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APPENDIX F   
LIST OF AGENCIES CONTACTED AND AGENCY COORDINATION 

LETTERS / RESPONSES 
 

GENERAL REEVALUATION REPORT (GRR) AND 
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (SEIS) 

FOR THE 
POPLAR ISLAND ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION PROJECT 

 
CHESAPEAKE BAY, TALBOT COUNTY, MARYLAND 

 
Formal agency comments have been requested throughout the SEIS process.  The Study 
Information and Coordination Notice was mailed on 3 December 2003 to over 900 individuals 
and emailed to over 200 individuals, including Federal, State, and local agencies and 
organizations (list of agencies and organizations contacted is included below).  The mailing list 
used to distribute the Study Information and Coordination Notice was primarily based on the list 
of stakeholders, government and agency representatives, and interested private individuals 
identified as recipients for project information for the PIERP.  Federal, state, and local 
government agencies were also invited to participate in the public scoping and update meetings 
and given the opportunity to formally respond with their ideas and concerns to the Study 
Information and Coordination Notice.  After the Study Information and Coordination Notice was 
mailed in December 2003, resource-specific coordination was initiated with agencies, including 
Section 7 ESA consultation (inlcuded separately as Appendix E), Maryland Natural Heritage 
coordination, and EFH coordination (included separately as Appendix D). 
 
All USACE coordination and formal (letters) and informal (emails) agency comments that have 
been received to date are documented in Table F-1 and are included in this Appendix following 
the text.   
 
A Poplar Island Expansion Study Resources Management Meeting was held on 12 December 
2004 as a forum for agencies to provide their input regarding resources impacted by the proposed 
activities that would become part of the formal NEPA documentation for the Poplar Island 
GRR/SEIS.  In addition, a Poplar Island Expansion Study Sediment Quality Roundtable 
Discussion was held on 17 March 2005 as a formal forum for agencies to provide their input 
regarding issues, concerns, and recommendations that would become part of the formal NEPA 
documentation for the Poplar Island GRR/SEIS.  A summary of both meetings/discussions are 
included in the following table and in this Appendix. 
 
The Poplar Island Expansion Study Project Delivery Team (PDT) included members of the 
interagency working group associated with the PIERP and actively involved with the expansion 
study since the project initiation began on 29 October 2003.  The PDT consisted of members 
from Federal, State, local agencies, and technical experts involved with the project.  The goals of 
the group included communication and cooperation to identify, compromise, and resolve issues 
early and quickly, recognize and respect agency roles and responsibilities, and to work in 
partnership to develop an acceptable methodology to complete the project.  The PDT meetings 
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were held monthly to bimonthly to discuss the progress of the project, resolve issues associated 
with the project, and provide project updates to team members.  The PDT was comprised of the 
Federal sponsor; the local sponsor; Federal agencies – USFWS and NMFS; State and local 
agencies and groups – MDNR, MDE, MES, UMCES, and the CAC; and supporting technical 
experts.  Finally, the interagency working group included cooperating agencies and groups 
involved in the project that provided comments, suggestions, and concerns throughout the project 
process and during formal public meetings and comment periods.  Summaries of all PDT 
meetings are included in this Appendix F following the list of agencies and organizations 
contacted for the expansion study coordination. 
 
In addition, agency coordination letters that were received as part of the correspondence from the 
Draft Federal DMMP (USACE, 2005a) that discussed the PIERP expansion study are also 
located in Appendix F, following all agency correspondence that occurred for the Draft 
GRR/SEIS for the PIERP expansion study.   
 

Table F-1.  Agency Coordination and Responses Included in Appendix F. 
 

Type of 
Coordination 

Purpose of 
Correspondence 

Agency Contacted or 
Responding Agency – 

Contact Person 
Date of Letter 

Study Initiation and Coordination Letter and Responses 
U.S. Army 
Corps of 
Engineers 
(USACE) 
Coordination 

Study Information and 
Coordination Notice 
Letter 

• 18 Federal Agencies 
• 15 State Agencies 
• 18 Local Agencies 
(see list below) – Wesley E. 
Coleman, Jr. 

3 December 
2003 

Agency 
Response 

Letter response for 
Request of Draft SEIS 

Talbot County Department 
of Public Works 

10 December 
2003 

Agency 
Response 

Letter response to Study 
Information and 
Coordination Notice 

State of Maryland, Critical 
Area Commission, 
Chesapeake and Atlantic 
Coastal Bays – Lisa Hoerger 

15 December 
2003 

Agency 
Response 

Letter response of State 
Clearinghouse Review 
Process 

Maryland Department of 
Planning (MDP) 

22 December 
2003 

Agency 
Response 

Letter response Maryland Historical Trust 
(MHT) 

22 January 
2004 

Agency 
Response 

Letter response County Council of Talbot 
County 

3 February 
2004 

Endangered Species Act (ESA), Section 7 Coordination Letter and Responses 
USACE 
Coordination 

ESA, Section 7 
Coordination Letter 

National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) – Julie 
Crocker 

6 January 2004 
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Type of 
Coordination 

Purpose of 
Correspondence 

Agency Contacted or 
Responding Agency – 

Contact Person 
Date of Letter 

Agency 
Response 

Letter response to ESA, 
Section 7 Coordination 

NMFS – Mary  Colligan 22 January 
2004 

USACE 
Coordination 

ESA, Section 7 
Coordination Letter 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) – John 
Wolflin 

6 January 2004 

Agency 
Response 

Letter response to ESA, 
Section 7 consultation* 

USFWS – Mary 
Ratsnaswamy 

14 April 2004 

USACE 
Coordination 

ESA, Section 7 
Consulation* 

MDNR – Glenn Therres 18 February 
2005 

USACE 
Coordination 

Communication Record 
Log for ESA, Section 7 
consultation*  

MDNR – Glenn Therres 15 April 2005 

USACE 
Coordination 

ESA, Section 7 
Consulation* 

USFWS – Craig Koppie 18 February 
2005 

USACE 
Coordination 

ESA Section 7 
consultation* 

NMFS – Mary Colligan 27 April 2005 

Agency 
Response 

ESA Section 7 
Coordination* 

NMFS – Patricia Kurkul 22 August 2005

Agency Coordination Concerning Natural Resources In the Vicinity of the Project 
USACE 
Coordination 

Email response to NOB 
TOY restrictions  

Maryland Department of 
Natural Resources (MDNR) 
– Roland Limpert 

20 September 
2004 

Agency 
Response 

Email response 
concerning diamondback 
terrapins 

Ohio University – Dr. 
Willem Roosenburg 

29 November 
2004 

Resources 
Management 
Meeting 

Discussion of resources 
impacted by proposed 
activities and design of 
lateral expansion 

Participants from U.S. 
Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA), National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA), 
NMFS, and USACE 
 

12 December 
2004 

Agency 
Response 

Email response to 
productive NOBs 

MDNR – Mitchell 
Tarnnowski 

6 January 2005 

Agency 
Response 

Email response to erosion 
rates 

Maryland Geologic Survey 
(MGS) – Jeff Halka 

18 January 
2005 

Agency 
Response 

Response to northern 
lateral design discussions 

NMFS – John Nichols 18 January 
2005 

Agency 
Response 

Phone response to control 
of wildlife species at 
Poplar Island 

USFWS – Jason Miller 24 January and 
3 February 
2005 
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Type of 
Coordination 

Purpose of 
Correspondence 

Agency Contacted or 
Responding Agency – 

Contact Person 
Date of Letter 

Coordination with State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
USACE 
Coordination 

SHPO coordination MHT – Elizabeth Cole 7 June 2005 

USACE 
Consultation 

Section 106 Continued 
Consultation 

MHT – Elizabeth Cole 26 July 2005 

Agency 
Response 

Cultural resources 
surverys coordination 

Maryland Department of 
Housing and Community 
Development, Maryland 
Historical Trust – Susan 
Langley, Ph.D. 

29 July 2005 

Agency 
Response 

Cultural resources 
surverys coordination 

MHT – Steve Bilicki 30 August 2005

Consulation Regarding Accepting Dredged Material from Other Channels at the PIERP 
(Sediment Roundtable Meeting) 
Sediment 
Quality 
Meeting 

Roundtable discussion 
with resource agencies 

Participants from USEPA, 
Maryland Department of the 
Environment (MDE), 
NMFS, MNDR, MGS, 
USFWS, Maryland Port 
Administration (MPA), 
Maryland Environmental 
Service (MES), USACE 

17 March 2005 

Agency Comments on Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) that Include the 
PIERP 
Agency 
Response 

SEIS Rating of the 
DMMP 

EPA- William Hoffman 28 March 2005 

Agency 
Response 

Agency comments U.S. Department of the 
Interior – Michael T. Chezik 

24 March 2005 

Agency 
Response 

Agency comments MDNR – Ray C. Dintaman, 
Jr. 

25 March 2005 

Agency Comments on Incorporation of Open Water Embayment 
Agency 
Response 

Issues contributing to Re-
design 

NMFS – John Nichols 22 February 
2005 

Agency 
Response 

Agency comments MDE – Matthew C. Rowe 
 

29 March 2005 

Agency 
Response 

Agency comments MDNR  
 

29 March 2005 

Agency 
Response 

Agency comments and 
recommendations; also 
includes Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination 
Act Comments 

NMFS – John Nichols 15 April 2005 
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Type of 
Coordination 

Purpose of 
Correspondence 

Agency Contacted or 
Responding Agency – 

Contact Person 
Date of Letter 

Open-water 
habitat 
meeting 

Memorandum for the 
Record, revisions to ICU 
analysis for open-water 
habitat 

NMFS – John Nichols, 
USACE 

22 April 2005 

Agency 
Response 

GRR and SEIS 
Coordination 

USFWS – John Wolfin 25 April 2005 

Agency 
Response 

Comments and 
recommendations 

USFWS – John Wolfin 11 May 2005 

Agency 
Response 

Comments MDNR – Ray Dintaman, Jr. 12 May 2005 

Agency 
Response 

Comments and 
recommendations 

NMFS – Peter D. Colosi, Jr. 19 May 2005 

Comments on Draft GRR/SEIS 
USACE 
Coordination 

Indication of MPA as 
non-Federal sponsor 

MPA – M. Kathleen 
Broadwater 

10 June 2005 

USACE 
Coordination 

Request for publication 
in the June 24, 2005 
Federal Register 

USEPA – Office of Federal 
Activities 

17 June 2005 

USACE 
Coordination 

Receipt of draft 
GRR/SEIS by USEPA 

USEPA – Office of Federal 
Activities 

17 June 2005 

Agency 
Response 

Letter response of State 
Clearinghouse Review 
Process 

Maryland Department of 
Planning (MDP) 

22 June 2005 

Agency 
Response 

No comments, reminder 
of information 

State of Maryland Critical 
Area Commission 
Chesapeake and Atlantic 
Coastal Bays – Kerri Gallo 

15 July 2005 

USACE 
Consultation 

Memorandum for the 
Record – comments and 
recommendations 

MDE – George Harman 28 July 2005 

USACE 
Coordination 

Requesting Review of 
EFH 

NMFS- John Nichols 2 August 2005 

Agency 
Response 

Comments and 
recommendations 

MDNR - Ray Dintaman, Jr. 4 August 2005 

Agency 
Response 

Comments and 
recommendations; also 
includes Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination 
Act compliance 

U.S. Department of the 
Interior, Office of the 
Secretary, Office of 
Environmental Policy and 
Compliance (USFWS) – 
Michael Chezik 

5 August 2005 

Agency 
Response 

Comments and 
recommendations 

NMFS – John Nichols 8 August 2005 
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Type of 
Coordination 

Purpose of 
Correspondence 

Agency Contacted or 
Responding Agency – 

Contact Person 
Date of Letter 

Agency 
Response 

Comments and 
recommendations 

USEPA – William Arguto 8 August 2005 

Agency 
Response 

Comments and 
recommendations 

MDNR – Lori Byrne 8 August 2005 

Agency 
Response 

Phone response for 
consistency 
determination  

State of Maryland Critical 
Area Commission – Kerri 
Gallo 

12 August 2005

Agency 
Response 

Comments and 
recommendations 

MDE – George Harman 16 August 2005

*Full ESA Section 7 consultation is included in Appendix E 
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List of Agencies and Organizations Contacted for Expansion Study Coordination 
 
Agencies and Organizations: 
• U.S. Department of Defense 

-U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
-U.S. Army Aberdeen Proving Ground 

• U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
 -U.S. Coast Guard – Activities Baltimore, Waterways Management 
• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

-Chesapeake Bay Program 
-Community & Ecosystem Protection Branch 

• U.S. Postal Service 
• U.S. Department of Agriculture 

-Natural Resource Conservation Service 
• U.S. Department of the Interior 

-U.S. Geological Survey 
-Office of Environmental Policy & Compliance 
-U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 

o Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
o Division of Habitat Evaluation & Protection 
o Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge 

-National Park Service 
• U.S. Department of Energy 

-Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
-Office of Environmental Compliance 

• National Aquarium 
• U.S. Department of Commerce 

-National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
o National Marine Fisheries Service, Habitat Conservation Division 
o Chesapeake Bay Office 

 
State Agencies: 
• Maryland Department of Natural Resources 

 - Fisheries Division 
 - Fisheries Service 
 - Licensing & Registration Service Division 
 - Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Commission 
 - Shore Erosion Control Program 
 - Fish Management Plan Program 
 - Coastal Zone Management Division 
 - Cooperative Oxford Laboratory 
 - Wildlife and Natural Heritage 
 - Chesapeake & Coastal Watershed Services 
 - Monitoring & Non-tidal Assessment Division 
 - Natural Resources Police 
 - Maryland Geological Survey 
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 - Information Resource Center 
 - Boating Administration 

• Maryland Department of General Services 
• Maryland Port Administration 

 - Planning & Environment  
 - Harbor Development 

• Maryland Department of the Environment 
 - Technical & Regulatory Services Administration 
 - Tidal Wetlands Division 
 - Water Management Administration 
 - Sediment & Stormwater Plan Review Division 
 - Dredging Coordination & Assessment Division 
 - Non-point Source Program 

• Maryland Department of Planning 
• Maryland State Highway Administration 

 - Office of Environmental Design 
• Maryland Board of Public Works 
• Maryland Department of Agriculture 
• Maryland Department of Transportation 
• Maryland Environmental Services 
• State Water Quality Advisory Committee 
• D.C. Environmental Health Administration  

-Water Quality Division 
-Fisheries & Wildlife Division 

• Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 
• Virginia Port Authority 
• Virginia Marine Resources Commission 
 
Local Agencies: 
• Accomac County 

- Planning Commission 
- Department of Building, Planning and Zoning  

• Anne Arundel County 
- Community & Environmental Health 
- Land Use Office 
- Environmental Commission 
- Department of Planning & Code Enforcement 
- Department of Planning & Zoning 
- Department of Public Works 

• Baltimore County 
- Department of Environmental Protection & Resource Management 

• Calvert County 
- Department of Environmental Health 

 - Board of County Commissioners 
 - Department of Planning & Zoning 
 - Department of Economic Development 
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• City of Baltimore 
 - Department of Planning 
• City of Cambridge 
 - Department of Public Works 
• Kent County  

- Department of Environmental Health 
- Department of Public Works 
- Board of County Commissioners 
- Department of Housing & Community Development 
- Department of Planning & Zoning 

• Dorchester County 
- Board of County Commissioners 

 - Department of Public Works 
 - Highway Department 
 - Planning & Zoning Office 
 - Economic Development Office 
 - Department of Public Safety 
• Essex/Middle River Civil Council 
• Harford County 
 - Department of Public Works 
• HMI Citizens Oversight Committee 
• Northern Neck Planning District Commission 
• Northumberland County 
 - Office of Building & Zoning 
 - Planning Commission 
• Queen Annes County 
 - Board of County Commissioners 
 - Department of Environmental Health 
 - Department of Planning & Zoning 
 - Department of Public Works 
• St. Mary’s County 
 - Department of Public Works 
 - County Planning Commission 
 - Department of Economic & Community Development 
 - Department of Environmental Health 
• Somerset County 
 - Board of County Commissioners 
 - Economic Development 
 - Soil Conservation District 
 - Department of Technical & Community Services 
• Talbot County 
 - Office of Planning & Zoning 
 - Department of Public Works 
• Wicomico County 
 - Department of Public Works 
 - Department of Planning, Zoning & Community Development 
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POPLAR ISLAND EXPANSION STUDY (PIES) TEAM MEETING HIGHLIGHTS 
 
29 October 2003 (Kick-Off Meeting) – The contract process was initiated for sediment modeling 
through the USACE engineering design center.  The Island Habitat Units (ICUs) analysis used 
for the Mid-Bay Islands was initiated for the PIES to determine environmental benefits.  It was 
stated that the public was interested in recreational benefits of the PIES.  Criteria for acceptance 
of dredged material from additional channels would require evaluation.  It was decided that 
UMCES would conduct the socioeconomic studies for the PIES.  Vertical raising of the PIERP 
and the associated economics would be evaluated in 5ft increments.  The potential to purchase 
Jefferson Island and use this island as a recreational component was suggested.   
 
20 November 2003 – Phase I Cultural Resource Surveys for the PIES study area were initiated.  
Two Public Scoping Meetings were scheduled for 12 and 15 January 2004.   Engineering 
alternatives were being developed by Mike Snyder so that figures could be presented at the 
public meetings.  “Clean” or “acceptable” material would require definition – sediment quality 
would be defined for the inclusion of additional channels as stated in the FR. 
 
2 December 2003 – Preparation for Public Scoping Meetings 
 
16 December 2003 – It was discussed that the USFWS is opposed to the dike raising.  The Study 
Information and Coordination Notice was mailed to over 800 people on 5 December 2003.  
Legal notices were run in local newspapers advertising the Public Scoping Meetings.  A link on 
the USACE website was activated to present available information on the PIES.  Alignment 6 
was presented as two alternatives:  6A and 6B.  A tidal gut was proposed through the wetland 
cells to gain access to the subcells.  A “do-nothing” alternative was discussed that includes a 
breakwater only.  The highest the dikes could be designed (structurally) would be 40 ft high.  
The PIES could include a lateral or vertical expansion or a combination of the two. 
 
8 January 2004 – Organizational pre-meeting for public meetings that were scheduled for 12 and 
15 January 2004. 
 
29 January 2004 – Results of the public meeting were discussed, particularly, Talbot County 
stated they were interested in a recreational component compatible with the original study 
authorization.  Additional public meetings that target the local watermen (through the Maryland 
Watermen’s Association) were discussed due to concerns of under-representation by watermen 
at the 12 and 15 public scoping meetings.  It was discussed that NMFS has concerns over loss of 
bay bottom from the project.  It was also discussed that NOAA stated the endangered shortnose 
sturgeon and various sea turtles have been documented in the study area.  It was discussed that 
the Mid-Bay EIS and the PIES SEIS should be consistent. 
 
4 February 2004 – The USACE discussed developing initial screening criteria and secondary 
criteria for the PIES.  It was decided that all variations of the upland: wetland ratio should remain 
under consideration in the study.  The Alignment 8 (no lateral expansion - breakwater) could be 
considered a stand-alone option or in combination with another alignment option.  Currently, the 
number of options for lateral expansion is 36 lateral, 4 vertical, and the number of alternatives in 



 

Poplar Island Environmental Restoration Project   September 2005 
General Reevaluation Report (GRR) an Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) 
 

F-11 

combination is 144.  The four main criteria for the PIES include:  cost, capacity, ecosystem 
benefit, and protection of Poplar Harbor.   
 
19 February 2004 – It was discussed that since MDE require water from the uplands to drain 
through the wetlands before it enters Poplar Harbor, this may also be required for the expansion.  
A distinction between the containment dike heights and the final dredged material surface 
elevations within the cells needs to be made.  Lessons learned from the PIERP was discussed and 
it was decided that all borrow material will come from outside the footprint or from within an 
upland area.  Alignments 1 to 6 are from the initial screening and Alignment 7 was suggested by 
the USACE based upon the engineering department’s intent to maximize capacity.  It was 
decided that Alignment 8 (the breakwater) would be removed from the PIES study because it 
does not allow for optimizing capacity, although it might be added to the existing project to 
protect Poplar Harbor. 
 
18 March 2004 – It was discussed that Alignment 8 (the breakwater) should be called an option 
that could be added to any of the alignment alternatives.  It was also discussed that the northern 
alignments were more favored than the southern alignments.  Additional environmental studies 
to define the existing conditions were discussed.  Highlights from the MWA (Russell Dize) 
meeting were discussed and included that the association is in favor of the project as it is now, 
but if it gets taller it will be unsightly; Alignments 6 and 7 are their preferred options, but that 
they should be pulled away from the NOBs where they have seed plantings; the MWA is not in 
favor of a southern alignment because of the crabpots in the area.  It was discussed that when 
MDNR designates an area as SAV habitat (as of 2000) it can no longer be used by clammers.  
ERDC will perform the H&H analyses for PIES. 
 
1 April 2004 – An update on the cultural resource surveys indicated that 5 anomalies (cultural 
resource avoidance areas) were found in the study area.  Additional studies to define the existing 
conditions were discussed and included sediment quality, benthic community, commercial 
shellfish studies, finfish studies, SAV surveys, and recreation studies.   For H&H studies, it was 
mentioned that John Gill (USFWS) would like sediment impacts to NOBs be evaluated for the 
PIES SEIS.  UMCES presented samples to evaluate the socioeconomics, employment statistics, 
light impacts, viewshed analysis, and noise impacts. 
 
20 April 2004 – It was discussed that alignment 7 had the lowest cost per cubic yard, and that 
this alignment had been moved further away from the NOBs.  One out of the 5 cultural 
avoidance areas found during the cultural resources surveys lies within a proposed alignment.  
The cost-benefit analysis that will be applied to the PIES was discussed and included habitat 
units, and a model for cell placement that includes filling, grading, and planting of the cells.  It 
was also discussed that a 50:50 ratio of upland to wetland may not occur for the PIES. 
 
13 May 2004 – The plan formulation process for PIES was discussed.  This process began with 
seven alignments and nine alternatives under each alignment; the eighth alignment (the 
breakwater) was then added as an enhancement since it doesn’t fulfill the needs/goals of the 
project.  Currently, alignments 6 and 7 are being considered and expand to the north.  A 
preliminary screening matrix was created that included the draft cost, capacity, site life, 
engineering constraints, and agency and public comments.  Engineering constraints and public 
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comments would then be used to screen the alignments.  Engineering screening criteria will 
include foundation, borrow areas, and access channel lengths.  The southern area was discussed 
as being heavily used by watermen and had engineering constraints (which eliminated the first 
five alignments).  Different percentages of uplands versus wetlands, cost, capacity, and dike 
height A(25 to 40 ft) are now being discussed.  The USFWS (Bob Pennington) stated that they 
do not want dike heights greater than 23 ft (uplands) and want a vertical limit set (35 ft is too 
high).  Also, they do not want an upland to wetland ratio of less than the existing project (50:50).  
The MDNR (Roland Limpert) stated that there is a Dec 16 to March 14 TOY restriction for 
NOBs for hydraulic dredging of sediment.  MDE (Matthew Rowe) stated that the existing project 
does not always meet the water quality standards and the USACE (Mike Snyder) responded that 
water quality is being considered in the PIES since the final wetland development of PIERP 
would be slowed to alleviate filling/capacity issues.  ERDC is completing a storm surge 
frequency analysis for the PIES and that the output from the model will show currents and tides 
necessary for the engineering design work.  Also, as a result of speaking with NMFS (John 
Nichols), three seasons of finfish surveys, SAV surveys, and clam surveys will be conducted in 
areas proposed for disturbance from PIES.  Additionally, sediment quality, benthic community, a 
viewshed analysis, and noise and light studies are also planned.   
 
21 May 2004 – The purpose of the meeting included a discussion of the level of detail for 
additional studies necessary by UMCES for inclusion in the SEIS.  The additional studies 
included socioeconomics, recreation and recreational fishing, noise, light, viewshed, and 
cumulative impacts; each analysis may require a different level of detail in the discussion.  The 
region of influence was discussed as a combination of counties, although the level of detail might 
differ between counties.  Only the northern expansion would be considered in all analyses.  It 
was discussed that information on the type of construction equipment at PIERP was available to 
conduct the noise and light analyses (and air quality for EA).  A new building on Poplar Island to 
replace the trailers was discussed as being included in the SEIS.  The dike height to be used for 
existing conditions is 20 ft, the height for short-term construction should be 35 ft, and the height 
for long-term construction should be 30 ft. 
 
19 August 2004 – The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the USACE’s in-progress review 
meeting, the plan formulation process, the alternatives analysis, organization for the public 
meeting, and a newsletter update.  Hydrodynamics, hydraulics, and sedimentation modeling will 
be done by ERDC along with current work on dike design.  The final alignment for expansion 
and the locations for the upland and wetland cells will be determined based on boring data, 
borrow area, and cultural restrictions being reviewed.  A discussion of the status of 
environmental studies conducted by EA included the blue crab survey, sediment quality study, 
finfish survey, SAV survey, and benthic survey.  UMCES is conducting the socioeconomic 
studies using with and without project conditions and is finishing up on the impacts from noise 
and light on the view shed.   
 
16 September 2004 – The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the next steps after Plan 
Formulation and the Alternative Analysis, the October 6th PIES Public Meeting, provide the team 
with information on the Phase II cultural investigation, and update the team on the design of the 
project.  Using the geotechnical survey results, the Corps’ engineers came up with an alignment 
that is 575 acres, 25 of which are a tidal gut.  A Phase II cultural investigation will be conducted 
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on one of the sites (T-13) that indicate a potential cultural resource during the Phase I survey.  In 
the proposed alignment, uplands will be constructed over the sands and the wetlands will be over 
the clays.  The dikes for the wetlands will be 10 or 11 feet above MLLW and will probably not 
be breached to the Bay, but rather to the tidal gut, and upland dikes would be limited to a final 
elevation of 20 feet above MLLW with containment dikes constructed to a temporary elevation 
of 25 feet.  There will be time of year restrictions of June 1st to September 30th for hydraulically 
dredged and offloaded sediment in the access channel because of its proximity to the natural 
oyster bar.  The Poplar Island SEIS is considering the upland:wetland ratio of 50:50, 60:40 with 
a five foot dike raising, and a no action alternative.  The team discussed possible issues and 
concerns that might be addressed in the upcoming public meeting, including aesthetic issues and 
potential recreational activities.  
 
21 October 2004 – The responses and comments from the public meeting held on October 6th 
were discussed.  The most frequent comments were on SAV, terrapins, and concerns about the 
possibility of a “Phase III” expansion.  Scott Johnson stated that he is looking for language to 
include in the EIS that makes the second phase of the PIERP (expansion) the final phase.  Gwen 
Meyer informed the group that the 575 acre alignment that was presented at the meeting is being 
reconsidered and slightly modified.  Peggy Derrick noted that sections of the SEIS due to EA by 
the end of October will not be possible because of the new alignments.  Furthermore, a standard 
figure format needs to be established, and a draft document needs to be prepared for review by 
the Corps in January.  Jason Miller discussed the condition of the birds at Poplar Island, 
including an outbreak of avian botulism and the death of a bald eagle found of Coaches Island. 
 
16 December 2004 – Discussions on the dike design analysis document included the method of 
dike failure.  Scott Johnson pointed out that a storm from the south hitting straight on, like 
Hurricane Isabel, and wave overtopping is more important than direct wave action.  Michael 
Snyder explained that from a cost standpoint, damage from overtopping causes more impact than 
waves.  The meeting between the Corps, NOAA, NMFS, and EPA was discussed, a major point 
being trading the wetlands on the western side of the project for creation of an embayment 
instead.  Talks then moved to the PIES Sediment Quality White Paper presented by EA.  The 
acceptance of dredged material from private channels was also discussed.  The meeting turned to 
discussions on the Impacts Matrix and impacts associated with the no action alternative.  It was 
also mentioned that the Phase II investigation of the T-13 site is almost finished.  The site is a 
shipwreck, but it is not historical. 
 
20 January 2005 – The estimated costs, environmental benefits, and calculated ICUs of six 
Poplar Expansions plans were presented.  The 55/45 and 60/40 alternatives were identified as the 
most cost effective.  Mr. Nichols is drafting a new expansion configuration that would trade off 
portions of wetlands for an open water embayment on the western side of the expansion.  Ms. 
Flanigan expressed concern that Mr. Nichols’ counterproposal would not be included in the 
preliminary draft, but Mr. Johnson stated that the study would move on as scheduled.  The 
potential for a 5-foot increase in dike height was also discussed.  Such a vertical expansion could 
provide a longer-term upland inflow period, which would create good duck and waterbird 
habitat.  However, there has been opposition to raising the dikes from local residents.  Sediment 
quality issues for dredged material placed at Poplar Island were discussed, and Ms. Derrick 
proposed that a separate subgroup be formed for the sediment quality workshop.  Mr. 
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Mendelsohn, Mr. Johnson, Mr. Limpert, Mr. Miller, and MDE expressed interest in participating 
in such a subgroub.  Questions were raised regarding where dredged material would be accepted 
from, and it was stated that material from the southern approach canals of the C & D Canal 
would be accepted at Poplar Island.  Disposal from private dredging projects was not expected to 
be a significant issue.  The schedule for the SEIS was discussed and the preliminary draft 
document should be presented at the February 17th team meeting, and the draft document should 
be released to the public in June or July 2005. 
 
17 February 2005 – Mr. Nichols’ proposed alternative was discussed at the last Poplar Island 
Habitat Subgroup Meeting where NOAA expressed that it would allow for good trophic 
interaction, while MDNR expressed concern at setting a precedent for receiving environmental 
credit for leaving open water.  The proposed alternative is going to be presented to the Bay 
Enhancement Working Group, which will make the final decision regarding whether or not the 
alternative will be considered further.  Mr. Brown communicated that Mr. Simns of the 
Maryland Waterman’s Association indicated that the watermen want an acre for acre and 
monetary compensation for the area occupied by the Poplar Island Expansion.  The preliminary 
draft of the SEIS was distributed to the team for review, and comments are due by March 4th.  
The inclusion of the Cell 6 closure activities in the document was discussed, as was the issue of 
how to address building in a floodplain.  Both issues were directed to the Corps Legal 
Department. 
 
17 March 2005 – Comments were received in the preliminary draft SEIS, and a comment 
resolution meeting resulted in a number of decisions: 1) a section will be added to the report 
discussing actions necessary to complete the existing authorized project, 2) the recreational 
component of the report will be expanded, and 3) the alternatives discussed in the impacts 
analysis will be modified to a recommended plan of 50/50 wetlands/uplands with a +5 foot dike 
raising on the upland cells of the western dikes of the existing project.  The Corps will adaptively 
manage the wetlands/uplands ratio to try to achieve a 60/40 ratio.  The distribution of the next 
draft should be April 1st.  A number of public outreach issues were discussed including the need 
for the focus of future public meetings to be on what the Corps is recommending, how the 
decisions were made, and how they fit into the DMMP process; and general public support for 
PIES, Mid-Bay, and the Harbor projects but concern regarding insufficient emphasis on 
Innovative Reuse in the DMMP.  It was also suggested that coordination with the Critical Areas 
Commissions for the local governments in Dorchester and Talbot Counties should be initiated.  
The open-water embayment alternative proposed by Mr. Nichols was discussed.  There is 
general support for endorsing the alternative by MDNR and MDE, although there are still some 
uncertainties.  BEWG is expected to make a decision on whether or not to endorse the alternative 
in early April.   
 
21 April 2005 – The review team received approximately 3,000 comments and the document 
was expanded to provide greater detail on the process, however, the plan formulation process 
was not changed. There was discussion regarding the 60/40 +5 and the 50/50 alternatives. The 
60/40 plan may not be feasible if there are weather constraints during construction. There is 
concern that the public will perceive the project negatively if the 60/40 plan is used but not met. 
The 60/40 plan will not be possible if the NMFS plan is implemented. Ms. Wainger 
recommended a risk assessment. Some information from H+H is still missing and some 



 

Poplar Island Environmental Restoration Project   September 2005 
General Reevaluation Report (GRR) an Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) 
 

F-15 

information from ERDC is still incomplete. Two sites have had Phase II cultural studies and it 
was reported that the shipwreck is most likely ineligible to be added to the national register. Ms. 
Derrick presented options and opinions from agencies on what dredged material should be used 
at the site. There was discussion over the NMFS proposal and its potential impacts to the project. 
The Corps will make a decision about the NMFS proposal before July. MPA presented a new 
alternative for lateral expansion, which proposes that wetland cells be constructed on the eastern 
side of the alignment. The meeting closed with another discussion about the NMFS proposal. 
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EA Engineering, Science, 
and Technology     
 

Date:  15 April 2005 
Project: Poplar Island Expansion SEIS 
Project Number:  61401.86 

 
 COMMUNICATIONS  RECORD  FORM 
 
Distribution:  Poplar Island Expansion SEIS Project File 
 
Person Contacted:  Glenn Therres   
 
Affiliation:  MDNR  
 
Address:   
 
Type of Contact:  Telephone  
 
Person Making Contact: Mark Mendelsohn 
 
Communications Summary:  
 
Mr. Therres was contacted concerning bald eagles in the vicinity of Poplar Island.  An ESA 
Section 7 letter was sent to Mr. Therres on 18 February 2005 requesting coordination concerning 
the bald eagle nest on Coaches Island.  Mr. Therres has not formally responded with a letter, to 
date, but stated that since all activities associated with the proposed lateral expansion would be 
beyond the ¼ -mile nest buffer, no additional coordination with MDNR is necessary.  
Additionally, Mr. Therres stated that he would draft a letter formally acknowledging this fact 
within approximately 20 days. 

 





















































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agency Coordination Concerning Natural Resouces In the 

Vicinity of the Project 
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EA Engineering, Science, 
and Technology     
 

Date:  29 November 2004 
Project: Poplar Island Expansion SEIS 
Project Number:  61401.86 

 
 COMMUNICATIONS  RECORD  FORM 
 
Distribution:  Poplar Island Expansion SEIS Project File 
 
Person Contacted:  Dr. Willem Roosenburg   
 
Affiliation:  Ohio University, Diamondback Terrapin Monitoring Program 
 
Address:   
 
Type of Contact:  Email 
 
Person Making Contact: Sarah Koser 
 
Communications Summary: 
 
Sarah, 
 
Attached is an excel file with the lat longs from all of the nests over the 
last 3 years.  As you can tell, 2004 was a banner year almost tripling the 
number of nests from previous years.  We are still in the process on 
entering all of the hatchling data from 2004, but our rough estimate is 
over 1200 hatchlings that were marked and released. 
 
As part of EIS, I would like to suggest that it would seem sound to 
construct habitat that is explicitly designed as terrapin nesting habitat. 
When you plot out these GPS points you will notice that terrapin nesting 
only occurs in areas where there are accessible sandy beaches on the 
outside of the dike.  The rock portions of dike prevent access to nesting 
areas. In the planning process for the expansion it would be appropriate to 
increase the amount of elevated sandy beach habitat on the outside of the 
island.  The current nesting on Poplar is concentrated in the few areas of 
suitable habitat which will make for easy pickings for the predators 
(raccoons) when they arrive.  I would strongly recommend that more nesting 
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habitat be created to accommodate the potential increase in nesting 
activity and help decrease the vulnerability of nests by spreading them 
among several nesting areas. 
 
Would you be so kind as to email me the GIS overlay when you get it done? 
 
If there is anything that I can do to help in this regard, please feel free 
to ask. 
 
Willem  
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EA Engineering, Science, 
and Technology     
 

Date:  6 January 2005 
Project: Poplar Island Expansion SEIS 
Project Number:  61401.86 

 
 COMMUNICATIONS  RECORD  FORM 
 
Distribution:  Poplar Island Expansion SEIS Project File 
 
Person Contacted:  Mitchell Tarnowski   
 
Affiliation:  Shellfish Biologist, MDNR  
 
Address:   
 
Type of Contact:  Telephone  
 
Person Making Contact: Sarah Koser 
 
Communications Summary:  
 
Mitchell was contacted concerning oyster bars in the vicinity of the PIERP.  An NOB survey 
was recently conducted to determine if any NOBs in the vicinity of PIERP are considered 
productive.  The draft report will be available in approximately 2 weeks, but Mitchell will email 
a map and the raw data.  The results show that one small area of NOB 8-11 has a large quantity 
of large oysters and would be considered a productive oyster bar.  The other areas surveyed were 
primarily sand, mud, or clay with no shells or some buried shells.  This survey was conducted by 
running transects and using a fish scanner and pole technique.  The definition of an NOB is an 
area of oyster habitat as defined by a 1970 MDNR survey depicting legal boundaries and 
includes a buffer area. 
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EA Engineering, Science, 
and Technology     
 

Date:  18 January 2005 
Project: Poplar Island Expansion SEIS 
Project Number:  61401.86 

 
 COMMUNICATIONS  RECORD  FORM 
 
Distribution:  Poplar Island Expansion SEIS Project File 
 
Person Contacted:  Jeff Halka 
 
Affiliation:  Maryland Geological Survey 
 
Address:   
 
Type of Contact:  email 
 
Person Making Contact: Peggy Derrick 
 
Communications Summary:  

 
"Halka, Jeff" <JHalka@dnr.state.md.us> 

01/18/2005 11:35 AM 
Subject: RE: Erosion rates for Poplar Island area and eastern shore mainland 
 
Hi Peggy: 
 
Numbers for erosion rates follow, along with a bit of explanation.  
Note,  however that for the islands (Jefferson and Coaches) that there 
are relatively few locations where a number could be calculated, due to 
the manner in which the computer makes the calculations.  Thus, the 
calculated island erosion rates are probably lower than reality.  The 
smaller the island the more difficult it is to identify locations to 
perform the calculations, so the calculated rate for Jefferson is 
probably proportionally lower than for Coaches.  At the extreme, when an 
island disappears (e. g. Sharps Island)it is impossible to calculate a 
rate because there is no shoreline on which the program can "pin" a 
point for the calculation. 
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Also, long peninsulas of land (as the northern neck of Jefferson) do not 
have an erosion rate calculated along the axis of the peninsula.  
Consider the following example, and draw it out if it helps.  Suppose 
that you have a neck of land that is 1000' long and 200' wide.  If the 
erosion rate is 2 ft/yr on each side of the peninsula then over 50 years 
the entire peninsula will dissapear.  [2 ft X 50 years = 100 feet of 
erosion on each side of the peninsula or a total of 200 feet of erosion 
combining both sides.]  The point of the peninsula may have retreated by 
1000 feet, or 20 ft/yr, but this is an artifact of the actual, lower, 
erosion rate along the sides.  I point this out, because often 
landowners or others think that our calculated rates are too low. 
 
Jefferson Island - 2.0 ft/yr 
Coaches Island - 2.6 ft/yr 
Mainland from Lowes Point south to Knapps Narrows - 1.7 ft/yr 
Mainland from Lowes Point south to Knapps Narrows, but excluding the 
indented coves (Ferry Cove and Front Creek) - 2.4 ft/yr 
West side Tilghman Island - 4.8 ft/yr. 
 
All erosion rates were calculated from 1942 and 1994 shorelines. 
 
The erosion rates for the mainland and the West side of Tilghman Island 
illustrate the protection afforded to the mainland by the historical 
presence of the Poplar/Jefferson/Coaches Island group.  The erosion rate 
is 1/2 as much on the mainland as on Tilghman (when the cove areas are 
excluded from the calculations).  This provides a good example of the 
protection that will be afforded by the reconstructed island to the 
mainland area in future years. 
 
Let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Jeff 
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EA Engineering, Science, 
and Technology     
 

Date:  24 January 2005 /  
3 February 2005 

Project: Poplar Island Expansion SEIS 
Project Number:  61401.86 

 
 COMMUNICATIONS  RECORD  FORM 
 
Distribution:  Poplar Island Expansion SEIS Project File 
 
Person Contacted:  Jason Miller  
 
Affiliation:  USFWS 
 
Address:  Chesapeake Bay Field Office, Annapolis, Maryland 
 
Type of Contact:  Telephone 
 
Person Making Contact: Sarah Koser / Karin Olsen 
 
Communications Summary:  
The species that are currently being controlled at the PIERP were discussed.  The control program at 
the PIERP was initiated in 2003.   According to Jason Miller at the USFWS, a Federal Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act Permit is obtained annually by the USACE (Mark Mendelsohn) from the USFWS 
Region 5 office, and allows the taking of adults and juveniles of the species named in the permit, as 
well as a specific number of nests of named species.  The 2005 permit includes the following 
species:  Herring Gulls, Great Black-Backed Gulls, and the Canada Goose.  Mute Swans have not 
been included in the permit since 2003.   A permit is not required for acts that “discourage nesting,” 
such as breaking up nests before eggs are laid.  Double-Crested Cormorant nesting may be 
discouraged in 2005, but will be determined at a later date and will be dependent on their location, 
spatial expansion, and influence on nesting by priority species.   
 
In addition to controlling invasive or nuisance avian species, avian diseases are also managed at the 
PIERP, when necessary.  In the fall of 2004, an outbreak of avian botulism was identified at the 
PIERP following the death of a minimum of 200 birds.  This disease was controlled through the joint 
effort of USFWS, MDNR, MES, and TriState Bird Rescue and Research by collecting and disposing 
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of bird carcasses on the island.  Several birds (approximately 20) diagnosed with avian botulism 
were also successfully rehabilitated and released.  Avian botulism is a disease naturally occurring in 
waterfowl and shorebird populations, and the outbreak at the PIERP was primarily centered in Cell 
1A, specifically in the shallow-water habitats.  Steatitis, a natural condition that results in 
significant, rapid increases in fatty tissue buildup in avian species, was identified in the Great Blue 
Heron colony on Coaches Island in the fall of 2004.   
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FINAL SUMMARY 
 

Poplar Island Expansion Study (PIES) Sediment Quality Roundtable Discussion 
Maryland Port Administration, Point Breeze, 2nd Floor Conference Room 

Thursday, March 17, 2005 
 
Attendees: 
Matthew Rowe – MDE   
George Harman – MDE   
Charles Poukish – MDE    
Roland Limpert – MDNR 
John Nichols – NMFS  
Jeff Halka – MGS    
Jim Hill – MGS    
Mark Mendelsohn – USACE Baltimore District   
Anthony DePasquale – USACE Philadelphia District 
Mill Muir – USEPA   
Dave Russell – USEPA   
Chris Guy – USFWS 
Nathaniel Brown – MPA   
Mike Rooney – MES 
Peggy Derrick – EA Engineering  
Karin Olsen – EA Engineering 
Sarah Koser – EA Engineering 
 
Overview (Meeting Purpose and Goals) 
Following introductions, Ms. Derrick initiated the meeting and indicated that the meeting 
would serve as the formal forum for agencies to provide their input regarding issues, 
concerns, and recommendations that would become part of the formal NEPA documentation 
for the Poplar Island General Reevaluation Report (GRR) and Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement (SEIS).   
 
Ms. Derrick indicated that each agency had received an email copy of a white paper in 
advance of the meeting.  The white paper: 1) summarized sediment quality of the southern 
C&D Canal Approach Channels; 2) compared the sediment quality of the southern C&D 
Canal Approach Channels to the sediments currently authorized and being placed at Poplar 
Island; 3) discussed potential constraints and limitations for accepting dredged material from 
other small dredging projects at Poplar Island; and 4) summarized existing sediment quality 
guidance that could be used to facilitate development of sediment quality recommendations 
for placement at Poplar Island.   
 
Ms. Derrick indicated that the purpose and goals of the sediment quality meeting were: 1) to 
reach consensus regarding acceptance of material from the C&C Approach Channels at 
Poplar Island; and 2) to develop a reasonable methodology and process of agency 
coordination for determining sediment quality for placement at PIERP.  
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Ms. Derrick presented a PowerPoint Presentation (see attached file) that summarized the 
sediment quality testing program for the dredged material currently placed at the PIERP, and 
compared the results to results for the C&D Canal Southern Approach Channels, with the 
intent to reach consensus regarding inclusion of southern Approach Channels to the C&D 
Canal (south of Sassafras River) in the Poplar Island reauthorization.  In addition, the 
acceptance of dredged material from other Federal, State, and local channels was presented 
for discussion. 
 
Acceptance of Material from the Southern C&D Canal Approach Channels  
Currently, eight Federal navigation channels within the Upper Chesapeake Bay are authorized 
for placement at Poplar Island:  Cutoff Angle, Craighill Upper Range, Craighill Channel, 
Craighill Entrance, Craighill Angle, Tolchester Channel, Swan Point Channel, and Brewerton 
Channel Eastern Extension.  These channels are tested every three years using an Inland 
Testing Manual (ITM) Tier II evaluation. 
 
Material from the southern C&D Canal Approach Channels is placed in open water near 
Pooles Island (Site 92).  The Pooles Island open water areas are scheduled for closure by 2010 
(by State law).  (MDE indicated that Pooles Island could close sooner if the total allowable 
capacity is reached prior to 2010).  Approximately 4 mcy of dredged material has been placed 
at Site 92 since 1998.  On average (for planning purposes), approximately 1.2 mcy of material 
is dredged annually from the southern C&D Canal Approach Channels.  In addition, 
approximately 355,000 cy of material is dredged annually from the northern C&D Approach 
Channels and Canal Proper (300,000 cy and 55,000 cy from these locations respectively). 
 
Ms. Derrick indicated that the need for the material from the southern C&D Canal Approach 
Channels to be placed at Poplar Island is driven by the 2010 closure of Pooles Island. 
Currently, on average, approximately 2 mcy of dredged material is placed at Poplar Island 
each year.  Ms. Derrick indicated that with the addition of the material from the southern 
C&D Canal Approach Channels, the annual placement volume at Poplar Island will increase 
to approximately 3.2 mcy.    
 
Ms. Derrick also indicated that Baltimore District expressed the desire to include sediment 
from the northern C&D Approach Channels (north of Sassafras River) and C&D proper in the 
re-authorization for emergency purposes only. Currently, these materials are placed at existing 
upland sites (with sufficient capacity) under the jurisdiction of USACE-Philadelphia. MDE 
noted that they would like to know the definition of “emergency.” 
 
The comparison of physical and chemical sediment quality data for the southern C&D 
Approach Channels and the upper Chesapeake Channels currently being placed at Poplar 
Island indicated that the dredged material is similar in physical and chemical quality.  The 
material from the northern Approach Channels has approximately 6% more silt/clays than the 
Upper Chesapeake Bay Federal channels.  Concentrations of metals and organics (ie.,PCBs, 
PAHs, and pesticides) are nearly equivalent.  Minimal/few data exist regarding quality of 
sediment from the Northern C&D Canal Approach Channels and the C&D Proper.  Ms. 
Derrick indicated that the northern Approach Channels and C&D Proper are not tested as part 
of USACE-Baltimore’s regular testing program.  Tony DePasquale (USACE-Philadelphia) 
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indicated that minimal sediment quality data exists for these areas, however, maintenance 
materials from these areas contain greater proportions of sands. 
 
Following presentation of this information, Ms. Derrick requested agency opinion/input 
regarding acceptance of the material from the southern C&D Canal Approach Channels as 
well as input regarding acceptance of material from the northern C&D Approach Channels 
and C&D Proper. 
 
Input by agency is summarized below: 
 
• US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (Chris Guy):  The USFWS believes that a 

process needs to be established for accepting dredged material at Poplar Island and that 
screening benchmark(s) should be chosen/developed.  Following establishment of 
acceptable exposure levels for various organisms, sediment quality criteria should be 
specifically established for the Bay and Bay organisms, and then the dredged material 
should be screened and determined as either acceptable or not acceptable for placement at 
Poplar Island / beneficial use.  USFWS indicated that a risk assessment is needed with 
benchmarks for endpoint/receptor species. The location for placement of material should 
be determined based on the risk assessment.  A risk-based model is needed to show risk to 
certain species, and the risk assessment would determine if the material was acceptable for 
terrestrial wildlife use (upland habitat).  USFWS indicated that a few food web models 
might be applicable. The USFWS believes that majority of material would be acceptable 
based on bioavailability (i.e., high concentrations of metals are often not bioavailable in 
sediments high in clays).  USFWS believes that a process of this type could be in place in 
the next 2-3 years and it wouldn’t cost $1M.  The Upland Testing Manual and input from 
ERDC should be consulted to develop the methodology.  The USFWS believes that the 
risk-based approach will allow the USACE and other agencies to more easily answer 
questions/concerns raised by public/others regarding sediment quality, impacts to wildlife, 
and appropriate beneficial uses for dredged material.   The USFWS concurs with the 
placement of material from the Southern C&D Canal Approach Channels with a caveat – 
that if Jason Miller is in agreement, the USFWS is in agreement.  On the contaminant end, 
the USFWS would like to see a process for the acceptance of material for placement at 
Poplar Island and they want to see a process developed prior to upland habitat 
development.  

 
• US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) (Bill Muir and Dave Russell):  The 

USEPA believes that sufficient channel sediment and aquatic organism testing has been 
completed to assess risk to wetland organisms/receptors (based on the studies that were 
conducted for Site 104), including a rigorous assessment of toxicity and bioaccumulation 
for a long list of parameters.  Because the dredged material from the Federal channels 
being placed at Poplar (including the southern C&D Approach Channels) was approved 
(deemed acceptable) for overboard disposal through a risk assessment, USEPA believes 
that it should not be a problem to accept dredged material from the Southern C&D 
Approach Channels at Poplar Island. But, USEPA does believe that using targeted upland 
endpoint species (i.e., osprey, etc.) in a risk assessment is a good idea. 
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• Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) (George Harmon, Matt Rowe, Charlie 
Poukish):  MDE believes that Hart Miller Island could be used as a model to determine 
the risk to upland receptors, which could then potentially be used in a (risk) process at 
Poplar Island.  MDE expressed concerns regarding implementation of a process that could 
jeopardize acceptance of sediment from the channels that are currently authorized for 
placement at Poplar Island.  MDE believes that most sediments will not be suitable for 
every species everywhere (because there are so many tropic levels) and that using a 
variety of benchmarks or endpoint species in risk assessment might cause some or all of 
the material to fail; thus, none of the dredged material would pass for placement at Poplar 
Island.  MDE believes that once a process is established, that process needs to be 
continued and it could be enforced upon us  – we need to be cautious about implementing 
a process that the sediments could fail.  MDE believes that the process proposed by 
USFWS (Chris Guy) is not applicable in the time frame we are working with, but that it is 
a good idea in the long-term, and although MDE agrees with the general concept, the cost 
of looking at aquatic and upland receptors would be immense.  Although a risk assessment 
was completed for aquatic organisms (for Site 104), the terrestrial organisms may take 
longer to evaluate.  In addition, every possible receptor cannot be modeled (too much time 
and expense).  MDE believes that endpoint receptors should be targeted, but that the risk 
does not yet need to be determined because the project (upland habitat) is not yet capped.  
In the next 10-15 years, the final capping material would be coming from an unknown 
source, and there would be no exposure to wildlife in upland habitat until that point; 
(exposure in) the wetlands and aquatic environment has already been addressed and is 
ongoing.  MDE could support a reauthorization that would include the Southern C&D 
Canal Approach Channels, but would like to look at the data.  Also, the final cap for 
uplands would require a process for assessing risk and accepting dredged material.  MDE 
did express concern regarding the acceptance of material from the Northern C&D Canal 
Approach Channels and the Canal Proper.  They requested a definition of “emergency”, 
and they would like to see more sediment quality data for these regions.  They would like 
to know if there is a gradient effect for contaminants as you move from west to east (upper 
Chesapeake north then east through Canal) –do contaminant concentrations increase?  
They indicated that a PCB problem exists in the Delaware River, and they did not want to 
bring this problem or perceived problem into the State of Maryland. Accepting material 
from the Canal could add the potential for PCB contamination issues. 

 
• National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) (John Nichols):  NMFS views Poplar Island 

as an experimental process to monitor the fate of contaminants after plantings to develop a 
future process.  NMFS agrees with the reauthorization to include the Southern C&D Canal 
Approach Channels with a caveat – it is unknown what the material will do to the 
ecosystem and that a process should be developed for appropriate receptors.  With regard 
to the Northern C&D Canal Approach Channels and Canal Proper, these sediments should 
be tested further. 

 
• Maryland Geological Survey (MGS) (Jeff Halka and Jim Hill):  MGS concurs that 

placement of material from the Southern C&D Canal Approach Channels should be 
included in reauthorization of Poplar Island, but would like to see additional sediment 
quality data from the Northern C&D Canal Approach Channels and Canal Proper.  MGS 
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also believes that dredged material from the Southern C&D Canal Approach Channels 
should be placed into upland cells only because of the potential release of metals from the 
sediment with exposure/flooding to saltwater in the wetland cells.  MGS also indicated 
that there would potentially be less localized phosphorus release into Bay waters if the 
material was confined to the upland cells.  

• USACE-Philadelphia (Anthony DePasquale):  USACE-Philadelphia noted that the 
development of the process proposed by USFWS (Chris Guy) doesn’t seem to be a block 
to supporting moving materials from the C&D approach channels to Poplar Island and that 
their concerns are that the process be developed to defend potential inquiries into what the 
USACE is doing.  They are unsure if the USACE currently has the data to support a 
particular argument.  They feel that developing the process to support the argument would 
be a good idea. 

 
• Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) (Roland Limpert):  MDNR 

concurred with MDE. 
 
• Maryland Environmental Service (MES) (Mike Rooney):  MES had no comments to add 

to the discussion. 
 

 
Acceptance of Dredged Material from other Federal, State, and Local Navigation 
Projects 
 
Following the discussion of the acceptance of material from the C&D approaches at Poplar 
Island, Ms. Derrick resumed discussing acceptance of material from other Federal, State, and 
local navigation projects at Poplar Island. 
 
Ms. Derrick indicated that the USACE-Baltimore expressed the desire that the material be 
consistent with the quality of material currently being placed at Poplar Island.  In addition, 
material from Baltimore Harbor within the Patapsco River would not be considered for 
placement at Poplar Island. Prior to this meeting, the USACE (Scott Johnson and Jeff McKee) 
indicated that: 1) USACE would be willing to accept material from small projects on a case-
by-case basis;  2) physical and chemical testing would be required prior to placement; 3) 
small projects would be defined as less or equal to 10,000 cy; and 4) material from small 
projects would be limited to placement in upland cells only.  
 
Mark Mendelsohn stated that people regularly ask the USACE about using Poplar Island for 
local channels. Mark noted that USACE-Baltimore would like to be a good neighbor.  
 
Ms. Derrick then indicated that the USACE was seeking input from the agencies to develop a 
reasonable methodology and process for accepting material from small dredging projects. 
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Input by agency is summarized below: 
 
• USFWS (Chris Guy): The USFWS suggested writing in the reauthorization that accepting 

material from other projects is discouraged, that sandy material would not be accepted (to 
encourage use for other beach nourishment projects, etc.), and that an applicant would 
have to prove why they need to use Poplar Island, then open acceptance to stakeholders on 
a case-by-case basis.  USFWS indicated that the placement standards shouldn’t be any 
different for small projects –  the applicant would be required to sample the site and 
subject the samples to the same testing regime as the Federal channels – testing cannot be 
compromised. In the end, USFWS believes it would be too expensive for local applicants. 

 
• USEPA (Bill Muir):  The USACE/MPA should come up with a maximum volume of total 

cap for the site and agrees with other agencies that there are too many caveats to be a good 
neighbor for local dredging projects.  USEPA indicated that they did not see a problem 
will accepting material at Poplar Island from the USACE smaller dredging projects (Bob 
Blama projects) if the sediments were subjected to the same testing requirements as the 
large Federal navigation channels.  

 
• MDE (George Harmon, Matt Rowe, and Charlie Poukish):  MDE has a lot of questions 

about how much involvement by state agencies would be required and that this might be a 
burden.  MDE believes that case-by-case standards and projects would need to be 
approved and that is a liability issue for the USACE.  The USACE would be setting the 
standards and writing the standards into the authorization, but the State holds the permit 
for the facility – this could be problematic.  MDE initially suggested limiting the use of 
Poplar to the local surrounding counties that have a stake in the project (i.e., Anne 
Arundel and Talbot Counties), but then retracted that statement because it would be unfair 
to provide a Federal tax advantage to some counties, but not to others.  MDE also 
indicated that the testing requirements would likely be cost prohibitive for local projects. 

 
• NMFS (John Nichols):  NMFS would be unwilling to recommend Poplar Island as a 

placement option for other projects if there are other placement options available (all other 
options should be exhausted first).  In addition, due to lack of sands, NMFS prefers re-use 
of sands from small dredging projects over creating sand borrow areas.  NMFS questioned 
as to whether availability of Poplar would detract applicants from other small beneficial 
use projects.  NMFS questioned if it really is being a good neighbor to implement a 
process that has so many hurdles (i.e., difficult accessibility and high cost for local 
projects).   

 
• MGS (Jeff Halka and Jim Hill):  MGS is concerned about the commitment of State 

resources to evaluate and review additional individual projects for placement at Poplar 
Island.  Commitment of that level of resources is a decision that would require additional 
consultation with higher levels within MGS and the State of Maryland.  MGS noted that 
Baltimore County residents are permitted to use HMI for local dredging projects and that 
there are no testing requirements and tipping fees.  HMI, however, is a confined facility, 
it’s a different situation than Poplar Island. MGS also supported use of sands from 
dredging projects for beach renourishment, rather than placement at Poplar Island. 
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• USACE-Philadelphia (Anthony DePasquale):  The USACE agrees that you can’t 
compromise the testing requirements/sediment quality for private dredging and does not 
know how you would pick and choose applicants for acceptance. 

 
• MDNR (Roland Limpert):  MDNR questioned whether small dredging projects would be 

stimulated if Poplar Island became available as on option for placement. MDNR also 
indicated that an upper limit (quantity/volume) would need to set for placement from 
small projects, so as not to impact the overall capacity at Poplar Island for the Federal 
channels. 

 
• MPA (Nathaniel Brown):  Nat Brown indicated that this is a policy decision that must 

come from MPA management. 
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Poplar Island Environmental 
Restoration Project (PIERP) 

Sediment Quality Meeting

US Army Corps of Engineers-Baltimore District

and 

Maryland Port Administration

March 17, 2005

Poplar Island Expansion Study

Meeting Agenda

• Introductions

• Meeting Purpose and Goals

• Sediment Quality Data for the C&D Canal Approach 
Channels

• Discussion of Sediment Quality Objectives for 
Accepting Dredged Material from other dredging 
projects at PIERP

Poplar Island Expansion Study

Purpose and Goals

• Reach a consensus about the C&D Canal Approach 
Channels

• To develop a reasonable methodology and process of 
agency coordination for determining sediment quality 
for placement at the PIERP

Chesapeake Bay Channel 
dredged material 
currently being placed at 
Poplar Island :

• Cutoff Angle

• Craighill Upper Range

• Craighill Channel

• Craighill Entrance

• Craighill Angle

• Tolchester Channel

• Swan Point Channel

• Brewerton Channel Eastern   
Extension

Anne Arundel
County

Kent County

Queen
Anne’s
County

Baltimore
County

Poplar Island

Swan 
Point

Tolchester

Cutoff
Angle

Craighill 
Upper Range

Craighill

Craighill 
Entrance

Craighill 
Angle

Brewerton Channel
Eastern Extension

North Point

Rock Point

C&D Canal 
Approach Channels

Talbot
County

Hart-Miller 
Island

Pooles 
Island

Poplar Island Expansion Study

Current Testing Program for 
PIERP

Inland Testing Manual (ITM) Tier II Testing

PHYSICAL PARAMETERS
Grain size,  Atterberg limits,  Specific gravity,  Total solids

CHEMICAL ANALYTES

Metals,  PAHs,  butyltins,  pesticides,  SVOCs, PCBs, 
TOC, cyanide, BOD, COD, sulfide, AVS/SEM,  

phosphorus, ammonia,  TKN,  NO3 , NO2

Poplar Island Expansion Study

C&D Canal Approach 
Channels

• Material from the C&D Canal Approach Channels is 
currently being placed at Pooles Island (Site 92), scheduled 
to close in 2010 (by MD State law).   

•Approximately 4 mcy of material has been placed at Site 
92 since 1998

•For planning purposes, approximately 1.2 mcy of material 
annually will need to be dredged from the C&D Canal 
Approach Channels

•Potential to accept material from the upper Approach 
Channels and Canal Proper
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Baltimore
MD DE

Pooles
Island

Delaware 
River

Pearce Creek Upland 
Placement Site

Courthouse Point 
Upland Placement 

Site

C&D Canal Upper

Approach Channels

C&D Canal Southern

Approach Channels

Baltimore Harbor 
Approach Channels

Upper Chesapeake Bay 
Approach Channels

Sassafras River

Map of the C&D Canal 
Approach Channels

Poplar Island Expansion Study

Sediment Comparison

ANALYTE UNITS n detects mean n detects mean

SILT+CLAY % 12 12 96.4 95 95 89.7
SAND % 12 12 3.58 95 95 9.98

TOTAL ORGANIC 
CARBON % 12 12 7.40 95 95 7.10

ARSENIC MG/KG 10 10 11.0 85 85 13.3
CHROMIUM MG/KG 10 10 25.6 85 85 39.7
COPPER MG/KG 10 10 33.6 85 85 38.0
LEAD MG/KG 10 10 35.6 85 85 46.1
MERCURY MG/KG 10 10 0.192 85 78 0.193
NICKEL MG/KG 10 10 48.4 85 85 41.7
ZINC MG/KG 10 10 195 85 85 225

TOTAL PAHs 
(ND=1/2DL) UG/KG 10 -- 480 85 -- 473
TOTAL PCBs 
(ND=1/2DL) UG/KG 10 -- 8.98 71 -- 8.31

C&D APPROACH UPPER CHESAPEAKE BAY 

Poplar Island Expansion Study
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Metals Comparison

Poplar Island Expansion Study

Acceptance of Dredged Material 
from Additional Locations

• Evaluate the potential to accept dredged material 
from federal, state, and local navigation projects.

• Dredged material would be consistent with quality 
of material currently being placed at Poplar Island.

• Material from Baltimore Harbor within the 
Patapsco River will not be considered for placement 
at Poplar Island.

Poplar Island Expansion Study

Small Navigation Projects

• The decision to accept material from small navigation 
projects will be made on a case-by-case basis.   

•Physical and chemical testing will be required for all 
dredged material prior to placement.

•Small projects are defined as those of 10,000 cy or less.  

•Material from small navigation projects will be 
exclusively placed into cells designated for upland 
development.

Poplar Island Expansion Study

Further Discussion

• Which agency or group of agencies will review data 
packages and provide concurrence for placement?

• Develop target analyte list required for testing prior 
to placement.  
-- grain size, total organic carbon, ammonia, 

sulfide, cyanide, metals, PCB congeners, PAHs, 
chlorinated pesticides, and TPH 
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Further Discussion

• Process for evaluating results of chemical analyses -
sediment quality guidelines?  acceptable range of 
concentrations?  reference values?

• Final acceptance criteria – if one analyte fails, is 
that enough to eliminate Poplar as a placement 
option?

• Specific geographic areas that should be excluded 
from PIERP?  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Agency Comments on the Dredged Material Management 

Plan (DMMP) that Include the PIERP 

























 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Agency Comments on the Incorporation of the            
Open-Water Embayment 



POPLAR ISLAND LATERAL EXPANSION – NMFS RECOMMENDED RE-DESIGN 
   ISSUES CONTRIBUTING TO RE-DESIGN 
           FEBRUARY 22, 2005 
     
1. Subtidal waters surrounding the existing Poplar Island Restoration Project are not 

without value to fisheries and fish resources.  In fact, part of the environmental 
objectives of the original Poplar Island Project were intended to enhance fish 
habitat in waters surrounding the restored island.  Beneficial elements associated 
with Poplar Harbor will be derived from creation of a relatively low energy 
environment in the lee of the restored island, as well as from providing direct 
access for a variety of estuarine life from the waters of the harbor to tidal wetland 
habitat, once wetland cells have been successfully completed and opened to 
interaction with adjacent estuarine waters. 

 
2. The proposed lateral expansion of Poplar Island should be designed with similar 

benefits for fish resources in mind.  However, logistics associated with 
construction of the proposed expansion (e.g., location of sand borrow sources, 
required positioning of upland cells on the east side of the expansion) restrict the 
ability to create a replica of Poplar Harbor on the east side of the expansion 
footprint.  Unfortunately, the Northern Alignment design also offers less potential 
for energy exchange between the wetland cells and adjacent waters.  Connecting 
the wetland cells to adjacent waters by a single tidal canal will provide only 
limited ability for fish and other marine life to move between the wetland cells 
and adjacent waters.  Furthermore, there are still outstanding questions regarding 
the ability to provide long term maintenance of unrestricted tidal flow within the 
canal, and consequently, to the wetland cells. 

 
3. NMFS proposed re-design of the expansion for creating a large (130-acre) tidal 

embayment on the west side of the expansion will provide the benefits of a Poplar 
Harbor.  Construction of a stone breakwater, or segmented stone dike along the 
opening of the embayment will provide protection to the embayment from the 
westerly fetch, thereby creating a low energy environment similar to that found in 
the lee of an island.  Breaks in the dike, two of which will be 200 feet across, will 
permit strong tidal exchange between the embayment, the wetland cells, and 
adjacent waters of the Chesapeake Bay in perpetuity.  Larger openings will also 
permit unrestricted access to a variety of marine organisms, including larger 
predatory fish such as bluefish and weakfish.  The embayment will be varied in 
bathymetry, containing waters as deep as 10-12 feet (MLW), grading to shallow 
shoreline waters and mudflats.  The bottom of the embayment will be further 
diversified through construction of 3 reef areas, using stone, concrete, or shell.  At 
least two-thirds of the shoreline of the embayment will be bordered by tidal 
wetland habitat associated with the wetland cells.  Once the wetland cells have 
been successfully established, dikes should be removed, and replaced with long-
profile stone at the toe of the marsh habitat, to permit free exchange of fauna and 
energy between the wetlands and the embayment.  Guts and small tributaries, 
constructed into the wetland cells, will provide additional direct access routes for 



marine fauna moving between the wetlands and open deep waters of the 
embayment.  Consequently, the re-design should provide a greater number of 
niches for marine life, ensure multi-modal tidal exchange between the wetland 
cells and adjacent waters, and promote more direct energy exchange between all 
levels of the local food web. 

 
4. Most importantly, we anticipate that the re-design concept will demonstrate that 

benefits from the use of dredge material can be derived in ways that differ from 
simply converting open water habitat to tidal wetland systems; i.e., benefits can 
be derived by configuring dredge material in a manner that surrounds, protects, 
and diversifies adjacent waters, without disturbing the latter habitat itself.     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The re-design also challenges the concept of strict adherence to the 50% wetland 
to 50% upland design protocol in the restoration of an island.  Because NMFS 
views creation of the protected embayment as a legitimate (and actually preferred) 
form of enhancement for our resources, we recommend incorporating the 
embayment habitat into the model or formulation used for designing island 
restoration habitats for other projects, such as James Island; i.e., allotting equal 
“island community credits” for the enhanced habitat that will comprise the 
embayment, as that allotted for tidal wetland cells. 
 
Finally, the re-design will minimize loss of existing fishing grounds in waters 
surrounding the original Poplar Island project, and thereby minimize impacts to 
the local fishing economy.  Consequently, we are recommending that the 
embayment be opened to fishing activities such as crab potting. 



MDE Comments on Poplar Island Expansion  - NMFS Proposal 
 

What follows is MDE's position on the NMFS proposal as well as outstanding concerns. 
 
MDE supports the NMFS Poplar Island Expansion proposal as a viable beneficial use 
alternative to dike raising within the island's original foot print.  MDE believes the NMFS 
concept of a sheltered embayment will enhance fisheries, establish beneficial edge habitat 
diversity, and increase tidal interaction with constructed wetlands.  The sheltered 
embayment may also create conditions favorable to SAV growth and benthic community 
diversity.  All of these habitat benefits have the potential to enhance water quality in the 
project area.   
 
Since dike raising at Poplar Island has not been pursued as a serious alternative to the 
Port of Baltimore's dredged material placement needs, MDE believes that minimizing the 
expansion footprint, in combination with NMFS proposed fisheries enhancements, is the 
next best approach for stemming the permanent loss of open water habitat in Chesapeake 
Bay.   Although MDE is supportive of the enhanced fisheries embayment concept, MDE 
has concerns about the potential for turbidity and erosion resulting from a western 
orientation.  MDE will work closely with the CORPS and  MPA to address any water 
quality/sediment transport concerns as the specifics of site design and construction are 
developed. 
 
 
Matthew C. Rowe 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
Technical and Regulatory Services 
Montgomery Park Business Center 
1800 Washington Blvd 
Suite 540 
Baltimore, MD 21230-1718 
(410) 537-3578 
fax (410) 537-3873 
mrowe@mde.state.md.us  
 
 



POPLAR ISLAND LATERAL EXPANSION − NMFS RE-DESIGN 
Department of Natural Resources Issues/Concerns: March 29, 2005 

 
 
Technical Issues/Concerns 

1. Stability.  The preferred alignment selected in the Corps General Reevaluation 
Report and Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (GRR/SEIS) sites low 
level wetlands on the western side of the project, where there is the most fetch and 
greatest possibility of storm wave damage. Water exchange with the wetland cells 
is proposed through a tidal gut, passing through the interior of the constructed 
cells.  The proposed design change by NMFS eliminates the tidal gut and replaces 
some of the wetland cells with a segmented breakwater with openings of 50 and 
200 feet between the segments.  The breakwater may serve to help protect the 
remaining  wetlands from erosive wave action , however elimination of the 
internal tidal gut for water exchange may require the cell dikes to be lowered and 
thus be more susceptible to damage and erosion by storm generated waves.  
Concern exists of the adequacy of both the original alignment and the NMFS 
proposed design for protecting the west facing wetlands.  Specifically; 

a. The supplemental EIS states, “It was determined that overtopping and 
subsequent failure of the perimeter dikes should be avoided if at all 
practical.  As such, a breach prediction analysis will be conducted prior to 
construction” (Page 6-8, line 333 and following).  It does not seem that 
this analysis has been completed for neither the Corps preferred alignment 
nor the NMFS proposal.  If this has been done, what are the findings? 

b. During Tropical Storm Isabel in 2003, the failure of the dikes was from 
overtopping and scouring the sandy dike material on the inside of the dike.  
Would a similar event with the NMFS design result in the movement of 
dredge material from the wetland cells onto the adjacent Natural Oyster 
Bars? 

c. Would the NMFS design be more prone to a large-scale failure than the 
design proposed in the GRR/SEIS?   

 
2. Maintenance.  Three questions; 

a. What, if any, are the potential long-term maintenance differences between 
the NMFS and the GRR/SEIS designs?  The “Life Cycle Analysis,” which 
evaluates dike height and armor stone size, conducted by the Corps as part 
of the GRR/SEIS balances initial cost with long term maintenance costs.  
A similar analysis has not been conducted for unique alternatives such as 
the NMFS proposal.  Note that the Corps and State are responsible for the 
costs of design, construction and operation of the site, but the State alone 
is responsible for long-term maintenance. 

b. Would a partially contained embayment become a trap for debris? 
c. Does the NMFS design have the potential to become an attractive 

nuisance that could encourage boating use and boaters to “explore” the 
island increasing the disturbance potential of the remote island habitat that 
is being created? 



 
 
Procedural Issues 

DNR is very concerned about the process by which this proposal came about.  The 
established, collaborative process that has been followed in the past, and which 
utilizes BEWG as the technical review, has served all participants very well.  NMFS 
has been involved in this process from the beginning, and had every opportunity to 
present their proposal at the same time that all the other designs were under 
consideration.  To submit a new proposal this late in the process does a disservice to 
all the parties that have worked so well together in the past.  Forcing the parties to 
rush to a decision on a proposal that could have significant implications for many 
years in the future is not in the best interest of any of the participants.  Specifically, 
we have three questions/issues: 
1. Would the Corps consider a written policy that design proposals for future 

projects be submitted by an agreed upon deadline so that all proposals can receive 
equal and due consideration? 

2. NMFS has already stated that they believe that their proposal is a unique, one-
time-only departure from the previously agreed upon policy that island restoration 
using dredged material would be designed with at 50:50 ratio of vegetated 
wetland to upland acreage.  In essence, NMFS is proposing the granting of the 
same agreed upon “Island Community Units” for not constructing wetlands as for 
constructing wetlands.  What language would the Corps use to ensure that this is a 
one-time event and would not result in a future dredged material beneficial use 
project that could potentially be 50% upland, 25% vegetated wetland and 25% 
“enhanced” open water? 

3. Could NMFS’s concerns and goals be addressed through the framework of the 
Adaptive Management process, since MDE seems agreeable in this case to 
accepting “enhanced” open water as meeting their definition of wetlands, rather 
than treating the NMFS proposal as a separate alternative? 
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MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD   
MEETING WITH JOHN NICHOLS- NMFS 
 
April 22, 2005 
Baltimore District Headquarters, Baltimore, MD 
 
Purpose: Discuss inclusion of open water habitat in benefits quantification model developed for 
Poplar Island Expansion  
 
Attendees: John Nichols, Angie Sowers, Mark Mendelsohn, Chris Spaur 
 
Mr. Nichols identified the following as target species: blue crab, spot, croaker, weakfish, striped 
bass, white perch, summer flounder, bluefish, and Atlantic menhaden.  These species were 
categorized as: 
 1. bottom feeders (open sub-tidal)- striped bass, white perch, spot, croaker, weakfish,  

adult and older juvenile summer flounder, adult blue crabs 
 2. pelagic- menhaden, bluefish, bay anchovy 

3. tidal guts and tributaries- striped bass, young summer flounder, juvenile blue crabs, 
silverside, and killifish. (This group has a slight preference for bottom habitats compared 
to pelagic environments.) 

 
It was identified by Ms. Sowers that this classification will alter the two fish guilds presently 
included in the ICU model (resident/forage fish and commercial/predatory/higher trophic fish) to 
three guilds/communities.  Ms. Sowers requested Mr. Nichols reevaluate the weight distribution 
and provide the redistributed weights.   Mr. Nichols replied that he would do this. 

 
Mr. Nichols specified the following as the features of the open cove that will provide habitat 
benefits- depth, substrate, marsh edge, reef structure, and tidal guts.  Deep pockets (>12 ft) are 
important to the design as well as access to adjacent deep water.  Locating the open water on the 
west side of the proposed island alignment will promote flushing, both from wind driven and 
water currents, and provide access to deep water.   
 
Mr. Nichols, using Able and Kaiser (1994) presented summer flounder habitat 
requirements/preferences: the younger the fish, the greater the preference for tidal guts.  
Reference tidal guts were variable sized with widest points 40-50 feet to 10-12 feet, and 0.4 to 
1.8’ at mlw.  Spartina is a critical component of adjacent marshes.  Young summer flounder use 
mud substrate, but as fish age there is a gradual shift to sand substrate.  Mudflats are useful to 
summer flounder and blue crab. 
 
Mr. Nichols provided the following species information: 
1. Small striped bass and white perch will use tidal guts as these species are opportunistic. 
2. Bluefish will go where menhaden go.  Oxygen is an important factor in menhaden movement.  
Menhaden prefer large open water areas with plenty of oxygen.  Marsh productivity will lead to 
zooplankton and detritus in cove.  Impoundments can prohibit menhaden and adult bluefish, but 
not rockfish. 
3.  Weakfish are bottom oriented and will follow small fish and blue crabs. 
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4.  Spot and croaker are important because they convert/pass benthic productivity up the food 
web.  These species are rarely found over structure, but prefer open water, and silty sediment.  
They consume small bivalves.  As organic input from marsh increases there will be an increase 
in benthic diversity.  Habitat Requirements for Chesapeake Bay Living Resources (1991) 
identified 3 to 6 m is preferred depth in tributaries. Mr. Nichols agreed that the tidal gut out of 
the created wetlands into the open cove would function as a tributary system. 
 
5.  Pelagic species such as bay anchovy require at least one wide opening (>200 ft) between 
breakwaters that is adjacent to marsh cells.   
 
Ms. Sowers asked Mr. Nichols about the size of the proposed reefs.  Mr. Nichols replied that the 
reefs would be less than 1 acre.  One is proposed to extend out of the water.  The important 
feature of reefs are interstitial areas for cover and increased surface area for fouling organisms. 
 
Mr. Nichols identified a target for removal of at least 25% of exterior dikes along wetland edge 
of open water cove. 
 
Mr. Nichols stated he would coordinate with Dave Meyer of NMFS to provide further 
information on reef design specification/necessary features, cove size, and possibly a production 
index.  The production index refers to a ratio of edge to open marsh that would provide greatest 
benefit.  
 
Mr. Mendelsohn asked Mr. Nichols about the possibility of including an island within the cove 
to provide waterbird nesting habitat.  Mr. Nichols stated that NMFS would not be in favor of the 
inclusion of bird islands if there would be associated restrictions on the use of the fishing 
resources in the area.  Mr. Nichols would like to see the cove be open to recreational and 
commercial fishing, specifically crab potting. 
 
Ms. Sowers will organize this information and modify the ICU model to incorporate the altered 
fish guild/communities plus the new habitat.  It may not be necessary to redo the old alignments 
using the updated model because there is no open water habitat in those alignments. 
 
 







































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Agency Comments on the Draft GRR/SEIS 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 













































UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION III 

1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103-2029 

  
August 8, 2005  

  
Mark Mendelsohn  
Planning Division  
P.O. Box 1715  
Baltimore, Md. 21203  
  
 Subject: Draft General Reevaluation Report/ Supplemental Environmental Impact        
Statement for Poplar Island Restoration Project. CEQ # 20050253  
  
  

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 
309 of the Clean Air Act, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) offers the 
following comments regarding the Draft General Reevaluation Report/ Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement for Poplar Island Restoration Project.  The proposed 
project is to expand the existing Poplar Island Dredged Material Placement Site by 575 
acres consisting of approximately 60 percent wetlands and 40 percent upland.  Also 
included is the raising of the existing upland Cells by 5 vertical feet.  
  

EPA region 3 has been part of Poplar Island and the Draft Dredged Material 
Management Plan (DMMP) interagency team reviewing all alternatives to long term 
disposal needs for the Federal Navigation Channels for the Ports of Baltimore and concur 
that expansion of the Poplar Island facility is needed.  Based upon our review of the Draft 
SEIS the project is rated as LO-1, Lack of Objections (LO), and the Adequacy of the 
document (1).  A copy of the EPA rating criteria is enclosed for your reference.  
However, we do have the following comments and concerns on the Project.   
  

• Maximizing the wetlands to uplands ratio is very important.  The 60/40 ratio is 
more consistent with EPA’s 404b1 guidelines.  However, it should be noted that 
there is still an overall loss of aquatic habitat from the expansion of the Poplar 
Island Facility.  We therefore recommend that during construction of the 
wetlands, all the resource agencies work closely with the Corps to assure the 
highest quality wetlands possible.  

 
• In reviewing the documents it was evident that the upland dykes can be raised 

higher then 5 feet, engineering suggests up to 15 feet.  While the public comments 
suggests minimizing any vertical limits, raising the uplands dykes 10 feet would 
provide 1-3 additional years capacity and limit the need for further aquatic loss.  
While it was stated that beyond 5 foot rise would not have an environmental 
benefit, prevention of loss of further aquatic habitat is also an environmental 
benefit.    

 



• EPA strongly favors the incorporation of an open water embayment within the 
expansion footprint in the northern end currently to be used as the staging area.  
The National Marine Fisheries Service has proposed several designs and long 
term protection of the benthic communities in this area would provide fisheries 
habit which would significantly increase the value of the adjacent wetlands.  

 
• Concurrently to the construction of the expansion, EPA urges the development of 

a long term management effort to protect and improve wetlands in the Black 
Water Wildlife (BWR) Refuge in Dorchester County.  The BWR needs millions 
of cubic yards of materials and while this alternative will require some major 
engineering and design, this site is of national aquatic significance and has the 
potential for large scale wetlands creation.  

 
• In adding any new channels for disposal at Poplar Island Expansion, must follow 

the testing requirements in the COE/EPA’s Upland Testing Manual.  
 
 

If you have any questions or comments regarding our letter please feel free to 
contact me at 215-814-3367 or Mr. Peter Stokely at 703-648-4292.  
 
 
 
     Sincerely,  
 

   
      

William Arguto, NEPA Team Leader  
     Environmental Programs Branch  
 
 
Enclosures:  
 
 
 



 
August 8, 2005 
 
Mr. Wesley E. Coleman, Jr. 
Baltimore District, US Army Corps of Engineers 

 P.O. Box 1715 
Baltimore, MD  21203-1715 
 
RE: Environmental Review for Expansion of Existing Poplar Island Environmental 

Restoration Project, Talbot County, Maryland. 
  
Dear Mr. Coleman: 
 
As you are aware, an active bald eagle nest occurs on the project site.  The bald eagle is listed as a threatened 
species by the state and the federal government.  State law requires that appropriate protection measures be 
incorporated into actions by state agencies.  To protect this nest site the following guidelines should be 
implemented: 

 
1. Establish a protection area of 1/4 mile radius around the nest tree.  Within this area, establish three zones of 

protection: Zone 1 extends from the nest tree to a radius of 330 feet, Zone 2 extends from 330 feet to 660 feet in 
radius, and Zone 3 extends from 660 feet to 1/4 mile (1320 ft.) 

 
2. No land use changes, including development or timber harvesting should occur in Zone 1. 
 
3. Construction activities, including clearing, grading, building, etc., should not occur within Zones 1 and 2 and 

ideally no closer than 750 feet from the nest. 
 
4. No construction or timber harvesting activities should occur within the 1/4 mile protection zone during the eagle 

nesting season, which is from December 15 through June 15. 
 

These general guidelines are used by our biologists for bald eagle nest site protection.  Specific protection 
measures depend on the site conditions, planned activities, nest history and other factors.  For clarification, the 
WHS has no comments in regards to bald eagle nest protection, on activities proposed outside of the ¼ mile 
buffer from the nest. 
 
The waterbird colonies (herons and terns) should also be protected with a ¼ mile buffer.  Conservation of 
waterbird colonies that are located in the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area is required by state law.  Significant 
mortality of chicks or eggs resulting from disturbance of the colony during the breeding season is a violation of 
the U.S. Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  Disturbance includes actions such as cutting nest trees, cutting nearby trees 
or nearby construction that causes abandonment of chicks by the adults. 
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To protect waterbird colonies we use the following guidelines: 
 
1. Establish a protection area of ¼ mile radius from the colony's outer boundary.  Within this area establish three 

zones of protection:  Zone 1 extends from the outer boundary of the colony to a radius of 330 feet, Zone 2 
extends from 330 feet to 660 feet in radius, and Zone 3 extends from 660 feet to ¼ mile (1320 feet). 

 
2. During the breeding season, all human entry into Zone 1 should be restricted to only that essential for protection 

of the colony.  Human disturbance of colony sites that results in significant mortality of eggs and/or chicks is 
considered a prohibited taking under various state and federal regulations. 

 
3. No land use changes, including development or timber harvesting, should occur in Zone 1. 
 
4. Construction activities, including clearing, grading, building, etc., should not occur within Zones 1 and 2. 
 
5. Selective timber harvesting may occur in Zone 2, but clearcutting should be avoided. 
 
6. No construction or timber harvesting activities should occur within the ¼ mile protection area during the 

breeding season.  The breeding season for Great Blue Herons is usually February 15 through July 31 and for 
Common/Forster’s Terns is usually April 15 through August 15, of any given year.   

 
The Department of Natural Resources’ Wildlife and Heritage Service provides assistance to those interested in 
protecting this resource.  The above guidelines are usually suitable for protection of most waterbird colonies.  
Specific protection measures depend upon the species inhabiting the colony, site conditions, planned activities, 
colony site type and history, and other factors.  For more specific technical advice regarding your project and 
waterbird protection, please contact the WHS. 

 
Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review this project.  If you should have any further questions 
regarding this information, please contact me at (410) 260-8573.   
 
      Sincerely, 

       
 

      Lori A. Byrne, 
      Environmental Review Coordinator 
      Wildlife and Heritage Service 
      MD Dept. of Natural Resources 
 
ER #2005.0592.ta 
Cc: G. Therres, WHS 
 D. Brinker, WHS 
 R. Esslinger, CAC 
 M. Ratnaswamy, USFWS 
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