"Camivore/Omnivore Taxa 

27 

10 

1587 

60 

310 

93 

13 

23 

13 

13 

2137 

12 

1.36 
0.64 

81.38 

15 

146 

40 

6 

14 

90.18 

2.00 

0.75 
4.19 
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Site 92 Sampling Station S92-R2 
September 28, 1998 

Grab Composite Standard 
Taxon 1 2 3 Average Deviation 
NEMERTINEA • 
Cannoma tremephorvs ' 20 20 30 23 6 

MOLLUSCA 

Hydrobia sp. * 

Mytilopsis leucophaeata ' 10 10 7 0 

Macoma balthica * 10 3 

Macoma mitchelli 10 3 

Rangia cuneata * 40 30 20 30 10 

ANNELIDA 

POLYCHAETA 

Heteromastus dliformis 10 3 

Hypereteone heteropoda # 10 10 7 0 

Hobsonia Honda 10 3 

Marenzellena viridis • 10 70 27 42 

Neanthes succinea ' 480 440 610 510 89 

Polydora comuta 

Streblospio benedicti tt 60 120 60 42 

OLIGOCHAETA 

Tubificoides sp 150 70 73 57 

ARTHROPODA 

Balanus improvisus ' 70 70 190 110 69 

Rhithropanopeus harrisii ' 30 60 30 40 17 

Weomys/s americana 

ISOPODA 

Cyathum polita *' 180 210 100 163 57 

Chiridotea almyra ' 

Edotea triloba ' 30 10 

AMPHIPODA 

Ameroculodes spp. complex 10 60 23 35 

Apocorophium lacustre ' 

Gammaws sp. 

Gammarvs mucronatus 

Leptocheirvs plumulosus 10 10 7 0 

Melita nitida ' 30 20 17 7 

INSECTA 

Chironomidae * 
Coelotanypus sp #* 10 3 

Total Abundance (#/m2) 990 1000 830 940 95.39 

Taxa Richness1 12 11 6 15 3.21 

Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index 2 2.27 
Pollution-Indicative Taxa Abundance 6.06 14.00 1.20 7.09 6.46 

Pollution-Sensitive Taxa Abundance 24.24 31.00 14.46 23.23 8.32 

Note: Only infaunal taxa have been included in metric calculations 
1 Taxa Richness for the composite is the total number of infaunal taxa for all replicates. 
2 Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index was calculated based on a composite of the 3 replicates 

Epifaunal Taxon 

SPollution-lndicative Taxon 

•Pollution-Sensitive Taxon 

'Camivore/Omnivore Taxa 
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Site 92 Sampling Station MDE-R1 
September 28,1998    , 

. 
Grab Composite Standard 

Taxon 1 2 3 Average Deviation 

NEMERTINEA * 

Carinoma tremephows ' 70 30 50 50 20 

MOLLUSCA 

Hydrobia sp.' 

Mytilopsis leucophaeata ' 10 3 

Macoma balthica * 

Macoma mitchelli 

Rangia cuneata * 90 60 60 70 17 

ANNELIDA 

POLYCHAETA 

Heteromastus filiformis 

Hypereteone heteropoda # .     10 3 

Hobsonia florida 10 20 60 30 26 

Marenzelleha viridis * 800 1350 560 903 405 

Neanthes succinea ' 60 60 40 53 12 

Polydora comuta 

Streblospio benedicti tt 10 10 30 17 12 

OLIGOCHAETA 

Tubilicoides sp 

ARTHROPODA 

Balanus improvisus ' 10 3 

Rhithmpanopeus harrisii ' 10 3 

Neomysis americana 

ISOPODA 

Cyathura polita *' 370 310 360 347 32 

Chiridotea almyra ' 10 3 

Edotea triloba ' 120 100 50 90 36 

AMPHIPODA 

Ameivculodes spp. complex 20 20 40 27 12 

Apocorophium lacustre ' 

Gammarus sp. 10 3 

Gammarus mucronatus 

Leptocheirus plumulosus 10 50 50 37 23 

Melita nitida ' 

INSECTA 

Chironomidae * 
Coelolanypus sp #* 

Total Abundance (#/m2) 1460 1920 1250 1543 342.69 

ITaxa Richness1 
11 10 9 12 1.00 

Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index 2 1.93 

Pollution-Indicative Taxa Abundance 1.37 0.52 2.40 1.43 0.94 

Pollution-Sensitive Taxa Abundance 86.30 89.58 78.40 84.76 5.75 

Note: Only infaunal taxa have been included in metric calculations 
1 Taxa Richness for the composite is ttie total number of infaunal taxa for all replicates. 
2 Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index was calculated based on a composite of the 3 replicates 
eEpifaunal Taxon 

#Pollution-lndicative Taxon 

•Pollution-Sensitive Taxon 

•Camivore/Omnivore Taxa 
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Site 92 Sampling Station MPE-R2 
September 28,1998 

Taxon 
Grab Composite   Standard 

Average     Deviation 

NEMERTINEA * 

Carinoma tremephorvs ' 

MOLLUSCA 

Hydrobia sp." 

Mytilopsis leucophaeata ' 

Macoma balthica * 

Macoma mitchelli 

Rangia cuneata + 

ANNELIDA 

POLYCHAETA 

Heteromastus filitomis 

Hypereteone heteropoda # 

Hobsonia Honda 

Marenzelleria viridis * 

Neanthes sucdnea ' 

Polydora comuta 

Streblospio benedicti # 

OLIGOCHAETA 

Tubificoides sp 

ARTHROPODA 
Balanus improvisus ' 

Rhithropanopeus hanisii ' 

Neomysis amehcana 

ISOPODA 

Cyalhura polita *' 

Chiridotea almyra " 

Edotea triloba ' 

AMPHIPODA 

Ameroculodes spp. complex 

Apocorophium lacustre ' 

Gammarvs sp. 

Gammarvs mucronatus 

Leptocheirus plumulosus 

Melita nitida ' 

INSECTA 

Chironomidae * 
Coelotanypus sp #* 

40 

80 

Total Abundance (#/m ) 

Taxa Richness1 

Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index 2 

Pollution-Indicative Taxa Abundance 
Pollution-Sensitive Taxa Abundance 

20 

80 

SO 

160 

150 

60 

50 

540 

8 

9.26 
29.63 

10 

40 

10 

20 

70 

20 

50 

140 

40 

10 

270 

9 

11.11 
37.04 

40 

10 

60 

20 

340 

20 

30 

120 

40 

550 

7 

3.64 
21.82 

Note: Only infaunal taxa have been included In metric calculations 
1 Taxa Richness for the composite is the total number of infaunal taxa for all replicates. 
2 Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index was calculated based on a composite of the 3 replicates 

Epifaunal Taxon 

#Pollution-lndicative Taxon 

•Pollution-Sensitive Taxon 

•Camivore/Omnivore Taxa 

30 

20 

163 

30 

80 

137 

47 

20 

17 

60 20 

0 

153 

17 

70 

15 

12 

28 

453 158.85 

9 1.00 

2.66 
8.00 3.89 

29.49 7.61 
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Table VIII-1. Average In-situ Water Quality Measured During Previous Studies of the 
Pooles Island Area. 

Area, Date 
Temperature Dissolved Oxygen 

(ppm) .•••••"• 
Salinity 

(%o) 
Pooles Island, August 1991l 25.8 5.5 9.3 
Pooles Island, August, 1992' .     24.9 6.3 2.5 
Pooles Island, May 1993' 18.8 7.5 1.9 
Pooles Island, July 1993' 23.0 5.0 10.6            | 
G-East, September 1995' 25.4 6.1 10.0 
G-South, September 1996J 24.9 6.3 5.5 
Ranasinghe and Richkus 1993 

: Dalai etal. 1996 
3Dalaletal. 1998a 
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Table VIII-2. Benthic Community Composition in the G-South Dredged Material 
Placement Area During Selected Months of the Pooles Island Baseline and Early Post- 
Placement Studies, August 1991 to July 1993. 
(Adapted from Ranasinghe and Richkus 

TAXON 

Date of Sampling 
Aug-91 Aug-92 Oct-92 May-93 Jun-93 JuI-93 

PLATYHELMINTHES 
Euplana gracilis 15 
Planariidae 15 
NEMERTINEA * 
Carinoma tremephoros * 150 105 45 15 105 
MOLLUSCA 
Littoridinops tenuipes 15 555 45 75 255 
Mytilopsis leucophaeata' 45 
Macoma balthica + 150 375 195 45 60 
Siacoma mitchelli 450 45 60 60 
Rangia cuneata + 3825 210 540 105 30 2205 
ANNELIDA 
POLYCHAETA 
Bocardietla ligerica 45 
Heteromastus filiformis 45 330 75 90 60 
Hypereteone heteropoda # 120 
Marenzelleria viridis + 420 2490 1905 2550 1638 2850 
S'eanthes succinea " 105 30 15 
Polydora cornuta 15 15 
Streblospio benedicti # 180 270 105 615 
OLIGOCHAETA 
Tubificoides sp 195 615 405 420 2115 405 
ARTHROPODA 
Balanus improvisus' 15 
Rhithropanopeus harrisii' 15 15 15 
Neomvsis americana 15 75 
ISOPODA 
Cyathura polita +* 300 630 825 165 420 465 
Chiridotea almyra * 15 15 
Edotea triloba ° 15 180 285 15 30 

AMPHIPODA 
Ameroculodes spp. complex 45 75 705 375 15 
Apocorophium lacustre e 135 15 15 
Gammarus sp. 30 
Gammarus daiberi 60 15 
Leptocheirus plumulosus 15 690 390 60 795 390 
Melita nitida'      • 30 45 
INSECTA 
Chironomidae * 
Procladiussp * 15 
Cryptochironomus sp *                                          - 15 
Coelotanypus sp #* 15 

Total Abundance (#/m2) 5,985 6,360 4,650 4,305 5,583 7,500 
TaxaRichness  '- 14 12 13 13 12 14 
Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index 2.09 2.86 2.64 2.05 2.30 2.51 
Carnivore/Omnivore Abundance , 9.65 11.60 19.98 4.84 7.01 7.88 
Pollution-Indicative Taxa Abundance 5.04 4.29 2.62 0.00 0.00 7.96 
Pollution-SensitiveTaxa Abundance 78.41 53.67 74.26 65.61 36.98 72.76 

NOTE: Only infaunal taxa have been included in metric calculations. 
e Epifaunal taxon 
# Pollution-indicative Taxon 
+ Pollution-sensitive Taxon 
* Camivore/Omnivore Taxon 
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Table VIII-3. Benthic Community Composition in the G-South Dredged Material 
Placement Area During the Post-Placement Study, September 1996. 
(Adapted from Dalai et al. 1998a) 

TAXON 

Benthic Assessment Station 

GS-1 GS-2 GS-3 GS-4 GS-S 
NEMERTINEA 107 90 57 50 117 

MOLLUSCA 

Brachidontes recurvus ' 3 

Gemma gemma 90 3 

Rangia cuneata + 143 3 23 70 50 

Macoma balthica + 3 3 7 

Macoma mitchelli 3 13 

ANNELIDA 
POLYCHAETA 
Hypereteone heteropoda # 

Marenzelleria viridis + 2430 1023 1443 807 940 

Streblospio benedicti # 103 140 123 10 97 

Neanthes succinea 7 10 3 43 

Heteromastiis filiformis 10 10 30 7 3 

OLIGOCHAETA 

Immature Tub. w/o cap. chaetae # 83 307 27 387 50 

ARTHROPODA 

ISOPODA 

Cyathura polita + 530 334 750 653 593 

Chiridotea almyra 3 100 

Chiridotea sp. 7 

AMPHIPODA 

Gammarus daiberi 80 27 100 40 

Ameroculodes spp. complex 43 10 57 30 30 

Leptocheirus plumulosus 153 27 87 517 57 

INSECTA                                                                 _.:v;,;\.              ->;,.. 
Coelotanypussp. +                        •--; 3 7 20 23 

Procladius sp. + 3 3 17 

Total Abundance 3,597 1,921 2,593 2,103 1,933 
Taxa Richness   •     .•>.           ;;.••%[ :"';;---;|^: 14 9 12 10 9 

Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index 1.73 1.94 1.82 2.14 2.02 

Pollution-indicative Taxa Abundance   ;-:. 5.38 23.78 5.78 20.60 8.79 

Pollution-sensitive Taxa Abundance 86.38 70.84 85.60 73.06 81.90 
e Epifaunal Taxon 
# Pollution-indicative Taxon 
+ Pollution-sensitive Taxon 
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Table VIII-4. Pre-PIacement Benthic Community Composition in the Vicinity of the G- 
East Area, September 1995. (Adapted from Dalai et al. 1996) 

Benthic Assessment Station               | 
TAXON GE-1 GE-2   | GE-3 GE-4 GE-5 

NEMERTINEA 183 130 243 183 

MOLLUSC A 
Brachidontes recurvuse 7 10 
Rangia cuneata* 137 1067 410 503 9557 
Macoma balthica* 2903 57 1477 837 
Macoma mitchelli 37 10 30 

ANNELIDA 
POLYCHAETA 
Boccardiella ligerica 3 
Hypereteone heteropoda U 10 3i 
Marenzelleria viridis 23 230 13 70 290 
Streblospio benedicti # 13 10 73 
Hobsoniaflorida 
Neanthes succinea 380 20 400 17 110 
Heteromastus filiformis 37 87 47 240 27 

OLIGOCHAETA 
Tubificidae 

ARTHROPODA 
ISOPODA 
Cyathura polita* 157 1320 47 653 463 
AMPHIPODA 
Gammarus sp. 13 23 7 
Cammarus daiberi 7 20 3 

Total Abundance (individals/m2) 950 5,727 1,110 3,293 1,1517 

Taxa Richness 9 11 7 11 10 

Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index 2.35 1.88 2.15 2.27 1.04 
i 

Pollution-Indicative Taxa Abundance (%) 1.40 0.35 0.00 2.23 0.03 

Pollution-Sensitive Taxa Abundance (%) 14.39 69.32 42.04 60.12 90.251 
eEpifaunal Taxon 
# Pollution-indicative Taxon 
+ Pollution-sensitive Taxon 
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Table IX-1. Correlation Among Selected Habitat Parameters Measured During the Site 
92 Baseline Study, 1998 / 

Water Quality '   Secchi Temperature • ' t. Dissolved Salinity 
Parameter Date Depth (m) (0C) PH Oxygen (ppm) (%o) 

Secchi Depth (m) 0.86 
Temperature i^C) 0.61 0.67 
pH ;-V.:...^- -0.84 -0.74 -0.55 
Dissolved Oxygen -0.59 -0.68 -0.93 0.60 
(ppmj ; ;•    -:: . 
Salinity(%o) -X 1.00 0.84 0.58 -0.85 -0.55 
Turbidity (NTU) 0.44 0.37 0.70 -0.42 -0.58 0.40 
Note: All correlations are significant at p < 0.05. 
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Table IX-2. Correlation Between Selected Habitat and Benthic Community Parameters Measured During the Site 92 
Baseline Study, 1998 

|l®l*l*ii '     i  '         9» ^ ' '• ,''• -'   • 

• 

;., •  •• ' '   t-x'  ' •' .               •   r ' 
1 • : . Pollution- Pollution- •' Relative Numeric Relative 

• .   , • '• •.' -: Shannon- Indicative : Sensitive Numeric Abundance Abundance Relative Abundance of 
;•;.•( ^rjr •:. 

• .   .,•."•- : Wiener Taxa Taxa Abundance of Rangia of Abundance of R. cuneata 
Water.Quallty • Total Taxa Diversity Abundance Abundance of Rangia cuneata Marezellerla Marezelleria and M. viridis, 
.Parameter; Abundance Richness Index (%) (%) cuneata (%) viridis viridis (%) combined 

Secchi Depth (rri)^ -0.55 0.14 0.25 0.55 0.38 -0.26 0.06 -0.45 -0.37 -0.40 

Tempefature'CC)*, -0.41 0.39 0.12 0.29 -0.16 0.00 0.28 -0.51 -0.46 -0.17 

0.40 0.15 0.16 -0.43 0.38 -0.03 -0.34 0.56 0.66 0.36 

Dissolved O^gefv' 

(PPrp)^-   fV:-  ; 
0.44 0.42 -0.29 -0.35 0.31 0.01 -0.22 0.55 0.50 0.32 

SaliriitySpt)^  | -0.52 0.12 0.18 0.54 -0.40 -0.18 0.16 -0.51 -0.50 -0.41 

Turbidity ;;::';#: ;,. -0.19 0.13 0.05 0.11 0.01 0.18 0.39 -0.39 -0.43 0.01 

% Siit/Clay>;T >;*- -0.06 0.32 -0.24 0.15 0.19 -0.20 -0.06 0.13 0.15 0.11 

NOTE: Correlations in bold type are significant at p < 0 05000 



Table IX-3. Correlation Among Selected Benthic Community Parameters Measured During the Site 92 
Baseline Study, 1998 

Benthic Community 
^•Parameter 

Pollution- Pollution-                          Relative 
Shannon-    Indicative Sensitive      Numeric Abundance      Numeric           Relative 

'          r                Wiener .'Taxa Taxa Abundance of Rangia   Abundance of Abundance of 
Total   ':Taxa      Diversity,', Abundance Abundance of Rangia      cuneata     Marezelleria     Marezelleria 

Abundance Richness     Index :V;.' (%) (%)          cuneata          (%)             viridis           viridis (%) 

^o 

; I; :;-vTa^: Richness.; 

^feShannbP'Wiener, 

Pollutlbn:rndicative Taxa 
s:|^Abdridancei:][%): 
Ppl|utlon'S§ns|tiveTaxa 
^|ii?AbiJin^ance(%)V: ' 
;Numeric%Abunciance of 
'^mRangla cuneata: i 
;Re|ative Abundance of 
^ |Rang/a.cunea^ (%) 
'Numeric^bundarice bf 
1: Marezelleria viridis 
;Re1aHv^^Bundance of 
'foa'rezellefla1 vlWls';{%) 

Relative Abundance of 
^ ^'R cuneafa arid M^ 
^vfyiridisfcombinedt 

0.16 

0.60 0.37 

0.47 0.33 0.66 

0.49 -0.35 -0.72 -0.81 

0.57 -0.11 -0.46 -0.38 0.41 

0.14 -0.16 -0.40 -0.27 0.39 0.78 

0.71 -0.22 -0.41 -0.32 0.35 -0.15 -0.46 

0.28 -0.08 -0.16 -0.30 0.30 -0.46 -0.75 

0.58 -0.34 -0.79 -0.79 0.96 0.57 0.51 

0.76 

0.31 0.19 

NOTE: Correlations in bold type are significant at p < 0 05 



Table IX-4: Results of T-tests Performed to Determine Whether Significant Differences Exist Among Station Types at 
Site 92 During May, July, and September 1998. 

Site 92-Reference versus Site 92-lnner 
MAY 

Benthic Community Parameter 

Mean 
INNER 

Mean 
REF t-value          df P 

Std.Dev. 
INNER 

Std.Dev. 
REF 

F-ratio 
variancs 

P 
variancs 

Taxa Abundance 
Pollution Sensitive Taxa Abundance 
Rangia cuneata (%) 
Marenzelleria viridis (%) 

2706.667 
87.3819 

50.16762 
31.10048 

2931.667 
93.98 

28.58667 
60.09333 

-0.300989       25 
-1.702058       25 
2.341554       25 

-3.630491       25 

0.76591220 
0.10114959 
0.02747467 
0.00127106 

1727.783 
9.31136 

18.14438 
15.30641 

1047.844 
1.958867 
25.79057 
23.47214 

2.71885 
22.59521 
2.020401 
2.351572 

0.270823411 
0.002649665 
0.238663029 
0.156454667 

JULY 

Taxa Abundance 
Pollution Sensitive Taxa Abundance 
Rangia cuneata (%) 
Marenzelleria viridis (%) 

1755.714 
89.47611 
69.05587 
12.93053 

1486.667 
69.99524 
35.56005 
16.11035 

0.766011       25 
3.872343       25 
3.741473       25 

-0.662719       25 

0.45084203 
0.00068718 
0.00095936 
0.51357449 

596.2346 
10.47094 
16.45886 
5.236593 

1206.858 
12.32773 
28.04563 
20.67597 

4.097115 
1.386101 
2.903561 
15.58958 

0.020121193 
0.543075205 
0.079070815 
5.25422E-06 

SEPT                                                                                                               1 

r3 
o 

TaxaAbundance 
Pollution Sensitive Taxa Abundance 
Rangia cuneata (%) 
Marenzelleria viridis (%) 

1460.952 
83.29499 

65.4691 
11.07744 

1538.333 
52.3051 
38.6616 

2.734247 

-0.344551       25 
3.8949       25 

1.977087       25 
1.023349       25 

0.73331333 
0.00064865 
0.05915916 
0.31594380 

430.2314 
10.34711 
26.30947 
19.65265 

660.6789 
32.38669 

39.0007 
2.455401 

2.358179 
9.797039 
2.197458 
64.06155 

0.155155816 
0.000150478 

0.19023423 
0.000208538 

G-South (1998) versus Site 92 Reference 
MAY 

Benthic Community Parameter 

Mean 
G-SOUTH 

Mean 
REF t-value         df P 

Std.Dev. 
G-SOUTH 

Std.Dev. 
REF 

F-ratio 
variancs 

P 
variancs 

Taxa Abundance 
Pollution Sensitive Taxa Abundance 
Rangia cuneata (%) 
Marenzelleria viridis (%) 

5846.667 
97.67 

0.056667 
88.95333 

2931.667 
93.98 

28.58667 
60.09333 

3.262983        7 
3.002993        7 

-1.851052        7 
2.051212        7 

0.01380741 
0.01985788 
0.10660241 
0.07938825 

1685.714 
0.988079 
0.09815 

2.889366 

1047.844 
1.958867 
25.79057 
23.47214 

2.588063 
3.930308 
69047.07 
65.99336 

0.338453276 
0.430362024 
2.89655E-05 
0.029987519 

JULY 

Taxa Abundance 
Pollution Sensitive Taxa Abundance 
Rangia cuneata (%) 
Marenzelleria viridis (%) 

1596.667 
88.57667 
1.143489 
75.46449 

1486.667 
69.99524 
35.56005 
16.11035 

0.144088        7 
2.46309        7 

-2.052195        7 
4.63836        7 

0.88949156 
0.04326894 
0.07927320 
0.00237418 

662.143 
4.294885 
1.543022 
8.80276 

1206.858 
12.32773 
28.04563 
20.67597 

3.322071 
8.238788 
330.3592 
5.516889 

0.494812377 
0.223536559 
0.006041211 
0.321072086 
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Table IX-4. Continued 
SEPT 

Benthic Community Parameter 

Mean 
G-SOUTH 

Mean 
REF t-value         df P 

Std.Dev. 
G-SOUTH 

Std.Dev. 
REF 

F-ratio 
variancs 

P 
variancs 

Taxa Abundance 
Pollution Sensitive Taxa Abundance 
Rangia cuneata (%) 
Marenzelleria viridis (%) 

1543.333 
84.76157 
4.696461 
56.63567 

1538.333 
52.3051 
38.6616 

2.734247 

0.012033        7 
1.666458        7 

-1.456826        7 
10.61957        7 

0.99073526 
0.13956185 
0.18851049 
0.00001438 

342.6855 
5.748476 
1.522335 
12.85552 

660.6789 
32.38669 

39.0007 
2.455401 

3.716974 
31.74152 
656.3332 
27.41159 

0.450974753 
0.061645234 
0.003043986 

0.00403907 

\                                                                                                 Northeast versus Site 92 Reference 
MAY 

Benthic Community Parameter 

Mean 
G-EAST 

Mean 
REF t-value          df P 

Std.Dev. 
G-EAST 

Std.Dev. 
REF 

F-ratio 
variancs 

P 
variancs 

Taxa Abundance 
Pollution Sensitive Taxa Abundance 
Rangia cuneata (%) 
Marenzelleria viridis (%) 

1630 
86.42 

0.42 
78.39 

2931.667 
93.98 

28.58667 
60.09333 

-2.076122       7 
-4.162932        7 
-1.827411        7 

1.30241         7 

0.07652201 
0.00422626 
0.11036342 
0.23398772 

81.85353 
3.673255 

0.36428 
2.03315 

1047.844 
1.958867 
25.79057 
23.47214 

163.8771 
3.516351 

5012.46 
133.2804 

0.012152327 
0.222611276 

0.00039895 
0.0149275 

JULY 

Taxa Abundance 
Pollution Sensitive Taxa Abundance 
Rangia cuneata (%) 
Marenzelleria viridis (%) 

3500 
79.82796 
59.53458 
14.89539 

1486.667 
69.99524 
35.56005 
16.11035 

1.254473        7 
0.997502        7 
1.231306        7 

-0.096663        7 

0.24993361 
0.35174546 
0.25796782 
0.92570311 

3793.31 
17.32739 
26.21819 
6.092458 

1206.858 
12.32773 
28.04563 
20.67597 

9.879254 
1.975605 
1.144261 

11.5172 

0.036655893 
0.466391442 

0.163623627 

SEPT                                                                                                                             || 

Taxa Abundance 
Pollution Sensitive Taxa Abundance 
Rangia cuneata (%) 
Marenzelleria viridis (%) 

453.3333 
29.49495 
13.51291 
4.915825 

1538.333 
52.3051 
38.6616 

2.734247 

-2.716779        7 
-1.165727        7 
-1.078281        7 
1.299453        7 

0.02990450 
0.28190397 
0.31665726 
0.23494515 

158.85 
7.610321 
2.254971 
2.158036 

660.6789 
32.38669 

39.0007 
2.455401 

17.29841 
18.11036 
299.132 

1.294575 

0.111096211 
0.106302758 
0.006670396 
0.979774619| 

NOTE: Parameters in bold type are significant at p < 0.05 



Table IX-5: Results of T-test Comparisons of the G-South Benthic Community Found During August 1991, August 1992, 
September 1995, and September 1998 

|                                                                    August 1991 (pre-placment) versus August 1992 (post-placement 1yr.)                                                                    I 
Mean Mean Std.Dev. StdDev. F-ratio P 

Benthic Community Parameter Aug-91 Aug-92       t-value df                     p Aug-91 Aug-92 variancs variancs 
Taxa Abundance 5985 6360 -0.232732 4                      0.82739 360.00 2767.53049 59.09896 0.033278448 
Pollution Sensitive Taxa Abundance 78.41 53.67   2.199187 4                      0.09274 1.48 19.4263455 173.419 0.01146664 
Rang/a cuneata (%) 63.86 3.45   21.07177 4                      0.00003 4.75 1.43542096 10.96813 0.167110495 
Marenzellaria viridis (%) 6.94 31.97  -1.493096 4                      0.20970 5.73 28.4688479 24.68926 0.07785353 

September 1998 versus August 1991 (pre-placement) 
Mean Mean Std.Dev. StdDev. F-ratio P 

Benthic Community Parameter Aug-91 Sep-98       t-value df                    p Sep-98 Aug-91 variancs variancs 
Taxa Abundance 5985 1543    -15.4785 4                    0.00010 342.69 360.00 1.103605 0.950748874 
Pollution Sensitive Taxa Abundance 78.41 84.76    1.854675 4                     0.13724 5.75 1.48 15.18518 0.123569829 
Rangla cuneata (%) 63.86 4.70  -20.52912 4                      0.00003 1.52 4.75 9.751485 0.186020807 
Marenzellaria viridis (%) 6.94 56.64   6.116114 4                      0.00362 12.86 5.73 5.034396 0.331433318 

September 1996 versus September 1998 
Mean Mean Std.Dev. Std.Dev. F-ratio P 

Benthic Community Parameter Sep-96 Sep-98       t-value df                    p Sep-96 Sep-98 variancs variancs 
Taxa Abundance 2613 1543    2.568896 7                      0.03707 662.19 342.69 3.733999 0.449257878 
Pollution Sensitive Taxa Abundance 67.08 84.76  -1.615672 7                      0.15020 17.95 5.75 9.746262 0.191327162 
Rangla cuneata (%) 1.83 4.70  -2.903392 7                       0.02288 1.35 1.52 1.279152 0.711859341 
Marenzellaria viridis (%) 41.87 56.64  -1.114986 7                       0.30167 20.62 12.86 2.573199 0.606350834 

NOTE: Parameters in bold type are significant at p < 0.05 



Table IX-6: Results of T-test Comparisons of the Northeast Benthic Community (September 1998) with a Previous 
Study (September 1995) in the Vicinity of G-East 

Benthic Community Parameter 
Taxa Abundance 
Pollution Sensitive Taxa Abundance 
Rangia cuneata (%) 
Marenzelleria viridis (%) 

September 1995 versus September 1998 

Mean Mean 

Sep-96       Sep-98       t-value df 
4519.4 
55.224 
33.644 
2.4644 

453.3333 
29.49495 
13.51291 
4.915825 

1.560859 
1.478571 
1.159961 

-2.244248 

6 
6 
6 
6 

NOTE: Parameters in bold type are significant at p < 0.05 

Std.Dev. 

My98 
0.1695785 
0.1897356 
0.2901318 
0.0659607 

Std.Dev. 

JI98 
4367.304 

28.682 
29.061 

1.013 

F-ratio 

variancs 
P 

variancs 
158.850 

7.610 
2.255 
2.158 

755.879 
14.204 

166.094 
4.534 

0.003 
0.134 
0.012 
0.187 

to 



Figure IX-1. Total Infaunal Abundance at Northeast Station, MDE-R2, 
July and September 1998 
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Figure IX-2. Total Abundance at the Northeast Station, MDE-R2, in 
September 1998, and in the vicinity of G-East during September 1995. 
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Figure IX-3. Relationship of the Combined Relative Abundance of 
Marenzelleria viridis and Rangia cuneata to the Shannon-Wiener 

Diversity Index at Pooles Island, 1998 
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Table X-1. Average taxa abundance (per m ) and composite metric values for Inner, Reference, G-South and Northeast 
Stations, May 1998 

to 
00 

15—' ____^ STAIIQH 

IAX0N -^ 
NEMERTINEA * 

S92-1 S92-2 S92-3 S92-4 S92-5 S92-6 592-7 S92-R1 S92-R2 MDE-R1 MDE-R2 

Carinoma tremephoros 37 23 37 20 20 3 30 10 10 7 13 

MOLLUSCA 
Uacoma balthica * 10 3 10 7 13 3 
Rangia cuneala * 563 2693 2983 230 1517 490 2107 1890 127 3 7 

ANNELIDA 
POLYCHAETA 
Hobsonia Honda 3 3 17 7 
Marenzelleria viridls + 540 1517 653 387 1973 177 633 1487 1780 5233 1277 
Neanthes succlnea * 3 3 20 10 10 50 57 30 10 83 
OLIGOCHAETA 
Tubifiddae 
Tubificoides sp 17 10 3 3 3 13 37 3 

ARTHROPODA 
Balanus Improvisus' 3 13 147 

Rhithmpanopeus harrisii' 3 3 10 3 83 

ISOPODA 
Cyalhura polila *' 120 60 113 107 167 80 100 137 110 483 123 

Chiridolea almyra ' 3 3 
Edotea Iriloba' 10 7 33 3 20 10 10 3 

AMPHIPODA 
Americoludes spp. complex 3 7 30 10 17 17 43 23 27 20 10 

Apocowphium lacusUe' 3 7 3 17 13 17 87 10 

Gammams daiberi 10 17 20 3 23 23 37 20 60 30 
N 40 

Leptocheirus plumulosus 313 37 210 97 107 97 207 53 23 7 47 
Melita nitida' 3 17 

INSECTA 
Chironomldaa * 
Coelotanypus sp ** 10 7 3 3 

Pmcladiussp »' 3 3 3 3 7 

Ciytochironomus sp * 3 
Polypedilum sp * 3 

Dicrotendipes sp * 3 

ToUl Abundance (Mm1) 1633 4390 4090 870 3840 940 3183 3690 2173 5847 1630 

Taxa Richness' 13 11 11 10 9 9 12 9 10 10 15 

Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index' 2.19 1.25 1.36 2.12 1.52 2.10 1.67 1.52 1.13 0.62 1.35 

Pollution-Indicative Taxa Abundance 0.80 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.63 

Pollution-Sensitive Taxa Abundance 74.76 97.77 89.60 83.87 95.40 79.74 90.54 95.23 92.72 97.67 86.42 

Nole 1: Only Intaunil Uxa have been Included In metric calculations 

Note 2: Revised from Dalai et al. 1998a 
# Pollution Indicative Texon 

» Pollution-Sensitive Taxon 

' Epifaunal Taxon 

* Camivore/Omnivwe Taxa 
1 Taxa Rictiness lor the composite Is the total number of taxa tor all replicates. 
3 Shannon-V^ener Diversity Index was calculated based on a composite of the 3 replicates 



Table X-2 Average taxa abundance (per m2) and composite metric values for Inner, Reference, G-South and Northeast 
Stations, July 1998   

IAXQM 
NEMERTINEA* 
Carinoma Uemaphoms * 
MOLLUSCA 
Hydmbia sp. 
Blvalvia 
Congeria sp. * 
Macoma baithka * 
Rangia cuneata * 
ANNEUDA 
POLYCHAETA 
Hetemmastus filitotmis 
Hobsonia Oorida 
Marenzelleria viridls * 
Neanthes succinea * 
Potydora comula 
Slrebkaplo benedlcO t 
OLIGOCHAETA 
Tubificoldes sp 
ARTHROPODA 
Balanus Improvlsus' 
Rhithmpanopeus hamsii' 
Crangon sp. 
ISOPODA 
Cyathura polila *' 
Chiridotea almyra • 
Edolea triloba' 
AMPHIPODA 
Amerocoludes spp. complex 
Apocorophium lacustre' 
Gammanjs sp. 
Leploc/telrus ptumulosus 
Malita nitida' 
INSECTA 
Chironomldae * 
Coelolanypui sp ** 
Procladiussp #' 
Cryptochlmnomus sp * 
Polypedilum sp *  

Total Abundance (Mm1) 

Taxa Richness1 

Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index ' 

Pollution-Indicative Taxa Abundance 

Pollution-Sensitive Taxa Abundance 

S92-1 

37 

2213 

7 
197 

33 

2617 

13 

1.00 

0.11 

94.39 

Note t: Only Inlauntl Uxa have been included In metric calculations 

Note 2: Revised bom Dalai et al. 1988b 
• Pollution-Indicative Taxon 
* Pollution-Sensitive Taxon 

S92-2 

33 

1797 

270 

17 

S92-3A 

2253 

9 

1.11 

0.00 

95.59 

23 

7 
937 

160 

3 
10 

57 87 63 
10 3 7 
10 17 3 

27 30 10 

20 10 
7 3 

S92-4A 

1227 

11 

1.27 

0.73 

95.13 

37 

10 
923 

280 

80 
10 

117 

17 

1490 

12 

1.79 

1.00 

89.34 

SIAI1QH 
S92-S S92-6 S92-7 S92-R1 S92-R2 MDE-R1 

* Epifaunal Taxon 

* Camlvore/Omnlvore Taxa 1 
' Taxa Richness lor the composite Is the total number of taxa lor ell leplicates. 
' Shannon-VMener Diversity Index was calculated based on a composite of the 3 replicates 

M0E-R2I 

33 17 7 27 27 17 7 

3 3 7 3 
3 
3 

17 
7 
3 

3 

390 1093 1577 1460 

13 

63 

3 

23 2727 

3 10 
150 227 223 87 170 1230 370 

13 23 3 50 30 13 20 

97 33 37 423 30 3 107 

17 3 80 

3 

7 

27 3 3 133 7 3 17 

40 3 70 

13 3 30 40 
3 

17 

180 133 97 97 147 160 93 

7 3 7 23 37 

3 27 23 3 13 20 

50 63 13 43 7 27 
7 

47 
3 

23 17 3 3 17 23 57 
37 13 10 13 60 0 

3 60 10 3 

10 7 3 

33 7 3 10 3 13 
3 7 3 

3 

1073 1637 1993 2463 510 1597 3500 

16 13 12 17 12 13 13 

2.94 1.74 1.17 2.12 2.62 1.39 1.31 

6.70 0.56 0.14 3.35 1.37 0.00 1.29 

66.58 89.20 96.11 67.95 72.04 88.57 79.83 



U) o 

Table X-3. Average taxa abundance (per m2) and composite metric values for Inner, Reference, G-South and Northeast 
Stations, September 1998  ^  

IAXQM 
NEMERTINEA * 
Carinoma tremephoros' 
MOLLUSCA 
Mytilopsis leucophaeata' 
Macoma ballttica * 
Macoma mitcftelli 
Rangia cuneata * 
ANNELIDA 
PCH.YCHAETA 
Hetemastus fUitomls 
Hypemteono hetempoda 
Hobsonia Rorida 
Marenzelleria viridis * 
Neanthes succinea * 
Polydora comuta 
SUebbspio banedicti # 
OlIGOCHAETA 

Tubificoldes sp 
ARTHROPODA 
Balanus impmvisus' 
Rhithtopanopeut hairisii' 
A/eomys/s americana 
ISOPODA 
Cyathura polita +* 
Chiridotea almyra * 
Edotea triloba' 

AMPHIPODA 
Ameroculodes spp. complex 
Apocorophlum lacustre' 
Gammanis sp. 
Gammanis mucronatus 
Leptochelws plumuloius 
Melita nitida' 
INSECTA 
Chlronomidae * 
Coelolanypus sp »*  

Total Abundance (mm1) 

Taxa Rlchnen1 

Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index' 

Pollution-Indicative Taxa Abundance 
Pollutlon-Seniltlve Taxa Abundance 

S92-1 S92-2 

20 33 

7 

70 817 

7 
13 

533 S3 
47 33 

23 43 

13 30 

100 

33 

17 

60 

23 
927 

12 

2.2S 

5.48 

77.32 

Note: Only Infaunal Uxi have been Included In metric calculalionj 
'EpifaunalTaxon 
f Pollution-Indicative Texan 
* Pollulion-Sensitive Texan 

17 

S92-3A 

63 
63 

S92-4A 

SIAT1QM 

S92-5     S92-6 

23 30 

3 10 
3 
10 

67 1133 

30 
73 

87 53 103 

7 10 3 

17 7 10 

27 

17 

3 
1110 

17 

100 
220 

10 

7 

3 
3 

87 

13 

40 

3 
47 

13 

1140 1387 1430 

11 8 11 

1.70 0.99 1.28 

6.04 0.72 0.65 

83.46 92.36 88.97 

1673 

13 

1.81 

2.28 

78.34 

20 

7 

957 

13 
313 

33 

57 

83 
3 

110 

33 

70 

23 

1610 

12 

1.95 

2.49 

67.99 

S92-7 

30 

3 

1803 

47 
47 

100 

3 

S92-R1 

17 
2060 

10 

0.84 

1.07 

94.63 

27 

10 

1587 

60 
310 

93 

13 

23 
13 

13 

S92-R2 MDE-R1 

2137 

12 

1.36 

0.64 

81.38 

23 

7 
3 
3 

30 

3 
7 
3 

27 
510 

60 

73 

110 
40 

163 

10 

23 

7 
17 

940 

15 

2.27 

7.09 

23.23 

50 

3 

70 

3 
30 

903 
53 

17 

347 
3 

90 

27 

3 

37 

1543 

12 

1.93 

1.43 

84.76 

MDE-R2 

30 

3 

60 

20 
163 

30 

80 

137 

47 
\ 

20 

453 

9 

2.66 

8.00 

29.49 

Camivote/Omnivore Taxa 
' Taxa Rictiness lor tlie composite is the total number of taxa (or all replicates. 
' Shannon-Wiener Diversity Index was calculated based on a composite ol the 3 replicates 


