FINAL DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT FOR PROPOSED
OPEN-WATER PLACEMENT OF
DREDGED MATERIAL AT SITE 104
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of Engineers Notice of Availability

Baltimore District

DRAFT EVALUATION OF DREDGED MATERIAL:
UPPER CHESAPEAKE BAY APPROACH CHANNELS
TO THE.PORT OF BATIMORE, MARYLAND

ALL INTERESTED PARTIES: The U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District, conducted a
complex series of tests to assess sediment quality in federal navigation channels in the upper Chesapeake
Bay. This study did not include channels in the Patapsco River or Baltimore’ s Inner Harbor. The testing
program followed the guidance in the /nland Testing Manual published by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in 1998. The purpose of the testing was
twofold: 1) to dctermine the quality of the sediments proposcd for dredging; and 2) to evaluatc the
potential effects to Bay resources that could occur from moving the sediment and placing it at another
location in the Bay, or placing it at a designated ocean placement site. The study included chemical tests
and biological tests that asscssed potential effects to larval fish, shrimp, worms, clams, amphipods (marine
pilbugs), and larval mussels put in the channel sediments and in water mixed with sediments.

The chermical tests found low concentrations of chemicals in the sediments. These low concentrations
were expected because many of these chemicals are found in soils and sediments in the upper
Chesapeake Bay area. The overall quality of the sediments in the channels is similar to that found in past
studies of arcas outside of the navigation channels in the upper Chesapeake Bay. The studies also found
that low concentrations of some chemicals were released from sediments into the watcr when scdirents

and water were mixed together. This finding was also expected.

Two scts of laboratory tests werc performed to evaluate the potcntial effccts of scdiment and sedinent
and water mixtures to aquatic animals. In the first set of tests, bottomdwelling worms and anphipods
were placed in sediments to see if harmful effects occurred. Results of the tests showed that bottonr
dwelling worms and amphipods lived in all of the channel sediments in these laboratory tests with no
harmful effects. This indicates that aquatic animals could live in sediments dredged from channels in the
upper Bay and placed in other areas of the Bay. In the second set of tests, larval fish, shrimp, and larval
mussels were placed in water that had been mixed with sediment to see if harmful effects occurred.
Larval animals were used because they are the most sensitive life stage and most likely to show any
potential for harm Results of the tests showed that larval fish, shrimp, and larval mussels could live in
most of thc water and sediment mixtures without harmful effects. Howevcr, some of the water and
scdiment mixtures did have harmful effects on some of one typc of larval fish and sonx of the larval
mussels. Therefore, morc studies were condueted to compare conditions used:m the laboratory tcsts to
what would happen in the Bay during placement of dredged material.

These additional studies showed that aquatic animals in the Bay are not expected:te-show-harmful-effects—
if these sediments were to be dredged and placed in the Bay. In most cases, the water into which the
sediment would be placed would meet all water quality standards, and there would-be-ne-potentiatfor—
harmful effects within minutes of placement, However, because the tests indicaged that water quality
standards might have been exceeded on a limited basis, a mixing zone, Or an allowed distance or length of
time to achieve standards, would have been required. Since the State of Maryland is striving to phase out
the use of mixing zones as one of its Chﬁsnpnaks.Bay_Agreentntconmﬂnmnts—and—beeamﬂMe
preliminary finding of potential adverse effects-on two of the-species-tested-in the-bboratory; the State
removed Site 104 from consideration as an open water placement site. For ocean placement, all water
quality standards would be met during the four—hggp_eg’o_(Lallowﬁd_in_Lhﬁ_chhn_mgulijns;_ g




Further tests of the sediments were conducted to see if any chemicals found in the sediments could build
up inside animals that live in sediments. Aquatic worms and clams were placed in the sediments in the
laboratory for four weeks, and then their tissues were tested for build-up of chemicals. Nine of 151
chemicals showed a chance of accurmulating to potentially harmful levels over time i the tissue of bottom-
dwelling animals. These nine remaining chemicals will be further evaluated to see if the sediments could

cause harmto the environment.

In summary, this study shows that the dredged material from the channels is sinilar in quality to sediments
outside the shipping channels in other areas of the upper Chesapeake Bay. The Corps of Engineers
concludes that no placement altematives would be eliminated from consideration based on tests conducted
to date. However, the Corps will perform additional studies on nine chemicals-te-further evaluate the
potential of these chemicals to accumulate in aquatic animals. The Corps will use the results of this study
to work with the State to find other placement options for sediments dredged fromthe channels.

This Notice of Availability is being sent to organizations and individuals known to have an interest in the
results of the sediment testing. Please bring this notice to the attention of any other individuals with an
interest in this matter. Comments on the draft report should be submitted in writing to the following

address by February 15, 2001.

District Engineer

ATTN: CENAB-PL-P

U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District

P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Copies of the draft report are available for review at the following locations:

e Annapolis Public Library, 1410 West Street, Annapolis, MD

¢ Baltimore County Public Library, North Point Branch, 1716 Memit Boulevard, Baltimore, MD
e FEnoch Pratt Free Library, 400 Cathedral St., Baltimore, Maryland

e Kent County Library 408 High Street, Chestertown, Maryland

e Queen Anne’ s County Public Library, 121 South Commerce St., Centreville, Maryland

¢ Talbot County Public Library, 100 W. Dover St., Easton, Maryland

Individuals may obtain a copy of the draft report through the Baltimore District’s web site at:
hipwwwinab.usace.amy.nil/projects/Maryland/sediment.itm, by writing to the address above, by
telephoning Mr. Mark Mendelsohn at (410) 962-9499 or toll free at 1 (800) 295-1610, or by e-mailing Mr.
Mendelsohn at mark mendelsohn@usace.army.mil.

CHRISTINA E. CORREALE
Chief, Operations Division
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MES Develops Fish Habitar Study Method

S

he Maryland Environmental Service

has developed a method to assess the

habitat values around the mainland,

open waters and islands of the

Chesapeake Bay and has used that

method to determine whether and

WSS where Chesapeake Bay fish use the

warmth of deep water as a sort of winter resort,
The method was developed when Site 104 and

other arcas in the Chesapeake Bay were being

actively considered as locations for dredged sediment

placement. The U.S. Army Corps of Engincers

had received comments from fishermen's groups

and scientists from the University of Maryland the National Marine Fisheries Services, the ULS,

raising significant questions about whether decp Fish and Wildlife Service and from other fisheries

water - of up to 85 feet or more - around Site 104 experts throughout the region. M

and around other potential placement sites might

serve as a valuable winter refuge for fish in the

Chesapeake Bay. The Corps asked MES o try to D

figure out how to evaluate the appeal of water Febfllﬁfy 1996

masses to fish in the Bay. o
A total of nine people from various disciplines OVf‘flap OfTemPefamfe and SaJmlty

at MES worked on developing the method, from l__; TR FR A et 5381 1 g

CADD technicians, geographic information

Sue Kelly, a planmer for MES,
worked on the study of fish
habitats for the U.S, Army
Corps of Engineers.

lius) end Seunty (D-l!ppl)|

system technicians, water quality and fisherics
scientists and engincers,

According to Sue Kelly, a natural resources
planner in the Environmental Science and
Monitoring Scction of MES's Lnvironmental
l)rcdgfng Division, “there have heen general studies =
which show that fish favor warm water, but no 3

el o

"
3 p——
¥l Famy .Ir_'-
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ateempt has ever been made 10 identify whether FlAy
specific deep waters might have special valye.”
o T | e oo

Fhe MES tcam combined life histories of the e v

T P W o
o Wes il Faien
Fomssn Pubiod @15
known fish species of the Bay with salinity values,
depth, water temperature, and other data accumu-
lated by the Chesapeake Bay Program into a
computerized representation of areas in the Bay.
Kelly and the team “were able to draw conclusions

that the deep water aronnd Site 104 andt other sites
under consideration represented a very small part
of the habitat around the Bay that would artract

wintering fish. Actually, there were many more sl
”» OW OPEN WATER SITES
places around the Bay that would attract them. P ISLAND PLACEMENT
Kelly said that the method h leveloped S Emmuame
¢y sawd that the method her team develope 5 SenAme
‘can be used anywhere in the world, but only if 1"\‘1

the data sets exist.” s : g
Area where, at some depth, the Temperature 1s greater than

She said that the MES tcam had advice through- ) =y :
! e RE orequal to 1 degree Celsius and Salinity ranges from 0-15 ppt
out the project from scientists at the Ul]lVCl‘Slr)’ of * Tnbutanes and patts of the man bay tothe south that meet the requirements of the legend are net shown above

Deta provided by the EP A Chesepe
Maryland, the Department of Natural Resources, g proxided by the BpA kR Proi ot e
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Dr. Raymond Costello (left foregronnd), of the U.S. Department of inergy. takes a photo of
Maryland Del. Rudoiph C. Cane (left) and MES Director James W, Peck (second from right)

as they talk with Rupert Fraser, right, managing dircctor of Fihrowatt, Ltd., of the United
Kingdom, as they inspect a truck bio-disinfection area at o plant in Thetford, England.

Montgomery County home-
owners line up their discarded
computers for recycling during
a summer drop-off day.

()l‘llg()lll(‘l‘y (:()llllly C()IldllC[Cd a

R TR T
L} - . .
" . !)Il()[ computer rec )./dlng' program at
| itsrecycling dropofFarea, in Perwood.
i: | The program was open to all county
: " residents and businesses.
Bl . The county began the program
RS MR Y

! after whae they called a “highly
successful” pilot event the first weekend of last
March, at which 15 tons of computers and related
equipment were dropped off.

Computer Donation Management, Inc,, a
Baltimore contractor, supervised the collection and
packaging of computers, monitors, and peripheral
devices such as modems, mice, and printers. Robert
Donald, president of CDM, Inc., the programs
contractor said, “it’s really important to recycle
computer monitors and not dispose of them because
a typical monitor contains about six pounds of lead.”

The computer recycling program consisted of
six collection days, spaced from last June through
November. On those days, which were heavily

| proposal to burn chicken manure

to create electrical power for the
Eastern Shore has received a boost
from the U.S. Department of Encrgy.
DOE has awarded the Maryland
Environmental Service a $100,000
grant 1o evaluate the feasibility of

a power plant fucled by poulery litter.

The facility would be modcled after similar
plants in the United Kingdom that have been in
operation for many years. MES Director James
W. Peck and Duane A. Wilding, chief of technical
services at MES, recently toured those plants after
learning of the grane award.

The scope of work will consist of determining,
how much chicken litter is produced on the
Pelmarva Peninsula and to explore purchasing
agreements for selling the clectrical power.

continued on page 4

publicized by 1he county, residents and county
businesses were encouraged to bring old, unwanted
computers to the recycling dropoft area.

Over 200 residents and businesses brought a
total of more than 11 tons of compiers and other
related equipment ot the center on the two days
held in June and July.

Usable computer equipment was donated to
schools where computers may not be easily attainable
or to non-profit agenices which may not have the
financial means to acquire the equipment, according,
to Tom Kusterer, who coordinated the program for
the county.

He said that “participants are genuinely pleased
when we tell them that as many contributed
computers as possible go to schools that need them.”

The county apped the
Service to assist with the startup of the program by

Maryland Environmental

finding a contractor to transport and recycle the
old computers. .
continued on page 5
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NO. Subsect TITLE OWNER 1stDft Editor Rev Rev  Revised FINAL REMARKS
Requires Input from Port
on potential loss of
PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE revenues from channel
. ACTION Mckee (COE) | 17-Sep . |shoaling
4 1.1 |Purpose and Need " "
1.2 |Study Authority " "
1 1.3 |Federal Maintenance Req'ts " "
1.4 |Scope of EIS " "
1.5 |Alternative Placement Sites " "
1.6 [Study Area " "
Requires Input from MES
and Corps. Need a
ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE COE/MES/ conference call to discuss
2 PROPOSED ACTION Boraczek 22-Sep during week of 13-Sep
2.1 Proposed Action " "
Alternatives including the Proposed
2.2 |Action " "
Believe this belongs to
DECISION-MAKING PROCESS CoE 1-Oct Wes
3.1 General Site Selection Process " "
3 3.2 |Section 404 Guidelines " "
3.3 [Public Interest Review " "
3.4 |Compliance Table " "
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED
ACTION CoE 1-Oct McKee
4 4.1 Site 104 " "
4.2 |Site Management " "
AFFECTED
ENVIRONMENT/EXISTING
CONDITIONS
5.1 |Existing Resources
no
' 5.1.1 [Setting Boraczek change
5.1.2 |Physio,Geo,Hydro Boraczek 21-Sep
EA/M&N Data from SAIC, Etc.
5.1.3 |Hydrodynamics (Earickson) | 21-Sep overdue. Help from M&N.
5.1.4 |Water Quality MES/EA (Rue)| 21-Sep
5.1.5 |[Sediment Derrick 1-Oct
5.1.6 |Aquatic Resources MES 26-Sep MES to provide sections
5 5.1.7 |Avian/Terrestrial Resources MES 26-Sep "
5.1.8 |Rare,Threatened and Endangered MES 26-Sep "
EA
5.1.9 |Air Quality (Papageorgis) | 17-Sep
5.1.10 |Noise " 17-Sep
5111 |[HTRW " 17-Sep
5.2 |Cultural and Archaeological Res " 17-Sep
5.2.1 [Histonical Use " 17-Sep
5.2.2 |Existing Resources " 17-Sep .
: (EA) COE/MES input needed;
5.3 |Socioeco Resources Boraczek/Pace} 17-Sep several subsections
MES/Corps input needed.
5.4 |Aesthetics and Recreation COE 21-Sep Consultations necessary.
POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED
ACTION EA (Boraczek) | 1-Oct Incorporate new data
6.1 |Impacts of the Proposed Action " "
6.1.1 |Setting " "
6.1.2 |Physiography,Geology,Hydrology " "
Requires data from
contractors from 9/10-
6 6.1.3 |Hydrodynamics " " 9/22. M&N to review
MES& EA
6.1.4 |Water Quality (Rue/Jane) " Requires MES input
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SECTION STR
NO. Subsect TITLE OWNER ist Dft  EditorRev Rev  Revised FINAL REMARKS
New data being taken.
6.1.5 |Sediment EA (Dernck) " Peddicord to review.
6.1.6 [Aquatic Resources Boraczek/MES MES to EA by 10/8
- 6.1.7 |Avian/Terrestrial Resources Boraczek/MES "
' 6.1.8 [Rare,Threatened and Endangered Boraczek/MES "
EA
6.1.9 |Air Quality (Papageorgis) | 8-Oct Assistance from Jane
6.1.10 |Noise " " "
6.1.11 |[HTRW " " "
6.2 [Cultural and Archaeological Res " - "
6 6.3 |Socioeconomic Resouces " " COE/MES input by 10/1
6.4 |Aesthetics and Recreation Boraczek 1-Oct
Irretnevable Commitment of
6.5 |Resources " "
6.6 |Short term use v. LT productivity " "
ALTERNATIVES IMPACTS COE/MES/EA Boraczek to coordinate
7 7.1 |Other Alternatives " 1-Oct
7.2 |Site 104 Preferred Alternative " 1-Oct
Papageorgis to help
Develop. Peddicord to
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS Boraczek 6-Oct provide STR
8.1 |Past,Present, Future Dredging in Bay| " "
8.2 [Cumulative Negative Impacts " "
8.2.1 |Hydrodynamics " -
8.2.2 |Water Quality " "
8.2.3 |Aquatic Organisms " "
8.2.4 |Air Quality " "
8.2.5 |Noise " "
8 8.2.6 |Socioeconomics " "
8.2.7 |Aesthetics " "
8.2.8 |Recreational Resources " "
8.3 |Cumulative Positive Impacts " "
8.3.1 [Water Quality " "
8.3.2 )Sediment Quality b "
Aquatic Resources Habitat and
8.3.3 |[Commercial Fisheries " "
8.3.4 |Regional Socioeconomics " "
8.4 |Regional Impacts Summary " "
SITE 104 MONITORING
FRAMEWORK Pine 26-Sep
g.1]Purpose " "
g 9.2}Introduction " "
9.3|Monitoring Elements " "
10 COMPLIANCE W/LAWS, REGS, Eos
RELATIVE COST OF
PLACEMENTSITES COE Coleman to get data
11.1|Placement Alternatives " 26-Sep
11 11.2|Placement Costs "
11.3|Conclusions "
12 LIST OF PREPARERS COE 1-Oct Coleman
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT/AGENCY
13 COORDINATION COE 1-Oct Coleman
14 REFERENCES EA 6-Oct
15 GLOSSARY EA 6-Oct Earickson/Boraczek
List of Agencies,Orgs, Persons EIS
16 sent to COE Coleman
EA (Earikson/
nex E Alternatives Screening Boraczek) 6-Oct
inex F Hydrodynamics " 6-Oct
Annex G Nutrients " 6-Oct
Annex H Sediment Quality " 6-Oct
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SSection 1

Purpose and Need for the Action

1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED

The Marvland Port Administration (MPA) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) are
responsible for maintaining, through periodic dredging, the 126 miles of Federal navigation
channels that serve the Port of Baltimore. Continued maintenance dredging will be required to
maintain the efficiency and safety of the approach channels to the Port of Baltimore. Of
particular concern are the Chesapeake Bay-Fhese approach channels in Maryland, which include
the Craighill Entrance, Craighill Channel, Craighill Angle, Craighill Upper Range, Cutoff Angle,
Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension, Swan Point Channel, Tolchester Channel and the
southern approach channel to the Chesapeake & Delaware (C&D) Canal (Figure 1-1)._ his
mMaintenance dredging of these channels requires the removal of approximately 3.25 million
cubic yards (mcy) of material per year. This total is exclusive of approximately 1.5 mcy of
material that is dredged from the C&D Canal, and-the northern approach channel_to the C&D
Canal, Virginia channels, and the Baltimore Harbor, and that is deposited in other placement
sites. Several new-work dredging projects are currently proposed to ierease-improve navigation
safety and efficiency for the Chesapeake Bay approach channels over the next several years.
These new-work projects would require the removal of an additional 18 mcy of dredged material
from the Chesapeake Bay approach channels in the next several years.

The management of dredged material is an ongoing concern for the MPA and USACE:
Baltimere Distret+CENAB). The Port of Baltimore eentintestohas experienced difficulty in
establishing placement sites with sufficient capacity to accommodate the dredging needed for
navigation safety and to sustain port competitiveness.

Move the following paragraph to Section 2:

[In July 1990, a broad-based, multi-organizational task force was convened by the Governor of
Marvland to review dredged material management options. The task force recommended a
continuation of studies on the feasibility of using new open-water placement sites, withan —
emphasis on environmental considerations. Through its Dredging Needs and Placement Options
Program (DNPOP), the MPA, in cooperation with the USACE, state and Federal agencies (FWS.

EPA. MDDNR, MDE, and NOAA). and private interest groups (MWA, MCCA, CBE). +is
developing alternative dredged material placement areas-options to accommodate both current
and future dredging projects for dredged material from the Baltimore Harbor, and the Baltimore
Harbor and C&D Canal Approach Channels in Maryland. Results of the DNPOP program
formed the basis of the 1996 State of Maryland’s Strategic Plan for Dredged Material
Management. ]

The State of Maryland’s 1996 Plan estimated that 40 mcy of sediment would have to be dredged
over 10 years (1997 to 2007) for maintenance of the channels to the Port of Baltimore (MPA
1996). By 2012, maintenance dredging would generate an additional 20 mcy of sediment and by
2017 it would generate another 20 mcy of sediment. Currently scheduled new work would

oo et @ f.»wwwk:(g (oo di ;
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BALTIMORE HARBOR AND
APPROACH CHANNELS
FIGURE 1-1
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of sediment by 2007. The 1996 Plan identified 18 mcy of material

oenerate an additional 28 mc
for placement 1 an open-water site, to fulfill near-teri dredged material placement nceds. This
1S-mcyv placement capacity is needed in addition to the placement volumes that are already

committed to existing sites (Hart Miller Island and Pooles Island open water) and sites that are
currently under development (CSX/Cox Creek and Poplar Island). The designed maximum
annual-placement capacities of the existing and developing sites would preclude their utilization
beyond the volumes in the current Dredged Materlal Management Plans (DMMP)—w&heat—tl&e

- wnhout su.mhcantly
reducing the sitcs' capacity by overfilling, which prccludcs proper dl ving and consolidation of
the dredeed material.

The purpose of this Braft-Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is to evaluate the proposed \A\;ﬁ%

placement of up to 18 mcey of clean dredged material in a suitable placement areame-epeﬂ—wﬁer' b

Q—l—(-P-Fepesed—A:eHeﬁ-) Dueto a lack of 1mmed1ately available capacity lor mamtenance and new
work dredging projects, the Baltimore District and the MPA have a short-term need for

additional dredged material placement capacity. Placement alternatives areS+e—+04+s being
considered as a solution to this need and would be expected to have an operational lifespan of 1-
89 years. Based on its prior use as a placement site from 1924 to 1975, its current available l
capacity, its geographic proximity to the approach channels, the potential for dredged material to
improve environmental conditions at the site, and M—PA—s—Dl\ POP plooram s evaluatlon of other
sitesoptions, the MPA identified Site 104 ¢ -as their
preferred site to receive the 18 mcy of clean dredged matenal between 1999 to 20084. Dredged

material pPlacement alternativeste-St+e—+84 are discussed in Section 2.2 and;-elerg-with-Site
}04—are evaluated further in this EIS.

1.2 STUDY AUTHORITY

Pursuant to Section 102 of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Baltimore
District will wiH-has-prepared and circulated an sthis-drafi-environmental impact statement for

evaluat1on of the Qroposed pfepesed—pl-aeemem—el—dredged material placement altemativesat-Site
and. The dredged material to-be-placed-at

%ﬁe—l—(—l—t—would be clean material from Federal naV1gat10n channels in the main stem of the
Chesapeake Bay lead1ng to Bd-l&ﬁﬂ(—)*é—l—‘l-&l—b@%&ﬁd—the Port of Balt1more Stte+Hod-steeated-n

lslfmé—&nd—eﬁeeﬁmasses—appfeﬁmmw%%@m&—The EIS will 1nclude descnpt1ons of the

existing site conditions, dredged material placement alternatives, probable impacts of dredged
material placement, public involvement, and the recommended determination and/or activity.
The Section 404(b)(1) evaluation will investigate the use of alternative placement locations:_and |

1-2
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dredged material-+a-the-deepestr-parts-of-the-site.
1.3 FEDERAL MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS

equipment and methods for the proposed placement of up to approximately 18 mcy of additionat ‘ ‘

The Rivers and Harbor Act of July 3, 1958, authorized the deepening of the main approach
channels to Baltimore Harbor from 39 feetft to 42 feetft and the deepening and widening of the
connecting channels to the C&D Canal from 27 feetft to 35 feetft deep and from 400 feetft to 600
teetfi wide. The connecting channels are comprised of the Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension

and the Tolchester and Swan Pomt Channels. %e—&ﬁm%ﬂe—le&eﬂa—e#ﬂaeﬂeﬁheﬁa-aﬁmeaeh

—In

addltlon, the project authorlzed mamtenance of a 39-feetfi depth in the Northwest Branch,
provided that local interests first deepen the channels to that depth. Deepening and maintenance
of the Baltimore Harbor and southerly approach channels to a 50-feetft depth were authorized
under Sectlon 101 of the Rlvers and Harbor Act of 1970. —Hﬁf}ei—ﬂ&e—}—%&aﬁd—l-%e

AB}: The Baltnnore Harbor & Channels, MD &
VA and Federal Na\ igation project is maintained annually by the U.S. Armv Corps of Engineers,
Baltimore District. As the non-Federal sponsor for the project, the Marvland Port Administration
is responsible for identifying suitable dredged material placement areas for the material removed

from the channels. .

The authority for the Inland Waterway from the Delaware River to the Chesapeake Bay,
Delaware and Maryland project, was adopted by House Document 63-196 in 1919 and modified
several times to deepen and widen the C&D Canal and its approach channels. The latest
modification was authorized by Senate Document 83-123 in 1954 that authorized in part, a
channel 35 +eetft deep and 450 feetft wide. This project is under the jurisdiction of USACE,
Philadelphia District (CENAP)._ CENAP and the MPA are responsible for maintaining the
Inland Waterway from the Delaware River to the Chesapeake Bay, Delaware and Maryland

project.

—This requlres the dredgmg of '
approx1mate1y mcy of materlal annually from the reaches between Pooles Island and the
Sassafras River: ”{ his material #s-usuatvhas historically been placed in the Pooles Island open- |
water placement areas located west of the C&D Canal southern approach channel (Figure 1-2).

1-3
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These channels can be divided into several distinct geographical areas, the Virginia channels, the
Maryland Bay channels, and the Baltimore Harbor channels, which comprise the Baltimorc
Harbor & Channels project; and the southern and northern approach channels to the Chesapeake
and Delaware (C&D) Canal. and the C&D Canal which comprise the Inland Waterway from the
Delaware River to the Chesapeake Bay, C&D Canal project.

The Virgimia Channels are comprised of the Cape Henry, York Spit, and Rappahannock Shoal
Channels. The channels are authorized to 50 feetfi deep and are located in the Virginia Portion
of the Chesapeake Bayv. The Cape Henry and York Spit Channels are dredged periodically,
removing an average of approximately 425,000 cubic vards annually. The Rappahannock Shoal
Channel experiences little shoaling and has not been maintained since it was deepened to 50
feetft in 1987. Dredged material from the Cape Henry channel is placed at the Dam Neck Ocean
placement area in the Atlantic Ocean. Dredged material from the York Spit Channel is placed at
the Wolf Trap Alternate open water placement area in the Chesapeake Bay. Material previously
dredged from the Rappahannock Shoal Channel was placed in the Rappahannock Deep Alternate
placement area in the Chesapeake Bay. Since adequate dredeed material placement capacity
currently exists for these channels, this Environmental Impact Statement will not address these
channels.

The Maryland Bay channels include the Craighill Entrance, Craichill Channel, Craichill Angle,
Craighill Upper Range, and Cutoff Angle which are authorized to 50 feetft deep and extend from
just north of the Chesapeake Bay Bridee to the entrance to the Patapsco River: and the Brewerton

Channel Eastern Extension, Tolchester Channel, and Swan Point Channel. which are authorized
to 35 feetft deep and extend from the Tolchester and Pooles Island areas to the mouth of the
Patapsco River. Maintenance dredging is performed annuallv with approximately 2 million
cubic vards of material being dredged from the channels. Shoaling rates and dredeing
frequencies vary from channel to channel. Material dredged from these channels over the past 15
vears has been placed at either the Hart-Miller Island Containiment Facility in Baltimore County,
or at the Pooles Island open water placement areas in the Chesapeake Bay. The Poplar Island
Habitat Restoration Project is currently being consiructed to receive dredeed material from these
channels. Phase 1, to construct 640 of the 1100-acre site is scheduled for completion by
December 1999. Phase II 1s scheduled to start in the spring of 2000 and bc completed by the fall
ot 2001.

The Baltimore Harbor Channels extend from the mouth of the Patapsco River into the Northwest
and Middle Branches of the Patapsco River, Curtis Bay. and Curtis Creek. These channels are
mainiained annually, removing approximately 500,000 to 600,000 cubic vards of material.
Shoaling ratcs and dredging frequencies vary from channel to channel. Material dredeed from
these channels over the past 15 vears has been placed at the Hart-Miller Island Containment
Facility. and is precluded from being placed in open waters of the Chesapeake Bay by State of
Marvland law. Material dredged from these channels will continue to be placed in the Hart-
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Miller Island Containment Facility and potentially in the proposed CSX/Cox Creek Containment -
Facility which is currently under studyv.

The southern approach channel to the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal extends from the Pooles
[sland Area to the Sassafras River. The northern approach channel extends form the Sassafras
River to the entrance to the C&D Canal at Town Point. The C&D Canal extends from Town
Point in the Chesapeake Bay to Reedy Pomt in the Delaware River. Mamtenance dred¢ing is
erformed annually in the channel areas maintained by the Philadelphia District, removing
roximately 1.5 mcv of imaterial, although not at reaches require dredging each vear.

The material dredeed tfirom the southern approach channel to the C&D Canal (stations 250+000
10 163+000) has been deposited in five previously used open water placement areas designated as
Pooles Island areas D, E. F. G. and H (Figure ). These sites are south of the Sassafras River and
have been permutted for Corps use by the State of Marvland periodically since the 1970's. The
Maryiand Department of Natural Resources has allowed fill up to minus 8.5 feetfl Mean L ow
Water (MLW) for area D. minus 11 feetft MLW for areas E. F. and G, minus 12 feetft MLW for
arca H. and minus 14 feetft ML W for Site 92. The annual guantity placed in open water (1977 10
1998) from this segment is approximately 1.200,000 cubic yards.

Based upon the amount of material that must be dredeed from the Maryland portion of the
project. approximately 4 mey must be dredeed annually 1o maintain the channels. This amounts
to a dreduing need of 80 mcy over a twenty-vear dredging period.

in addition to maintenance dredging. there are several congressionally authorized new work
nrojects and several new work projects in the planning or engineering and design phase. The
following projects have been authorized for construction:

The Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension is authorized to 35 feetft deep and 600 feetft wide.
The channel was deepened 1o 35 feetfl in 1986 and widened to 450 feetft wide. The eastern
nautical mile of the channel was widened to the authorized 600-feetft width in 1989-90.
Widening of the western five miles of channel requires the dredging and placement of 2.3 micy of
material. Congress has appropriate funds to complete this work in Fiscal Year (FY) 2000.
Congress has directed the Corps to straighten the Tolchester Channel S-Turn. _Straightening the
Tolchester Channel S-Turn will require the dredging of 2.8 mey of material. Congress
appropriated a portion of the funds to initiate construction i FY 2000. Congress has also
approved several improvements to under the Baltumore Harbor Anchorages and Channels
project. These improvements will require the dredging of 4.5 mey. Congress has not
appropriated funds to mitiate this work. The C&D Canal and approach channels arca currently
being studied to determine the Federal interest in deepening the channels beyond 35 feetft deep.
Preliminary information indicates that approximately 10 mcy of material would have to be
dredecd to decpen the project 1o 40 feetft mean lower low water ( MLLW). 1In addition, the State
of Marvland currently proposes lo construct a new S0-feetft deep berth at either Dundalk or
Secagirt Marine Terminals, and construct a new contaimer facility at Masonvilie.
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next twenty vears, an estimated 110 million cubic vards of material must be dredeed in the upper
Chesapeake Bay area.

In order to accommodate the planned maintenance dredging and new work dredging over the ' .

1.4 SCOPE OF THE EIS

The decision of whether to accomplish the work proposed in this EIS will be based on an
evaluation of the probable impact, including cumulative impacts, of the proposed work on efit |
the public interest. The decision will reflect the national concern for the protection and
utilization of important resources. The benefits that may reasonably be expected to accrue from
the proposed project must be balanced against its reasonably foreseeable detriments. This EIS
documents and analyzes the potential environmental and socioeconomic effects associated with
the action described in Section 2.1, “Proposed Action” and alternatives to the proposed action.

The study area for this EIS includes the upper Chesapeake Bay prepesed-Site+84 area and the
potential region of influence (ROI) within the communities surrounding the proposed sites. ~Fhe




1.5 ALTERNATIVE PLACEMENT SITES

Dredged material pRlacement alternatives to-Site304-are discussed in Section 2.2 and-—salone
with-Ste104—ure evaluated farther-in this EIS.

MOVE THE FOLLOWING PARAGRAPHS TO SECTION 2:
1.6 STUDY AREA

1.6.1 Site Location

Site 104 is a previously used 1,800-acre open-water placement site located approximately
2,000 feetft north of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge, and-east of the Craighill navigational channel,
and one mile west of Kent Island (Figure 1-3).

1.6.2 Site Description

The Site 104 placement area was established in 1924 by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and
was used for the placement of dredged material through 1975. The last known use of the site
occurred in 1975, with the placement of approximately 850,000 cubic yards dredged from the
inbound or eastern side of the Brewertonett-ofCut-off and Craighill eAngles. Currently, the
site 1s approximately 6.8 km (4.2 miles) long and 1.1 km (0.65 miles) wide. The depth ranges
from

-12.8 to -23.3 metersm (-42 to -768 feetft) mean lower low water (MLLW). Placement would be

restricted to areas deeper than the -14 mreterin (-45 foetft) contour interval to achieve a final site
elevation of not higher than -14 stetersm (-45 feetft) MLLW.
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Section 2
Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

The dredged material placement alternatives analyzed in this RDEIS are reviewed in this section.
The proposed Site-+04open-water placement project is described in Section 2.1.- The criteria
used to screen the placement alternatives placement-options-are described in Sections 2.2.1 and
2.2.2. Other placement eptiens-alternatives that have been considered are then-described in
Sections 2:2-.3 and 2-2-.4._Appendix>xAnnex E describes each of these placement options and
their derivation in more detail and applies screening criteria (described in §Section 2:xax) to
determine which placement options were appropriate for consideration as alternatives in this
RDEIS. As required by NEPA, the No Action alternative is included and evaluated in this
document. The potential impacts of the proposed action are described in Section 6. Potential

impacts of dredged material placement alternatives are described in Section 7.
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2.134 SELECTION OF Site 184 OPEN-WATER PLACEMENT AREA - PLANNING

PROCESSES

The USACE, CENAB and CENAP, and the MPA have been involved in at least three major
sState-sponsored and two USACE-sponsored dredged material placement planning efforts since
1986. These efforts have been conducted to identify suitable placement options and locations
through screening level evaluations. Environmental, economic, and capacity needs were
evaluated, and sites were rated or ranked to identify those that warranted further evaluation and
study._The State-sponsored planning activities eceurred-in-sueeession—and-provided a conceptual

framework and information resource for subscquent placement planning activities-thatted-to-the
etrrent-propesed-placementaction. These initiatives are summarized below and presented in
more detail in AppendinXXAnnex E. The USACE dredged material management initiatives
occurrcd concurrently with the State-sponsored efforts—wvhich-served-as-nformationresourees.
This planning process is depicted in Figure 2-1.

2.1.314-a MPA Master Plan - 1986




Initiative

MPA Master
Plan, 1986

Governors Task
Force on Dredged
Material Management

1990-1991

USACE Dredged
Material Management
Plans (Ongoing)

State of Maryland
Strategic Plan for
Dredged Material
Management 1996
(Bay Enhancement

77

Figure 2-1. Schematic History of Dredged Material Management Planning

/

Major Activities

475 sites identified; 162 formally assessed
31 sites remained after screening

.

+« Recommended integrated approach
« Recommended continued evaluation of open-water
placement, among other methods

/ué/;::\gg!w_ P2 P‘C‘L«rs 3"
Teoles T oPed Wetev —eYANN

? H»a/f—wnlzéeb Novrvt L0 ~pieE RAVSE
7 Cox Creew - mobll;& &445/74)5 c‘an*/ammme/z

DeveLop oPew Uafee capac "

» Ongoing studies to identify 20-50 year placement capacity
¢ Stress beneficial use

Formal statement of interagency cooperation
List 6 items for text
 Further study of Site 104 recommended

for Port of Baltimore.

P:\Projects\Federal\DOD\Army\Projects\60957 93\NewDraft\RevisedDEIS\Chapter_02\Schem.cdr




The Master Plan effort was a multidisciplinary MPA-sponsored planning initiative that began in
1986 as a participatory process to resolve long-termi dredeed material placement needs. The goal

was to develop a comprehensive, consensus-based, long-term plan for the managenment of

dredged material. The initiativcane
eventually involved representatives from a
range of state and Federal resource and
regulatory agencies, local USACE Districts,
county and local governments. and public
interest groups (Box 2-1) (Hamons: 1988:

BOX 2-1
PARTICIPANTS IN MASTER PLAN
DEVELOPMENT

Master Plan Regulatory Advisory Committee
¢ Marvland Department of the Environment

Hamons and Young: 1999).

During Phase I of the Master Plan, over 475
sites for dredged material placement were
initially identified. Of the identified sites, all
475 were considered to have sufficient merit

e  Maryland Department of Natural Resources

¢ Chesapeake Bay Critical Areas Commission

e Environmental Protection Agency, Region 111

e 1S Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District

e 1iS. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia
District

o 1S Department of Comimerce, National Marine

as to warrant preliminary forimal screcning.
Of the 475 .and 162 ef-these-were given
serions-constderationformally assessed for
potential dredged material placement based
upon their potential feasibility in Phase II.
The MPA prepared a summary report titled
=Port of Baltimore; Dredged Material
Management Master Plan> (MPA 1989.
1990), which recommended various dredged
material placement options.

The Master Plan set forth a specific set of
screening criteria that formed the conceptual
basis for future dredged matenal site
screening; it included both environmental
and cost factors (Box 2-2). With the
cooperation and input of key local and
regional natural resource agencies (e.g.,

Fisheries Service

e U.S. Department of Interior. U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service

e Regional Planning Council

Master Plan Citizens Advisorv Committce

e Chesapeake Bay Foundation

o Citizens Advisory Commitiee to the Chesapeake
Bay Program

e Coastal Resources Advisory Committce

e Maryland Wetlands Committee

e State Water Quality Advisory Committee

¢ Maryland Clhiamber of Commerce

e National Association of Dredging Contractors

¢ Upper Chesapeake Watershed Association. Inc.

o Balumore City, Mavor's Office

e Balnimore County Executive

e Anne Arundel County Executive

o llarford County Commissioners

Board of Cecil County Commussioners

Board of Kent County Commissioliers

e Board of Queen Anne’s County Commissioners

e Hart-Miller Island Citizen's Oversight Commitice

~+,4  Private Sector Port Advisory Commitiee

Source: MPA. 1990
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MDE, USFWS, DNR, NOAA/NMFS, EPA) a suite of environmental factors of regional
significance were identified. The factors considered included: water quality, groundwater
recharge areas, hydrology, shoreline erosion control, substrate, tidal and non-tidal wetlands,
submerged aquatic vegetation, fisheries resources, shellfish, endangered species, forest resources,
waterfowl] use areas, archaeological and historical sites, and population centers. Existing
conditions-iInformation about existing conditions was gathered for each resource of concern at
each of the 162 sites listed for rigorous-constderationformal assessment.
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BOX 2-2
SCREENING CRITERIA FOR MPA MASTER PLAN

Process. Screening criteria were developed for preliminary screening in Phase | and

comprehensive screening in Phase |l

Participants. Screening criteria were developed through a participatory process involving State and

Federal dredged material management and natural resource agencies, counties and local

governments, and public interest groups (see Box 2-21). The U.S. Army Engineer Waterways

Experiment Station provided technical advisory services.

Screening Criteria. The following screening factors were applied to placement cateqories {(upland

sites, land creation, overboard, shore stabilization/wetlands development)

Phase | ScreeingScreening Criteria

Phase Il Screening Criteria

distance from dredging area
minimum depth of water
maximum depth of water scow transport

Environmental Screening Factors
Water Resources
o Water quality

distance from dredging area mapped
oyster bed

o wildlife refuge

o historical areas

e parks
e substantially built up area

e Ground water
Physical Features
e Hydrology
e __Erosion
e Substrate
Ecology
Tidal wetland
Nontidal wetland
Submerged aquatic vegetation
Finfish spawning or rearing area
Shellfish
Rare, threatened, or endangered species
Forest
Waterfowl use area
Social/Public Welfare
o Archaeology
o History
e Population center

Cost Screening Factors
¢ Pumping distance
¢ Hauling distance
o Water depth

Source: MPA, 1990

The environmental data, in conjunction with estimates of site development costs, were used to
identify fatal flaws among the 162 listed sites.+esuiting-in-atst-of Thirty-one two-32 potential

placement areas sury ved tlns rwonous evaluation process. Bﬂsed—apeﬁ—kheem—ﬂemﬂema—éa{ﬂ—a
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The Master Plan initiative was discontinued as a publie-policy response to public controversy

over the proposed use of the area known as the “Deep Trough” for open-water placement.
Nevertheless, Fthe Master Planning process was the foundation for resource agency consensus
building with respect to selection of dredged material placement options within the sState.
Subsequent planning efforts (the Governor’s Task Force, the DNPOP Program, and Maryland’s
Strategic Plan for Dredged Material PlacementManagement) have all included multi-
organizational working (advisory) groups and have utilized a similar multi-factor approach to
placement site screening. Although some environmental factors have been added or changed
since 1990, the basic multi-factor environmental screening approach has been the basis for all

subsequent site selectlons and preliminary evaluatlons —’FheJﬂ—pe%eﬂﬁaJr-sﬁes—tde&H-ﬁed—as—paﬁ

2.1.324.b Governor’s Task Force on Dredged Material Management - 1990 to 1991

—To facilitate development of a broadly supported dredged material management plan,

placement-options-wihin-the-State; Governor William Donald Schaefer convened a Task Force

to provide a recommendedationsfor-placement BOX 2-3
atternatives-that-used-dredged-sedimentsasa GOVERNOR'S 1991 TASK FORCE
natural-resouree approach as a replacement for PARTICIPATING ORGANIZATIONS
the Master Plan. The membership of the task

force was broadly based, representing state, Association of Maryland Pilots

Baltimore County
Chesapeake Bav Commission
Chesapeake Bay Foundation

Federal, and local governments, members of
the academic community, groups concerned

with protection of the environment, partieS Environmental Protection Aecncy. Region 111
involved in maritime commerce, and parties John Hopkins University

whose livelihood is dependent upon the quality Marvland Department of the Environment

of Chesapeake Bay waters (Box 2-3). Ina Maryland Department of?\‘latural Resm.Jrees
1991 he Task F Maryland Department of Transportation

h report, the Task Force recomme.nded an Marvland Governor’'s Scienee Advisory Couneil
integrated approach to dredged material Maryland House of Delegates (3 delegates)
management, with a desire to increase the Maryland Saltwater Sportsfishermen’s Association
beneficial uses of dredged material. It also Maryland Watermen’s Association

National Marine Fisheries Service
Queen Anne’s County Administration
Rukert Terminals

recognized that the use of existing placement
sites and creation or designation of new sites

including containment sites, open-water State Water Quality Advisory Committee
placement sites, and upland placement sites U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
would be required to accommodate both short- U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Philadelphia District

LS. Fish and Wildlife Serviee
W.J. Browning Company, Inc.

and long-term demand for placement of
dredged materials.

Souwrce: MDOT, 1991

The Task Force further recommended a

continuation of studies on the feasibility of
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using new open-water placement sites with an emphasis on the environmental considerations.

2.1.334-¢ Dredging Needs and Placement Options Program (DNPOP) - 19923 to Present

—The MPA is currently pursuing various options for the management of dredged material
through its Dredging Needs and Placement Options Program (DNPOP). Like the Task Force,
this is a multidisciplinary, interorganizational program that was formed by the MPA, with
assistance from the Maryland Environmental Service (MES)._The DNPOP program was
specifically developed to implement the recommendations of the Governor’s 1991 Task Force.

Participants initiated their planning and advisory activities by focusing on identifying and

evaluating beneficial use opportunities. Over 35 beneficial use options have been considered

since 1992. The effort to find suitable placement sites included beneficial use, open-water,

upland, and containment sites and innovative use opportunities. This effort was assisted by

Ffederal and sState resource and reculatory agencies. In 1996, representatives of the natural

resource agencies prepared a high value living resource area map covering the area north of the

southern end of Kent Island. The map was intended to identify sites for within-Bay projects that

would have the least impacts on living resources if used for the placement of dredeed material

{Crockett. circa 1996). The map was used as a resource in an effort to find new options and to

perform preliminary screening of existing options. For example, the expansion of the Pooles

bt A

Island open-water sites that have been implemented (Sites 92 and G-East) emd(gte lOﬂﬂTTre-fﬁ,_W

areas that were identified as
having the least potential impact
to living resources.

The DNPOP program includes
Executive_ and Management
Committees (Box 2-4), and
Citizen’s Committees (Box 2-5),
and working groups. Moderator
and staff support for the
Committees and program
management is coordinated by
the MPA. Professional staff
support for the working groups,
facilitation and technical services
for the DNPOP Program are
provided by MES under
arrangements with the MPA. The
participating organizations
#rvelved included many of the
state and Federal agencies
involved in the development of
the Master Plan as well as special
interest and citizen’s groups such
as the Maryland Waterman’s

BOX 24

DNPOP EXECUTIVE AND MANAGEMENT COMMITTEES

Executive Commniittee

Marvland Departiment of the Environment

Marvland Department of Natural Resources

Maryland Department of Transportation

U.S. Army Engineers. Balumore District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District

Maryland Port Adnunistration (Executive Secretarv)

Management Cominittee

Aberdeen Proving Ground

Association of Marviand Pilots

Chesapeake Bav Commission

Chesapeake Bav Foundation

EPA Region 111 Chesapeake Bay Program

Great Lakes Dredeed & Dock Company

Marvland Departinent of the Environment

Maryland Department of Natural Resources

Maryland Department of Transportation

Maryland Environmental Service

Maryland Port Administration

Nattonal Marine Fishenies Service

NOAA Chesapeake Bav Office

Office of Congressman Wavne T. Gilchrest

Ruekert Ternunal

State Water Quality Advisory Comniitiee

ULS. Fish and Wildlifq Service

Source: MPA
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Association, the Chesapeake Bay Foundation, and the Maryland Charterboat Captain’s
Association, and representatives of local governments.

The objective of the program is to identify and develop short-term to long-term dredged material
placement options for the Port of Baltimore and its approach channels, seeking consensus
whenever possible. ManySome of the original 32- Master Plan sites have been considered under
this program, andaltheuch-seme additional-other options were alse-added. In-atlecases+The
program first identifies and distributes readily available information about the option.: The option
is-and then screeneds-placement-options-threuch by a technical working group using local and
expert knowledge and available information. The working group is comprised of individuals
with relevant professional and local knowledge, called the Bay Enhancement Phase II (BEP II)
Working Group. Site visits have been condueted and documented for certain sites in order to
provide basic information needed for preliminary screening purposes.

The results of BEP [l working group activities are reported to the Management and Citizen’s
Committees, and, where appropriate, to the Executive Committee. Multidisciplinary,
interorganizational working groups are established, usually on a project- or area-specific basis, to
provide technical and advisory support for pre-feasibility or feasibility studies, and where
appropriate, for placement activities.

A broad-consensus on specific placement  BOX2-5
options proved to be elusive despite the DNPOP CITIZENS COMMITTEE
dredeing need and widespread interest

and involvement in finding a solution to Anne Arundel County

" | ( bl A int Baltimore Countv Govermment
1€ placement problem. AN Inlense Baltimore County Watermen's Association

effort was undertaken to implement the Baltimore Gas and Electric
beneficial use recommendation of the Canal Bank Study Committec
Governor’s 1991 Task Force, vet only the Cecil County Government
restoration of Poplar Island had achieved Dorchester County Government
the necessary support to advance from Essex-Middle River Givie couml
Kent County Government

concept to implementation. Describing Harford County Govermment
this effort, Hamons and Young (1999) Hart-Miller Island Citizens Oversicht Commitice
report that . . .“Linking the beneficial use Maryland Charter Boat Association
concept to SDCCiﬁC sites focuses attention Marviland Saltwater Sportﬁsbermen's Association

: . . ; Maryland Watermen’'s Association
on site-specific environmental. social and North Point Peninsula Community Coordination Council
¢cconomic tradeoffs that, in most cases, Queen Anne’s County
work individually or collectively against Upper Bay Charter Captains Association
project aceeptability. Conversion of
habitat from one form to another,
¢specially fisheries habitat, has been a
major factor in determining whether or not the environmental value that would be sained would
in turn justity modifications 1o existing site conditions.” Bv mid-19935, it became apparent that
the beneficial use approach alone would not resolve the placement need. and thal urgent action
was needed to overcome an imminent laree-scale deficit in placement capacity. This situation led
to development of the State of Marvland Strategic Plan for Dredged Material Manacement,

Source: MPA
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which is discussed in section 2.1.4.¢ (BEP II, 1995x: Hamons and Young, 1999).

2.1.34.d USACE Dredged Material Management Plans

—The CENAP and CENAB are each working closely with MPA to develop multi-phased studies
called Dredged Material Management Plans (DMMP)-fereach-Distriet. These efforts are part of
a USACE program to provide a-more complete and consistent dredged material managenient
planning nationwide for Federal navigation projects that require dredging. The objective of each
study is to identify placement capacity for the next 20 to 50 years, as required by USACE policy.
Plan formulation was initiated in Federal Fiscal Year 1995 and will include consideration of all
dredging maintenance and construction of Federal projects, as well as state and private projects.
The studies are planned to stress long-term solutions and additienal-beneficial uses of dredged
material, insofar as practicablc and consistent with the regulatory requirement for sclection of the
least cost cny 1ronmentallv acccptablc alternative (33 C FR ADD CITATION ) ﬂ%e—aﬁef—aﬂé

necessarthy-be-considered priortocompletion-oftThe USACE DMMPs are several vcars awav

from completion, thus necessitating interim solutions to the dredged maternial placement capacity
deficit.:

2.1.354e State of Maryland Strategic Plan for Dredged Material Management — 1996

—The results of the DNPOP activities formed the basis for and have been incorporated into the
State of Maryland Strategic Plan for Dredged Material Management (MPA 1996). The
Strategic Plan is supported by a formal statement of cooperation among several state and Federal
agencies to assure full opportunity for review of each proposed dredged material placement site
without pre-judgment and with recognition that each placement action would need to be
considered in compliance with applicable laws and regulations (MDOT 1996a). Signatories that
affirmed support for the State of Maryland’s effort to establish a balanced, long-term,
environmentally sound, dredged material placement plan included the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS);; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region III;; National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)::
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE);; Maryland Department of Natural Resources
(DNR):; USACE (CENAB & CENAP), and Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT).

—The State of Maryland Strategic Plan contains the following elements:

e Expanded use of open-water placement sites in the immediate vicinity of Pooles
Island.

¢ Raising the north cell dike system at the Hart-Miller Island Dredged Matenal
Containment Facility.

2-10
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e Restoring Poplar Island (Phase I: 640 acres) by beneficial use of dredged material.

e Reactivating the CSX and Cox Creek Ceontainment Facility cells.

e Establishing open-water sites for near-term placement of dredged material.

e Constructing a new upper Bay containment island with a beneficial use component.
All of the above elements are in the planning phase, construction phase, or have been completed.

The DNPOP Bay Enhancement Phase II Working Group (BEP II), in response to program
management guidance from the Management and Executive Committees and the MPA, held a
series of meetings in 1995 to evaluate and rate placement sites for consideration by the DNPOP
Committees and the MPA (DNPOP: 1995x.x.x.Xx.x). These deliberations included open-water
placement options that were subsequently advanced as candidate sites to satisfy the open-water
placement eption-component of the State of Maryland Strategic Plan for Dredged Material
Management.

On March 15, 1995, the multi-diseiphnary-and-rault-organizational BEP Il wWorking Group
recommended to-the Manacement-Committee-further study of Site 104 and nine other options

(BEP 1I. 1995x) to the Management Committee. On August 2, 1995, based on BEPII Working
Group findings, the Management Committee determined that an accelerated program would be
needed to address the impending dredged material placement deficit. The Management
Committee also determined-and that institutionally constrained options (e.g., raising the HMI
dikes, Sparrows Point beneficial use project, use of the Deep Trough), needed to be reconsidered
(MPA; 1995x). The matter was referred to the Executive Committee thatwhich, in response,
initiated accelerated action that led to establishment of the State of Maryland’s Strategic Plan for
Dredged Material Management.

In December 1995, at the direction of the Executive Committee, the BEP_II Working Group
prepared a special report for further consideration of certain placement options. The BEP 11
Working Groupthat provided consensus-based preliminary implementation plans including
NEPA requirements for specificed placement options including the area defined as the Deep
Trough and Site 104. The BEP I Working Group noted that CENAB was performing surveys to
determine potential capacity of Site 104, and that an EIS would be necessary for implementation

(BEP 11, 1995x).

DNPOP activities, with respect to the open-water placement component of the State’s plan, were
subsequently directed away from the Deep Trough in response to a policy decision by the
Governor. The BEP Il Working Group then held a series of meetings to assist in the
identification and ranking of open-water placement sites.

The BEP _II Working Group recommended to the Management Committee in February 1996 that
Site 104 merited fe+fast-track investigation due to the potentially available capacity and

'I.
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immediate need (BEP 11, 1996x). The Working Group assisted with the scoping of necessary

environmental studies for the EIS.

A meeting was held on April 22, 1996 to identify, characterize on the basis of technical merit,

and conduet a prioritization of prospective upper B
eomponent of the State’s plan._The working group

ay placement sites to meet the open-water
reviewed and updaiced the group’s sereening

criteria, tesulting in 21 ranking paranieiers that were used to estimate option suitability (Box 2-

6). The Working Group identified the better of the

available open-water sites and then ranked

Site 104, along with Site 171 (Swan Point West) and Worton Point Open-yajgr,fgr further study.

The working group reeognized that the Worton Poi
capaeity, but reluetanth=ineluded it to provide a mg
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the merits of open-water sites. Beeause the Workiniz Group was RathbRel l sus
recommendation, the eroup used a “foreed ranking|’ techpique to develop a numerigal seore that
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in turn was used to prioritize the three options. Thi appro@agh P45 TERORERCophn-
the Management Committee on April 24, 1996 (BHPyk ; t sites which had been previously proposid

The Management Committee-whieh aceepted Site
(MPA, 1996x). On April 29, 1996, the Executive {
the open-water placement option for the State of M|

Management. The-MPA-thenrequested-that MES
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Plan for Dredged Material Management was formajl$-anfisuieet bpssenaniut.

Parris Glendening in September 1996 (MDOT; 19¢
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)- Bathymetry‘hydrography relative to placement
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2.1.64:4 Site 104 Public Outreach Committee

=lin March 1997, the Marvland Department of Trat

. Hydrodynamic etfects
e Geotechnical factors

¢ Construction materials
e Groundwater

hsporfpuminvastahlishediibeSitd b04Bubitd

Qutreach Committee (Box 2-7). The objeettve was

te provathe gubiwanized means to provide a

forum for sharing information about the proposed
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asencies, representatives of county governments, a
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e Fishing activity — commercial and recreational
e Recreauonal activity (less fishing)

e Cultural resources

e Marine safety

e Institutional factors

e Public and commumity mterests

¢ Placement and transportation costs

e Time required to implement

Source: MES, |

e Living resources: rare, threatened or endangered spgcies
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2.2 SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

A wide range of placement options are being considered for-the-purpeses-of-providingtarge-
sealenear-term-dredeed material placement-options-on the scale needed to meet the placement
needs effor the Statenavigation infrastrueturechannels in Marvland serving the Port of Baltimore.

References used to gather information on the alternatives included. among others, the
engineering report for the selection and preliminary design of a large-scale containment facility
(Green and Trident, 1970), MPA Master Plan (MPA 1990), DNPOP meeting documentation
from the BEP II Working Group, MES project files for supplemental reconnaissance work on
several beneficial use options, and-the MDOT-MPA Prefeasibility Study for the Upper Bay
Island Placement Sites Long Term Placement Option, January 1998. and a case study of
beneficial use in the upper Chesapeake Bay (Hamons and Young, 1999).

work i progressto-implernent-a-coneept BOX 2-7
W@Hﬁ#ﬁﬁ{w SITE 104 PUBLIC OUTREACH COMMITTEE
ol dredued-material-as-an-economie Chesapeake Bay Foundation

Delegate Wheeler Baker

FeSOUTEE 15 -Stieh-option: _!“m Bot h.EtS Delegate Ronald Guns
beetrexpressed-by-several-privateparties Delegate Mary Roe Walkup
Fe&a%ﬁ%&ﬁ%&bﬂ%&—ﬁ%ﬁﬂ%ﬁ Kent County Commissioners
commercial-factlitiesorsitesfor-dredsed Marvland Department of the Environment
_Tl-— T]_ = el ol T Maryland Environmental Service
. T AR ; i =~ _ Marvland Department of Natural Resources
WH}WWW Marvland Port Administration
Hromaton—Ineeneral- CENAB-and-the Maryland Watermen's Association

MP A are-precluded-orconstratned by-thew Office of Congressman Wavne T. Ggilchrest

Queen Anne’s County Comimissioners
State Senator Walter Baker

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
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Alternatives forte dredged material placement at—S%te—J@-/l—o@nillion cubic vards of scdiments
dredeed from the approach channels in the upper Bay are pi%ﬁedsummarized in the following
sections_and presented in detail in AppendixXXAnnex E. These alternatives include other open-
water placement sites; upland placement; island creation/restoration; and beneficial uses that
typically focus on habitat creation and restoration, recycling or construction use. In addition.
placement options included combinations of viable smaller capacity options that (together) would
meet the placement need within 9 vears. The alternatives were generally derived from the results
of the MPA Master Plan initiative (MPA 1990), the Governor’s Task Force recommendations
(MDOT 1991), various DNPOP documents, and-the State of Maryland’s Strategic Plan for
Dredged Material Management (MDOTRA, 1996¢), comments on the February 1999 DEIS, and
CENAB’s review of additional possible options, some of which are currently institutionally
constrained.

2.2.1 Screening Criteria

Because the list of potential placement sites considered for short-term placement needs is so
extensive, a screening process was developed to identify a range of potential viable options for

1n depth con51deratlon and 1mpact ana1y51s M%MW%W@M&EMW

These screening criteria were developed after review of recent NEPA documents pertaming to

some other proposed actions including the Poplar Island restoration project. open-watcr
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placement sites G-East and Site 92, and the Qakland, California, deepening project. The
screening approach that was used for selecting alternatives for the Oakland EIS (CITATION)

provided a logic-based, straightforward approach that was adapted for use in this RDEIS—Fhe

o 4T —The criteria considered were
developed based on CENAB’s prellmmary assessment of prmc1pa1 environmental and economic
factors, dredging need, and implementation potential. Most screening criteria had to be met in

order for a placem/eéu B-Etio be considered as a realistic -serious-option-falternative) to provide
[ cy of placement capacity-speetfied-by-the-State-of Maryland-s

e o for the projected dcﬁc1t in capacity over the
next 9 vears. CENAB's estimate ofthe dredeing need is presented in Section XXXXXXXX.
MMWWWWM%%WWM&%MW
options-that-(tocether)-wotld-meet-the short-term-placement-need-within 9-years.—Placement Is
projected to occur in up to 5 vears during this period. This variable time frame was selected
because it is not possible to predict when the Congress will authorize and appropriate funds for
new work dredeing projects. Presently, four placement cyclcs are contemplated. The actual
number of placement vears may vary, and would be addressed during operations as necessary and

appropriate for whatever altcrnative or alternatives arc approved and implemented.

Screening Criteria:

1. Dredging Need—The proposed placement option (whether it be a single optionsite or
combination of mujtiple ?%_ller capacity optionssites) has the potential to provide
approximately to ,L84ncy of placement capacity to meet at least haH50 percent of the
sheﬁ—%em%—placement deficit need-to-which-the-proposedactionisdirectedbctween now and
20 I

2. Real Estate—The property owner is willing or has indicated a willingness to accept dredged |
material.

3. Preliminary Environmental Suitabilitv—Preliminary evaluations, based upon existing |
information (outlined in Section 2.1.3), indicated that environmental impacts at the site are
probably not significant enough to preclude the site from use.

4. Infrastructure Considerations—Infrastructure is in place, or expected to be in place, net
later-than-October 151999 in sufficicnt time to cnable-for the placement ahemnative-to-be
avatlable- option to receive dredged material when the capacity is needed. Infrastructure

includes dikes, docking facilities, access channels, and berms, where applicable.




Institutional Constraints—OR{BThere is a reasonable prospect that any institutional
constraint (e.g. statute preventing site development or placement, CERCLA hability, ete.)
that would otherwise preclude use of a placement alternative could be resoived or removed as
an impediment not later than six months prior to the first planned placement, This planning
factor is necessary because of lead times required for dredging contracting. Alternatively,
with regard to using a combination of sites, the institutional constraint for the first ean be
resolved or removed no later than six months prior to the first planned placement and the
constraints for each subsequent site can be removed prior to the previous site reaching

capacity.

6. Economic Viabilitv—The cost for using the placement alternative can be feasibly borne by
the Federal and local projeet sponsors under existing rules. and regulations, exeept that no
option would be screened out solely on the basis of cost if sereening factors 1 through 5
would otherwise result in the option being considered an alternative to the proposed action;

6:7. Environmental Trade-Offs—UUse of the placement alternative may either potentially
provide a net environmental improvement with respect to existing conditions and/or avoid or
substantially reduce any of the significant environmental impacts of a potential placement
activity.

2.2.2 Rationale for Screening Criteria.

2.2.2.a —Dredging Need. The placement action proposcd by the MPA on behalf of the State of
Maryland is based on the MPA's assessment of dredging needs. The MPA projection is updated
at lcast annually and is based on historical averages for maintenance dredging and dredging
envineering projections for sediments that would need to be dredged for improvements as
modificd based on prevailing conditions. Changes in need are refleeted in the State’s projections
as ehanuesthey occur. CENAB made its own assessment of projected needs, consistent with the
fifty-vear planning window uscd by the USACE, including contingencies to aceount for changes
in excess of average conditions.

MPA-Dredsed Material Planning. As reported by Hamons and Young (1999), ‘The MP.A nses u
20-vear, forvard-looking plunning window for managing dredeged material. . . . Plunning data
arc continually updated to reflect changes in actual or projected dredging needs. The long-term
planning approach allows for consideration of the magnitnde of the dredging need. dredging
needs bevond the 20-vear window: time needed to advance placement projects from concept
through implementation; prospective environmental conditions; changes in teclinology (for
dredeing, placement, ships. and intermodal transportation); aud, associated implications 1o
dredeed material management, port infrastructure requirements and port competitiveness. A
lonoer planning horizon moves bevond what can be reasonably managed. except for
implementation options that begin within the 20-vear window.” The MPA planning approach
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acknowledues the potential for supplemental dredging needs but does not include a speeific
contingeney for increased dredging requircments such as might result from abnormal shoaling
resulting from episodic storms with long return periods. Because the MPA planning approach
docs not include a formal contingency, when additional maintcnance dredging is required or an
infrastrueture need is identified, the MPA must inerease the dredging need above that which has

been previously projected—The MPA's dredsinsneed projections-are-therefore by-desten

biihe cceivad byl - 1S issued o

CENAB Dreduine Need Projection. CENAB analvzed the State of Maryland’s Strategy for
Dredecd Material Management and current dredging necd projections provided by the MPA.
CENAB then prepared the-Bistriet'san estimate of dredging needs over the USACE fifty-vear
planning window. CENAB’s assessment included a 10 percent contingency to account for
unanticipated dredging needs, such as eenddmay result from major storm events, per the
following discussion and analysis.

Dredging need increased by XX percent in 1996 as a result of increased sediment loading caused
by a combination of snow melt from major winter storms, rainfall which exacerbated snow melt
and runoff, and resulting freshets from the Susquehanna River which transported the sediments
to the upper Bay. Fifteen million tons of sediment were delivered to the Chesapeake Bay during
the January 1996 flood event (one ton of sediment is approximately equivalent to one cubic vard
of ehannel sediment). This is about 16 times the annual sediment loading of the Bay from the
Susquehanna River (the scoured river basins would be filled in about 5 to 6 vears){Langland,
1998). The actual quantity of sediment dredgced from the southern half of the northern approach
channels between the Sassafras River and Pooles Island increased by 60 percent, from a recent
annual averace of 1.2 mcy to 2.0 mev (unpublished CENAP data). (Thc reeent annual average
has decreased somewhat from historical averages. Except for the 1996 flood event. this decrease
is belicved to be related to drought eonditions which have resulted in lower than normal inflow
from the Susgquehanna River and fewer winter storms during the same period.) The actual
quantllv ofsedlmcnt dredged from the Brcwerton Extension increased from an annual average of
XX mev to XX micy, an increase of XX Dereent (Unpublished CENARB data).

Although it is not possiblc to make a direct correlation between added sediment loads from the
Susquehanna River and shoaling rates, the data do support an approximation of cause and eftect.
In the cited example, the overall increase in drcdomv nced that oecurred following the flood
event was XX mey, or approximately XX percent of the additional sediment loading. The
decreasing holding capacity of the Conowingo Dam on the lower Susquehanna River has
increased the potential for increased sedimentation from future events of similar or greater
macnitude. Furthermore. on average, several million tons or more of sediment could flow
annuallv into the upper Bay from the Susquehanna River once the basin behind the Conowingo
Dam is at cquilibrium, that is, onee full sediment-storage capacity is reached. Equilibrium eould
occur as soon as 17 to 20 vears (Langland; 1998; Seav: 1995). The magnitude of sediment
dischargc following equilibrium can only be roughly estimated, and would be affeeted by flood
events as well as by effort to reduce erosion and scdimentation in the watershed (Seay: 1995).
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The annual loading will vary according to environmental conditions, and cquilibrium could be
delayed as the result of scouring from another major flood during the next 20 vears.
Substantially larger than average sediment loads could result from major flood events within the
watershed (Langland; 1998; Seay: 1995). For example, Tropical Storm Agnes in Jung 1972
resulted in the discharge of 33 million tonms of suspended sediment in a one-week period. This
quantity was equivalent to the sediment input of 30 average years. Of this quantity, about 75
percent was deposited in the northernmost 28 miles of the Bay. The deposit averaged about 20
centimeters thick. Another 11 million tons of sediment were discharged as a result of Hurricane
Eloise in September 1975 (SEAY; 1995). Abnormally high sediment loadings resulting from
flood events would increase the potential for shoaling of upper Bay shipping channels, including
the Brewerton Extension which is especially prone to shoaling from freshets because of its
perpendicular orientation relative to the current flow. Based on the preceding data and analysis, a
contingency of 10 percent is reasonable to approximate prospective increased needs for which a
precisc prediction is not possible.

The CENAB analy51s of dredging needs is included as Appendix XY. [HERE INSERT A
SUMMARY OF THE CENAB DREDGING NEED ASSESSMENT] Based on CENAB's
assessment of the need with contingency requirements, up to XX mey could potentially be-need
to be dredged during the 9 vear placement window considered in this RDEIS. Furthermore, any
capacity not used resultinefromdue to changes in new work or reduced maintenance dredging
prejeetswould still be necded within the 50-year USACE planning window.

In consideration of its dredging need assessment, CENAB determined that the MPA’s projection
of @}ncy [understates/approximates/overstates? — text depends upon CENAB needs
analysis. Remaining text presumes an understated need] the prospective dredeinge need. This
conclusion is supported by the fact that MPA's projection does not include a contingency.
Furthcrmore, the MPA’s 1996 projection of an (I'Q(ncx need did not include the quantity of
suitable sediment that would have to be reprogrammed from placement at Hart-Miller Island to
allow for improvements to berthing infrastructure needed to support the next generation of
container ships. The MPA’s current projection also do not include any allowance for increased
sedimentation from the Susquehanna River, although the sediment basin behind the Conowingo
Dam is likely to fill in during the period. CENAB also determined that more than one alternative
miteht be needed to provide for the unimet dredeing placement need over the next 9 vears. In
order to mect this need, a large-scale alternative or multi-option eombination-ofalternative will
be needed.

Based on the preceding analysis and the scale of the unmet placement need, the principal
alternative {or combination of smaller options) should be capable of satisfving a major portion of
that nced. CENARB believes that in order to make a serious reduction in the placement deficit, at
least 50 percent of the need should be agcogmmodated by the principal alternative that 1s selected.
In order to meet 100 percent of the 48 r{@yrneed. a combination of alternatives may ultimately
may be necded.—Furthermmore- lin applying need criteria for screening purposes, consideration
was given to the fact that, with respect to use aof a specific placement site, the substitution of
sediments dredged from one location for sediments dredeed from another would not. by itself.
reduce the delicit in placement capacity that is bemng addressed through this RDEIS.
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2.2.2.b —Real Estate. The USACE requires that the local sponsor provide all real estate needed
for placecment projcets. However, in order to determine whether or not a placement option is
realistic as an alternative, it is necessary to make a preliminarv determination as to whether or not
sufficicnt rcal estate would be available so as to allow implementation of the alternative.

Although condemmnation of propcrty is within the Statc’s prerogauves, thc CENAB does not
assumc that condemnation actions would be taken or successful.

2.2.2.c —Preliminarv Environmental Suitability. Considerable information is available about
ccrtain placcment options. A number of options havc been subjeeted to one or more sereening
processes. Sufficient information is available to determine if there are speecific environmental

conditions that would make a spccific option unaceeptablc. /9 20 - /f 8/(‘—- (/ 7 76/1/21‘

2.2.2.d —Infrastructure Considerations. Infrastructurefequirements vary significantly by type of
placement option and project-spccific conditions. ,Ph/vsical structures arc required for many
placement options, for example, the perimetel,cf/ke svstcm at the Hart-Miller Island Dredged
Matcrial Containment Facility and the Pop,kf Island Environmental Restoration Projeet. The
Hart-Miller Island project took )\)\ yeaps/from concept to completion of construction. The
Poplaer Island restoration project was conceived by-prior to release of the final report of the
Governor’s Task Foree on Dredged Material Management in Fcbruary 1991 (MDOT, 1991).
Formal planning for the project began in mid-1992. A prefeasibility report was completed in
May 1994 (MES, 1994b). A comprehensive feasibility and design study was complcted in 19XX
(CITATION). Construction is projected for completion in 2001. Thus, a total of some 10 ycars
will have passed from concept to completion of thc island enclosurc and full readiness to reccive
drcdged sediments. Therefore, placement options need to be screened to determine whether or
not the needcd infrastructure can reasonably be expceted to be completed in sufficient time to
allow use of the option when needed.

from-a-total cost-perspective-an-upper-thresheld-of250%of-the-cirrent-hich-cost-option

2.2.2.e —Institutional Constraints. Various placcment options havc institutional constraints that
may preclude their use. These constraints include certain State laws that are directed to specific
placement options and locations. lack of remediation-standards for uncxploded ordnancc, and
liability issues also associated with unexploded ordnance. For the purposes of determining
whether an option is realistic [rom an institutional constraint perspective, there is no indication
that UXO institutional constraints would be rcsolved within the timeframe addrcssed by this
RDEIS. Inasmuch as the State is considering a number of placement islands that lic within or
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partially within 5 milcs of the Har(-Miller-Plcasure Island Chain, CENAB did not applv the State -
statutc that prohibits construction of a containment facility within 5 miles of the chain in
Baltimore County (CITA’I’ION) The Statc law that prohbits placement in the area defined as
the “Deep Trough” was applied inasmuch as the Maryland Gener al Asseimbly has given no
indication of willingncss to consider a modification to this statute (CITATION).

2.2.2.f —Prcliminary Economic Viability. Cost is a fundamental, but not exclusive, component
of federal decision making. The U.S. Code of Federal Regulations requires sclection of the least
cost. environmentally acceptable altemative [CITATION]. An exception can occur for higher
cost, environmentally acecptable alternatives where the local sponsor is willing to fund all or a
pomon ofthe mcrememal costs in excess of the ]east cost environmentally acceptable

......

p]acemcnt allcrnatl\ es varies grcatlv by tvpe of project and ]ocatlon. The ]oca] sponsor's cost
share requirement can vary significantly depending upon alternative-specific conditions, location
of the alternative, prospective funding sources and funding criteria, the “base plan™ used by the
USACE for cost-share calculations. and other factors, including incremental costs_that are solely
the responsibility of the local sponsor. N;,;cm'z{ e |jlom _per oS T 7
(U/nS\
For the purposes of determining wh/ thm an option isrealistic from a cost perspective, both unit
cost (that 1s, cost per cubic yard] and total cost-dre issues. However, unit cost provides a
rcasonablc mcasure for comparative analysis among the various placement options, and was used
for screening purposes. An upper threshold of 200% of the highest unit cost for an actual
placement project for the Port of Baltimore, rounded up to the next dollar, was used. Currently,
the highest unit cost option is Poplar Island at $11 per cubic yard. Therefore, the upper threshold
used for screening purposes was calculated to be $22 [CENAB PLEASE VERIEY]. In
applving this criteria, an option that would have bcen screened out solely on the basis of cost was
nevertheless carried forward for consideration as an alternative if sereening factors 1 through S
would otherwise have resulted in its sclcetion as an alternative.

2.2.2.g¢ —Environmental Tradeoffs. The sixth scventh serccning criteria was included to
recognize potential benefits of a site that might compensate for environmental etherflaws
deficiencics identified. For example, a site may be deemed too costly for development under
normal conditions but the potential benefits may compensate by providing significant habitat
preservation, enhancement, or creation.

2.2.23 Application of Screening Criteria to Alternatives

As the first step in the screening process_of alternatives for this document, an analysis of cach
altermative was developed and is included in AppendixsxxAnnex E. tThe screening criteria
(identified above) were applied to each siteplacement option. The results are summarized in
Table 2-1 fEA-ADD-FABLE] and the criteria are keyed to the numbers presented in Section
2.2.1. Each site was assigned a designation of 0 (meets criteria), X (doesn’t meet criteria). In
many cases of site availability, the site was designated with a “P” indicating that the state would
consider accepting material pending issuance of a water quality certification. The information
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used to derive the screening designation are-is summarized in Table 2-2 {EA-ADD TABLE} and
detailed (by site) in Sections 2.2.3 and 2.2.4. Allsites listed in Table 2-1 are detatted addressed
in the following sections based upon their viability as an alternative-for-Site-+04. A series of
locator maps displaying the site locations by placement type are available for reference (Figures
2-2 through Figure 2-7). Section 2.2.4.a.5 explores the option of combining several smaller sites
to meet the 15 to 18 mcy sheri-temmr-placement reed quantity.

2.2.23.a —Non-Viable Options. The following options arc asscssed in AppendbXXAnncx
E and were found to be not viable as an alternative to the proposed action. However, options
denoted by an asterisk had sufficient potential to be considered in combination with certain other
options. Non-suitability of an option for consideration as an alternative in this RDEIS does not
neeessarily mean that a particular option is not or could not eventually become suitable at some

future date. However, the screening that was performed in Appendix-XXAnncx E resulted in a
determination that they were not suitable as an alternative to the proposed action.

TABLE 2-1 NON-VIABLE OPTIONS

Beneficial Use 849 e Rocky Point
e APG Beneficial Usc 850 e Sollers Point
e  APG upland upland-sites 851 Sparrews-Point
e Artificial Reefs (small to medium 852 e Swan Point Peninsula

scale)* 853 e  Thoms Cove/Hawkins Point
e Barren Island restoration 854 e Worton Point Beneficial Use
¢ Bodkin Island* 855 e Innovative use of dredged material
e Bodkin Point 856
C&DCanal Upland-Sites 857 Open Water
e FEastern Neck National Wildlife 858

Refuge 859 e Pooles Island Open Water
e Davis Tract 860 e  DeepTroushSitc 170b
e  Grove Neek 861 e Tolchester S-Turn Channel
HawkinsPoint 862
e Holland Island (small-scale)* 863 Containments
¢ Holland Island (large-scale) 864 e Bay Bridge Airport
e Holly Neck Farm 865 e Hart-Miller Island north cell
e James Island 866 Hart-MillerIsland south-celd
e Parsons Island* 867 Cox-Creek—econtainmentfactlity
e Poplar Island Phase | 868 e Masonville
e Poplar Island Phase 11 869

¢-  Queenstown

The following non-viable options from the preceding list either received considerable attention tn
the public comments on the firstdraftFebruary 1999 DEIS, could potentially be environmentally
acceptable but for an institutional constraint (denoted by a double asterisk). or both. They are
discussed in the main text along with the rcasons why they were found to.be not suitable for
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consideration as an alternative to the proposed action or as a component of a multi-option
alternative.

TABLE 2-2 NON-VIABLE OPTIONS WHICH RECEIVED SIGNIFICANT PUBLIC
COMMENT-—DEIS

Hart-Miller Island south cell** 889 APG upland**

‘Hart-Millcr Island north cell** 890 Sparrows Point**

Cox Creck containment facility 891 Eastern Neck Wildlife Refuee
C&D Canal upland sites 892 James Island

Beneficial Use (general concept) 893 [Innovative use of dredged material
Poplar Island Phase | 894 Pooles Island open water

Poplar Island Phase 11 895 Deep Trough**

APG beneficial use**

2.223.b —Viable-Alternatives.- The options shown in the following catevories survived the
scrcening process that was applicd in Appendix2>axAnnex E and werc detepnined-to-be
viabledesionated by CENARB as aliernatives for consideration in this RDEIS:

No action

Open-water sites (Site 104, Site 171 open water, Worton Point open water, Shad Battery
Shoal, Ocean Placement)

Existing sitc (none — see preceding discussion)

New containment options (Cex-Creek—Hart-Miller Island new cell)

Beneficial use (Poplar Island wetland cell conversion to upland, Poplar Island footprint
expansion, Holland IslandJamesisland)

Island placement site (Pooles Island area, Tolchester West, Site 168, Site 170, Site 171)
Combination of smaller sies options
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2.2.3 NON-VIABLE OPTIONSAernatives |5 1

[ INSERT NUMBER] of placement options were considered in determining which werc suitable
for considcration as practicable alternatives for the placement oﬁ S/Imcy of dredged matenal.
Appendix>XAnnex E presents detail about each of the o‘pvt*ions%d applies the screening eriteria
and rationale described in Section 2.2.X. [INSERT NUMBER] of options passed through the
initial screening and were carried forward to this chapter for characterization as altcrnatives.
[INSERT NUMBER] of options did not screen successfully as options. (S'ome of these received S
considerable attention in the public comments on the first draft EIS, could potentially be
environmentally acceptable but for an institutional constraint. or bot—thoth categornies are further
discussed in this section in responsc to public interest in them or because they would have becn
considered alternatives had not institutional constraints made their further consideration

impractical.
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2.3.1 Hart-Miller Island Dredsed Material Containment Facility

HMI is an existing state-owned and operated confincd placement facility (Figure 2-6) Hart-Miller
Island is located in the Upper Chesapeake Bay-atthe-entrance-to-the BaecklRiver. The site 1s
approximately 14 miles due cast of Baltimore Citv, near the mouth of Back River in Baltimore
County. Imitial construction of the placement site began in 1981 and was concluded in December
of 1983. HMI covers 1140 acres and has approximately 6 miles of dike. It is oval shaped and is
approximately 2 miles long by 1 mile wide.

-The facility has received maintenance sediments dredged annually from Baltimore Harbor and
the approach channcls since 1984. Sediments from the Inner Harbor arca are considered to be
contaminated and are required by the Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) to be placed in a
containment I‘ucilily,‘l_?)r within the Inner Harbor, | The facility has also received sediments from
the 50-foot channel deepening project, as well as smaller volumes of dredeed sediments from
state, local. and private channcl Thaintcnance projccts.

New woRe ad

The sand dikes were originally constructed to an clevation of +5.5 m (+18 ft) above MLW, a
width of 164 ft at MLLW, with 3 horizontal (H) to 1 vertical (V) outer slopes, and 3H:1V inner
slopes. The dike has a 20-foot-widc roadbed on top. The side slopes are proiccted by a
revetment consisting of filter cloth on the sand dike. covered by a laver of gravel., which is in turn
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covered by a layer of riprap weighing/up to 8,500 pounds per stone along the sides exposed to the /
Chesapecake Bay. The original +18 fl MLW hieh dikes were raised an additional 3.1 m (10 ft) to

a height of +8.5 m (+28 ft) above MLW during the summer and fall of 1‘)(88 to provide additional

. N . 5 . /
capacity for the expedited comp]etld f the 50-foot deepening project. “The 1140-acre oval

placement site holds approximatel\,’(@ )ncy of dredeed material to an elevation of 7.6 m (25 fl).
The +8.5 m (+28 f1) raised portion o?t/he dike has 2H:1V outer slopes, 3H:1V inner slopes. with

a 10-fi-wide road bed on top. The site is divided into two cells, a North Cell (approximately 800

acres) and a South Cell (approximately 300 acres).-
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2.3.2 Beneficial Use (General Concept)

A concept that has gained eonsiderable popularity is the usc of suitable dredged sediment as a
natural and economie resource rather than as a byproduct of dredging that has traditionally been
treated as a wastc stream. although most dredged material docs not classify as contaminated
sediments (NRC; 1989, 1994, 1997). The practical application of the beneficial use eoncept was
mtroduced to the Chesapeake Bay as early as the mid-1970s by the USACE. A few small-seale
marsh restoration and oyster reef creation projects were undertaken (Garbarino et- al.; 1994.
NRC, 1994). The possibility of using dredeed material as an cconomic resource was studicd for
application in the Port of Baltimore in 1974 (Weston; 1974) and then again in the mid-1980s
(Kiddc Consultants; 1984, 1986). Although thesc earlier initiatives proved impractical at the
time, the concept of using dredeed material as a resource has continued to be of interest to the
USACE, MPA. natural resourcc agencies. and the public (Hamons and Young= 1999).
Expanding from small-scale demonstration projects to large-scale application was proposed as a
way to resolve the Port of Baltimore’s placement needs in a manner that would contribute to
Chesapeake Bay restoration efforts (MDOT; 1991). It was also thought that the beneficial use
coneept would help overcome longstanding controversy about dredged material management.
/ }0
Moving the benefieial use econcept into practical applieation for the navigation infrastructure
scrving the Port of Baltimore has proven very difficult, including the 11111)]@1_611t3110n of the
Poplar Island restoration project. That projcct will have taken over XX yéars to advance from
concept to completion of construction, whieh is projected for 2001. Over the past decade, over 35
beneficial use projects have been proposed for locations in the upper Bay that would use dredged
material as a natural resource. With the exccption of Poplar Island, none of these options has
been capable of implementation. Hamons and Young (1999) documented the results of the
continuing efforts to find bencficial use projects capable of obtaining the support nccessary for
implementation and identified reasons why more beneficial use projeets have not been

implcmented.

Linking the beneficial use concept to specific sites focnses attention on site-
specific environmenial, social and economic tradeoffs that. in most cases, work
individually or collectively: against project acceptabilinn. Conversion of habitat
[from one fonn to another, especially fisheries habitat, has becn a major factor in
determining whether or not the environmental valne that would be gained would
i turn justify modifications to existing site conditions (Hamons and Young;

1999).

A number of beneficial usc options were screened as possible alternatives for this RDEIS. as
discussed in section 2.2.2. Most were found to be not suitable as either standalone alternatives or
as a component of a combined options alternative. as discussed in Appeadix2xAnnex E and
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further discussed in the following subsections for specific beneficial use options. Some
beneficial use options screened successfully as possible options to the proposed action, and were
included as alternatives in Section 2.4. No options were screened-out as possible alternatives
solely on the basis of cost. Nevertheless, cost is a mandatory consideration in determining the
least cost, environmentally acceptable option, as discussed in Section 2.2. Beneficial use projects
are. in general, notenly-mere-expensive pereubie-vardutilized-than-substantially more expensive
than more traditional placement options-but-have-usualy-beensubstantialy-more-expensive.

The cost factor makes large-scale beneficial use projects extremely difficult to implement,
because the fedcral bencficial use authority provided by Section 204 of the XXXXX is directed
to small-scale projects. For example, despite widespread support for the Poplar Island project, it
took special legislation by the U.S. Congress in order to obtain sufficient funding for the project,
which greatly exceeded the $15 million annual national cap on normal funding of federal
beneficial use projects. Except for the Poplar Island project, Section 204 funds have not been
appropriated to the maximum annual amount and are competed for nationally. The beneficial use
options that were screened as possible alternatives ranged in cost from tens of millions to
hundreds of millions of dollars more than the proposed action, as discussed in Appendix
2xAnnex E. Although the beneficial use concept continues to enjoy popular and institutional
conceptual support, each beneficial use option was considered on its own merits as to whether or
not it could scrvc as a practical alternative to the proposed action.

2.3.53 —Poplar Island Restoration Project

Island restoration sites using dredged material are placement areas created by constructing a
phvsical structure to enclose an estuarine or marine arca on the sitc of existing or previously
cxisting islands. Poplar Island, like many islands in the Chesapeake Bav, has been severely
croded. It was determined that island restoration/crcation could be an idcal solution to the
dredged material management problem facing the Port of Baltimore. The eroup of islets known
as Poplar Island arc located in the upper middle Chesapeakc Bayv, approximately 34 nautical
miles southeast of the Port of Baltimore and 2 miles northwest of Tilghman Island, Talbot
Counmy, Marvland (Figure 2-7).

Through the cooperative efforts of many statc and Federal agencies, as well as privatc
organizations, a project has been developed to reconstruct Poplar Island to its approximate size in
1847. This will-beis being accomplished using elean suitable dredged material from the
approach channels that are part of the Baltimore Harbor and Channels Federal navigation project.
Although Poplar Island is farther from some of the arcas nceding maintenance, the additional
costs were offsct by the significant beneficial use outputs of the project. The accepted restoration
plan. when fullv implementcd, would create a 1,100-acre dredged matcrial placement area within
a 35,000-foot perimeter dike. The area would then be filled with elean suitable dredged material
obtained from pertodic maintenance dredging of Federal navigation approach channels that serve
the Port of Baltimore. The site can then be developed into low and high marsh wetlands and
uplands. The planned placement capacity of this island restoration 1s 38 mcy.

CENARB is considering the application of an innovative technique to prepare the restoration
project to receive dredeed material. The concept being considered is enhanced dewatering ol the
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placement cells and drying and consolidation from the existing mud line up. This will involve
continual pumping of the cell to keep it drv once initially dewatered. In theory, this approach
could result in a reduction of pore water in the bottom sediments. The associated consolidation
might nominally lower the bottom elevation, thereby increasing eell volume to a limited extent.
Any increase in foundation strength that might result eould potentially allow an increase in dike
height. The principal reason for advance dewatering is to allow installation of underdrains in the
cells to aid in the dewatering of the first several placements of dredged material. The underdrain
system is anticipated to decrease markedly in capability following the first two placement cyeles
as the fine grained material clogs. and in effect, seals the underdrains. The additional capacity
that might be vained cannot be effectively predicted. As the cell elevation is below the
surrounding water level, the ability to keep it dewatered will depend upon environmental weobf
conditions encountered. Extremely wet conditions would reduce the potential effectiv cpc(of
this approach. Additionally, there have been additional requests_for use of Poplar Md for the
placement of suitable dredged material, including material from the proposedMson Bridge
reconstruction project. Decisions on these requests are pending. Therefore. it is not clear
whether any of the additional capacity that might be ¢ained from the innovative approach
discussed above would actually be available for sediments from the approach channels to the
Port of Baltimore. For these reasons. the potential for increased capaeity through enhaneced
dewatering techniques is not included in capacity estimates for Poplar Island Phases 1 and 1l.
CENARB could address any substantial inerease in capacity through a supplemental EIS, if
circumstances warrant.

2.3.53.a  Phase 1. Construction of the Phase 1 Poplar Island project (670 acres. 19 mey) began
in mid-1998 and the dike svstem will be ready for inflow operations in 1999 2000. The current
placecment capacity for the site has already been designated for uses other than those proposed for
Site 104. Annual capacity at Poplar Island is limited because of it’s environmental restoration,
conslruction, and operation schedule. It is currently planned to accept 3 million cubic vards in €
the Year 2000 and 2 million cubic yards in Years 2001 and 2002. Afier that, it will be limited to
1.5 mcy annually. Because Poplar Island has an annual maximum designed placement capacity
limit of 2 mev (bevond which the site may not meet its environmental restoration specifications),
additional materials cannot be placed in this site without adversely affect restoration objectives or
reducing the potential capacity of the upland component of the project due to trapping of water in
succcssive sediment lavers. Consequently. Poplar Island can not provide the capacity for the
near-term shortfall that necessitates considering the Proposed Action.
Zool 7/‘99 0

2.3.53.b  Phasc ll. Comlruétlon ol{’Phase 11 of the Poplar Island restoration project (450 acres,

19 mcey) is projected to bC‘_\)/] n @ Two additional wetland cells are projected to be ready
for inflow operations in 1OXX) It is anticipated that the Phase II wetland cells would be filled
within three vear of initial availability. The exterior dike for this cell is planned to remain open to
the Bay for approximately XX years so as to serve as a sheltered harbor and staging area for
filline of the Phase 1 and 11 wetland cells and the Phase 1 upland cell. The Phase I upland cell
would not be available for use until the exterior dike is closed in approumatclv/]@;:X") The
Phasc 11 upland ccll capacity is estimated to be XX mey. The actual capacity mm from this
estimate depending upon how much sand is excavated for dike construction. It is am'élpdled that
there would be a more limited opportunity to increase capacity of the Phase 11 upl,zéd ccll through

2001
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enhanced dewatering because the depth and configuration of the excavated borrow area will
likely inhibit the installation of an underdrain system throughout the cell. Once the upland cell 1s
a\"nlablc it would be capable or recetving an average annual mﬂow mto it will be approximately
XX mey. Higher inflow rates are anticipated during the first X {0 Y vears of cell filling may be
possible becausc the available volume of the borrow area provides substantially more capacity
than had the cell not served as a borrow area. Once the sediment placed into the upland cell rises
above the amblcm Bay water level. the annual optimum placement potential will be reduced to a
maximum of X.X mey.

2.2.3.a.3 Swan Point Peninsula Restoration (Beneficial bse; Lpland PlacementsFastland
€ reation)

2.3.456 Aberdeen Proving Ground Beneficial Use Options

Given the laree amount of shoreline controlled by Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG) on the
western side of the upper Bay, CENAB, CENAP and the MPA have maintained a continuiny
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interest in finding opportunities for the placement of dredged material at APG. The DNROP

—The

APG-controlled area totals approximately 72,000 acres located on the northern upper-Chesapeake
Bay shoreline in Harford and Baltimore Counties. Approximately 40,000 acres consists of Bay
waters and tributaries. Of the remaining 32,000 acres, a significant percentage is either in use for
mlhtary mlssmns or is wetlands or forested areas—%-kema&afes—bemﬂ—eh&ua%eé—ha%—&he

pC ) articioating i ONPOP. . i he devel §
alternative-placement-optionsforARPG._CENAB, CENAP and the MPA have been involved in
continuing cfforts to establish placement sites within thc APG area, as discussed in the following
paragraphs. However. the interest in APG for dredged matenal management must be considered
in the context of an active military installation with important national security missions that are
the primary considerations for use of land and water areas controlled by the U.S. Army.

CENAB commissioned a major study of the potential for usc of APG upland areas for the
disposal of dredged material. The study began in 1984 and was completed in 1987 (Century
Engineering; 1987). Three technically feasible sites that would have the least environmental
impacts were 1dentified after detailed investigation of areas not affected by operating areas or
critical military missions, areas with endangered species or historical attributes, water and land
access, and areas with tidal wetlands. Detailed investication was carried out for the most
promising upland site which was located at the cnd of Abbey Point. The sitc had a potential
capacity of 2.8 mcy. Deposition of dredeed material would cover unexploded ordnance (UXO)
to a depth of some 5 to 7 feetft. It was subscquently determined that this-usc of the sitc for
dredged material placement dispesal-would severely restrict range and recovery operations. The
encieerneconswitantstudy ultimately concluded that ““. . . there is no significant acceptable
dredged material disposal area at Aberdeen Proving Ground” (Century Engineering; 1987).

The MPA Master Plan initiative from 1986 to 1990 considered a number of potential placement
sites in the APG-controllcd water area. Potential sttes were 1dentified in the vicinity of Pooles
Island, Cherry Tree Point, and Shad Battery Shoal. The Master Plan recommended use of the
then existing open-watcr sites until their capacity was exhausted, with all dredged scdiments
designated for open-water disposal thereafier being placed in the Deep Trough (MPA; 1990). In
licu of implementing the Mastcr Plan recommendations, the Maryland Governor established a
task force to develop another approach to dredeged material management, as previously discussed.

The DNPOP program has. since its inception, continued the active pursuit of placement options
within the boundarics of APG. Alternatives that have been identified and evaluated have the
potential to provide material for beneficial use projects at APG such as shoreline stabilization,
habitat restoration, and encapsulation of hazardous materials and unexploded ordnance (UXO).
APG representatives are participating in the DNPOP, and continue to discuss the development of
alternative placement options for APG.
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The Marvland Environmental Service, at the request of the MPA, prepared a multi-objective
screcning of the potcntial of four beneficial use sites for dredged material placement in support of
the C&D Deepening Study that was being performed by CENAP. Three of the sites — Weir
Point, Spry Island Shoal, and Pooles Island werc largely within the APG controlled area. The
screcning addressed endangered spccies. waterfowl, fisheries, benthos, wetlands, shallow water
habitat, colonial waterbirds, submerged aquatic vegetation, ownership and jurisdiction, and
institutional constraints (MES; 1994). The report served as a technical resource for subsequent
efforts'to find suitable placement options at APG and identified various environmental factors
and institutional constraints that would require further investigation. The possibility of
encountering munitions was identified, but was not a factor that was specifically addrcssed
during the environmental screening. The presence of UXO asis a fatal flaw for projects at APG
became apparentas-the results-of subsequent-effortstofind-placement sitesat- ARG, as discussed

in a following paragraphs.

A DNPOP working group identified 5 areas (Carroll Island, Spry Island Shoal, Graces Quarters,
Gunpowder Neck and Pooles Island) with 16 individual concepts for creating or restoring
intertidal marshes. Most of these sites are within the perimeter of APG. Many areas of APG are
in Harford County but within the five mile radius of Hart-Miller Island. Use of the sites may
require a modification of the State law that prohibits establishment of a containment facility
within 5 miles of the Hart-Miller-Pleasure Island Chain in Baltimore County. -APG, Federal and
state natural resource agencies, and commercial fisherman expressed concems regarding the
environmental and economic issues related to each of the sites. Rare, threatened or endangered
species (RTE) habitat, estuarine and palustrine wetlands, finfish nursery and spawning grounds,
and CERCLA and UXO liability issues havc all been part of the aquatic and terrestrial resources
and environmental impacts discussed regarding use of APG sites for dredged material placement.

The most significant concerns voiced related to the safety, liability, and cleanup cost for use of a
site that contains so much UXO and is currently on the National Priority List (NPL) of hazardous
waste sites, EPA Region Il advised the DNPOP program participants who were considering a
demonstration project at J-Field on Gunpowder Neck that there is no national standard for
remediation of -UXO. EPA and-stated that there are no laws or regulations specifically
addressing the liability of UXO. In ihe absence of definitive legal requirements, EPA Region 111
advised that DNPOP planning shewd-use the CERCLA legal requirements and precedents as
planning factors, including removal of UXO as the worse casc remediation requirement Thus.
any dredeed material placement project might have to be removed in order to remediate UXQO.
Furthermore, any party which constructed a projcct that later requircd UXO remediation could be
considered a Potentially Responsible Party by the EPA and, if so designated, would become
liable for the cost of removing UXO. Dueto-theseconcernss-Neither the Army Corps of
Enuineers nor the Maryland Port Administration can accept the associated risk and liability.
Thercfore, active investigation of all potential sites and configurations within the APG boundary
has been suspended from further evaluation. -attheush-the-coneepis-wil-bereconsidered-should
condivons-change—and-therefore A PG sites are not suitable as-alternatives te-the-proposed-open-
waterfor placement of dredeed material (DNPOP; 1995h).
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2.3.5 Eastern Neck Island National Wildlife Refuge

Eastern Neck Island National Wildlife Refuge is located on Maryland’s Eastern Shore at the
mouth of the Chester River. It encompasses all of Eastern Neck Island. The refuge is the
responsibility of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). The refuge was previously the

location of a small beneticial use project. The possibility of further beneficial use options at the

refuge are-hstedis considered as an option in the MPA’s DNPOP Prograni. Use of Eastern Neck

for bencficial use applications in lieu of the proposed open-water placement was advocated by a
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various public officials and private citizens. The potential of Eastern Neck Island for additional
beneficial use applications was evaluated to determine whether it could serve as an alternative to
the proposed open-water placement or as a component of a multi-option alternative.

The beneficial use application is an outgrowth of shore erosion and control measures for a
portion of the island’s western shoreline. The project was necessitated because the island was
experiencing a significant loss of acreage due to shore erosion. Five stone segmented breakwaters
were installed in 1992. The USFWS installed several sand-filled geotubes immediately southeast
of the stone breakwaters, configuring them to extend the segemented breakwater system. After
the geotubes were installed, CENAB deposited approximately 34,380 cubic vards of fing-grained
sand between the tubes and the shoreline. About 77,000 wetlands plants were planted along the
shoreline. The habitat value of the shallow water area between the breakwater system and the
shoreline has subsequently improved significantly (Gill; er- al.- 1995, Hurt; 1995).

The BEP II working group considered the potential of Eastern Neck Island in 1995. The working
group believed that although there was some potential for a small-scale beneficial use project at
the refuge, large-scale placement options were needed to meet near-term needs. Eastern Neck
Island was not considered a realistic option for meeting that nced due to the limited potential for
placement capacity. However, supplemental information was subsequently assembled for use in
DNPOP planning and was available for this RDEIS.

The refuge provides habitat for nesting bald eagles. Ddelmarva fox squirrels, and migratory
birds. There are also tidal wetlands, high value upland forest areas, diverse forage for fish, and
agricultural fields. Cultural rcsources are believed to exist within the refuge boundaries. The
southern portion of the western shoreline of the island is relatively low and dominated by fringe
marsh. This portion of the shoreline is somewhat exposed, and minimal submerged vegetation
(SAV) has been reported. Bottom conditions along the southern portion and immediately
offshore of the western shoreline appear to be similar to conditions that exisitexist in the vicinity
of the scgmented breakwaters. The success of the breakwater system and fill with fine-grained
sand suggests that a similar result could be obtained from 4 similar project to the south. A
scemented breakwater could be designed and installed, subject to suitable foundation conditions.
Such a project would preserve the general character of the area. An estimated 50,000 cy of
dredged sediments could be potentially be placed. Greater placement potential on the order of
100,000 to 200,000 cv would necessitate creating a closed dike svstem and constructing marshes
or upland. thereby substantially changing the character of the shoreline. The shallow water areas
alony the ecustern side of the island have historically supported considerable SAV and the
shoreline has considerable tidal marshes (Orth; ef- al.; 1997:, 1998). Informal coordination
resulted in a finding that the USFWS is only willing to accept material that is mostly sand for a
beneficial use project that would maintain the character of the area. Therefore, only the smaller-
scalc sand option would be considered by the agency.

The southwestern shore of Eastern Neck Island is 11 miles northeast of Site 104 by water. 1tis
approximately 4 miles greater in distance from the CENAB channels that would be dredged than
1s Sitc 104. Thc increased transportation cost which would be bome by the State would be
approximately $0.40 per cubic yard. There would be additional costs for environmental
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documentation, engineering design, site preparation/construction, mobilization and
demobilization of equipment to Eastern Neck Island, and vegetation following complction of
placement. The total cost of a beneficial use project to continue theo extend the existing
beneficial use project is estimated between $20 to $85 per cubic yard depending upon design.
construction materials, foundation conditions, and other factors. Total costs could be on the
order to $3 to S10 million. These costs are within the funding limits of Scction 204, although
funds from this source are competed for nationally.

Eastern Neck Jsland was not selected as an alternative to open-water placement because the Sinee
the-USFWS will only accept sandy material, and the materials from the channels to be dredged is
primarily fine silts and clays, and there is no practical way to separate out a minor amount of
sand that may be dredgcd. it is unlikely that the estimated 50.000 cubic yard capacity could be
used, although this capacity would likely be available within the five-ycar planned placement
window.

2.3.96 James Island

Although the Poplar Island restoration project is not vet constructed nor filled and vegetated, the

prospect that the project will ultimately be successful has stimulated interest in the possibility of
other large-scale island restoration projccts. The potential for an island restoration project at
James Island at the mouth of the Little Choptank River has been infonmally suggested to the
MPA for possible inclusion as an option in the DNPOP program, and information is being
assembled 10 provide a resource for consideration of the island’s restoration potential and
restoration options by the BEP 11 Working Group. During the course of the NEPA process for the
proposed opcn-water placement which is the subject of this RDEIS, the possibility of restoring
James Island was suggested as a possible alternative. The preliminary DNPOP information was
made available to CENAB. Additional information was developed by CENAB to aid in
dctermining whether or not restoration of James Island might effectively serve as an alternate.

The existing James Island Archipelago was formed as a result of natural proccsses of shoreline
change that affect the Chesapeake Bay region. James Island is portrayed on 18" century maps as
being connected to the mainland of Tavlors Island by a marsh. By 1847, survey data indicated
that conneetion was nearly breached. At that time, Jamecs Island consisted of about 1253 aeres of
upland and fringe marshes. Bv 1942, the two remnant islands were still connected but the
connection to Taylors Island had been breached and consisted of open-watcr. By 1994, the
rcmaining island was breached into two principal remnants consisting of a total of 106 acrcs. The
1slands today are estimatcd to be less than 100 acres. The southernmost island is separated from
Taylors Island by about a mile of shallow open-water (Stevenson and Kearney; 1996). The
remaining remnants are privately held by different parties.

The shallow waters west and north of the existing remnants provide shallow watcr habitat for
foraging. The arca is exposed and does not currently support the growth of SAV (Orth etz ul.;
1997, 1998). The bathvinetrie break between the more shallow waters and the deeper waters that
form the ancient bed of the Susquehanna River provide an cdge that is exploited 10 some extent
by sportsfishermen. There is a destgnated small natural ovster bar (14-6) of 16 acres size
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immediatelv southeast of the southernmost i1sland remnant.

The progressive erosion of James Island is believed to have contributed to increased erosion of
Dorchester County shorelines that were once in the shadow of the island complex. Oyster Cove,
located at the northsvest tip of Tavlors Island, was once enclosed on the west by the peninsula
that preceded the currcnt James Island Archipelago. This area is one of the Dorchestcr County
shorelines that has experienced increased erosion that appears to be associated with the
progressive loss of the protection that had been provided by James Island.

Conceptually, James Island could potentiallv be restored either as an island or as a peninsula
reconnected to Tavlors Island.-Petentially  tThe area could be restored in similar manner to
Poplar island with overall size of perhaps 1.000 to 1,200 acres and capacity also similar to that of
the full Poplar 1sland restoration project, depending upon the project configuration. in order to
be consistent with the historic footprint, the restoration would need to be on the west side of the
Archipelago. Inasmuch as an upland island existed at this location, it 1s assumed that an upland
island could be constructed to similar elevations planned for Poplar island. Restorating the
island with a reconnection to Tavlors Island could potentially reduce physical energy affecting
the cast side of the James Island Archipelago and Oyster Cove, thereby improving conditions
potentially favorable to colonization and growth of SAV.

Assuming that sufficient sand is available in deposits on site for dike construction. and that there
would be no mitigation requirements, a planning estimate of the cost (with a standard
contingency for unanticipated conditions) for a large-scale restoration is $20 per cubic vard. This
planning estimate would increasc if there were a nced to import dike construction materials and 1f
mitication were required for the conversion of shallow water habitat (mitigation was not required—
for Poplar Island because the environmental benefits were assessed as greater than the
environmental impacts resulting from construction). Whether or not a large-scale project can
achicve the broad-bascd support necessary for implementation including special funding by the
U.S. Congress and funding by the Maryland General Assemblv of the local sponsor cost share is
speculative in view of the legislative history of the Poplar Island restoration project. A small-
scale restoration project on the order of 0.5 to 2.0 mcy within the Section 204 discretionary
authority could cost on the order of $50 to $100 per cubic vard, depending upon site
configuration, habitat tvpes. and construction requirements. A small-scale restoration would be
problematic on the west side of the Archipclago because the location is very exposed. A
substantial armored dike svstem similar to the western dike of the Poplar Island project would be
needed for etther a large-scale or small-scale restoration.

The full developmental time frame for such a project would bc at least as long as the Poplar
Island restoration project which was fast-tracked. on the order of 10 to 14 vears (the actual ime
frame will vary according to various factors including legislative schedules for consideration of
funding authorizations). Based on the experience in building a consensus regarding the
appropriatcness of a large scale restoration project for Poplar Island, especially the environmental
tradeoffs that were involved, it would take approximately 2 to 3 vears to establish whether or to
what extent a large-scale beneficial use project would be practicable at James Island. Although
restoration of James Island is alreadv undcr consideration as part of long term dredged matenal
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management planning, the ability to implement a project at this location is far from certain and
would need to be developed on its own merits. Furthermore, the time frame for such
development extends beyond the placement need addressed by the RDEIS. Therefore,
restoration of James Island to accommodate 18 meyv of dredged material is not practical as an
alternative to the proposed action. although it may prove to be suitable and acceptable as a
beneficial use project at a future date.

2.3.107 Innovative Use of Dredged Material

The coneept of using dredged material as a non-traditional or economie resource (€.g.. turning it
back into soil produets), a form of “beneficial use.” has been widely discussed as a constructive
approach to managing dredged material. For the purpose of this RDEIS, the concept of using
dredged sediments as—aﬁ-eeeﬂeﬁne—er—ﬁeﬁ-aaémeﬁahesemee—for the production of products or
for non-traditional end uses is referred to as “innovative use” to distinguish it from more
traditional habitat enhancement and restoration applications. For example, innovative uses
would include the concept of applving dredged sediments to farmlands, with or without the

subsequent addition of amendments (Dalrymple; 1997; Landin: 1997 PIANC; 1992: Price. et-
a-+l.-, 1997).—dndeed: tThis concept has been used in small-scale farm applications in Maryland
and elsewhere. Although reported to be successful, there currently is limited data to support
general application in agriculture (Duff and Corletta; 1997). Both the USACE and MPA are
conducting applied research into potential soil applications. Applied research and development
into the innovative use ofdredved scdlmcnls 1s also bcmg pursued elsewhere, mcludmg
apphcauons for New Jersey waters in the New York Harbor area [REVISE SO PUBLIC CAN
UNDERSTAND]. This latter research involves federal funding through the Water Resources
Development Acts of 1990, 1992 and 1996 as-wel.and over $100 million in funding from the
State of New Jersey in an effort to advance from coneept to practical application (Jones; er al;.
1999: McDonough; et al.: 1999; Stern et al.: 1997, 1998a,b).

The innovative use of dredged sediments is not a new issue for the Port of Baltimore nor are the
many suvgestions that dredged material be recycled for the reclamation of nines and sand and
gravel pits. The innovative use of dredeed material for the production of various products
including natural and synthetic aguregates. shells, bricks, mineral wools and other materials was
previously studied for the Port of Baltimore. The manufacture of lightweight synthetic
avercuates was assessed as feasible, but the potential market was not available. All other
products were found to be unfeasible for a various technical and economic reasons (Weston;
1974). A study was undertaken for the U.S. Department of Transportation and Baltimore City
between 1984 and 1986 to examine the treatment of contaminated dredged materials (Kidde
Consultants; 1984, 1986). The facility now referred to as the Cox Creek DMCF was identified as
the prospective location for a recycling facility. Conceptual designs, an economic analysis. and
cost estimates were developed. However, the approach was not practical for implementation.
because —Neithereither the containment cells nor a market were available.

Innovative use has more recently been addressed by the Marvland Port Administration in the
form of conceptual options suvvested through the DNPOP Program for which the MPA has
sponsored research and has announced intentions to request proposals for innovative uses.
Considering these developments, the use of dredged sediments was screened to determine
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whether or not a specific application or applications of the innovative use concept could serve as .
a practicable alternative for managing up to 18 mcy of drcdged sediments for the Port of
Baltimore. The state of practice in innovative use of dredged sediments is reviewed 1n Appendix
XxAnmnex E and summarized below.

Most research and development into the innovative use of dredged material has been directly
related to initiatives intended to find solutions for the remediation of contaminated sediments.
Development of pretreatment and treatment technologies have involved both low through high-
technology solutions. Inasmuch-aAs the national focus has been predominantly on contaminated
sediments, the applications that have been tested have tended towards higher technologics.
These have included thermal destruction technologies (incineration, pyrolysis, high-pressure
oxidation, and vitrification), thermal desorption iechnologies (high-termperatiretemperature
thermal processor, low-temperature thermal treatment system. proprietary thermal desorption
systems, desorption and vaporization extraction svstems. low-temperature thermal aeration
systems. and anaerobic thermal processor systems), immobilization techneleiestechnologies.,
extraction technologies (including soil washing). chemical treatment technologics (chelation
processes, dechlorination processes. chemical dehalogenation treatiment. base-catalyzed
dechlorination. ultrasonically assisted detoxification, oxidation processes, and chemical and
biological treatiment), and bioremediation technologies (bioslurry processes, contained land
treatiment svstems, composting, and contained treatment facilitics). In gencral, research and
testing havc found that pyrolysis, oxidation. and bioslurry processes have perforined within
acceptable limits for both silts and clays, and soil washing, solvent extraction, composting, and
contained treatment facility processes have performed within acceptable limits for silts (EPA;

1994).

Fechnelosically—tTherc have been significant advances in the technological capability to producc
products and innovative end uses from dredged marine and estuarine sediments. Technologies
and techniques that are under development include the manufacturing and blending to create soil
products (Amiran: ef al.- 1999; Graalum and Randall; 1997 Palazzo; ef al.: 1997; Sturgis; et al.;
1997a.b), soil washing (Amiran: et a/.: 1999; Olin and Bowman; 1997); conversion into
lightweight construction ageregates (Weston: 1974), use in landfill construction (MES; 1995b),
production of construction grade cements (Rehmat: ef al.; 1999). forming cementitious products
for mine reclamation (CTL; 1998 McDonough; et af.; 1999. O’Donnel and Hennington; 1999),
manulacture of bricks (Cousins: et al.- 1997). production of commercial tiles (McLaughlin; er al.;
1999), and manufactured material using waste products such as automobile shredder byproduct
and dredged sediments to produce structural and non-structural fill (McDonough; et a/.; 1999,
Wilhix and Graalum; 1999). Most of these applications have been targeted towards contaminated
scdiments, primarily because these arc the more difficult of dredged sediments for which to
secure {inal depesittenplacement. Other applications, such as farm applications, are intended to
usc suitable, uncontaminated dredeed material (Corletta and Duflsz 1997: Dalyrmple; 1997;
Landin: 1997: Price; er al.; 1997). Transforming these approaches into practicable applications
rcquires that the technology be capable of adaptation to local sediment conditions, a particular
need for contaminated sediments.

Certain specific innovative use applications involving the products have been demonstrated to be
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capable of pilot scale application on the order of 100 to 500 cubic yards. Some processes have
been-demonstratedto-becapable-efundergone demonstration or modest scale production on the
order of 30.000 to 40,000 cubic vards and others are anticipated to o to this scale in the next
year. For example, about 19.000 cy of contaminated sediments from Perth Amboy, New Jersey,
were converted to a cementitious produet and suceessfully placed at Bark Camp Mine in
Pennsylvania as a strip mine remediation demonstration project at a cost of approximately $85
per cubic vard (CTI, 1998). The research program sponsored by the State of New Jersey is
planning to advance selccted processes from pilot sealc (up to 30,000 cy) to full-scale
commercial production of 100.000 cubic vards per vear for the management of contaminated
marine sediments. The goal is to develop a suite of marketable products and end uses that in
combination would result in the annual conversion of up to 500,000 cv of contaminated
scdiments into marketable produets or end uses. Implementation of the concept to date indicates
that sufficient markets exist or could be developed in the New York and northermn New Jersey
metropolitan arca (Amiran; ef al.: 1999; McDonough; et al.; 1999: McLaughlin; et al.; 1999).
However, market conditions, particular for soil produets. is significantly different in Maryland
where soil and fill material is readily available to meet existing demand. For this reason, the
market for innovative products and end uses will need to be expanded or created in order for a

fechnology. =

The majority of testing has been performed at beneh. pilot and demonstration test scales
(Amiran; e ¢l; 1999: CT1 1998: EPA; 1994; Jones; et al.- 1999: McLaughlin; er al.- 1999;
Rehmat; er al.; 1999). The costs of treatment for remediation technologies for contaninated
sediments range from about $45 per ton to over $500 per ton (EPA: 1994, 1998a; McLaughlin; ef
al- 1999). Although this RDEIS addresses suitable sediments. that is, those that can be
characterized as clean, the technology for contaminated sediments can be applied to
uncontaminated sediments as well. The high cost of remediation technologies detracts from their
economic viability for innovative applications on a large scale. even for contaminated sediments.
For example. the State of New Jersey’s program to develop innovative use as an integral part of
dredged material management has established a maximum of $35 per cubic vard as the amount
the State is willing to pay for each cubic yard that is processed and removed from the dredged
material management stream. Vendoers will be responsible for covering any costs in excess of
this amount (State of New Jersey; 1998). Research to datc has rcsulted in prospective State costs
of from $28 to S35 dollars. Gross costs (including the State’s costs) are estimated to be in the
S45 10 $120 dollar range, exclusive of dredging costs and the cost of deliverv of material to
innovative use vendoers (Jones; ef al.: 1999: McLaughlin; er ¢l 1999; O’Donnell and
Henningsons 1999; Rehmat: ef al.; 1999). The prospective high costs, however, have prompted
efforts to find lower cost approaches for application to suitable sediments. such as the applied
rescarch efforts of the USACE and the MPA regarding soil products and farm applications.

Assuming that a technology or technique is viable. a fundamental determinant of suceess is the
ability to establish adequatc markets and end uses in order to complete the transition from
dredged sediment to viable innovative produets or end uses. A suceessful technology or
technique would not become a successful application unless products produced from dredged
material can be cffectively utilized (including the development of markets for these products) or
suitable end uses can be found on a scale that would make a meamngful contribution to dredged
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material managenient. High-technology applications generally result in specialty products that
have small markets. Low-technology applications generally combing lesser production costs
(relative to high-technology approaches) and flexibility for small through large-scale applications
such as reclamation of sand and gravel pits and strip mines (us¢ of deep mines has not been
attempted), provided that suitable properties become available. In general, end uses rather than
products appear to provide the potential for lareer scale applications. Uses that requirc

deposition at a specific site, such as a gravel pit, would require a site-specific environmental a~e €
cvaluatlorf’,ﬁg?ktgrmme the site’s suitability to reccive the material, and-environmental——
m:;s-aamm Encinecernedestum-would-also be required. Pertinent regulatory
mould alse-have to bc met. An economic analysis would also have to be performed
to determine economic feasibility. Implementation may require the installation of offloading
facilities. Use of specific sites typically would involve contractual negotiations and proprietary
information. There are a considerable number of additional implementation issues that would
also need to be addressed (EPA; 1994). Even if a spccific site is offercd for use and appears to
merit consideration, contractual rules and regulations impose requirements on procurements thdt7
may preclude consideration of such a site in environmental documentation as a possible
alternative to a proposed action.

As part of long-term planning for the management of dredeed material, MPA has sponsored
research of potential farm applications and has announced that the agency plans to issue a request
for proposals for an innovative use system with initial focus on the management of harbor
sediments. The MPA has publicly stated that the agency’s goal is to progressively develop a
capabilitv to innovatively use dredged sediments at a meaningful scale. The MPA has set a
conceptual goal of 500,000 cv annual throughput, to the extent that this proves feasiblc,
practicable and cost effective. If the concept proves successful, the MPA would like to expand
its application significantly over the next decadc—insefaras-practicable-and-cost-competitive as a
component of the overall dredged material management program (Hamons and Young; 1999).

The objective of the MPA’s agricultural applications research is to identify which soil
amendments might be needed and to determinc crop suitability. Bench scalc testing 1s currently
in prouress to collect and assess leachate and soil quality changes over time from both untreated
and amended sediments from approach channels outsidc of the harbor. The germination and
production of various crops are also being studied. The results of the bench testing will be
applied to asscss veophysical conditions that would be suitable for the placcment of sediments on
agricultural lands. The results of the bench tests will also be used to guide the planting,
monitoring and analysis of field test plots. Bench-scale testing is also being performed for
industrial and agricultural residuals which could potentially be combined with dredged sediments
to produce value-added agricultural products. If the results of these experiments 1s favorable, a
field demonstration project would be undertaken, provided that a suitable location can be
identificd. is made available. and is capable of being pernutted undcr applicable rules and
regulations. A site-specific evaluation would be required, as would compliance with applicable
rules and regulations. Whether or not a suitable test location can be found is assessed as
problematic. (A private venture to apply dredged material to two tarmis in Kent County
cncountered substantial public opposition. The proposal was withdrawn [¢Hamons and Young:

1999]).
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Preliminary unpublished results suggest that up to 500,000 cy per year could be placed in an
environmentally acceptable manner on farmland. Sediments would be placed in thin lavers,
naturally dried, and amended, with the farm returned to active agricultural production thereafter.
Although this approach has been successfully accomplished in Maryland on a very small scale
(Corletta and Duff; 1997), the large-scale approach is still experimental. Whether or not %

sufficient farmland would become available to enable annual placements is highly uncerlain./ adas
Even if a 500,000 cv annual placement potential were realized, it would take 36 vears to manage /"7“

18 mcy of dredeed sediments. For these reasons, farm application is not a practicable alternative
to the proposed open-water placement as either a standalone option or a component of a multi-
option alternative. Should the farm application concept become viable at some future date, 1t
could be reconsidered on its merits at that time.

In addition to the MPA’s farm applications research, the MPA has indicatcd that the agency plans
to 1ssue a solicitation that would be intended to progressively develop a capability for the
innovative use of dredeed sediments. The upland property adjoining the Cox Creek Dredged
Material Containment Facility has bcen identified as potentially suitable for the siting of an
innovative use system. The MPA is hopeful that “perpetual” capacity might be achieved for the
Cox Creek containment cell prior to it being filled to capacity. The Cox Creek site 1s also
envisioned as a potential staging arca for both contaminated and clean dredged sediments as
resources for the innovative use system (Hamons and Young; 1999). State procurement rules and
revulations preciude the MPA from discussing the specific content of its solicitation prior to its
public rcleasc. Based on similar initiatives for the Great Lakes (EPA; 1994) and for the New
York Harbor area, it can be anticipated that it would take several vears for initial testing and
evaluation to determine whether or not or to what extent innovative uses might become
practicable for managing sediment from the Baltimore Harbor and its approach channcls.
Inasmuch as innovative use for the port is at the initial concept stage and in consideration of the
uncertainty of the marketability for products or end uses, an estimatc of the potential for
innovative use as a viable component of dredged material management would be speculative.
Innovative use systems would therefore not constitute an alternative to the proposed open watcr
placement. Should a significant annual capability be developed at some future date, the capability
could be considcred on its merits at that time relative to the dredging program.

2.3.118 Pooles Istand Open-Water

The area immediately east of Pooles Island is a natural depression that has been used for many

vears for open-water placement of dredged sediments was-identified-vearsaco-asannpertant
phitcement area-within-the upper Bay. Therc arc-remainmeandhew-placement-eapactty-of-the

eteht cleven existing and two newly designated open-water placement sites in the Pooles Island
area were-considered-as-possible-alternativesto-Site-+04 (Figure 1-2). Although historical
placement records are incomplete, an estimated 50-55 mcy of material has been dredged from the
C&D Canal approach channels in the upper Bay since the approach channels were deepened to
27 feetft in the mid-1930s (CITATION). The areas have also been used for maintenance and l
new work dredging of the approach channels to Baltimore Harbor. Records prior to 1965

indicate open-water placement was within about 1,500 feet of the channels. All of the presently l
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designated sites are further from the channel than 1,500 feet, and are not known to have received l
dredged material prior to 1965. During deepening of the approach channels in 1965-1968, much
of the material was placed within open-water sites encompassed by currently designated sites.

All open-water placement of maintenance dredging material stree-from 1977 until 1998 occurred

within designated Areas D, E, F, G and H.—The-status-of-the-various-placernent-areas+s-as
follows:

anpted-for : = - Two new sites. one in
area G (site G-East) and Site 92 (per its designation in the MPA Master Plan), have been
designated for open-water placement for the purpose of implementing the Pooles Island open-
water component of the State’s Strategy for Dredged Material Management (MDOT: 1996c¢).
These sites are close to _the C&D approach channels between the Sassafras River and the north
end of the Tolchester S-Tum.

The NEPA documentation and the Environmental Assessment for this placement option was
completed with a “finding of no significant impact” and released to the public (MES 1997a).
Both sites have predicted short-term near field impacts from disturbance to the benthic
community and turbidity in the water column during placement. ~An estimated combined
capacity of approximately 4.9 mcy was s initially projected for G-East (+-2+ney) and Site 92

B Fmey)-with limited residual capacity in some of the other sites (G-West and G-South)
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following the 1997-1998 dredging cycle (MES 1997a). -Fhe NERA-doctmentation-and-the
B | E1S o thi o haved ralized v latad

the-Sassafras River-and-the-nerth-end-of the TolchesterS-TFurn—The bathvmctry for Site 92 was
subsequently reassessed using more recent survey data. This resulted in a revised total estimated

capacity of 6.0 mcy which was available prior to first use of the site, which occurred during thc — ¢k WI;“ H
1998-1999 dredeing cycle. The placement capacity for the unfilled remaining Pooles Island .::‘;“:"f’f .
open-water sites prior to the commencement of the 1999-2000 drcdeing cycle (G-West, G-East.

G-South, and Site 92) 1s estimated at 4.9 mcey.

Over the past several dredging cvcles, relatively low flow conditions from the Susquehanna
River watershed and less sevcre winter conditions have rcsulted in a lower than average dredging
need for the upper Bay approach channels to the C&D Canal. Consequently, the availability of
the Pooles Island open-water placement sites mav be extcnded for a vear or so bevond initial
projections if average conditions prevail over the next several vears. Any such extension would
help compensate to a small extent tor delavs experienced in implementing the placement deficit
that is addressed by this RDEIS and the delay experienced in the construction of Phase I of the
Poplar Island restoration project. Howcver, flood cvents would likely result in abnormal
shoaling and an associated increase in dredging need. With respect to placement planning, flood
cvents that result in massive delivery of sediment to the Bay cannot be predicted beyond
statistical analvsis of return pcriods. Floods whieh resulted in such exeeptional eonditions
occurred 1n 1972, 1975 and 1996. The average dredging need uscd in planning was based on
typical low through high flow conditions and did not take into consideration extreme events.
Whether another flood will occur during the remaining estimated service life of the Pooles island
sttes-open-water sites cannot be predicted. Therefore, it is not possible to precisely estimate PR
actual placement nceds. Should such conditions develop, they would most likely result in the ¢ ”"“"‘f
available capacity being used quicker than projections that are based on average conditions.
Vanabilities of this type are normally accounted for by a contingency to accommodate
uncertainty. However, a contingency to cover an extreme event would have to be very large
rclative to the remaining capacity and projectcd service, and would not be representative of
prospective near-term necds. At the same time, the potential for flood-related shoaling cannot be
ignored. Given the limited remaining service life, best management of the existing capacity is
accomplished through operational adjustments to projected needs based on actual conditions that
are experienced.

In view of the variability in shoaling rates and dredging need that have been experienced in
recent vears for the C&D approach channels, 1t cannot be assumed with confidencc that anv
potential capacity at the Pooles Island sites in excess of the aforementioned capacity estimates
could be substituted for a corresponding portion of the placement deficit addressed by this
RDEIS{ The additional capacity estimated by updated surveys may or may not be necded to
pond to increased shoaling during the site’s projected remaining scrvice life. If so, the

Cr w) pufep hait”
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USACE can reprogram this capacity to the extent available to compensate for delays in
implementing the appropriate action to provide for the dredging necd addessedaddressed by this
RDEIS or to satisfy a portion of the placement deficit if not fully covered by the proposed action
(or other alternative).
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2.4 —ALTERNATIVES

[REVISED SECTION UNDER DEVELOPMENT]
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2.4.1 No Action

2.4.2 Open-Water Sites

2.4.2a Site 104 (Proposed Action). Open-water placement is proposed for approximately 18
mey of dredeed material from the mainstem Chesapeake Bay channels in Maryland serving the
Port of Baltimore. The Maryland Port Administration (MPA) has recommended the use of
Master Plan Site 104 (gencrally coinciding with the southern two-thirds of the site known as
“Kent Island Deep”) for open-watcr placement of approximately 18 mcy of suitable sediment
beginning in 2000 or as soon thereafter to fulfill the open-water placement ¢lement of the State
of Maryland’s Strategic Plan. The southern border of Site 104 is located in the Chesapeake Bay
approximately 1 mile north of the Chesapcake Bay Bridge (Figure 1-3). Placement is not
proposed for the northern portion of Kent Island Deep, which has depths of 45 fi or less. (This
latter area generally coincides with Master Plan Site 105.)

Sclection of open-water placecment for this NEPA investigation was based on a cooperative cffort
imvolving the U.S. Armyv Corps of Engineers (USACE), Baltimore District (CENAB); USACE,
Philadelphia District (CENAP); thc MPA, state and Federal natural resource and regulatory
agencies, local governments, and environmental and public interest groups. Site 104 was one of
the open-water alternatives resulting from multi-agency consultations during the Master Planning
process (MPA 1989, 1990) and was identified as the most viable open-water option through
multiple levels of screening by participants in the MPA-sponsored Dredging Needs and
Placement Options Program (DNPQOP).

CENAB developed and applied screcning eriteria in determining which of the options that was
previously considered and which additional options would be suitable for inclusion and
consideration as alternatives in this RDEIS in addition to Site 104. as discussed below,

Overview of the Proposed Open-Water Placement Project

Sediment dredging is planned from the Federally maintained navigation channels in the
mainstem of the Bav and placed in open water, over a period of up to 9 vears, depending upon
the dredging sequence, dredging need. and other factors. These channels include the Craighill
Entrance. Craighill Channel. Craighill Angle, Craighill Uppcr Range, Cutoff Angle, Brewerton
Channel Eastern Extension. Swan Point Channel, Tolchester Channel, and the southern approach
channel to the C&D Canal. Dredged material from Baltimore Harbor channcls (Figure 1-1) west
of the | Point to ~ Point line would not be placed in open water.

As set forth in 40 CFR § 230.11 (d). a determination must be made as to the degrce to which
dredeed material will introduce, relocate, or increase contaminanis within a placement arca. The
quality of estuarine sediment planned for dredging and placement is determined by applving the
ticred testing protocol preseribed by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in the Inland
Testing Manual (ITM) (EPA and USACE. 1998). as discussed in_Section 5.1.5.b. Sediments
that are determined to be non-contaminated following the EPA protocol are characterized in this
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RDEIS as “suitablc’ to distinguish them from contaminated sediments. As used in this RDEIS,
“contaminated”’ dredged material mecans dredged material that would be classificd as
contaminated using the ITM protocols. Typically, these materials would be unacceptable for
unconfined open-water placement in the Chesapeake Bay. although this material could
potentially be placed in open water and capped.

Dredged material that lies upstream of a line legislatively drawn across the mouth of the Patapsco
River between Rock Point and North Point is considered to be prohibited by State law from
being placed in open waters of the Chesapeake Bay (Figure 1-2). By Code of Maryland
Regulation, Title 8. Section 8-1602(a) “A4 person may not .. deposil... in an_uncounfined manner
spoil from Baltimore Harbor into or ointo aiv portion of the water or bottomland of the
Chesapeake Bav or of the tidewater portions of anv of the Chesapeake Bay's tributaries outside
of Baltimore Harbor.”

Sediments proposed for placement in open water will be limited to sediments that have been
determined to be suitable for open-water placcment following the EPA testing protocol.
Prohibited sediments from Baltimore Harbor, which are considered to be contaminated by State
law, cannot be placed in any other open-water site under the jurisdiction of the State of

Maryland.

Proposed Use of Site 104 for Dredged Material Placement

has )
The MPA designated and recommended Site 104 for investigation for open-water placement. Site
104 had been ranked highcst among the open-watcr options that were identificd and technically
screened through the DNPOP program.

Open-water placement proposed at Site 104 would be limited to areas deeper than the -45 fi
MLLW contour interval to achieve a final site clevation of -45 ft MLLW. Based on existing
contours within the proposed site, placement would occur within the site in the area south of the
lighted red-and-white buoy for Love Point (RW “LP™ buoy [Figure 2-1]). Two concepts were
originally advanced for placement at Site 104: placement with and without a berm. The latter
included a berm to be constructed along the southern and western edge of the site if needed
to minimize the potential for material to migrate from Site 104 after placement into the
area defined by State legislation as the Deep Trough. Both placement approaches are
discussed in this chapter.

Historical Use of Site 104 as a Dredged Material Placement Area

Site 104 was established as a designated open-water dredged material placement arca by the
USACE in 1924, The site was used for that purpose from 1924 to 1975. The original site
boundaries began at approximately 1.75 miles northwest of Love Point and cxtended 2.7 nautical
miles south-southwestward along a natural deep channel to a position due east of Sandy Pomt
Light. In 1950, the southern boundary was extended 1 nautical mile south to latitude 39°00° N.
Then in 1960. the following changes were made: (1) the southermm boundary was extended
another 2,500 ft south to a line running parallel to and 2.000 ft north of the Bav Bridge. and (2)
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the southern 1.1 nautical miles of the site svas widened to the west by an additionat 1,000 fi. The .
depths along the original site axis were -70 ft to -73 {t MLLW and the added areas had depths to -
95 it MLLW.

Originally, it was intended that the site depths be raised to no higher than -50 ft MLL W;
however. in September 1960 depths were raised to -40 ft MLLW in a portion of the site to
provide additional placement capacity (CENAB 1997a).

2.4.2.b Site 171 Open Water.

The open area of deep water immediately west of the Swan Point ship channel was designated as
Site 171 in the MPA Master Plan initiative (Figure 2-2). This site was raised as a potential open-
water placenient site during both the 1990 Master Plan process and the DNPOP screening
process. Factors considered in the sereening process included natural and cultural resources,

capacity, economic feasibility, navigation safety, institutional factors (’$statc restrictions ol area _? il

and timing of placement), beneficial use opportunity and public and community interests. The
sereening process was conducted with all Sstate and Federal resource agencies, as well as
commercial and recreational interests. As an open water site, it is estimated to be able to provide
up to [ ] mcy of capacity. Site 171 is also being considered as a possible location for
construction of a new island containment facility so the si¢gnificant resource issues associated
with this site have been detailed previously (Section 2.2.3.b.2). Site 171 is also being considered
as a possible location for construction of a new island containment facility.

As part of the istand creation this latter effort. the suitability of Site 171 is currently being
investivated bv MPA for construction of a containment facility or a submerged placement island
with approximately 80 mcv80-mcy capacity. The submerged island plan would place material
within an underwater containment area to a final elevation of -10 feet, with sand substrate used
for capping. This submerged site is listed as an open-water site, although plans would be to cap

it. It has also been noted in the pre-feasibility report (MPA 1998) that an improved water quality
and bottom substrate habitat could result from capping. Water depths in this area are currently -
24 to -26 feet. Although the existing benthic communitics are stressed, the site supports some
commercial fisheries harvests in winter. Hvdrodynamic modeling of this site is currently being
conducted to assess the potential impacts to regional current dvnamics. Two potential concerns
are that island construction could impact larval fish distributions and salimity. Concerns over
potential impacts to ship handling in the adjacent channels have also been raised.

An open water site would be available after placement in the short-term (after permitting). The
estimated time to complete the pgnnitljnz for this sitc 1s 3-3 vears. The costs associated with
developing this optionare [i = 1R

2.4.2.c Worton Point Open Water, whiseed

2.4.2.d Shad Battery Shoal. - whe's lea/

2.4.2.e_Occan Placement. - mes /G4
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2.4.2.f Deep Trough.

An area referred to as the Deep Trough (located south of the Bay Bridge) (Figure 2-2) has been
considered several times as a potential opcn-water placement site (DNPOP 1995a,¢; Gucinski
and Ecological Associates 1984;: MPA 1990; Versar 1990a,b). The area was reconsidered as part
of this RDEIS to determine whether or not the Deep Trough could serve as a practicable
alternative to Site 104.

The Deep Trough is part of a trench of verv deep water, up to 48.8 m (160 ft) in depth, that is
generally aligned along a north-south axis in the eastern center of the main stem of the
Chesapeake Bay. This trench is a remnant of the ancient Susquehanna River channel when this

portion of the Bay was a riverine environment. The trench is approximately 32.2 km long (20
miles) beginning offshore of Kent Island, in the vicinity of the Bay Bridge, and extending south
to the mouth of the Little Choptank River. It is an arca encompassed by the -18.3 m (-60 f1)
MLLW depth contour which extends 32.2 km (20 miles) south from the Chesapeake Bay Bridge
1o a shallower sill of a depth of -18.3 m 10 -21.3 m (-60 ft 10 -70 ft) MLLW opposite the mouth of
the Little Choptank River (Versar 1990). Placement capacity at the Deep Trough is estimated to
exceed 100 mey depending upon the depth of placement.

Although this trench is broadly referred to as the Dcep Trough. only a portion is legally defined
using the term “Deep Trough.” According to Title 8, Section 8-1601, subsection (a)(6) of the
Annotated Code of Marvland,

“Deep Trough ' means any region that: (i) Is south of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge and
north of a line extending westerly from Bloody Point: and (ii) Has a depth that exceeds
60 ft[18.3 m].”

A field study was undertaken by the Marvland Department of Natural Resources in 1984 to
determine the ecological value of the Deep Trough in that portion of the trench that had depths
between 80 and 175 ft. Although there were somc uncertaintics due to data limitations. the study
results suvgested that placement of approximately 20 mcy of sediments with an increase in
bottom clevation of not more than 6 m would probably rcsult in short-term effects of limitcd
duration 1o benthos and other living resources. The potential for long-term effects from
protracted placements was not studied (Gucinski and Ecological Analysts 1984).

Thc Decp Trough was included in the MPA Master Plan initiative and was asscssed and
subsequently selected as a principal option. A dratt feasibility report and an impact assessment
were sponsored by the Maryland Department of Natural Resources on behalf of the MPA (Versar
1990a,b). The draft feasibility assessment considered a demonstration placement of sediment
from the Craighill Channel. The sediment that would be placed was 1o have a larger grain size
than material that had been naturally deposited at the proposed placement site. The draft
assessment reported that use of the Deep Trough for bottom placement of clean material would
have the advantages of natural bathymetric features that would form a barrier to sediment
migration_as well as the lower costs associated with open-water placement (Versar, 1990a).




Concerns that were identified related to potential nutrient releases, commercial fisheries, and
benthic community impacts, as well as public_concern about the possible environmental effects.

Consideration of the site was discontinued when the Master Plan was not implemented (Section
2.1.4.a). The substantial public controversy that was associated with the proposed use of the
Deep Trough promoted legislation by the Maryland General Assembly. In 1991, the State

levislature amended Title 8. section 8-1602 of the Annotated Code of Maryland to prohibit the
placement of dredged material in the Deep Trough. According to Title 8, Section 8-1602

subsection (d):

“Marerial excavated from Bav. - A person may not dwnp, deposit, or scatter any eartl,
rock, soil, waste matrer, muck, or other material excavated or dredged from the
Chesapeake Bayv or its tidal triburaries into or onio the area of the bottowlands or waters
of the Chesapeake known as the Deep Trough. ™

Use of the Deep Trough was reconsidered under the DNPOP program in 1995 as part of efforts

to devclop a consensus-based plan to overcome an imminent shortfall in placement capacity,
The DNPOP Management Committee requested a review and compilation of the current
technical status of the Deep Trough as a placement option. Representatives of the Federal and
State resource and permitting agencies were consulted in order to provide additional information
to assist decision makers in determining the technical merits of the Deep Trough as an option
prior to coordination with the Marvland General Assembly regarding the legal issues (DNPOP,
1995a). A consensus-based study approach consisting of studies and closely controlled and
nionitored lest placements was developed at the request of the DNPOP Executive Committee by
the Bay Enhancement Phase Il Working Group (DNPOP 1995¢). Subsequently, the Deep
Trough was not included in the State of Maryland Strategic Plan for Dredged Material
Managecment in response to an environmental policy decision by Governor Parris Glendening not
to further reconsider use of the site.

The available studies are dated and nonconclusive with respect to the environmental acceptability
of the Decp Trough as a long-term placemcnt option. The available data suggest that usc of the
site would likely result in short-term. near-field effects. The site has more than ample capacity
for 18 mcv. Howevcr, the institutional constraints-that apply to the Deep Trough preclude its
desienation by the State as a placement site. The legal prohibition essentially prevents required
participation by the MPA. In order for the Deep Trough to be a viable alternative, , the
aforementioned institutional constraints would need to be modified to enable the MPA to
dcsignate the site for placement as the local sponsor and requcst the USACE to evaluate the sitc
in accordance with applicable rules and regulations. Prior to use. legal prohibitions on placement
would need to be removed or waived by the Maryland Gencral Asscimbly.

Any future proposals to place dredged matenal in the Deep Trough will be evaluated on a
project-by-project basis in accordance with the Clean Water Act Section 404 (b)(1) Guidelines
and other applicable laws and regulations. The Decp Trough is not feasible for consideration as
an alternative to Site 104 because of institutional constraints.

1982-1983 Studies

L Zal
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The Deep Trough was extensively studied in the early 1980s as part of an assessment related to a
proposal to place up to 25 million yards of dredged material from maintanence and deepening of
the approach channels. Dissolved oxygen (DO) depletion was found to oceur during the summer
months throughout the Deep Trough. At depths between 30 and 60 fi, the waters would be
considered oxveen stressed with concentrations < 5 ppm._The Deep Tough was found to become
completely anoxie during the summer months at depths greater than 60 ft. The areas proposed
for dredged material placement are in waters which are greater than 60 fi in depth. Material
would be placed in an average thickness of 5 fi.

Benthic community organisms are significantly affected by the summer low DO concentrations.
During the 1982 studies, DO concentrations in bottom waters remained at 0.0 ppm. This
resulted in near elimination of all benthic organisms during the summer period. Recolonization
by pioneer species such as polychaete worms was noted bv November, followed by a mollusk
(Mulinia lareralis) in February. Total recovery 1o an expected normal diversity or density (when
compared to shallow reference areas) never occurred.

Finfish populations were found to be moderately abundant during the winter months when both
dissolved oxyeen and availability of food organisms were favorable. The dominant juvenile
species were Atlantic eroaker and menhaden. The seasonal oceurrence in the Deep Trough is j&
likelv related to the timing of their migrations through the arca and possiblec overwintering. In
addition, blueback herring, alewife, and American eel use the general area during winter months.
Spawning ol Bay Anchovy occurred in the spring, but the Trough is not considered a significant
spawning area for any finfish species. Utilization of the (feepest waters occurred during the
winter months when lower temperatures resulted in DO Clbncentralions >5 ppm.

Most fish species, however, use 1hemn route 1o more northermn waters.  The
utilization of the Trough was found to be highly seasonal and limited in summer months by
higher temperatures, low 1o non-existent dissolved oxvgen, and lack of food source. Bottom fish
were virtually absent during summer months. Fish abundance and diversity were very low in
summer and sienificantly higher in winter.  Commereial fish such as striped bass and white
perch were present in the area but inconsistently from year to vear. In the winter sampling of
1V982-1983, virtuallv no striped bass or white perch werc caught.

Bluc crabs were found to be very low in number during most of the vear. but lowest in summer.
The Trouch was found not to be a significant habitat for blue crabs.

The Deep Trough is not considered a significant habitat for either finfish or blue crabs. While
winter utilization by finfish does oceur., the overall ecological value is restrieted to fall and winter
and to only a limited number of species. It is also not considered a significant spawning area.
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