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APPENDIX P – PUBLIC AND DMMP GROUP INVOLVEMENT 
 
The purpose of public participation and agency coordination in the NEPA process is to ensure the 
productive use of inputs from private citizens, public interest groups, and government agencies to 
improve the quality of the environmental decision-making as part of the project.  For this project, the 
State of Maryland DMMP relies on input from a variety of stakeholders including citizens and 
environmental groups, and state and federal agencies.  The Notice of Intent for the proposed 
Masonville DMCF EIS was mailed to over 1,300 individuals or stakeholders.  The stakeholders for this 
project are organized into three committees – the Executive Committee, the Management Committee, 
and the Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) – and are supported by several technical working 
groups, including the Bay Enhancement Working Group (BEWG) and the Harbor Team, that are 
tasked with identifying, studying, reviewing, and prioritizing potential dredged material placement 
sites.  Summaries from BEWG meetings, Executive Committee meetings, Management Committee 
meetings, and CAC meetings are included in this Appendix in chronological order and listed in Table 
O-1.  Listed below are members that make up the Executive Committee, the Management Committee, 
the CAC, the BEWG, and the Harbor Team. 
 
Executive Committee: 

• Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
• Maryland Department of Transportation  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District Maryland Port Administration (MPA) - Executive Secretary 

 
Management/BEWG Committee: 

• Aberdeen Proving Ground    Association of Maryland Pilots 
• Chesapeake Bay Commission   Chesapeake Bay Foundation 
• EPA Region III Chesapeake Bay Program  Great Lakes Dredge & Dock Company 
• Maryland Department of the Environment  Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
• Maryland Department of Transportation  Maryland Environmental Service 
• Maryland Port Administration   National Marine Fisheries Service 
• NOAA Chesapeake Bay Office   Office of Congressman Wayne T. Gilchrest 
• Rukert Terminals     State Water Quality Advisory Committee 
• USACE, Baltimore District   USACE, Philadelphia District 
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC): 

• Anne Arundel County Government   Baltimore County Government 
• Baltimore County Watermen’s Association  Baltimore Gas and Electric 
• Canal Bank Study Committee   Cecil County Government 
• Dorchester County Government   Essex-Middle River Civic Council 
• Kent County Government    Harford County Government 
• Hart-Miller Island Citizens Oversight Committee Maryland Charter Boat Association 
• Maryland Saltwater Sportfishermen’s Association Maryland Watermen’s Association 
• Queen Anne’s County Government   Upper Bay Charter Boat Captains Association 
• North Point Peninsula Community Coordination Council 

 
The Harbor Team: 

• Anne Arundel County    Baltimore City 
• Baltimore County     Baltimore Harbor Watershed Association 
• Mittal Steel Company    Brooklyn-Curtis Bay Coalition 
• Domino (Sugar Refining Co.)   Dundalk Area Citizen 
• Dundalk Renaissance Corp.   Greater Dundalk Alliance 
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• Greater Dundalk Community Council  Living Classrooms Foundation 
• Marley Neck Citizens    Maryland Pilots Association 
• National Aquarium in Baltimore   North County Land Trust Cox Creek Citizens’ Committee 
• North Point Peninsula Community Council  Patapsco Back Rivers Tributary Team 
• Private Sector Port Coalition   Turner Station Community Association 
• W. R. Grace & Co. 

 
Other public involvement meeting dates and locations are listed in Table O-2; the meeting summaries 
are also included in this Appendix.  At the public scoping meeting, a question and answer session was 
conducted and comment cards were distributed to encourage attendees to express their opinions, make 
comments, or ask questions about the project in writing.  Documents including public notices, public 
announcements, meeting summaries, meeting minutes, attendance sheets, and public comments are 
included in this Appendix in chronological order and listed in Table O-2.  The public scoping meetings 
were advertised in the following local newspapers: The Baltimore Sun (Baltimore), Baltimore Guide 
(Baltimore), The Capital (Annapolis), and the Maryland Watermen's Gazette (State of Maryland) on 
June 8th; and in the Dundalk Eagle (Baltimore) on June 9th.  Finally, Table O-3 presents a detailed 
table of all comments received from the public on the Draft EIS that are included in this Appendix.   
 

Table P-1.  Meeting Summaries from the Bay Enhancement Working Group, Executive 
Committee, Management Committee, and Citizens’ Advisory Committee Meetings. 

 
Name of Meeting Date Location Of Meeting 

BEWG Meeting 23 July 2003  MPA - Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 5 August 2003 MPA- Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 9 September 2003 MPA- Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 7 October 2003 USACE-Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 6 January 2004 MPA- Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 6 April 2004 MPA- Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 4 May 2004 MPA- Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 8 June 2004 MPA - Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 7 September 2004 MPA - Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 9 November 2004 MPA - Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 4 January 2005 MPA - Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 8 February 2005 MPA - Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 8 March 2005 MPA - Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 5 April 2005 MPA - Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 7 June 2005 MPA - Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 2 August 2005 MPA - Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 2 February 2006 MPA – Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 7 March 2006 MPA – Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 4 April 2006 MPA – Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 6 June 2006 MPA – Baltimore 
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Name of Meeting Date Location Of Meeting 
BEWG Meeting 8 August 2006 MPA – Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 12 September 2006 MPA – Baltimore 
Executive Committee Meeting 15 December 2003 MDOT - Hanover 
Executive Committee Meeting 21 September 2004 MDOT - Hanover 
Executive Committee Meeting 16 December 2004 MDOT - Hanover 
Executive Committee Meeting 22 September 2005 MDOT - Hanover 
Executive Committee Meeting 8 December 2005 MDOT - Hanover 
Executive Committee Meeting 6 September 2006 MDOT - Hanover 

Management Committee Meeting 29 September 2003 Association of MD 
Pilots - Baltimore 

Management Committee Meeting 5 November 2003 Association of MD 
Pilots - Baltimore 

Management Committee Meeting 2 December 2004 MPA - Baltimore 

Management Committee Meeting 16 February 2005 World Trade Center - 
Baltimore 

Management Committee Meeting 18 May 2005 World Trade Center - 
Baltimore 

Management Committee Meeting 9 September 2005 World Trade Center – 
Baltimore 

Management Committee Meeting 22 November 2005 MDE – Baltimore 
Management Committee Meeting 15 February 2006  
Management Committee Meeting 17 May 2006 World Trade Center - 

Baltimore 
Management Committee Meeting 16 August 2006  
CAC Meeting 19 August 2003 MPA - Baltimore 
CAC Meeting 8 October 2003 MPA  
CAC Meeting 10 December 2003 MPA  
CAC Meeting 11 February 2004 MPA  
CAC Meeting 14 April 2004 MPA  
CAC Meeting 9 June 2004 MPA  
CAC Meeting 11 August 2004 MPA  
CAC Meeting 2 December 2004 MPA  
CAC Meeting 12 January 2005 MPA  
CAC Meeting 9 March 2005 MPA  
CAC Meeting 11 May 2005 MPA  
CAC Meeting 13 July 2005 MPA  
CAC Meeting 22 November 2005 MDE – Baltimore 
CAC Meeting 11 January 2006 MPA 
CAC Meeting 15 March 2006 MPA 
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Name of Meeting Date Location Of Meeting 
CAC Meeting 12 July 2006 MPA 
CAC Meeting 13 September 2006 MPA 

 
Table P-2.  Harbor Team and Masonville Public Involvement Meeting Dates and Brief 

Descriptions 
 

Name of Meeting Meeting Date Brief Description of Meeting 
Harbor Meeting 3 March 2003 Organizational meeting - name, committees, 

assignments, deadlines. 
Harbor Team 
Meeting 

26 March 2003 Content vs. Process - set timeline of meetings 

Turner Station 
Workshop 

26 July 2003 Discussion about future for dredged material 

DRC Q&A 26 July 2003 Harbor Options team updates and answers about 
placement and benefits of dredge materials  

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

17 April 2003 Updates, and Q&A by audience 

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

8 May 2003 Presentations on sediments, impacts of Hart-Miller 
Island projects, BEWG update, 

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

29 May 2003 After presentations and question and answer period, 
Harbor Team requested that the following sites be 
evaluated by BEWG for possible DMCFs: 
Masonville; Sparrows Point; Thoms Cove; and, 
Deadship Anchorage.  

Harbor Team Harbor 
Tour 

14 June 2003 Harbor Team toured Baltimore Harbor by boat to 
become familiar with potential DMCF sites being 
evaluated by BEWG 

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

19 June 2003 Added BP Fairfield and Sollers Point (using clean 
dredged material) to list of options for BEWG's 
evaluation, questions and answers on upland options 
including agricultural application, mines and quarry 
fill material and manufacturing bricks. 

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

10 July 2003 The Team heard preliminary technical information 
from BEWG and received socio-economic data 
from the University of Maryland, Center for 
Environmental Studies to assist in decision-making.  

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

31 July 2003 More discussions between technical reps and 
Harbor Team to ensure that background information 
used by BEWG for evaluating sites was consistent 
with community's knowledge of its areas. 
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Name of Meeting Meeting Date Brief Description of Meeting 
Harbor Team 
Meeting 

21 August 2003 The Team heard the details of the BEWG's ranking 
system and received projected capacity data on the 
harbor placement options  

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

11 September 
2003 

BEWG presented results of its evaluation of the 
forwarded options and Team made 
recommendations based on internal jurisdictional 
meetings. 

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

2 October 2003 Team reviewed and commented on its draft report 
containing its recommendations 

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

23 October 2003 Team unanimously approved a set of 
recommendations on harbor dredged material 
management. 

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

20 January 2005 Discussed status of recommendations and process 
for placement and community enhancement projects 

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

14 April 2005 Harbor Team members presented their latest designs 
for community enhancement projects for inclusion 
in the draft EIS 

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

20 October 2005 Discussions on EIS process, Masonville DMCF and 
Cove, the hydrodynamic study of Middle Branch, 
and current status of community enhancements 

Baltimore County 
Harbor Team 
Meeting 

21 April 2004 Interested members of Baltimore County local 
government and citizen groups and MPA 
representatives met to discuss details of community 
enhancements  

Baltimore County 
Harbor Team 
Meeting 

26 May 2004 Meeting to discuss details of potential Sparrows 
Point DMCF and community enhancements 

Baltimore County 
Harbor Team 
Meeting 

9 September 2004 Meeting to discuss details of potential Sparrows 
Point DMCF and community enhancements 

Baltimore County 
Harbor Team 
Meeting 

23 February 2005 Meeting to discuss details of potential Sparrows 
Point DMCF and community enhancements 

Baltimore County 
Harbor Team 
Meeting 

18 October 2005 Discussion on Sparrows Point DMCF and North 
Point Community Enhancements 

Site Visit at BGE 
Riverside  

18 October 2005 Discussion with community, local government, 
MPA and BGE reps on potential mitigation project 
at BGE's Riverside Plant. 

Brooklyn Curtis Bay 
Coalition and 
Baltimore City Dept 
of Planning 

May 2004 Meeting with BCBC and Baltimore City Planning 
Dept to discuss expanded footprint of Masonville 
Placement facility 
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Name of Meeting Meeting Date Brief Description of Meeting 
Brooklyn Curtis Bay 
Coalition 

18 August 2004 Meeting with BCBC to familiarize Coalition 
membership with DMCF proposal and get more 
details on enhancement for Cove 

Brooklyn Curtis Bay 
Coalition 

20 September 
2004 

Meeting with more members of BCBC to 
familiarize membership with DMCF and Cove 
projects 

Brooklyn Curtis Bay 
Coalition 

28 October 2004 Follow up meeting with BCBC to discuss DMCF 
and Cove with members 

Brooklyn Curtis Bay 
Coalition 

24 June 2005 Meeting at Living Classrooms Foundation with 
BCBC leadership to discuss Environmental 
Education Center design 

Brooklyn Curtis Bay 
Coalition 

26 June 2005 Meeting with BCBC leadership to discuss 
enhancements with MPA engineers and consultants 

Brooklyn Curtis Bay 
Coalition Meeting 

20 December 
2005 

Discussed enhancements associated with the 
mitigation package and strategies for 
implementation  

Baltimore City 
Department of 
Planning 

28 January 2005 Meeting with City Planning staff at BCBC to 
discuss integration of MPA projects with City land 
use plans 

Baltimore City 
Department of 
Planning 

6 April 2005 Meeting to update City Planning Dept on MPA 
projects 

Baltimore City 
Department of 
Planning 

27 April 2005 Meeting to provide further updates for City projects 

Patapsco River 
Keeper 

15 June 2005 Meeting to discuss details of potential Masonville 
DMCF and community enhancements 

Patapsco River 
Keeper 

7 July 2005 Follow up meeting with Riverkeeper to provide 
additional details and materials on Masonville 
projects 

Baltimore City 
Department of 
Planning 

8 July 2005 Meeting to discuss potential mitigation projects 
from City for Masonville DMCF 

Community of Curtis 
Bay Association 

11 August 2005 Presentation at general membership meeting on 
MPA projects with focus on Masonville, including 
question and answer period. 

Community of Curtis 
Bay association 

11 May 2006 Presentation on the Masonville Project 

Concerned Citizens 
for a Better Brooklyn 

31 August 2005 Presentation at general membership meeting on 
MPA projects with focus on Masonville, including 
question and answer period. 

Concerned Citizens 
for a Better Brooklyn 

31 May 2006 Presentation on the Masonville Project 
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Name of Meeting Meeting Date Brief Description of Meeting 
Concerned Citizens 
for a Better Brooklyn 

28 June 2006 Meeting to discuss follow up from the 21 June 2006 
Public Hearing 

Concerned Citizens 
for a Better Brooklyn 

10 July 2006 Meeting with the member-at-large to discuss the 
project background 

Maryland 
Department of the 
Environment 

23 August 2005 Meeting to discuss mitigation projects 

Chesapeake Bay 
Foundation 

7 July 2005 Background and update on status of MPA projects  

North Point 
Peninsula 
Coordinating 
Counsel 

6 October 2005 Background presentation on MPA projects to 
general membership 

Chesapeake Bay 
Foundation 

15 April 2005 Background and update on status of MPA projects  

Patapsco River 
Keeper 

3 November 2005 Discussed issues related to the Masonville project 

Masonville 
Environmental 
Programs Meeting 

9 January 2006 MPA, BCBC, Chesapeake Center for Youth 
Development, Aquarium, Living Classrooms 
Foundation, and others to discuss environmental ed 
programs, building and related mitigation issues. 

Maryland 
Environmental 
Programs Meeting 

20 March 2006 Meeting with BCBC, Aquarium, and Living 
Classrooms Foundation to discuss enviro ed 
programs and building 

Maryland 
Environmental Trust 
Meeting 

26 January 2006 Meeting with BCBC and MET to discuss 
conservation easement requirements 

Baltimore Harbor 
Watershed 
Association 

16 February 2006 Presentation to BHWA on Masonville and 
mitigation package and discussion  

Brooklyn Curtis Bay 
Coalition and 
Baltimore City 

13 April 2006 Discuss the EIS 

Living Classrooms 
and the Brooklyn 
Curtis Bay Coalition 

9 May 2006 Meeting to discuss the community enhancement 
projects. 

Brooklyn Curtis Bay 
Coalition, Concerned 
Citizens for a  Better 
Brooklyn, and Public 
Officials 

19 July 2006 Meeting to discuss issues from the June 21 2006 
public hearing.  

Green Building 
Design Meeting 

19 July 2007 Discuss Green Building design for Masonville Cove 
Nature Center – MPA, BCBC, CCBB, LCF 
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Name of Meeting Meeting Date Brief Description of Meeting 
Maryland 
Environmental Trust, 
Brooklyn Curtis Bay 
Coalition, and Living 
Classrooms 

24 July 2006 Land trust issues and other community enhancement 
issues.  

Brooklyn Curtis Bay 
Coalition, MPA 

6 October 2006 Discuss status and scheduling of enhancements 

Brooklyn Curtis Bay 
Coalition, Living 
Classrooms 
Foundation, MPA 

6 November 2006 Discuss environmental programs and nature center 
in Masonville Cove 

Green Building 
Design Meeting 

19 December 
2006 

Discuss Green Building design for Masonville Cove 
Nature Center – MPA, BCBC, CCBB, LCF 

Living Classrooms 
Foundation, MPA 

5 January 2007 Discuss environmental education programs to be 
run out of Masonville nature center 

Green Building 
Design Meeting 

18 January 2007 Discuss Green Building design for Masonville Cove 
Nature Center – MPA, BCBC, CCBB, LCF 

Maryland 
Environmental Trust, 
Brooklyn Curtis Bay 
Coalition, and Living 
Classrooms 
Foundation 

29 January 2007 Discuss creation of a landtrust to hold the 
conservation easement for Masonville Cove 

Green Building 
Design Meeting 

4 April 2007 Discuss Green Building design for Masonville Cove 
Nature Center – MPA, BCBC, CCBB, LCF 

 
Table P-3.  Description of Appendix O Contents  

 
Description of 

Material Type of Material  Location of 
Meeting/Distribution Date(s) of Material

Notice of Intent 
Intent to Prepare a Draft 
Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) 

Federal Register, Volume 70, 
No. 101 – mailed to over 1,300 
indivuals or stakeholders 

26 May 2005  

BEWG, Executive Committee, Management Committee, and CAC Meeting Summaries (2003-2005) 
BEWG meeting 
summaries Meeting summary MPA, USACE – Baltimore July 2003 – August 

2006 
Executive Committee 
meeting summaries Meeting summary MDOT – Baltimore December 2003 – 

December 2004 
Management 
Committee meeting 
summaries 

Meeting summary 
Association of MD Pilots, 
MPA, World Trade Center – 
Baltimore  

September 2003 – 
May 2006 

CAC meeting 
summaries Meeting summary MPA, MDE – Baltimore August 2003 – July  

2006 
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 Public Meeting Materials (June 2005) 

Meeting Handout Turner Station Q&A 
Workshop Turner Station 26 July 2003 

Meeting Presentation Turner Station Workshop Turner Station 26 July 2003 

Public notice for public 
scoping meeting Newspaper advertisement

Baltimore Sun, Baltimore 
Guide, The Capital, Maryland 
Waterman’s Gazette, and the 
Dundalk Eagle 

8 and 9 June 2005 

Masonville public 
scoping meeting 
advertisement 

Handout Baum Auditorium, Harbor 
Hospital June 2005 

Registration, sign-in 
sheets Public scoping meeting Baum Auditorium, Harbor 

Hospital 15 June 2005 

Meeting Transcript Public scoping meeting Baum Auditorium, Harbor 
Hospital 15 June 2005 

DEIS Public Hearing 
advertisement DEIS Public Hearing Harbor Hospital 21 June 2006 

DEIS Public Hearing 
sign-in sheets DEIS Public Hearing Harbor Hospital 21 June 2006 

DEIS Public Hearing 
Transcript DEIS Public Hearing Harbor Hospital 21 June 2006 

DEIS Supplement 
Public Hearing 
advertisement 

DEIS Supplement Public 
Hearing St. John Lutheran Church 31 July 2006 

DEIS Supplement 
Public Hearing sign-in 
sheets 

DEIS Supplement Public 
Hearing St. John Lutheran Church 31 July 2006 

DEIS Supplement 
Public Hearing 
Transcript 

DEIS Supplement Public 
Hearing St. John Lutheran Church 31 July 2006 

Public Meeting Summaries and Harbor Team Meeting Summaries (2003-2005) 

Meeting Summary Baltimore County Harbor 
Team Dundalk Community College 21 April 2004 

Meeting Summary Baltimore County Harbor 
Team Dundalk Community College 26 May 2004 

Meeting Summary Baltimore County Harbor 
Team Dundalk Community College 23 February 2005 

Meeting summary Brooklyn and Curtis Bay 
Community Meeting  Brooklyn Church of God 14 August 2004 

Handout 
Brooklyn and Curtis Bay 
Community Meeting 
Handout 

Brooklyn Curtis Bay Coalition August 2004 

Meeting summary Brooklyn and Curtis Bay 
Community Meeting  

Brooklyn United Methodist 
Church 28 October 2004 
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Meeting summary Cox Creek Citizens 
Oversight Committee 

Maryland Environmental 
Service Office Trailor 16 February 2005 

Meeting notes Harbor Options Team  3 March 2003 
Overview of Harbor 
Team Harbor Options Team N/A March 2003 

Meeting notes Harbor Options Team Living Classrooms Foundation 26 March 2003 
Meeting notes Harbor Team Meeting Living Classrooms Foundation 17 April 2003 
Meeting notes Harbor Team Meeting Living Classrooms Foundation 8 May 2003 
Meeting notes Harbor Options Team Living Classrooms Foundation 29 May 2003 
Meeting notes Harbor Options Team Living Classrooms Foundation 31 July 2003 
Meeting notes Harbor Options Team Living Classrooms Foundation 21 August 2003 
Meeting notes Harbor Options Team Living Classrooms Foundation 11 September 2003
Meeting notes Harbor Options Team Living Classrooms Foundation 2 October 2003 
Meeting notes Harbor Options Team Living Classrooms Foundation 20 January 2005 

Meeting minutes Harbor Sites Study Joint 
Evaluation Meeting  26 January 2005 

Draft Meeting notes Harbor Options Team Living Classrooms Foundation 14 July 2005  
Meeting Notes Harbor Team  15 March 2006 
Draft Meeting Notes Harbor Team  14 June 2006 

Public Comments and Responses from Scoping Meeting (June 2005) 

Public comments and 
responses 

Emails and letters as 
detailed in Table P-4 
below 

N/A June through July 
2005 

Public Comments and Responses from the Public Comment Period are in Appendix Q 
 
 
 

Table P-4.  Public Responses to Public Scoping and USACE Responses Included in  
Appendix P. 

Type of 
Coordination 

Purpose of 
Correspondence 

Association and/or 
Contact Person 

Date of 
Correspondence

Comment card 
response 

Comments about project • Private business – 
Gilbert Gordon Nelka 

July 2005 

Comment card 
response 

Comments on the project • Private citizen – 
Rebecca Kolberg 

July 2005 

Letter response Statement for the record 
for support of project 

• Association of 
Maryland Pilots – 
Captain Eric A. 
Nielson 

23 June 2005 

USACE letter 
response 

Reciept acknowledgement 
of comment card 

• Private citizen – 
Rebecca Kolberg 

7 July 2005 

USACE letter 
response 

Reciept acknowledgement 
of comment card 

• Private business – 
Gilbert Gordon Nelka 

7 July 2005 
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Type of 
Coordination 

Purpose of 
Correspondence 

Association and/or 
Contact Person 

Date of 
Correspondence

USACE letter 
response 

Reciept acknowledgement 
of letter 

• Association of 
Maryland Pilots – 
Captain Eric A. 
Nielson 

7 July 2005 

Letter response Comments on the project • City of Baltimore – 
Otis Rolley, III 

15 July 2005 

Letter response Comments on the project • Patapsco Riverkeeper  No date 
Email response Comments on the project • Maryland 

Conservation Council 
– Mary P. Marsh 

15 July 2005 

 
 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 







 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bay Enhancement Working Group 
(BEWG), Executive Committee, 

Management Committee, and Citizens’ 
Advisory Committee (CAC) Meeting 

Summaries  
(2003-2006) 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

















BEWG Meeting Summary   Page 1  
8/5/2003 
 

DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
Bay Enhancement Working Group 

 Meeting Summary 
August 5, 2003 

1:00 PM, Maryland Port Administration Conference Room A 
 Maryland Port Administration, 2310 Broening Highway, Baltimore, Md 

 
ATTENDEES     
 
Anne Arundel County:  Sepehr Baharlou 
Baltimore City Planning Department: Duncan Stuart 
EA Engineering, Science and Technology, Inc. (EA):  Jane Boraczek 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates: Ed DeAngelo 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  Joe Beaman, Charles Poukish 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES): Elizabeth Habic, Amanda Ohler, Stephanie 
Maihan, Vince Gardina, Cecelia Donovan 
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS): Bill Panageotou, Jeff Halka 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Stephen Storms, Nat Brown 
Maryland Saltwater Sport fisherman’s Association (MSSA): Richard Novotny 
National Marine Fisheries Service, Habitat Conservation (NMFS): John Nichols 
The Harbor Team/Oxford Group:  Lester Ettlinger 
University of Maryland Center for Environmental Studies (UMCES): Elizabeth 
Price, Lisa Wainger 
USACE-CENAB: Jeff McKee, Michelle Gomez, Scott Johnson 
USACE-CENAP:  Chip DePrefontaine 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS): Bob Pennington 
 
Action Items 
 

• Caveats will be drafted by any agency with a dissenting opinion on a parameter 
and submitted to Jane Boraczek (see below). 

 
• MES will update the caveats, send them out and post them on the ftp site. 
 
• Ms. Boraczek will revise the definitions for the Floodplain, Substrate/Soil 

Characteristics, and Public Safety & Health parameters for BEWG review. 
 

• Mr. Stuart will inquire about additional floodplain information from Baltimore 
City. 

 
• Mr. Nichols will submit a caveat for the Recreational Fishing parameter in 

relation to wetland development options. 
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• BEWG should review the Innovative Use information sheets in preparation for 
the August 19th scoring meeting and send any comments to Vince Gardina or Jane 
Boraczek. 

 
• Mr. Gardina will contact the charter boat captains whose contact information was 

supplied by Richard Novotny to find additional information concerning 
recreational fishing in the Inner Harbor. 

 
 
1.0 Welcome and Global Information    Vince Gardina 

1.1 Meeting Goals 
To re-evaluate scores in question, and review the scores for public health 
and public safety on the Harbor Options Matrix.  To review the list of 
caveats.  To review new information provided by UMCES on floodplains.   
 

1.2 Review & Finalize summary & actions items from July 23rd  
Action items from the July 23rd meeting have been completed.  UMCES 
has gathered and will present information on the floodplain parameter 
today.  The meeting summary was accepted as final. 
 

 
2.0 Harbor Options Information    Elizabeth Price 

UMCES Updated Resource Information    
Ms. Price presented floodplain information for the harbor options.  The 
floodplain parameter is discussed in section 3.1.   
 
Ms. Price reviewed natural resource information presented in the last 
meeting.  A discussion began concerning the options effects on 
recreational fisheries. 
 
Mr. Novotny questioned where UMCES obtained their data on 
recreational fishing in the harbor.  Ms. Wainger explained that the data 
was collected from MDNR and noted their data does not include shoreline 
fishing.  In general it was agreed that more recreational fishing occurs than 
is shown in the presentation. 
 
Mr. Novotny stated he had no knowledge of any “head boats” going into 
the harbor and suggested using the term “charter boat”, which refers to 
boats with a capacity for 6-30 people.  He has a list of charter boat 
captains that fish in the area of the harbor options, which he will give to 
MES so the captains can be contacted for more information on 
recreational fishing activities and use of harbor locations. 
 
Ms. Boraczek asked if there is any area in the harbor that is more 
frequently fished than others. 
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Mr. Novotny stated there is more recreational fishing including fly fishing 
occurring outside the Key Bridge than inside.  The north shore and both 
sides of the shipping channels almost up to Fort McHenry are frequently 
fished areas inside the Key Bridge.  It was also noted that any area with 
bright lights attracts fish and in turn fishermen in the evening and at night. 
 
Ms. Price continued by updating the ground water information.  They 
stated ground water is not an issue with any of the options because there 
are no known drinking water wells near any of the sites.  There is a 
possibility of a few hand-dug wells, but there is no way to survey them 
and all of the areas receive water from the municipalities.   
 
Ms. Price mentioned a perspective brought up by the Harbor Team at their 
July 31st meeting. The Harbor Team suggested that those participating 
water related activities (fishing and boating) would be most negatively 
impacted by noise and aesthetics of these projects.  
 
In general, there had been a feeling that the estimated number of residents 
in the viewshed of the proposed options are too high.  Ms. Price stated that 
the only way to get a more accurate estimate on this parameter is to 
conduct a ground analysis to include trees and buildings in the study.  
They used Digital Ortho Quarter Quad (DOQQ) images and counted the 
number of residences within the buffered zone.  Until a ground analysis 
can be completed, it was suggested that the current more conservative 
analysis be used to compare each option. 

 
Ms. Boraczek said during the reconnaissance studies of Deadship, Thoms 
Cove, & Sollers Point the viewshed was evaluate from the water by boat 
the industrial area blocks the view of the residences.  She also stated that 
similar evaluations are being conducted at Masonville and Sparrows Point. 
 

 
3.0   Harbor Matrix & Materials   Vince Gardina/Jane Boraczek 

3.1 Review of parameters and Harbor Options DRAFT scores 
Parameters that were discussed or received a score change are outlined 
below: 
Recreational Fishery 
Dead Ship Anchorage and Masonville changed from 0 to 0, until more 
fishermen are contacted.  Sparrows Point 1 and Sparrows Point 2 changed 
from 0 to –1.  Sollers Point East (Wetland Creation) changed from 0 to –1 
with a caveat (see section 3.3).  Sollers Point West changed from 0 to –1.  
Thoms Cove and Fairfield-Amoco changed from 0 to –1.  Masonville-
Shoreline Enhancement changed from 0 to 0.  Sparrows Point Wetland 
Development changed from 0 to –1 with the same caveat as Sollers Point 
East. 
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Substrate/Soil Characteristics 
There was a review and discussion on the definition of this parameter.  It 
was decided that protection of the existing bottom is the key issue and that 
a sandy bottom was a limited resource and should be considered a –1 if the 
project were to cover it with dredged material. 
 
Dead Ship Anchorage changed from 0 to 0.  Masonville changed from 0 to 
0.  Sparrows Point 1 & 2 changed from 0 to 0.  Sollers Point East 
(Wetlands Creation) changed from 1 to –1.  Sollers Point West (Key 
Quay) changed from 0 to 0.  Thoms Cove changed from 0 to –1.  
Fairfield-Amoco changed from 0 to 0.  Masonville- Shoreline 
Enhancement and Sparrows Point-Jones Creek Shoreline Enhancement 
changed from 0 to 1.  Sparrows Point – Bear Creek Enhancement changed 
from 0 to 0. 
 
Toxic Contaminants 
At the last meeting the parameter definition was not clear.  MDE 
suggested a general caveat to state that BEWG recognizes the potential for 
short-term release of contaminants.  This caveat was originally just for 
Bear Creek. 
 
Ms. Boraczek stated the original issue with scoring this parameter was that 
options with potential CERCLA accountability are a liability to the 
sponsor. MDE agrees with this but mitigation of HTRW would have 
positive impacts relative to redevelopment site and consistent with the 
brown fields initiative.  Ms. Boraczek will revise this caveat. 
 
Floodplains 
UMCES slide of the 100-year floodplain area was reviewed.  Every option 
is adjacent to or inside a floodplain. 
 
Ms. Donovan and Mr. Halka commented that none of the options are on a 
large enough scale compared with the total bay volume to make a 
significant impact on the floodplain or water elevation. 
 
Mr. Baharlou suggested that the question in mind when scoring this 
parameter is: Could the project cause or prevent flooding upstream? 
 
Ms. Wainger stated that tidal wetlands do not offer flood control.  The 
consensus was that this parameter depends on what is being done at each 
individual option site.  The surrounding land use and topography needs to 
be taken into consideration to score accurately. 
 
Ms. Boraczek will revise the floodplain definition for BEWG to review. 
 
Every option was scored as a 0 until more information is reviewed. 
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Public Safety 
The safety of the recreational boaters in the harbor was the main focus of 
discussion.   
 
Mr. Ettlinger stated fishermen are at risk when material placement pushes 
them closer to the main shipping channel.  Mr. Ettlinger also noted that 
increased truck traffic also poses a public safety risk, this is more 
applicable to the innovative use options or option that requires material to 
be moved on land.  Leaving less room between the shoreline and the main 
shipping channel and/or increased truck traffic to move dredged material 
were determined to be a negative impact on Public Safety. 
 
Mr. Beaman stated that walking across riprap is more dangerous than 
walking on a pier, and BEWG should take things like that into 
consideration when scoring the Public Safety parameter.  It was decided 
that clean up or addition of safe walkways would be considered a positive 
affect. 
 
Sparrows Point 1 & 2 changed from 0 to –1.  Thoms Cove changed form 0 
to –1.  Fairfield-Amoco changed from 0 to –1.  Sparrows Point- Wetland 
Development changed from 1 to 0.   
 

3.2 Review of Weights for Public Health and Safety 
Mr. Gardina asked if the weights of the Public Health and Public Safety 
parameters were suitable as they are, or if a change is needed. 
 
Mr. Ettlinger stated that public health and safety has become a “catch all” 
and the weight should be kept the same because it incorporates so many 
parameters that are not individually scored on this matrix, it is an 
important parameter. 
 
There was a vote and it was unanimously decided the weight for Public 
Safety and Public Health would remain 5. 
 

3.3 Review of previous Harbor caveats  
The harbor caveats that were handed out were not the latest version.  The 
revised version is on the ftp site and will be sent out to BEWG members 
by MES.  New caveats will be added as they present themselves in the 
scoring process. 
 
A caveat was suggested for the recreational fishery parameter at Sparrows 
Point- Wetland Development and Sollers Point East (Wetlands Creation) 
options.  The caveat, proposed by Mr. Nichols and Mr. Pennington, will 
state that there may be an enhancement to the recreational fishery at these 
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options because the wetlands provide nursery habitat for fish and therefore 
has the potential to increase the number of fish for recreational fishing.  
 
 

4.0 Information Sheets    Vince Gardina/Jane Boraczek 
4.1 Innovative Use Information Sheets 

Mr. Gardina stated that a criterion for the innovative use options is that 
there will need to be a process facility.  At this facility the dredge material 
will be dewatered and decontaminated before it moves to the next phase 
(becoming bricks, used to reclaim mines, etc…). 
 
BEWG members were asked to read and review the innovative use fact 
sheets to be prepared to score these options at the August 19th meeting. 
 

4.2 Review of draft scores in preparation for August 19th 
The draft scores were not officially reviewed at the meeting. 
 
Ms. Boraczek stated that Innovative use at Cox Creek, Agricultural Use, 
and Mines & Quarries Reclamation were scored last year, so she used 
those numbers for the current matrix.  She scored Use in Aggregates and 
Bricks similarly to Cox Creek.  Landfill Usage was scored by Ms. 
Boraczek using a blend of Cox Creek and Mines & Quarries philosophy.  
She also stated that most of the matrix parameters are not applicable to 
these innovative use options. 
 
Mr. Baharlou asked why existing land use isn’t shaded.  This brought up 
the question: if we don’t know what site will be used for innovative use, 
how can we score accurately?  Ms. Boraczek responded that each 
innovative use option already has an implied existing land use that can be 
used to preliminarily score each use.  For example, Landfill usage would 
mean that the existing land use is a landfill and so placing dredged 
material in a landfill generally would not be detrimental to the existing 
land use. 
 
Comments on the Innovative Use information sheets should be sent to Mr. 
Gardina or Ms. Boraczek.   

 
5.0 Other updates and next meeting    Vince Gardina 
 
 The next BEWG meeting is August 19th 10 AM, MES Conference room. 
 The following BEWG meeting is September 9th at 1 PM MPA Conference Room. 
 
s:\hardev\bewg\bewg mtg summary 080503 final.doc 
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DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
Bay Enhancement Working Group 

Final Meeting Summary 
February 8, 2005 

1:00 PM-3:30 PM, Maryland Port Administration Conference Room A 
Maryland Port Administration, 2310 Broening Highway, Baltimore, MD 

 
ATTENDEES 
Citzens’ Advisory Committee (CAC):  Fran Flanigan 
EA Engineering, Science, and Technology (EA):  Jane Boraczek 
Ecologix:  Bob Hoyt 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates (GBA):  Jim Runion  
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  Charles Poukish, Matthew Rowe 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR):  Dave Brinker, Roland Limpert 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES):  Gwen Gibson, Elizabeth Habic, Jim Jett, Stephanie 
Maihan 
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS):  Bill Panageotou  
Maryland Port Administration (MPA):  Ronald Burns, Dave Bibo, Nathaniel Brown, Steve 
Storms, John Vasina                        
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS):  John Nichols 
University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science (UMCES):  Elizabeth Price, Lisa 
Wainger 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Baltimore District (USACE-CENAB):  Jeff McKee, Scott 
Johnson  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Philadelphia District (USACE-CENAP):  Chip 
DePrefontaine  
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA):  Bill Muir 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS):  William Giese, John Gill, Dixie Birch 
 
Action Items 

• All interested agencies are to send final comments on the Hopper Dredge Issues Chart to 
MES by Friday, February 11th. 

• Comments on the Poplar Expansion alignments should be submitted to Ms. Gibson by 
Friday, February 18. 

• John Nichols will provide supporting material for his alternative Poplar Island Expansion 
alignment to Gwen Gibson by Friday, February 18th. 

 
1.0 Welcome and Global Information Gwen Gibson, MES 
 
1.1 Meeting Goals 
Ms. Gibson welcomed everyone and informed the group that the goal of today’s meeting would 
be to review a presentation by Dixie Birch of Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge (BNWR), 
receive updates on the Federal and State DMMP, receive updates on the Mid-Bay and Poplar 
Island Expansion Project Development, and to finalize a recommendation on the potential use of 
a hopper dredge at Site 92.   
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1.2 Review Action Items from last Meeting 
Ms. Gibson informed the group that as a follow up on the hopper dredge use at Site 92 
presentation from February, the BEWG members were to send issues, questions, and comments 
to MES.  These comments were received and incorporated into a chart, which was handed out at 
the meeting.  There was also a January action item for Mr. Nichols to provide NMFS’ opinion 
regarding potential hopper dredge impacts to shortnose sturgeon; he provided the information, 
which was also incorporated into the chart.  
 
2.0 Wetland Restoration and Marsh Habitat at the Chesapeake Dixie Birch, USFWS  
 Marshlands Wildlife Refuge Complex 
 
Ms. Birch introduced herself and provided the group with some geographic and historic 
background of Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge (BNWR).  The Refuge hosts 350 avian 
species including bald eagles as well as endangered species such as the Delmarva fox squirrel.  
Ms. Birch informed the group that the wetlands complex is presently in a state of decline.  Since 
the 1930’s it has been estimated that the refuge area has lost 8,000 acres (12 miles2) of 
marshland.  Ms. Birch stated that presently the area is losing 150-400 acres of marsh annually 
due to sea level rise, erosion, subsidence, saltwater intrusion, and invasive non-native species.  
The USFWS has made advances to stem further losses by reducing saltwater intrusion from 
Parson’s Creek, expelling nutria from the marshlands, and reducing the number of resident 
Canada geese.  Ms. Birch informed the group that Parson’s Creek was originally dug in 1809 to 
transport logs from inland areas to the bay.  The USFWS has plans to partner with the State of 
Maryland and other non-profits, such as Ducks Unlimited to construct a weir on Stewart’s Canal, 
which would reduce the amount of saltwater from entering the BNWR basin.  Ms. Birch also 
noted that trapping efforts have effectively extirpated nutria and that the refuge has managed to 
control a population of 500 resident Canada geese. 
 
In an effort to mitigate lost wetlands, the USFWS, Friends of Blackwater partnered with the 
Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District, and the National Aquarium and conducted an 
experimental restoration project using a thin-layering technique.  The test project focused on 
restoring 15 acres of wetlands at three separate sites.  Cells to contain sediment during deposition 
were constructed on the sites using hay bales.  During onsite channel excavation, solids dredged 
from a nearby channel were sprayed across the restoration site in a slurry of 10% solids and 90% 
water.  Ms. Birch noted that in addition to thin-layering of sediment, many areas required 1-2 ft. 
of fill to reach the proper elevation.  A total of 70,000 marsh grass units were planted on the 
restored 15 acres using three species of marsh grass.  In addition to contracted personnel, Ms. 
Birch reported that the planting operations involved community volunteers.  Photo stations 
located at the restoration sites monitored successful plant growth seasonally.  Ms. Birch 
informed the group that no fertilization was required and that the plant survival rates were 
between 80% and 90%.   
 
Ms. Birch stated that the BNWR Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) calls for restoring 
wetlands to the historic1933 conditions by 2015.  Ms. Birch outlined the existing capacity of the 
areas in the BNWR complex available for wetland restoration using dredged material.  The 
capacity of areas requiring +1ft. of fill would be 12,907,000 cy, areas requiring +2 ft. would 
provide approximately 25,813,000 cy, areas requiring +3 ft.would be approximately 38,720,000 
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cy, and areas that requiring  +5 ft. would be approximately 64,533,000 cy.  The total acres of 
restoration could go as high as 80,000 acres with quite a few areas in the -3-5 ft. depth.  With 
Chesapeake Bay dredging projects excavating 3,200,000 cy of material annually, facilitating 
placement at BNWR would provide placement opportunity for Chesapeake Bay dredging 
projects for the next 12 years.  Ms. Birch also provided a map of the region displaying a 
conceptual plan, which would pump dredged material inland via pipeline from an offloading 
point on the shoreline.  The material would first travel to a freshwater treatment site area to flush 
saltwater.  Besides the obvious placement opportunity, Ms. Birch commented that the project 
would provide unique benefits including ecosystem replacement and watershed restoration for 
fish and shellfish habitat and could take advantage of public involvement due to easy access to 
the refuge.   
 
Mr. Muir questioned the salinity of the marsh water.  Mr. Giese responded that it has been 
typically 3-5ppt in the past but has risen to 5-7ppt, and may be as high as 15-17ppt in 
concentrated areas.  Mr. Nichols commented that he liked the idea of pumping dredged material 
inland directly from the scows and asked if the construction of a staging area would be a feasible 
option.  Mr. Giese replied that the conceptual plans have not developed that far yet.  Ms. 
Flanigan asked if the final costs for the wetland restoration project included everything.  Mr. 
Giese remarked that project used onsite-dredged material for the demonstration and the costs 
would have not included transportation costs.  Ms. Birch added that there was considerable 
community involvement from volunteers, which drove costs down.   
 
Mr. Gill added to the discussion stating that Blackwater refuge did a similar 3-acre restoration 20 
years ago and the reestablished area is still intact.  Mr. Giese added that the restored site has been 
subject to wind and wave action and has not shown signs of considerable erosion.  Mr. Nichols 
rationalized that the biggest concern to the Blackwater wetlands is the intrusion of saltwater, that 
erosion is not a principal threat.  Mr. Giese agreed pointing out that the marshland basin is 
collecting saltwater from both directions.  This is a major source of deterioration that has evolved 
over time and if it continues at its present rate Blackwater Refuge could cease to exist in 20 
years.   
 
Mr. Nemerson added that another appealing factor about using the Blackwater Refuge for 
material placement would be its basin topography.  Mr. Hoyt inquired as to the average depth of 
placed material.  Mr. Nemerson estimated the average depth to be 6 inches.  Mr. Giese added 
that some areas required as much as 2 ft. so the average may be closer to 12 inches, but that an 
accurate bathymetry survey had not been performed.  Mr. Hoyt also asked if the average cost per 
acre could really cost $300,000.  Mr. Johnson advised that the cost estimates would not prove 
accurate in full-scale material placement operations and therefore should not be used in the 
presentation.  Mr. McKee added that the demonstration costs did not include hauling the material 
48 miles down the Bay.   
 
Mr. Nemerson informed the group that shipping channel sediment has successfully supported 
marsh grass growth in past experiments and should prove usable at Blackwater Refuge but may 
need some fertilizer.  Mr. King stated that the added freshwater intake (site B) would mix 
sediment and rid it of saltwater.  Mr. McKee expressed concern over the freshwater source, 
questioning its sustainability for a long-term project.  Mr. Nichols suggested the use of a staging 
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site where material could be dewatered and moved to the placement site.  Mr. McKee stated that 
material might need to be trucked to the site due to the lack of deep water access, but this would 
not be a cost effective option.  Mr. Gill replied that the surface conditions within the site would 
be too soft for trucks.  Mr. McKee stated regardless of the transportation details that this project 
would have tremendous environmental benefits.  Mr. Johnson assessed that the project would not 
be cost competitive with the Poplar Expansion and Mid-Bay Island projects.  Mr. Johnson asked 
Ms. Birch what contributions the USFWS would be bringing to this project.  Ms. Birch 
responded that the agency would not be able to contribute a substantial amount of funding, but 
could provide watercraft and logistical support from its infrastructure as well as the ability to 
draw other agencies into the project.  Mr. Johnson said that the Corps typically does not partner 
with other federal agencies on their own property.  In the rare occasions that this has occurred the 
partnering agency usually had to come up with half of the funding.  Mr. Gill replied that 15 acres 
were already successfully completed and that the USFWS planned to restore hundreds of more 
acres of marshland.  Mr. Johnson maintained that these circumstances have occurred before, 
citing an example of beach replenishment on Assateague Island National Seashore, the Corps 
had difficulty with the federal partner fulfilling the funding requirements for a 50/50 cost sharing 
agreement.  Mr. Gill asked if money could be spent on fund raising for the project.  Mr. Nichols 
commented that other Federal agencies would be interested in becoming involved in the project.  
Mr. Johnson remarked that the Corps would still require a non-federal sponsor to receive funding 
for the project.  The proposal will be included in the DMMP but it will be a costly alternative to 
current projects and therefore become a difficult sell in the political arena.  Mr. Nichols asked 
how long the project would take to develop, noting that the wetland complex is presently 
deteriorating.  Mr. Johnson replied that the project would initially require funding for a 
reconnaissance study, and then a feasibility study would be performed.  The recommendation in 
the DMMP is the first step.   
 
Mr. Muir asked how much more a BNWR wetlands restoration project would cost than the island 
restoration projects.  Mr. Johnson estimated the wetland project would cost between two and 
three times more than the island restoration projects.  Mr. King concurred that twice the cost is a 
reasonable estimate.  Mr. Frederick agreed with the cost estimate and commented that the 
transportation distance is the main problem for the project budget.  Mr. Johnson stated that any 
conceptual planning must be focused on large-scale projects, instead of restoring small acreages.  
Ms. Birch agreed stating she would like to see the full 80,000 acres of wetlands restored.  Mr. 
Johnson reiterated that the project must be on a macro scale to be sold to other agencies.  The 
environmental benefits of the marsh restoration would be four times that of any other dredged 
material/habitat rehabilitation project currently underway but there are cheaper options to 
dredged material placement and agencies are concerned about money.    
 
Ms. Borazek asked if any studies had been performed to assess how large a containment cell 
could be safely constructed using hay bales.  Mr. Johnson envisioned developing multiple cells 
simultaneously, much like PIERP, and would be managed year round by an onsite team.  Mr. 
Rowe asked if it would improve efficiency to take the material to James Island to act as a staging 
area.  Mr. McKee commented that if the material were to be pumped from James Island the costs 
would skyrocket due to the need for additional booster pumps.  Mr. Johnson also mentioned that 
real estate issues would likely erupt over the installation of a pipeline.  Mr. Rowe suggested that 
the material be dried on James Island and shipped across to the Blackwater Refuge, thus 
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eliminating the need for a pipeline.  Mr. Johnson supposed that these options would be part of 
the feasibility study.  Mr. Rowe inquired that if a staging area were to be considered, should it be 
included in the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island EIS being drafted now.  Ms. Borazek agreed, 
questioning that if this project is not somehow written into the James Island report now, a staging 
area at James Island may not be a feasible option later.  Mr. Bibo stated if the idea is to haul the 
material from the island to the mainland then the group must realize that this will raise costs 
dramatically.  Mr. Bibo cited the example in which it costs $10 per cy to relocate sand within 
Poplar Island.  Mr. Gill suggested using a floating pipeline down the Choptank River, adding that 
there are plenty of regional waterways in which a line could be led to the placement site.  Mr. 
Nichols added that this would probably become a permanent fixture and, over the course of the 
project, this would surely drive down costs.   
 
Mr. Gill informed the group that one of the main problems has become the hydraulic connection 
between the Blackwater Refuge and the saltwater waterways.  Historically, there existed a marsh 
“plug” but through erosion or through consumption by non-native species it has disappeared and 
as a result the formerly freshwater wetlands have become tidal areas.  Mr. Nichols stated that the 
BNWR really has no other alternative.  He added that restoring the marshlands to the area would 
be of national importance.  Mr. Gill stated that if the Corps needed a study to proceed with the 
project that would be fine but that the USFWS is motivated towards presenting the project to the 
Maryland State Assembly.  Ms. Birch asked how much money this project would cost.  Mr. 
McKee estimated between $5-6 million. Mr. Gill added that the Corps could not share the costs 
with the USFWS anyways.  Mr. Johnson proposed that the involved agencies schedule a working 
level meeting to further discuss the USFWS presentation; Ms. Birch and Mr. Gill agreed.  Mr. 
Storms commented that he was intrigued by the fact that the refuge was a self-contained basin, 
eliminating the need for substantial dike construction.  Mr. Muir remarked that such a project 
would eliminate the need to create uplands, and could not see a downside to the project.   
 
 
3.0 Federal DMMP Update Scott Johnson, USACE 
 
Mr. Johnson updated the group on the Federal DMMP.  The DMMP draft was released Friday, 
February 4, 2005, and will be entered into the Federal Register next Friday, February 11th.  
Commenting period will close on March 28, and two public meetings at the Essex Community 
College and the Queen Anne’s County public library have been scheduled.  A record of decision 
is anticipated by the end of September. 
 
4.0 Mid-Bay Island Project Development Team (PDT) Update Scott Johnson, USACE  
 
Mr. Johnson reported that the Mid-Bay EIS is lagging 2-3 weeks behind the Poplar Island 
Expansion feasibility report.  The draft report is due to the Corps, Baltimore District on March 4, 
and a revised draft report is to be sent to USACE Headquarters by May 22 or 23.  After a 
sufficient commenting period, the project should continue development until July, or early 
August.  Mr. Johnson distributed handouts, which outlined the proposed James and Barren Island 
alignments.  The James Island project would develop a 2,070-acre island.  Mr. Johnson explained 
that a 500-foot buffer was established around the proposed island so the footprint could be 
shifted as necessary.  
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5.0 Poplar Island Expansion Study (PIES) PDT Update Scott Johnson, USACE 
 
Mr. Limpert asked if the expansion alignment that extended around and to the south of Jefferson 
Island was no longer being considered.  Mr. Johnson replied that during public meetings the 
watermen quickly opposed that alignment, stating that the waters east and south of Jefferson 
Island were more valuable to the fishery than the area off the north end of PIERP.   
 
Mr. Johnson introduced Mr. Nichols plan for adding additional open water habitat to the 
alignment, providing a one-to-one trade off with wetland credits.  Handouts illustrating the 
Corps’ recommended Poplar Island Expansion alignment and a conceptual drawing of the NMFS 
suggested alternative alignment were provided to the group.  Mr. Nichols stated that the 
alignment contains reefs and other features for enhancing the open water habitat.  Mr. Nichols 
said that NMFS developed the alternative alignment because it believes the original alignments 
restricted water flow into the wetlands through a single channel.  Mr. Nichols proposed that an 
open water embayment would enhance the marsh system and create a more connected system as 
a whole.  Mr. Nichols reiterated that his agency would give the embayment equivalent credit to 
the wetlands for leaving the open water intact.   
 
Mr. Johnson commented that from the Corps’s perspective the alternative would definitely be 
constructible, would enhance and add interest to the project, and would be cost-effective.  Mr. 
Muir stated the EPA would be interested in this proposal, as it would enhance the fisheries.  Ms. 
Boraczek questioned the capacity implications that this alternative may have.  Mr. Johnson 
responded that the island would lose some capacity as a result of leaving the open water 
embayment intact.  Mr. Johnson continued that regardless of the proposal the draft EIS would 
remain on schedule and the NMFS alternative alignment will be treated as an agency comment to 
the draft.  If BEWG could form a consensus regarding the alternative it would help the proposal 
progress.   
 
Mr. Nichols stated that by putting environmental benefits into the site plan the original 
alignments could be enhanced.  Mr. Nichols also pointed out that his agency had initially wanted 
to minimize the expansion and raise the dikes to maximize capacity.  However, Mr. Nichols 
acknowledged the placement needs after Hart Miller Island closes.  Mr. Johnson commented that 
the island capacity is 80% uplands and 20% wetlands so the proposed embayment would only 
cut total capacity by around 10%.  Mr. Limpert argued that the NMFS was crediting the project 
with creating wetlands but were adding nothing new environmentally beneficial by leaving the 
open water intact.  Mr. Limpert asked at what point do these sorts of actions become a precedent.   
Mr. Nichols expressed that he and his agency were caught in a difficult situation, stating that 
NMFS did not approve of the preferred PIES alignments and felt that he needed to present an 
alternative.   
 
The question arose about the use of the embayment by local fishermen.  Mr. McKee suggested 
that the entrance be silled to prevent boats from entering.  Mr. Johnson responded that 
constructing sills might prevent wildlife access to what Mr. Nichols views as an enhanced fish 
habitat.  Mr. Nichols stated he had originally planned for 200 ft. openings to the embayment.  He 
commented that he did not foresee crab potting to be major problem, but had not thought about 
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it.  Mr. Johnson stated he was expecting Mr. Nichols to send a formal submittal illustrating the 
benefits and ICUs (Island Community Units) of his alternative.  Ms. Boraczek agreed that this 
proposal needed to be assessed like the other alternatives and have the ICUs documented.  Mr. 
Nichols expressed that he realized the constraints of the design and that the position of upland 
areas could not be altered.  Mr. Johnson stated that Mr. Nichols knows he has to provide the 
NMFS proposal in writing if the group is going to consider this alternative.  Dr. Storms added 
that when Mr. Nichols produces the supporting material to his proposal it will need to be 
distributed to BEWG members, so it can be discussed at the March BEWG meeting.  Mr. 
Johnson noted that the group should reach a resolution on the subject by the middle of April.  
Ms. Gibson asked if the supporting material could be compiled before the next meeting.  Mr. 
Nichols replied that he would try to get the details together before the meeting.   
 
Mr. Poukish asked the group why the dikes could not be raised at Poplar Island.  Mr. Johnson 
replied that the local community has expressed considerable opposition to any vertical 
expansion.  Many residents feel it is already getting too high and have mentioned that the historic 
island was not as high as the island is now.  Furthermore, raising the dikes would have no 
environmental benefit, and that because of this the Corps. would not pay for it.  Ms. Boraczek 
asked that Mr. Nichols make clear reference to ICUs in his supporting material.  Ms. Gibson 
requested the group to please submit all comments about the alignments by Friday, February 18. 
                       
6.0 State DMMP Update Steve Storms, MPA 
 
Dr. Storms updated the group on the state DMMP.  Dr. Storms reported that the Harbor Team 
reconvened on January 20 and continued to make progress on the community enhancement 
projects.  The MPA and the Harbor joint venture plan to produce internal drafts for 
reconnaissance at BP Fairfield and feasibility studies at Masonville and Sparrows Point.  Dr. 
Storms reported that the joint permit applications for dredge and fill activities for the Masonville 
Project are being prepared.  Dr. Storms also stressed the importance of the community 
enhancements to mitigation credits.  Due to the increased progress being made on the Harbor 
placement sites BEWG may need to expand to incorporate others that will begin to hold interest 
in the project such as personnel from MDE Permitting.  Mr. McKee asked if Phragmites control 
in areas elsewhere in the Patapsco watershed could be converted to an environmental 
enhancement for mitigation credit.  Mr. Nichols suggested that stream stabilization of continuing 
sources of sediment to the area could be a possible enhancement.  Any tributaries to the cove 
could be considered for possible credit.  Mr. Nichols also mentioned that the Swan Creek 
mitigation project at Cox Creek should be a source of ideas for Masonville, indicating such 
enhancements as Phragmites removal, placing tree snags, and creation of rock reefs.  Mr. 
Nichols commented that coves are highly valuable fish habitat and that any efforts to establish 
non-tidal wetlands in the area would be highly beneficial.  Mr. Johnson suggested that the MPA 
get someone from the USACE regulatory staff involved in the Harbor projects.  Mr. Nichols 
noted that Harbor projects have been denied in the past and the same thing might happen again.  
Mr. Nichols added that he would like to keep the projects within the Patapsco River watershed.  
Ms. Boraczek asked if the MDE favored in-kind mitigation.  Mr. McKee replied that the 
preference is for in-kind within the watershed.  Mr. Nichols commented that a search might be 
required to establish a suitable mitigation site.  Dr. Storms stated that MPA could refresh the 
search that resulted in Swan Creek.                        
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7.0 Recommendation on Hopper Dredge Use for Site 92 Chip DePrefontaine, USACE 
 
Mr. DePrefontaine explained that the USACE-Philadelphia District had previously entertained 
the use of the hopper dredge for excavation of the C&D Canal approaches and placement in Site 
92, and information on the topic was presented to the BEWG during the January meeting.  Mr. 
DePrefontaine asked the BEWG to vote on whether to recommend a hopper dredge 
demonstration project at Site 92.  Mr. Bibo inquired if the MDE was the only agency that would 
have the final authority over the use of the hopper dredge.  Mr. DePrefontaine replied that the 
group’s vote would be a recommendation and that the ultimate decision as told to Stan Ekren is 
in the hands of the MDE.  Mr. DePrefontaine proceeded to ask for the groups vote on the subject.   
The EPA, DNR, NMFS, MDE, MGS, voted unanimously against the use of the hopper dredge.  
 
8.0 Other Updates & Next Meeting Gwen Gibson, MES 
 
Ms. Gibson reminded the group to please submit any final changes to the comments on the 
Hopper Dredge Issues chart by Friday so Mr. DePrefontaine will be able to give his final 
decision to B+B Dredging. The next meeting will be held on March 8, 2005 at the MPA offices. 
 

Adjourn 3:30 PM  
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DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
Bay Enhancement Working Group 

FINAL Meeting Summary 
February 7, 2005 

1:00 PM-3:00 PM, Maryland Port Administration Conference Room A 
Maryland Port Administration, 2310 Broening Highway, Baltimore, MD 

 
 
ATTENDEES 
 
Blasland, Bouck, and Lee (BBL):  Gwen Gibson 
Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC):  Fran Flanigan 
EA Engineering, Science, and Technology (EA):  Jane Boraczek 
Ecologix:  Bob Hoyt, Paul Massicot 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates (GBA):  Jim Runion 
Maryland Charter Boat Association  (MCBA):  Russ Green 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  John Hill, Matt Stover 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR):  Roland Limpert, Dave Brinker 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES):  Tammy Banta, Karen Cushman, Matt Richardson, 
Stephanie Lindley, Jim Jett  
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS):  Jeff Halka 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA):  Steve Storms, Nat Brown, Bill Lear, John Vasina 
Moffatt Nichol Engineering (M&N):  Pete Kotulak, Kristen Gaumer 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS):  John Nichols 
Patapsco Riverkeeper (representative):  Stephanie Stone 
University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science (UMCES):  Elizabeth Price 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA):  Bill Muir 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS):  Bob Zepp 
 
 
Action Items: 

• Ms. Boraczek will pass along to Jon Romeo the request from Mr. Zepp for the agencies 
that sit on BEWG and the Joint Evaluation (JE) to receive copies of the draft EIS prior to 
the public release. 

• MES will establish guidelines for BEWG listserve users and distribute an email to the 
group outlining those guidelines. 

 
1.0   Meeting and Global Information Stephanie Lindley, MES 

1.1 Meeting Goals 
 
Ms. Lindley welcomed the group and the attendees introduced themselves.  Ms. Lindley 
stated that the purpose of the meeting would be to review the proposed Masonville Project 
and associated mitigation package and to receive updates on the Sparrows Point Project, 
Innovative Reuse, and the proposed Blackwater Wetlands Restoration Project.  There 
would also be updates on the State and Federal DMMPs, Poplar Island Expansion Study, 
and Mid-Bay Islands Project. 



 2

 
1.2 Review of Action Items 
 
Ms. Lindley informed the group that the action item from the November 8, 2005 BEWG 
meeting requested that Mr. Massicot contact Don Boesch to develop a scope of work for 
the Blackwater wetlands restoration project.  The scope was completed and distributed to 
the BEWG group via email on December 8th. 

 
2.0   Review of Proposed Masonville Mitigation Package Steve Storms, MPA 
 
Dr. Storms stated that the purpose of the presentation at today’s meeting would be to discuss the 
project implementation at Masonville  Dr. Storms discussed the MPA engineering projects 
associated with the Masonville site.  The MPA Engineering Division has become involved with 
relocation of a storm water drainage pipe that currently lies within the DMCF footprint.  In 
addition, a 48” water main will have to be rerouted.   
 
Dr. Storms reported that the JE Committee has continued to consider projects included in the 
Masonville mitigation plan.  The agencies that are part of the JE Committee have held separate 
meetings to discuss the mitigation plan and will met again on February 22, 2006.   
 
Ms. Boraczek provided the group with updates to the mitigation plan.  Ms. Boraczek stated that 
the mitigation package was taken to the JE Committee and added that if anyone not on the JE 
Committee would like a copy of the package to please let her know.  Copies of the mitigation 
package were distributed to those individuals that requested them.  Ms. Boraczek reviewed the 
mitigation option ranking from the November BEWG meeting.  The two fish restoration options 
will be the “in-ground” recommendations.  Ms. Boraczek stated that the total mitigation acreage 
is 150 acres.  She commented that the mitigation package would not be earning credit for the 
removal of the derelict vessels but that this will need to be done prior to the mitigation.  Ms. 
Boraczek stated that some details have been added to the fish restoration option and that further 
development of the plan is awaiting feedback from the JE Committee. 
 
Mr. Nichols asked whether the Masonville draft EIS document would be released during the 
February JE Committee meeting.  Ms. Boraczek replied that the draft EIS has been delayed 
somewhat due to the need to complete the water quality modeling.  In addition, the air quality 
calculations are being completed in order to meet the Section 404 requirements, and the 
implementation and impacts sections of the document need to be refined.  Ms. Boraczek stated 
that a backcheck meeting with the USACE will be held on February 10, 2006 and that another 
meeting with the USACE is scheduled sometime next week to discuss water quality modeling.  
Ms. Boraczek stated that the report would probably be released at the end of the month.  Dr. 
Storms added that the push to release the document has received additional motivation as the 
MD Critical Areas Commission has deferred approval of the storm drain rerouting until the 
project is further developed.   
 
Dr. Storms informed the group that MD Delegate McHale seems supportive of the mitigation 
plan and requested a copy for review.  This request did not stem from community concern. 
 



 3

Ms. Boraczek stated that the USACE requested a review copy of the Masonville mitigation plan 
in mid-November.  Recent work to the plan has focused on getting a positive review from the 
MDE.  Mr. Zepp asked if the USACE would distribute copies to the reviewing agencies prior to 
the document being released to the public.  Mr. Zepp commented that these sorts of reports are 
typically handed down from Washington DC-based offices to the field offices and that this can 
be a time consuming process.  Ms. Boraczek responded that she will pass along to Jon Romeo at 
the USACE the request from Mr. Zepp for the agencies that sit on BEWG and the Joint 
Evaluation (JE) to receive copies of the draft EIS prior to the public release.  
 
Mr. Hoyt commented that the November BEWG mitigation discussion ranked the sediment 
remediation as last.  The community has expressed that sediment contamination in Baltimore 
Harbor is a problem that should be addressed.  Ms. Boraczek remarked that these fears might be 
based on personal perceptions rather than science.  Mr. Hoyt agreed that the option should be 
evaluated based on scientific evidence.  Mr. Nichols asked whether the citizens have suggested 
any methods to investigate this issue.  Mr. Hoyt replied that they have suggested targeted 
sampling to characterize the sediment.  Mr. Nichols expressed that he was unconvinced that the 
removal of sediments would be beneficial due to the risks of reactivating contaminants during 
excavation.  Ms. Boraczek added that the elutriate testing of the Masonville pre-dredge showed 
that the contaminants are known to exist in the sediment but that they are not being released into 
the water.   
 
3.0   Update on Sparrows Point MPA/MPA Consultants 
 
Dr. Storms informed the group that, after meeting with the community, the MPA has been 
looking into additional alternatives for dredged material placement at Sparrows Point.  Dr. 
Storms stated that the wetland to be created in the southeast quadrant of the property was to be a 
key component of the plan.  However, commercial and recreational fishermen have requested 
that nothing at all be put in the water where the wetland is slated to go.  Mr. Hoyt stated that 
Russ Spangler of the Maryland Watermen’s Association, speaking for the general consensus of 
watermen in the area, would rather see nothing in the southeast corner of the site than a wetland.  
Mr. Nichols asked whether they would accept a fringe wetland.  Mr. Hoyt replied that the 
citizens are likely reacting from witnessing past infilling at Sparrows Point by the steel industry.  
Mr. Green stated that recreational fishermen often fish close to the shore in this area, but that 
when he fishes this area, he is typically further outside the boundaries of the wetland cell.  Ms. 
Boraczek questioned how heavy the recreational use was here, stating that recreational fishery 
consultants did not identify this as a productive fishing area.   
 
Mr. Nichols commented that some sediment sampling should be done near the shoreline in the 
southeast area of the wetland site.  Ms. Boraczek reported that the benthics within the proposed 
wetland cell generally met the Benthic Index of Biotic Integrity (B-IBI) goal of 3 but that some 
areas of the proposed DMCF did not achieve the goal.  Ms. Boraczek stated that these were fine-
grained sediments here and that the organisms found prefer this environment.  Benthic conditions 
found at the Masonville site were as poor or worse than those found in Sparrows Point.  The 
benthic conditions at the BP Fairfield site were slightly better than those found at Sparrows 
Point. 
 



 4

Mr. Nichols asked how the Sparrows Point project was going to mitigate for further loss of bay 
bottom.  Mr. Hoyt informed the group that the community has expressed some interest in Key 
Quay wetlands creation, and shoreline enhancements at Turners Station and North Point State 
Park.  The community has showed less interest in the Old Road Bay enhancement, but would 
still like to see improvements to Bear Creek.   
 
Mr. Nichols asked if Sparrows Point would be constructed as an upland placement facility to 
contain harbor material similar to Masonville.  Dr. Storms commented that the Sparrows Point 
site would be developed as an upland placement site similar to Masonville.  Dr. Storms added 
that much of the design of the Sparrows Point site could be the result of how the Port foresees its 
economic needs.  Mr. Nichols stated that he believed the conceptual plan for Sparrows Point was 
for an open system. 
  
Mr. Nichols asked whether the floating dikes described in the original design for Sparrows Point 
were still being considered.  Ms. Boraczek responded that this was still a part of the study.  Mr. 
Kotulak stated that he has been working with the M&N office in Mobile, Alabama on developing 
floating dikes and that this option is in the early evaluation stage for Sparrows Point.   
 
Mr. Muir asked in which direction most of the wave energy would be directed.  Mr. Kotulak 
replied that creating an opening on the east side of the DMCF and including the wetland here 
would be the most logical due to wave action from the west.  Mr. Muir commented that there 
could be some benefit to the area if the project capped contaminated sediments.   
 
Mr. Nichols stated that he would like to be sensitive to recreational fishers concerns as well, but 
noted that some type of wetland might be beneficial.  Ms. Boraczek stated that there could be 
some recreational trotlining in this area.  Mr. Nichols questioned why the citizens would not be 
supportive of a wetland that would improve crab and fish populations.  He suggested that 
something reduced in scope to enhance the shoreline for crabs and fish should be considered.  
Mr. Muir commented that he believes the citizens did not want to fill shallow water habitat.  Ms. 
Boraczek responded that this area is fairly deep.  Ms. Boraczek informed the group that the 
perimeter of the eastern side of the site is slag armored and very stable.  Mr. Nichols reasoned 
that it would be beneficial to remove the slag and convert the area to wetland.  Mr. Hoyt agreed 
that the citizens would more readily accept this plan if the slag area was converted to wetland 
and the wetland did not extend into the water.  Ms. Boraczek commented that slag removal is 
difficult.  Mr. Muir added that acidity issues would also become a concern.  Ms. Boraczek stated 
that tests done in the various slag found fairly low sulfates and no toxicity.   
 
4.0   Innovative Reuse Update Bill Lear, MPA/Matt Richardson, MES 
 
Mr. Lear stated that Mr. Hoyt, Mr. Massicot, and Ms. Flanigan have begun to contact individuals 
to participate in the Innovative Use Committee.  Mr. Lear informed the group that the committee 
will be open to the public and would be held in a forum setting.   
 
Mr. Lear introduced Matt Richardson (MES) to update the group on the progress of the potential 
mine reclamation project.  Mr. Richardson reported that the MPA has expressed interest in 
transporting dredged material to a mine reclamation site located in Tamaqua, PA.  The present 
study is to focus on the feasibility of processing 500,000 cubic yards (cy) of dredged material 
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through the Cox Creek DMCF annually and transporting the material to the mine site.  Mr. 
Richardson stated that the MPA is examining this option over a 20 year period to not only 
increase the capacity of the DMCF but also to support mine reclamation.   
Mr. Richardson informed everyone that the Tamaqua mine received a permit from the PA 
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) in March 2004 to accept 40 million cubic yards 
(mcy) of dredged material. In addition to dredged materials, the mine is also accepting lime kiln 
dust, cement kiln dust, and cogeneration and coal fly ash as additives.   
 
Mr. Richardson stated that this study has three principal objectives.  The first objective is to 
assess whether or not this option will be feasible.  The second is to look at the alternatives with 
regards to mine placement.  The final objective is to investigate the costs and environmental 
considerations of handling, transporting and placing material in the mine.  Mr. Richardson added 
that the study would be coordinated with a secondary analysis by Dennis King (UMCES).  Dr. 
King will be responsible for the economic analysis of various innovative use options (e.g. 
manufactured products and landfill capping) in addition to dredged material placement at the 
Tamaqua site.   
 
Mr. Muir commented that another mine reclamation project in Bark Camp, PA only accepted 
“clean” dredged material from New Jersey.  Mr. Muir asked whether the Tamaqua mine would 
also only accept clean dredged material.  Mr. Richardson replied that at the request of MPA there 
has been limited communication with the owners of the Tamaqua mine: Lehigh Coal and 
Navigation Company (LCNC).  Mr. Richardson commented that the PA DEP permit issued for 
the mine reclamation contains an extensive list of chemical and metal parameters for materials 
accepted into the mine.  Mr. Muir stated that the New Jersey ports have had extensive experience 
in developing ideas for innovative reuse of dredged material.  Mr. Richardson commented that 
the group has plans to communicate with other ports and facilities currently using dredged 
materials for innovative projects.   
 
Mr. Nichols asked whether this option was being considered as a quick solution for placement of 
dredged material.  Mr. Richardson answered that today the Cox Creek DMCF is not capable of 
transporting large quantities of dredged material and that rehabilitating the transportation 
infrastructure may take some time.  Mr. Nichols asked whether the opportunity to place material 
at the PA mine site would still be available after this study has been completed.  Mr. Hoyt replied 
that the mine contains 90 mcy of capacity, which will accommodate placement of material for a 
very long time.   Mr. Richardson added that this is just one mine in PA and there are other 
mining facilities that might receive PA DEP permitting in the future. 
 
5.0   State DMMP Update Steve Storms, MPA  
 
Dr. Storms stated that most of the updates to the State DMMP were relayed during the review of 
the Masonville mitigation package.  Dr. Storms informed the group that the DMMP Citizens’ 
Advisory Committee (CAC) Meeting is scheduled for March 15, 2006 and that a Management 
Committee Meeting would be held February 15, 2006.   
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6.0   Federal DMMP Update Steve Storms, MPA 
 
Dr. Storms reported that the Corps distributed the Final Federal DMMP in January.  The Notice 
of Availability was published in the Federal Register on January 20, 2006. 
 
7.0   Blackwater Wetland Restoration Project Update Steve Storms, MPA 
 
Dr. Storms stated that the official title of the project has been “Mid Chesapeake Bay Marshland 
Restoration.”  The project will primarily focus on Dorchester County, and Blackwater National 
Wildlife Refuge (BWNR) will likely be the testing ground for the project.  Dr. Storms noted that 
the USACE has received $250,000 in federal funding to initiate the restoration project.  The 
USACE will be working on development of a feasibility report for this project.  Dr. Storms 
informed the group that there would likely be a local sponsor (MPA) to provide 50% cost share 
on the Marshland Restoration Project. 
 
Dr. Storms informed the group that the Annual Science and Partnership conference to be held in 
Cambridge, MD has been scheduled for March 8.  In addition, the Chesapeake Bay Restoration 
Workshop has been scheduled for March 10, 2006 at BWNR.  Dr. Storms stated that the March 
10th conference would involve an invitation list including about fifty local wetland experts.  An 
international conference to discuss the project is tentatively planned for May 31 – June 2, 2006.  
Planners have been looking to host this conference at Salisbury University.  Dr. Storms stated 
that the intention from the outcome of these meetings is that the USACE will be able to develop 
a comprehensive package that will be presented to the U.S. Congress to request funding for 
further studies.   
 
8.0   Poplar Island Expansion Study (PIES) Update Steve Storms, MPA 
 
Dr. Storms stated that the project is currently awaiting the Chief’s Report at USACE 
Headquarters.  Mr. Brown added that the USACE is preparing to go to the value engineering 
phase of the project.  Mr. Brown informed the group that the MPA would be meeting with the 
USACE to discuss the value engineering phase of the project. 
  
9.0   Mid-Bay Island Project Development Team (PDT) Update Steve Storms, MPA 
 
Dr. Storms informed the group that the Draft Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Ecosystem Restoration 
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was sent to USACE 
Headquarters for review on January 31st.  A final draft for public release is anticipated in April 
2006.  Dr. Storms added that public meetings would likely be scheduled for sometime in May or 
June. 
 
10.0 Other Updates & Next Meeting Stephanie Lindley, MES 
 
Dr. Storms informed the BEWG that the USACE is currently talking to MDE about looking into 
using the Patapsco Urban River Restoration Initiative to kick-off further studies to look into 
solutions to sediment contamination in the Patapsco River.  Dr. Storms stated that the USACE 
has developed three components to this project.  The first component would entail sediment 
remediation in Baltimore Harbor.  Dr. Storms explained that the USACE aims to produce a 
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feasibility study in conjunction with a local sponsor.  Dr. Storms stated that the second 
component to this project would include trash control in Baltimore Harbor.  The City of 
Baltimore has expressed interest in becoming involved with this component.  Dr. Storms 
reminded the group that trash interceptors were also part of the Masonville mitigation package.  
Dr. Storms commented that the last component under this plan, navigation improvements, would 
involve maintenance dredging in the Patapsco River and the development of placement options 
for dredged material.  Dr. Storms stated that this would be a very important component of the 
plan and would allow the three potential harbor sites to be held within a federal cost share 
agreement.  This component could also allow for additional funding to investigate innovative 
reuse.   
 
Dr. Storms stated that MPA would be responsible for partial payment of the sediment 
remediation and trash control initiatives.  Dr. Storms added that this project would be dependent 
on the amount of federal funding received by the USACE.   
 
Ms. Lindley brought up that recently, a job advertisement was posted on the BEWG listserve.  
Ms. Lindley questioned the BEWG as to whether or not they felt a need to establish guidelines 
for posting items to the BEWG listserve.  The group informally agreed to this, and guidelines 
will be drafted and distributed for review by MES. 
 
 10.1 Next Meeting 

 
Ms. Lindley thanked the attendees for coming and informed the group that the next meeting 
is scheduled for March 7, 2006 at 1:00 PM at MPA.  

 
Meeting adjourned at 3:00 
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DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
Bay Enhancement Working Group 

FINAL Meeting Summary 
March 7, 2006 

1:00 PM-3:00 PM, Maryland Port Administration Conference Room A 
Maryland Port Administration, 2310 Broening Highway, Baltimore, MD 

 
 
ATTENDEES 
 
Baltimore City Planning Department: Duncan Stuart 
Blasland, Bouck, and Lee (BBL): Gwen Gibson 
EA Engineering, Science, and Technology (EA): Jane Boraczek, Kaitlin McCormick 
Ecologix: Bob Hoyt, Paul Massicot 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates (GBA): Jim Runion 
Maryland Board of Public Works (BPW): Doldon Moore 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE): Charles Poukish, John Hill 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR): Roland Limpert, Dave Brinker 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES): Tammy Banta, Karen Cushman, Stephanie Lindley, 
Stephanie Peters  
Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Steve Storms  
Moffatt Nichol Engineering (M&N): Pete Kotulak, Kristen Gaumer 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS): John Nichols 
Towson University Student: Nathan Drescher 
University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science (UMCES): Lisa Wainger, 
Elizabeth Price 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Baltimore District (USACE): Mark Mendelsohn  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Philadelphia District (USACE): Chip DePrefontaine, Tim 
Rooney 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA):  Bill Muir 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS): Bob Zepp 
 
 
Action Items: 

• Agency members that sit on the BEWG and the Joint Evaluation (JE) committee are to 
provide comments on sections 1 through 3 of the Masonville Draft Internal 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to USACE by March 29, 2006. Comments for the 
entire report are due by April 7, 2006. 

• Jane Boraczek will inform Mary Frazier of USACE that Mr. Nichols should be provided 
with the Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) appendix of the Masonville EIS. 

 
1.0   Welcome and Global Information Stephanie Lindley, MES 

1.1 Meeting Goals 
 
Ms. Lindley welcomed the group and the attendees introduced themselves.  Ms. Lindley 
stated that the purpose of the meeting would be to review the proposed Masonville Project 
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and to receive updates on the status of the internal Draft EIS, proposed mitigation plan, 
and the project schedule.  There would also be updates on the State and Federal DMMPs, 
Chesapeake Marshlands Restoration Project, Poplar Island Expansion Study, and Mid-Bay 
Islands Project. 

 
1.2 Review of Action Items 
 
Ms. Lindley informed the group that the first action item from the February 7, 2006 
BEWG meeting requested that Ms. Boraczek pass along to Jon Romeo the request from 
Mr. Zepp for the agencies that sit on BEWG and the Joint Evaluation (JE) to receive 
copies of the draft EIS prior to the public release.  Ms. Boraczek informed the group that 
the action had not yet been fully resolved, but conversations regarding this issue were 
ongoing with the USACE. 
 
The second action item from the February 7, 2006 BEWG meeting requested that MES 
establish guidelines for BEWG listserve users and distribute an email to the group 
outlining those guidelines.  This action was completed on February 22, 2006. 

 
2.0   Review of Masonville Project Steve Storms, MPA 

2.1 Status of Internal Draft EIS 
 
Dr. Storms began with informing the group that the internal draft of the Masonville EIS is 
currently being wrapped up, and the Section 404 permit is being applied for.   USACE and 
MDE have already previewed the draft in an effort to work out any problems; after their 
review, the report will be ready for release to other agencies and eventually to the public.  
Ms. Boraczek commented that few people at MDE have reviewed the report, however 
reviewers at USACE have reviewed it several times and their recommendations were 
incorporated.  The first three sections of the report (Introduction, Existing Conditions, and 
Alternative Analysis) have received USACE approval, while other sections of the report 
should be through the review process by March 17, 2006.  Appendices A through P are 
finished as well and are available on CD.  Ms. Boraczek proposed to the group that sections 
1 through 3 be distributed to cooperating agencies represented at the BEWG with a three-
week review deadline.  Mr. Mendelsohn suggested that feedback on these sections should 
be directed to Mr. Vance Hobbs and Ms. Mary Frazier of USACE.  Ms. Boraczek informed 
the group that contact information and instructions for usage of the EA FTP site, where the 
report is located electronically, were on the front of the section packages she handed out.  
Hardcopies of sections 1 through 3 were distributed as follows: 
 
• Mr. Zepp: 1 hardcopy and 1 CD 
• Mr. Nichols: 1 hardcopy and 1 CD (also requested one be sent to Julie Crocker) 
• Dr. Limpert: 1 hardcopy and 1 CD (requested one be sent to Dawn McCleary as well) 
• Mr. Muir:  3 hardcopies and 1 CD (Mr. Muir was intending to give the additional hard 

copies to Bill Hoffman and Jim Butch.) 
• Mr. Poukish:  3 hardcopies and 2 CDs (Mr. Poukish was intending to give the additional 

copies to Rick Ayella and Elder Ghigiarelli.) 
• Mr. Stuart:  1 hardcopy 
• 1 copy each to M&N, GBA, UMCES, EcoLogix Group, and MES 
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Comments on the first three sections are due March 29, 2006.  The rest of the sections are 
expected to be available March 17, 2006.  Both sets of comments should be sent in any 
form (email, handwritten, etc.) directly to USACE.   
 
Mr. Nichols requested a hardcopy of the EFH appendix. Mary Frazier of USACE will be 
informed of this request.  Ms. Boraczek replied that the fish sampling is also summarized at 
the back of the EFH section of the report.   
 
2.2 Update on Proposed Mitigation Plan 
 
Dr. Storms stated that at the Joint Evaluation (JE) meeting, Mr. Vance Hobbs suggested an 
informal agency cooperation agreement regarding the Masonville draft EIS and mitigation 
plan.  Dr. Storms shared that he feels there may not be full approval for the mitigation plan 
until comments from the public have been received.  Ms. Boraczek stated that she had 
spoken to USACE about the level of detail necessary for the first draft of the mitigation 
plan.  Dr. Storms mentioned that if the Woodrow Wilson Bridge project is used as a model, 
there might be changes to the plan even after permit approval.    
 
Dr. Storms then shared that on March 1, 2006 an overview of the Masonville project was 
given to the Critical Area Commission during a special lunchtime presentation.  In the 
overview, they stated that the reason the storm water management project needs to move 
forward as soon as possible is so Mercedes-Benz can move into their new area, which is 
adjacent to the Masonville site.  Additionally, there will be a meeting with Dawn McCleary 
to discuss projects in Masonville Cove, some of which are currently proposed to be located 
in the 100-foot critical area buffer.  Mr. Kotulak shared that crews have begun surveying the 
area for walkways and roads, in anticipation of possibly going forward with the project.   
 
2.3 Projected Schedule 
 
Dr. Storms proceeded to share the projected schedule for the Masonville project. By 
October 2, 2006, pre-dredging should begin so the work will be completed by the 
anadromous fish time-of-year restriction of February 15, 2007.  Dr. Storms added that the 
current schedule does not allow for extensions and assumes that there will be few 
uncertainties.  Dr. Limpert asked how much material would be removed from the site during 
pre-dredging, and Ms. Boraczek replied that roughly 2 million cubic yards would be 
removed. 

 
3.0   State DMMP Update Steve Storms, MPA 
 
Dr. Storms shared that the focus of the State DMMP is Masonville, however discussions are still 
taking place regarding the Sparrows Point and BP-Fairfield sites.  Mr. Muir asked what effect the 
Liquid Natural Gas (LNG) plant would have on the timing of the Masonville DMCF; Dr. Storms 
replied that there would be no effect on timing. 
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4.0   Federal DMMP Update Mark Mendelsohn, USACE 
 
Mr. Mendelsohn began by sharing that the public comment period for the Final Federal DMMP 
is now closed.  There is one comment from the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 
regarding sediment testing in the area, which is currently being reviewed.     
 
5.0   Chesapeake Marshlands Restoration Project Update Mark Mendelsohn, USACE 
 
Mr. Mendelsohn stated that the USACE has been allotted $250,000 to begin studying the 
Chesapeake Marshlands restoration project.  A workshop will be held on March 10, 2006 
regarding the Chesapeake Marshlands Restoration, with another international workshop to be 
held in May 2006.  Thereafter, a Project Management Plan and interim report will be developed 
and a request for funding made for a larger long-range study of the area. 
 
6.0   Poplar Island Expansion Study (PIES) Update  Mark Mendelsohn, USACE 
 
Mr. Mendelsohn stated that the Poplar Island Expansion Study is at the USACE Chief 
Engineer’s desk; he hopes to get the Chief’s report signed at a meeting scheduled on March 28, 
2006.   
 
7.0   Mid-Bay Island Project Delivery Team (PDT) Update Mark Mendelsohn, USACE 
 
Mr. Mendelsohn expected comments from USACE Headquarters today regarding the Mid-Bay 
Draft Feasibility Report and EIS.  A March 23 USACE internal meeting is scheduled to go over 
the comments with Headquarters, and the report is expected to be ready for public review in May 
or June.   
 
8.0 Other Updates & Next Meeting Steve Storms, MPA/Stephanie Lindley, MES 
 
Dr. Storms asked if Mr. Mendelsohn had heard anything about the Patapsco Urban River 
Restoration project, to which Mr. Mendelsohn replied he had not. Dr. Storms went on to explain 
the project to the group.  It is a Corps project that has three parts, with MDE the local lead on 
sediment remediation issues, Baltimore City the local lead on trash issues, and MPA the local 
lead on “navigation improvement” issues (formerly called dredged material management issues).   
 
He also explained that MPA has been paying for all of the Masonville studies thus far, and will 
seek reimbursement for the cost-share portion from USACE for these studies by way of tipping 
fees.  Should BP-Fairfield and Sparrows Point come online, they would be considered Civil 
Works projects, and funded upfront. 
 
 8.1 Next Meeting 

 
Ms. Lindley thanked the attendees for coming and informed the group that the next meeting 
is scheduled for April 4, 2006 at 1:00 PM at MPA.  

 
Meeting adjourned at 1:50 pm 
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DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
Bay Enhancement Working Group 

FINAL Meeting Summary 
April 4, 2006 

1:00 PM-3:00 PM, Maryland Port Administration Conference Room A 
Maryland Port Administration, 2310 Broening Highway, Baltimore, MD 

 
 
ATTENDEES 
 
Baltimore City Planning Department: Duncan Stuart 
Blasland, Bouck, and Lee (BBL): Gwen Gibson 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC): Fran Flanigan 
EA Engineering, Science, and Technology (EA): Jane Boraczek 
Ecologix: Bob Hoyt, Paul Massicot 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates (GBA): Jim Runion 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE): Elder Ghigiarelli, John Hill, Matt Rowe 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR): Roland Limpert, Dave Brinker 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES): Karen Cushman, Matt Richardson, Stephanie 
Lindley, Stephanie Peters  
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS): Jeff Halka 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Steve Storms  
Moffatt Nichol Engineering (M&N): Pete Kotulak 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS): John Nichols 
University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science (UMCES): Elizabeth Price 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Baltimore District (USACE): Mark Mendelsohn, Vance 
Hobbs, Mary Frazier  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Philadelphia District (USACE): Tim Rooney 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS): Bob Zepp 
 
 
Action Items: 

• Ms. Flanigan will email to the BEWG the list of Innovative Reuse Committee members. 
• Mr. Hobbs will contact EPA to find out where they are in the reviewing process. 

 
1.0   Welcome and Global Information Stephanie Lindley, MES 

1.1 Meeting Goals 
 
Ms. Lindley welcomed the group and the attendees introduced themselves.  Ms. Lindley 
stated that the purpose of the meeting would be to review the proposed Masonville project 
and to receive updates on the status of the internal Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS), proposed mitigation plan, and the project schedule.  There would also be updates on 
Innovative Reuse, the Patapsco Urban River Restoration Initiative, the State and Federal 
DMMPs, Chesapeake Marshlands Restoration Project, Poplar Island Expansion Study, and 
Mid-Bay Islands Project. 
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1.2 Review of Action Items 
 
Ms. Lindley informed the group that the first action item from the March 7, 2006 BEWG 
meeting stated that comments on Sections 1 through 3 of the Masonville Draft Internal EIS 
were due to the USACE on March 29, 2006. Comments on the entire report are due April 
7, 2006. 
 
The second action item from the February 7, 2006 BEWG meeting stated that Ms. Frazier 
would forward to Mr. Nichols the essential fish habitat (EFH) appendix of the Masonville 
EIS. Ms. Frazier confirmed that this action item had been completed. 

 
2.0   Review of Masonville Project Steve Storms, MPA 

2.1 Status of Internal Draft EIS 
2.1.1 Status of On-going Agency Sneak-Peak 

 
Dr. Storms began by informing the group that the internal draft of the Masonville EIS 
has been distributed to agencies for review.   Initial comments have been received from 
some agencies; the comments on this version of the draft report are due to the USACE 
on April 7, 2006.  Dr. Storms informed the group that the status of the agency report 
preview was included on the agenda so that the key players present at today’s meeting 
and other invitees could take the opportunity to air any questions or comments they may 
have. 

 
2.1.2 Address any Preliminary Agency Comments 
 
Mr. Hobbs commented that he had received some comments on the Draft Masonville 
EIS from USFWS and NMFS.  USFWS questioned whether the report closely 
considered upland alternatives.   
 
Mr. Hobbs and Mr. Zepp brought up ‘rebuttable presumptions’ and how they were 
related to the upland placement considerations.  Mr. Mendelsohn requested clarification 
on the term ‘rebuttable presumption.’  Mr. Hobbs replied that USACE has four 
restrictions on discharge: 
1) If the project is not in the water or water dependent, practicable alternatives that do 

not involve special aquatic sites (uplands) are presumed to be available; 
2) Violations of law; 
3) Minimization; 
4) Significant degradation to aquatic resources. 
 
Mr. Ghigiarelli agreed that the analysis of upland alternatives is not strong enough. Mr. 
Zepp added that the arguments were not convincing, and there is a need to clarify that a 
significant number of upland alternatives were considered.   
 
Ms. Boraczek distributed to the team a handout of upland sites for potential dredged 
material placement screened by the MPA since the 1970s.  She commented to Mr. Zepp 
that where the table states “fastland upland” it means the upland was created.  The 
handout outlined all of the upland options, although some locations have been 
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developed since MPA first created the list.  The MPA Master Plan  was consulted to see 
which sites might be available for upland placement.  Ms. Boraczek asked Mr. Zepp if 
this handout would be helpful to demonstrate that upland sites were considered.  Mr. 
Zepp replied that Ms. Boraczek should explain in the text of the EIS why these sites are 
not under consideration for upland placement.  Mr. Hobbs suggested summarizing the 
logic of how sites were deemed impractical and eliminated from consideration, and then 
citing the original report.  Dr. Storms agreed and stated that the information found in 
other reports should be extracted to explain why certain sites are not available.  Mr. 
Zepp commented that Appendix F: Alternatives Analysis omitted many sites and that 
the text does not explain why.  Ms. Boraczek added that some sites were ruled out for 
environmental reasons.  Mr. Runion suggested using the text from the “Why Rejected” 
column of Ms. Boraczek’s handout, and incorporating that into the text of the EIS in 
order to explain why the upland sites were not an option.  Ms. Boraczek stated that the 
handout would be included in Appendix F.  Ms. Boraczek asked Mr. Zepp if the table 
on the handout would be sufficient to address the concerns of USFWS.  Mr. Zepp 
replied that an explanation for each site on why it was eliminated is necessary.  Dr. 
Storms suggested summarizing the information upfront and using the table as support, 
since the information is vital to the permitting process. 
 
Mr. Nichols stated that he is assuming all sites on the handout are outside of the 
required 5-mile radius from Hart-Miller Island.  He went on to say that he has heard 
comments about the lack of consideration of the Bethlehem Steel site for upland 
placement.  Mr. Hobbs pointed out that Bethlehem Steel is within the 5-mile radius of 
Hart-Miller Island, so it is not legal to place dredged material there.  Mr. Hobbs 
suggested building an argument for the practicality of sites regarding laws, 
environmental reasons, etc.     
 
Dr. Storms commented that he’d hoped that Jim Butch or Bill Muir, both of EPA, would 
have been able to attend today’s meeting.  Mr. Hobbs stated that he would call EPA to 
find out where in the review process they are.   
 
Mr. Nichols stated that he would like to comment on what he’s reviewed so far.  In 
reviewing the purpose and need statement, and the recommendation of the Harbor Team 
to use 33% of annual dredged material inflow for innovative reuse (IR), he feels that IR 
groundwork should be included in the Purpose and Need Section.  Mr. Ghigiarelli 
commented that IR should be and is included in the alternatives analysis.  Mr. Nichols 
feels that IR is an integral part of the plan and deserves more than a segregated section 
of the report.  Mr. Ghigiarelli concurred.  Ms. Boraczek stated that the tables in the 
report show need (in the form of maintenance dredging and new work) however IR is 
not reflected in these tables.  The MPA committed to a goal of establishing a committee 
which would investigate ways and means by which, by 2023, 33% of dredged material 
capacity need could be filled by cost effective and environmentally sound IR methods.  
Ms. Boraczek stated that the Harbor Team and USACE alternatives recommendations 
are in the report, verbatim.  Mr. Nichols suggested that they be included in the Purpose 
and Need Section, and in addition, the report should contain information on how IR will 
be phased in. 
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Mr. Mendelsohn shared a comment that he received from Bill Muir, following the last 
BEWG meeting: the EPA feels that having sites available such as Masonville, Sparrows 
Point, and BP Fairfield are not forcing MPA to consider IR as much as they should.   
 
Mr. Nichols also had changes to the seasonal restriction periods listed in section 2.1.4 
Water Quality. He will deliver these changes to Ms. Boraczek directly.   
 
Ms. Boraczek stated that she had an ESA ready and was adding listed whales to the 
report.  Mr. Mendelsohn asked for clarification, as whales will most likely not be seen in 
the Masonville vicinity; would there be shipping impacts?  Ms. Boraczek replied that 
the whale issue was brought up as a result of a letter from the NMFS Ship Strike 
Coordinator.   If Masonville were to come online, shipping traffic to the area would 
increase.  Mr. Nichols asked if the Liquid Natural Gas (LNG) plant would also have an 
effect on whales.  Ms. Boraczek replied that USACE, Norfolk District already dealt with 
the subject of whales in one of their reports, so adding them to this report should not be 
difficult.  Mr. Nichols stated that measures are in place for avoiding whales at sea, such 
as avoiding sighted whales, letting the whales move away on their own, and not 
approaching the whales. Mr. Hobbs suggested that communication and coordination on 
the subject of whales continue. 

 
2.2 Update on Proposed Mitigation Plan 
 
Dr. Storms stated that it is imperative that the need and justification for the project be 
determined before mitigation issues can be addressed.  Mr. Ghigiarelli stated that it was 
important for everyone to understand why agencies have not addressed acceptance of the 
mitigation plan.  The EIS needs to be finalized before working out the final details of the 
mitigation plan because MDE must complete its analysis of alternatives and open water 
placement.  The question remains if the proposed mitigation plan has properly mitigated for 
120 acres.  Mr. Hobbs feels that the mitigation plan is not final; it will be made available 
during the public comment period, at which time additional mitigation ideas may be 
presented.  Mr. Ghigiarelli agreed that it made sense to wait for the public comment period 
to be over before finalizing the mitigation plan. 
 
2.3 Projected Schedule 
 
Mr. Hobbs stated that comments were due by April 7th and would take two weeks to 
incorporate. Circulation of the report would take place the first week of May.  The Notice of 
Availability (NOA) would go out May 12th.  Public meetings would be held in mid-June. 
 
Mr. Kotulak stated that the status of the permit application depends on the report.  Mr. 
Ghigiarelli stated that he would like to see the application two weeks prior to the NOA 
going out.    Mr. Ghigiarelli stated that the information required for the permit is already 
available and that he had previously seen a draft of the permit application.  Mr. Hobbs 
indicated that the Draft EIS should be ready to go out prior to the NOA in order to ensure 
that the report is not circulated until it is completely ready.   
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Mr. Zepp inquired as to whether there would be any dredging next to the cofferdams. Ms. 
Boraczek replied that material would have to be removed in order to construct the 
cofferdam but other than that, dredging would not occur during DMCF construction or 
operation.  Dredging next to the cofferdam would only occur if the site is eventually used as 
an auto terminal. 

 
3.0   Update on Innovative Reuse  Fran Flanigan; Matt Richardson, MES  
  
Ms. Flanigan began with sharing that the Innovative Reuse Committee (IRC), composed of 26 
members, met for the first time on March 16, 2006.  The next IRC meeting will be on May 4th at 
the Maryland Department of Transportation office near BWI airport.  The IRC will look at six 
categories of IR, including but not limited to building/road materials, reclamation of mines, etc.  
The IRC’s purpose is to provide advice on a conceptual level to MPA, regarding which IR 
possibilities should be further explored considering costs, quantities, and markets.  Ms. Flanigan 
stated that two consultants are being used to provide additional information on the options 
considered: Dr. Dennis King (UMCES) and Norman Francingues (OA Systems, Inc.).  Ms. 
Flanigan offered to share the agendas and meeting summaries with the BEWG, if requested.   
 
Ms. Boraczek asked if this committee is a recognized subcommittee under the DMMP; as such, 
the agendas and meeting summaries will be available on MPA’s website.  Ms. Flanigan replied 
that the IRC is a recognized subcommittee whose members have a one-year charge.  The 
members have been tasked with using IR to manage 500 cubic yards per year of dredged 
material.  Mr. Mendelsohn asked what kind of dredged material would be used in IR; 
specifically, would Harbor material be used?  Ms. Flanigan replied that Harbor material is under 
consideration and that quality parameters are being established.  
 
Ms. Boraczek asked about environmental ranking of the IR options under consideration.  Ms. 
Flanigan replied that environmental ranking was generally discussed. For example, a mine would 
require a permit, and the material would have to meet the permit requirements.  Mr. Mendelsohn 
asked if EPA is represented on the IRC. Ms. Flanigan replied that EPA is represented, as well as 
MDE, MD DNR, and other agencies. Community members are also involved with the 
committee. Ms. Flanigan will email to the BEWG the current IRC member list.     
 
Mr. Richardson reviewed the possibility of using dredged material from the Cox Creek Dredged 
Material Containment Facility DMCF for reclamation in Tamaqua, PA. The permit requirements 
of Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection allow usage of dredged material to 
reclaim mines in order to address issues with acid mine drainage, subsidence, and fatal 
recreational vehicle accidents.  Analysis of potentially using the Tamaqua mine as a repository 
for dredged material is based on the current design of Cox Creek DMCF.  Reclamation of the 
Tamaqua mine and others like it could result in a potentially “bottomless” DMCF.  Mr. 
Richardson shared that the Cox Creek Innovative Reuse team developed a flow chart tracking 
dredged material from the Bay to the mine, identifying different stages of dredged material 
(dewatering, water quality monitoring, and transportation).  The team visited the Tamaqua mine 
on March 31, 2006 for reconnaissance purposes.  Given the size of the mine and the annual 
500,000 cy innovative reuse goal, the Tamaqua mine could provide up to 40 years of capacity.  
Mr. Mendelsohn asked if the mine must be returned to its original contours. Mr. Richardson 



FINAL 

 6

replied that a federal law from the 1970s requires that mines be returned to their original 
contours, as they existed when the law was passed. 
 
4.0   Update on Patapsco Urban River Restoration Initiative Steve Kopecky, USACE 
 
Mr. Mendelsohn stated that USACE is finalizing scoping for this project, and they are preparing 
for the feasibility of cost sharing.  This topic will be further explored at the next meeting. 
 
5.0   State DMMP Update Steve Storms, MPA 
 
Dr. Storms shared that one of the focuses of the State DMMP is harbor options: Masonville, 
Sparrows Point, and BP-Fairfield.  There are no updates since last meeting, however the State 
continues to work with the community and Baltimore County to look at other alignments for 
Sparrows Point.  Other options for Sparrows Point may come to light as talks progress.  The 
status of BP-Fairfield has not changed since the last meeting.  The project team is continuing 
with interim feasibility studies of Sparrows Point and BP-Fairfield. 
 
6.0   Federal DMMP Update Mark Mendelsohn, USACE 
 
Mr. Mendelsohn stated that the EIS has received approval from USACE Headquarters, with a 
few outstanding comments.  Last week the comment from Virginia Department of 
Environmental Quality, regarding permitting, was resolved; USACE will apply for the requisite 
permit to place dredged material in open-water in Virginia. It is expected that the Record of 
Decision will be signed soon.   
 
Ms. Boraczek confirmed if Virginia was requiring USACE-Baltimore to apply for a permit for 
open water placement.  Mr. Mendelsohn replied that the permit was for open water, general 
placement.  Ms. Boraczek asked if Dam Neck was under the jurisdiction of this permit, to which 
Mr. Mendelsohn replied that Virginia does not control Dam Neck, as it is offshore.   Mr. 
Mendelsohn added that they did not know what kind of monitoring conditions would be required 
for the permit.    
 
7.0   Chesapeake Marshlands Restoration Project Update Mark Mendelsohn, USACE 
 
Mr. Mendelsohn shared that the steering team is finalizing the agenda for the International Tidal 
Wetland Conference.  USACE is developing a restoration goal.  The website for the conference 
is: http://ian.umces.edu/marshlands. 
 
8.0   Poplar Island Expansion Study (PIES) Update  Mark Mendelsohn, USACE 
 
Mr. Mendelsohn shared that the Chief’s Report was signed on March 31, 2006; therefore PIES 
would be included if there is a 2006 Water Resources Development Act (WRDA).  The report 
will next go to the office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army, although there is no anticipated 
time frame to receive the Record of Decision (ROD), as there is a backlog. 
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9.0   Mid-Bay Island Project Delivery Team (PDT) Update Mark Mendelsohn, USACE 
 
Mr. Mendelsohn stated that the Draft Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Ecosystem Restoration 
Integrated Feasibility Report and EIS should be ready for public review in May, and that the 
public meetings would be held in the May to July timeframe.   
 
 
10.0 Other Updates & Next Meeting Steve Storms, MPA/Stephanie Lindley, MES 

10.1 Review of Action Items 
 
The action items resulting from this meeting were reviewed. 
 

 10.2 Next Meeting 
 

Ms. Lindley thanked the attendees for coming and informed the group that the next meeting 
is scheduled for May 2, 2006 at 1:00 PM at MPA. (May 2 meeting was later cancelled) 

 
Meeting adjourned at 2:30 pm 

 
s:\hardev\dmmp\bewg\summaries\draft bewg mtg summary 04-04-06_02 ses.doc 
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DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
Bay Enhancement Working Group 

FINAL Meeting Summary 
June 6, 2006 

1:00 PM-3:00 PM, Maryland Port Administration Conference Room A 
Maryland Port Administration, 2310 Broening Highway, Baltimore, MD 

 
 
ATTENDEES 
 
Baltimore City Planning Department: Duncan Stuart 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC): Fran Flanigan 
EA Engineering, Science, and Technology (EA): Jane Boraczek 
Ecologix: Bob Hoyt, Paul Massicot 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates (GBA): Dennis Urso, Jim Runion 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE): Matthew Stover 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR): Roland Limpert 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES): Karen Cushman, Stephanie Lindley, Stephanie 
Peters  
Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Steve Storms, Nathaniel Brown  
Moffatt Nichol Engineering (M&N): Pete Kotulak, Kristen Gaumer 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS): John Nichols 
University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science (UMCES): Elizabeth Price 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Baltimore District (CENAB): Mark Mendelsohn, Vance 
Hobbs, Jeff McKee, Nathan Barcomb, Steven Kopecky 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA): Bill Muir 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS): Bob Zepp 
 
 
Action Items: 

• There were no action items assigned at this meeting.   
 
1.0   Welcome and Global Information Stephanie Lindley, MES 

1.1 Meeting Goals 
 
Ms. Lindley welcomed the group and the attendees introduced themselves.  Ms. Lindley 
stated that the purpose of the meeting would be to review the proposed Masonville project 
and to receive updates on the status of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), 
public meeting schedule, and the borrow material from Seagirt.  There would also be 
updates on the Mid-Bay Islands Study, Patapsco Urban River Restoration Initiative, 
Innovative Reuse, Chesapeake Marshlands Restoration Project, and the State and Federal 
DMMPs.  An update on the North Point State Park Enhancements was later added to the 
agenda. 
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1.2 Review of Action Items 
 
Ms. Lindley informed the group that both actions from the last BEWG meeting in April 
had been completed. 

 
2.0   Review of Masonville Project Steve Storms, MPA 

Jane Boraczek, EA 
Jim Runion, GBA 

2.1 Status of Draft Report 
 

Dr. Storms stated that the DEIS was released to the public on May 19, 2006.  Public notices 
were printed in the Federal Register, Baltimore Sun, Baltimore Examiner, City Paper, and 
Dundalk Eagle.  An announcement was also placed on the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ 
(USACE) website. 
 
2.2 Public Meeting Schedule 
 
Dr. Storms stated that the public hearing for the Masonville DEIS is scheduled for June 21, 
2006 at Harbor Hospital. Posters will be available at 6:00 p.m. and the hearing will begin at 
7:00 p.m.  Dr. Storms added that the public comment period is scheduled to close on July 7, 
2006, the proposed Final EIS should be submitted in August 2006, and it is anticipated that 
the permit will be issued in October 2006. 
 
2.3 Borrow material from Seagirt 
 
Dr. Storms informed the group that new sediment data from the Seagirt Marine Terminal 
Dredging has recently been made available.  He introduced Ms. Boraczek and Mr. Runion, 
who presented a PowerPoint presentation on the new information. 
 
Ms. Boraczek reviewed the timeline for the proposed Masonville project. She stated that the 
Seagirt Channel Deepening Project recently received funding, and geotechnical borings 
were completed in May 2006.  These borings confirmed that coarse sand/gravel (referred 
hereinafter as sand) was available within the template of the project.  The excavated 
material from this project was initially designated for placement at Hart-Miller Island 
(HMI), but due to its good quality, the sand can potentially be used as foundation material 
in construction at the proposed Masonville DMCF (replacing unsuitable material under the 
new dikes), shoreline dikes, and stockpiles for future dike raising. 
 
Mr. Runion stated the quantity needs of the proposed Masonville DMCF.  Unsuitable 
material (1.7 million cubic yards (mcy)) must be excavated and placed at HMI. Sand fill 
(1.5 mcy) and clay fill (0.5 mcy) can be found onsite.  However material for the cofferdam 
fill (152,000 cy) and shoreline dikes (30,000 cy) must be obtained offsite.  Materials 
required for future dike raising (600,000 cy) must also be obtained offsite. 
 
At Seagirt, 1.7 mcy of overburden needs to be excavated.  Five hundred thousand cy of sand 
is available within the template of the permit, with 600,000 cy of additional sand available 
if the channel were to be dredged to –56 ft. 
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If the Seagirt channel is dredged to –50 ft, 400,000 cy of sand/gravel will be available. If the 
channel is dredged to –52 ft, 600,000 cy will be available, and if the channel is dredged to –
56 ft, 1.1 mcy will be available.  Using the material available from the Seagirt channel 
instead of importing borrow material from an upland source would provide a significant 
cost savings for the Masonville project.  Unloading operations taking place at Masonville 
rather than HMI will save $7/cy. If the material were to go to HMI, a hydraulic offloader 
would be used and the effort to pump this heavy material to HMI would be costly. A 
reduction in the amount of imported borrow material will save $9/cy. 
 
The proposed modification to the Masonville project is to change the borrow site 
identification to include Seagirt as well as Masonville.  The construction sequence would 
also be modified.  The dredged materials will be placed with a bottom-dump scow. The 
undercut area would be confined.  Sand will be used in areas of the Masonville site where 
unsuitable material has been excavated.  If the permit allows deeper dredging, the Seagirt 
channel will not be widened, only deepened. 
 
Ms. Boraczek stated that USACE has been contacted regarding impacts to scheduling and 
implementation.  The proposed modification would likely be impacted by time-of-year 
restrictions, but would possibly reduce turbidity, reduce the amount of material being 
deposited into HMI, and reduce air quality impacts from operating unloading equipment 
and importing borrow material.  It is currently not clear whether the sand material from 
Seagirt is suitable for use at Masonville, so a study is underway to determine the suitability 
of this material. 
 
Mr. McKee inquired about the grain size of the material found at Seagirt.  Ms. Boraczek 
replied that the materials were mostly sand to fine sand at –40 ft and below. 
 
Ms. Boraczek stated that in 2004 and 2005, studies were conducted to characterize the 
dredged material at Dundalk and Seagirt Marine Terminals for capping at HMI.  The studies 
concluded that the average concentrations of metals and organics at Seagirt were 
comparable to or of lower concentration than those in the Outer Bay Channels.  At lower 
depths, concentrations of most constituents were below sediment quality guidelines.  Most 
samples did not include sampling in the coarser materials at –40 ft mean lower low water 
(MLLW) and below.  
 
New borings taken in April 2006 reveal that coarse materials exist at –35 ft or more below 
the mud line. Dredging activities could be modified to remove the top layer of silt for 
placement at HMI, allowing the sand and gravel materials to be excavated. 
 
Mr. McKee added that depositing Seagirt materials at Masonville rather than HMI would 
save 0.5 mcy in capacity at HMI.  Mr. Zepp asked if there would be a loss of capacity at 
Masonville using Seagirt materials.  Mr. Runion replied that there might be a small amount 
of capacity lost in one area of the site. Dr. Limpert asked if there was enough material 
available at Seagirt without dredging deeper than –52 ft.  Mr. Runion replied that there was 
enough material.    Dr. Limpert asked what would be done with the extra material that was 
excavated from the Seagirt channel.  Mr. Runion replied that the material would mostly be 
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stockpiled for landside dikes, but could also be used for future dike raising. Ms. Boraczek 
added that the final dike height would be +36 to 42 ft after an in-plan raise.  Dr. Limpert 
asked why the sand could not be left in place and removed for use when it was needed.  Mr. 
McKee answered that that would require double-digging and mechanical placement of 
material, whereas right now, the material can be bottom-dumped. 
 
Mr. Muir asked where the material stockpile would be located.  Mr. Runion replied that it 
would be located inside the perimeter of the site.  There would be four steps to the process: 
1) Undercut the dikes 
2) Place Seagirt material under the dikes 
3) Stockpile 
4) Stockpile sand for dikes (shoreline dikes or dike raising) 
 
These four steps would be completed before dredged material is deposited into the site.  Mr. 
Runion stated that unsuitable excess material would be placed at HMI while suitable sand 
fill would be placed inside the dikes and around the perimeter of the dikes. Clay fill would 
be deposited in the interior. Cofferdam fill would be the most immediate need, as the 
cofferdams are one of the first things to be constructed. 
 
Mr. Nichols asked if the 600,000 cy of material to be dredged is coarse material.  Mr. 
Runion replied that most of the material would be.  Ms. Boraczek added that GBA has 
estimated where the sand begins in the sediment profile.  Mr. Nichols asked if the Seagirt 
materials are anticipated to be lower in metals and organics. Ms. Boraczek replied that the 
material is anticipated to be lower in metals and organics, with a few natural exceedances.  
Mr. Nichols voiced concerns about dredging below ambient depths of the Ft. McHenry 
channel (below -52 ft) due to the possible adverse impacts on water quality conditions.  Ms. 
Boraczek stated that the area under consideration is always hypoxic if not anoxic.  Mr. 
Nichols stated that dredging an additional –4 ft would exacerbate the amount of time that 
the area is hypoxic.  Mr. Muir added that the additional depth could possibly hold the 
hypoxic water volume, increasing the volume of hypoxic water in the overturn. 
 
Dr. Storms asked if ship activity would affect hypoxia or anoxia in the area of discussion.  
Mr. Nichols stated that he didn’t think that the channel would affect the pycnocline.  Mr. 
Muir asked what the minimum amount of material required for the project would be.  Mr. 
Muir stated that his concern is over-dredging beyond the depths given by EPA and USACE 
guidance. Mr. McKee stated that USACE has a need to accurately describe what is going on 
in the project. 
 
Dr. Storms noted that concerns were voiced regarding dredging at depths greater than –52 
ft, but not for changing the borrow source.  Mr. Nichols stated that if the quality of the 
Seagirt material is comparable to imported material, he did not have concerns about the 
source of the material.  Ms. Boraczek stated that the Seagirt material is comparable, if not 
better, than the imported material, as it has less fines. 
 
The group discussed a variety of dredging depths, and the resultant volume of material that 
would be extracted. Dr. Storms asked for a consensus from the group as to an acceptable 
dredge depth. The group supported dredging to a depth of 50 plus 2 plus 2 ft.  Mr. Nichols 
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added that he supported the depth only if the total area exceeding the depth does not exceed 
10%.  Mr. Muir and Dr. Limpert supported this depth under the stated conditions as well. 
 
The Masonville DEIS had already been released to the public before the Seagirt report was 
available, and the Seagirt report identifies a potential borrow source for Masonville, which 
was not included in the DEIS.  Because of this a supplement to the Masonville DEIS will be 
released addressing the new potential borrow source.  Ms. Boraczek stated that the Seagirt 
report was available; Dr. Limpert, Mr. Nichols, and Mr. Zepp received copies. 
 
Mr. Muir asked how the new information would affect the existing DEIS.  Mr. Hobbs stated 
that the impacts of possible project modification are not evaluated in the DEIS.  
Additionally, there are potential permitting issues with dredging at depths greater than 
allowed by the permit.  USACE is trying to determine a scope for the new information.  
Reissuing the DEIS with the new information also affects the project schedule. 
 
Mr. Muir asked how the Seagirt project would be affected by time-of-year (TOY) 
restrictions.  Mr. Runion stated that the only thing that would be affected by the restrictions 
would be dredging in the Seagirt channel.  Ms. Boraczek noted that in the fall, when 
construction begins, the anadromous fish TOY restrictions would be in place.  She asked if 
there were any other concerns from the group.  Mr. Zepp noted that he had the same 
concerns as Mr. Nichols.  Mr. Muir stated that he would like to see the minimum dredge 
depth that is required to achieve the project.  Dr. Limpert concurred.  Mr. Zepp requested 
clarification on the needed quantities for the project.  Ms. Boraczek replied that it is 
somewhere between 400,000 and 600,000 cy.  Mr. Nichols stated that he thought clay was 
necessary for the project.  Mr. Urso responded that analysis of the clay determined that it 
did not have the permeability that they’d like and would be difficult to use.  Dr. Storms 
suggested the creation of a table that accounts for requirements, losses, and depth of 
dredging required.  Mr. Urso stated that the figures in the presentation have accounted for 
losses.  Mr. Nichols reiterated his concern about exacerbated hypoxia/anoxia in the area. 
 
After a final vote, all agencies present agreed that using borrow materials from Seagirt was 
acceptable, contingent upon the testing results from the new borings. 

 
 
3.0   Update on Mid-Bay Island Study Nathan Barcomb, CENAB 
 
Mr. Barcomb stated that CENAB is addressing the comments on the Mid-Bay report made by 
USACE Headquarters.  The recommended plan may be revised to suggest construction at Barren 
Island occur prior to construction of James Island, and defer construction at James Island to a 
later date (possibly around 2015).  The draft Feasibility Report and EIS is scheduled for possible 
release in mid-July 2006, with public meetings to follow in August 2006.  If this schedule is met, 
the report could go to the Civil Works Review board in October 2006, and the Chief’s Report 
could be available in December 2006. 
 
If this schedule is met, the proposed Mid-Bay project would be eligible for inclusion in the 
Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 2006.  A Value Engineering (VE) study will be 
taking place July 10-14, 2006, for the Mid-Bay project (Note:  the VE study for Mid-Bay was 
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moved to the week of July 17th).  The VE study for the Poplar Island expansion project will take 
place June 19-23, 2006. 
 
 
4.0   Update on Patapsco Urban River Restoration Initiative Steve Kopecky, CENAB 
 
Mr. Kopecky stated that the project is at the end of its scoping effort.  There are three 
components to the Patapsco Urban River Restoration Initiative (PURRI): 

1) Expand trash and debris management plans. This portion of the plan will keep trash out 
of the Harbor, and will be conducted by Baltimore City.  

2) Contaminant management plan.  This portion of the plan involves additional 
characterization and testing of areas outside the federal navigation channels, depth 
sampling, and input studies at stormwater treatment facilities, conducted by MDE. 

3) Navigation improvement plan.  MPA will look at potential navigational improvements in 
the Harbor. 

 
CENAB would like to develop an interim decision document that would be reviewed by USACE 
Civil Works rather than USACE Regulatory division.  Then CENAB would create a restoration 
plan combining the three components mentioned above and the interim document.  Mr. Kopecky 
stated that CENAB is currently trying to obtain funding for PURRI. 
 
Mr. Urso asked if congressional authorization is required for the project.  Mr. Kopecky replied 
that congressional authorization is required because of the proposed dredged material 
containment facilities (DMCFs) proposed for Sparrows Point and BP-Fairfield, not because of 
the 50-ft navigational channel requirement.   
 
Mr. Muir asked if there is potential to broaden the current plans, as EPA has interests in some of 
the plans.  Mr. Kopecky replied that CENAB is waiting to receive funding before broadening 
any of the plans.  Study funds are available, but implementation funds are more difficult to 
acquire. 
 
Mr. Brown stated that talks are occurring trying to repeal COMAR section 5-1103, which 
prohibits a DMCF within five miles of Hart-Miller Island.  He added that coordination with the 
Critical Areas Commission is necessary.  Mr. Kopecky replied that the language in the initiative 
is such that the projects would be able to continue even if the law is not repealed. 
 
 
5.0   Update on Innovative Reuse Fran Flanigan, CAC 
 
Ms. Flanigan stated that the Innovative Reuse Committee (IRC) has 23 members and has been 
tasked with finding innovative reuse for 500,000 cubic yards per year of Harbor material. The 
IRC has met three times; the next meeting is on June 15, 2006.  Those interested in agendas or 
other information regarding the IRC may contact Ms. Flanigan directly.   
 
The IRC conducts discussions on innovative end uses for dredged material, which fall into one of 
six categories: 

• Landfill: used in daily cover and liners 
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• Landscaping: used in manufactured topsoil and tree farms 
• Agriculture: used in land amendments 
• Reclamation: of brownfields and mines 
• Engineering fill: used in flowable construction fill and as a base material for roads and 

parking lots 
• Building materials: used in bricks/blocks, lightweight aggregate, and cement filler 

 
In May, the committee discussed reclamation possibilities, and in June they will discuss usage in 
building materials.  The rest of the categories will be discussed in subsequent meetings.  For each 
category, the IRC discusses technical, economic, and regulatory issues.  Ms. Flanigan noted that 
all of the options are possible at some scale, but the question is, are they feasible at the large 
scale required for these projects.  Additionally, there are some issues with getting the dredged 
material into a usable form. For example, for some end uses the material must be dried first.  One 
possible solution to this problem is to use the Cox Creek DMCF as a drying facility.  Another 
issue is transportation: how to physically move the material, costs, and permits. 
 
By March, the IRC hopes to have identified some end uses that are feasible at a large scale.  Mr. 
Nichols asked Ms. Flanigan if detoxification of the material is being considered.  Ms. Flanigan 
replied that detoxification is being studied, and in some cases, such as building material usage, 
this is an automatic requirement.  Detoxification is a component of the study for all potential IR 
uses. 
 
6.0   Chesapeake Marshlands Restoration Project Update Steve Kopecky, CENAB 
 
Mr. Kopecky stated that the recent International Tidal Wetlands Conference, held to discuss the 
Chesapeake Marshlands Restoration Project, was highly successful with many ideas presented.  
Restoration with and without dredged material (DM) is being considered, but DM is recognized 
as a potential major tool.  USACE will now create a project plan using the ideas brought forth at 
the conference.  Sources of federal and non-federal funding will then be identified.  Mr. Kopecky 
hopes to have a scope of work and project management plan created by the end of 2006, with a 
feasibility study possibly beginning next year. 
 
Mr. Massicot said that he thought the conference was well planned and productive.  Mr. Nichols 
asked if there was discussion of funding for smaller projects.  Mr. Kopecky replied that there was 
indeed interest in demonstration projects, but funding is not yet available for the projects.  Mr. 
Nichols said it was his understanding that if the DM can be transported to the site, the refuge 
employees could handle distributing it.  Mr. Kopecky replied that there are logistical issues with 
getting DM to the site; it is neither cheap nor easy.  Mr. Mendelsohn added that he had discussed 
with Frank Hamons about getting DM to Shorters Wharf Rd, and determined that idea to be 
expensive.  Mr. Nichols suggested small-scale demonstrations using DM from the Port of 
Baltimore. 
 
Mr. Brown noted that many different perspectives were presented at the Conference breakout 
sessions.  An important concern voiced at the conference was to sustain what marshland is 
currently at the refuge.  Mr. Kopecky added that sea level rise is a big problem at the refuge, 
making accumulation of peat in the marsh difficult, but at the same time making accumulation of 
mineral material easy.  Long-term maintenance will be required to keep up with sea level rise. 
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7.0   State DMMP Update Steve Storms, MPA 
 
Dr. Storms noted that Masonville and Innovative Reuse had already been discussed during the 
BEWG meeting.  There was no update on the proposed Sparrows Point project, but the internal 
team is continuing to review the project.  There was no change in the status of the proposed BP-
Fairfield project. 
 
8.0   Federal DMMP Update Mark Mendelsohn, CENAB 
 
Mr. Mendelsohn stated that CENAB is working on a letter to the Virginia Department of 
Environmental Quality with refined language regarding overboard placement permitting.  The 
USACE will likely apply for a permit in Virginia for overboard dumping.  A Record of Decision 
on the Federal DMMP is close to being reached. 
 
9.0   North Point State Park Enhancements Paul Massicot, Ecologix 
 
Dr. Massicot shared with the group the proposed North Point State Park Enhancements.  A 
meeting was held with MD DNR to establish possible enhancements. The following initial list of 
enhancements was created: 

• Shoreline erosion control 
• Reef balls 
• Beach enhancements 
• Terrapin restoration 
• Hiking path 
• Offshore construction of a breakwater and reef for shoreline erosion control and aquatic 

habitat restoration  
• Bay grass  
• Fish habitat  
• Educational exhibits 
• Exhibits, wetland restoration, and runoff treatment at Todd’s Inheritance, a historic 

property in the Park 
 
MD DNR approval was required for the enhancements before the project could proceed.  
Activities at the park in the vicinity of Black Marsh must be considerate of impacts on the marsh. 
 
Dr. Massicot noted that a small group from the Harbor Team is being organized to discuss the 
enhancements.  Interested parties may contact him directly.  Mr. Massicot also requested any 
environmental data that may be available for the site. 
 
 
10.0 Other Updates & Next Meeting Stephanie Lindley, MES 

10.1 Review of Action Items 
 
Ms. Lindley stated that there were no action items that resulted from this meeting.   
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 10.2 Next Meeting 
 

Ms. Lindley thanked the attendees for coming and informed the group that the next meeting 
is scheduled for July 11, 2006 at 1:00 PM at MPA.  Note:  This meeting was later cancelled.  
The next meeting is scheduled for August 8th. 

 
Meeting adjourned at 2:50 pm 
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DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
Bay Enhancement Working Group 

FINAL Meeting Summary 
August 8, 2006 

1:00 PM-3:00 PM, Maryland Port Administration Conference Room A 
Maryland Port Administration, 2310 Broening Highway, Baltimore, MD 

 
 
ATTENDEES 
 
Baltimore City Planning Department: Duncan Stuart 
Blasland, Bouck, and Lee (BBL): Gwen Gibson 
EA Engineering, Science, and Technology (EA): Jane Boraczek 
Ecologix: Bob Hoyt, Paul Massicot 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates (GBA): Jim Runion 
Maryland Board of Public Works (BPW): Doldon Moore 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE): Matthew Stover, Jeff Carter 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR): Roland Limpert 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES): Karen Cushman, Matthew Richardson, Stephanie 
Lindley, and Stephanie Peters  
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS): Jeff Halka, Katie Offerman 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Steve Storms, Nathaniel Brown, and Bill Lear  
Moffatt & Nichol Engineering (M&N): Pete Kotulak 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS): John Nichols 
University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science (UMCES): Elizabeth Price, Lisa 
Wainger 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Baltimore District (CENAB): Mark Mendelsohn, Mary Frazier 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA): Jessica Martinsen 
 
 
 
Action Items: 

• Ms. Boraczek will create a PDF version of her presentation and MES will distribute it to 
the BEWG.  The BEWG will then respond to the question regarding the use of borrow 
from Seagirt at Masonville by August 16th.     

• Members of the BEWG who have people in agencies that sit on the Joint Evaluation 
Committee (JE), or the members that sit on the committee themselves, will discuss over 
the next couple of weeks how much is enough, in terms of mitigation. 

• MES will check on who from the resource agencies is available to attend the August 30, 
2006 JE meeting.  
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1.0     Welcome and Global Information Stephanie Lindley, MES 
 
1.1 Meeting Goals 

 
Ms. Lindley welcomed the group and the attendees introduced themselves.  Ms. Lindley 
stated that the purpose of the meeting would be to review the proposed Masonville project 
and to receive updates on the status of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
and Supplement, Seagirt sediment sampling data, proposed mitigation package, the 
outcome of the public hearings, and to hear agency comments.  There would also be 
updates on Innovative Reuse, the State and Federal DMMPs, Poplar Island Expansion 
Study, Mid-Bay Islands Study, and Chesapeake Marshlands Restoration Project. 

 
1.2 Review of Action Items 
 
Ms. Lindley informed the group that there were no action items from the June meeting. 

 
 

2.0     Update on Innovative Reuse Matthew Richardson, MES 
 

Mr. Richardson shared that there are two initiatives regarding innovative reuse (IR). The 
first is the public Innovative Reuse Committee (IRC) and the second is the technical 
research team.  The IRC held its fourth meeting in July, discussing reclamation of 
sand/gravel pits and brownfields as potential IR options.  The economic value of the 
properties could increase after reclamation using dredged material.  There are currently 70 
brownfields sites in the Baltimore area and 26 active pit sites in Maryland.  Mr. Moore 
requested clarification on the quantity of active pit sites; Mr. Richardson replied that his 
information states that there are 26 active sites, but added that there are many non-active 
sites and the definition of ‘sand and gravel pits’ is open to interpretation.  Mr. Richardson 
stated that at previous meetings, the IRC discussed bricks and blocks as potential options 
for IR.  Public perception of dredged material is turning out to be a concern for all IR 
options.  Future IRC meetings will discuss the options of IR as road/parking lot material, 
agricultural amendments, and use in landfills. 
 
IRC support personnel have met with the State Highway Administration, MDE, and MD 
DNR to identify major problems or ‘showstoppers’ of potential IR options.  Dr. Limpert 
asked what the geographical area was that was under consideration for the IR options; Mr. 
Richardson replied that a physical boundary has not been defined, but after providing 
information about the Tamaqua, Pennsylvania Mine, IRC members suggested that the 
research should be limited to the state of Maryland. 
 

3.0    Review of Masonville Project MPA/MPA Consultants 
 
3.1 Status of Draft Report and Supplement 
 

Dr. Storms stated that August 17, 2006 is the closure date for public comment.  After this 
date, the project team will make revisions, with a goal of September 30, 2006 for the final 
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report.  There will be a Joint Evaluation Committee (JE) meeting on August 30, 2006 to 
discuss Masonville mitigation options. 
 
3.2 Overview of Seagirt Sediment Sampling Data 
 
Ms. Boraczek stated that when the Masonville DEIS Supplement was released, not all of 
the Seagirt sediment samples had been chemically characterized.  Since the release of the 
document, the samples have been characterized.  Ms. Boraczek presented the results of this 
characterization.  Dredging would occur in two areas: new work and in the existing 
channel.  Sand and gravel begins approximately –15 ft below the sediment surface.  Ten 
sample locations were established in areas of significant sand and gravel distribution and 
combined to create 5 composite samples.  Site water sampling took place outside the 
shipping channels, in the vicinity of the sediment samples.  Analysis of the samples 
showed that most contaminants were below detection limits, and nearly all met threshold 
effect levels (TEL) and probable effect levels (PEL).  Values for copper and chromium 
slightly exceeded TEL.  
 
Ms. Boraczek stated that the Seagirt sand and gravel material is generally as good as, or 
better than, the Masonville material.  Contaminants at Seagirt are at levels below that of 
Harbor averages (which were determined using USACE triennial data from 1998, 2002, 
and 2005).  Sediment chromium values at one Seagirt location were above the TEL.  
Values for sediments from Masonville Cove were well above TEL.  Sediment copper 
levels at Seagirt were mostly undetectable.  Generally, metals values are elevated at the 
surface, but in the sediments, one-half of the sites are well below TEL and the remaining 
sites are even lower. 
 
Results from elutriate testing were mostly below detectable limits.  Of those with 
detectable values, nearly all met surface water quality criteria.  Site water showed elevated 
concentrations of some contaminants, but this is believed to be an anomaly.  Site water 
exceeded surface water criteria for nickel, copper, and lead.  High site water values for 
some contaminants seem to be driving the elutriate contaminant values up.  Mr. 
Mendelsohn asked if it was a major concern to resample the sites that seem anomalous.  
Ms. Boraczek replied that sampling and lab analysis would take approximately one month.  
She stated that site water is only a small fraction of what will be placed at Masonville, so 
the importance of the site water values may not be that high.  A weather event may have 
caused the high values but they are not typical of the area, when compared with other 
studies, such as the CHARMS study. 
 
Fate modeling was conducted to determine the effect of the excursion.  Dilution factors 
were included.  Results indicated that in two cases, chronic criterion would be met within 
10 meters of the discharge site.  Ms. Boraczek concluded by saying that Seagirt sediment 
is of better quality than that at Masonville.  Site water at Seagirt was poor but may not be 
representative of the area.  Most elutriates were well within limits. 
 
Dr. Limpert asked for a clarification of the location of site 01/02.  Ms. Boraczek showed 
that the site was in the existing Dundalk West Channel.  Mr. Richardson asked if there was 
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any thought of speciating the chromium; Ms. Boraczek replied that the values shown were 
for total chromium, and that speciated values were non-detected. 
 
Ms. Boraczek stated that tidal current conditions do not have a wide range in this area.  
Dilution modeling was done at a dilution of 0.6.  Mr. Nichols asked if this modeling 
accounted for wind-driven mixing.  Ms. Boraczek replied that it did not; modeling is based 
on average tidal currents.  Mr. Halka inquired if the model was only 2-D.  Ms. Boraczek 
replied that there is a 3-D component to the model. 
 
Ms. Boraczek then asked the group how they felt about Seagirt material being used in dike 
construction at Masonville.  Mr. Halka replied that using the material did not seem 
unreasonable.  Ms. Boraczek stated that even with the site water samples as pore material, 
chronic criteria would still be achieved within a boat length, or less, of the disposal site. 
Ms. Martinsen stated that she would like to take the information presented today back to 
Bill Muir at EPA.  Mr. Stover deferred the decision of MDE to Matthew Rowe.  Ms. 
Boraczek will convert her presentation to a PDF format and MES will forward it to the 
agencies for further review.  Ms. Boraczek stated that existing samples could be used to 
rerun site water and elutriate tests.  Dr. Storms said he’d like to leave the decision of 
whether to rerun tests to the reviewers.  Mr. Nichols stated that he’d like to defer to Bill 
Muir. 
 
3.3 Update on Proposed Mitigation Package 
 
Dr. Storms shared that the Masonville DEIS included a draft mitigation package with 17 
options totaling $12.75 million.  The mitigation package will be presented at the JE 
meeting on August 30, 2006 in order to move towards finalizing the package.  Dr. Storms 
stated that he would like informal feedback on additional mitigation options prior to the JE 
meeting.  Additionally, he wanted to clarify that the agencies would like IR tied to the 
Masonville mitigation package.  Mr. Hoyt shared that the Harbor Team’s goal relating to 
innovative use was for MPA to find an innovative reuse for 500,000 cubic yards of Harbor 
dredged material per year, by 2023. The IRC is charged with recommending strategies to 
MPA that will achieve this goal.  The costs of such a goal are still uncertain. 
 
Ms. Boraczek noted that the technical team is looking at independent mine options.  Mr. 
Richardson explained that dredged material placement at the Tamaqua mine in 
Pennsylvania is being researched since it already has a permit to accept dredged material. 
 
Mr. Nichols noted that the proposed AES Corporation liquefied natural gas (LNG) 
terminal would likely be generating a large amount of dredged material.  AES will be 
looking at IR for placement of their dredged materials.  Mr. Nichols pointed out that any 
information or technology that AES develops could potentially be used by MPA and 
suggested that the two work together on IR options.  Mr. Hoyt noted that such a 
partnership could not be required as mitigation and would require a state agency to 
cooperate on a project that is opposed by Governor Ehrlich.  Mr. Nichols agreed but stated 
that the AES project presents potential opportunities to pursue an innovative reuse project.  
Mr. Stuart stated that Mayor Martin O’Malley is also opposed to the LNG project, which 
could potentially produce 3.5 million cubic yards (mcy) of dredged material.  This amount 
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of dredged material would fill the Masonville and Cox Creek DMCFs; therefore, 
innovative reuse of the AES dredged material would be vital.  
 
Mr. Mendelsohn asked if the potential LNG plant is included in the Cumulative Impacts 
section of the DEIS, as it should be.  Ms. Boraczek replied that it was not included because 
the details of the LNG project were not certain when the DEIS was initially written.  Mr. 
Mendelsohn noted that even though the LNG project is opposed by both the Mayor of 
Baltimore and the Governor of Maryland, it should still be included in the Cumulative 
Impacts section of the DEIS.  Mr. Brown added that there is strong citizen opposition as 
well.   
 
Ms. Boraczek asked if the LNG plant would have to manage all of its dredged material via 
IR, to which Mr. Nichols replied they would.  Ms. Boraczek stated that if the dredged 
material produced by the LNG project would not be going to MPA facilities, then water 
quality issues would not have to be discussed in the Cumulative Impacts section.  Ms. 
Martinsen stated that all projects in the recent past and reasonably foreseeable future 
(approximately 20 years) should be analyzed in the section.  Dr. Storms added that 
although a majority of the AES LNG dredged material would be innovatively reused, the 
project must be included in the section.  Mr. Mendelsohn stated that infrastructure and 
other large projects in the area must also be considered.  Ms. Boraczek stated that a simple 
statement of the LNG project’s square footage and its potential impact on the Masonville 
project would be adequate. 
 
Mr. Nichols shared his concerns about the future regarding the potential DMCFs at 
Sparrows Point and the BP Fairfield property, as well as filling in of the Harbor.  Dr. 
Storms noted that MPA has heard concerns about these problems from various agencies, 
and is working to address them.  Mr. Moore stated that there could be some conditions 
written into AES’ permit; dredged material disposal would be AES’ first concern.  Mr. 
Nichols noted that AES would be on a fast track to find suitable IR options if the LNG 
project goes forward. 
 
Mr. Nichols stated that a protocol that had options could be developed for AES.  Mr. 
Moore stated that the protocol used at the Woodrow Wilson Bridge project is a matrix, and 
perhaps a similar device could be used for the Masonville project. 
 
Ms. Boraczek stated that she has been told that the current Masonville mitigation options 
are insufficient, and that she would like an idea of what dollar value is sufficient.  Ms. 
Martinsen stated that one option of funding mitigation projects is a trust-fund type of 
account.  Mr. Hoyt asked if the trust fund could be used to fund programs with the Living 
Classrooms Foundation and the National Aquarium in Baltimore.  Mr. Moore stated that 
these concerns could be worked into the budget for the project, and mentioned that the MD 
DNR has a good program for eel passage.  Mr. Nichols noted that fish stocking is currently 
included in the mitigation package, as well as eel passages.  These two programs should be 
good for five years of maintenance.  Dr. Massicot shared that eels are playing a major 
ecological role in this area.  With regard to eel programs, the dollar values in the 
mitigation proposal are still current, but could increase significantly if dam removal is 
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included. Ms. Martinsen stated that in terms of monitoring and maintaining the mitigated 
areas, an adaptive management plan should be considered. 
 
Ms. Boraczek asked Ms. Frazier if any headway had been made on the Craney Island 
modeling activity.  Ms. Frazier replied that she has received the report.  Mr. Mendelsohn 
explained that a model reflecting loss of water column productivity was prepared for the 
Craney Island civil works project, which determined a dollar value for the loss.  USACE, 
Norfolk District will share this mitigation cost with the local sponsor.  Ms. Martinsen 
added that she believes the money went to a local river organization.  Mr. Moore stated 
that mitigation projects could be completed away from the Masonville site, like those that 
were done for the Woodrow Wilson submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) projects.  Mr. 
Nichols stated that NOAA has broached the subject of removing abandoned crab pots 
(“ghost gear”), which are trapping fish, as an additional mitigation project.  Dr. Wainger 
stated that UMCES is currently identifying the potential of using this as a mitigation 
project.  Ms. Boraczek noted that the Patapsco River is not heavily used as a crabbing area; 
ghost gear would only be relevant near the mouth of the river.  Mr. Mendelsohn stated that 
there has been a large interest in keeping mitigation projects local, or within the watershed 
of the Patapsco.  Mr. Nichols stated that the issue of ghost gear should still be explored, 
and could be used as mitigation for a future project, if not for the Masonville project. 
 
Ms. Boraczek asked how much mitigation is enough.  Mr. Nichols replied that the 
importance is not on quantity, but rather on the success of each action in the short and long 
term.  Ms. Boraczek stated that she would like the agencies to go back and discuss what 
kind of projects they would like to see implemented. 
 
MPA plans to present the Masonville mitigation package to the JE at their August 30, 2006 
meeting.  MES will check on the availability of resource agency members to attend this 
meeting. 
 
3.4 Agency Comments 
 
Ms. Boraczek asked who the comments would be coming from, and when.  Ms. Martinsen 
stated that the EPA reviews and rates all drafts, so comments should be expected from 
them.  Mr. Nichols stated that he would comment on the sections he did not get to 
comment on previously.  Dr. Limpert stated that there would be more comments from MD 
DNR. 
 
Mr. Mendelsohn noted that comments from MES, especially regarding grammatical errors, 
were received on the Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) report and were 
incorporated as public comments which he thought was inappropriate.  Ms. Boraczek 
stated that the report had changed significantly since EA/MES’ last review and that’s why 
we had reviewed again and the intent was not to incorporate them as public comments.  
Dr. Storms clarified that no comments from EA, MES, or other project team members 
should be received on August 17, 2006.   
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Dr. Storms asked Mr. Hoyt if the National Park Service has been involved in the review 
process. Mr. Hoyt responded that he did email them about the July 31 hearing, but 
received no response. 
 
3.5 Outcome of Public Hearings 
 
Dr. Storms noted that there have been two public hearings thus far.  Citizens voiced 
concerns at the first meeting that residents of Brooklyn and Cherry Hill were not properly 
informed about the project.  Mr. Hoyt stated that a resident from Cherry Hill was in 
attendance at the second meeting and took information from that meeting to another 
community meeting.  The residents of Cherry Hill did not raise any concerns regarding the 
project.  At the most recent hearing the public turnout was about 15 citizens.  Fewer 
concerns and objections were voiced at this meeting, and a suggestion was made by one 
speaker to fill in the area next to the Arundel Corporation’s property.  Ms. Boraczek noted 
that the questions at the first meeting were regarding dredged material itself, and between 
the two meetings those concerns were alleviated.  Mr. Mendelsohn stated that access to the 
site was still a big concern of the community members.  Ms. Boraczek added that the 
questions at the second meeting focused more on mitigation and meeting the needs of the 
community, rather than on dredged material. 
 
Mr. Hoyt stated that the community members were concerned about the creation of an 
oversight committee for the Masonville project.  Delegate Brian McHale may be 
sponsoring legislation in support of such a committee for the Masonville project.  Mr. 
Hoyt reiterated that site access is a huge issue for this area, for both pedestrians and 
cyclists.  Baltimore City plans to add the site to its Gwynns Falls Trail.  Mr. Hoyt shared 
that at the second hearing, Carol Eshelman stated that MPA should fund 50% of the site’s 
operating costs for a number of years, working program sustainability into the project 
plans.  Mr. Hoyt has been working with the Living Classrooms Foundation and the 
National Aquarium in Baltimore on these programs.  Mr. Moore noted that he mentioned 
to Frank Hamons that this funding be included in the project’s mitigation package. 
 

 
4.0     State DMMP Update Steve Storms, MPA 
 

Dr. Storms shared that MPA is continuing to work on the Sparrows Point and BP Fairfield 
projects.  The ownership of the Sparrows Point property is currently in transition.  Mr. 
Hoyt stated that the option of moving a future dredged material placement site to an 
upland area is being explored.  Dr. Storms shared that Sparrows Point may qualify as a 
navigation improvement as well as innovative reuse under the Patapsco Urban River 
Restoration Initiative (PURRI), a joint MPA and USACE project. 

 
5.0     Federal DMMP Update Mark Mendelsohn, CENAB 
 

Mr. Mendelsohn stated that the record of decision (ROD) for the Federal DMMP has been 
prepared and will be at Regional Headquarters by next week.  It is anticipated that the 
ROD will be signed in the near future. 
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6.0     Update on Poplar Island Expansion Study Mark Mendelsohn, CENAB 
 

Mr. Mendelsohn stated that the General Reevaluation Report (GRR) and Supplemental 
EIS (SEIS) for the Poplar Island Expansion Study was recently sent from the Assistant 
Secretary of the Army to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). 

 
 
7.0     Update on Mid-Bay Islands Study Mark Mendelsohn, CENAB 
 

Mr. Mendelsohn stated that USACE Headquarters has approved the Draft Feasibility 
Report and EIS for public release, which is likely to happen in early September.  Public 
meetings will potentially be held in late September or early October. 

 
8.0     Chesapeake Marshlands Restoration Project Update Mark Mendelsohn, CENAB 
 

Mr. Mendelsohn stated that there is still interest in a demonstration project at Blackwater 
National Wildlife Refuge using dredged material.  Dr. Storms shared that USACE is still 
preparing the recommendations from the March and May conferences. 

 
9.0     Other Updates & Next Meeting Stephanie Lindley, MES 

9.1  Review of Action Items 
 

Ms. Lindley reviewed the action items from this meeting.   
 

9.2 Next Meeting 
 

Ms. Lindley thanked the attendees for coming and informed the group that the next 
meeting is scheduled for September 12, 2006 at 1:00 PM at MPA. 
 

Meeting adjourned at 3:15 pm. 
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DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
Bay Enhancement Working Group 

FINAL Meeting Summary 
September 12, 2006 

1:00 PM-3:00 PM, Maryland Port Administration Conference Room A 
Maryland Port Administration, 2310 Broening Highway, Baltimore, MD 

 
 
ATTENDEES 
 
Baltimore City Planning Department (BCPD): Duncan Stuart 
Blasland, Bouck, and Lee (BBL): Gwen Gibson 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC): Fran Flanigan 
EA Engineering, Science, and Technology (EA): Jane Boraczek 
Ecologix: Bob Hoyt, Paul Massicot 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates (GBA): Jim Runion 
Maryland Board of Public Works (BPW): Doldon Moore 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE): Matthew Stover, John Hill, Joe Beaman 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR): Roland Limpert 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES): Karen Cushman, Stephanie Lindley, and Stephanie 
Peters  
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS): Jeff Halka 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Steve Storms, Nathaniel Brown  
Moffatt & Nichol Engineering (M&N): Kristen Gaumer 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA): Peter Bergstrom 
University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science (UMCES): Elizabeth Price  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Baltimore District (USACE): Mark Mendelsohn, Jeff McKee 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA): Bill Muir 
 
 
 
Action Items: 

• The Harbor Team B-list mitigation items will be sent to the BEWG members for their 
information.  

 
1.0     Welcome and Global Information Stephanie Lindley, MES 

 
1.1 Meeting Goals 

 
Ms. Lindley welcomed the group and stated that the purpose of the meeting would be to 
review the proposed Masonville project and to receive updates on the status of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and Supplement, agency comments, the outcome 
of the Joint Evaluation Committee (JE) meeting, proposed mitigation package, and Seagirt 
sediment sampling data.  There would also be a presentation on Baltimore Harbor 
Sediment Quality, and updates on Innovative Reuse, the State and Federal DMMPs, Poplar 
Island Expansion Study, Mid-Bay Islands Study, and Chesapeake Marshlands Restoration 
Project. 



FINAL 

 2

 
1.2 Review of Action Items 
 
Ms. Lindley informed the group that the following action items from the August meeting 
had been completed. 
• Ms. Boraczek will create a PDF version of her presentation and MES will distribute it to 

the BEWG.  The BEWG will then respond to the question regarding the use of borrow 
from Seagirt at Masonville by August 16th.  (This action item was completed at the 
meeting.) 

• Members of the BEWG who have people in agencies that sit on the Joint Evaluation 
Committee (JE), or the members that sit on the committee themselves, will discuss over 
the next couple of weeks how much is enough, in terms of mitigation. 

• MES will check on who from the resource agencies is available to attend the August 30, 
2006 JE meeting. 

 
 

2.0     Review of Masonville Project MPA/MPA Consultants 
 

2.1 Status of Draft Report and Supplement 
 
Ms. Boraczek stated that the comment period on the Masonville DEIS and Supplement 
closed in the middle of August.  She is working with the project team to review the 
comments, of which few were technical; most comments were regarding mitigation 
compensation.  Ms. Boraczek expects comment review to be complete by the end of 
September, at which time the comments will be forwarded to USACE for legal review by 
early October.  The Supplement is currently being added into the main report.   
 
2.2 Agency Comments 
 
Dr. Storms mentioned that he needed to find out from John Nichols (NOAA) (who was not 
present at the meeting) when to expect to receive final NOAA/NMFS comments on the 
DEIS.  Mr. Mendelsohn stated that there is an outstanding air quality and state 
implementation plan, and inquired as to who had the authority to make the final decision 
on the implementation plan.  Ms. Boraczek responded that she had spoken to EA's  Air 
Quality Scientist (Project Manager) who had been in touch with both EPA and the State 
(MDE) air quality staff; the State would like to review the plan, but EPA has the ultimate 
approval on the final plan.   
 
2.3 Outcome of JE Meeting 
 
Dr. Storms shared that Ms. Boraczek and Ms. Price spoke about the Craney Island 
productivity model at the JE meeting.  An attempt was made to apply the model to the 
Masonville project.  The JE wanted experts to review the application; George Ruddy of 
USFWS and his team performed the review.  Ms. Boraczek stated that Mr. Ruddy’s 
concern was that the estimates for Harbor reef ball productivity were too high because of 
community composition.  Actual Harbor productivity values will be lower than that found 
in the literature.  Ms. Boraczek suggested scraping rocks to determine actual Harbor 
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productivity values.  Ms. Boraczek also noted that while Step 1 of the model (determining 
amount of productivity lost) was completed, Step 2 (determining secondary productivity) 
was not.  At the JE meeting, Mr. Ruddy stated that Step 2 should not be skipped and 
suggested that unique data be collected rather than using literature values.  Ms. Boraczek 
shared that the data collected from the Harbor will be available around the end of October 
2006.    Ms. Boraczek stated that a model also exists for habitat conditions, which is an 
application of a habitat equivalency analysis. The model is based on the existing 
conditions score and how the conditions can be improved.  This model is going to be 
reorganized and re-run.   
 
Dr. Storms added that Mr. Nichols had a concern regarding monitoring success and failure.  
Additionally, EPA’s concern was regarding the commitment in perpetuity to maintain the 
aquatic portions of the project.   
 
Dr. Storms noted that the topic of Innovative Reuse was also broached at the JE meeting.  
Ms. Flanigan will speak at the next JE meeting regarding MPA’s plans and actions thus far 
on Innovative Reuse.   
 
2.4 Update on Proposed Mitigation Package 
 
Dr. Storms displayed the table of proposed mitigation projects and their associated costs.  
He stated that maintenance costs at Masonville would continue in perpetuity using a 
funding structure similar to that used for Hart-Miller Island (HMI) and Poplar Island.  Ms. 
Boraczek noted that an updated table would be distributed to the members of the JE.   
 
Dr. Storms stated that MDE decided that some of the projects shown in the table would not 
receive aquatic mitigation credits.  The table was changed to reflect this decision, however 
the intent is still to complete the projects.  Mr. Hoyt stated that the distinction should be 
made that the two projects that will not be eligible for aquatic mitigation credit will be 
eligible for environmental credits.   
 
Referring to the mitigation table, Ms. Boraczek noted that items 9 through 12 (Biddison 
Run Reach O, Biddison Run Reach P, 2 Trash Interceptors, and 6 reaches of Western Run) 
had been added since the JE meeting, and some items were additions requested by the City 
of Baltimore.  She noted that MDE would like more aquatic mitigation projects added, but 
there exist differing opinions on what should happen next.  Dr. Storms stated that this 
updated mitigation package will be emailed to the JE explaining MPA’s stance on 
maintenance.  For example, trash interceptor construction and 5-year bag replacement 
have been included in maintenance plans.  Mr. Stuart mentioned that Beth Strommen of 
Baltimore City Department of Planning felt that alternative practices to the bags should be 
explored after the initial 5 years of maintenance. Ms. Boraczek added that MD DNR has 
provided figures for eel passage maintenance.  Mr. Mendelsohn stated that some people 
are interested in what the pool of maintenance money would cover.   
 
Dr. Storms asked the group for comments on the mitigation plan.  Mr. McKee asked 
whether the updated mitigation package would be sent to the BEWG as well as the JE.  Dr. 
Storms replied that it would be.  Ms. Boraczek stated that the JE will be the decision-
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maker on the package, but BEWG input is welcome.  Mr. Halka inquired as to what the 
role of the BEWG would be now that the JE is the decision maker on the mitigation 
package.  Dr. Storms replied that while the JE does make the final decision on the 
Masonville project, technical members of the BEWG team are valuable sources of 
information for the JE members. 
 
Dr. Storms stated that the mitigation B-list will be distributed with a memo and then 
ranked by the BEWG.  Mr. Halka asked if the B-list would be solely aquatic projects that 
would count toward aquatic mitigation credits; Ms. Boraczek replied that they would.  Mr. 
Moore offered that the BEWG could still rank the B-list technically.  Mr. Stuart stated that 
he appreciated the review of the Baltimore City’s comments to the DEIS.  Some of the 
mitigation projects were submitted in response to the December 2005 draft.  The project 
list submitted by BCPD was a list of all of the projects they would like done if additional 
projects were needed by MPA.   
 
Dr. Storms stated that there is MPA interest in getting a third party involved in the funding 
commitment in case something changes in MPA’s financial future.  He noted the funding 
model for HMI and the fact that funding has never been cut for maintenance on that 
project.  Dr. Storms asked the group if they thought Frank Hamons convinced the JE that 
the HMI/Poplar funding model would work in this situation as well.   Mr. Mendelsohn 
referred to the Craney Island funding model, which established a trust to manage funding.  
Dr. Storms stated that Mr. Hamons thought that type of funding model would be difficult 
to implement in this situation due the way MPA is funded.  MPA only receives a 6-year 
commitment of funds.  In the Craney Island funding model, a large amount of money 
would have to be placed into an account, which may not be fiscally possible with MPA’s 
dollar allocation.  Mr. Moore stated that specialized budget language would be necessary 
to establish a long-term plan.  Dr. Storms asked if the federal agencies would be amenable 
to the approach that Mr. Moore suggested. Mr. Muir stated that coming out of the JE 
meeting, Jim Butch did not feel as though MPA had made a long-term commitment to 
project funding.  Mr. Mendelsohn stated that a guarantee that maintenance dollars will not 
be cut from the budget should be provided. 
 
2.5 Update on Seagirt Sediment Sampling  
 
Ms. Boraczek stated that she had received comments on the Seagirt sediment composition 
from the agencies.  Mr. Muir gave an assessment of the sediment and water from the site; 
the site sediment is acceptable but the site water is unusual. Another site water sample has 
been pulled and metals and other tests will be rerun.  Results from site water sampled the 
last week of August should be available in the next couple of weeks.  
 
 

3.0 Baltimore Harbor Sediment Quality Joe Beaman, MDE 
 
Mr. Beaman introduced his presentation on sediment quality and toxic contaminants in 
Baltimore Harbor, with a focus on channel maintenance dredging.  The first topic of the 
presentation was risk.  The next topic was toxics in the Harbor.  Mr. Halka asked if any 
fish consumption advisories (due to chlordane and PCB levels) had been rescinded.  Mr. 
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Beaman replied that no advisories have been rescinded, but MDE will be retesting the 
levels of these toxins in the future.  Ms. Boraczek asked if chlordane is included with the 
pesticides.  Mr. Beaman replied that MDE analyzes for individual compounds; cumulative 
risk assessments are not done.   
 
Mr. Beaman then presented maps of the 303d listing of local waterways and of fish and 
crab PCB levels.  Mr. Brown asked if the fish consumption advisories apply to commercial 
fisheries; Mr. Beaman responded that they only apply to recreational fishing.  Mr. Beaman 
then presented maps of total PCBs in the Harbor, total chromium, zinc, and arsenic.  Mr. 
Halka pointed out that the 1996-97 samples were ambient; shipping channels were 
avoided.   Mr. Beaman stated that all channel samples tested for arsenic exceeded both the 
residential and industrial soil risk-based concentration (RBC) values.  Ms. Boraczek 
sought clarification on the omnipresence of arsenic in soils of this area. Mr. Beaman 
replied that arsenic was indeed common in area soils, however some areas have increased 
levels due to anthropogenic activities.  Mr. Beaman presented more maps indicating that 
cadmium, hexavalent chromium, lead, and zinc levels are below residential RBC. He also 
showed the group that total PCB levels are mostly below residential RBC and total 
chromium levels are low. In comparison to other US harbors, the Baltimore Harbor has an 
overall low PCB concentration.   
 
Mr. Muir asked if the State of Maryland has done upland sediment testing; Mr. Halka 
replied that to his knowledge, it has not.  He added that significant amounts of arsenic can 
be attributed to coal-fired power plants.  Ms. Boraczek noted that Delaware and New 
Jersey have similar naturally elevated arsenic levels.  Mr. Brown asked if seasonal 
variations in arsenic concentrations had been observed; Mr. Beaman replied that they had 
not.  Mr. Mendelsohn asked about mercury levels.  Mr. Beaman replied that nothing out of 
the ordinary was observed.  Very little bioaccumulation of mercury in fish tissue is 
occurring because of the presence of sulfur.   

 
4.0 Update on Innovative Reuse Fran Flanigan 

 
Ms. Flanigan stated that Mr. Beaman gave the same presentation to the Innovative Reuse 
Committee (IRC) and a similar presentation to the Harbor Team some years ago. Having 
this information is crucial to the IRC to present to the public.  Maryland’s State Highway 
Administration would consider using dredged material as borrow for road building if the 
material meets its specifications for chemical and physical characteristics.  Mr. Muir noted 
that SHA does not test other fill soils before using them as borrow material and questioned 
why so much testing was required for dredged material. 
 
Ms. Flanigan then gave an update on the IRC. She stated that the capacity of the Cox 
Creek DMCF is limited, therefore limiting the amount of dredged material that can be 
dried there.  The IRC will meet once more (October 19) to review agricultural, 
manufactured soil, and landfill end uses.  Ms. Flanigan stated that there are many options 
for dredged material reuse, but all have issues, which will be the determining factors for 
reusability.   
Some examples of issues are:  

• Consistency of physical and chemical characteristics  
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• Determining potential additives to the dredged material 
• Acreage required for drying - the Cox Creek DMCF has 100 acres available for 

dredged material dewatering, which is only enough room for half of the amount the 
IRC has been charged with innovatively reusing 

• Transportation - a large part of the cost of innovative use of dredged material; 
information on railways vs. trucking is encouraging 

• Environmental permits could be hard to obtain 
• Public perception of dredged material needs to be changed  
• Innovative reuse appears to be a costly method of dealing with dredged material –

the IRC will not disregard any method because of cost, but it will be “flagged” 
 
Ms. Flanigan stated that the IRC is excited about the work they have been doing and has 
received good feedback.  The IRC’s goal is to have a document prepared early next year. 
IRC meeting minutes are posted on MPA’s Safe Passage website. 
 
Ms. Boraczek suggested posting the presentation given by Mr. Beaman today on either the 
IRC or the BEWG section of the Safe Passage website, where it can easily be viewed by 
the public. This may help the public understand Harbor sediment quality.  Ms. Flanigan 
noted that Mr. Beaman would be talking at tomorrow’s Citizens’ Advisory Committee 
(CAC) meeting. She stated that more effort on public education regarding Harbor sediment 
quality is necessary. Ms. Boraczek suggested that this information should be presented to 
the public wherever possible, such as at CAC and Harbor Team meetings.   
 
Mr. Brown noted that MPA has been trying for years to change the public’s perception of 
dredged material, speaking at schools to provide the public the correct information.  Mr. 
Mendelsohn stated that projects like Poplar Island, Hart-Miller Island, and Blackwater 
National Wildlife Refuge show that dredged material can be a resource.  Mr. Stuart noted 
that the video created about Poplar Island is good for changing the negative connotation 
that dredged material has. Ms. Flanigan stated that the fact that Harbor material cannot be 
placed at Poplar Island gives a negative impression about Harbor dredged material.  
 

 
5.0     State DMMP Update Steve Storms, MPA 
 

Dr. Storms shared that MPA is continuing to work on the Sparrows Point and BP Fairfield 
projects.  He stated that Mr. Massicot is working with community groups to come up with 
enhancement projects for the Sparrows Point project. Mr. Massicot shared that an initial 
list has been created, which is currently being reviewed by MPA.  Dr. Storms stated that 
there is nothing new to report on the BP Fairfield project. 

 
6.0 Federal DMMP Update Mark Mendelsohn, USACE 
 

Mr. Mendelsohn stated that the record of decision (ROD) for the Federal DMMP has been 
signed.  

 
7.0     Update on Poplar Island Expansion Study Mark Mendelsohn, USACE 
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Mr. Mendelsohn stated that the General Reevaluation Report (GRR) and Supplemental 
EIS (SEIS) for the Poplar Island Expansion Study is currently under review by the 
Assistant Secretary of the Army to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). 

 
 
8.0 Update on Mid-Bay Islands Study Mark Mendelsohn, USACE 
 

Mr. Mendelsohn stated that the Draft Feasibility Report and EIS was distributed on 
September 1. The public review period for the EIS began September 8th, when the Notice 
of Availability (NOA) was published in the Federal Register.  Public meetings will be held 
October 11th and 12th, at the Dorchester County Public Library (Cambridge Branch), and 
the Taylors Island Volunteer Fire Hall, respectively. Advertisements for the meetings will 
be placed in local newspapers 2 to 3 weeks prior to the meetings.  

 
9.0   Chesapeake Marshlands Restoration Project Update Mark Mendelsohn, USACE 
 

Mr. Mendelsohn stated that a subcommittee is working on cost estimates for the project. A 
final Project Management Plan (PMP) is expected the first quarter of FY07. 

 
10.0  Update on Patapsco Urban River Restoration Initiative Steve Storms, MPA  
 

Dr. Storms shared that the Patapsco Urban River Restoration Initiative (PURRI) will be a 
multipart project. MPA’s navigational improvement segment will be comprised of a 
dredged material containment facility, sediment remediation, and trash interceptors. MPA 
and USACE are currently working on a cost-share agreement for the project. The project 
has not yet been added to the BPW agenda. Mr. Mendelsohn added that the final PMP has 
received USACE approval and is now awaiting MPA approval. 

 
11.0 Other Updates & Next Meeting Stephanie Lindley, MES 

11.1 Other Updates 
 
Mr. Brown shared with the group that two public meetings regarding the closure of the 
North Cell at Hart-Miller Island will be held on October 4th at Chesapeake High School in 
Essex, and on October 5th at the Community College of Baltimore County – Dundalk.  
Advertisements for the meetings will be running in local newspapers in the near future.  
 
11.2 Review of Action Items 
 

Ms. Lindley reviewed the action items from this meeting.   
 

11.3 Next Meeting 
 

Ms. Lindley thanked the attendees for coming and informed the group that the next 
meeting is scheduled for October 3, 2006 at 1:00 PM at MPA. 
 

Meeting adjourned at 3:05 pm. 
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DRAFT 
SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 
September 22, 2005, 1:00 PM 
7201 Corporate Center Drive 

Maryland Department of Transportation Facility 
Hanover, Maryland 

 
Members Attending: 
Chesapeake Bay Foundation: Kim Coble  
DMMP Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC):  Fran Taylor 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  Secretary Kendl Philbrick 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR):  Assistant Secretary Ron Guns 
Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT):  Secretary Robert Flanagan  
US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District:  Chris Correale 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District:  Roy Denmark 
University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science/Management Committee Liaison:  
Don Boesch 
 
Others Attending: 
Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay/Facilitator for Citizens’ Advisory Committee:  Fran Flanigan 
Chesapeake Bay Foundation: Jen Aiosa 
Ecologix Group, Harbor Team:  Bob Hoyt, Paul Massicot, George Chmael 
General Physics Corporation:  Chelsea Bennet 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  George Harman 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR):  Dave Goshorn 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources/Maryland Geological Survey (MGS):  Jeff Halka 
Maryland Department of Transportation Planning and Programming:  Keith Bounds 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES):  CeCe Donovan, Charles Madison 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA):  Frank Hamons, Steve Storms, Katrina Jones, Kathy 

Broadwater, Brooks Royster 
 
 
Statements for the Record: 

1. None.   
 
1.0 Welcome and Introductions          Secretary Flanagan  
Sec. Flanagan opened the meeting and welcomed everyone to the Maryland Department of 
Transportation facility.  He then requested that everyone introduce themselves for the record.   
 
2.0 Update on the Federal DMMP Chris Correale 
Schedule of Overall Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) 
Ms. Correale provided an update on the Corps DMMP.  The Final DMMP Report was sent to 
Corps Headquarters on September 20, 2005, with a Record of Decision (ROD) expected in 
December 2005.   
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Poplar Island Expansion  
Ms. Correale reported that the Poplar Island Expansion project had been accelerated to be 
eligible for the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 2005, and is currently before 
the Corps Civil Works Review Board.  Upon approval from the Board, the report will undergo 
a final agency review, and be submitted for a Chief’s Report in early-November 2005.  Ms. 
Correale explained that one of the criteria required for a contingent authorization for WRDA 
2005 is the completion of the Chief’s Report by December 31, 2005. The Poplar Island 
Expansion ROD is expected in January 2006.      
 
Sec. Flanagan questioned if it would be possible to obtain a Chief’s Report by December 
2005.  Ms. Correale stated that a great deal of pressure has been placed upon upper-level 
management to ensure that activities and report approval remain on schedule for December 
2005.  Sec. Flanagan extended an offer on behalf of himself and the Governor to provide 
assistance needed to ensure that the Poplar Island Expansion Project is successful. 
 
Sec. Flanagan requested clarification regarding unresolved project issues.  Asst. Sec. Guns 
stated that the National Marine Fisheries Service had expressed concerns regarding 
embayment issues.  Asst. Sec. Guns stated that the DNR had sent a letter to the Corps 
requesting that their concerns be reviewed.  The Corps in return has granted DNR an 
opportunity to participate in the value engineering phase and address concerns.  Asst. Sec. 
Guns is also drafting a letter that will identify three individuals from DNR capable of 
reviewing the engineering plans to address concerns regarding the Poplar Island westerly 
fetch, open water embayment, and the practicality of withstanding major storms.  Asst. Sec. 
Guns noted that DNR will assume ultimate responsibility for the maintenance of Poplar Island 
upon completion, and wants to ensure that good structural engineering will be utilized.  Ms. 
Correale assured that DNR would be included in the process, and looks forward to working 
with DNR to resolve issues regarding the embayment. 
 
Asst. Sec. Guns questioned if operations associated with Hurricanes Katrina and Rita would 
delay the DMMP process or the Chief’s Report.   Ms. Correale stated that the DMMP process 
and Chief’s Report should not be delayed.  The Poplar Island Expansion Project is nearly 
completed, with remaining efforts ongoing at the Corps Headquarters and the Civil Works 
level.  Comments issued by the Review Board are not expected to be substantial, and should 
be readily addressed.  Efforts are ongoing to maintain necessary project resources, as 
placement capacity is imperative for the port to operate properly. 
 
Mid-Bay (James/Barren) Islands 
Ms. Correale reported that the Mid-Bay Island Study Report is being drafted, and is expected 
to undergo public review in January 2006.  Public meetings will be scheduled for February 
2006.  The Chief’s Report and ROD are expected in August and September 2006, 
respectively. 
 
Blackwater Wildlife Refuge Project 
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Ms. Correale reported that the Management Committee has agreed to rename the Blackwater 
Wildlife Refuge Project as the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration Project, to garner 
national recognition.  Project funding was not provided in the President’s Fiscal Year (FY) 
2006 (FY06) Budget.  However, the House side of Congress has allotted $500,000 in funding 
under the Continuing Authorities Program and the FY06 Energy and Water Development 
Appropriations Bill.  Should the funding be appropriated, it would be utilized in conjunction 
with the MPA, US Fish and Wildlife Service, and other stakeholders to establish a project 
delivery team, and determine scoping efforts, project data needs, and budgeting for a more 
expansive general investigations study under Corps authority.   
 
Potential WRDA 2005 
Ms. Correale reported that neither the House nor Senate WRDA 2005 mark-ups contain the 
Poplar Island Expansion or the Mid-Bay Islands Restoration Projects.  The Poplar Island 
Expansion Project would need to be added during the conference mark-up, contingent upon 
receiving a Chief of Engineer’s Report by December 2005.  The Mid-Bay Islands Project is 
on-schedule, and proposed for inclusion in WRDA 2006. 
 
Asst. Sec. Guns commended the Corps on all their efforts regarding the DMMP and 
Hurricane Katrina.  Dr. Boesch noted natural disasters will present a new challenge to the 
Corps in terms of priorities, resources, and demands for rational planning.  It is important to 
continue to build upon the working relationship developed with the Corps and Delegation 
during the DMMP process to ensure that important projects progress. 
 
3.0 Update on the State of Maryland’s DMMP                                        Frank Hamons 
Harbor Studies 
Mr. Hamons provided a slide presentation on the State DMMP harbor placement options.  
Harbor Team recommendations for the State DMMP include the operation of the Cox Creek 
facility, further studies for Masonville, Sparrows Point, and BP Fairfield, legislative 
modification for Sparrows Point, and the innovative reuse of dredged material. The Cox 
Creek facility will be complete following the construction of a pier for mechanical unloading 
and an inner bench.  The Cox Creek facility can currently accept dredged material, if 
mechanical dredging is used.  The facility should be fully functional and capable of accepting 
dredged material by all methods of unloading by the end of 2005.   
 
Mr. Hamons stated that the DMMP mandate states that 20 years of dredged material 
placement must be provided for both the Baltimore Harbor and Chesapeake Bay Channels.  
The Baltimore Harbor annual dredging need is 1.5 million cubic yards (mcy), including 
material from new work and maintenance activities.  Due to potential contamination, the law 
states that dredged material must be confined.  The majority of the existing harbor placement 
capacity will soon be exhausted, and a new placement site will be needed by 2008.  A 
timeline of expected events indicates that if Hart-Miller Island (HMI) is capped with Bay 
material beginning in 2008/2009, then the Cox Creek facility, with an annual placement 
capacity of 0.5 mcy, would be the only operational placement site, unless another is brought 
online by 2008.  Should the Masonville site, with an annual placement capacity of 0.5 mcy, be 
brought online in 2008, the annual placement need would still fall short by 0.5 mcy, and both 



Maryland’s Dredged Material Management Program  DRAFT 
Executive Committee Meeting of September 22, 2005 
Draft Meeting Summary 
Updated on 10/7/2005 
 

4 

sites would become overloaded.  The Cox Creek facility would likely close early due to 
overloading, and another placement option would be required by 2013.     
 
Mr. Hamons stated that the Masonville site has been placed on an expedited schedule to serve 
as the placement option to be brought online in 2008.  Masonville was chosen over the other 
sites as MPA owns the property, studies were already underway, it has the most potential for 
rapid construction, and can meet the 2008 deadline.  Tremendous community support has 
been expressed for Masonville, with no opposition expressed at the public scoping meetings 
held by the Corps.  The Masonville facility will encompass a 120-acre footprint, contain a 16-
mcy placement capacity at a 0.5 mcy annual placement rate, and involve unique 
enhancement-mitigation opportunities.  Efforts are ongoing to define proposed Masonville 
community enhancements as mitigation projects, so that the port will gain credit for 
completing the projects as mitigation for the placement facility.  Proposed community 
enhancements for the Masonville Cove include the creation of wetland, reef, habitat, beach, 
and bird sanctuary areas, bike trails, canoe launches, and an education center.   
 
Mr. Hamons reported that currently, the Masonville Cove is a protected green area by 
Baltimore City, although it is greatly polluted with trash, lumber, and electrical insulators.  
The removal of several derelict vessels at the Masonville site will be necessary before the area 
is enclosed, and this action will represent a significant improvement to the area.  The cost of 
the mitigation package, including the cost of $5 to $10 million for the removal of derelict 
vessels, is approximately $15 to $20 million.   
 
Hart-Miller Island Capping/Closing 
Mr. Hamons stated that a variety of capping methods for HMI and associated costs have been 
evaluated.  It is a difficult challenge to cap an 800-acre placement cell, depending on how the 
site will be utilized after it is capped.  Capping for meadowlands creation differs from upland 
or mudflat creation, and several communities and agencies have expressed desires for specific 
uses.  A summary of methods, costs, and requested uses will be provided at the December 8, 
2005 Executive Committee Meeting.   
 
Management Committee Report 
Dr. Boesch stated that the Annual Report will be prepared in accordance with previous years.  
The report will highlight the accomplishments of the year and progress planned for 2006.  The 
report will be presented for comments and discussion during the next Management 
Committee meeting, and then be submitted to the Executive Committee during the December 
2005 meeting. 
 
4.0 Consideration of Masonville Scheduling                       Frank Hamons/Don Boesch 
Mr. Hamons provided an update on the Masonville schedule.  The Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) is on schedule to be completed by December 2005.  The permit 
application will go forward in December 2005, followed by a public notice period in January 
2006.  The Final EIS is scheduled for April 2006, with a ROD planned for completion in May 
2006. 
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Ms. Coble questioned if contaminated sediments at Masonville would be capped, and whether 
the capping process is permitted by MDE.  Mr. Hamons stated that several boring samples 
have been collected from the Masonville Site, and the area of contamination is well known.  
Unsuitable material must be removed from the area of the dike line, and sand must be 
obtained from the bottom for dike construction.  The dike will enclose the 120-acre 
contaminated area.  Inner Harbor dredged material that will be placed at the Masonville Site is 
actually cleaner than the bottom material currently there.  In essence, dredged material 
placement at the Masonville facility will cap the existing contamination. 
 
Ms. Coble noted that a ROD is expected in May 2006, and questioned how long the 
mitigation project is anticipated to last.  Mr. Hamons stated that mitigation efforts will 
commence and reach completion at the same time as the placement facility construction.  Mr. 
Taylor noted that Harbor Team representatives had insisted that the community enhancements 
move along simultaneously with the placement facility projects. 
 
Sec. Philbrick noted that, despite public support, some issues remain to be addressed before 
plans for the Masonville Placement Facility can move forward.  A brief discussion ensued 
among committee members regarding the interpretation of State law for material placement, 
permitting, and comparisons between the Masonville site and Poplar Island.  Communication 
between the legal representatives of the Department of Transportation and the Department of 
the Environment will be necessary to resolve any remaining issues and ensure that the project 
moves forward. 
 
Dr. Boesch stated that a letter had been drafted to the Executive Committee on behalf of the 
Management Committee supporting the proposed "fast-tracking" of the Masonville site.  Dr. 
Boesch made a motion on behalf of the Management Committee to approve moving the 
Masonville site activities into the engineering, design, and permitting phase.  Mr. Denmark 
seconded the motion, and the motion passed unanimously.    
 
5.0 Consideration of Innovative Reuse Committee             Frank Hamons/Don Boesch 
Dr. Boesch stated that the community has made it clear that locations for dredged harbor 
material placement will eventually run out.  Ultimately, efforts will have to focus on 
beneficial and environmentally sound disposal methods for harbor material, including 
innovative reuse methods.  The Management Committee agrees with the proposal to create a 
Committee on innovative reuse of dredged material capable of offering advice on technically 
and economically feasible options.  The committee on innovative reuse should function as an 
ongoing committee, working as needed, and reporting to the Management Committee on an 
annual basis.  The MPA is currently compiling a list of potential members from various 
perspectives, organizations, and agencies to populate the committee.       
 
Asst. Sec. Guns suggested that representatives from DNR and the Maryland Department of 
Agriculture be invited to serve on the committee. Sec. Philbrick suggested that a 
representative from MDE be invited to serve on the committee.  Sec. Flanagan suggested that 
representatives from the Department of Business and Economic Development (DBED) also 
be invited to serve on the committee.  Mr. Hamons stated that organizations could be 
contacted to determine interest for appointing representatives to the committee.  Dr. Boesch 
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noted that a wide variety of agencies would provide many valuable perspectives, and avoid 
special interest agendas.     
 
Ms. Coble questioned if there is recognition that innovative ideas may have a higher cost, and 
questioned how the process and potential findings of the new committee would differ from 
the results of the previously unsuccessful committee on innovative reuse.  Mr. Hamons 
explained that the previous committee was formed as a result of legislation and was 
established for a specific purpose, including the oversight of the procurement process. In the 
original procurement, innovative reuse groups submitted cost estimates for their methods, and 
had to prove that those methods would perform as claimed.  The methods were then graduated 
from bench-scale testing to large-scale tests.  Several innovative reuse groups then issued 
complaints that they were restricted in such a way that they could not perform as claimed, and 
submitted higher cost estimates ranging from $61 to $300 per cy.  The innovative reuse 
procurement process and committee were ended due to the high cost associated with the 
proposed technologies.  Currently, it is unknown if a cost effective innovative reuse 
technology capable of meeting the Baltimore Harbor’s dredged material needs exists. 
However, the DMMP mandate requires and the Harbor Team has recommended that 
innovative reuse be evaluated.  It is recognized that innovative reuse is a developing and ever-
evolving field.  The new committee will function on a much broader scope to monitor and 
evaluate innovative reuse technologies or methods that would fit the set of circumstances at 
the Baltimore Harbor.  Dr. Boesch noted that the previous committee did not allow for the 
exchange of ideas and the creative discussions expected in the new committee. 
 
Sec. Flanagan noted that the Poplar Island and Mid-Bay Island projects are doing positive 
good in communities and for the environment.  In the future, some projects may need to be 
forced along based on the need to dredge and a lack of restoration-based projects.  
Organizations might have to be willing to pay a premium for an innovative reuse method to 
avoid the type of conflicts experienced in the past.  In the meantime, the new committee 
would serve the effort to ensure that the DMMP is familiar with innovative reuse best 
practices and technologies.   
 
Mr. Taylor informed committee members of a report prepared for MES by Weston Associates 
on March 28, 1974, indicating that aggregate production would serve as the best reuse method 
for dredged material.  The report was written nearly 30 years ago, and displays the concern 
that citizens and the government had regarding dredged material.  Mr. Taylor emphasized to 
the committee that the CAC and Harbor Team recognize innovative reuse as an important 
goal, and realize that it will be costly.   The CAC greatly appreciates that the recommendation 
for the formation of an innovative reuse committee is moving forward.   
 
Dr. Boesch made a motion, as included in the letter from the Management Committee to the 
Executive Committee, to approve the formation of the committee on innovative reuse of 
dredged material, with all the conditions therein contained. Mr. Denmark seconded the 
motion, and the motion passed unanimously. 
 
6.0 Report from the Citizens’ Advisory Committee                     Fran Taylor 
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Mr. Taylor introduced himself as the new Chair of the CAC, elected in January 2005.  Mr. 
Taylor is the vice President of the North Point Community Council, and a member of the 
Harbor Team and HMI Citizens’ Oversight Committee.  Mr. Taylor has come to realize that 
the success and accomplishments of the CAC are due to the members and support that is 
gained through associated organizations.  The CAC has expressed appreciation for the quality 
of presentations and information that have been provided.   
 
Mr. Taylor reported that the CAC has been very active, with several accomplishments 
achieved through the year.  CAC comments were submitted requesting that innovative reuse 
language contained in the Corps DMMP be strengthened.  The Corps responded, made 
innovative reuse a recommendation of the DMMP, and strengthened associated language.  
Letters supporting the inclusion of the Poplar Island Expansion and Mid-Bay Islands Projects 
in WRDA 2005 were drafted and submitted.  Responses have not yet been received.  
Presentations regarding harbor placement options, the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands 
Restoration, mitigation, the Conowingo Dam sediments, and sedimentation in the Chesapeake 
Bay were provided.  The CAC also attended tours of Poplar Island, the Seagirt and Dundalk 
Marine Terminals, and the Masonville Site.  Mr. Taylor invited committee members to attend 
any CAC meetings and to review CAC minutes posted on the Safe Passage website. 
 
7.0 Closing Comments            Secretary Flanigan 
Sec. Flanagan thanked everyone in attendance for their contributions and commended the 
work completed on the DMMP process.  The overwhelming support from the citizens is 
testimony to the good work that the MPA has done.   
 
Sec. Philbrick noted that the Mr. John Wolflin had expressed some concerns on behalf of the 
US Fish and Wildlife Service at the September 9, 2005 Management Committee meeting 
regarding the Masonville project, and requested further information.  Mr. Hamons noted that 
Mr. Wolflin had not expressed specific concerns, but indicated that he had some unresolved 
issues.  Mr. Harman informed committee members that Mr. Wolflin has since been more fully 
briefed on the project, and is in greater agreement with the project.  Dr. Boesch stated that Mr. 
Wolflin was appreciative of the community involvement and benefits that could be realized, 
and appeared to be more focused on some of the procedures and precedence that would be set 
by the Masonville project.  Mr. Wolflin had made it clear that he was not standing against the 
project, but did have some obligations to address. 
 
Sec. Flanagan reported that the next Executive Committee meeting is scheduled for Thursday, 
December 8, 2005 at 1:30 in the Harry Hughes conference room at MDOT Headquarters.   
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DRAFT 
SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
December 8, 2005, 1:30 PM 

7201 Corporate Center Drive 
Maryland Department of Transportation Facility 

Hanover, Maryland 
 
Members Attending: 
DMMP Citizens’ Advisory Committee Liaison (CAC):  Greg Kappler 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE): Ron Franks, Deputy Secretary Stephen 

Pattison 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR):  Assistant Secretary Ron Guns 
Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT):  Earl Lewis  
University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science/Management Committee Liaison:  

Don Boesch 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District:  Colonel Bob Davis 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District:  LTC Bob Ruch 
 
Others Attending: 
Facilitator for DMMP Citizen’s Advisory Committee:  Fran Flanigan 
Citizen’s Advisory Committee:  John Williams 
Ecologix Group, Harbor Team:  Bob Hoyt, Paul Massicot, George Chmael 
Gahagan & Bryant:  Dennis Urso 
General Physics Corporation:  Sarah Coffey 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  George Harman,  
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR):  Dave Goshorn 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES):  CeCe Donovan, Charles Madison 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA):  Frank Hamons, Steve Storms, Katrina Jones, Kathy 

Broadwater, Ron Burns, James Harkins 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District:  Chris Correale, Jeffrey McKee, Scott 

Johnson 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District:  Tim Rooney, Roy Denmark 
WA Engineers:  Deborah Fitzgerald 
 
Statements for the Record: 

1. None.   
 
1.0 Welcome and Introductions          Secretary Flanagan  
Sec. Franks opened the meeting and welcomed everyone to the Maryland Department of 
Transportation facility.  He then requested that everyone introduce themselves for the record.   
 
2.0 Consideration of and Action on the 2005 Management                      Don Boesch  

Committee Annual Report to the Executive Committee 
Dr. Boesch provided copies of the Management Committee’s Report to the Executive 
Committee to all meeting attendees.  Dr. Boesch stated that the Report contains sections 
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addressing the progress completed for the DMMP during 2005, and recommendations of what 
actions will be completed during 2006.  Issues being carried forward from 2005 include 
innovative reuse, Baltimore Harbor Channels (Hart-Miller Island (HMI), Masonville, 
Sparrows Point, BP Fairfield, and contingency planning), Bay Channels (Poplar Island (PI) 
Expansion Study (PIES), Mid-Bay Islands, and Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration 
Project), and Management Programs.  
 
Dr. Boesch called attention to the recommendations that will need special attention of all 
DMMP committees during 2006.  The recommendations include the initiation of the 
innovative reuse committee; continued discussions with community representatives and other 
stakeholders on the end use and closure plan for the north cell of HMI, the Masonville and 
Fairfield placement facility projects and their community enhancements, and the study of a 
potential Sparrows Point placement facility including community enhancements; permitting, 
design, and construction of the Masonville placement facility; and continued efforts to obtain 
Federal and State funding for the PI expansion project, and the Mid-Bay Island project.   
 
Dr. Boesch stressed that the proposed Mid-Bay Island enhancement project will require 
additional resources from both the Federal and State Governments.  The Corps is continuing 
work and is in contact with the Congressional delegation in an effort to secure authorization 
for the project.  Dr. Boesch noted that the Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) raised 
concerns regarding the importance of State funding being made available for a cost-share 
agreement with the Corps to fund the Mid-Bay Island and PI expansion project.    
 
Sec. Franks asked for a motion to accept the Management Committee’s Report to the 
Executive Committee as written.  Mr. Pattison made the motion.  Mr. Lewis seconded the 
motion, and the motion unanimously passed.   
 
3.0 Update on the Federal DMMP                                                       Colonel Bob Davis 
DMMP  
Col. Davis stated that the Corps DMMP is comprised of a decision document and tiered 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that provides recommendations for dredged material 
management for the next 20 years.  The decision document must be approved by 
Headquarters.  The final DMMP report was submitted to Headquarters in September 2005 and 
is expected to be approved in early 2006.  The tiered EIS evaluates all of the components of 
dredged material placement options (i.e. PI expansion, Mid-Bay Island restoration, etc) and 
requires an approved Record of Decision (ROD).  The tiered EIS has to be approved by the 
Corps’s regional Headquarters (North Atlantic Division).  The approval for the completed 
ROD is expected in February 2006.   
 
Poplar Island Expansion Study 
Col. Davis reported that the General Reevaluation Report (GRR) for a potential expansion of 
PI is ongoing and preliminary work has been initiated.  To obtain authorization under the next 
Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) for the project to proceed, a signed Chief’s 
Report must be obtained.  Col. Davis explained that a Chief of Engineer’s report is signed by 
the Chief of Engineers and is transmitted to the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil 
Works and OMB to be included in the next WRDA.  A signed Chief’s Report is expected by 
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the end of 2005.  The ROD for the supplemental EIS for PI expansion is expected to be 
complete in February 2006.    
 
WRDA 2005 
Col. Davis explained that versions of WRDA 2005 were initially passed by the House and 
Senate, but neither version included language addressing the PI expansion or Mid-Bay Island 
project.  Col. Davis noted his understanding that WRDA 2005 will not be passed.  A concern 
exists over getting the projects included in a WRDA 2006 when Congress convenes in 
February 2006.  The completion of a Chief’s Report for the PI expansion will provide a great 
opportunity for the project to be included in a WRDA 2006.  Col. Davis stressed the 
importance of having a WRDA 2006 passed, as no WRDA has been passed since 2000.   
 
Mid-Bay Island Study 
Col. Davis reported that the supplemental EIS for the Mid-Bay Island Study is being finalized 
and will be submitted to Headquarters during the first week of December 2005.  The Report 
will be released to the public in February 2006, with two public meetings being held on the 
eastern shore in March 2006.  The planned schedule includes the completion of a Chief’s 
Report in October 2006, and a ROD completed in November 2006.     
 
Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration   
Col. Davis reported that no funding was included in the Corps’s Fiscal Year (FY) 2006 
budget to address the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration project.  A Conference Report 
which was recently passed by the House and Senate includes $245,000 to begin work on the 
project.  The funding will be used for the Corps to meet with the environmental agencies, 
MPA, and University of Maryland to set up a conference to scope out the study.  Col. Davis 
explained that, due to the large nature of the project, future activities will have to be funded 
by including the Marshlands Restoration project under the General Investigations program.  
 
4.0 Update on the State of Maryland’s DMMP                                        Frank Hamons 
Innovative Reuse 
Mr. Hamons reported that the MPA has developed a list of suggested names for members to 
be included on the innovative reuse committee.   The list of potential members was compiled 
based on suggestions from CAC and Management Committee Members.  The list of potential 
committee members will be finalized and prospective members will be contacted during 
December 2005.  The first committee meeting will likely be scheduled early in 2006.  
 
Mr. Hamons stated that several companies have contacted MPA with regard to innovative 
reuse processes that the companies believe should undergo MPA evaluation.  Two of the 
companies are mining operations located in Pennsylvania.  One of the mines currently has a 
permit to accept dredged material.  The dredged material would be mixed with fly ash and 
used to fill a hole in the ground created as a result of decades of mining activities.   Mr. 
Hamons noted that the company had previously contacted MPA to participate in a 
demonstration project at a cost of approximately $35 per cubic yard.  The MPA is 
communicating with the mine companies to see if the cost per cubic yard could be reduced.  
Mr. Hamons stated that the option could be favorable if the cost is reduced to be competitive 
with the cost for other placement locations.   
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Sec. Franks asked for the competitive price range.  Mr. Hamons explained that placement 
options for Bay channel dredged materials range in cost from approximately $10 to $18 per 
cubic yard.  Placement locations such as BP Fairfield and Masonville will cost approximately 
$13 to $18 per cubic yard.  Sec. Franks questioned if the mining companies would be able to 
accept dredged materials from the Inner Harbor.  Mr. Hamons explained that the mine’s 
permit issued by the State of Pennsylvania sets criteria for acceptable material.  The majority 
of Harbor dredged materials would meet the set criteria.   
 
Mr. Kappler asked how much capacity would be provided by the mine companies.  Mr. 
Hamons stated that the capacity would be based on the amount of material agreed upon by the 
company and MPA.  Currently, one mine has a hole that would hold approximately 90 mcy of 
material.  Sec. Guns questioned if the dredged material would have to undergo dewatering 
before transport.  Mr. Hamons confirmed that a facility would have to be available locally for 
the dredged material to be staged for dewatering before it is transported to the mine location. 
 
Harbor Sites 
Mr. Hamons reported that, based on previous approval from the Executive Committee, the 
Masonville project has moved forward with great cooperation from all parties involved.  
Regular coordination meetings have been held to discuss mitigation options for this project 
within the Baltimore Harbor.  Mr. Hamons distributed a copy of the recommended Masonville 
dredged material containment facility (DMCF) mitigation plan and a timeline for the new 
Harbor options. 
 
The mitigation plan includes recommended in-ground acreage projects, recommended 
additional projects, and associated environmental benefits from the Masonville DMCF.  The 
majority of the mitigation package addressed the renovation of a degraded cove area that is 
located adjacent to the Masonville site.  The mitigation package is currently under 
consideration, and has not received final approval.  Mr. Hamons reported that the draft EIS 
will be completed in late December 2005 or early January 2006.  The ROD is planned for 
completion in May 2006.   
 
Mr. Pattison asked for the progresses of the permitting process for the Masonville project.  
Mr. Hamons explained that regular coordination meetings have been held with MPA, MDE, 
and the Corps.  Currently, no obstacles or problems have been identified that would prevent 
the project from moving forward in accordance with the planned schedule.  Mr. Hamons 
reiterated that good coordination continues between all parties involved in the Masonville 
project.   
 
Mr. Pattison requested clarification with regard to the timeline for Harbor placement options.  
The timeline lists an annual placement capacity need of 1.5 mcy, while the plan only allows 
for approximately 1 mcy upon closure of HMI.  Mr. Hamons stated that the MPA is 
addressing the capacity shortage by evaluating the dredging needs, for both public and private 
projects, for the next four to five years.  Some projects may need to be prioritized or 
rescheduled to complete before the closure of HMI.  Some of the capacity shortage may be 
addressed by rescheduling dredging projects, but in the out years some mild overloading of 
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placement sites may occur until another option (i.e. Sparrows Point or BP Fairfield) is 
operational.  Mr. Pattison stated that the looming capacity shortage reinforces the importance 
of moving ahead with identifying potential innovative reuse options.  Mr. Pattison noted that 
the cost of innovative reuse options may become more competitive as time moves forward.     
 
5.0 Report from the Citizens’ Advisory Committee                  Greg Kappler 
Mr. Kappler provided an update on the CAC activities for 2005.   All Executive Committee 
members and other meeting attendees received copies of Mr. Kappler’s update.  Mr. Kappler 
commended the continued cooperation between the MPA and Corps of Engineers in dealing 
with dredging matters.  Mr. Kappler reported that numerous public meetings were held during 
2005 to discuss details and address concerns regarding new placement, options for Bay 
sediments (i.e. PI expansion and Mid-Bay Island project).  Mr. Kappler stressed the public’s 
support for the proposal to use dredged sediment to restore wetlands at the Blackwater Refuge 
and at other sites within Dorchester County.   
 
Mr. Kappler reported that potential placement sites for Harbor sediments received intense 
scrutiny in 2005.  The community and environmental groups will continue to look closely at 
the Masonville project as it progresses through the EIS process.  The community will also 
stay involved with other potential sites, most notably Sparrows Point.  Mr. Kappler stressed 
the importance of having several projects included in the WRDA 2006.  Mr. Kappler 
commended the progress of the DMMP and the coordination and cooperation displayed by all 
agencies involved.   
 
6.0 Closing Comments            Secretary Flanigan 
Sec. Franks thanked everyone in attendance for their contributions and commended the work 
completed on the DMMP process.  Sec. Franks distributed a letter submitted to the Committee 
by Dr. John Williams.  Sec. Franks stated that, after reviewing the letter, anyone with 
questions or concerns should contact Dr. Williams. 
 
Mr. Kappler made a motion to adjourn the December 8, 2005 Executive Committee meeting.  
Dr. Boesch seconded the motion, and the motion unanimously passed.   
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DRAFT 
SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 
September 6, 2006, 10:00 AM 
7201 Corporate Center Drive 

Maryland Department of Transportation Facility 
Hanover, Maryland 

 
Members Attending: 
DMMP Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC):  Fran Taylor 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE): Secretary Kendl Philbrick  
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR):  Assistant Secretary Frank Dawson 
Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT):  Secretary Robert Flanagan 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District: Colonel Peter Mueller  
US Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District:  Lieutenant Colonel Gwen Baker 
 
Others Attending: 
Chesapeake Bay Foundation: Jenn Aiosa 
DMMP Innovative Reuse Committee (IRC):  Fran Flanigan 
Ecologix Group, Harbor Team:  Bob Hoyt, Paul Massicot 
General Physics Corporation:  Vicki Pudlak 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  George Harman  
Maryland Department of Legislative Services (DLS):  Jaclyn Dixon 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR):  Dave Goshorn 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources/Maryland Geological Survey (MGS):  Jeff Halka 
Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT):  Missy Cassidy 
Maryland Department of Transportation Planning and Programming:  Keith Bounds 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES):  CeCe Donovan, Charles Madison 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA):  Frank Hamons, Katrina Jones, Kathy Broadwater, 

Ron Burns, Tricia Slawinski 
University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science/Management Committee Liaison:  

Don Boesch 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District:  Chris Correale, Scott Johnson 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District:  Roy Denmark 
 
Statements for the Record: 

1. None.   
 
1.0 Welcome and Introductions           Secretary Flanagan  
Sec. Flanagan opened the meeting and welcomed everyone to the Maryland Department of 
Transportation facility.  He then requested that everyone introduce themselves for the record.   
 
2.0 Update on the Federal DMMP                                                          Scott Johnson 
Schedule of Overall Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) 
Mr. Johnson reported that a Record of Decision (ROD) for the Final DMMP and tiered 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was signed by General William Grisoli, North 
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Atlantic Division, on August 30, 2006.  The Final DMMP report is complete.  The report will 
be re-evaluated every five years, or as conditions are warranted.   
 
Poplar Island Expansion Study (PIES) 
Mr. Johnson reported that the PIES report was submitted to Headquarters (HQ) and the Chief 
of Engineers’ Report was signed on March 31, 2006.  On August 1, 2006 the Chief’s Report 
was approved by the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works (ASA-CW) Office and 
submitted to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB).  A signed ROD is tentatively 
scheduled for December 2006.  Mr. Johnson added that PI expansion is included in the Senate 
(Managers Amendments) version of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 2006. 
 
Mid-Bay (James/Barren) Island Study 
Mr. Johnson reported that comments received from HQ regarding the draft Mid-Bay Island 
Report have been addressed.  The draft Report and EIS were released to the public and listed 
in the Federal Register on September 8, 2006 beginning a 45-day comment period which ends 
on October 23, 2006.  Public meetings are scheduled for 7:00 p.m. on October 11, 2006 in 
Cambridge, MD and October 12, 2006 in Taylors Island, MD.  Anyone requiring additional 
information regarding the Notice of Availability or public meetings should contact Mr. 
Johnson.  The planned schedule includes completion of a Chief’s Report by April 2007, and a 
ROD completed by July 2007.  Mr. Johnson added that the Senate has allocated $300,000 in 
their version of the Fiscal Year (FY) 2007 budget to facilitate initial design planning for the 
Mid-Bay Island Project. 
 
Mr. Hamons referenced a letter written by Delegate Wayne Gilchrest on October 25, 2005 
stating his opposition to the Mid-Bay Island and PI expansion Projects.  Mr. Hamons 
commented that Delegate Gilchrest has recently indicated that he might change is stance and 
support the Mid-Bay Island Project if it can be linked together with the Chesapeake Bay 
Marshlands Restoration Project.  Mr. Johnson added that the Corps is currently in the process 
of trying to schedule a meeting with Delegate Gilchrest to determine what his current official 
stance is on the projects.  The Corps would like to work with Delegate Gilchrest and involve 
him with the environmental restoration aspects of the projects.   
 
Dr. Boesch questioned if the Mid-Bay Island Project is likely to be included in WRDA 2006.  
Mr. Johnson replied that the cost of the Mid-Bay Island Project has prevented the project from 
being included in WRDA 2006.  The base cost for the Mid-Bay Island Project is $1.1 billion.  
WRDA 2006 is currently $2 billion over budget, and a backlog totaling approximately $48 
billion already exists for WRDA projects.  The Mid-Bay Island Project will not have a signed 
Chief’s report before April 2007, meaning that a contingent authorization is improbable.  Dr. 
Boesch commented that he has worked with Delegate Gilchrest in the past on National and 
Eastern Shore issues.  Dr. Boesch offered to assist with scheduling a meeting with Delegate 
Gilchrest.   
 
Ms. Cassidy reported that there is strong bipartisan support for the Mid-Bay Island and 
Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration Projects from local Eastern Shore Delegates and 
Senators.  The Governor of Maryland also supports these projects.  Ms. Cassidy added that 
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she can provide the Governor’s letter of support to the MPA.  Mr. Hamons stressed the 
importance of having documented support for the projects.  
 
Potential WRDA 2006 
Mr. Johnson reported that due to the upcoming elections it is unclear when or if Congress will 
take up WRDA 2006.  Ms. Cassidy stated that efforts are ongoing to include WRDA 2006 in 
the already booked Congressional Calendar.   
   
Chesapeake Bay Marshlands (Blackwater) Restoration Project 
Mr. Johnson reported that a conference was held on March 10, 2006 at the Blackwater 
National Wildlife Refuge, and a follow-on conference was held from May 31 through June 2, 
2006 at Salisbury State University.  The Corps is currently working the Maryland Port 
Administration (MPA), US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), and University of Maryland 
Center for Environmental Science to assess data needs and scope out what is required to 
restore the wetlands in this area.  The University of Maryland is in the process of creating a 
public pamphlet describing the restoration efforts associated with the Chesapeake Bay 
Marshlands Restoration Project.  The pamphlet is scheduled to be available in October 2006.  
Several subcommittees are working to complete an initial draft project management plan for 
the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration Project by October 2006.  Mr. Johnson added 
that the Senate has allocated $425,000 in their version of the FY 2007 budget to begin work 
on the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration Project. 
 
3.0 Update on the State of Maryland’s DMMP                                        Frank Hamons 
Harbor Placement Options 
Masonville.  Mr. Hamons reported that the MPA is currently addressing comments on the 
Masonville mitigation package that were submitted by the Joint Evaluation Committee (JEC).  
If the Masonville mitigation package can be finalized at the next JEC meeting at the end of 
September 2006 then construction at Masonville should begin in Spring 2007.  A permit for 
the Masonville Project should be obtained in December 2006, procurement actions for 
dredging are expected to start around January 1, 2007, and dredging is planned to commence 
in April 2007.  At this point in time, the Masonville site is scheduled to be brought online in 
2008, which is the target date to compensate for the closure of Hart-Miller Island (HMI). 
 
Mr. Hamons reported that the Masonville dredging will be combined with the 50-foot berth 
project at the Seagirt Marine Terminals. Approximately $5 million will be saved on each 
project by completing the projects together.  Mr. Hamons added that Seagirt Terminals 1, 2, 
and 3 will be dredged to 45-feet as part of the Seagirt 50-foot berth project. 
 
Sparrows Point.  Mr. Hamons reported that the major objection from citizens, and one local 
Senator, to the proposed placement site at Sparrows Point was the large in-water footprint 
design.  The MPA is seriously considering an upland option at Sparrows Point. However, an 
upland design will interfere with Mittal Steel Company operations.  Discussions are underway 
with Mittal Steel Company to determine if an upland option is feasible.  A placement site at 
Sparrows Point would need to be brought online, at the latest, by 2013.  After HMI closes in 
2009, there will only be two operating sites that can accept material from Baltimore Harbor, 
Cox Creek and Masonville (assuming that the Masonville project remains on schedule).  The 
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Cox Creek facility is expected to close around 2013.  Masonville and Cox Creek have a 
combined inflow capacity of approximately 1 million cubic yards (mcy) per year.  The annual 
amount of material expected from the Baltimore Harbor is 1.5 mcy.  Masonville and Cox 
Creek can accommodate some overload, but if the sites are overloaded too much, the 
operating life is shortened and the capacity is reduced due to captured water.  
 
Mr. Taylor questioned if an upland design at Sparrows Point would require moving the 
unloading piers to another area.  Mr. Taylor added that moving the unloading piers would 
generate a large amount of additional dredged material.  Mr. Hamons replied that Mittal Steel 
Company is very cooperative and interested in making progress at the Sparrows Point site.  
Mittal Steel Company recognizes that by working together with the MPA, they can 
consolidate their operation and make it more efficient.  Both parties can benefit from working 
together.   
 
Mr. Hamons commented that MPA projects run on very tight schedules and depend on the 
support and assistance provided by community members.  The MPA is committed to 
community outreach.  Mr. Hamons expressed his gratitude to all the community members 
who are working on the Masonville project.   
 
Sec. Philbrick asked for clarification on the Barletta-Willis permit for dredging 600,000 cubic 
yards (cy) of material from the Sparrows Point shipyard.  Mr. Hamons explained that 
Barletta-Willis has a permit from the Corps to dredge 3.2 mcy from the Sparrows Point 
shipyard.  Barletta-Willis has a permit from the MPA to place 600,000 cy of dredged material 
from Sparrows Point shipyard at HMI.  The placement of 600,000 cy of dredged material at 
HMI must be completed by January 31, 2007.  Mr. Hamons stated that the 600,000 cy of 
dredged material will most likely not be re-approved for placement at HMI at a later date if it 
is not completed by January 31, 2007 because of the already full schedule at HMI. Therefore, 
the MPA will probably not be able to permit the placement of the remaining 2.6 mcy at HMI.  
All indications are that Barletta-Willis has no plans to complete the 600,000 cy of dredging by 
January 31, 2007.  Mr. Hamons noted that Barletta-Willis has not contacted the MPA about a 
placement site for the remaining 2.6 mcy of dredged material.   
 
Ms. Correale explained that even though the MPA is unlikely to extend the Barletta-Willis 
permit for placing 600,000 cy of dredged material from Sparrows Point shipyard at HMI, the 
dredging permit issued by the Corps for 3.2 mcy is valid until December 31, 2010.  Barletta-
Willis can request an amendment to the Corps dredging permit if they find another suitable 
placement site for the dredged material other than HMI.   
 
Hart-Miller Island  (HMI) 
Mr. Hamons reported that the MPA has enough material proposed to finish filling HMI by the 
time it closes on December 31, 2009.  As the closure of HMI approaches, the discharge and 
effluent water quality must be monitored closely. Therefore, a water recirculation factor has 
been put in place to deal with any effluent water quality issues.  Precautions are necessary 
because approximately 4 to 5 mcy of dredged material from the Masonville and Seagirt 50-
foot berth projects are scheduled to be placed at HMI within the next year and it is imperative 
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that the projects’ operations are not interrupted.  Mr. Hamons added that water recirculation 
factors will also be put in place at the Masonville and Seagirt project sites. 
 
MPA Forum:  Launching the Port of Baltimore’s Next 300 Years 
Mr. Hamons reported that the MPA will be holding a Forum on November 9, 2006 from 7:45 
a.m. to 4:45 p.m. at the Maritime Institute of Technology and Graduate Studies (MITAGS) to 
discuss the 300-year history of the Port and what directions the Port will be taking in the 
future.  Mr. Hamons noted that the Forum will be an extension of the December 2004 Needs 
Conference.  Mr. Hamons stated that tentative topics scheduled for the Forum include Port 
operations, business trends and challenges; the Port’s dredging needs to support the DMMP; 
the Port’s expanding role in the Chesapeake Bay Community; environmental management of 
dredged material; and sedimentation issues.  Mr. Hamons encouraged everyone to attend. 
      
4.0 Report from the Innovative Reuse Committee (IRC)                  Fran Flanigan 
Ms. Flanigan reported that she is the facilitator of the Innovative Reuse Committee (IRC) 
which is comprised of 22 people from various backgrounds.  The committee has held four 
meetings since its inception in March 2006, and the next meeting is September 7, 2006.  The 
IRC is scheduled to meet every six weeks.  Ms. Flanigan stated that the purpose of the IRC is 
to screen innovative reuse options and evaluate each option based on technical/engineering, 
economic, and regulatory/political criteria.  The goal of the IRC is to recommend which 
options are most favorable for the MPA to analyze in greater detail.  Ms. Flanigan reported 
that the charge to the IRC is to determine which innovative reuse options are feasible to 
handle 500,000 cy of dredged material each year.  IRC members will use a matrix screening 
approach to rank each innovative reuse option.  A report detailing the IRC’s set of innovative 
reuse recommendations is planned for submittal to the MPA during Spring 2007.  Ms. 
Flanigan added that the IRC members are fully engaged and enthusiastic.       
   
Ms. Flanigan reported on several issues that have been raised at previous IRC meetings which 
include determining the chemical and physical characteristics of dredged material to be used 
for innovative reuse; investigating if Cox Creek can receive 500,000 cy of annual dredged 
material, and if not, what other suitable drying options are available; determining which 
innovative reuse option(s) can feasibly utilize 500,000 cy of annual dredged material; an 
evaluation of the most economical transportation methods for dredged material; obtaining 
environmental permit information from various Agencies; overcoming public perception that 
dredged material is toxic; and defining the costs associated with each innovative reuse option. 
 
Ms. Flanigan reported that in response to some of these issues, several activities have taken 
place.  Mr. Joe Beaman from the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) provided 
a presentation to the IRC on sediment quality in Baltimore Harbor; meetings were held with 
several MDE permit departments; and meetings were held with the Maryland State Highway 
Administration, Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Authority, Maryland Aggregates 
Association, Baltimore Gas and Electric (BGE), and the Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR).  Ms. Flanigan pointed out that the Maryland State Highway Administration might be 
able to use dredged material for borrow material.  The Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal 
Authority suggested that the IRC meet with representatives from Virginia landfills since 
landfilling is such a large business in Virginia.  Virginia landfills are currently importing daily 
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landfill cover by rail.  Ms. Flanigan noted that the IRC is not directly meeting with specific 
vendors to discuss innovative reuse options.   
   
Ms. Flanigan pointed out that ten years ago NJ changed their dredged material laws.  Dredged 
material was previously defined as waste.  Now, dredged material is evaluated for quality and 
designated for certain acceptable uses (i.e. landfill cover or mine reclamation).  Ms. Flanigan 
added that the NJ situation is being evaluated by the IRC.  Mr. Hamons added that the IRC 
was formed to determine if innovative reuse can feasibly be implemented in Baltimore.   
 
Sec. Philbrick questioned if the IRC plans to develop a business plan for an innovative reuse 
option(s).  Ms. Flanigan replied that the IRC has not yet begun developing any business plans. 
The IRC has plans to develop a business plan(s) after the innovative reuse options are 
evaluated and ranked. 
 
Sec. Philbrick commented that acid mine drainage problems can develop quickly (i.e. Georges 
Creek).  Geological shifts can suddenly cause water to change directions.  Mines filled with 
dredged material could potentially cause groundwater contamination.  Mr. Hamons agreed 
that filling abandon mines with dredged material is not a suitable solution to acid mine 
drainage in all locations.  Ms. Flanigan added that all innovative reuse options are currently 
being screened and will then be ranked and evaluated using the matrix criteria.  Sec. Flanagan 
thanked Ms. Flanigan and all IRC members for their work to develop a set of innovative reuse 
recommendations for the MPA.  
 
Col. Denmark stated that the Philadelphia District may be close to awarding a contract for 
dredged material placement in mines.  The Corps is working with the Philadelphia Naval 
shipyard on a minimal-capacity contract for approximately 600,000 cy of material.  Col. 
Denmark noted that there are mines in Pennsylvania with existing permits to accept dredged 
material.  Before placement, the dredged material would have to be mixed with fly ash or 
another suitable material.  The main concern associated with the project is transportation costs.   
 
Col. Denmark stated that the Corps is meeting with the President of Norfolk Southern.  As 
part of the Corps Continuing Authorities project (demonstration project) in Pennsylvania, the 
Corps is completing its own rail line into one of the confined disposal facilities.  Initial 
discussions with railroads indicated that the cost for rail transportation of dredged material 
would be approximately $8 per ton.  During contract bidding, cost estimates for rail 
transportation of dredged material were approximately $22 per ton.  Col. Denmark added that 
the railroad had indicated that costs could be reduced if there was enough dredged material 
available to fill a unit train during transport.   
 
Sec. Philbrick noted that the Executive Committee should continue to be informed as to the 
progress with the Philadelphia District’s demonstration project.  Sec. Philbrick stressed that 
the acid mine drainage issue in Pennsylvania is a larger problem than observed at mines 
located in Western Maryland.  Sec. Philbrick noted that it may be necessary to run rail spurts 
in some locations to enable the dredged material to be transported from the railcars onto a 
conveyer and into the mines.  Costs are escalated based on the number of times the material is 
handled.   



Maryland’s Dredged Material Management Program  DRAFT 
Executive Committee Meeting of September 6, 2006 
Draft Meeting Summary 
Updated on 10/16/2006 
 

7 

Col. Denmark noted that many of the contractors are proposing to have rail spurs installed to 
allow for direct transport of material from railcars into the mines.  Col. Denmark explained 
that, due to the increase in fuel costs and additional transportation costs, it has been estimated 
that it would be less expensive to transport dredged material by truck than by railroad.   
 
Mr. Hamons questioned the travel distance used for the estimate of $22 per ton for 
transporting dredged material.  Col. Denmark stated that the estimate was based on 
transporting the material from Philadelphia to Hazelton, which is approximately 200 hundred 
miles.  Sec. Flanagan suggested that it may be more economical to transport the material, and 
noted that the costs most likely do not include transportation maintenance costs. 
 
Mr. Hamons noted that the MPA received a similar price quote several years ago when 
investigating the possibility of transporting dredged material by railroad to the Tamaqua mine.  
In order for the cost to be feasible, 100-unit trains would have to be filled with dredged 
material before transport.  Mr. Hamons added that the coal mines were opposed to the 
transport of dredged material in coal cars due to the possibility of the coal being contaminated 
by dredged material.   
 
5.0 Report from the Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC)                     Fran Taylor 
Mr. Taylor reported that several CAC members are directly affected by the proposed projects 
and dredging near Sparrows Point shipyard and are adamantly opposed to the projects in that 
area.  At a recent CAC meeting, the Corps, MDE, and MPA provided presentations on the 
permitting processes.  Even though CAC members might not agree with the projects, they are 
now knowledgeable about the permitting processes and were able to get their permit questions 
answered.  Mr. Taylor reported that several CAC members are concerned that the sediments 
near Sparrows Point shipyard are highly contaminated.  At a recent CAC meeting, Mr. Joe 
Beaman from MDE, provided a presentation on sediment quality in Baltimore Harbor.  Mr. 
Taylor stated that the CAC is working hard to fulfill its mission of addressing citizens’ 
concerns by providing them with honest, educational information.         
 
Mr. Taylor reported that CAC members publicly support the Masonville project and have 
attended the public meetings and submitted comments.  CAC members from Dorchester 
County are scheduling meetings with Delegate Gilchrest and his staff to discuss the Mid-Bay 
Island project.  The CAC is very interested in receiving regular updates on the HMI closure 
project.  Mr. Taylor thanked the CAC members, Ms. Flanigan (CAC Facilitator), and MPA 
for their continued support of the CAC.  Mr. Taylor added that the CAC meeting summaries 
are posted on the MPA website http://www.mpasafepassage.org. 
 
Sec. Philbrick questioned which communities are affected by the proposed projects at 
Sparrows Point.  Mr. Taylor replied that members of many communities have questions about 
projects in this area.  Mr. Taylor noted that community members from as far away as Cecil 
and Dorchester Counties have expressed questions and concerns about projects in the 
Sparrows Point area.  Mr. Taylor specified that community members from Turner Station, 
Dundalk, North Point, and Essex seem to have the most questions and concerns.  Mr. Taylor 
added that the CAC community members are volunteers who represent certain organizations 
in their community, or they represent themselves.  Sec. Philbrick questioned if CAC meetings 
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are advertised.  Mr. Taylor replied that the meetings are open to the public and posted on the 
MPA’s website.   
 
Mr. Hamons commented that the Corps provided an excellent presentation on the permit 
process to the CAC.  The Corps explained to the CAC that the Barletta-Willis permit to 
dredge 3.2 mcy was to provide navigable access to the Sparrows Point shipyard so that 
Barletta-Willis could bid on Navy contracts.  Many CAC members were unclear that the 
permit was not associated with the proposed AES Liquefied Natural Gas Terminal (LNG) at 
Sparrows Point.  Mr. Hamons added that even though the MPA is not associated with the 
proposed LNG project, the CAC staff has tried to address citizens’ questions and concerns 
and provide them with educational information about the issue.   
 
Mr. Hoyt commented that many members of the Harbor Team live near the Sparrows Point 
area and also have many questions and concerns regarding projects near the Sparrows Point 
shipyard.  Mr. Hoyt added that the Harbor Team has provided information and contacts for 
those members who oppose the proposed projects in that area.  Sec. Flanagan thanked Mr. 
Taylor and the MPA staff for their support to the CAC members.  Sec. Flanagan added that 
the MPA has a responsibility to educate the public beyond dredged material issues.  Sec. 
Flanagan encouraged Mr. Taylor and the CAC to contact the Executive Committee members 
directly with any issues or concerns that need immediate attention so they can be addressed in 
a timely manner.       
 
6.0 Comments from Dr. Don Boesch                 Dr.  Don Boesch 
Dr. Boesch welcomed Colonel Peter Mueller (Baltimore Commander & District Engineer) 
and Lieutenant Colonel Gwen Baker (Philadelphia District Commander).  Dr. Boesch 
provided an overview of the DMMP program and committees.  Dr. Boesch noted that the 
Harbor Team and Bay Enhancement Work Group (BEWG) are two groups that assist and 
support the DMMP program and committees.  Dr. Boesch discussed several issues and 
projects that are of the utmost importance which include the IRC and innovative reuse options 
for dredged material; Masonville project and mitigation package; potential dredged material 
placement facility at Sparrows Point; Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration Project; 
WRDA 2006; and PI expansion.  Col. Mueller thanked Dr. Boesch for providing an outline of 
the important issues and projects.   
 
7.0 Closing Comments           Secretary Flanagan 
After confirming that attendees had no further questions or comments, Sec. Flanagan 
adjourned the meeting. 
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DRAFT 
SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

JOINT CITIZENS’ ADVISORY AND MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 
November 22, 2005, 2:00 PM 

1800 Washington Boulevard, Aqua and Terra Rooms  
Baltimore, Maryland 

 
Attendees: 

Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay:  Charlie Conklin 
Baltimore County Department of Environmental Protection and Management (DEPRM):  

Candy Croswell 
Baltimore Maritime Exchange:  David Stambaugh 
Blasland, Bouck, and Lee:  Tim Donegan 
Brookland and Curtis Bay Coalition:  Scott Stafford 
Coastal Watershed Resources Advisory Committee (CWRAC):  Greg Kappler 

    Cecil County:  John Williams 
Chesapeake Bay Yacht Club Association:  Don Burton 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee:  Francis Taylor, Fran Flanigan 
EA Engineering:  Jane Boraczek 
Ecologix Group:  Paul Massicot 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates (GBA): Dennis Urso, Jim Runion 
General Physics Corporation:  Sarah Coffey 
Greater Dundalk Community Council:  Thomas Kroen 
Maryland Conservation Council:  Mary Marsh 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  George Harman 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources:  Dave Goshorn 
Maryland Environmental Service:  Cecelia Donovan, Megan Simon, Tammy Banta, Stephanie 

Lindley, Stephanie Peters 
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS):  Jeff Halka 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Frank Hamons, John Vasina, Nathaniel Brown, Bill 

Lear, Kathy Broadwater, Tricia Slawinski, Margie Hamby, Dave Bibo 
Maryland Saltwater Sportfishermen:  Richard Novotny 
Maryland Waterman’s Association:  Doug West 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Chesapeake Bay Office:  Peter 

Bergstrom  
Private Sector Port Coalition:  Bud Nixon 
T. Parker Host of Maryland, Private Sector Port Coalition:  Donald Carroll 
Turner Station:  Gloria Nelson 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District (CENAB):  Mark Mendelsohn, Jeffrey 

McKee 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District (CENAP): Chip DePrefontaine, Tim 

Rooney 
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS):  Rebecca Packett, Dixie Birch, Bill Giese, Bob Zepp 
University of Maryland, Center for Environmental Science:  Don Boesch 
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Action Items: 
1. None. 

 
Statements for the Record: 

1. None. 
 

1.0 Convene, Welcome, Introductions Frank Hamons, Francis Taylor 
Mr. Taylor welcomed the attendees and asked that everyone introduce themselves.  Mr. Taylor 
welcomed both the Management Committee and Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) 
members.  Mr. Taylor requested comments or changes to the July 13, 2005 CAC meeting 
minutes.  A motion was made to accept the minutes as written.  A committee member seconded 
the motion, and the motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mr. Hamons requested comments or changes to the September 9, 2005 Management Committee 
meeting minutes.  A motion was made to accept the minutes as written.  A committee member 
seconded the motion, and the motion passed unanimously. 
 
2.0 Update on the Corps of Engineers DMMP Jeffrey McKee 
DMMP  
Mr. McKee reported that the DMMP was released to the public for review in February 2005.  
Public meetings were held on March 7 and 10, 2005.  The final DMMP Report was submitted to 
the Corps of Engineers’ Headquarters on September 20, 2005, and is currently undergoing 
Headquarters review.  Upon receipt and incorporation of Headquarters’s comments, a Record of 
Decision (ROD) is planned for completion in late December 2005 or early January 2006. 
 
Mr. McKee stated that the DMMP Report recommends continued maintenance of all Corps 
channels in Virginia and Maryland.  The report recommends continued use of the open water 
placement sites in the ocean (Dam Neck and Norfolk Site), and two open water locations in the 
lower Bay (Wolftrap and Rappahannock Deep).  The DMMP recommends optimizing the 
Maryland channel placement sites including Hart-Miller Island, Pooles Island, Poplar Island 
Environmental Restoration Project, and Cox Creek.  The report also recommends that the Corps 
initiate studies to construct multiple confined placement facilities for the placement of Inner 
Harbor dredged materials.  Additional recommendations include an expansion of Poplar Island 
and construction of a new mid-Bay Island.  The report also addresses the restoration of wetlands 
in Dorchester County at Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge and surrounding areas, which will 
become the new Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration project.  Finally, the Report 
recommends that the Corps continue to pursue innovative uses of dredged material. 
 
Poplar Island Expansion Study 
Mr. McKee stated that the Poplar Island (PI) Expansion Study (PIES) has been conducted 
concurrently with the DMMP. The draft PIES report was released to the public for review on 
June 24, 2005.  Public meetings were held on the eastern shore of Maryland on July 19 and 20, 
2005.  The final Poplar Island General Reevaluation Report (GRR) and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) was submitted to the Corps of Engineers’ Headquarters on September 8, 2005.   
The Headquarters was briefed at the Civil Works Review Board on September 22, 2005.  
Approval was received from the Board to go public with the document, and the document was 
released for State and Agency review on October 7, 2005.  The comment period closed on 
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November 7, 2005.  Comments were received from the Maryland Department of the 
Environment (MDE) and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  Both agencies concurred 
with the report as written.  Mr. McKee stated that MDE indicated that additional design issues 
would be addressed during the pre-construction engineering and design (PED) phase of the 
project.  A Chief’s Report is expected in December 2005.   
 
Mr. McKee reported that the PIES was not included in either the House or Senate’s markup of 
the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 2005.  The Corps was attempting to include the 
PIES in the WRDA 2005 Conference Report with a contingent authorization.  Mr. McKee 
explained that a contingent authorization is language inserted for those projects that have not 
already been approved, stating that authorization is subject to the receipt of a favorable Chief’s 
Report by December 31, 2005.  Mr. McKee stated that a Chief’s Report for the PIES is expected 
to be received in time to comply with that deadline, and a ROD is expected to be completed in 
January 2006.  
 
WRDA 2005 
Mr. McKee explained his understanding that WRDA 2005 will not be passed.  Originally, an 
agreement was made amongst the Committee Chairmen that if Congress reconvened in 
December 2005, WRDA 2005 would be addressed.  Mr. McKee explained that Congress will 
convene in December, but WRDA will not be addressed due to Congress working on Defense 
appropriations.  The fall-back plan for WRDA was that it may be taken up by Congress in 
February 2006, thereby creating a new bill, WRDA 2006.  At this time, it is unknown if WRDA 
will be addressed when the Congress convenes in February 2006. 
 
Dr. Boesch questioned when the last WRDA was passed.  Mr. McKee stated that the last WRDA 
was passed in 2000.  Mr. Nixon questioned why no WRDA has been passed since 2000, as the 
Acts were supposed to be passed on a two-year frequency.  Mr. McKee explained that the 
WRDAs proposed since 2000 have included a great number of authorizations, some of which 
were contentious and contained language details that the Committees could not agree upon.  Mr. 
McKee stated that the Corps would like to include the Mid-Bay Island Project and PIES in 
WRDA 2006.  Having both projects authorized under WRDA 2006 would allow for both 
projects to continue on their original schedules.   
 
Mr. Nixon expressed concern over the fact that a WRDA has not been approved since 2000, and 
questioned what can be done to have a WRDA passed in 2006.  Mr. McKee stated that Congress 
is ultimately responsible for passing a WRDA, and noted that Congress has been very busy with 
other issues such as the war on terrorism and Hurricane Katrina.  Mr. Hamons stated that he 
recently attended a meeting for the American Association of Port Authorities and noted that 
other ports are experiencing the same problems awaiting a WRDA to be passed to authorize port 
projects.   
 
Poplar Island Expansion Study (Continued) 
Mr. McKee reported that the PIES recommended a 575-acre northern lateral expansion 
combined with a 5-foot raising of the existing upland dikes.  The 575-acre expansion includes a 
130-acre open water embayment that was proposed by the National Marine Fisheries Service. 
The expansion area would be comprised of 29% wetlands and 47% uplands, providing an 
additional 28 million cubic yards (mcy) of capacity.  In addition, the EIS resolved a number of  
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outstanding issues and activities including the closure of Cell 6 (including a realignment of the 
southern access channel), installation of new piers and bulkheads at the southern end of the 
Island, and a new discharge structure.   
 
Mr. McKee stated that the PIES recommended the acceptance of dredged material from the 
southern approaches north to the C&D Canal, which includes the reach from Pooles Island north 
to the Sassafras River.  This recommendation will address the capacity shortage that will result 
from the State Law-mandated closure of Pooles Island in 2010.    The original authorization for 
PI was very specific, accepting material only from channels in the Bay that were part of the 
Baltimore Harbor & Channels Project.  Therefore, the PIES includes a specific recommendation 
to accept dredged materials from the southern approach channels to the C&D Canal. 
 
Mr. McKee reported that the PIES also incorporates a number of recreational and educational 
components consistent with the goal of providing remote island habitat.  The existing cost 
estimate for PI is $376 million, and the expansion is estimated to cost an additional $242 million, 
for a total of $618 million.  The total cost would be a cost-share agreement comprised of 75% 
Federal funding and 25% funded by the MPA as a non-federal sponsor. 
 
Mr. McKee stated that several outstanding issues remain with regard to the embayment.  Issues 
to be resolved during the PED phase include final design size, location, and long-term 
maintenance.  Issues also were raised with regard to a borrow area located to the southwest of PI, 
outside of the footprint for the expansion.  The Corps will work in conjunction with the 
environmental agencies to minimize any potential impact of borrowing additional material 
outside of the original footprint. Loss of commercial crabbing bottom to the north was raised as 
an issue by watermen.  The Corps is working with the Maryland Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR) to open additional crabbing areas to compensate for the loss of crabbing 
bottom in the vicinity of PI.   
 
Mr. McKee stated that the PIES includes a recommendation for no further potential expansion of 
PI.  Issues with viewshed and noise were raised by citizens on Jefferson Island, Coaches Island 
and the mainland.  The PI expansion was designed to minimize the noise and viewshed issues, 
including a recommendation to raise the existing dikes by only 5 feet.   
 
Mid-Bay Island Study 
Mr. McKee reported that the draft Mid-Bay Island Report is being finalized and will be 
submitted to Headquarters during the first week of December 2005.  The Report will be released 
to the public in February 2006, with two public meetings being held on the eastern shore in 
March 2006.  The planned schedule includes a final Feasibility Study (FS) report being 
submitted to Headquarters in June 2006, completion of a Chief’s Report in October 2006, and a 
ROD completed in November 2006.  The timeline should allow for the Study to be included in a 
WRDA 2006; or pending the receipt of a Chief’s report, the Study would be eligible for a 
contingent authorization.   
 
Mr. McKee stated that the Report includes a recommendation for a 2,070-acre site at James 
Island that will be comprised of 55% wetlands (approximately 1,140 acres), and 45% uplands 
(approximately 930 acres) with dikes that are 20-feet high. The shoreline stabilization including 
low-lying stone breakwaters, at Barren Island would provide a small amount of capacity to 
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accommodate several local dredging projects.   The project would provide between 78 and 95 
mcy of capacity, and would restore approximately 2,144 acres of habitat.  The project would also 
protect an additional 623 acres of existing island habitat, and 352 acres of critical submerged 
aquatic vegetation.  The cost of the Mid-Bay Island Project is approximately $1.7 billion, with a 
cost-share agreement comprised of 75% (approximately $1.2 billion) Federal funding and 25% 
(approximately $400 million) funded by the State of Maryland. 
 
Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration   
Mr. McKee stated that the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration project includes upward of 
10,000 to 20,000 acres of potential marshland to be restored, and potentially in excess of 90 mcy 
of dredged material placement capacity.  The Energy and Water Development Appropriations 
Act, 2006 Conference Report that was recently passed by the House and Senate includes 
$245,000 to begin work on the project.  The funding was added under the Continuing Authorities 
Program (Section 206 for Ecosystem Restoration).  The funding will be used for the Corps to 
meet with the environmental agencies, MPA, and University of Maryland to set up a conference 
to scope out the study.  Mr. McKee explained that, due to the large nature of the project, future 
activities would have to be funded by including the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration 
project under the General Investigations program.  
 
Discussion 
Mr. West questioned the PIES Report including a recommendation for no further expansion of 
the Island, and expressed concern that PI could not be used in the future if a capacity shortage 
exists.  Mr. McKee explained that, when looking for possible placement locations, one of the 
policies of the Corps of Engineers is to evaluate the existing sites first for expansion.  This policy 
was acknowledged in the Report.  Mr. McKee stated that, because PI is an environmental 
restoration project, and no additional environmental benefits would be accrued as a result of 
additional expansion, the Report included a recommendation for no further expansion of the 
Island.  The recommendation was also included to acknowledge the concerns expressed by 
citizens groups and environmental agencies in regard to possible future expansions of the Island.  
 
Dr. Williams stated that the costs provided by Mr. McKee for the PI expansion and the Mid-Bay 
Island project would equate out to approximately $8.65 per cubic yard for PI and between $18 
and $22 per cubic yard for the Mid-Bay Island project.  Dr. Williams asked for an explanation 
for the large cost difference between the projects.  Mr. McKee explained environmental 
restoration projects are authorized and cost-shared based on a placement location that is either a 
base plan or a Federal standard.  The incremental increase in cost resulting from constructing, 
operating, and managing the site and transporting the dredged material to another location other 
than the base plan is the amount of funding that is cost-shared (75%/25%) between the Federal 
Government and a non-Federal sponsor.  Mr. McKee noted that the Mid-Bay Island project is 
located further south than PI, resulting in additional transportation costs.  Additional costs for the 
Mid-Bay Island project result from the fact that it is a new project, as opposed to an expansion of 
an existing project, and the shoreline stabilization at Barren Island, which provides very little 
dredged material capacity, will make the cost higher as well.  
 
3.0 Update on Blackwater Dixie Birch, USFWS 
Ms. Birch provided a presentation on the wetland restoration at the Blackwater National Wildlife 
Refuge.  The Refuge is located approximately 60 miles east of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge by 
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land, and 10 miles west of Cambridge, Maryland.  The 28,000-acre Refuge complex was 
established in 1933 and is comprised of approximately one-third each of marsh, forest and water. 
Ms. Birch provided detailed information with regard to the significance of wetlands, marsh loss, 
past efforts to restore the wetlands at Blackwater, the Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) 
for restoring wetlands to the original 1933 conditions, and the possible use of dredged materials 
to restore wetlands.  Ms. Birch stated that copies of her presentation could be provided to any 
interested meeting attendees.    
 
Ms. Birch noted that several committees have been formed to assist with the project including a 
Blackwater Restoration Subgroup, Technical Work Group, and a Citizens Advisory Group.  She 
invited anyone who was interested in joining one of the committees or in recommending 
someone who might be interested in joining to contact her.  A National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Geodetic and Tides workshop was held at Blackwater in 
September 2005.  The workshop attendees installed 29 permanent benchmarks to be used in 
developing accurate elevations in the marshlands.   
 
Mr. Hamons stated that a recent article in the newspaper discussed a large development in the 
area near Blackwater.  Mr. Hamons questioned if the proposed development would have impacts 
on the Blackwater restoration.  Ms. Birch stated that the proposed development would involve 
approximately 3,200 new homes and a golf course.  Construction activities could potentially 
impact the Little Blackwater River and the surrounding areas.  Mr. Giese added that stormwater 
management issues could arise as a result of the development.   
 
Mr. Nixon asked for a cost per cubic yard for the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration 
Project.  Ms. Birch stated that rough estimates approximate the cost for restoration from $20 to 
$40 per cubic yard.   Ms. Birch stressed that detailed cost estimates for the project have not yet 
been completed.  Mr. Hamons reiterated that the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration 
Project is a new type of dredged material placement project than has been done in the past.  As a 
result many questions remain as to the scope of the project and information that needs to be 
obtained in order to proceed with the project.  Mr. Hamons stated that the proposed conference 
will develop a list of questions that need to be answered, issues that will need to be resolved, and 
develop the scope of the project needed to move forward.   
 
4.0 Update on the State’s DMMP Frank Hamons 
Harbor Options Feasibility Studies and Community Enhancements 
Mr. Hamons reported that the construction of an unloading pier at Cox Creek would be 
completed in December 2005.  Upon completion of the pier (with the exception of raising the 
existing dike) renovation of the site will be complete.  Cox Creek will provide 6 mcy of total 
placement capacity and 0.5 mcy of annual capacity.  The first material to be placed at the site 
will come from small projects in the Annapolis Harbor, the Baltimore Harbor (to enable the 
Volvo race), and the Annapolis Coast Guard station.   
 
Mr. Hamons stated that other options identified by the Harbor Team for consideration included 
Masonville, BP Fairfield and Sparrows Point.  In February 2005, the interim FS for Masonville 
and Sparrows Point was completed.  The reconnaissance study for BP Fairfield was completed in 
March 2005.  The Masonville draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and FS is planned for 
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completion in December 2005, with the final EIS and FS planned for completion in March 2006.  
The draft FS for BP Fairfield and Sparrows Point will be complete in January or February 2006.   
 
Mr. Hamons explained that, based on approval from the Executive Committee, Masonville will 
be completed first as the placement site for Inner Harbor dredged materials.  The MPA owns the 
Masonville location, eliminating any ownership complications.  Another issue making 
Masonville more favorable is the existing legislation that would have to be amended to proceed 
with a project at Sparrows Point.  The Sparrows Point site is located within the 5-mile radius of 
the Hart-Miller Island (HMI)/Pleasure Island chain.  Current legislation prohibits permitted 
dredged material placement facilities within a 5-mile radius of HMI/Pleasure Island.  Mr. 
Hamons noted that after a complete package is assembled for Sparrows Point including facility 
design and community enhancements, efforts can begin to change the current Legislation.   
 
Mr. Hamons stated that the Sparrows Point location has potential for larger overall capacity and 
much longer operational life than the Masonville or BP Fairfield locations.  The Masonville 
location would provide approximately 0.5 mcy of annual capacity, and approximately 16 mcy of 
total capacity.  Mr. Hamons explained that the annual capacity of a site depends on the size of 
the facility, or acreage that can be used for the placement of dredged material.  Each site can take 
approximately 3 feet of dredged material each year for placement and dewatering.  The total 
capacity of a site depends on the elevation or depth of the space where dredged material will be 
placed.   The Cox Creek facility also provides an annual capacity of approximately 0.5 mcy.  Mr. 
Hamons stressed that approximately 1.5 mcy of placement capacity is required to accept the 
Inner Harbor dredged materials each year.   
 
Mr. Carroll questioned the capacity of the BP Fairfield location.  Mr. Hamons stated that the 
annual capacity for the BP Fairfield location is estimated at 0.5 mcy, with a total capacity 
ranging from 14 to 16 mcy.   
 
Mr. Nixon noted that, based on annual dredging needs for Inner Harbor dredged materials, three 
sites would be needed to accept the material.  Mr. Hamons agreed that three sites would be 
required to provide enough capacity for the annual dredging need.  Mr. Nixon expressed concern 
that if the three sites are not implemented, that some dredging projects would have to cease or 
one of the placement locations would have to be overloaded.  Mr. Hamons agreed. 
 
5.0 Innovative Reuse Frank Hamons 
Mr. Hamons reported that the MPA has developed an initial list of suggested names for members 
to be included on the innovative reuse committee, as well as a list of affiliations from which it 
would be desirable to obtain potential members.   The list of potential members was compiled 
based on suggestions from CAC and Management Committee Members.  The list of potential 
committee members will be finalized in December 2005, and the first committee meeting will 
likely be scheduled after January 1, 2006.   
  
6.0 Discussion of the Draft Annual Report from the Management Don Boesch 

Committee to the Executive Committee 
Dr. Boesch provided copies of the Management Committee’s Report to the Executive Committee 
to all meeting attendees.  Dr. Boesch stated that the Report contains sections addressing the 
progress completed for the DMMP during 2005, and recommendations of what actions will be 
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completed during 2006.  Issues being carried forward from 2005 include issues involving 
innovative reuse, Baltimore Harbor Channels (HMI, Masonville, Sparrows Point, BP Fairfield, 
and contingency planning), Bay Channels (PIES, Mid-Bay Islands, and Chesapeake Bay 
Marshlands Restoration Project), and Management Programs.  
 
Dr. Boesch noted the recommendations that will need special attention of all DMMP committees 
during 2006.  The recommendations include the initiation of the innovative reuse committee; 
continued discussions with community representatives and other stakeholders on the end use and 
closure plan for the north cell of HMI, the Masonville and Fairfield placement facility projects 
and their community enhancements, and the study of a potential Sparrows Point placement 
facility including community enhancements; permitting, design, and construction of the 
Masonville placement facility; and continued efforts to obtain Federal funding for the PI 
expansion project and the Mid-Bay Island project.   
 
Dr. Williams expressed concern that the recommendation for obtaining Federal funding does not 
address the other 25% cost-share that would be provided by the State of Maryland.  Dr. Boesch 
agreed, and noted that the State representatives should be made aware that State funding would 
be required to move the projects forward.  The language of the recommendation within the 
Report will be changed to reflect the need for both Federal and State funding.    
 
Mr. Kappler questioned if the need for a change to Legislation for implementation of a project at 
Sparrows Point should be included in the list of recommendations needing special attention 
during 2006.  Mr. Hamons explained that the preliminary preparation studies for the Sparrows 
Point project (i.e. engineering and design, community enhancements) need to be completed 
before the change in Legislation is initiated.  Mr. Hamons suggested that the recommendation for 
a Legislative change should be included on the high-priority list for 2007.   
 
7.0 Report from Citizens’ Advisory Committee Meeting Fran Taylor 
Mr. Taylor expressed the CAC’s support of the projects being recommended in the Management 
Committee’s Report to the Executive Committee.  Mr. Taylor stated that the CAC has continued 
community outreach efforts in an attempt to include communities that could be affected by 
DMMP projects, and have not been involved in the process.  Representatives from several new 
community groups have joined the CAC, and several tours were conducted to provide insight 
into DMMP projects. 
 
Mr. Taylor expressed his enthusiasm about the MPA’s www.safepassage.org website.  Mr. 
Taylor stated that the website is very informative and has incorporated several new sections 
providing access to reports and presentations discussed during DMMP committee meetings.  Mr. 
Taylor encouraged all meeting attendees to visit www.safepassage.org for additional 
information.   
 
Mr. Taylor reported that the proposed 2006 meeting schedule for CAC meetings includes:  
January 11, March 15, May 10, July 12, and September 13, 2006.  A joint Management 
Committee and CAC Meeting has been scheduled for November 15, 2006 
 
8.0 Report from BEWG Jeff Halka 
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Mr. Halka reported that the BEWG is still involved with and has kept up to date with both the 
Corps and State DMMP activities.  The BEWG has also been focusing on the mitigation 
proposals for the Masonville project; upcoming mitigation efforts for Sparrows Point and 
Fairfield; and discussing the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration project.   
 
The last several BEWG meetings have focused on the Masonville project.  Technical reports and 
studies have been reviewed to increase the knowledge base of the group and determine if any 
data gaps exist.   
 
Mr. Halka reported that the last BEWG meeting involved the ranking of the eight offsite 
recommended mitigation options being proposed for the Masonville project.  The options were 
ranked as high, middle, or low priority.  The top priority for reasonable mitigation alternatives 
involved eel and fish passages, primarily on the Patapsco River, and including a hatchery 
upgrade and enhanced stocking for herring and shad.  Another high priority alternative involves 
a proposal to put trash interceptors at the major outfalls of the Harbor.  The middle priority group 
of alternatives included stream restoration efforts in Baltimore City, two projects on Western 
Run (a tributary to Jones Falls), and an upgrade of the stormwater outfall on the Gwynns Falls.  
The middle priority grouping involves projects that will reduce the sediment load entering the 
Harbor.  The low priority group of alternatives included marsh restoration mitigation project on 
another tributary to the Gwynns Falls, and a project involving environmental dredging or 
capping of contaminated sediments in the Inner Harbor.  The latter project was placed in low 
priority due to the limited amount of information known about the alternative.  Further 
consideration can be given to the alternative as information becomes available.   
 
Mr. Halka stated that the mitigation efforts for the Sparrows Point and Fairfield locations have 
not yet been defined.  The BEWG has kept abreast on the potential projects, but not enough 
information is available to fully evaluate the alternatives. Mr. Halka stated that mitigation efforts 
for the Fairfield site might closely resemble the mitigation projects being proposed for the 
Masonville location.  The Sparrows Point mitigation projects could involve shoreline restoration. 
 
Mr. Halka reported that the BEWG has been briefed on the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands 
Restoration project.  The BEWG members have collectively agreed to stay involved in the 
project as it moves forward, possibly through the creation of a subgroup to focus solely on the 
Marshlands Restoration project.  
 
9.0 General Discussion and Proposed Schedule for Future Meetings  
Mr. Nixon suggested scheduling a Management Committee meeting at the Blackwater National 
Wildlife Refuge so that committee members can see the facility and the wetland areas.  Ms. 
Birch agreed, stating that the Refuge does have a conference room available to hold a meeting.  
Mr. Hamons stated that he would investigate the possibility of holding a future Management 
Committee Meeting at Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge.   Ms. Birch also invited all meeting 
attendees to attend Blackwater’s Annual Science Partnership Meeting on March 8, 2006.   
 
Mr. Hamons reported that he recently returned from a conference with the American Association 
of Port Authorities.  During the conference Mr. Hamons explained the State of Maryland’s 
DMMP system including the committee structure involving the Executive Committee, 
Management Committee, CAC, BEWG, and Harbor Team.  Many other ports expressed interest 
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in the process that the MPA is using and the progress that is being made towards identifying 
potential placement locations for dredged material.  Mr. Hamons thanked all committee members 
for their efforts in making the State’s DMMP a success.   
 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule 
As previously discussed by Mr. Taylor, the 2006 schedule for CAC meetings includes:  January 
11, March 15, May 10, July 12, and September 13, 2006.  A joint Management Committee and 
CAC Meeting has been scheduled for November 15, 2006.   
 
Management Committee Meeting Schedule 
Mr. Hamons reported that the 2006 meeting schedule for the Management Committee includes:  
February 15, May 17, and August 16, 2006, in addition to the joint Management Committee and 
CAC meeting scheduled for November 15, 2006. 
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           DRAFT SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT 
PROGRAM 

MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 
May 17, 2006, 10:00 AM 

World Trade Center – Stanton Room 
401 E. Pratt Street 

Baltimore, Maryland 
 

Attendees: 
Association of Maryland Pilots:  Eric Nielsen 
Blasland, Bouck, and Lee:  Walter Dinicola 
Brooklyn & Curtis Bay Coalition:  Carol Eshelman 
Citizens Advisory Committee:  Francis Taylor, Fran Flanigan 

 Ecologix Group:  Bob Hoyt, Paul Massicot, George Chmael 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates (GBA):  Jim Runion 
General Physics Corporation (GP):  Vicki Pudlak 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  George Harman 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR):  Dave Goshorn 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES):  CeCe Donovan  

 Maryland Geological Survey:  Jeffrey Halka 
      Maryland Port Administration (MPA):  Kathy Broadwater, Frank Hamons, David Bibo, John 

Vasina Nathaniel Brown, , Katrina Jones, Michele Hardwick, Stephen Storms 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA):  Doug Levin 
Private Sector Port Coalition:  Bud Nixon 

 Rukert Terminals:  Steve Landess 
US Army Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG):  Tim McNamara, Steve Wampler 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District (CENAB):  Scott Johnson, Jeffrey McKee, 

Nathan Barcomb, Dan Bierly, Steven Kopecky 
US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA):  Tom Slenkamp, Ralph Spagnolo,  

Mark Douglas 
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS):  John Wolfin 
University of Maryland, Center for Environmental Science:  Don Boesch, Dennis King 

 
 
Action Items: 
1. None. 
 
Statements for the Record: 
1. None. 
 
1.0 Introductions, Approval of Meeting Summary                                              
Mr. Hamons welcomed the attendees and asked that everyone introduce themselves and whom 
they represent.  Mr. Hamons asked for comments and approval for the draft February 15, 2006 
Management Committee meeting summary.  Mr. Nixon made a motion to accept the minutes as 
written.  A committee member seconded the motion, and the motion passed unanimously. 
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2.0 Update on Corps of Engineers DMMP 
Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) 
Mr. McKee reported that the public review period for the Final DMMP was held from January 
20 through February 19, 2006.  Comments were received from the Commonwealth of Virginia 
regarding their new permit program regulating dredging activities.  Mr. McKee stated that, in an 
effort to resolve the issue, the Corps would most likely apply for a permit for placement of the 
dredged material.  The Commonwealth does not have authority to regulate the actual dredging 
operations.  The Final DMMP report will be revised to reflect the Virginia dredging information, 
and will be submitted to Headquarters for final approval in June 2006.   
 
Mr. Halka questioned if the permit process applies to material dredged from the Rappahannock 
shoals.  Mr. McKee stated that this issue deals with dredged material from the York Spit and 
Rappahannock shoals, which are both located within the Chesapeake Bay.  Mr. McKee clarified 
that Virginia does not have jurisdiction over the placement of material dredged from the Cape 
Henry channel, or other locations outside of the Bay.   
 
Mr. Hamons noted that the MPA was required to secure an agreement with Virginia for the 
Channel Deepening Project.  Mr. Hamons questioned how these new permits would affect the 
MPA and this agreement.  Mr. McKee replied that since the Corps will be performing the 
dredging operations, the Corps would apply for the permit.  Mr. McKee explained that, in their 
comments Virginia acknowledges the prior agreement with the MPA, and will continue to 
provide access for those specified placement sites.  Mr. McKee clarified that issue involves the 
Corps applying for permits to allow placement of dredged material in the specified locations.  
During the Corps investigation, lawyers noted that Virginia couldnot impose a permit on 
dredging operations, only on the placement of dredged material.   
 
Mr. Harman questioned if there were other States that have implemented permits for dredging 
removal operations, or have the permits been issued strictly for the placement of dredged 
material.  Mr. McKee replied that the Clean Water Act regulates the discharge of dredged 
material; therefore, it governs the placement.  There are only one or two other States trying to 
create permits for dredging removal operations.  Mr. McKee explained that the Corps obtains a 
Water Quality Certification under the Clean Water Act to govern the placement of dredged 
material in Maryland.   
 
Mr. Spagnolo questioned if the Corps needs permits for discharging the fill from dredging 
operations.  Mr. McKee stated that permits are not required in Virginia; the only permit required 
would be a Water Quality Certification.  The Corps is exempt from needing a Water Quality 
Certification in Virginia due to the fact that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was 
obtained from Congress prior to construction.  The Corps operates under exemption 404r.  Mr. 
Spagnolo questioned if permits are required at the Masonville site.  Mr. McKee replied that 
Masonville is a different project and will require different permits than those required for open- 
water placement in Virginia Channels. 
 
Poplar Island Expansion Study 
Mr. McKee reported that the Poplar Island Expansion Study (PIES) report was submitted to 
Headquarters and the Chief of Engineers’ Report was signed on March 31, 2006.  The Chief’s 
Report was distributed to Congress in April 2006 and is being circulated through the Office of 
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Management and Budget, and the Office of Assistant Secretary of the Army.  After reviewing 
the Chief’s Report and receiving comments from the Office of Management and Budget, the 
Assistant Secretary of the Army will send a report to Congress.  Mr. McKee pointed out that the 
signed Chief’s Report allows Poplar Island to be eligible for inclusion in the mark-up for the 
potential Waterways Resource Development Act (WRDA) of 2006.  Due to the receipt of a 
signed Chief’s Report, obtaining a contingent authorization for PI is no longer necessary.  
 
Mr. Nixon questioned when Congress would make a decision regarding the WRDA 2006.  Mr. 
McKee replied that Congress would likely address WRDA 2006 after the Memorial Day holiday.  
As time goes on, there is increased pressure on Congress to authorize WRDA 2006 because more 
projects are being added; thus increasing the funding requirements.  Mr. Nixon asked if all 
projects included in the potential WRDA 2006 would be authorized if Congress passes the 
WRDA 2006.  Mr. McKee replied that WRDA Section 1001a for authorization (which lists each 
project’s navigational, ecosystem, restoration, and cost) states that if the bill is passed (assuming 
everything passes through Conference) all included projects will be passed at the same time.  If 
disagreements arise at Conference, there is a possibility that projects could be eliminated from 
WRDA 2006.  Mr. Bierly stressed that if Congress passes WRDA 2006, the included projects are 
authorized, but have not received appropriation.  Mr. McKee agreed that if WRDA 2006 is 
authorized, projects must rely on Appropriations Acts to obtain funding for the projects.   
 
Dr. Boesch added that this is a complex issue that will also be affected by post-Katrina projects.  
Mr. McKee stated that post-Katrina projects have been removed from WRDA 2006 and placed 
in separate appropriations.  Dr. Boesch noted that removing the post-Katrina projects could 
lessen the urgency for Congress to pass WRDA 2006, and any potential bill will likely contain 
fewer projects.  Dr. Boesch stressed that the development of a rational approach to water 
resources development in the US is beginning to become an important issue.  Dr. Boesch noted 
that a potential bill exists that an amendment will be included with WRDA to develop a process 
consisting of independent analysis of each project in order to depoliticize national prioritization.  
Dr. Boesch expressed his belief that it is unlikely that the amendment would be passed. 
 
Mr. Nixon questioned if writing or phoning Congressional Delegates will help pass WRDA 
2006.  Mr. Hamons replied that the MPA could provide names and phone numbers for 
Congressional Delegates.  Mr. McKee added that the Congressional Delegation understands the 
importance of WRDA 2006 to the State of Maryland. Additional support will demonstrate even 
more justification.   
 
Mr. McKee reported that there have been differing opinions regarding the final decisions, 
designs, maintenance, size and location of the PI embayment.  An agreement has been made to 
address these issues through a Value Engineering Study, which is scheduled for June 19 through 
June 23, 2006, and will be held in the Baltimore District.]  The study will begin June 19, 2006 at 
1:00 pm.  The meeting will take place in the Planning Division Conference Room on the 11th 
floor (Room 11710).  Anyone interested in attending can contact Mr. McKee for further 
information. 
       
Mid-Bay Island Study 
Mr. McKee reported that the draft Mid-Bay Island Report was sent to Headquarters on February 
1, 2006 and comments from Headquarters were received on March 13, 2006.  A Feasibility 
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Resolution Conference was held on March 23, 2006.  All comments received from Headquarters 
have been incorporated into a revised draft report that was resubmitted to Headquarters in May 
2006 and is awaiting final approval.   
 
Mr. McKee stated that the draft report and EIS are scheduled to be released to the public on June 
9, 2006.  Two public meetings are planned for July 12 and July 13, 2006 in Cambridge and near 
Taylors Island.  The comment period will close on July 24, 2006.  Additional planned activities 
include a briefing of the Civil Works Review Board and Headquarters in September 2006; 
distributing the report for State and agency review in October 2006; and obtaining a signed 
Chief’s Report by December 31, 2006.  Mr. McKee stressed the importance of following the 
schedule because the Mid-Bay Island project is not included in WRDA 2006. However, the 
project will be eligible for contingent authorization if a signed Chief’s Report is received by 
December 31, 2006.          
 
Potential WRDA 2006 
Mr. McKee stated that WRDA 2006 has already been discussed at length and the two most 
important projects are Poplar Island and Mid-Bay Island.  Mr. McKee reiterated that Congress is 
expected to take up WRDA 2006 at the end of May 2006. 
 
Chesapeake Bay Marshlands (Blackwater) Project 
Mr. McKee reported that a conference was held on March 10, 2006 at the Blackwater National 
Wildlife Refuge, and a follow-on conference is scheduled from May 31 through June 2, 2006 at 
Salisbury State University.  Mr. McKee noted that registrations completed on or before May 18, 
2006 cost $100.00, and will cost $150.00 thereafter.  Mr. McKee noted that interested parties 
should contact him for further information for registration.  
 
Mr. McKee reported that Congress provided $245,000 for the project.  The funding will be used 
to obtain as much information as possible on wetlands restoration needs, courses of action, and 
the scope of the project.  A Congressional Ad will be needed in 2007 to obtain additional funding 
for the project. 
 
Masonville Permit Status 
Mr. McKee reported that the Corps has been in coordination with the MPA on the draft EIS for 
the proposed construction of a containment facility at Masonville.  The estimated size of the 
facility is 140 acres, 130 of which are located in the water.  Mr. McKee stated that the draft EIS 
was sent out for agency coordination.  Mr. McKee thanked all the agencies for submitting 
written comments, and noted that those agencies will receive responses to their comments.  MPA 
consultants revised the draft EIS, and submitted their application for a Department of the Army 
permit on May 4, 2006.  The Notice of Availability starting the public comment period for the 
draft EIS will be published on May 17, 2006.  A public meeting is scheduled for June 21, 2006 at 
the Harbor Hospital on S. Hanover Street in Baltimore at 6:00 pm.  The public comment period 
will close on July 7, 2006.  Mr. McKee stated that, if no significant comments are received 
regarding the draft EIS, a Record of Decision (ROD) will likely be completed by October 2006.   
 
Dr. Boesch reported that the second National Conference on Ecosystem Restoration is being held 
in Kansas City in the Spring 2007.  Dr. Boesch stated that he is on the committee for this 
conference and suggested that a point of contact within the Baltimore District Corps of Engineers 
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should be engaged in the project.  The conference provides an opportunity for the Corps to 
present the Harbor restoration activities, as well as the activities ongoing in support of the 
Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration Project.  Mr. McKee stated that he would provide Dr. 
Boesch with a point of contact for the Baltimore District Corps.    
 
Patapsco Urban River Restoration Initiative (PURRI) 
Mr. Kopecky reported that the Patapsco Urban River Restoration Initiative (PURRI) study would 
investigate several areas being considered for the next containment facility (i.e. Sparrows Point 
or BP Fairfield).  The study will also address trash issues, contamination issues in and out of the 
channel, sediment characterization, and developing a long-term restoration plan for different 
focus areas within the Patapsco River (i.e. Sparrows Point, Bear Creek, Middle Branch, and 
Curtis Bay).  Mr. Kopecky noted that the study is currently in the initial planning phase, and is 
anticipated to last three to five years, depending on available funds. 
 
Mr. Nixon questioned if the PURRI committee includes any representatives from Baltimore City.  
Mr. Kopecky stated that, initially a small executive committee was established, and is comprised 
of representatives from the Baltimore Harbor Water Sites Association, Baltimore City, MDE, 
and MPA.  As the study moves forward, additional members will be added to the committee to 
represent various stakeholders.  Mr. Hamons noted that the MPA is currently working with the 
Corps to reach an agreement on the study, but funding limitations continue to pose a problem.   
 
Mr. Taylor questioned if a sediment analysis will be completed for each study site.  Mr. Kopecky 
replied that the study would include a comprehensive sediment analysis approach.  Deeper depth 
sampling will help determine the amount and location of known contaminated sediment areas.  
Mr. Harman added that the preliminary budget estimates provide funding for as many as 80 
locations where depth profiles can be completed.  Dr. Boesch questioned the depth of the 
sediment analysis.  Mr. Harman replied that sediment samples will be obtained at a depth deep 
enough to ensure virgin material is collected.  If removal is determined to be a feasible option at 
a particular site, it is important to obtain samples from those depths in order to ensure no residual 
problems are created as a result of removal.  Mr. Kopecky noted that the PURRI study would 
gather data in an organized fashion to determine which options are most suitable for each site. 
 
Mr. Halka stated that the University of Maryland previously collected sediment data from several 
sites (i.e. Middle Branch, Bear Creek, and Inner Harbor), but the information was never 
published.  The information was archived and can be made available.  Mr. Harman stated that 
data gathering would be a large part of the PURRI study in order to consolidate data previously 
collected from different sources.  Mr. Wolfin questioned if additional sites could be incorporated 
into the PURRI study in the future.  Mr. Kopecky replied that the study would mainly focus on 
sites in the Patapasco River.  If there are other sites that have been overlooked, there will be an 
opportunity to incorporate additional sites.   
   
3.0 Update on State’s DMMP  
Harbor Placement Options 
Sparrows Point.  Mr. Hamons reported that the MPA is working on developing an option to 
reduce the in-water footprint at Sparrows Point. In developing an option with reduced in-water 
footprint, several issues have arisen (i.e. difficulties with existing on-land operations and 
activities).  The plans are still in development and have not been solidified to a point where the 
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site can be considered as a valid option.  Mr. Hamons noted that he would keep the Management 
Committee informed on activities regarding a potential Sparrows Point placement location.       
 
Masonville Enhancements.  Mr. Hamons noted that an update on the Masonville option was 
previously provided by Mr. McKee.  Mr. Hamons introduced Ms. Eshelman, Executive Director 
for the Brooklyn & Curtis Bay Coalition, to provide an update on the community enhancements 
proposed for the Masonville location.  The coalition was founded in September 2000 with a 
mission to revitalize the area, allowing the coalition to focus on numerous diverse projects.  Ms. 
Eshelman first learned of the Masonville project while serving as a member of the Harbor Team.  
Ms. Eshelman displayed a map of the Masonville Cove area.  As part of the process, the 
Coalition held numerous meetings to determine what enhancements the public would like to see 
at the site.  Community members suggested projects such as a nature center, no road to the water, 
hiking trails, picnic areas, observation towers, handicapped access, kayak and canoe launches, 
and a secluded bird sanctuary.  Wetlands, tidal, and non-tidal wetlands, and beaches will be 
restored.  The National Aquarium and Living Classroom are working with schools in Brooklyn 
and Curtis Bay to involve children in the restoration process.  Community members will be 
invited to the site for clean up and planting.         
 
Mr. Hoyt questioned how the community has reacted to the proposed Masonville Cove 
enhancements.  Ms. Eshelman replied that the majority of community members are excited about 
the proposed enhancements.  Ms. Eshelman noted that some current residents have asked 
questions about leaking and contamination. The Coalition is working to present the project to as 
much of the community as possible, and over the next few months will be attending several 
community association meetings.   
 
Mr. Nixon questioned if any part of this area is presently open to the public.  Ms. Eshelman 
replied that currently there is no public access to the area, and work on the project is expected to 
begin in the Fall 2006.          
 
Mr. Taylor questioned if the non-tidal upland area was elevated and if it will need long-term 
maintenance pumping.  Mr. Hoyt replied that the area would be dug out.  Mr. Runion added that 
there will be no need for pumping, and the water flow will be timed to the natural water flow of 
the Cove. The area was previously used as an aggregate stockpile of gravel and sand.  Ms. 
Eshelman noted that the sand removed from the area might possibly be used for beaches.  Mr. 
Hoyt added that the area is approximately 10 acres in size.  Mr. Spagnolo questioned if some 
tidal wetlands will need to be filled in.  Mr. Hamons replied that no filling will be necessary to 
create the non-tidal wetlands, and one option will be to use a portion of the material to improve 
the substrate.   
      
Hart-Miller Island 
Mr. Bibo reported that the MPA compiled a list of all proposed dredging projects for material 
placement at Hart-Miller Island (HMI), including State, Local and private projects.  If all of the 
proposed projects were completed, HMI would not have sufficient capacity to accept all of the 
dredged material.  Mr. Bibo noted that the likelihood of all projects being completed is very 
remote.  Mr. Bibo reported that the two major projects scheduled are the deepening of the Seagirt 
berth to 50-feet (3 million cubic yards (mcy)) and unsuitable material from the Masonville 
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project (1.8 mcy).  Mr. Bibo reported that other upcoming projects include the BGE power plant 
(1,000 cy) and dredging Rukert Terminal access channel to a 50-foot berth. 
 
Mr. Bibo reiterated that HMI would no longer accept dredged material after December 31, 2009. 
Work groups and study teams have been evaluating options for the closure of the facility.  The 
evaluation for closure options is being presented to the community, and a pre-feasibility study 
(FS) is expected to be complete by the end of 2006.  A public comment period and public 
meetings will be held during the closure of HMI to present the various options to communities.   
 
Mr. Taylor asked for clarification on what material, if any, can be placed at HMI after December 
31, 2009.  Mr. Hamons explained that the Law states no dredged material can be placed at HMI 
after December 31, 2009, and no exceptions will be made for capping or cover material.  Since 
the Law does not explicitly state that material that is not dredged is prohibited, the possibility of 
using other material for capping may be possible.  An evaluation must be completed in order to 
determine if this option is reasonable and feasible.  Mr. Brown noted that one option would be to 
stockpile material to have it in place at HMI by December 31, 2009.   Mr. Hamons pointed out 
that a facility of this size has never been closed out like this before.  All maintenance material, 
whether it comes from the Bay or Harbor channels, will have the same issues and will have to be 
dealt with in the same manner.   
 
Mr. Harman questioned if there are any plans to amend the capping material with biosolids in 
order to improve the capacity to support plant life.  Mr. Bibo replied that this procedure is being 
considered.  Mr. Brown added that blending of the capping material is another option that has 
been considered.   
 
4.0 Innovative Reuse 
Mine Option 
Mr. Hamons reported that the MPA is investigating two mines in Pennsylvania that have been 
permitted by the State of Pennsylvania to receive dredged material.  There are many permit 
requirements for dredged material in order for it to be placed in mines (i.e. mixing with fly ash).  
Mr. Hamons stated that one of the Pennsylvania mines had a permit revoked and then reinstated 
with the condition that there will be a five member board (with only 1 current mine owner) 
managing the mine.  The reason the permit was revoked was because the mine was not receiving 
material as fast as the permit required.  Mr. Hamons added that the Innovative Reuse Committee 
(IRC) would evaluate all innovative reuse options and make recommendations to the MPA by 
March 2007.   
 
Cox Creek 
Mr. Hamons reported that the Cox Creek facility is fully operational and the Corps advised the 
MPA that presently, there are no plans for more placement of dredged material at the site.  
Dredged material from the Annapolis and Baltimore Harbor for the Volvo Race was placed at 
Cox Creek.  The site is equipped to handle both hydraulic and mechanical unloading operations. 
If an innovative reuse option is implemented, Cox Creek could be used as a staging/processing 
area, manufacturing area, or shipping facility.  An unused CSX rail spur, requiring rehabilitation, 
could potentially be used for shipping dredged material.         
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Innovative Reuse Committee 
Ms. Flanigan reported that the IRC is comprised of 23 people from various backgrounds.  The 
committee has held two meetings since its inception in March 2006, and the next meeting is June 
15, 2006.  The IRC is scheduled to meet every six weeks.  Ms. Flanigan stated that the purpose 
of the IRC is to screen innovative reuse options and evaluate each option based on certain 
criteria.  The goal of the IRC is to recommend which options are most favorable for the MPA to 
analyze in greater detail.  Ms. Flanigan reported that the charge to the IRC is to determine which 
innovative reuse options are feasible to handle 500,000 cy of dredged material each year.  The 
capacity was established as a result of the Harbor Team’s report to the Management Committee.  
Mr. Hamons remarked that one problem regarding the large size of 500,000 cy of dredged 
material is that Cox Creek cannot dry and ship out this amount of material.  Ms. Flanigan added 
that the analysis for each potential innovative reuse option would evaluate technological aspects, 
logistical factors, regulatory issues, and costs.  Ms. Flanigan noted that IRC meeting summaries 
are available on www.mpasafepassage.org and all meetings are open to the public.   
 
Mr. Nixon questioned if a possibility exists to make profits from the placement of dredged 
material in mines.  Mr. Hamons explained that, so far, mines are not willing to pay for the 
dredged material.  The mines also charge a tipping fee for the placement of material.  Mr. 
Hamons added that one Pennsylvania mine estimated their on-site costs to be approximately $12 
per cubic yard.   
 
Mr. Wolfin suggested evaluating the possibility of placement of dredged material in mountaintop 
mines in the Appalachian Mountains.  Ms. Flanigan reiterated that only two mines (located in 
Pennsylvania) currently have permits to accept dredged material. IRC members have suggested 
investigating other mines located in West Virginia and Maryland.  In order to accept dredged 
material, the mines must obtain proper permits.  Mr. Wolfin stated that mountaintop mining is a 
regional issue, and suggested that the Federal agencies should work together regarding this issue.  
Ms. Flanigan agreed that this might be an option that should be evaluated by the IRC. Mr. 
Harmon noted that the EPA is initiating a Highland Action Plan that will be a multi-state project 
to address a wide range of resource restoration options.  Mr. Hamons added that the MPA would 
be interested in determining if mountaintop mining would be a viable option.   
 
Mr. Spagnolo requested clarification on how mountaintop mining would be used as an option, 
because current mining operations involve the overburdened material to be placed in the valleys 
and no “hole” is created.  Dr. Boesch explained that the option of using dredged material for 
mountaintop mining would be recreating the mountaintop, as opposed to filling in a “hole” left 
from mining operations.  Mr. Spagnolo reported that the EPA is working to address drainage 
issues associated with abandoned mines.  A possible solution would be to place passive systems 
in the abandoned mines to help prevent acid in streams.  Mr. Spagnolo suggested that money for 
the mine placement option could potentially be obtained by forming partnerships with other 
Agencies.  Mr. Hamons pointed out that using dredged material for mine placement is a new 
option and the current regulatory infrastructure is not set up to promote this option.  Mr. Hamons 
added that the mines with the most capacity are the ones that need the most restoration, thus 
increasing costs.   
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5.0 Report from Citizens’ Advisory Committee 
Mr. Taylor reported that the last two Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) meetings focused on 
the closure of HMI, with the last meeting consisting of a tour of HMI.  The CAC Members were 
impressed the cooperation between agencies and the MPA to create the HMI project.  Mr. Taylor 
stated that the CAC and community members are looking forward to utilizing HMI in the future 
for passive recreation.  The EIS for Masonville has not generated any comments and CAC 
members will attend the upcoming public meeting.  Mr. Taylor acknowledged Ms. Eshelman’s 
and the Brooklyn and Curtis Bay Coalition’s great work on the Masonville Cove enhancements.  
Mr. Taylor stated that based on the previous discussions regarding WRDA 2006, the CAC will 
solicit a letter writing campaign in hopes of gaining approval.  Mr. Taylor noted that the CAC 
did not have any comments regarding the Management Committee’s Report to the Executive 
Committee.   
 
Mr. Taylor expressed concern over the proposed liquid natural gas (LNG) terminal at Sparrows 
Point.  Mr. Taylor expressed concern over communities being aware of the permitting process 
for dredging projects.  Mr. Taylor cited an example of a newspaper notification for a permit 
issued for a dredging project.  Several citizens came forward, after the notice was published, and 
expressed concern that they were unaware of the project and stated that they were not involved in 
the process.  Mr. Taylor expressed concern that the negativity expressed by communities could 
come into play during future efforts involved with a potential placement project at Sparrows 
Point. 
 
Mr. Taylor suggested that, at the next CAC meeting, the Corps and MPA provide an explanation 
of the dredging permit process.  Mr. Taylor stressed the importance of the CAC members being 
proactive in disseminating information out to communities that would be affected by certain 
projects.  Mr. McKee stated that the Corps is planning on having a representative from the Corps 
regulatory branch attend the July 2006 CAC meeting in order to discuss permit requirements.  
Mr. McKee noted that, if more in-depth information regarding permit processes is necessary, it 
may be beneficial to have a representative from EPA and MDE present on their permit 
requirements as well. 
 
Mr. Taylor suggested that it would be helpful if anyone wishing to receive notifications could be 
put on the notification list from this point forward.  Mr. McKee agreed, and explained that the 
information can be provided to all interested parties.  All public notices issued by the Corps can 
be found on the Corps website under the ‘Regulatory Program’ section.  Ms. Flanigan noted that 
several CAC members also expressed interest in gaining more insight into the process used by 
MPA to decide which projects are approved for placement of dredged material at the various 
placement sites, and how the process is affected by the upcoming closure of HMI. 
 
Mr. Hamons noted that several community groups have expressed their strong opposition to the 
proposed LNG project.  Mr. Hamons explained that the MPA permit agreement is for the use of 
HMI, and does not address dredging.  Permits for dredging operations are issued by the Corps.  
Mr. Hamons noted that the company involved with the proposed LNG project had an agreement 
with the MPA for use of HMI that was limited to approximately 600,000 cy due to the upcoming 
closure of HMI.  Mr. McKee explained that the permit issued allowed for 600,000 cy of dredged 
material to be placed at HMI, and the additional 2.6 mcy would be permitted provided another 
suitable placement site be identified.  Mr. Goshorn reported that, as part of the permit application 
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process for the LNG terminal, the Governor designated the Maryland Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR) as the lead State agency for the process.  A technical assessment is being 
completed to investigate the risks associated with the project.   
 
6.0 Report from BEWG 
Mr. Halka reported that the BEWG met two times since the last Management Committee 
meeting.  BEWG has been keeping up to date on various activities.  Decision-making has not 
been necessary since there have been no conflicts.  As Masonville public comments come back, 
changes will be addressed.  As the Sparrows Point option of reducing the footprint moves 
forward, BEWG will be engaged in that process.  Early on in the process there was an option that 
included extensive wetlands creation but as the process moves along there is no clear way to 
accomplish this and reduce the footprint but maintain capacity.  BEWG will be asked to address 
these options and provide comments.   
 
Mr. Halka reported that he attended the second IRC meeting and noted that a BEWG liaison will 
attend all upcoming meetings in order to provide assistance when necessary.  Mr. Hamons 
commented that the members of the IRC come from a variety of different backgrounds and the 
goal is to get them acquainted with the bureaucracy, science, and information necessary to make 
reasonable decisions and recommendations.  Anyone with information or issues to be relayed to 
BEWG should contact Mr. Halka. 
 
7.0 Proposed Schedule for Future Meetings 
Mr. Hamons thanked everyone in attendance for their contributions.  The remaining 2006 
Management Committee Meetings are scheduled for August 16, 2006 and a joint meeting with 
the CAC on November 15, 2006. 
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SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 

August 16, 2006, 10:00 AM 
World Trade Center – Stanton Room 

401 E. Pratt Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 

 
Attendees: 

Brooklyn & Curtis Bay Coalition:  Carol Eshelman 
Chesapeake Bay Foundation:  Jenn Aiosa 
Citizens Advisory Committee:  Jim Burkman, Fran Flanigan 

 Ecologix Group:  Bob Hoyt, Paul Massicot, George Chmael 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates (GBA):  Dennis Urso, Jim Runion 
General Physics Corporation (GP):  Vicki Pudlak 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  George Harman 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR):  Dave Goshorn, Frank Dawson 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES):  Cecelia Donovan, Stanley Snarski, Tammy Banta  

 Maryland Geological Survey:  Jeffrey Halka 
      Maryland Port Administration (MPA):  Bill Lear, Frank Hamons, Nathaniel Brown,  

Kathy Broadwater, Katrina Jones, Stephen Storms, Jim Dwyer 
 Rukert Terminals:  Steve Landess 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District (CENAB):  Scott Johnson, Jeffrey McKee 
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS):  Bob Zepp 
University of Maryland, Center for Environmental Science:  Don Boesch, Dennis King 

 
 
Action Items: 
1. None. 
 
Statements for the Record: 
1. None. 
 
1.0 Introductions, Approval of Meeting Summary                                              
Mr. Hamons welcomed the attendees and asked that everyone introduce themselves and whom 
they represent.  Mr. Hamons asked for comments and approval for the draft May 17, 2006 
Management Committee meeting summary.   
 
Mr. Burkman called attention to page 7 of the May 17, 2006 meeting summary regarding the 
statement that the amount of dredged material to be generated from the upcoming BGE power 
plant project would be 1,000 cubic yards (cy).  Mr. Burkman stated that the quantity for the 
project should be corrected to 169,000 cy. 
 
Mr. Hamons made a motion to accept the meeting summary as corrected.   All committee 
members were in favor of accepting the corrected meeting summary. 
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2.0 Update on Corps of Engineers DMMP 
Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) 
Mr. Johnson reported that the Final DMMP report was approved by Headquarters.  The Record 
of Decision (ROD) has been submitted to the Corps’ New York Office for signature.  Once the 
ROD is signed, the Final DMMP report will be complete.    
 
Poplar Island Expansion Study 
Mr. Johnson reported that the Poplar Island Expansion Study (PIES) report was submitted to 
Headquarters and the Chief of Engineers’ Report was signed on March 31, 2006.  The Office of 
Assistant Secretary of the Army has completed their review of the Chief’s Report.  The Chief’s 
Report is currently being circulated through the Office of Management and Budget for review 
and approval.  A signed ROD is tentatively scheduled for December 2006.   
 
Mr. Johnson reported that the first phase of the Value Engineering Study was held from June 19 
through June 23, 2006.  The purpose of this phase of the study was to discuss preliminary final 
design options for the PI expansion.  Mr. Johnson stated that many of the options presented 
during the first phase of the study would be considered for possible implementation. 
 
Mr. Johnson reported that the Senate has included the PI expansion in the Managers’ 
Amendment for the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 2006.  The Managers’ 
Amendment was recently approved in July 2006. 
       
Mid-Bay Island Study 
Mr. Johnson reported that the draft Mid-Bay Island Report is currently being reviewed by 
Headquarters for final approval.  Mr. Johnson stated that the draft Mid-Bay Island Report is 
tentatively scheduled to be released to the public on September 9, 2006.  Public meetings are 
planned for October 2006.  A Final Feasibility Report is expected to be complete by December 
2006 and a signed Chief’s Report should be obtained by April 2007, which will make the project 
eligible for inclusion in WRDA 2007.    Mr. Johnson added that a briefing of the Civil Works 
Review Board would be necessary.  
 
Mr. Johnson noted that at a recent Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration/Dorchester County 
Marshlands Restoration Conference, Delegate Wayne Gilchrest commented that he might 
support the Mid-Bay Island Project if it can be connected to the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands 
Restoration Project.  Mr. Hamons added that there is strong support for the Mid-Bay Island 
Project from Dorchester County.  Dorchester County requested that the Mid-Bay Island Project 
be added to WRDA 2006 if a signed Chief’s Report was obtained by December 31, 2006.  Mr. 
Hamons questioned if the possibility of obtaining a signed Chief’s Report still exists for the Mid-
Bay Island Project by December 31, 2006.  Mr. Johnson replied that there is no chance that a 
signed Chief’s Report will be obtained by this date.   
 
Mr. Johnson stated that the cost of the Mid-Bay Island Project is another obstacle that has kept 
the project out of WRDA 2006.  The base cost for the Mid-Bay Island Project is $1.1 billion.  
Since there is a backlog of projects in WRDA, totaling approximately $48 billion, there has been 
reluctance to include Mid-Bay Island in WRDA 2006, especially without a signed Chief’s 
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Report.  Mr. Johnson added that the Senate has allocated $300,000 in their 2007 budget to 
facilitate initial design planning for the Mid-Bay Island Project. 
Potential WRDA 2006 
Mr. Hamons stated that two different versions of WRDA 2006 currently exist in the House and 
Senate.  Mr. Hamons expressed concern that when Congress reconvenes, they will be too 
distracted by the upcoming elections to compromise on WRDA 2006.  Dr. Boesch explained that 
the House and Senate Staff are presently working on this issue.  A special Lame Duck Session of 
the current Congress (after the elections and before Congress adjourns in early January) is likely, 
which allows more time for WRDA 2006 to be passed.  Mr. Hamons reminded committee 
members that Congress has not passed a WRDA since 2000. 
 
Mr. Johnson stated that the House and Senate disagreements are focused more on Corps reform 
issues, specifically how the Corps handles WRDA projects, than on project issues.  Mr. Johnson 
added that one solution posed by Congress is to pass an Amendment, which creates a peer 
review counsel (based on the National Academy of Science model) for WRDA projects.   
 
Mr. McKee questioned if the Appropriations Bill is still expected to be passed by Congress in 
Fall 2006.  Mr. Johnson replied that, to his knowledge, the bill is not expected to be passed until 
2007. 
   
Chesapeake Bay Marshlands (Blackwater) Project 
Mr. Johnson reported that a conference was held on March 10, 2006 at the Blackwater National 
Wildlife Refuge, and a follow-on conference was held from May 31 through June 2, 2006 at 
Salisbury State University.  The University of Maryland is in the process of creating a pamphlet 
describing the restoration efforts associated with the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Project.  The 
pamphlet is scheduled to be available in October 2006.  Several subcommittees are working to 
complete an initial draft project management plan for the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Project by 
October 2006.     
 
Mr. Johnson reported that the US Fish and Wildlife Service has shown interest in completing a 
second demonstration project for the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Project using actual dredged 
material.  Ms. Donovan added that the US Fish and Wildlife Service has already obtained a 
permit for the second demonstration project.  The US Fish and Wildlife Service will meet with 
MDE, MES, and MPA to discuss how actual restoration conditions can be created for the 
demonstration project.  Determinations will also be made regarding the costs associated with a 
second demonstration project. 
 
Mr. Johnson stated that the Senate has allocated $425,000 in their 2007 budget for a General 
Investigation (GI) Study for the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Project. 
   
3.0 Update on State’s DMMP  
Harbor Placement Options 
Masonville.  Mr. Storms reported that the Notice of Availability starting the public comment 
period for the Masonville draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was published on May 19, 
2006.  A public meeting was held on June 21, 2006 at Harbor Hospital.  After the public meeting 
was held, a large amount of good building material was discovered in and underneath the Seagirt 
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berth.  The decision was made to use dredged material from the Seagirt 50-foot berth project in 
the construction of the Masonville dikes.  The Masonville draft EIS was revised to reflect this 
change and a Supplement to the draft EIS was announced on June 30, 2006.  Another public 
meeting was held on July 31, 2006 in Brooklyn at St. John’s Lutheran Church to address the 
proposed supplement to the draft EIS.  The public comment period has been extended until 
August 17, 2006. 
 
Mr. McKee requested that any comments regarding the Chemical Analysis of the Seagirt 
Material Report be submitted before the end of the public comment period on August 17, 2006 
so they can be addressed in the final EIS. 
 
Sparrows Point.  Mr. Storms reported that the MPA is continuing to work with the landowner at 
Sparrows Point.  Mr. Hamons added that the MPA is specifically trying to determine how to 
maximize the upland areas at Sparrows Point, which might be difficult due to the many upland 
activities currently taking place at the site. 
 
BP Fairfield.  Mr. Storms reported that the MPA is continuing to work with the landowner at BP 
Fairfield in order to keep this site a viable third Harbor placement option. 
      
Hart-Miller Island 
Mr. Brown reported that the Hart-Miller Island (HMI) North Cell Closure Team met on July 26, 
2006.  The Arundel Corporation provided a cost estimate for the closure plan, but it is unknown 
yet if the estimate is final.  Mr. Brown reported that a survey of the Craighill Entrance Channel 
material was recently completed to determine whether or not it is suitable off-site material for the 
North Cell closure.  A public meeting is tentatively scheduled for October 4, 2006.  Mr. Brown 
reported that investigations are ongoing to determine if there are any gaps in the environmental 
data, which might require additional testing.  Monitoring elements included in the current South 
Cell monitoring plan, consisting of ten elements, were distributed to the North Cell Closure 
Team in order to begin discussions of the necessary monitoring for the North Cell after 
construction of a cover is complete.  It was left undecided at this time as to which elements 
would be included and the frequency of the monitoring until more is known about the closure 
planning. Mr. Brown reported that a North Cell Working Group meeting is tentatively scheduled 
for August 30, 2006.   
 
Mr. Halka questioned if the proposed off-site material provided by the Craighill Entrance 
Channel is regular channel maintenance material.  Mr. McKee replied that the proposed off-site 
material is sand found below the regular channel maintenance material.  
 
Cox Creek 
Mr. Lear reported that the unloading pier construction is complete and the dikes have been raised 
to 36 feet at Cox Creek.  Mr. Lear reported that Cox Creek recently received 17,000 cy of 
dredged material from the City of Annapolis dredging done in conjunction with the Volvo Ocean 
Race.  Mr. Lear added that 40,000 cy of dredged material, previously expected to start this 
summer at Cox Creek, from the Annapolis Coast Guard Yard, has been postponed until the fall.   
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Mr. Hamons reported that a stray horse was recently found on the Cox Creek wetlands area.  Mr. 
Lear stated that the Maryland Transportation Authority (MTA) Police were notified.  Mr. 
Hamons reported that trespassers riding ATV’s has been an ongoing problem at the Cox Creek 
wetlands area.  Mr. Lear reported that signs have been posted and a 290-foot fence has been 
erected in order to deter trespassers from entering the site. 
 
 
MPA Forum:  Launching the Port of Baltimore’s Next 300 Years 
Mr. Hamons reported that the MPA will be holding a Forum on November 9, 2006 at the 
Maritime Institute of Technology and Graduate Studies (MITGS) in Linthicum to discuss the 
300-year history of the Port and what directions the Port will be taking in the future.  Mr. 
Hamons noted that the Forum will be an extension of the December 2004 Needs Conference.  
Mr. Hamons stated that tentative topics scheduled for the Forum would likely include Port 
operations; Port challenges; the Port’s expanding role in the Chesapeake Bay Community; 
environmental management of dredged material; and sedimentation issues.      
 
4.0 Innovative Reuse 
Innovative Reuse Committee 
Ms. Flanigan reported that the Innovative Reuse Committee (IRC) is comprised of 23 people 
from various backgrounds.  The committee has held four meetings since its inception in March 
2006, and the next meeting is September 7, 2006.  The presentation topic for the September 7, 
2006 IRC meeting will be engineering fill (flowable fill, road base, parking lots, etc.).  The 
presentation topics for the October 19, 2006 meeting will be landfilling (daily cover, liners),  
landscaping (tree farms, manufactured soils), and agricultural amendment.  The IRC is scheduled 
to meet every six weeks.  Ms. Flanigan stated that the purpose of the IRC is to screen innovative 
reuse options and evaluate each option based on technical/engineering, economic, and 
regulatory/political criteria.  The goal of the IRC is to recommend which options are most 
favorable for the MPA to analyze in greater detail.  Ms. Flanigan reported that the charge to the 
IRC is to determine which innovative reuse options are feasible to handle 500,000 cy of dredged 
material each year.  Ms. Flanigan noted that IRC meeting summaries are available on 
www.mpasafepassage.org and all meetings are open to the public.   
 
Ms. Flanigan provided attendees with a copy of the IRC Draft Screening Table.  The IRC Draft 
Screening Table is a matrix developed by the IRC planning team, which will be utilized by IRC 
members to evaluate each innovative reuse option.  The planning team is currently developing 
ranking criteria for the evaluation process.  Ms. Flanigan added that after the IRC has completed 
their evaluation of each innovative reuse option, their recommendations will be sent to the Bay 
Enhancement Work Group (BEWG) for technical review.   
 
Ms. Flanigan reported on several issues that have been raised at previous IRC meetings which 
include determining the chemical and physical characteristics of dredged material to be used for 
innovative reuse; investigating if Cox Creek can receive 500,000 cy of dredged material 
annually, and if not, what other suitable drying options are available; determining which 
innovative reuse option(s) can feasibly utilize 500,000 cy of annual dredged material; an 
evaluation of the most economical transportation methods for dredged material; obtaining 
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environmental permit information from various agencies; overcoming public perception that 
dredged material is toxic; and defining the costs associated with each innovative reuse option. 
 
Ms. Flanigan reported that in response to some of these issues, several activities have taken 
place.  Mr. Joe Beaman from MDE provided a presentation to the IRC on sediment quality in the 
Inner Harbor; meetings were held with several MDE permit departments; and meetings were 
held with the Maryland State Highway Administration, Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal 
Authority, Maryland Aggregates Association, and with DNR and their contractors.  Ms. Flanigan 
pointed out that the Maryland State Highway Administration might be able to use dredged 
material for borrow material.  The Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Authority suggested that 
the IRC meet with representatives from Virginia landfills since landfilling is such a large 
business in Virginia.  Virginia landfills are currently importing daily landfill cover by rail.  The 
Maryland Aggregates Association suggested that a partnership could be formed between the 
MPA and Maryland Aggregate companies to devise a method of combining dredged material 
with fines. 
 
Mr. Burkman questioned if the idea of mixing dredged material with fly ash has been raised at 
any of the IRC meetings.  Ms. Flanigan replied that dredged material could be mixed with fly ash 
to make it more suitable for certain innovative reuse options.  Ms. Flanigan added that this 
potential combination of materials would be investigated further.   
 
Mr. Harman stated that using dredged material for daily landfill cover in Virginia would be 
providing out-of-state benefits to Virginia.  Mr. Harman added that innovative reuse options 
should first be evaluated as to how they can provide benefits to the State of Maryland, before 
looking into how they can solve other State’s problems.  Mr. Hamons stated that the only way 
some innovative reuse options might be feasible is to involve other States.  The IRC investigated 
two mines in Pennsylvania for the mine reclamation option because they are the only mines that 
currently have permits to accept dredged material.  Dr. Boesch added that innovative reuse 
options should not only provide benefits to the MPA but to the recipients of the dredged material 
as well.   
 
Mr. Landess expressed his opinion that currently none of the innovative reuse options seem to be 
economically feasible.  Mr. Landess stressed that it is necessary for the IRC to evaluate all costs 
involved with handling dredged material, especially the costs associated with placing leftover 
debris in solid waste landfills.  Ms. Flanigan suggested that more than one innovative reuse 
option might be appropriate for handling 500,000 cy of dredged material per year or certain 
innovative reuse options might be appropriate for the immediate future and some might be better 
for implementation at a later date. 
 
Mr. Hoyt stated that when the economics of the current dredged material placement options 
(water placement options) are compared to the innovative reuse options, the innovative reuse 
options seem extremely expensive.  However, regulatory agencies have predicted that water 
placement options will not always be available.  When this occurs, the economics associated 
with handling dredged material will also change.  The IRC’s evaluation of innovative reuse 
options will provide the most cost effective approach for handling dredged material, which will 
be beneficial when water placement sites cease to exist.  Ms. Flanigan agreed that the economics 
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associated with each innovative reuse option need to be studied in-depth before one is considered 
to be too expensive.     
 
Mr. Landess expressed concern that certain IRC members refer to dredged material as “toxic 
sludge;” in turn, this causes the public to believe that dredged material is more harmful than it 
really is.  Mr. Landess stressed the importance of calling dredged material “contaminated spoils” 
and not “toxic sludge”.    
 
5.0 Report from Citizens’ Advisory Committee 
Mr. Burkman noted that he would be providing an update on the Citizens’ Advisory Committee 
(CAC) in the absence of Mr. Fran Taylor.  Mr. Burkman reported that several CAC members 
attended the June 21, 2006 Masonville draft EIS public hearing and provided comments.  Mr. 
Burkman stated that some attendees expressed concern about the lack of community outreach 
and community input regarding the Masonville project but, since the hearing, these issues have 
been resolved.  Mr. Burkman added that the majority of the feedback provided by community 
members has been positive.  Ms. Eshelman recognized that Mr. Hamons and the MPA staff 
provided excellent responses and attention to community members’ concerns and comments at 
the June 21 and July 31, 2006 Masonville draft EIS public hearings.   
 
Mr. Burkman reported that two CAC members representing Dorchester County have been trying 
to contact Congressman Wayne Gilchrest to determine if he supports WRDA 2006.  So far, they 
have not received a response from Congressman Gilchrest. 
 
Mr. Burkman reported that there are two CAC members on the IRC.  The CAC is tracking the 
IRC’s progress and is looking forward to the IRC’s evaluation of each innovative reuse option 
and their ultimate recommendations to the MPA.  
 
Mr. Burkman reported that at the July 12, 2006 CAC meeting, Ms. Janet Vine from the Corps of 
Engineers provided a very informative presentation on the Corps’ permit process.  Mr. Joe 
Beaman from MDE will provide a presentation on sediment quality in the Patapsco River 
including the Inner Harbor at the next CAC meeting on September 13, 2006.  
 
Mr. Hamons stated that many CAC members present at the July 12, 2006 CAC meeting 
expressed their opposition to the proposed liquid natural gas (LNG) terminal at Sparrows Point.  
Mr. Hamons added that Ms. Vine’s presentation and explanation of the Corps’s permit process 
clarified some of the questions raised by CAC members regarding the proposed LNG project.   
 
6.0 Report from BEWG 
Mr. Halka reported that the BEWG met two times since the last Management Committee 
meeting.  BEWG has been keeping up to date on various activities.  Mr. Halka stated that the 
BEWG has been evaluating the proposed changes to the Masonville draft EIS which include 
using sand from the Seagirt 50-foot berth project for building material at Masonville.  Mr. Halka 
stated that the BEWG agrees with the proposed changes because the material from Seagirt is less 
contaminated than the original material planned to be placed at Masonville.  Mr. Halka reported 
that the BEWG recommends that the Seagirt berth not be dredged too deep in order to prevent 
the creation of a basin, isolated from flow.   
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Mr. Halka reported that the BEWG discussed the Masonville mitigation plan at their last 
meeting.  Comments are still due from various agencies.  Mr. Halka stated that several BEWG 
members recommend that the Masonville mitigation plan is not comprehensive enough or large 
enough to compensate for the loss of Bay bottom.  Mr. Halka noted that the Wilson Bridge/Route 
495 mitigation plan changed as that project progressed.  The Masonville mitigation plan might 
have to be able to change as the project moves forward as well.  Mr. Halka stated that the BEWG 
would continue to be engaged with the Masonville mitigation plan as the project progresses.  The 
MPA will make a presentation on the Masonville mitigation plan to the Joint Evaluation 
Committee at the end of August 2006.  Anyone with information or issues to be relayed to 
BEWG should contact Mr. Halka. 
 
7.0 Impact of Recent Flooding on Sedimentation 
Mr. Halka provided a presentation on the anticipated impacts of recent flooding, at the end of 
June 2006, on sedimentation.  Mr. Halka reported that no definitive conclusions have been made 
regarding the impacts of the recent flooding due to the fact that results of several studies are still 
pending.   The USGS River Input Monitoring Program releases load results eight months after an 
event.  
 
Mr. Halka compared data from previous flooding events in 1972, 1993, 1996, and 2004.  Mr. 
Halka reported that preliminary data (i.e. water-flow, monthly discharge, mean discharge) for the 
June 2006 flooding event, predicts that it is milder than the previous flooding events.  Mr. Halka 
stated that water-flow above 400,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) is necessary to scour sediments 
behind the Conowingo Dam.  The water-flows from each of the previous four flooding events 
were all significantly higher than 400,000 cfs.  The peak water-flow from the June 2006 event 
was 403,000 cfs.  Mr. McKee pointed out that there is a lag-time between a flooding event and 
the ability to determine how sedimentation from the flooding event will affect dredging.   
 
Mr. Burkman questioned if the June 2006 flooding event and sedimentation has caused harm to 
Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV).  Mr. Goshorn reported that the preliminary observations 
show that the event did not cause harm to SAV. 
 
8.0 Proposed Schedule for Future Meetings 
Mr. Hamons thanked everyone in attendance for their contributions.  The next 2006 Management 
Committee Meeting is scheduled for November 15, 2006 as a joint meeting with the CAC. 
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DRAFT 
SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
CITIZENS’ ADVISORY AND MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 

December 2, 2004, 1:00 PM 
2310 Broening Highway, 1st Floor Training Room  

Baltimore, Maryland 
 

Attendees: 
Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay:  Charlie Conklin 
Blasland, Bouck, and Lee:  Tim Donegan, Tim Iannuzzi 
Coastal Conservation Association:  Bud Waltz 
Coastal Watershed Resources Advisory Committee (CWRAC)/Citizens’ Advisory Committee 

Liaison:  Greg Kappler 
    Cecil County:  John Williams 

Chesapeake Bay Yacht Club Association, Citizens’ Advisory Committee:  Don Burton 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee: Fran Flanigan 
Don Ren Corporation, Citizens’ Advisory Committee:  H.E. Parker 
Dorchester County:  Bruce Coulson, Joseph Coyne 
EA Engineering:  Jane Boraczek 
Ecologix Group:  Bob Hoyt, George Chmael 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates (GBA): Dennis Urso, Richard Thomas, Daniel Wilson 
General Physics Corporation:  Sarah Coffey 
Greater Pasadena Council:  Rebecca Kolberg 
Hart Miller Island Oversite Committee:  Fred Habicht 
ISG:  Bob Abate 
Martin Associates:  John Martin 
Maryland Conservation Council:  Mary Marsh 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  George Harman, Matthew Rowe  
Maryland Department of Transportation:  Ron Burns 
Maryland Environmental Service:  Cecelia Donovan, Charles Madison, John Sparkman, 

Karen Cushman, Gwen Gibson, Elizabeth Habic, Tammy Banta, Melissa Slatnick 
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS):  Jeff Halka, Bill Panageotou 
Maryland Pilots:  Eric Nielsen, William Band 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Frank Hamons, Steve Storms, John Vasina, Nathaniel     

Brown, Katrina Jones, Bill Lear, Kathy Broadwater, Ben Lieberman, Greg Maddalone 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Chesapeake Bay Office:  Peter 

Bergstrom  
North Point Community Council:  Francis Taylor 
Private Sector Port Coalition:  Bud Nixon 
Rukert Terminals:  Steve Landess 
T. Parker Host of Maryland, Citizens’ Advisory Committee:  Donald Carroll 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District (CENAB):  Scott Johnson, Jeffrey McKee 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District (CENAP): Chip DePrefontaine, Robert 

Selsor 
US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA):  Ralph Spagnolo, Tom Slenkamp 
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS):  Bob Zepp 
University of Maryland, Center for Environmental Science:  Dennis King 
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Action Items: 
1. None. 

 
Statements for the Record: 

1. Dr. John Williams provided a statement for the record (attached).  
 

1.0 Convene, Welcome, Introductions Frank Hamons, Greg Kappler 
Mr. Hamons welcomed the attendees and asked that everyone introduce themselves.  Mr. 
Kappler welcomed both the Management Committee and Citizens’ Advisory Committee 
members.  Mr. Kappler summarized the topics to be discussed during the meeting including the 
Martin Report, update on Corps DMMP, update on State DMMP, and upcoming events.   
 
2.0 Economic Assessment of Maintenance of C&D Canal John Martin 
Dr. Martin provided a presentation detailing the completed study on the economic benefits of the 
maintenance dredging program for the C&D Canal.  The purpose of the study was to identify the 
economic benefits of maintaining the C&D Canal at the current draft of 35 feet, and to identify 
the benefit-cost ratio of the C&D Canal maintenance dredging program.  Dr. Martin detailed the 
methodology used in the study.   
 
Dr. Martin reported that the results of the study indicated that approximately $24 to $24.6 
million of annual transportation cost penalties would result if the C&D Canal was not maintained 
to current depth.  Dr. Martin provided documentation to support his belief that the benefits of 
maintaining the C&D Canal are twice as great as the costs.  Dr. Martin’s presentation detailed 
regional economic impacts that would result from changes to the current maintenance dredging 
program. A summary of Dr. Martin’s study can be found on MPA’s webpage, 
www.mpasafepassage.org.  
 
Mr. Spagnolo asked Dr. Martin to indicate the range of drafts for the 423 transits with a draft of 
19 feet or more.  Dr. Martin explained that the deepest draft is 35 feet, but specific information 
for each transit by draft is included in the database and the exact number of transits for any 
specific draft can be obtained from the database. 
 
Ms. Kolberg asked for an explanation of induced jobs.  Dr. Martin explained that three types of 
jobs were used in the analysis including direct, indirect, and induced jobs.  The direct jobs are 
those jobs that would go away immediately if shipping activity were to cease (i.e., operators, 
truckers, railroads, etc.).  The employees with direct jobs get direct income, or wages and 
earnings.  Induced jobs are jobs that are supported in the economy by the purchases of the direct 
laborers (i.e. grocery, housing, transportation).  Indirect jobs are those jobs supported by the 
purchases of the firms. 
 
Dr. Williams asked for an explanation of the compensation level.  Dr. Williams questioned why 
there are only half as many induced as direct jobs.  Dr. Martin explained that the analysis 
truncated the spending on the second level of purchases, or the retail and wholesale level.  The 
induced impact includes the earnings of the induced jobs and a multiplier effect that includes 
other purchases, such as purchases made by the grocery stores.  Dr. Martin explained that 
truncating the spending allows for a conservative estimate of induced jobs. 
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Mr. Burton stated that approximately 5 to 10 years would be required for the C&D Canal to silt 
in to 17 feet, using the NED calculation. Mr. Burton added that, by that point in time, dredged 
material would be moved down the Bay for placement at Poplar Island, James Island, or some 
other placement location instead of placing the material at Hart-Miller Island or Pooles Island.  
Mr. Burton stated his belief that moving the material down the Bay for placement would result in 
a significant dredging cost increase, and he questioned if those costs had been taken into 
consideration in the economic analysis.  Dr. Martin stated that the economic analysis for the 
C&D Canal was completed for three different current cost scenarios.  Mr. Burton questioned if 
the analysis was a snap shot of current conditions, and expressed concern that conditions could 
change in the future and result in an increase in dredging costs.  Dr. Martin agreed that the 
analysis was completed based on current conditions.   
 
Mr. Spagnolo questioned the difference between fuel costs for vessels and trucks.  Dr. Martin 
explained that the fuel costs were not analyzed, and that the number of trucks that would be 
required to handle the shipping cargo was only presented to show the amount of truck traffic that 
may result if all shipping cargo was transported by truck.  To compare the fuel costs, the costs 
would have to be analyzed on a per ton mile basis.  Dr. Martin added that vessels are more fuel 
efficient than trucks.   
 
Ms. Kolberg asked what percentage of auto and Roll-on/Roll-off (RoRo) carriers use the C&D 
Canal.  Dr. Martin stated he was unsure of the exact percentage but could investigate the 
question and provide a percentage to Ms. Kolberg.  Dr. Williams stated that, for the Northern 
Access Route (the C&D Canal), the B&E database for the year 2002 states that auto carriers 
represented 45% of the traffic, and RoRo carriers represented 6.7%.  Therefore, a little over half 
of the vessels using the northern route in 2002 were of that general category.  Dr. Williams 
added that the database also reported that, of the vessels coming in and out of the Port of 
Baltimore, the auto carriers and RoRo ships combined would account for 37.4% of the Port of 
Baltimore calls. 
 
Mr. Nixon agreed with the results of the economic analysis and thanked Dr. Martin for 
completing the analysis.  Mr. Nixon urged that the Port should move on and put the study behind 
them.  Mr. Nixon stressed the importance of the C&D Canal being a great asset of the Port of 
Baltimore and stated that it is important to continue on with business as usual as opposed to 
doing further economic analysis and study.   
 
Dr. Williams read a statement into the record regarding his concerns with the results from the 
Martin economic analysis of the maintenance of the C&D Canal.  Dr. Williams expressed 
concern regarding the estimated dredging quantity, the estimation of NED benefits, and concern 
with the particular numerical estimates used to quantify those factors.  A copy of Dr. Williams’ 
statement is included as an addendum to this meeting summary.   
 
Dr. Martin provided a response to Dr. Williams’s statement.  Dr. Martin explained that Dr. 
Williams’s first analysis, completed in January 2003, assumed a barge operation rate of 23 knots 
per hour.  Dr. Martin also stated that Dr. Williams’s second report, completed in September 
2004, was rejected by the independent peer reviewers who also reviewed and accepted Dr. 
Martin’s analysis.  Dr. Martin explained that the benefits in Dr. Williams’s reports started at 
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approximately $4 million in the first report, and increased to approximately $6 to $8 million in 
the second report. 
  
Addressing Dr. Williams’s comments regarding vessel densities, Dr. Martin explained that 
assumptions have to be made during any economic analysis, such as assuming that barges are 
being utilized to their fullest capacity.  Dr. Martin stated that, using the sensitivity analysis, 
eliminating all barges 19 feet and under, a positive cost benefit ratio can still be achieved.  Dr. 
Martin stated that the positive cost benefit ratio can be achieved even without including the extra 
costs of additional barges to carry the added cargo on light-loaded barges.  Dr. Martin stated that 
the cost associated with moving light-loaded barges would be approximately $700 per hour.   
 
In response to Dr. Williams’s comments regarding interviews, Dr. Martin admitted that no single 
good database exists, and each database has its flaws.  As a result, after reviewing the databases, 
it is important to talk to those individuals operating the canal.  Dr. Martin explained that the 
individuals interviewed had no vested interest in being dishonest with regard to their operating 
costs.  Published sources exist that detail charter rates for tank barges and tugs.  No database 
currently exists for deep draft vessels, although the Corps is currently in the process of 
developing one.  Dr. Martin added that the operating costs used in the analysis were based on all 
barge operators reporting, independently, that their operating costs were between $700 and $900 
per hour. 
 
Dr. Martin stated that Dr. Williams used examples including inland waterway tugs and barges in 
his analysis.  Dr. Martin explained that inland waterway tugs and barges cannot be used in 
correlation with coastal waterway tugs and barges as they are totally different structures and 
operate under different contracts.  For example, many coastal waterway tugs and barges operate 
under union contracts, while the inland tugs and barges operate mainly under non-union 
contracts.  Dr. Martin stated that the correlations of horsepower and costs included in Dr. 
Williams’s report cannot be used to complete an assessment, and the report was lacking charter 
rates for the barges.   
 
Mr. Landess requested the Committee Members should keep in mind that all studies are 
subjective and that assumptions have to be made when completing any type of analysis.  Mr. 
Landess stated his belief that it would not be in the Port of Baltimore’s best interest to continue 
to spend millions of dollars to complete additional economic analyses of the C&D Canal.  Mr. 
Landess expressed concern that, if additional studies are completed, the reputation of the Port of 
Baltimore could be damaged.   
 
Dr. Williams acknowledged the comments made by Dr. Martin regarding the earlier versions of 
work that he has completed, and stated that he would not stand by any of those numbers at this 
point in time.  Dr. Williams stated that everyone gets smarter as they grow older and he has a 
better understanding of those issues now.  Dr. Williams stated that he does not believe that either 
one of the reports that he has previously completed are accurate, or are the final answer.  Dr. 
Williams stated that the process still needs to move forward, and expressed his belief that the 
answers Dr. Martin has put forward are not necessarily the precise, accurate, right answer.  Dr. 
Williams stated his belief that, based on good data, the benefits exceed the costs as they have 
been calculated at the current point in time.  Dr. Williams added that he would estimate that the 
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benefit cost ratio is most likely in the range of 1.1 to 1.2 for the year 2003.  Dr. Williams stressed 
that the benefit cost ratio will change for 2004.   
 
Dr. Williams stressed that all Committee Members should think about the future and what 
changes will occur.  He highlighted the importance of understanding the amount of commerce 
associated with barge traffic, especially with coal and oil transits.  Dr. Williams stated his belief 
that, in approximately 5 years, the cost of dredge material disposal will markedly escalate when 
Pooles Island and other cheaper placement options can no longer be used.  Dr. Williams 
estimated that the costs will triple, thus bringing the benefit cost ratio below one.  Dr. Williams 
stressed the need to carefully estimate future cost benefit ratios so that proper business decisions 
can be made.   
 
Mr. Kappler thanked both Dr. Martin and his company for completing the economic analysis and 
Dr. Martin for taking the time to present the results to the Committees.  Mr. Kappler stressed the 
importance of having the results of the analysis approved by peer review and allowing the 
Committee to have an accurate snapshot of the current state of the C&D Canal that can be used 
to make economic decisions.  Mr. Kappler also thanked Dr. Williams for his comments. 
 
3.0 Update on the Corps of Engineers DMMP Scott Johnson 
DMMP Schedule and Recommendations   
Mr. Johnson provided a presentation on the Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District DMMP.  Mr. 
Johnson highlighted current activities in the Federal DMMP process, reviewed the habitat index, 
reviewed the results from the quantitative analysis, presented the results of the qualitative risk 
analysis, discussed the alternative suite development process, discussed the selection of the 
Recommended Plan, and updated the schedule.   
 
Over the past year the Corps has completed the plan formulation stage for the DMMP and 
developed preferred alternatives for three regions.  The preferred alternative for the Virginia 
Channels is continued utilization of open water placement locations.  For the Inner Harbor 
Channels, the preferred alternative is a multiple confined disposal facility.  The preferred 
alternative for the Chesapeake Bay approach channels includes an expansion of Poplar Island, a 
mid-Bay Island restoration project, and wetland restoration in Dorchester County.   
 
Mr. Johnson reported that the Draft DMMP is scheduled for completion in December 2004.  The 
Draft DMMP will be available for public review in January 2005, with public hearings in 
February 2005.  The Final DMMP and Tiered Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is planned 
for completion in July 2005, with a Record of Decision (ROD) to be complete in September 
2005.     
 
Mr. Spagnolo stated that some alternatives were eliminated from consideration because they 
were against state law.  Mr. Spagnolo questioned if any of the alternatives were eliminated from 
consideration because they were against federal laws.  Mr. Johnson stated that he was unaware of 
any federal laws that would be applicable for any of the proposed alternatives.  Mr. McKee 
agreed that no federal laws exist that mandate what can or cannot be done with dredged material.   
 
Mr. Nixon asked if any consideration had been given to using dredged material to construct a 
new terminal in the Port of Baltimore.  Mr. Johnson stated that the construction of a new 
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terminal would be a State issue, but the Corps could be a participating partner.  Mr. Johnson 
stressed that the Corps DMMP is identifying placement alternatives, but not specific 
development projects. 
 
Mr. Nixon asked, for projects such as the proposed wetland restoration at Blackwater, if funding 
would be solicited from other entities.  Mr. Johnson stated that all the recommendations being 
put forward with the Corps DMMP are environmental restoration projects, or projects that 
provide beneficial use of dredged material for environmental restoration.  Mr. Johnson explained 
that the funding will come from Federal and State sources, but comes out of a funding source 
separate from the navigational and operations and maintenance funding.  Mr. Johnson explained 
that, when Congress authorizes money for an environmental restoration project, the incremental 
cost above the base plan to take the material to Poplar Island or a mid-Bay island and the cost to 
create habitat at the site is considered part of the project costs.  
 
Poplar Island Expansion Study 
Mr. Johnson provided an update on the Poplar Island Expansion Study, discussing the proposed 
lateral and vertical expansion, acceptance of material from additional locations, environmental 
enhancements, and recreational and educational opportunities.   
 
Mr. Johnson explained that one of the issues identified during the public outreach for the Poplar 
Island Expansion study was a possible blocking of the view shed from Jefferson Island.  In 
addition, the watermen expressed interest in obtaining some type of tradeoff for the previous 
crabbing areas that would be lost.  Ms. Boraczek stated that the watermen expressed interest in 
having an area from Wade’s Point to Bloody Point redesignated from trot lines to potting.  
 
Mr. Nixon asked about the possibility of the Corps buying Jefferson Island.  Mr. Johnson stated 
that the Corps cannot buy the Island but the State could possibly buy Jefferson Island if the 
owner was willing to sell the property.  Mr. Johnson speculated that the purchase of Jefferson 
Island could be a good idea, and it could be a valuable enhancement to the proposed project. 
 
Mr. Spagnolo questioned how information will be made available to the public.  Mr. Johnson 
stated that the Corps is in the process of drafting a General Reevaluation Report 
(GRR)/Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS), and a public comment period will 
follow the release of the document.  Mr. Spagnolo questioned if any feedback had been received 
from the public about the raising of the dikes.  Mr. Johnson stated that the dike raising will be 
limited to 5 feet. 
 
Mr. Johnson stated that the schedule for the Poplar Island Expansion Study includes completion 
of the draft GRR/SEIS in May 2005, issuing the Draft GRR/SEIS for public comment in 
September 2005, holding public information meetings in October 2005, completing the Final 
GRR/SEIS in December 2005, and completing the study with a ROD in February 2006. 
 
Mid-Bay Island Study 
Mr. Johnson provided an update on the Mid-Bay Island Study, discussing the formulation of 
alternatives, constraints, screening of alternatives, comparison and evaluation of plans, and the 
proposed alignments.  The proposed alignment for James Island includes a 2,072-acre island 
comprised of 45% uplands with 20 foot high dikes, and 55% wetlands.  The study also 
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recommends protection of existing resources at Barren Island with a combination of segmented 
or solid breakwaters.   
 
Mr. Johnson stated that schedule for the Mid-Bay Island study includes completing the draft 
report in March 2005, issuing the Draft report/EIS for public comment in September 2005, 
holding public information meetings in October 2005, completing the Final report/EIS in 
December 2005, and completing the study with a ROD in January 2006. 
 
4.0 Update on Maryland DMMP Frank Hamons 
Mr. Hamons stated that the Committee Members have heard a lot during the meeting about costs 
and benefits, and discussion of the issue will continue in the near future.  Mr. Hamons explained 
that the MPA will continue to follow direction from the Congress of the United States and the 
State of Maryland legislature to evaluate beneficial use and island restoration projects, as well as 
innovative reuses of dredged material.  Mr. Hamons explained that it is difficult to assign value 
to the environmental benefits to be gained from different placement locations.  Mr. Hamons 
stated that Congress and the Maryland Legislature have, at the current time, placed a value of 
$600 million on the environmental benefits being gained at Poplar Island.  Mr. Hamons stressed 
that costs and benefits analysis is a dynamic area and will continue to be very important in the 
future.  He stressed the difficulty in fairly assigning costs for environmental benefits using the 
current processes and procedures. 
 
Harbor Studies 
Mr. Hamons stated that the State DMMP is evaluating several options for placement of Inner 
Harbor dredged material.  Those options included Masonville, BP Fairfield, Sparrows Point, and 
innovative reuse.  The Reconnaissance Study for the BP Fairfield site has been completed and 
the initial Feasibility Studies for the Masonville and Sparrows Point sites have been started.  Full 
and final Feasibility Studies for all three sites will be initiated in January 2005 and are expected 
to be completed by the end of 2005.   
 
Hart-Miller Island Capping/Closing Issues 
Mr. Hamons stated that the State is attempting to get one of the aforementioned Harbor options 
online by 2008 to coordinate with the closing of Hart-Miller Island.  Mr. Hamons explained that, 
by Legislative mandate, Hart-Miller Island must be capped by the end of 2009, and it will take 
approximately two years to install a 3-foot cap over the site.  Mr. Hamons stated that after 
Masonville, BP Fairfield, or Sparrows Point is put online in 2008, a second option will need to 
be operational by 2012. 
 
Mr. Hamons stressed that all proposed Harbor options will included community enhancements as 
agreed upon by the individual communities.  The MPA is continuing to work closely with the 
communities to further define the specific community enhancements that will be incorporated 
into the project design when the project is recommended. 
 
Cox Creek Progress 
Mr. Hamons stated that the Cox Creek project is progressing and the discharge permit was 
effective December 1, 2004.  A public hearing was held, but no public comments were 
submitted.  The meeting was attended by Ms. Kolberg and two elected officials.   Mr. Hamons 
stated that the MPA will continue to work closely with the community to keep them apprised as 
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to the activities at the Cox Creek site.  Mr. Hamons stated that the site is currently operational for 
hydraulic placement of dredged material.  The Critical Areas Commission recently approved the 
construction of the pier to allow for mechanical unloading of dredged material.  The pier should 
be completed and will be operational for the next dredging season, beginning in October 2005. 
 
5.0 Upcoming Events Frank Hamons 
Innovative Reuse Forum 
Mr. Hamons reported that an Innovative Reuse Forum will be held on from 8 am to 5 pm on 
Thursday, December 9, 2004, at the Radisson Hotel in Annapolis, Maryland.  Mr. Hamons stated 
that the forum will allow interested firms to present ideas for innovative reuse, and a panel will 
be present to critique the presentations.  Business models will also be presented.  Mr. Hamons 
encouraged everyone to attend and reported that a meeting Agenda and registration are available 
on the MPA’s website.  Anyone with questions was asked to contact Ms. Katrina Jones. 
 
Mr. Hamons stated that the information obtained from the forum will be used to make decisions 
as to how the State will move forward with identifying possible innovative reuse technologies for 
dredged material.   
 
Executive Committee Meeting 
Mr. Hamons stated that he distributed the Management Committee’s Report to the Executive 
Committee for review.  Only three sets of comments have been returned.  Mr. Hamons urged the 
Management Committee and Citizens’ Advisory Committee Members to review the report and 
provide any feedback or comments as soon as possible.  The Report will be presented to the 
Executive Committee during the next Executive Committee meeting on Thursday, December 16, 
2004.  Mr. Hamons stated that the meeting will take place at the Maryland Department of 
Transportation headquarters and was tentatively scheduled for 3:30 pm.  Mr. Hamons stated that 
an e-mail confirmation would be distributed when the meeting time is finalized.   
 
Next Meetings 
Ms. Flanigan reported that the next Citizens’ Advisory Committee meeting has been scheduled 
for Wednesday, January 12, 2005.  Mr. Hamons asked the Committee Members if they liked the 
joint meeting setup and would like to continue to hold a joint Management and Citizens Meeting 
once each year.  The Committee Members agreed. 
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DRAFT 
SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

JOINT CITIZENS’ ADVISORY AND MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 
November 22, 2005, 2:00 PM 

1800 Washington Boulevard, Aqua and Terra Rooms  
Baltimore, Maryland 

 
Attendees: 

Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay:  Charlie Conklin 
Baltimore County Department of Environmental Protection and Management (DEPRM):  

Candy Croswell 
Baltimore Maritime Exchange:  David Stambaugh 
Blasland, Bouck, and Lee:  Tim Donegan 
Brookland and Curtis Bay Coalition:  Scott Stafford 
Coastal Watershed Resources Advisory Committee (CWRAC):  Greg Kappler 

    Cecil County:  John Williams 
Chesapeake Bay Yacht Club Association:  Don Burton 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee:  Francis Taylor, Fran Flanigan 
EA Engineering:  Jane Boraczek 
Ecologix Group:  Paul Massicot 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates (GBA): Dennis Urso, Jim Runion 
General Physics Corporation:  Sarah Coffey 
Greater Dundalk Community Council:  Thomas Kroen 
Maryland Conservation Council:  Mary Marsh 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  George Harman 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources:  Dave Goshorn 
Maryland Environmental Service:  Cecelia Donovan, Megan Simon, Tammy Banta, Stephanie 

Lindley, Stephanie Peters 
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS):  Jeff Halka 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Frank Hamons, John Vasina, Nathaniel Brown, Bill 

Lear, Kathy Broadwater, Tricia Slawinski, Margie Hamby, Dave Bibo 
Maryland Saltwater Sportfishermen:  Richard Novotny 
Maryland Waterman’s Association:  Doug West 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Chesapeake Bay Office:  Peter 

Bergstrom  
Private Sector Port Coalition:  Bud Nixon 
T. Parker Host of Maryland, Private Sector Port Coalition:  Donald Carroll 
Turner Station:  Gloria Nelson 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District (CENAB):  Mark Mendelsohn, Jeffrey 

McKee 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District (CENAP): Chip DePrefontaine, Tim 

Rooney 
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS):  Rebecca Packett, Dixie Birch, Bill Giese, Bob Zepp 
University of Maryland, Center for Environmental Science:  Don Boesch 
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Action Items: 
1. None. 

 
Statements for the Record: 

1. None. 
 

1.0 Convene, Welcome, Introductions Frank Hamons, Francis Taylor 
Mr. Taylor welcomed the attendees and asked that everyone introduce themselves.  Mr. Taylor 
welcomed both the Management Committee and Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) 
members.  Mr. Taylor requested comments or changes to the July 13, 2005 CAC meeting 
minutes.  A motion was made to accept the minutes as written.  A committee member seconded 
the motion, and the motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mr. Hamons requested comments or changes to the September 9, 2005 Management Committee 
meeting minutes.  A motion was made to accept the minutes as written.  A committee member 
seconded the motion, and the motion passed unanimously. 
 
2.0 Update on the Corps of Engineers DMMP Jeffrey McKee 
DMMP  
Mr. McKee reported that the DMMP was released to the public for review in February 2005.  
Public meetings were held on March 7 and 10, 2005.  The final DMMP Report was submitted to 
the Corps of Engineers’ Headquarters on September 20, 2005, and is currently undergoing 
Headquarters review.  Upon receipt and incorporation of Headquarters’s comments, a Record of 
Decision (ROD) is planned for completion in late December 2005 or early January 2006. 
 
Mr. McKee stated that the DMMP Report recommends continued maintenance of all Corps 
channels in Virginia and Maryland.  The report recommends continued use of the open water 
placement sites in the ocean (Dam Neck and Norfolk Site), and two open water locations in the 
lower Bay (Wolftrap and Rappahannock Deep).  The DMMP recommends optimizing the 
Maryland channel placement sites including Hart-Miller Island, Pooles Island, Poplar Island 
Environmental Restoration Project, and Cox Creek.  The report also recommends that the Corps 
initiate studies to construct multiple confined placement facilities for the placement of Inner 
Harbor dredged materials.  Additional recommendations include an expansion of Poplar Island 
and construction of a new mid-Bay Island.  The report also addresses the restoration of wetlands 
in Dorchester County at Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge and surrounding areas, which will 
become the new Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration project.  Finally, the Report 
recommends that the Corps continue to pursue innovative uses of dredged material. 
 
Poplar Island Expansion Study 
Mr. McKee stated that the Poplar Island (PI) Expansion Study (PIES) has been conducted 
concurrently with the DMMP. The draft PIES report was released to the public for review on 
June 24, 2005.  Public meetings were held on the eastern shore of Maryland on July 19 and 20, 
2005.  The final Poplar Island General Reevaluation Report (GRR) and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) was submitted to the Corps of Engineers’ Headquarters on September 8, 2005.   
The Headquarters was briefed at the Civil Works Review Board on September 22, 2005.  
Approval was received from the Board to go public with the document, and the document was 
released for State and Agency review on October 7, 2005.  The comment period closed on 
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November 7, 2005.  Comments were received from the Maryland Department of the 
Environment (MDE) and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  Both agencies concurred 
with the report as written.  Mr. McKee stated that MDE indicated that additional design issues 
would be addressed during the pre-construction engineering and design (PED) phase of the 
project.  A Chief’s Report is expected in December 2005.   
 
Mr. McKee reported that the PIES was not included in either the House or Senate’s markup of 
the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 2005.  The Corps was attempting to include the 
PIES in the WRDA 2005 Conference Report with a contingent authorization.  Mr. McKee 
explained that a contingent authorization is language inserted for those projects that have not 
already been approved, stating that authorization is subject to the receipt of a favorable Chief’s 
Report by December 31, 2005.  Mr. McKee stated that a Chief’s Report for the PIES is expected 
to be received in time to comply with that deadline, and a ROD is expected to be completed in 
January 2006.  
 
WRDA 2005 
Mr. McKee explained his understanding that WRDA 2005 will not be passed.  Originally, an 
agreement was made amongst the Committee Chairmen that if Congress reconvened in 
December 2005, WRDA 2005 would be addressed.  Mr. McKee explained that Congress will 
convene in December, but WRDA will not be addressed due to Congress working on Defense 
appropriations.  The fall-back plan for WRDA was that it may be taken up by Congress in 
February 2006, thereby creating a new bill, WRDA 2006.  At this time, it is unknown if WRDA 
will be addressed when the Congress convenes in February 2006. 
 
Dr. Boesch questioned when the last WRDA was passed.  Mr. McKee stated that the last WRDA 
was passed in 2000.  Mr. Nixon questioned why no WRDA has been passed since 2000, as the 
Acts were supposed to be passed on a two-year frequency.  Mr. McKee explained that the 
WRDAs proposed since 2000 have included a great number of authorizations, some of which 
were contentious and contained language details that the Committees could not agree upon.  Mr. 
McKee stated that the Corps would like to include the Mid-Bay Island Project and PIES in 
WRDA 2006.  Having both projects authorized under WRDA 2006 would allow for both 
projects to continue on their original schedules.   
 
Mr. Nixon expressed concern over the fact that a WRDA has not been approved since 2000, and 
questioned what can be done to have a WRDA passed in 2006.  Mr. McKee stated that Congress 
is ultimately responsible for passing a WRDA, and noted that Congress has been very busy with 
other issues such as the war on terrorism and Hurricane Katrina.  Mr. Hamons stated that he 
recently attended a meeting for the American Association of Port Authorities and noted that 
other ports are experiencing the same problems awaiting a WRDA to be passed to authorize port 
projects.   
 
Poplar Island Expansion Study (Continued) 
Mr. McKee reported that the PIES recommended a 575-acre northern lateral expansion 
combined with a 5-foot raising of the existing upland dikes.  The 575-acre expansion includes a 
130-acre open water embayment that was proposed by the National Marine Fisheries Service. 
The expansion area would be comprised of 29% wetlands and 47% uplands, providing an 
additional 28 million cubic yards (mcy) of capacity.  In addition, the EIS resolved a number of  
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outstanding issues and activities including the closure of Cell 6 (including a realignment of the 
southern access channel), installation of new piers and bulkheads at the southern end of the 
Island, and a new discharge structure.   
 
Mr. McKee stated that the PIES recommended the acceptance of dredged material from the 
southern approaches north to the C&D Canal, which includes the reach from Pooles Island north 
to the Sassafras River.  This recommendation will address the capacity shortage that will result 
from the State Law-mandated closure of Pooles Island in 2010.    The original authorization for 
PI was very specific, accepting material only from channels in the Bay that were part of the 
Baltimore Harbor & Channels Project.  Therefore, the PIES includes a specific recommendation 
to accept dredged materials from the southern approach channels to the C&D Canal. 
 
Mr. McKee reported that the PIES also incorporates a number of recreational and educational 
components consistent with the goal of providing remote island habitat.  The existing cost 
estimate for PI is $376 million, and the expansion is estimated to cost an additional $242 million, 
for a total of $618 million.  The total cost would be a cost-share agreement comprised of 75% 
Federal funding and 25% funded by the MPA as a non-federal sponsor. 
 
Mr. McKee stated that several outstanding issues remain with regard to the embayment.  Issues 
to be resolved during the PED phase include final design size, location, and long-term 
maintenance.  Issues also were raised with regard to a borrow area located to the southwest of PI, 
outside of the footprint for the expansion.  The Corps will work in conjunction with the 
environmental agencies to minimize any potential impact of borrowing additional material 
outside of the original footprint. Loss of commercial crabbing bottom to the north was raised as 
an issue by watermen.  The Corps is working with the Maryland Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR) to open additional crabbing areas to compensate for the loss of crabbing 
bottom in the vicinity of PI.   
 
Mr. McKee stated that the PIES includes a recommendation for no further potential expansion of 
PI.  Issues with viewshed and noise were raised by citizens on Jefferson Island, Coaches Island 
and the mainland.  The PI expansion was designed to minimize the noise and viewshed issues, 
including a recommendation to raise the existing dikes by only 5 feet.   
 
Mid-Bay Island Study 
Mr. McKee reported that the draft Mid-Bay Island Report is being finalized and will be 
submitted to Headquarters during the first week of December 2005.  The Report will be released 
to the public in February 2006, with two public meetings being held on the eastern shore in 
March 2006.  The planned schedule includes a final Feasibility Study (FS) report being 
submitted to Headquarters in June 2006, completion of a Chief’s Report in October 2006, and a 
ROD completed in November 2006.  The timeline should allow for the Study to be included in a 
WRDA 2006; or pending the receipt of a Chief’s report, the Study would be eligible for a 
contingent authorization.   
 
Mr. McKee stated that the Report includes a recommendation for a 2,070-acre site at James 
Island that will be comprised of 55% wetlands (approximately 1,140 acres), and 45% uplands 
(approximately 930 acres) with dikes that are 20-feet high. The shoreline stabilization including 
low-lying stone breakwaters, at Barren Island would provide a small amount of capacity to 
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accommodate several local dredging projects.   The project would provide between 78 and 95 
mcy of capacity, and would restore approximately 2,144 acres of habitat.  The project would also 
protect an additional 623 acres of existing island habitat, and 352 acres of critical submerged 
aquatic vegetation.  The cost of the Mid-Bay Island Project is approximately $1.7 billion, with a 
cost-share agreement comprised of 75% (approximately $1.2 billion) Federal funding and 25% 
(approximately $400 million) funded by the State of Maryland. 
 
Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration   
Mr. McKee stated that the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration project includes upward of 
10,000 to 20,000 acres of potential marshland to be restored, and potentially in excess of 90 mcy 
of dredged material placement capacity.  The Energy and Water Development Appropriations 
Act, 2006 Conference Report that was recently passed by the House and Senate includes 
$245,000 to begin work on the project.  The funding was added under the Continuing Authorities 
Program (Section 206 for Ecosystem Restoration).  The funding will be used for the Corps to 
meet with the environmental agencies, MPA, and University of Maryland to set up a conference 
to scope out the study.  Mr. McKee explained that, due to the large nature of the project, future 
activities would have to be funded by including the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration 
project under the General Investigations program.  
 
Discussion 
Mr. West questioned the PIES Report including a recommendation for no further expansion of 
the Island, and expressed concern that PI could not be used in the future if a capacity shortage 
exists.  Mr. McKee explained that, when looking for possible placement locations, one of the 
policies of the Corps of Engineers is to evaluate the existing sites first for expansion.  This policy 
was acknowledged in the Report.  Mr. McKee stated that, because PI is an environmental 
restoration project, and no additional environmental benefits would be accrued as a result of 
additional expansion, the Report included a recommendation for no further expansion of the 
Island.  The recommendation was also included to acknowledge the concerns expressed by 
citizens groups and environmental agencies in regard to possible future expansions of the Island.  
 
Dr. Williams stated that the costs provided by Mr. McKee for the PI expansion and the Mid-Bay 
Island project would equate out to approximately $8.65 per cubic yard for PI and between $18 
and $22 per cubic yard for the Mid-Bay Island project.  Dr. Williams asked for an explanation 
for the large cost difference between the projects.  Mr. McKee explained environmental 
restoration projects are authorized and cost-shared based on a placement location that is either a 
base plan or a Federal standard.  The incremental increase in cost resulting from constructing, 
operating, and managing the site and transporting the dredged material to another location other 
than the base plan is the amount of funding that is cost-shared (75%/25%) between the Federal 
Government and a non-Federal sponsor.  Mr. McKee noted that the Mid-Bay Island project is 
located further south than PI, resulting in additional transportation costs.  Additional costs for the 
Mid-Bay Island project result from the fact that it is a new project, as opposed to an expansion of 
an existing project, and the shoreline stabilization at Barren Island, which provides very little 
dredged material capacity, will make the cost higher as well.  
 
3.0 Update on Blackwater Dixie Birch, USFWS 
Ms. Birch provided a presentation on the wetland restoration at the Blackwater National Wildlife 
Refuge.  The Refuge is located approximately 60 miles east of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge by 
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land, and 10 miles west of Cambridge, Maryland.  The 28,000-acre Refuge complex was 
established in 1933 and is comprised of approximately one-third each of marsh, forest and water. 
Ms. Birch provided detailed information with regard to the significance of wetlands, marsh loss, 
past efforts to restore the wetlands at Blackwater, the Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) 
for restoring wetlands to the original 1933 conditions, and the possible use of dredged materials 
to restore wetlands.  Ms. Birch stated that copies of her presentation could be provided to any 
interested meeting attendees.    
 
Ms. Birch noted that several committees have been formed to assist with the project including a 
Blackwater Restoration Subgroup, Technical Work Group, and a Citizens Advisory Group.  She 
invited anyone who was interested in joining one of the committees or in recommending 
someone who might be interested in joining to contact her.  A National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Geodetic and Tides workshop was held at Blackwater in 
September 2005.  The workshop attendees installed 29 permanent benchmarks to be used in 
developing accurate elevations in the marshlands.   
 
Mr. Hamons stated that a recent article in the newspaper discussed a large development in the 
area near Blackwater.  Mr. Hamons questioned if the proposed development would have impacts 
on the Blackwater restoration.  Ms. Birch stated that the proposed development would involve 
approximately 3,200 new homes and a golf course.  Construction activities could potentially 
impact the Little Blackwater River and the surrounding areas.  Mr. Giese added that stormwater 
management issues could arise as a result of the development.   
 
Mr. Nixon asked for a cost per cubic yard for the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration 
Project.  Ms. Birch stated that rough estimates approximate the cost for restoration from $20 to 
$40 per cubic yard.   Ms. Birch stressed that detailed cost estimates for the project have not yet 
been completed.  Mr. Hamons reiterated that the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration 
Project is a new type of dredged material placement project than has been done in the past.  As a 
result many questions remain as to the scope of the project and information that needs to be 
obtained in order to proceed with the project.  Mr. Hamons stated that the proposed conference 
will develop a list of questions that need to be answered, issues that will need to be resolved, and 
develop the scope of the project needed to move forward.   
 
4.0 Update on the State’s DMMP Frank Hamons 
Harbor Options Feasibility Studies and Community Enhancements 
Mr. Hamons reported that the construction of an unloading pier at Cox Creek would be 
completed in December 2005.  Upon completion of the pier (with the exception of raising the 
existing dike) renovation of the site will be complete.  Cox Creek will provide 6 mcy of total 
placement capacity and 0.5 mcy of annual capacity.  The first material to be placed at the site 
will come from small projects in the Annapolis Harbor, the Baltimore Harbor (to enable the 
Volvo race), and the Annapolis Coast Guard station.   
 
Mr. Hamons stated that other options identified by the Harbor Team for consideration included 
Masonville, BP Fairfield and Sparrows Point.  In February 2005, the interim FS for Masonville 
and Sparrows Point was completed.  The reconnaissance study for BP Fairfield was completed in 
March 2005.  The Masonville draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and FS is planned for 
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completion in December 2005, with the final EIS and FS planned for completion in March 2006.  
The draft FS for BP Fairfield and Sparrows Point will be complete in January or February 2006.   
 
Mr. Hamons explained that, based on approval from the Executive Committee, Masonville will 
be completed first as the placement site for Inner Harbor dredged materials.  The MPA owns the 
Masonville location, eliminating any ownership complications.  Another issue making 
Masonville more favorable is the existing legislation that would have to be amended to proceed 
with a project at Sparrows Point.  The Sparrows Point site is located within the 5-mile radius of 
the Hart-Miller Island (HMI)/Pleasure Island chain.  Current legislation prohibits permitted 
dredged material placement facilities within a 5-mile radius of HMI/Pleasure Island.  Mr. 
Hamons noted that after a complete package is assembled for Sparrows Point including facility 
design and community enhancements, efforts can begin to change the current Legislation.   
 
Mr. Hamons stated that the Sparrows Point location has potential for larger overall capacity and 
much longer operational life than the Masonville or BP Fairfield locations.  The Masonville 
location would provide approximately 0.5 mcy of annual capacity, and approximately 16 mcy of 
total capacity.  Mr. Hamons explained that the annual capacity of a site depends on the size of 
the facility, or acreage that can be used for the placement of dredged material.  Each site can take 
approximately 3 feet of dredged material each year for placement and dewatering.  The total 
capacity of a site depends on the elevation or depth of the space where dredged material will be 
placed.   The Cox Creek facility also provides an annual capacity of approximately 0.5 mcy.  Mr. 
Hamons stressed that approximately 1.5 mcy of placement capacity is required to accept the 
Inner Harbor dredged materials each year.   
 
Mr. Carroll questioned the capacity of the BP Fairfield location.  Mr. Hamons stated that the 
annual capacity for the BP Fairfield location is estimated at 0.5 mcy, with a total capacity 
ranging from 14 to 16 mcy.   
 
Mr. Nixon noted that, based on annual dredging needs for Inner Harbor dredged materials, three 
sites would be needed to accept the material.  Mr. Hamons agreed that three sites would be 
required to provide enough capacity for the annual dredging need.  Mr. Nixon expressed concern 
that if the three sites are not implemented, that some dredging projects would have to cease or 
one of the placement locations would have to be overloaded.  Mr. Hamons agreed. 
 
5.0 Innovative Reuse Frank Hamons 
Mr. Hamons reported that the MPA has developed an initial list of suggested names for members 
to be included on the innovative reuse committee, as well as a list of affiliations from which it 
would be desirable to obtain potential members.   The list of potential members was compiled 
based on suggestions from CAC and Management Committee Members.  The list of potential 
committee members will be finalized in December 2005, and the first committee meeting will 
likely be scheduled after January 1, 2006.   
  
6.0 Discussion of the Draft Annual Report from the Management Don Boesch 

Committee to the Executive Committee 
Dr. Boesch provided copies of the Management Committee’s Report to the Executive Committee 
to all meeting attendees.  Dr. Boesch stated that the Report contains sections addressing the 
progress completed for the DMMP during 2005, and recommendations of what actions will be 
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completed during 2006.  Issues being carried forward from 2005 include issues involving 
innovative reuse, Baltimore Harbor Channels (HMI, Masonville, Sparrows Point, BP Fairfield, 
and contingency planning), Bay Channels (PIES, Mid-Bay Islands, and Chesapeake Bay 
Marshlands Restoration Project), and Management Programs.  
 
Dr. Boesch noted the recommendations that will need special attention of all DMMP committees 
during 2006.  The recommendations include the initiation of the innovative reuse committee; 
continued discussions with community representatives and other stakeholders on the end use and 
closure plan for the north cell of HMI, the Masonville and Fairfield placement facility projects 
and their community enhancements, and the study of a potential Sparrows Point placement 
facility including community enhancements; permitting, design, and construction of the 
Masonville placement facility; and continued efforts to obtain Federal funding for the PI 
expansion project and the Mid-Bay Island project.   
 
Dr. Williams expressed concern that the recommendation for obtaining Federal funding does not 
address the other 25% cost-share that would be provided by the State of Maryland.  Dr. Boesch 
agreed, and noted that the State representatives should be made aware that State funding would 
be required to move the projects forward.  The language of the recommendation within the 
Report will be changed to reflect the need for both Federal and State funding.    
 
Mr. Kappler questioned if the need for a change to Legislation for implementation of a project at 
Sparrows Point should be included in the list of recommendations needing special attention 
during 2006.  Mr. Hamons explained that the preliminary preparation studies for the Sparrows 
Point project (i.e. engineering and design, community enhancements) need to be completed 
before the change in Legislation is initiated.  Mr. Hamons suggested that the recommendation for 
a Legislative change should be included on the high-priority list for 2007.   
 
7.0 Report from Citizens’ Advisory Committee Meeting Fran Taylor 
Mr. Taylor expressed the CAC’s support of the projects being recommended in the Management 
Committee’s Report to the Executive Committee.  Mr. Taylor stated that the CAC has continued 
community outreach efforts in an attempt to include communities that could be affected by 
DMMP projects, and have not been involved in the process.  Representatives from several new 
community groups have joined the CAC, and several tours were conducted to provide insight 
into DMMP projects. 
 
Mr. Taylor expressed his enthusiasm about the MPA’s www.safepassage.org website.  Mr. 
Taylor stated that the website is very informative and has incorporated several new sections 
providing access to reports and presentations discussed during DMMP committee meetings.  Mr. 
Taylor encouraged all meeting attendees to visit www.safepassage.org for additional 
information.   
 
Mr. Taylor reported that the proposed 2006 meeting schedule for CAC meetings includes:  
January 11, March 15, May 10, July 12, and September 13, 2006.  A joint Management 
Committee and CAC Meeting has been scheduled for November 15, 2006 
 
8.0 Report from BEWG Jeff Halka 
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Mr. Halka reported that the BEWG is still involved with and has kept up to date with both the 
Corps and State DMMP activities.  The BEWG has also been focusing on the mitigation 
proposals for the Masonville project; upcoming mitigation efforts for Sparrows Point and 
Fairfield; and discussing the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration project.   
 
The last several BEWG meetings have focused on the Masonville project.  Technical reports and 
studies have been reviewed to increase the knowledge base of the group and determine if any 
data gaps exist.   
 
Mr. Halka reported that the last BEWG meeting involved the ranking of the eight offsite 
recommended mitigation options being proposed for the Masonville project.  The options were 
ranked as high, middle, or low priority.  The top priority for reasonable mitigation alternatives 
involved eel and fish passages, primarily on the Patapsco River, and including a hatchery 
upgrade and enhanced stocking for herring and shad.  Another high priority alternative involves 
a proposal to put trash interceptors at the major outfalls of the Harbor.  The middle priority group 
of alternatives included stream restoration efforts in Baltimore City, two projects on Western 
Run (a tributary to Jones Falls), and an upgrade of the stormwater outfall on the Gwynns Falls.  
The middle priority grouping involves projects that will reduce the sediment load entering the 
Harbor.  The low priority group of alternatives included marsh restoration mitigation project on 
another tributary to the Gwynns Falls, and a project involving environmental dredging or 
capping of contaminated sediments in the Inner Harbor.  The latter project was placed in low 
priority due to the limited amount of information known about the alternative.  Further 
consideration can be given to the alternative as information becomes available.   
 
Mr. Halka stated that the mitigation efforts for the Sparrows Point and Fairfield locations have 
not yet been defined.  The BEWG has kept abreast on the potential projects, but not enough 
information is available to fully evaluate the alternatives. Mr. Halka stated that mitigation efforts 
for the Fairfield site might closely resemble the mitigation projects being proposed for the 
Masonville location.  The Sparrows Point mitigation projects could involve shoreline restoration. 
 
Mr. Halka reported that the BEWG has been briefed on the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands 
Restoration project.  The BEWG members have collectively agreed to stay involved in the 
project as it moves forward, possibly through the creation of a subgroup to focus solely on the 
Marshlands Restoration project.  
 
9.0 General Discussion and Proposed Schedule for Future Meetings  
Mr. Nixon suggested scheduling a Management Committee meeting at the Blackwater National 
Wildlife Refuge so that committee members can see the facility and the wetland areas.  Ms. 
Birch agreed, stating that the Refuge does have a conference room available to hold a meeting.  
Mr. Hamons stated that he would investigate the possibility of holding a future Management 
Committee Meeting at Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge.   Ms. Birch also invited all meeting 
attendees to attend Blackwater’s Annual Science Partnership Meeting on March 8, 2006.   
 
Mr. Hamons reported that he recently returned from a conference with the American Association 
of Port Authorities.  During the conference Mr. Hamons explained the State of Maryland’s 
DMMP system including the committee structure involving the Executive Committee, 
Management Committee, CAC, BEWG, and Harbor Team.  Many other ports expressed interest 
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in the process that the MPA is using and the progress that is being made towards identifying 
potential placement locations for dredged material.  Mr. Hamons thanked all committee members 
for their efforts in making the State’s DMMP a success.   
 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule 
As previously discussed by Mr. Taylor, the 2006 schedule for CAC meetings includes:  January 
11, March 15, May 10, July 12, and September 13, 2006.  A joint Management Committee and 
CAC Meeting has been scheduled for November 15, 2006.   
 
Management Committee Meeting Schedule 
Mr. Hamons reported that the 2006 meeting schedule for the Management Committee includes:  
February 15, May 17, and August 16, 2006, in addition to the joint Management Committee and 
CAC meeting scheduled for November 15, 2006. 
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DRAFT 
SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

CITIZENS’ ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
January 11, 2006, 7:00 PM 

2310 Broening Highway, Conference Room A  
Baltimore, Maryland 

 
Attendees: 

Anne Arundel County:  Betty Dixon 
Association of Maryland Pilots:  William Band 
Baltimore County Department of Environment and Resource Management:  David Biter 
Baltimore Maritime Exchange:  Dave Stambaugh 
Cecil County:  John Williams 
Chesapeake Bay Yacht Clubs Association:  Don Burton 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee:  Fran Flanigan 
Coastal Conservation Association (CCA):  Bud Waltz 
Constellation Energy: Greg Kappler, Jim Burkman 
Dorchester County:  Bruce Coulson, Joseph Coyne 
Dundalk Renaissance Corporation:  Courtney Speed 
Ecologix Group:  Bob Hoyt 
Essex/Middle River Civic Council:  George Frangos 
General Physics Corporation:  Sarah Coffey  
Greater Pasadena Council:  Rebecca Kolberg 
Hart Miller Island Oversite Committee:  Fred Habicht 
Kent County Waterman Association:  Doug West 
Maryland Conservation Council (MCC):  Mary Marsh 
Maryland Environmental Service:  Stephanie Lindley, Tammy Banta, Matt Richardson 
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS):  Jeff Halka 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Frank Hamons, Steve Storms, John Vasina, Dave 

Bibo, Nathaniel Brown, Katrina Jones, Margie Hamby, Ron Burns 
North Point Community Council:  Francis Taylor 
T. Parker Host of Maryland, Inc:  Don Carroll 
Turner Station Community Conservation Team:  Gloria Nelson 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District:  Scott Johnson, Jeffrey McKee 

 
Action Items: 

1. None. 
 
Statements for the Record: 

1. None. 
 

1.0 Convene, Welcome, Introductions Fran Taylor 
Mr. Taylor, chair of the Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC), convened the meeting at 7:00 pm 
and welcomed all of the committee members.  Committee members recited the Pledge of 
Allegiance.  Mr. Taylor requested that everyone state their name and whom they represent.  The 
committee members took turns introducing themselves and stating their affiliations. 
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During introductions, Mr. Kappler informed meeting attendees that the January CAC meeting 
would be his final meeting as a committee member.  Mr. Kappler introduced Mr. Jim Burkman 
and explained that Mr. Burkman would attend future CAC meetings as a representative from 
Constellation Energy.   
 
Mr. Hamons presented a letter of commendation and plaque from Mr. Brooks Royster 
(Executive Director, MPA) to Mr. Kappler.  Mr. Hamons thanked Mr. Kappler for over 12 years 
of dedication and distinguished service in the DMMP program.  Mr. Kappler thanked Mr. 
Hamons, and expressed appreciation for all of the committee members who have worked with 
him throughout his years with the CAC. 
 
Mr. Taylor reported that a tour of Poplar Island was conducted in August 2005.  The September 
CAC meeting was substituted with a tour of the Port including tours of the Dundalk and Seagirt 
Marine Terminals, and a water tour of the Masonville location.  Feedback from the trip was 
positive, with attendees noting that the trip was very informative.  A joint meeting with the 
Management Committee was held in November 2005, and was well attended by CAC members. 
 
Mr. Taylor requested comments or changes to the July 13, 2005 CAC meeting minutes.  Mr. 
Kappler made a motion to accept the minutes as written.  Ms. Nelson seconded the motion, and 
the motion unanimously passed.   
 
2.0 Report on Executive Committee Meeting Fran Taylor 
Mr. Taylor distributed copies of the Management Committee’s Report to the Executive 
Committee that was submitted to the Executive Committee in December 2005.  The report is in 
concert with the recommendations of the CAC to the Management Committee with regard to 
topics such as innovative reuse committee and moving forward with the Masonville placement 
location for Inner Harbor dredged materials. Mr. Taylor noted that the report is available on the 
MPA website (www.mpasafepassage.org). Mr. Taylor encouraged CAC members to review the 
report and, if necessary, concerns and comments can be discussed at a future CAC meeting.  
Questions or concerns should be forwarded to Mr. Taylor. 
 
3.0 MPA Activities Updates Frank Hamons, Stephen Storms, Fran Flanigan 
Masonville Progress Report and Discussion of the Permit Application and Mitigation 
Mr. Storms provided an update on the Masonville project.  The project involves a combination of 
the Masonville dredged material containment facility and the Masonville community 
enhancement project.  The Feasibility Study (FS) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is 
currently in draft form and has been reviewed internally by representatives of MPA, Maryland 
Department of the Environment (MDE), and the Corps of Engineers.  Comments received from 
MDE and the Corps are being incorporated into the report.  A formal application for a Section 
404 joint permit (dredge and fill permit) will be completed and submitted as early as possible in 
2006.   
 
The report will be presented to the Corps and MDE Joint Evaluation committee on January 25, 
2006.  The meeting will also involve other regulatory agencies including the Maryland 
Department of Natural Resources, US Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Environmental   
Protection Agency.  The meeting will provide an opportunity for representatives from all 
regulatory agencies to comment on the report.  The proposed mitigation package for the project 
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will also be presented during the Joint Evaluation Committee meeting.  The proposed mitigation 
package includes items such as wetland creation, wetland rehabilitation, bird sanctuary, beach 
creation, fisheries population rehabilitation, and trash interceptors for the City of Baltimore.  The 
total value of the mitigation plan is approximately $18 million when including the removal of 
derelict vessels, and the capping of fairly contaminated sediment with clean dredged material.  
When considering only the projects in the cove and those projects relating directly to the cove 
area, the value of the mitigation package is estimated at $12.5 million.   
 
Mr. Storms stated that Mr. Nat Brown is assisting in coordination all of the environmental 
permitting and all activities with the Critical Area Commission for the Masonville project.  Mr. 
Brown added that a presentation will be given to the Critical Area Commission during January or 
February 2006.   
 
Ms. Marsh questioned which entity will hold the conservation easement located on the 
Masonville property.  Mr. Storms stated that the conservation easement is currently in draft form.  
Mr. Hoyt explained that the intent is to have an existing organization serve as a land trust, or 
have a new organization created.   The project will be modeled after Swan Creek.  Mr. Hoyt 
added that a meeting discussing the Masonville project was held with the National Aquarium and 
Living Classrooms.  Both groups expressed interest in being involved with the community 
enhancement projects including the proposed environmental center, trails, and bird sanctuary.   
 
Mr. Storms reported that a number of the preliminary engineering-related tasks associated with 
the project will begin during the next several months.  The proposed alignment will require the 
realignment of an existing storm drain and waterline, as well as the removal of unsuitable 
dredged material that will be placed at Hart-Miller Island.  Contracts for the realignment of the 
storm drain and waterline are being drafted and will be advertised in the near future.  The 
community enhancement programs will begin after receipt of all necessary approvals and 
permits.   
 
Mr. Williams questioned the quantity of unsuitable dredged material that will be placed at Hart-
Miller Island.  Mr. Hamons stated that just over 2 million cubic yards (mcy) will be removed as 
part of the Masonville project and will be placed at Hart-Miller Island.     
 
Ms. Kolberg questioned how the engineering design of the Masonville Cove compares to the 
Cox Creek facility design.  Mr. Hamons stated that a slurry wall was installed at Cox Creek.  The 
MPA is working with MDE to develop a design for the Masonville Cove project, and discussions 
are continuing to address a number of issues.   
 
Innovative Reuse Committee 
Ms. Flanigan stated that, a little over two years ago, the Harbor Team recommended to the MPA 
that a certain percentage of dredged material should be recycled by innovative reuse within 20 
years.  After that recommendation was made, the MPA hosted an Innovative Reuse Forum in 
December 2004 to discuss the technical issues and business plans associated with a variety of 
innovative reuses.  One of the recommendations resulting from the Forum was that MPA and the 
Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) would develop a committee to identify and 
address potential innovative reuse options.   
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Ms. Flanigan reported that a list of potential committee members is being developed that 
encompasses a variety of backgrounds, interests, and capabilities.  Currently the list includes 
approximately 15 to 20 individuals.  The MPA is in the process of contacting potential members 
to determine interest in serving on the committee.  Ms. Flanigan is hopeful that committee 
members will be appointed in January or February 2006, with the first meeting scheduled shortly 
thereafter.  An interim report is due to the Secretary of MDOT in September 2006.  Ms. Flanigan 
encouraged the CAC members to submit to her suggestions for potential committee members. 
 
Mr. Taylor noted that a suggestion was made that a representative from both the Harbor Team 
and CAC serve on the innovative reuse committee.  Mr. Taylor stated that Ms. Carolyn Jones is a 
member of the Harbor Team and CAC, and suggested that she serve as a representative of both 
groups on the innovative reuse committee.  
   
4.0 Corps Activities and Updates  Scott Johnson 
DMMP Document Approval 
Mr. Johnson reported that the final DMMP, and tiered EIS was sent to Corps’ Headquarters and 
was approved for release for a 30-day public review period.   A notice was included in the 
Federal Register on Friday, January 13, 2006.  The document will be released and the public 
comment period will begin on January 20, 2006.  After conclusion of the comment period a 
Record of Decision (ROD) will be signed.  Mr. Johnson thanked the CAC members for their 
assistance in completing the Corps’ DMMP report. 
 
Poplar Island Expansion Report 
Mr. Johnson stated that the Poplar Island Expansion Study (PIES) report was completed in the 
Fall 2005 and was submitted to Headquarters for completion and signature of a Chief of 
Engineer’s Report.  A presentation on the PIES was given to the Critical Area Commission on 
January 4, 2006.  The presentation was well received by the Commission.  Members of the 
Critical Area Commission will be attending a tour of Poplar Island in May 2006. 
 
Water Resources Development Act  
Mr. Johnson reported that a WRDA 2005 was not passed, and noted that Congress may address a 
WRDA 2006 in February.  With the receipt of the signed Chief’s Report, the PIES project can be 
included in a WRDA 2006.  
 
Mid-Bay Islands Report 
Mr. Johnson reported that the Corps is in the process of completing the draft Mid-Bay Island 
report.  The report is expected to be completed in January or February 2006 and submitted to 
Headquarters for approval.  Public meetings will be scheduled in March or April 2006, and the 
report is expected to be finalized in mid- to late-summer 2006.  The Mid-Bay Island Study would 
then be eligible for inclusion in a WRDA 2006 as a contingent authorization.   
 
Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration Project 
Mr. Johnson stated that Congress recently approved funding to begin work on the Chesapeake 
Bay Marshlands Restoration Project.   The funding will be used for the Corps to meet with the 
environmental agencies, MPA, and University of Maryland to set up a conference to scope out 
the study.  The conference will be held on March 9, 2006 at the Blackwater National Wildlife 
Refuge, one day after Blackwater’s Annual Science Meeting.  Local scientists will attend the 
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meeting to evaluate what steps should be taken and what questions need to be answered when 
completing a full-scale FS for the restoration of wetlands at Blackwater and in surrounding areas 
of Dorchester County.  A second meeting will be held in May to discuss the project with national 
and international scientists. 
 
Mr. Taylor asked if the proposed development at a property adjacent to Blackwater would have 
any affect on the Restoration Project.  Mr. Johnson stated that the development does not fall 
under the purview of the Corps and noted that the proposed development is not associated with 
the Marshlands Restoration Project.  Mr. Coyne reported that the local government in Dorchester 
County approved the development. Some environmental groups that oppose the proposed 
development have taken the issue to the General Assembly, but were informed that any issues 
with the development will be addressed on a local level. 
 
Ms. Flanigan asked if the conference would be of interest to CAC members.  Mr. Johnson 
explained that the conference will be comprised of technical meetings amongst scientists from 
local areas and from other places around the country to discuss what should be addressed under a 
full scale FS for the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration Study.  Mr. Johnson stated that 
anyone interested is welcome to attend, but the conference is intended to be a rigorous scientific 
discussion.  Mr. Johnson assured the CAC members that he will keep the committee apprised of 
the activities of the conference and progress on the Marshlands Restoration Project. 
 
5.0 MPA Communication Activities Katrina Jones 
Ms. Jones reported that the first MPA communication’s newsletter, Dredging Link, was 
distributed to all committee members.  Ms. Jones explained that the newsletter was developed in 
an effort to expand the Port’s community outreach program and provide added focus on the 
environmental and community enhancement projects.  Initially the newsletter will be distributed 
to the CAC members and their groups, along with the National Aquarium and Living 
Classrooms. The newsletter provides a means of informing community groups and students of 
upcoming activities at various placement and mitigation sites that are available to them.  Upon 
finalizing the format of the newsletter, future publications will be distributed every several 
months.  Ms. Jones noted that the newsletter is not intended to be a technical document, but 
milestone completions of DMMP projects can be included.  Upon completion, each edition of the 
newsletter is reviewed by MPA and Corps representatives. Ms. Jones encouraged all CAC 
members to review the newsletter and provide to her any feedback, questions, or comments.   
 
Ms. Kolberg asked if the newsletter is distributed to area schools.  Ms. Jones explained that the 
newsletter is distributed only to schools that the MPA has had previous contact with. Ms. 
Kolberg and Ms. Marsh suggested that the newsletter be distributed to area schools.  Ms. 
Kolberg suggested preparing a generic newsletter answering basic questions about dredging for 
those community members and students that may not be familiar with the DMMP.  Ms. Marsh 
suggested that articles about the DMMP program and MPA activities could be prepared and 
submitted for inclusion in other publications (i.e. homeowners association newsletters, Sierra 
Club newsletters, etc.). Anyone with contact information for groups that they feel should be 
included on the distribution list should forward the information to Ms. Jones.   
 
Mr. Taylor informed the committee members that 2006 marks the 300th anniversary of the Port 
of Baltimore.  Numerous activities are being planned to celebrate the milestone including tours 
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for the public.  Ms. Jones stated that the activity and event schedule is still being developed, and 
anyone interested in attending the events can contact her for further information.  Mr. Carroll 
added that the website for the Port’s anniversary (www.portofbaltimore300.org) includes a list of 
planned activities and dates.  Mr. Hamons suggested that the proposed list of activities be 
included in the next edition of the Dredging Times.   
 
Mr. Stambaugh reported that the Private Sector Port Coalition (PSPC) is sponsoring Maryland 
License Plates commemorating the Port’s 300th Anniversary.  The plates are the only official 
Maryland plate with 4 letters, therefore only 999 plates are available, and over 100 have already 
been sold.  A randomly selected number will cost a one-time fee of $50.  A one-time fee of $100 
allows the purchaser to select a specific number.  Mr. Stambaugh explained that $25 of each 
plate fee goes to the PSPC and the Baltimore Maritime Exchange to support efforts in 
publicizing the anniversary and celebratory events. 
 
6.0 CAC Work Plan for 2006 
Topics to Cover via Briefings 
Mr. Taylor stated that the tentative topic for discussion for the March 2006 meeting is an update 
on the Hart-Miller Island closure plan.  The presentation on the capping material and closure 
plan will be provided by Mr. Norman Francingues.  Mr. Taylor reported that, if agreeable to 
committee members, the May 2006 meeting could be held on-site at Hart-Miller Island.  Mr. 
Taylor noted that the Hart-Miller Island trip may be limited to 25 people, unless enough interest 
is expressed that arrangements could be made for a second boat to shuttle people to the Island. 
 
Tours 
Mr. Taylor asked for input from CAC Members on any locations they would be interested in 
touring during 2006.  Mr. Taylor suggested that, if enough members were interested, a tour could 
be arranged to visit the Cox Creek facility.  Ms. Kolberg suggested that the Cox Creek tour be 
scheduled when the facility is in the process of receiving dredged material.  Mr. Hamons stated 
that he would see if arrangements could be made for a tour during the placement of the material 
from the Annapolis Harbor and Annapolis Coast Guard Station.   
 
Ms. Kolberg stated that she would also be interested in attending a tour of Swan Creek during the 
Summer 2006.  Mr. Taylor noted that he would investigate the possibility of scheduling a tour of 
Swan Creek, and will provide an update at the March 2006 CAC meeting. 
 
Mr. Hamons reminded the CAC members that the FSs are currently underway for the BP 
Fairfield and Sparrows Point options for the placement of Inner Harbor dredged material.  Mr. 
Hamons stated that an update on the status of those projects would be presented at the next CAC 
meeting. 
 
Recruiting New Members and Outreach 
Mr. Taylor stated that the CAC has been invited to be represented on two other committees 
involved with the Sparrows Point site. Mr. Taylor has accepted membership on both committees.  
The committees include an outreach committee for Mittal Steel and a committee addressing the 
liquid natural gas terminal that would be located adjacent to the proposed dredged material 
placement site. 
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Ms. Flanigan reported that she has been working with Ms. Hamby to update the contact list for 
CAC members.  The list had not been updated regularly and included many members that have 
not attended any CAC meetings in several years.  The list was separated into a true CAC member 
list, that will be included on the MPA website, and a second list for informational purposes.  The 
informational list can include any person, community group, or organization that the CAC 
members feel would want to receive information about the CAC (i.e. meeting announcements, 
meeting minutes).  If anyone has any suggestions for maintaining the lists or any additions that 
need to be made to the list, please e-mail the information to Ms. Flanigan or Ms. Hamby. 
 
Other Discussion 
Ms. Kolberg asked if any bills currently being addressed in the General Assembly are related to 
the Port or MPA.  Ms. Marsh stated that the only bill being addressed that mentioned the Port 
specifically involves eminent domain.  Mr. Kappler has reviewed the Bills (House Bills 79 and 
80, and Senate Bill 9) and explained that the Bills stipulate that any property taken for eminent 
domain must be for public use, and not private use.  The Bills include a specific definition of 
“public use”.  The Bill also notes that an independent agent must be obtained to appraise the 
value of the property so that the property owner receives fair market value for their property.  If 
the land taken by eminent domain is not utilized, the Government is then required to offer the 
property back to the original property owner, or to the heirs of the original property owner. 
 
As a result of Mr. Kappler’s departure, Mr. Taylor reported that he will be attending future 
Management and Executive Committee meetings to provide updates on the CAC activities.  Mr. 
Taylor asked for volunteers that would be willing to attend those meetings if he was unable to 
attend a meeting due to a prior commitment.  Mr. Carroll and Mr. Burkman both offered to serve 
as alternates for Mr. Taylor. 
 
7.0 Next Meeting Fran Taylor 
Mr. Taylor thanked CAC Members for their attendance.  The 2006 Citizens’ Advisory 
Committee meetings are scheduled for March 15, May 10, July 12, September 13, and a joint 
meeting with the Management Committee on November 15, 2006.  Mr. Carroll made a motion to 
adjourn the meeting.  Mr. Kappler seconded the motion and the motion unanimously passed.   
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DRAFT 
SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

CITIZENS’ ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
March 15, 2006, 6:30 PM 

2310 Broening Highway, Conference Room A  
Baltimore, Maryland 

 
Attendees: 

Anne Arundel County:  Betty Dixon 
Baltimore County Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management:  

Candy Croswell 
Baltimore County Waterman’s Association:  Blair Baltus 
C & D Canal League:  Bill Jeanes 
Cecil County:  John Williams 
Chesapeake Bay Yacht Clubs Association:  Don Burton 
Constellation Energy:  Jim Burkman 
Dorchester County:  Bruce Coulson, Joseph Coyne 
Ecologix Group:  Paul Massicot, Bob Hoyt 
Facilitator, Citizens’ Advisory Committee:  Fran Flanigan 
General Physics Corporation:  Sarah Coffey, Vicki Pudlak  
Greater Dundalk Alliance: Carolyn Jones 
Greater Dundalk Community Council: Thomas Kroen 
Greater Pasadena Council:  Rebecca Kolberg 
Hart Miller Island Citizens Oversight Committee:  Fred Habicht 
Kent County Waterman’s Association:  Doug West 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR):  Arnold Norden 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES):  Stephanie Lindley, Elizabeth Habic, Melissa 

Slatnick  
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS):  Jeff Halka 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Frank Hamons, Steve Storms, John Vasina, Dave 

Bibo, Nathaniel Brown, Katrina Jones, Margie Hamby, Ron Burns, Bill Lear 
North Point Community Council:  Francis Taylor 
O.A. Systems Corporation:  Norm Francingues 
Turner Station Community Conservation Team:  Gloria Nelson 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District:  Mark Mendelsohn 
 

Action Items: 
1. Get information for John Williams on differences between present costs and capital costs 

on some of the HMI Options (Francingues) 
2. Make Francingues’ report available to any CAC member who requests it. 

 
Statements for the Record: 

1. None. 
 

1.0 Welcome & Introductions Fran Taylor 
Mr. Taylor, chair of the Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC), convened the meeting at 7:00 pm 
and welcomed all of the committee members.  Committee members recited the Pledge of 
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Allegiance.  Mr. Taylor requested that everyone state their name and whom they represent.  The 
committee members took turns introducing themselves and stating their affiliations. 
 
Mr. Taylor requested comments or changes to the January 11, 2006 CAC meeting minutes.  A 
motion was made to accept the minutes as written.  A committee member seconded the motion, 
and the motion unanimously passed. 
 
Mr. Taylor requested feedback from CAC members concerning the Management Committee’s 
report to the Executive Committee that was distributed during the January 2006 meeting.  No 
remarks were offered. Mr. Taylor stated that comments can be addressed at future meetings.    
 
2.0 Report on Hart Miller Island Closure Plan Tom Kroen, Norman Francingues 
Background on the Hart Miller Project 
Mr. Kroen discussed the background of the Hart-Miller Island (HMI) project.  Mr. Kroen stated 
that he was one of the leading opponents during the early stages of the project, which prompted 
him to join the Hart-Miller Island Citizens Oversight Committee (HMICOC) to ensure the 
project was successfully completed.  Mr. Kroen became the HMICOC Chairman and would like 
to praise the HMICOC members for consistently having over 50% attendance at HMICOC 
monthly meetings.   Mr. Kroen invited CAC members to visit HMI and noted that tours can be 
scheduled by contacting Mr. Hamons.  The plans for development of the South Cell of HMI 
started in 1981.  The project is nearly complete and will be handed over to the Maryland 
Department of Natural Resources (DNR) within the next year.  Mr. Kroen stressed that members 
of the HMICOC give great thought to all issues relating to HMI and the members should be 
proud of their work. 
 
Ms. Flanigan questioned what the HMICOC envisioned HMI would be like at the end of the 
project.  Mr. Kroen replied the HMICOC had no initial vision, but the nature of the dredged 
material and three public hearings helped HMICOC members decide that the most suitable 
option for HMI would be passive recreation.  Mr. Hamons added that several different concepts 
were discussed with numerous people and agencies during the early stages of the project, but no 
definitive conclusions were reached.  Mr. Hamons agreed with Mr. Kroen that the majority of 
stakeholders suggested HMI should be a wildlife habitat with passive recreation.  A lot of effort 
was needed to reach a decision, as agencies were reluctant to give opinions.  Mr. Kroen 
remarked that closure options are limited due to the fact that HMI is accessible only by boat.   
 
Ms. Flanigan asked Mr. Kroen for his opinion regarding public perception of HMI.  Mr. Kroen 
responded by stating anyone who has been to HMI is amazed at what has been accomplished.  
Mr. Kroen also added he has followed the project since inception to ensure procedures were 
correctly completed and that no work done on HMI would adversely affect the Chesapeake Bay.  
Mr. Kroen reiterated that HMI is an example of what can be accomplished when citizens get 
involved.  Mr. Norden added that, as HMI developed, both positive and negative issues arose.  
Resolution of those issues determined the closure plan for the South Cell and will help decide 
how to proceed with the closure of the North Cell.   
 
Mr. Taylor asked for information on the community’s involvement regarding closing of the 
North Cell.  Mr. Kroen replied that Mr. Francingues will present several options for the closure 
of the North Cell.  Comments from HMICOC and CAC members will help determine which 
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options will then be presented to communities during public meetings.  The process utilized 
during the closure of the South Cell will also be used during the closure of the North Cell.  All 
necessary parties will be involved and the community will ultimately provide feedback as to 
which option is most favorable.  Mr. Kroen reiterated the importance of recognizing that closure 
activities and post-closure use are determined by the nature of the dredged material.   
 
Mr. Taylor stated that Mr. Francingues is working with the HMICOC on the North Cell closure 
plan.  Mr. Bibo has created a report, which CAC members can review if they wish, consisting of 
all studies and work done from the past twenty years for HMI.  Mr. Taylor reiterated that a lot of 
thought is going into the closure plan for the North Cell, and ample opportunities will be 
available for input from community members. 
 
Closing Hart Miller Island 
Mr. Francingues provided a presentation on HMI North Cell closure options and costs associated 
with each option.  A legislative mandate declares the North Cell will stop receiving dredged 
material by December 31, 2009.  The proposed end uses for the North Cell include passive 
outdoor recreation and a beneficial wildlife habitat.  In 2005, a closure options study was 
completed and the results are documented in a white paper, which is available to anyone 
interested.  The future schedule includes a pre-design feasibility study planned for 2006, a design 
feasibility study focusing on engineering design in 2007, completing filling operations in the 
North Cell in 2009, and beginning closure in 2010.   
 
Mr. Francingues discussed the goals for closure which include complying with environmental 
regulations, creating areas for passive recreation and a beneficial wildlife habitat, choosing an 
option that is capital cost-sensitive, and choosing an option requiring low maintenance.  The 
challenges associated with closing the North Cell include the large flat area, high sulfide 
estuarine sediment, acidic conditions, fine-grained sediments, soft soils construction, and finding 
a source for suitable cover material. Mr. Francingues discussed major factors influencing costs 
which include the volume of materials needed, choosing the method for material acquisition, the 
conditions of the site at the time of placement, the time to achieve bearing strengths to support 
cover, and topsoil, vegetation, and amendments.   
 
Mr. Francingues provided an overview of five closure options and discussed the advantages and 
disadvantages associated with each option.  The five closure options include baseline/caretaker 
status, maximum use of suitable onsite material for cover, maximum use of suitable onsite 
material plus offsite material stockpiled at HMI for cover, South Cell restoration spray irrigation 
model, South Cell restoration pumped inundation model, and upland, grassland type 1 cover.  
Each closure option has been evaluated based on the factors including compliance, capacity 
impacts, pest control, surface/storm water management, adaptive management, implementation 
time, and cost.  Mr. Francingues concluded that the next steps include incorporating comments 
and suggestions from the North Cell Closure Team Working Group and HMICOC, revision of 
the final set of closure concepts, selection of preferred closure options, and initiating the pre-
design feasibility study and construction cost estimate to take place in 2006.  A copy of Mr. 
Francingues’s presentation was provided to all meeting attendees. 
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Discussion-Lessons Learned from Other DMMP Projects 
Ms. Kolberg questioned the water quality impacts for the maximum suitable onsite material 
option.  Mr. Francingues replied that the proposed pond would be highly buffered estuarine 
water.  The site would be operated to fluctuate, and would release water during good conditions, 
and contain water in the pond during undesirable conditions. Ms. Kolberg questioned if the 
North Cell will be a tidal estuarine environment.  Mr. Francingues replied it will be a non-tidal 
estuarine condition.  Mr. Kroen reiterated that regulations controlling water quality entering the 
Chesapeake Bay will continue for HMI even after closure is complete.  Mr. Francingues added 
that many points of compliance are involved, and existing permits must be analyzed in relation to 
future conditions; however the pre-design feasibility study will be completed first.  
 
Mr. Williams questioned why the present costs are greater than the capital costs with the 
exception of option five.  Mr. Francingues replied that the costs were generated using a model, 
but he would investigate Mr. Williams’s concern.   
 
Ms. Kolberg questioned the operation and management cost for the upland, grassland type 1 
cover option.  Mr. Francingues replied that the option still requires baseline operation and 
management in order to maintain the grass system, dikes, and road, facilitate replanting, control 
phragmites, and maintain equipment onsite.  Mr. Francingues added that a report is available 
with the unit costs and the rationale used in developing the cost estimates.  
 
Mr. Williams questioned how the vegetation for the different types of habitat will be determined.  
Mr. Francingues replied that feedback is being generated from the DNR and the North Cell 
Closure Team Working Group.  The habitat selection process will be the same selection process 
used for the South Cell.  Mr. Francingues added that the process is currently in a flexible stage 
and specific habitats (i.e. highly upland habitat) that would significantly increase the cost can be 
factored into the model.   
 
Ms. Kolberg questioned if the South Cell contains a pond.  Mr. Norden responded that the South 
Cell has a pond providing habitat for a variety of bird species.  Mr. Norden reiterated that the 
North Cell does not have the capacity to become a forest habitat and will most likely contain 
shrub mixes and wildflower meadows.  Mr. Williams added that, due to the nature of the dredged 
material, it is unlikely that species with roots that could penetrate the three-foot cover will grow. 
Mr. Francingues agreed that deep-rooted trees are not desirable.  Mr. Norden explained that 
having meadows may require periodic burning if phragmite control is necessary.     
 
Ms. Flanigan questioned if the closure options are designed to maintain the substantial bird 
population already located on the North Cell.  Mr. Norden explained that HMI provides habitats 
for waterfowl and shorebirds, and the South Cell has a complex hydrologic cycle that 
manipulates the water level to attract both types of birds.  This type of system is not desirable for 
the North Cell; however an abundance of shorebirds feed in the dredged material disposal area.  
Mr. Norden added that the current bird population will be maintained, but he does not foresee the 
North Cell area to have the densities of birds observed in the South Cell.  Mr. Kroen reiterated 
that the public must evaluate the cost of each option, and they will ultimately decide the final 
design at public hearings.   
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Ms. Croswell asked for clarification on the current legislative mandate, and asked if placement of 
Inner Harbor dredged materials would cease in 2007 in order to have sufficient time to place 
clean material for the cap for closure of HMI in 2009.  Mr. Hamons stated that the original 
concept called for approximately two years to have enough clean material to install a three-foot 
cap, which led to the 2007 scenario.  Mr. Hamons stressed that the current legislation only 
mandates that HMI can no longer accept dredged material as of December 31, 2009.  Mr. 
Francingues added that, whether material comes from the Bay, Inner Harbor, or a maintenance 
channel, the conditions at HMI will remain the same.  Ms. Croswell questioned how HMI would 
receive additional material after the 2009 mandated-closure.  Mr. Francingues replied that 
material can still be brought in during 2010 if it is for the purpose of closure, and not for the 
purpose of filling the dredged material containment site.   
 
Ms. Kolberg questioned if sand from the Craighill Channel is considered dredged material.  Mr. 
Williams replied that, if it is dredged, it is considered dredged material.  Mr. Francingues added 
that the goal is to determine the type of material suitable for the chosen option, and to assure the 
selected material is environmentally compatible for the habitat.   
 
Mr. Hamons stated that the commitment for the North Cell is to develop a functioning habitat 
beneficial to birds, wildlife, and citizens.  Mr. Francingues added that many lessons were learned 
during the development of the South Cell, and if an option is selected based on the South Cell, 
existing information can be applied to the North Cell.  Mr. Norden stated that representatives of 
the Maryland Environmental Service (MES) have been studying which vegetative species grow 
best in the South Cell, and that information can be used in deciding the best option for the North 
Cell.  Mr. Francingues stated that the South Cell originally did not have a cover.  The MES has 
been analyzing the recently-added top three feet of the upland grass area and this information can 
also be used in evaluating options for the North Cell.   
 
Mr. Jeanes questioned if lime is currently being applied to the South Cell area.  Mr. Francingues 
replied that the existing topsoil in the South Cell has been conditioned with lime, and a provision 
exists in the operation and management cost to periodically evaluate the need for lime in the 
future.    
 
Mr. Williams asked for the pH of the South Cell pond.  Ms. Lindley replied that the pond started 
out at pH 3 or 4.  In the past two years, as it became saturated, the pH has increased to 6 or 7.  
Mr. Williams questioned if there are any reports on the pH control measures used for dredged 
material placement facilities for the C&D Canal.  Mr. Francingues replied that he wrote a report 
surveying multiple pH control strategies, including the methods used by the Philadelphia District 
for the C&D Canal locations.  The areas are conditioned annually with equipment stationed on 
location.  HMI does not have the capacity to maintain such equipment onsite.  Mr. Williams 
requested a copy of Mr. Francingues’s report.  Mr. Francingues stated that he will provide a copy 
of the report to any interested CAC member. 
 
Mr. Williams stated that waste activated sludge was also used as an organics source at the C&D 
Canal sites.  Mr. Francingues agreed, and stated biosolids and cellulose have been considered for 
part of a topsoil cover at HMI.  Mr. Norden stated that the Department of Public Works’ use of 
biosolids for agricultural lands has proven to be beneficial.  Mr. Francingues reiterated that the 



Dredged Material Management Program                                                                                                                                 DRAFT 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee Meeting                                                                                                                Updated on 5/11/06 
March 15, 2006 
Draft Meeting Summary 
 

6 

closure process is a work in progress and, the option models have been developed in such a way 
to allow parameter changes, with the responses produced in a reasonable amount of time.  
 
 Ms. Kolberg questioned which organization will be responsible for the operation and 
management of HMI in the future.  Mr. Hamons replied that, upon completion of the dredged 
material placement, the responsibility will transfer to DNR, although no official plan has been 
developed to assign responsibility for the cost.  A memorandum of understanding will be created 
between MPA and MDE to clarify these issues.  
 
Ms. Flanigan questioned if the habitat and passive recreation options have been considered for 
each closure option for the North Cell.  Mr. Francingues replied that, on March 24, 2006, input 
from the HMICOC will be provided on plant types and passive recreation options.  The North 
Cell closure process is currently at the engineering stage and the next step will be to add this 
information to the options paper.   
 
Ms. Flanigan questioned if DNR has considered each passive recreation option’s maintenance 
requirements and associated costs.  Mr. Norden replied that DNR has evaluated several options 
such as hiking, bike trails, and bird watching.  Mr. Kroen reiterated that these decisions are 
secondary to deciding which option to use for the North Cell closure.  The South Cell’s passive 
recreational aspects are still being developed.  Mr. Norden added that consultants are working on 
a passive recreational system for the South Cell.  Mr. Kroen stated that, during the development 
process, it is important to identify measures to keep people away from areas on the Island that 
are still active construction sites.   
 
Mr. Taylor stressed the importance of building partnerships and involving communities during 
the development process.  Ms. Kolberg suggested that processes should be put in place at other 
sites, such as Masonville and Cox Creek, to involve communities in the decision-making 
process.   Mr. Hamons stated that, the other sites have different timelines and different processes 
than HMI, and the interaction with the community has been different from the start.  The 
community has been involved from the inception of the Masonville and Cox Creek projects, and 
has submitted many comments and suggestions for future plans for both locations. 
 
3.0 MPA Activities Updates Frank Hamons 
Mr. Hamons noted that he was unable to attend the February 15, 2006 Management Committee 
Meeting, and introduced Mr. Bibo to provide an update on the meeting.  Mr. Bibo highlighted 
various topics that were discussed during the February Management Committee Meeting.  Mr. 
Bibo reported that the Masonville project should be operational by 2008, and involves mitigation 
of 150 acres including projects such as derelict vessels, trash receptacles, and fish restoration 
options.  Mr. Bibo stated that the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Masonville will be 
delayed until additional air and water studies are completed.  The stormwater drain realignment 
was also discussed.  Mr. Bibo reported that citizens are in favor of wetland creation in the 
southeast quadrant of Sparrows Point, however, commercial and recreational fishermen do not 
agree.  A 20-year innovative reuse program for mine reclamation in Pennsylvania was discussed, 
involving the annual processing of 0.5 million cubic yards (mcy) of dredged material.  Mr. Bibo 
reported that an international conference is scheduled for the spring to discuss the placement of 
dredged material to restore wetlands at the Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge.  The Patapsco 
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River initiative is a project involving the State and Corps.  Mr. Bibo reported that Dr. Boesch 
stressed the necessity to coordinate projects with local watermen. 
 
Mr. Hamons informed the CAC members that the MPA does not have an LNG project, and is not 
associated with an LNG project.  Mr. Hamons also stressed that the MPA has not been asked to 
receive material from an LNG project.  Mr. Hamons noted that, due to the timing of the proposed 
LNG project, the MPA would most likely have to deny a request for placement of material due to 
limited capacity as a result of the HMI closure.   
 
Mr. Baltus suggested that the MPA communicate with the personnel associated with the LNG 
project.  Mr. Baltus noted that the company involved with the LNG project had suggested that 
they identified several innovative reuses for the dredged material.  Mr. Hamons stated that the 
MPA will stay apprised of the situation, and evaluate any potential innovative reuse options. 
 
Mr. Kroen noted that the LNG project is estimated to create approximately 3 mcy of dredged 
material, and noted that placement of the material will be the responsibility of the company 
involved with the LNG project.  Mr. Hamons agreed, and reiterated that with the proposed 
timing of the LNG project, dredged material placement would occur after the closure of HMI, 
creating a capacity shortage for Harbor materials.   
 
Ms. Kolberg questioned if the MPA accepts dredged material from private companies and how it 
is prioritized.  Mr. Hamons replied that the MPA does take dredged material from private 
companies and, in general, prioritization is not an issue, as adequate capacity has always been 
available.  Upon closure of HMI, the MPA may not have significant capacity to accept material 
for all requests from private sector projects.  Mr. Hamons added that the MPA charges a $2/yard 
tipping fee (set by COMAR on a competitive basis) and analyzes all dredged material for 
hazardous materials.   Mr. Bibo noted that the MPA solicits private customers to identify 
dredging needs in order to plan for upcoming years.   
 
Mr. Hamons reported that the first meeting of the Innovative Reuse Committee will be held 
March 16, 2006 at 5:30 pm in the World Trade Center.  The committee is comprised of a variety 
of members from broad backgrounds. The goal of the committee is to develop a set of 
recommendations for the MPA on how to implement an innovative reuse process.  Numerous 
options will be presented including mine placement and making lightweight aggregate.  Mr. 
Taylor added that the CAC’s representatives will be Ms. Carolyn Jones and Ms. Betty Dixon. 
  
4.0 Corps Activities and Updates  Mark Mendelsohn 
Mr. Mendelsohn reported that the DMMP public comment period ended February 19, 2006 and a 
Record of Decision (ROD) for the DMMP is expected in April 2006.  A Chief’s Report for the 
Poplar Island Expansion Project is expected to be signed March 31, 2006, and a ROD is expected 
in April 2006.  The Poplar Island project has been selected to receive a stewardship award from 
the National Association of Environmental Professionals Stewardship.  The award will be 
presented in April 2006 at Poplar Island.  An event is also scheduled for 600 school children 
from 35 schools to visit the Island for the terrapin release project.  Mr. Mendelsohn reported that 
comments from Headquarters for the Mid-Bay Island project are being addressed, and a meeting 
to discuss the comments is planned for March 23, 2006.  On March 10, 2006 a workshop and 
kick-off technical meeting was held at the Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge to discuss the 
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Chesapeake Bay Wetlands Restoration project.  The meeting was very successful, and the Fish 
and Wildlife Service emphasized their support of using dredged material placement to restore 
wetlands at the Refuge and surrounding wetlands in Dorchester County.  The Patapsco River 
Environmental Restoration project is proceeding.  The MPA requested that Sparrows Point 
become an interim study on a possible accelerated study to evaluate a wetlands restoration 
project.  Mr. Mendelsohn reported that the permit application for the Masonville Project has been 
filed with the Corps and MDE.  The draft permit is expected to be released to the public on May 
5, 2006. 
 
5.0 Report from BEWG Jeff Halka 
Mr. Halka reported that the Bay Enhancement Working Group (BEWG) has been focusing on 
the mitigation package for the Masonville project.  BEWG is beginning to concentrate on 
Sparrows Point and how certain aspects of the project may be changing as a result of citizens’ 
and watermen’s comments.  Many BEWG members are also involved in the Blackwater project.  
Mr. Halka stressed that the BEWG is available to address any issues or concerns that CAC may 
have.  Mr. Halka noted that he can to take CAC questions to be addressed at the BEWG 
meetings.  An issue of concern among BEWG members was the contamination levels of 
sediments in the Inner Harbor.  Mr. Halka reiterated that, when evaluating the mitigation plan for 
Masonville, the Harbor sediment contamination issue was ranked last because not enough 
information is available at this time to fully evaluate the option.  Mr. Taylor reminded committee 
members that summaries from the BEWG meetings are posted on the MPA website.        
 
 
 
6.0 Update on Recent Activities CAC Members 
Mr. Williams stated that he has submitted his resignation as a representative to the Cecil County 
Board of Commissioners, and therefore, he will no longer attend CAC meetings.  Mr. Williams 
stated that, over the last eight years, he has been an active participant in the CAC and raised 
many questions, but he has not always agreed with the group consensus.  Mr. Williams believes 
the CAC has identified and ranked the most appropriate placement options and agrees that the 
recommended sites are the best alternatives.  Mr. Williams does not concur with the suggested 
timing or need for the placement sites, especially Poplar Island Expansion and Mid-Bay Island 
projects.   
 
Mr. Williams provided an explanation of why he disagrees with the timing or need for additional 
placement sites.  Two thirds of the dredging in the Bay is for maintenance of the Northern access 
route.  Vessel traffic has been declining for the past 50 years, and currently traffic is 
approximately one ship daily.  In 2003, 3,750 transits passed through the main channel under the 
Key Bridge.  Only one out of every eight ships (13 percent) used the Northern route.  The 
majority of annual dredging is completed to maintain the Northern route.  Over time, dredging in 
the Northern route will increase in quantity and in cost, as a result of the sediment issues with the 
Conowingo Dam and Susquehanna River.   
 
Mr. Williams questioned if maintenance dredging in the Northern Route is presently 
economically warranted and concluded that the answer is no.  Mr. Williams stated his belief that, 
if the uneconomical dredging were ceased, the Poplar Island Expansion and Mid-Bay Island 
restoration projects would not be necessary for 40 years, and $1.9 billion would be saved.  Mr. 



Dredged Material Management Program                                                                                                                                 DRAFT 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee Meeting                                                                                                                Updated on 5/11/06 
March 15, 2006 
Draft Meeting Summary 
 

9 

Williams reiterated that these facts prevent him from urging the State government, Federal 
government, and taxpayers to hastily proceed with these projects.  Mr. Williams added that, for 
every ship using the Port, the State’s DMMP expenditures are forecasted to be $30,000.  Mr. 
Williams thanked the CAC for providing him with many new friends and acquaintances and 
wished everyone well.    
 
Ms. Kolberg invited CAC members to the public nature walk on March 25, 2006 sponsored by 
the North Coalition Land Trust.  The walk will provide an opportunity to see the Swan Creek 
wetlands and the Cox Creek dredged material disposal site. 
 
7.0 Next Meeting Fran Taylor 
Mr. Taylor thanked CAC Members for their attendance.  The next CAC meeting is scheduled for 
May 10, 2006, which will be a trip to HMI.  The boat has space for 25 people; exact times and 
directions will be provided to CAC members at a later date. 
 



MEMORANDUM 
 
 

 
 
To: DMMP Citizens Advisory Committee Members 
From: Fran Flanigan, facilitator 
Re: Tour of Hart Miller Island 
Date: May 11, 2006 
 
 
CAC had its regular bi-monthly meeting yesterday in the form of a tour of Hart Miller 
Island. We had a small but enthusiastic group and the tour was spectacular. A highlight 
was seeing the south cell, now a beautiful wetland at an 18 foot elevation that is full of 
birds and looking as if it has been there since time immemorial!! We also got a very good 
look at the north cell which was quite dry because MES has successfully discharged 
much of the water from newly placed dredged material. MES briefed us on the expected 
“rush” to secure disposal space at HMI as the closure date draws near, including some 
requests for very large quantities. Finally, we saw the recreation area and got some 
insights on long term management issues when the facility closes. 
 
The tour was followed by a short business meeting. Since many of you were not able to 
come I want to summarize the discussion items from the business meeting. 
 
Masonville: Steve Storms briefed CAC on the completion of the draft Environmental 
Impact Statement and the permit application for the proposed new Masonville facility. 
Copies of the EIS are being distributed in hardcopy and on a CD – the CAC members 
were included in the EIS distribution list – please let us know if your copy does not arrive 
in the next few days. Copies are also being deposited at the main Pratt Library and at the 
Cherry Hill and Brooklyn branchs, and at the Essex and North Point branches of the 
Baltimore County library.  A public meeting to hear comments is scheduled for June 21 
at Harbor Hospital in South Baltimore at 6 pm. This is a MAJOR milestone in the 
development of Masonville as a DMMP facility for the harbor. Anyone who wishes to 
comment is encouraged to do so. 
 
Mid Bay Study: The Corps of Engineers is planning two public meetings to take 
comments on the draft Mid Bay Study, which recommends using dredged material to 
restore James and Barren islands. CAC has followed the development of this project 
closely and has expressed support for James and Barren. The public meetings will be on 
July 12 and 13 in Dorchester County. Details will be sent later (Time and place). Because 
July 12 is the posted date for the next CAC, we area looking at the possibility of moving 
that CAC? meeting to July 19. We’ll confirm that very shortly. 
 
Proposed Dredging in the Sparrows Point area: CAC members have been hearing 
conflicting and confusing reports of permits for dredging in the Sparrows Point area, 
especially at the Barletta shipyard site. It was suggested that CAC invite representatives 



from both MPA and the Corps to present an overview at the July meeting of how the 
permit process works, including what issues fall within the jurisdiction of the Corps and 
which fall to MPA. The purpose would be to make sure CAC members have a good 
understanding of how dredging and placement decisions are made. 
 
Innovative Reuse Committee: Fran Flanigan reported on the second meeting of the 
Innovative Reuse Committee, which took place on May 4. The new committee was given 
a brief overview of the DMMP by Frank Hamons, with focus on both the quantity of 
material that MPA has targeted for innovative reuse as well as the issues related to drying 
and moving large quantities. The committee was also given an overview of how surface 
and deep mines could be used as placement sites. Two mines in PA which have state 
permits to receive dredged material were highlighted. It was noted that in western 
Maryland alone there is estimated to be 300 million cubic yards of space in abandoned 
deep mines. Legal requirements to remediate the ill effects of mining operations (acid 
mine drainage and subsidence, for example) provide incentive to mining companies to 
seek out large quantities of waste materials such as dredged material and flyash. The next 
meeting of the innovative reuse committee is set for June 15 at MDOT and will focus on 
building materials such as bricks and blocks. 
 
Blackwater Wetlands Conference: Steve Storms reported to the committee on the 
upcoming 3-day conference on Blackwater, May 31, June 1 and 2. The conference will 
take place at Salisbury University and is open to the public. The purpose is to examine 
issues related to restoration of Blackwater, including the use of dredged material to 
recreate wetland acres lost to sea level rise and subsidence. Speakers from Louisiana, the 
Netherlands and other places where wetland restoration has been a big issue will 
highlight this conference. Information can be obtained from the conference website, 
http://ian.umces.edu/marshlands/ The agenda looks good! 
 
Next CAC Meeting: As noted above, the date may change – but it will be in July at 
MPA on Broening Highway. Stay tuned!! 
 
Keep in touch!! Enjoy the lovely weather. 



Dredged Material Management Program                                                                                                                                 DRAFT 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee Meeting                                                                                                                Updated on 8/11/06 
July 12, 2006 
Draft Meeting Summary 
 

1 

DRAFT 
SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

CITIZENS’ ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
July 12, 2006, 6:30 PM 

2310 Broening Highway, Conference Room A  
Baltimore, Maryland 

 
Attendees: 

Association of Maryland Pilots:  William Band 
Baltimore County Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management:  

Candy Croswell 
C & D Canal League:  Bill Jeanes 
Chesapeake Bay Yacht Clubs Association:  Don Burton 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee:  Fran Flanigan 
Coastal Conservation Association (CCA):  Bud Waltz 
Constellation Energy:  Jim Burkman 
Dorchester County:  Bruce Coulson, Ruthann Coulson 
Essex/Middle River Civic Council:  George Frangos 
Ecologix Group:  Bob Hoyt 
General Physics Corporation:  Vicki Pudlak  
Greater Dundalk Alliance: Russell Donnelly, Carolyn Jones, Darlene Stauch 
Greater Dundalk Community Council: Thomas Kroen 
Greater Pasadena Council:  Rebecca Kolberg 
Kent County Waterman’s Association:  Doug West 

     Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  Elder Ghigiarelli 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES):  Karen Cushman, Stephanie Lindley 
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS):  Jeff Halka 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Frank Hamons, Steve Storms, John Vasina, Dave 

Bibo, Nathaniel Brown, Katrina Jones, Margie Hamby, Ron Burns, Bill Lear 
Maryland Saltwater Sportsfishermen’s Association (MSSA): Richard Novotny 
North Point Community Council:  Francis Taylor 
T. Parker Host of Maryland, Inc:  Don Carroll 
Turner Station Community Conservation Team:  Gloria Nelson 

    US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District:  Stacey Blersch, Jeffrey McKee, Janet Vine 
 
Action Items: 

1. None. 
 
Statements for the Record: 

1. None. 
 

1.0 Welcome & Introductions Fran Taylor 
Mr. Taylor, chair of the Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC), convened the meeting at 7:00 pm 
and welcomed all of the committee members.  Committee members recited the Pledge of 
Allegiance.  Mr. Taylor requested that everyone state their name and whom they represent.  The 
committee members took turns introducing themselves and stating their affiliations. 
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Mr. Taylor requested comments or changes to the March 15, 2006 CAC meeting minutes. Mr. 
Frangos made a motion to accept the minutes as written.  Ms. Croswell seconded the motion, and 
the motion unanimously passed. 
 
Mr. Taylor reported that the May 10, 2006 CAC meeting was substituted with a tour of Hart-
Miller Island (HMI).  Mr. Taylor noted that CAC members can send him any comments or 
changes relating to the short memorandum that was sent out summarizing the tour.  Mr. Taylor 
reminded CAC members that tours of HMI are always available.  CAC members and the 
organizations they represent can contact Mr. Taylor to schedule a tour.  
 
2.0 Update on Masonville EIS and Public Hearing USACE, MPA, CAC Members 
Mr. Hamons reported that a public hearing regarding the Masonville Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) was held on June 21, 2006.  Mr. Hamons added that another hearing has been 
scheduled for July 31, 2006.  Mr. Hamons explained that the EIS will be modified because 
dredged material coming from the bottom of the Seagirt 50-foot berth project is sand and gravel, 
which is ideal for use at Masonville.  The material from the Seagirt 50-foot berth project was 
originally supposed to be placed at HMI.  By combining the Seagirt 50-foot berth project with 
Masonville, up to $10 million can be saved.  The amount of fill required from outside sources for 
Masonville will be greatly reduced, and transportation costs will be decreased.  Mr. Hamons 
noted that committee members can contact him for the time and location of the July 31, 2006 
Masonville EIS public hearing. 
 
Mr. Hoyt reported that many community members attended the Masonville EIS public hearing 
on June 21, 2006.  Mr. Hoyt added that two delegates spoke in favor of the project (Ms. Carolyn 
Krysiak, and Mr. Brian McHale).  Community members who attended the hearing came prepared 
with excellent questions and comments.  Mr. Hoyt reported that the main public comments 
concerning the Masonville project involved contamination, leaching, groundwater, and 
sedimentation rates. Community members also requested pedestrian access to the Masonville 
Cove improvements.  Mr. Hoyt added that the public expressed concern about the effects on the 
view from Fort McHenry.  Mr. Hoyt reported that the public also raised concerns about losing a 
large portion of river bottom as a result of filling in contaminated areas with dredged material at 
Masonville.  Mr. Hoyt explained that covering the contaminated river bottom at Masonville may 
be beneficial to the environment, but filling in contaminated areas is not a solution for the 
Baltimore Harbor pollution problem.  Mr. Hoyt added that the Innovative Reuse Committee 
(IRC) is working on recommending, to the Maryland Port Administration (MPA), the best 
innovative reuse options for dredged material.     
 
Mr. Hoyt stated that, before the next Masonville EIS public hearing on July 31, 2006, several 
meetings with community members have been scheduled in order to address their concerns.  Mr. 
Hoyt added that community members will also be provided with information about the 
modification of the EIS, which will assist them with generating comments.  Mr. Hoyt noted that 
the public comment period for the Masonville EIS ends August 14, 2006. 
 
Ms. Kolberg commented that community members would benefit from receiving more definitive 
information about the timeline of events relating to the Masonville project.  Ms. Kolberg 
explained that community members would be able to provide more input if they had a better 
understanding of when to make comments and when important decisions are made.  Ms. Kolberg 
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commented that community members would also benefit from receiving a clear explanation of 
which beneficial uses can be utilized by the MPA.  Community members living near Masonville 
are unfamiliar with the operations and impacts that a dredged material placement facility has on 
a community.  Ms. Kolberg stressed the importance of holding public hearings close to the 
community due to the fact the many of the community members living near Masonville do not 
have cars.   
 
Mr. Taylor reported that a written statement by the CAC supporting the Masonville project was 
passed out at the public hearing on June 21, 2006.  Mr. Taylor asked for clarification on what 
steps are being taken to entice community members to become involved with the Masonville 
project.  Mr. Hoyt explained that he has met with the Concerned Citizens for Better Brooklyn 
and a point person has been designated to make sure the necessary information is disseminated to 
the community members.  Mr. Hoyt agreed with Ms. Kolberg’s comments that more effort is 
needed to ensure information is reaching community members.  Mr. Hoyt noted that efforts are 
being implemented in order to provide community members with enough time to provide input.  
Mr. Taylor noted that many of the community members concerns were already raised by the 
Harbor Team and have been addressed.  Ms. Kolberg reported that Masonville community 
members were upset that no one who lived in their community was represented on the Harbor 
Team.   
 
Mr. Kroen informed committee members that the dredged material from the Seagirt 50-foot berth 
project was targeted by the Hart-Miller Island Citizens Oversight Committee (HMICOC) for the 
closure of the North Cell of HMI.  Mr. Kroen pointed out that consultants stressed the 
importance of finding clean, suitable construction material (i.e., sand) or the cover at the North 
Cell of HMI.  Mr. Kroen expressed his concern that using dredged material from the Seagirt 50-
foot berth project at Masonville, instead of HMI, will not save money.  Suitable cover material 
for the closure of the North Cell will need to be brought in from somewhere else, which will 
increase costs.  Mr. Kroen pointed out that it is easier to bring in material from outside sources to 
Masonville, as opposed to HMI, because road access is available at Masonville.  Mr. Hamons 
explained that material for the cover at the North Cell does not necessarily have to be sand or 
construction material.  The material must be clean, sulfide free, and have appropriate 
characteristics.  Mr. Hamons assured Mr. Kroen that the MPA is committed to provide suitable 
cover material for the North Cell cover.  Mr. Hamons noted Mr. Kroen’s comments and 
suggested meeting with him separately to discuss the issue. 
 
3.0 Update on Poplar Island Expansion Value Engineering Study                   Jeff McKee 
Mr. McKee reported that the Poplar Island (PI) Chief’s Report was signed on March 31, 2006 by 
the Chief of Engineers.  PI is now included in the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 
2006, but it is unclear when, or if, WRDA 2006 will be passed by Congress.  Mr. McKee 
reported that the Corps is required to conduct a Value Engineering Study (VES) for any project 
over $10 million.  The first phase of the VES is a Feasibility Study (FS), completed prior to the 
Chief’s Report.  In order to ensure PI was included in WRDA 2006, a wavier was obtained 
allowing the VES to be postponed until after the Chief’s Report was signed.  The first phase of 
the VEC commenced during the week of June 19, 2006 when the Corps meet with the MPA and 
numerous other agencies to brainstorm recommendations for the PI project.  Approximately 12 
recommendations will be studied further for possible implementation, and many others will be 
identified as comments that will be addressed in the later design stage of the VES.   
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Mr. McKee stated that the Corps of Engineers has a value engineering team in Charleston, SC 
which evaluates the functions of projects throughout the country.  The value engineering team 
acts as an independent group that strives to identify ways to improve the value of projects, and 
ways to lesson costs.  Mr. McKee noted that a meeting will be held on July 17, 2006 to review 
the draft report of the VES and to review comments.  The final VES report will contain 
recommendations that can be implemented at PI, which improve the value of the project and save 
money.            
 
Ms. Flanigan commented that she attended the first day of the VES meeting and was very 
impressed with the process and the value engineering team from Charleston, SC.  Ms. Flanigan 
noted that this process will also be initiated for the Mid-Bay Island project.   
 
Mr. Jeanes questioned what will happen if WRDA 2006 is not authorized.  Mr. McKee replied 
that, in order to continue with the design and construction at PI, a WRDA needs to be passed by 
2007.  Mr. McKee added that PI will begin to reach full capacity by 2012.  Mr. McKee noted 
that Cell 3D, which is made of mostly dredged material, is showing excellent wetland growth. 
 
4.0 Update on Mid-Bay Island Study Stacey Blersch 
Ms. Blersch reported that the Federal Dredged Material Management Program (DMMP), PI 
project, and Mid-Bay Island project are all taking place at the same time.  The Mid-Bay Island 
project was the last to be approved by Headquarters.  Ms. Blersch reported that the Mid-Bay 
Island FS report was completed in Summer 2005.  The Corps has been working with 
Headquarters on comments relating to Corps policy and to ensure consistency among the Federal 
DMMP, PI project, and Mid-Bay Island projects.  The FS report was submitted to Headquarters 
at the end of March 2006 and was resubmitted at the end of June 2006.  Additional comments 
from Headquarters are expected.  Ms. Blersch projected that the public meetings for the Mid-Bay 
Island project will be held in Dorchester County in September 2006, after Headquarters approves 
the report for public release.  Ms. Blersch added that the Mid-Bay Island project did not receive a 
waiver postponing the VES.  The VES will begin the week of July 17, 2006 and must be 
completed before a Chief’s Report is signed.   
 
Mr. West questioned if Mid-Bay Island project will be part of WRDA 2007 since it was not 
added to WRDA 2006.  Ms. Blersch replied that Mid-Bay Island will be added to WRDA 2007, 
and noted that Headquarters has been cooperating to ensure that the Mid-Bay Island project is 
proceeding on schedule.   
 
Mr. Burton referenced a letter, written on October 25, 2005, that was provided to all attendees 
from Delegate Wayne Gilchrest, which states his opposition to the Mid-Bay Island and PI 
expansion projects.  Mr. Burton questioned if Delegate Gilchrest still opposes the Mid-Bay 
Island and PI Island projects.  Mr. Hamons replied that he only recently became aware of the 
letter and is unsure of Delegate Gilchrest’s current stance.  However, the letter will remain in 
front of the WRDA authorization committee because WRDA 2006 is very similar to WRDA 
2005.  Mr. McKee added that the letter of opposition from Delegate Gilchrest is of concern 
because the authorization committee wants to see support of local Congressmen.  Mr. Carroll 
stated that the Private Sector Port Coalition sponsored a meeting with Delegate Gilchrest earlier 
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this year and informed committee members that he will investigate Delegate Gilchrest’s current 
stance on the Mid-Bay Island and PI expansion projects.  
 
5.0 Update on HMI Closure Progress  Nathaniel Brown 
Mr. Brown, MPA project manager for the North Cell closure of HMI, reported that the HMICOC 
and North Cell Closure Team Working Group have been working with consultants to select a 
final option for the North Cell closure of HMI.  The final closure option for the North Cell of 
HMI must be environmentally compliant, a productive habitat, have reasonable construction 
costs, be low maintenance, and utilize the facility to full capacity.  Mr. Brown reported that 
closure options were developed in 2005; FSs were completed in 2006; engineering design studies 
will be completed in 2007; the filling of the North Cell will cease at the end of 2009; and closure 
activities will commence in 2010.   
 
Mr. Brown stated that five closure options were developed, and three of the options will be 
studied more in depth for possible implementation.  The closure options that will be studied 
further include option 2 (maximize the use of onsite material only); option 3 (maximize the use 
of onsite material and maximize the use of stockpile material offsite); and options 4A and B 
(mimics the South Cell model).  Mr. Brown reported that option 2 would have 211 acres of 
upland and 594 acres of pond; option 3 would have more diversity with 364 acres of upland, 258 
acres of wetland (high and low marsh), and 183 acres of pond; and options 4A and B would have 
even more diversity with a mud flat area, 554 acres of wetland, 210 acres of upland, and 40 acres 
of pond. 
 
Mr. Brown reported that Baltimore County requested that a nesting area be created for priority 
birds on the North Cell of HMI.  Mr. Brown stated that the different closure options were 
environmentally ranked to determine which habitats were most beneficial for priority bird 
species.  Options 4A and B were discovered to be the most beneficial habitat for priority birds.  
 
Mr. Brown reported that FSs began in April 2006.  On March 23, 2006, the Department of 
Natural Resources (DNR) and the Audubon Society submitted a paper detailing 
recommendations for a preferred bird habitat on the North Cell.  DNR submitted a paper on 
April 24, 2006 highlighting the preferred vegetation recommendations for upland areas of the 
North Cell after closure.  Mr. Brown noted that the list of wetland vegetation recommendations 
for the North Cell is currently being reviewed.  The North Cell Closure Team Working Group 
met on May 10, 2006 to discuss the DNR vegetation and habitat recommendations, review the 
grading and filling plans, and to go over the consolidation model.  Mr. Brown stated that 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates (GBA) finalized the filling plans for the North Cell, which will be 
dependant on the actual volume of material that will be received and is subject to annual 
revisions.  Moffatt & Nichol Engineers developed grading plans for each of the three closure 
options.  The grading plans incorporate the most recent filling plans from GBA.  Mr. Brown 
reported that the North Cell Closure Team Working Group met on May 25, 2006 to comment on 
the grading plans and North Cell closure project schedule.  Mr. Brown added that Maryland 
Environmental Services (MES) is developing costs and monitoring plans for each closure option.  
O.A. Systems will continue to revise the cost matrix for each closure option as more information 
is generated.  A public meeting to discuss the North Cell closure options is tentatively scheduled 
for October 2006.               
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6.0 Update on Inflow to Cox Creek David Bibo 
Mr. Bibo stated that Cox Creek dredged material containment facility is located in Anne Arundel 
County, south of the Key Bridge.  The facility is adjacent to Millennium and the BGE power 
plant.  Mr. Bibo reported that the next project scheduled for Cox Creek is the acceptance of 
dredged material from the Annapolis Coast Guard yard in August 2006.  Mr. Bibo explained that 
the facility is approximately 100 acres in size, is designed to have a 6.0 million cubic yard (mcy) 
capacity, assuming a placement rate of 0.5 mcy per year, giving the facility a life of 
approximately 12 years once inflow begins.  The dikes will be raised in stages to a uniform 
height of 36 feet.  Mr. Bibo added that Cox Creek is fully operational.       
 
7.0 Innovative Reuse Committee  Fran Flanigan 
Ms. Flanigan reported that the IRC has held three meetings and the next meeting is scheduled for 
July 27, 2006.  Ms. Flanigan stated that the goal of the IRC is to evaluate possible innovative 
reuse options and provide recommendations to the MPA by March 2007.  Ms. Flanigan 
explained that, between IRC meetings, a lot of research is being conducted.  Recently, a meeting 
with several of MDE’s permit departments was held in order to determine what dredged material 
regulatory requirements are implement and how the permits relate to innovative reuse options.  
Ms. Flanigan commented that there is a great deal of material to discuss regarding each 
innovative reuse option.  Ms. Flanigan added that the IRC members are fully engaged and 
working hard.  Ms. Flanigan noted that Ms. Jones is a member of the IRC, and several other 
CAC attendees have been present at IRC meetings.  
 
Ms. Jones informed committee members that, at the last IRC meeting, she inquired if the 
Maryland Department of Business and Economic Development (MDBED) has shown interest in 
becoming involved in assisting with site locations and preparations of innovative reuse options.  
Ms. Jones stated that she also inquired if MDBED is committed to innovative reuse technologies 
and if they are willing to provide any tax incentives.  Ms. Jones stated that one innovative reuse 
option is mine reclamation, which may require transportation of dredged material by train.  Ms. 
Jones suggested that rail cars might be able to utilize an impermeable layer at the bottom of the 
rail car to carry the dredged material to the mines.  The sludge in dredged material would then be 
properly treated and layered so that contaminated leachate is prevented from penetrating into 
aquifers near mines.  Ms. Jones added that transportation of dredged material by rail car might 
not be as expensive as earlier believed. 
 
Ms. Flanigan pointed out that the challenge with moving large amounts of dredged material is to 
not place contaminated material in other areas around the country that may cause a negative 
effect on surrounding communities.  Ms. Flanigan added that, during the next IRC meeting, a 
toxicologist from MDE will provide a presentation about the Baltimore Harbor dredged material 
contamination levels.  Ms. Flanigan noted that this same presentation might be scheduled for the 
September 2006 CAC meeting.   
 
Mr. Burton questioned if there are any innovative reuse options that produce marketable products 
such as building materials.  Ms. Flanigan replied that the technology is available to make 
building materials but the economics and the perception that dredged material is contaminated 
has proved this option to be unsuccessful for those who have tried so far.  Mr. Halka added that 
the IRC is looking at an innovative reuse option to handle 0.5 mcy of dredged material per year.  
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The problem is that if 0.5 mcy of dredged material was made into building materials, the whole 
East Coast market would be flooded with building materials.   
 
Ms. Kolberg suggested that Public Works projects could be forced into using building materials 
made from dredged material.  Mr. Hamons stated that building materials made from dredged 
material are more expensive than materials from private sector suppliers, presenting a difficult 
situation.  Mr. Hamons acknowledged Ms. Kolberg’s comment and noted that citizens would 
ultimately pay for those more expensive building materials.  Ms. Jones stressed that marketing 
building materials made from dredged material as a way to save the environment and cleanup the 
Chesapeake Bay is extremely important.    
 
8.0 Corps Overview of how Dredging & Placement Projects get  
            Required Permits Janet Vine 
Ms. Vine provided a presentation to CAC members about the Corps’ permit process which 
included an overview of the permit process, legislative authorities and regulated activities, permit 
types, and a permit process flow diagram.  Ms. Vine provided the Corps’ Baltimore District 
Regulatory Web Page http://www.nab.usace.army.mil/Regulatory.  A copy of Ms. Vine’s 
presentation was emailed to all attendees. 
 
Ms. Vine reported that the AES Sparrow Point LNG terminal and pipeline project is currently in 
the pre-application consultation stage and a permit application has not been submitted.  Ms. Vine 
added that the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) is the lead Federal Agency for 
the LNG project and the Corps has agreed to be a cooperating agency.  The Corps point of 
contact for the LNG project is Mr. Joe DaVia, [phone: 410-962-4527 or e-mail: 
joseph.davia@usace.army.mil). 
 
Ms. Vine reported that the Corps is the lead federal agency for the Masonville project.  The 
Corps is currently evaluating an application for the project.  Ms. Vine reiterated that the 
comment period for the draft Masonville EIS is open until August 14, 2006.  The Corps point of 
contact for the Masonville project is Mr. Jon Romeo [phone: 410-962-6079 or e-mail:  
jon.romeo@usace.army.mil). 
 
Mr. Kolberg questioned if temporary storage of dredged material is a regulated activity.  Ms. 
Vine explained that under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, activities that take place in 
the navigable waters of the US such as dredging, placement of fill, construction of placement 
sites, and placement of fill within those placements sites are all regulated activities.  Therefore, if 
temporary storage of dredged material is to take place within the wetlands or navigable waters of 
the US a permit is required. 
 
Mr. Waltz questioned if the construction of bridges are regulated activities by the Corps.  Ms. 
Vine explained that bridges were originally regulated by the Corps but now the Coast Guard has 
the authority to permit the construction of the actual bridge.  Certain elements of bridges located 
in the water, such as pilings and approaches, still require permits from the Corps.      
 
Mr. Frangos noted that the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) regulates all “waters of the US” 
which includes the navigable waters (Section 10 waters) and their tributaries and adjacent 
wetlands.  Mr. Frangos questioned how far away adjacent wetlands are regulated.  Ms. Vine 
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replied that there are currently two cases in the Supreme Court which relate to this issue.  At the 
moment, the Corps is not aware of what the outcome will be but they are expecting guidance 
within the next three weeks.    
 
Ms. Vine clarified that a minor activity is any project that impacts less than one acre of wetlands 
or streams when interpreting the guidelines of State Programmatic General Permits which are 
issued by Corps districts to provide Corps authorization for minor activities adequately regulated 
under State law. 
 
Mr. Burkman asked for the expiration date of the the Maryland State Programmatic General 
Permit-2 (MDSPGP2), and if it will be automatically renewed.  Ms. Vine replied that the Corps 
is in the process of evaluating the new draft MDSPGP, which will be MDSPGP3.  The comment 
period for the new draft recently ended. 
 
Ms. Vine explained that projects impacting more than one acre of wetlands or streams or a 
particularly sensitive project require individual permits.  After an application is received, and 
determined to be complete, a public notice is initiated with a 15- to 30-day comment period.  Ms. 
Vine informed committee members that the Corps’ notification procedure was modified during 
2005.  Hard copies of public notices were previously to be mailed out, but are now e-mailed.  
Ms. Kolberg questioned how citizens and community groups that are not on the e-mail list will 
be notified.  Ms. Vine replied that lists of adjacent property owners near a project are obtained.  
Ms. Croswell questioned how the adjacent property owners are notified.  Ms. Vine replied that 
hard copies of public notices are mailed to the adjacent property owners. 
 
Mr. Novotny questioned how long it takes the Corps to issue a permit.  Ms. Vine explained that 
it usually takes 90 to 120 days to issue a permit that does not contain a lot of controversial issues.  
Ms. Vine added that some permits can take several year to issue.  The Corps does not have hard 
and fast time constraints for issuing permits, but are expected to issue 65% of individual permits 
within 120 days.  Mr. McKee pointed out the some projects require a completed EIS, which 
could take one to two years to complete, before a pubic notice can be posted.  Ms. Croswell 
questioned if the individual permit process only applies to Federal projects.  Ms. Vine reiterated 
that the individual permit process applies to any project impacting more than one acre of 
wetlands or streams, or particularly sensitive projects.     
 
Mr. Carroll questioned if there is an established appeal process for permit applications that are 
denied.  Ms. Vine replied that there is an administrative appeal process for the Corps.  The Corps 
appeal process does not exclude the appeal from proceeding to court.  Ms. Croswell asked if this 
was different from the queue process.  Ms. Vine replied that it is indeed different. 
 
Ms. Jones expressed her concern that she would like to see how the welfare of people and the 
environment evaluation factors for the LNG project will be qualified and quantified.  Ms. Vine 
explained that evaluation factors relate to all projects differently.  Ms. Vine assured committee 
members that they will be supplied with all the assessment information relating to each 
evaluation factor for the LNG project.  Ms. Vine reiterated that, to date, an application has not 
been received for the LNG project.   
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Mr. Donnelly suggested that the public notice for the proposed LNG project should be published 
in the local papers since it will affect more citizens than just adjacent property owners.  Mr. 
Ghigiarelli explained that the State advertises in local newspapers to supplement the public 
notices issued by the Corps.  
 
Mr. Burton expressed his concern that FERC is acting as the lead Federal Agency for the LNG 
project to avoid local and State requirements.  Mr. Burton added that there are already over 200 
public comments opposing the LNG project.  Mr. Burton questioned how these comments will 
be addressed by the Corps.  Ms. Vine explained that FERC is the lead Federal Agency, but the 
AES LNG project still has to go through the Corps permit process.  Ms. Vine assured committee 
members that all public comments will be addressed and become part of the draft EIS.  A permit 
can not be issued unless all public comments are addressed.   
 
Mr. Donnelly questioned if the Corps still retains its authority with regard to any of the Acts.  
Ms. Vine confirmed that the Corps retains authority.  Mr. Donnelly questioned if there has been 
any diminishment of authority.  Ms. Vine assured Mr. Donnelly that there has been no 
diminishment.   
 
Ms. Croswell pointed out that Sparrows Point shipyard received a permit in 2005 to dredge 
600,000 cy out of the shipyard and repair bulkheads.  Ms. Jones added that the LNG project will 
require 4 mcy of dredging in this same area.  Ms. Croswell questioned if the 2005 permit for 
maintaining Sparrows Point shipyard is still valid.  Ms. Vine explained that the permit issued to 
Sparrows Point shipyard was to provide navigable access to the shipyard.  The 2005 permit is 
still valid for dredging 600,000 cy.  Ms. Vine added that a new application for the LNG project 
dredging of 4 mcy is necessary.  Mr. Burton expressed his concern that the Sparrows Point 2005 
permit was obtained fraudulently.  Ms. Vine explained that Sparrows Point permit was applied 
for by Sparrows Point for a completely different purpose than the LNG project, showing that the 
permit was not obtained fraudulently.   
 
Ms. Nelson expressed her concern that if the maintenance dredging of the Sparrows Point 
shipyard is conducted it will benefit the LNG project because they will not be required to dredge 
as much material as originally planned.  Ms. Nelson added that the community has the 
perception that the Sparrows Point shipyard maintenance dredging permit will help the LNG 
project permit to be passed.  Ms. Vine assured Ms. Nelson that the LNG permit is completely 
separate from the Sparrows Point shipyard permit.  The AES LNG project will still need to go 
through the entire permit process in order to be passed.  Mr. Storms questioned how long the 
Sparrows Point shipyard permit is valid.  Mr. McKee replied that the permit was issued in May 
2005, construction must be completed by December 31, 2010, and it includes a 10-year 
maintenance clause.  
 
Mr. Donnelly pointed out that the Sparrows Point shipyard permit consists of two phases.  Phase 
1 consists of the 600,000 cy of dredging that has already been approved, and Phase 2 is for 2.5 
mcy of dredging which has not yet been applied for.  The LNG project permit will be for 4 mcy 
of dredging.  Mr. Donnelly expressed his concern that if all these permits are passed, 7.2 mcy of 
dredging will be permitted in less than a 2-mile space.  Mr. Donnelly added that in 1988, the 
total Baltimore Harbor dredging only added up to 6.18 mcy.  Mr. McKee stated that these 
numbers assume no overlap between projects.  Mr. McKee assured Mr. Donnelly that if all these 
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permits are passed, in all likelihood, there will be overlap and the quantity of dredging will be 
lessened. 
 
Mr. Novotny questioned if public comments can help deny authorization of a permit.  Ms. Vine 
replied that public comments are part of the permit evaluation process and depending on the 
comments, they can be a source of denial.  Ms. Vine stressed that all projects have a legal right to 
go through the permit process.  Mr. Taylor pointed out that Ms. Vine has shown that there are 
plenty of opportunities for the public to comment on projects during the permit process.   
 
Ms. Vine reported that AES recently held a public scoping meeting for the LNG project to get 
public input.  Mr. McKee commented that when citizens express their concerns at public 
meetings, they must give very pointed reasons for their concerns.  Ms. Kolberg stated that the 
public comments provided at the scoping meeting were very specific and were from a wide 
variety of groups.  Mr. McKee reminded committee members that the Corps is limited to only 
looking at how a project impacts the water or adjacent wetlands where the Corps has regulatory 
authority.  Ms. Kolberg questioned if there will be a separate permit for the LNG project that 
affects areas in Pennsylvania.  Ms. Vine replied that she does not know if there will be a separate 
permit because, to date, no permit application has been submitted. 
 
Mr. Burton referenced the handout that was provided to all attendees detailing AES’s responses 
to the public comments received about the LNG project at the public scoping meeting.  Mr. 
Burton expressed his concern that the document did not address the more than 200 public 
comments that were raised at the scoping meeting.  Mr. Burton questioned if there is a record of 
each actual comment that was made at the scoping meeting.  Ms. Stauch agreed that AES’s 
response in the document were very vague.  Ms. Stauch pointed out that the public comments 
presented at the meeting were very specific and included detailed information about health risks 
and short- and long-term exposures.  Ms. Vine explained that AES will have to address all public 
comments more thoroughly in the draft EIS.  Ms. Vine assured committee members that AES 
will not be able to dismiss any of the public comments.  Ms. Vine added that the public will get 
plenty of opportunities to review the draft EIS and comment accordingly.   
 
Ms. Jones expressed her concern that the Sparrows Point shipyard has not been dredged since 
1988.  Ms. Jones commented that core samples need to be taken and a study of the contaminants 
should be required before permits are issued for dredging projects.  Ms. Jones added that more 
effort is necessary to protect the environment, waterways and people near proposed dredging 
sites.  Mr. McKee replied that the dredging company, Barletta Willis, submitted test results taken 
in 2004 from the proposed dredging area at Sparrows Point shipyard.  Ms. Jones expressed her 
concern that the level and complexity of current testing methods are not as comprehensive as 
they were in 1988.    
 
Ms. Croswell asked for clarification about who will be applying for the LNG project permit.  Ms. 
Vine replied that AES will be the permit applicant.  Ms. Croswell questioned if AES will need 
State permits.  Ms. Vine replied that AES will need State permits, as well as permits issued by 
FERC.   
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9.0 MDE Overview of how Dredging & Placement Projects get  
            Required Permits Elder Ghigiarelli 
Mr. Ghigiarelli reported that the State regulates all non-tidal wetlands including isolated non-
tidal wetlands.  The State has jurisdiction over the same tidal wetlands that the Corps regulates.  
The State closely coordinates with the Corps under the MDSPGP.  The State authority (Tidal 
Wetlands Act of 1970) regulates all dredging and fill in the Chesapeake Bay and tidal tributaries.  
Mr. Ghigiarelli reported that the State authority (Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification) requires the State to certify that all federally permitted discharges that enter the 
State’s jurisdictional waters and wetlands do not violate the State’s water quality standards.  
Section 51102 of the Environmental Article places prohibitions on the disposal of dredged 
material from Baltimore Harbor.  The law defines Baltimore Harbor as anything west of the line 
at the mouth of the Patapsco River and up to the Inner Harbor.  All dredged material must be 
placed in a contained site approved by MDE.  The law prohibits open water placement of 
dredged material from Baltimore Harbor unless it is to be used for beneficial use projects such as 
wetland creation, beach nourishment, fish enhancement, or island creation.  Mr. Ghigiarelli 
reported that the State regulates the discharge from dredged material facilities that receive 
material from Baltimore Harbor.  The State issues discharge permits and places limitations on all 
pollutants.   
 
Ms. Kolberg questioned if discharge from dredged material placed on a barge requires a permit.  
Mr. Ghigiarelli replied that any discharge of pollutants into the waters of the State is prohibited 
without a permit.  Mr. Ghigiarelli reported that Federal Agencies are exempt from the State’s 
tidal wetlands licensing process.  The construction of facilities such as Masonville and Cox 
Creek require tidal wetlands licenses because they are State projects.  The MPA will be required 
to apply for a State discharge permit from MDE for the Masonville project.  Mr. Ghigiarelli 
reported that the State does not issue discharge permits for dredged material coming from outside 
of the Baltimore Harbor because those areas are considered to be legally clean.  Mr. Ghigiarelli 
added that if dredged material is placed in an upland storage facility, the State regulates the 
discharge from those facilities through the Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification.  
 
10.0 MPA Overview of how Dredging & Placement Projects get  
            Required Permits Nathaniel Brown 
Mr. Brown reported that the MPA sometimes obtains permits that contain special conditions 
which that are legally binding.  Special conditions might relate to animal-related restrictions such 
as for eagles and fish.  The MPA must apply for State permits that are relevant to the 
construction of dredged material containment facilities and island restoration.  One such permit 
might be a surface water appropriation permit if dredged material is hydraulically placed into a 
containment facility.  This process utilizes extra water from the Bay and a permit is required 
which allocates the amount of water that can be used.  Mr. Brown reported that the MPA also 
applies for discharge permits and must meet the State water quality standards for discharging 
back into the Bay.  Mr. Brown commented that the MPA considers the environmental impacts of 
every project.  For example, if discharge into the Bay suddenly becomes contaminated, discharge 
operations are ceased immediately, and MDE is notified within 24 hours.       
 
Mr. Brown reported that the MPA has to apply for other State permits relating to sediment and 
erosion control during construction operations.  Other general permits are required for general 
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construction activities.  Mr. Brown commented that the MPA coordinates with other entities such 
as the State Critical Area Commission and Baltimore City in order to provide them with 
information about upcoming projects.  Mr. Brown noted that the MPA conducts extensive 
research to ensure all required permits are obtained before work commences.  Mr. Brown added 
that the MPA must keep track of when permits expire in order to make sure they are renewed on 
time.   
 
11.0 Next Meeting Fran Taylor 
Mr. Taylor thanked CAC Members for their attendance.  The next 2006 Citizens’ Advisory 
Committee meetings are scheduled for September 13 and a joint meeting with the Management 
Committee is scheduled for November 15, 2006.  
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DRAFT 
SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

CITIZENS’ ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
July 12, 2006, 6:30 PM 

2310 Broening Highway, Conference Room A  
Baltimore, Maryland 

 
Attendees: 

Association of Maryland Pilots:  William Band 
Baltimore County Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management:  

Candy Croswell 
C & D Canal League:  Bill Jeanes 
Chesapeake Bay Yacht Clubs Association:  Don Burton 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee:  Fran Flanigan 
Coastal Conservation Association (CCA):  Bud Waltz 
Constellation Energy:  Jim Burkman 
Dorchester County:  Bruce Coulson, Ruthann Coulson 
Essex/Middle River Civic Council:  George Frangos 
Ecologix Group:  Bob Hoyt 
General Physics Corporation:  Vicki Pudlak  
Greater Dundalk Alliance: Russell Donnelly, Carolyn Jones, Darlene Stauch 
Greater Dundalk Community Council: Thomas Kroen 
Greater Pasadena Council:  Rebecca Kolberg 
Kent County Waterman’s Association:  Doug West 

     Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  Elder Ghigiarelli 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES):  Karen Cushman, Stephanie Lindley 
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS):  Jeff Halka 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Frank Hamons, Steve Storms, John Vasina, Dave 

Bibo, Nathaniel Brown, Katrina Jones, Margie Hamby, Ron Burns, Bill Lear 
Maryland Saltwater Sportsfishermen’s Association (MSSA): Richard Novotny 
North Point Community Council:  Francis Taylor 
T. Parker Host of Maryland, Inc:  Don Carroll 
Turner Station Community Conservation Team:  Gloria Nelson 

    US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District:  Stacey Blersch, Jeffrey McKee, Janet Vine 
 
Action Items: 

1. None. 
 
Statements for the Record: 

1. None. 
 

1.0 Welcome & Introductions Fran Taylor 
Mr. Taylor, chair of the Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC), convened the meeting at 7:00 pm 
and welcomed all of the committee members.  Committee members recited the Pledge of 
Allegiance.  Mr. Taylor requested that everyone state their name and whom they represent.  The 
committee members took turns introducing themselves and stating their affiliations. 
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Mr. Taylor requested comments or changes to the March 15, 2006 CAC meeting minutes. Mr. 
Frangos made a motion to accept the minutes as written.  Ms. Croswell seconded the motion, and 
the motion unanimously passed. 
 
Mr. Taylor reported that the May 10, 2006 CAC meeting was substituted with a tour of Hart-
Miller Island (HMI).  Mr. Taylor noted that CAC members can send him any comments or 
changes relating to the short memorandum that was sent out summarizing the tour.  Mr. Taylor 
reminded CAC members that tours of HMI are always available.  CAC members and the 
organizations they represent can contact Mr. Taylor to schedule a tour.  
 
2.0 Update on Masonville EIS and Public Hearing USACE, MPA, CAC Members 
Mr. Hamons reported that a public hearing regarding the Masonville Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) was held on June 21, 2006.  Mr. Hamons added that another hearing has been 
scheduled for July 31, 2006.  Mr. Hamons explained that the EIS will be modified because 
dredged material coming from the bottom of the Seagirt 50-foot berth project is sand and gravel, 
which is ideal for use at Masonville.  The material from the Seagirt 50-foot berth project was 
originally supposed to be placed at HMI.  By combining the Seagirt 50-foot berth project with 
Masonville, up to $10 million can be saved.  The amount of fill required from outside sources for 
Masonville will be greatly reduced, and transportation costs will be decreased.  Mr. Hamons 
noted that committee members can contact him for the time and location of the July 31, 2006 
Masonville EIS public hearing. 
 
Mr. Hoyt reported that many community members attended the Masonville EIS public hearing 
on June 21, 2006.  Mr. Hoyt added that two delegates spoke in favor of the project (Ms. Carolyn 
Krysiak, and Mr. Brian McHale).  Community members who attended the hearing came prepared 
with excellent questions and comments.  Mr. Hoyt reported that the main public comments 
concerning the Masonville project involved contamination, leaching, groundwater, and 
sedimentation rates. Community members also requested pedestrian access to the Masonville 
Cove improvements.  Mr. Hoyt added that the public expressed concern about the effects on the 
view from Fort McHenry.  Mr. Hoyt reported that the public also raised concerns about losing a 
large portion of river bottom as a result of filling in contaminated areas with dredged material at 
Masonville.  Mr. Hoyt explained that covering the contaminated river bottom at Masonville may 
be beneficial to the environment, but filling in contaminated areas is not a solution for the 
Baltimore Harbor pollution problem.  Mr. Hoyt added that the Innovative Reuse Committee 
(IRC) is working on recommending, to the Maryland Port Administration (MPA), the best 
innovative reuse options for dredged material.     
 
Mr. Hoyt stated that, before the next Masonville EIS public hearing on July 31, 2006, several 
meetings with community members have been scheduled in order to address their concerns.  Mr. 
Hoyt added that community members will also be provided with information about the 
modification of the EIS, which will assist them with generating comments.  Mr. Hoyt noted that 
the public comment period for the Masonville EIS ends August 14, 2006. 
 
Ms. Kolberg commented that community members would benefit from receiving more definitive 
information about the timeline of events relating to the Masonville project.  Ms. Kolberg 
explained that community members would be able to provide more input if they had a better 
understanding of when to make comments and when important decisions are made.  Ms. Kolberg 



Dredged Material Management Program                                                                                                                                 DRAFT 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee Meeting                                                                                                                Updated on 8/11/06 
July 12, 2006 
Draft Meeting Summary 
 

3 

commented that community members would also benefit from receiving a clear explanation of 
which beneficial uses can be utilized by the MPA.  Community members living near Masonville 
are unfamiliar with the operations and impacts that a dredged material placement facility has on 
a community.  Ms. Kolberg stressed the importance of holding public hearings close to the 
community due to the fact the many of the community members living near Masonville do not 
have cars.   
 
Mr. Taylor reported that a written statement by the CAC supporting the Masonville project was 
passed out at the public hearing on June 21, 2006.  Mr. Taylor asked for clarification on what 
steps are being taken to entice community members to become involved with the Masonville 
project.  Mr. Hoyt explained that he has met with the Concerned Citizens for Better Brooklyn 
and a point person has been designated to make sure the necessary information is disseminated to 
the community members.  Mr. Hoyt agreed with Ms. Kolberg’s comments that more effort is 
needed to ensure information is reaching community members.  Mr. Hoyt noted that efforts are 
being implemented in order to provide community members with enough time to provide input.  
Mr. Taylor noted that many of the community members concerns were already raised by the 
Harbor Team and have been addressed.  Ms. Kolberg reported that Masonville community 
members were upset that no one who lived in their community was represented on the Harbor 
Team.   
 
Mr. Kroen informed committee members that the dredged material from the Seagirt 50-foot berth 
project was targeted by the Hart-Miller Island Citizens Oversight Committee (HMICOC) for the 
closure of the North Cell of HMI.  Mr. Kroen pointed out that consultants stressed the 
importance of finding clean, suitable construction material (i.e., sand) or the cover at the North 
Cell of HMI.  Mr. Kroen expressed his concern that using dredged material from the Seagirt 50-
foot berth project at Masonville, instead of HMI, will not save money.  Suitable cover material 
for the closure of the North Cell will need to be brought in from somewhere else, which will 
increase costs.  Mr. Kroen pointed out that it is easier to bring in material from outside sources to 
Masonville, as opposed to HMI, because road access is available at Masonville.  Mr. Hamons 
explained that material for the cover at the North Cell does not necessarily have to be sand or 
construction material.  The material must be clean, sulfide free, and have appropriate 
characteristics.  Mr. Hamons assured Mr. Kroen that the MPA is committed to provide suitable 
cover material for the North Cell cover.  Mr. Hamons noted Mr. Kroen’s comments and 
suggested meeting with him separately to discuss the issue. 
 
3.0 Update on Poplar Island Expansion Value Engineering Study                   Jeff McKee 
Mr. McKee reported that the Poplar Island (PI) Chief’s Report was signed on March 31, 2006 by 
the Chief of Engineers.  PI is now included in the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 
2006, but it is unclear when, or if, WRDA 2006 will be passed by Congress.  Mr. McKee 
reported that the Corps is required to conduct a Value Engineering Study (VES) for any project 
over $10 million.  The first phase of the VES is a Feasibility Study (FS), completed prior to the 
Chief’s Report.  In order to ensure PI was included in WRDA 2006, a wavier was obtained 
allowing the VES to be postponed until after the Chief’s Report was signed.  The first phase of 
the VEC commenced during the week of June 19, 2006 when the Corps meet with the MPA and 
numerous other agencies to brainstorm recommendations for the PI project.  Approximately 12 
recommendations will be studied further for possible implementation, and many others will be 
identified as comments that will be addressed in the later design stage of the VES.   



Dredged Material Management Program                                                                                                                                 DRAFT 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee Meeting                                                                                                                Updated on 8/11/06 
July 12, 2006 
Draft Meeting Summary 
 

4 

 
Mr. McKee stated that the Corps of Engineers has a value engineering team in Charleston, SC 
which evaluates the functions of projects throughout the country.  The value engineering team 
acts as an independent group that strives to identify ways to improve the value of projects, and 
ways to lesson costs.  Mr. McKee noted that a meeting will be held on July 17, 2006 to review 
the draft report of the VES and to review comments.  The final VES report will contain 
recommendations that can be implemented at PI, which improve the value of the project and save 
money.            
 
Ms. Flanigan commented that she attended the first day of the VES meeting and was very 
impressed with the process and the value engineering team from Charleston, SC.  Ms. Flanigan 
noted that this process will also be initiated for the Mid-Bay Island project.   
 
Mr. Jeanes questioned what will happen if WRDA 2006 is not authorized.  Mr. McKee replied 
that, in order to continue with the design and construction at PI, a WRDA needs to be passed by 
2007.  Mr. McKee added that PI will begin to reach full capacity by 2012.  Mr. McKee noted 
that Cell 3D, which is made of mostly dredged material, is showing excellent wetland growth. 
 
4.0 Update on Mid-Bay Island Study Stacey Blersch 
Ms. Blersch reported that the Federal Dredged Material Management Program (DMMP), PI 
project, and Mid-Bay Island project are all taking place at the same time.  The Mid-Bay Island 
project was the last to be approved by Headquarters.  Ms. Blersch reported that the Mid-Bay 
Island FS report was completed in Summer 2005.  The Corps has been working with 
Headquarters on comments relating to Corps policy and to ensure consistency among the Federal 
DMMP, PI project, and Mid-Bay Island projects.  The FS report was submitted to Headquarters 
at the end of March 2006 and was resubmitted at the end of June 2006.  Additional comments 
from Headquarters are expected.  Ms. Blersch projected that the public meetings for the Mid-Bay 
Island project will be held in Dorchester County in September 2006, after Headquarters approves 
the report for public release.  Ms. Blersch added that the Mid-Bay Island project did not receive a 
waiver postponing the VES.  The VES will begin the week of July 17, 2006 and must be 
completed before a Chief’s Report is signed.   
 
Mr. West questioned if Mid-Bay Island project will be part of WRDA 2007 since it was not 
added to WRDA 2006.  Ms. Blersch replied that Mid-Bay Island will be added to WRDA 2007, 
and noted that Headquarters has been cooperating to ensure that the Mid-Bay Island project is 
proceeding on schedule.   
 
Mr. Burton referenced a letter, written on October 25, 2005, that was provided to all attendees 
from Delegate Wayne Gilchrest, which states his opposition to the Mid-Bay Island and PI 
expansion projects.  Mr. Burton questioned if Delegate Gilchrest still opposes the Mid-Bay 
Island and PI Island projects.  Mr. Hamons replied that he only recently became aware of the 
letter and is unsure of Delegate Gilchrest’s current stance.  However, the letter will remain in 
front of the WRDA authorization committee because WRDA 2006 is very similar to WRDA 
2005.  Mr. McKee added that the letter of opposition from Delegate Gilchrest is of concern 
because the authorization committee wants to see support of local Congressmen.  Mr. Carroll 
stated that the Private Sector Port Coalition sponsored a meeting with Delegate Gilchrest earlier 



Dredged Material Management Program                                                                                                                                 DRAFT 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee Meeting                                                                                                                Updated on 8/11/06 
July 12, 2006 
Draft Meeting Summary 
 

5 

this year and informed committee members that he will investigate Delegate Gilchrest’s current 
stance on the Mid-Bay Island and PI expansion projects.  
 
5.0 Update on HMI Closure Progress  Nathaniel Brown 
Mr. Brown, MPA project manager for the North Cell closure of HMI, reported that the HMICOC 
and North Cell Closure Team Working Group have been working with consultants to select a 
final option for the North Cell closure of HMI.  The final closure option for the North Cell of 
HMI must be environmentally compliant, a productive habitat, have reasonable construction 
costs, be low maintenance, and utilize the facility to full capacity.  Mr. Brown reported that 
closure options were developed in 2005; FSs were completed in 2006; engineering design studies 
will be completed in 2007; the filling of the North Cell will cease at the end of 2009; and closure 
activities will commence in 2010.   
 
Mr. Brown stated that five closure options were developed, and three of the options will be 
studied more in depth for possible implementation.  The closure options that will be studied 
further include option 2 (maximize the use of onsite material only); option 3 (maximize the use 
of onsite material and maximize the use of stockpile material offsite); and options 4A and B 
(mimics the South Cell model).  Mr. Brown reported that option 2 would have 211 acres of 
upland and 594 acres of pond; option 3 would have more diversity with 364 acres of upland, 258 
acres of wetland (high and low marsh), and 183 acres of pond; and options 4A and B would have 
even more diversity with a mud flat area, 554 acres of wetland, 210 acres of upland, and 40 acres 
of pond. 
 
Mr. Brown reported that Baltimore County requested that a nesting area be created for priority 
birds on the North Cell of HMI.  Mr. Brown stated that the different closure options were 
environmentally ranked to determine which habitats were most beneficial for priority bird 
species.  Options 4A and B were discovered to be the most beneficial habitat for priority birds.  
 
Mr. Brown reported that FSs began in April 2006.  On March 23, 2006, the Department of 
Natural Resources (DNR) and the Audubon Society submitted a paper detailing 
recommendations for a preferred bird habitat on the North Cell.  DNR submitted a paper on 
April 24, 2006 highlighting the preferred vegetation recommendations for upland areas of the 
North Cell after closure.  Mr. Brown noted that the list of wetland vegetation recommendations 
for the North Cell is currently being reviewed.  The North Cell Closure Team Working Group 
met on May 10, 2006 to discuss the DNR vegetation and habitat recommendations, review the 
grading and filling plans, and to go over the consolidation model.  Mr. Brown stated that 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates (GBA) finalized the filling plans for the North Cell, which will be 
dependant on the actual volume of material that will be received and is subject to annual 
revisions.  Moffatt & Nichol Engineers developed grading plans for each of the three closure 
options.  The grading plans incorporate the most recent filling plans from GBA.  Mr. Brown 
reported that the North Cell Closure Team Working Group met on May 25, 2006 to comment on 
the grading plans and North Cell closure project schedule.  Mr. Brown added that Maryland 
Environmental Services (MES) is developing costs and monitoring plans for each closure option.  
O.A. Systems will continue to revise the cost matrix for each closure option as more information 
is generated.  A public meeting to discuss the North Cell closure options is tentatively scheduled 
for October 2006.               
 



Dredged Material Management Program                                                                                                                                 DRAFT 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee Meeting                                                                                                                Updated on 8/11/06 
July 12, 2006 
Draft Meeting Summary 
 

6 

 
6.0 Update on Inflow to Cox Creek David Bibo 
Mr. Bibo stated that Cox Creek dredged material containment facility is located in Anne Arundel 
County, south of the Key Bridge.  The facility is adjacent to Millennium and the BGE power 
plant.  Mr. Bibo reported that the next project scheduled for Cox Creek is the acceptance of 
dredged material from the Annapolis Coast Guard yard in August 2006.  Mr. Bibo explained that 
the facility is approximately 100 acres in size, is designed to have a 6.0 million cubic yard (mcy) 
capacity, assuming a placement rate of 0.5 mcy per year, giving the facility a life of 
approximately 12 years once inflow begins.  The dikes will be raised in stages to a uniform 
height of 36 feet.  Mr. Bibo added that Cox Creek is fully operational.       
 
7.0 Innovative Reuse Committee  Fran Flanigan 
Ms. Flanigan reported that the IRC has held three meetings and the next meeting is scheduled for 
July 27, 2006.  Ms. Flanigan stated that the goal of the IRC is to evaluate possible innovative 
reuse options and provide recommendations to the MPA by March 2007.  Ms. Flanigan 
explained that, between IRC meetings, a lot of research is being conducted.  Recently, a meeting 
with several of MDE’s permit departments was held in order to determine what dredged material 
regulatory requirements are implement and how the permits relate to innovative reuse options.  
Ms. Flanigan commented that there is a great deal of material to discuss regarding each 
innovative reuse option.  Ms. Flanigan added that the IRC members are fully engaged and 
working hard.  Ms. Flanigan noted that Ms. Jones is a member of the IRC, and several other 
CAC attendees have been present at IRC meetings.  
 
Ms. Jones informed committee members that, at the last IRC meeting, she inquired if the 
Maryland Department of Business and Economic Development (MDBED) has shown interest in 
becoming involved in assisting with site locations and preparations of innovative reuse options.  
Ms. Jones stated that she also inquired if MDBED is committed to innovative reuse technologies 
and if they are willing to provide any tax incentives.  Ms. Jones stated that one innovative reuse 
option is mine reclamation, which may require transportation of dredged material by train.  Ms. 
Jones suggested that rail cars might be able to utilize an impermeable layer at the bottom of the 
rail car to carry the dredged material to the mines.  The sludge in dredged material would then be 
properly treated and layered so that contaminated leachate is prevented from penetrating into 
aquifers near mines.  Ms. Jones added that transportation of dredged material by rail car might 
not be as expensive as earlier believed. 
 
Ms. Flanigan pointed out that the challenge with moving large amounts of dredged material is to 
not place contaminated material in other areas around the country that may cause a negative 
effect on surrounding communities.  Ms. Flanigan added that, during the next IRC meeting, a 
toxicologist from MDE will provide a presentation about the Baltimore Harbor dredged material 
contamination levels.  Ms. Flanigan noted that this same presentation might be scheduled for the 
September 2006 CAC meeting.   
 
Mr. Burton questioned if there are any innovative reuse options that produce marketable products 
such as building materials.  Ms. Flanigan replied that the technology is available to make 
building materials but the economics and the perception that dredged material is contaminated 
has proved this option to be unsuccessful for those who have tried so far.  Mr. Halka added that 
the IRC is looking at an innovative reuse option to handle 0.5 mcy of dredged material per year.  
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The problem is that if 0.5 mcy of dredged material was made into building materials, the whole 
East Coast market would be flooded with building materials.   
 
Ms. Kolberg suggested that Public Works projects could be forced into using building materials 
made from dredged material.  Mr. Hamons stated that building materials made from dredged 
material are more expensive than materials from private sector suppliers, presenting a difficult 
situation.  Mr. Hamons acknowledged Ms. Kolberg’s comment and noted that citizens would 
ultimately pay for those more expensive building materials.  Ms. Jones stressed that marketing 
building materials made from dredged material as a way to save the environment and cleanup the 
Chesapeake Bay is extremely important.    
 
8.0 Corps Overview of how Dredging & Placement Projects get  
            Required Permits Janet Vine 
Ms. Vine provided a presentation to CAC members about the Corps’ permit process which 
included an overview of the permit process, legislative authorities and regulated activities, permit 
types, and a permit process flow diagram.  Ms. Vine provided the Corps’ Baltimore District 
Regulatory Web Page http://www.nab.usace.army.mil/Regulatory.  A copy of Ms. Vine’s 
presentation was emailed to all attendees. 
 
Ms. Vine reported that the AES Sparrow Point LNG terminal and pipeline project is currently in 
the pre-application consultation stage and a permit application has not been submitted.  Ms. Vine 
added that the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) is the lead Federal Agency for 
the LNG project and the Corps has agreed to be a cooperating agency.  The Corps point of 
contact for the LNG project is Mr. Joe DaVia, [phone: 410-962-4527 or e-mail: 
joseph.davia@usace.army.mil). 
 
Ms. Vine reported that the Corps is the lead federal agency for the Masonville project.  The 
Corps is currently evaluating an application for the project.  Ms. Vine reiterated that the 
comment period for the draft Masonville EIS is open until August 14, 2006.  The Corps point of 
contact for the Masonville project is Mr. Jon Romeo [phone: 410-962-6079 or e-mail:  
jon.romeo@usace.army.mil). 
 
Mr. Kolberg questioned if temporary storage of dredged material is a regulated activity.  Ms. 
Vine explained that under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, activities that take place in 
the navigable waters of the US such as dredging, placement of fill, construction of placement 
sites, and placement of fill within those placements sites are all regulated activities.  Therefore, if 
temporary storage of dredged material is to take place within the wetlands or navigable waters of 
the US a permit is required. 
 
Mr. Waltz questioned if the construction of bridges are regulated activities by the Corps.  Ms. 
Vine explained that bridges were originally regulated by the Corps but now the Coast Guard has 
the authority to permit the construction of the actual bridge.  Certain elements of bridges located 
in the water, such as pilings and approaches, still require permits from the Corps.      
 
Mr. Frangos noted that the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) regulates all “waters of the US” 
which includes the navigable waters (Section 10 waters) and their tributaries and adjacent 
wetlands.  Mr. Frangos questioned how far away adjacent wetlands are regulated.  Ms. Vine 
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replied that there are currently two cases in the Supreme Court which relate to this issue.  At the 
moment, the Corps is not aware of what the outcome will be but they are expecting guidance 
within the next three weeks.    
 
Ms. Vine clarified that a minor activity is any project that impacts less than one acre of wetlands 
or streams when interpreting the guidelines of State Programmatic General Permits which are 
issued by Corps districts to provide Corps authorization for minor activities adequately regulated 
under State law. 
 
Mr. Burkman asked for the expiration date of the the Maryland State Programmatic General 
Permit-2 (MDSPGP2), and if it will be automatically renewed.  Ms. Vine replied that the Corps 
is in the process of evaluating the new draft MDSPGP, which will be MDSPGP3.  The comment 
period for the new draft recently ended. 
 
Ms. Vine explained that projects impacting more than one acre of wetlands or streams or a 
particularly sensitive project require individual permits.  After an application is received, and 
determined to be complete, a public notice is initiated with a 15- to 30-day comment period.  Ms. 
Vine informed committee members that the Corps’ notification procedure was modified during 
2005.  Hard copies of public notices were previously to be mailed out, but are now e-mailed.  
Ms. Kolberg questioned how citizens and community groups that are not on the e-mail list will 
be notified.  Ms. Vine replied that lists of adjacent property owners near a project are obtained.  
Ms. Croswell questioned how the adjacent property owners are notified.  Ms. Vine replied that 
hard copies of public notices are mailed to the adjacent property owners. 
 
Mr. Novotny questioned how long it takes the Corps to issue a permit.  Ms. Vine explained that 
it usually takes 90 to 120 days to issue a permit that does not contain a lot of controversial issues.  
Ms. Vine added that some permits can take several year to issue.  The Corps does not have hard 
and fast time constraints for issuing permits, but are expected to issue 65% of individual permits 
within 120 days.  Mr. McKee pointed out the some projects require a completed EIS, which 
could take one to two years to complete, before a pubic notice can be posted.  Ms. Croswell 
questioned if the individual permit process only applies to Federal projects.  Ms. Vine reiterated 
that the individual permit process applies to any project impacting more than one acre of 
wetlands or streams, or particularly sensitive projects.     
 
Mr. Carroll questioned if there is an established appeal process for permit applications that are 
denied.  Ms. Vine replied that there is an administrative appeal process for the Corps.  The Corps 
appeal process does not exclude the appeal from proceeding to court.  Ms. Croswell asked if this 
was different from the queue process.  Ms. Vine replied that it is indeed different. 
 
Ms. Jones expressed her concern that she would like to see how the welfare of people and the 
environment evaluation factors for the LNG project will be qualified and quantified.  Ms. Vine 
explained that evaluation factors relate to all projects differently.  Ms. Vine assured committee 
members that they will be supplied with all the assessment information relating to each 
evaluation factor for the LNG project.  Ms. Vine reiterated that, to date, an application has not 
been received for the LNG project.   
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Mr. Donnelly suggested that the public notice for the proposed LNG project should be published 
in the local papers since it will affect more citizens than just adjacent property owners.  Mr. 
Ghigiarelli explained that the State advertises in local newspapers to supplement the public 
notices issued by the Corps.  
 
Mr. Burton expressed his concern that FERC is acting as the lead Federal Agency for the LNG 
project to avoid local and State requirements.  Mr. Burton added that there are already over 200 
public comments opposing the LNG project.  Mr. Burton questioned how these comments will 
be addressed by the Corps.  Ms. Vine explained that FERC is the lead Federal Agency, but the 
AES LNG project still has to go through the Corps permit process.  Ms. Vine assured committee 
members that all public comments will be addressed and become part of the draft EIS.  A permit 
can not be issued unless all public comments are addressed.   
 
Mr. Donnelly questioned if the Corps still retains its authority with regard to any of the Acts.  
Ms. Vine confirmed that the Corps retains authority.  Mr. Donnelly questioned if there has been 
any diminishment of authority.  Ms. Vine assured Mr. Donnelly that there has been no 
diminishment.   
 
Ms. Croswell pointed out that Sparrows Point shipyard received a permit in 2005 to dredge 
600,000 cy out of the shipyard and repair bulkheads.  Ms. Jones added that the LNG project will 
require 4 mcy of dredging in this same area.  Ms. Croswell questioned if the 2005 permit for 
maintaining Sparrows Point shipyard is still valid.  Ms. Vine explained that the permit issued to 
Sparrows Point shipyard was to provide navigable access to the shipyard.  The 2005 permit is 
still valid for dredging 600,000 cy.  Ms. Vine added that a new application for the LNG project 
dredging of 4 mcy is necessary.  Mr. Burton expressed his concern that the Sparrows Point 2005 
permit was obtained fraudulently.  Ms. Vine explained that Sparrows Point permit was applied 
for by Sparrows Point for a completely different purpose than the LNG project, showing that the 
permit was not obtained fraudulently.   
 
Ms. Nelson expressed her concern that if the maintenance dredging of the Sparrows Point 
shipyard is conducted it will benefit the LNG project because they will not be required to dredge 
as much material as originally planned.  Ms. Nelson added that the community has the 
perception that the Sparrows Point shipyard maintenance dredging permit will help the LNG 
project permit to be passed.  Ms. Vine assured Ms. Nelson that the LNG permit is completely 
separate from the Sparrows Point shipyard permit.  The AES LNG project will still need to go 
through the entire permit process in order to be passed.  Mr. Storms questioned how long the 
Sparrows Point shipyard permit is valid.  Mr. McKee replied that the permit was issued in May 
2005, construction must be completed by December 31, 2010, and it includes a 10-year 
maintenance clause.  
 
Mr. Donnelly pointed out that the Sparrows Point shipyard permit consists of two phases.  Phase 
1 consists of the 600,000 cy of dredging that has already been approved, and Phase 2 is for 2.5 
mcy of dredging which has not yet been applied for.  The LNG project permit will be for 4 mcy 
of dredging.  Mr. Donnelly expressed his concern that if all these permits are passed, 7.2 mcy of 
dredging will be permitted in less than a 2-mile space.  Mr. Donnelly added that in 1988, the 
total Baltimore Harbor dredging only added up to 6.18 mcy.  Mr. McKee stated that these 
numbers assume no overlap between projects.  Mr. McKee assured Mr. Donnelly that if all these 
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permits are passed, in all likelihood, there will be overlap and the quantity of dredging will be 
lessened. 
 
Mr. Novotny questioned if public comments can help deny authorization of a permit.  Ms. Vine 
replied that public comments are part of the permit evaluation process and depending on the 
comments, they can be a source of denial.  Ms. Vine stressed that all projects have a legal right to 
go through the permit process.  Mr. Taylor pointed out that Ms. Vine has shown that there are 
plenty of opportunities for the public to comment on projects during the permit process.   
 
Ms. Vine reported that AES recently held a public scoping meeting for the LNG project to get 
public input.  Mr. McKee commented that when citizens express their concerns at public 
meetings, they must give very pointed reasons for their concerns.  Ms. Kolberg stated that the 
public comments provided at the scoping meeting were very specific and were from a wide 
variety of groups.  Mr. McKee reminded committee members that the Corps is limited to only 
looking at how a project impacts the water or adjacent wetlands where the Corps has regulatory 
authority.  Ms. Kolberg questioned if there will be a separate permit for the LNG project that 
affects areas in Pennsylvania.  Ms. Vine replied that she does not know if there will be a separate 
permit because, to date, no permit application has been submitted. 
 
Mr. Burton referenced the handout that was provided to all attendees detailing AES’s responses 
to the public comments received about the LNG project at the public scoping meeting.  Mr. 
Burton expressed his concern that the document did not address the more than 200 public 
comments that were raised at the scoping meeting.  Mr. Burton questioned if there is a record of 
each actual comment that was made at the scoping meeting.  Ms. Stauch agreed that AES’s 
response in the document were very vague.  Ms. Stauch pointed out that the public comments 
presented at the meeting were very specific and included detailed information about health risks 
and short- and long-term exposures.  Ms. Vine explained that AES will have to address all public 
comments more thoroughly in the draft EIS.  Ms. Vine assured committee members that AES 
will not be able to dismiss any of the public comments.  Ms. Vine added that the public will get 
plenty of opportunities to review the draft EIS and comment accordingly.   
 
Ms. Jones expressed her concern that the Sparrows Point shipyard has not been dredged since 
1988.  Ms. Jones commented that core samples need to be taken and a study of the contaminants 
should be required before permits are issued for dredging projects.  Ms. Jones added that more 
effort is necessary to protect the environment, waterways and people near proposed dredging 
sites.  Mr. McKee replied that the dredging company, Barletta Willis, submitted test results taken 
in 2004 from the proposed dredging area at Sparrows Point shipyard.  Ms. Jones expressed her 
concern that the level and complexity of current testing methods are not as comprehensive as 
they were in 1988.    
 
Ms. Croswell asked for clarification about who will be applying for the LNG project permit.  Ms. 
Vine replied that AES will be the permit applicant.  Ms. Croswell questioned if AES will need 
State permits.  Ms. Vine replied that AES will need State permits, as well as permits issued by 
FERC.   
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9.0 MDE Overview of how Dredging & Placement Projects get  
            Required Permits Elder Ghigiarelli 
Mr. Ghigiarelli reported that the State regulates all non-tidal wetlands including isolated non-
tidal wetlands.  The State has jurisdiction over the same tidal wetlands that the Corps regulates.  
The State closely coordinates with the Corps under the MDSPGP.  The State authority (Tidal 
Wetlands Act of 1970) regulates all dredging and fill in the Chesapeake Bay and tidal tributaries.  
Mr. Ghigiarelli reported that the State authority (Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification) requires the State to certify that all federally permitted discharges that enter the 
State’s jurisdictional waters and wetlands do not violate the State’s water quality standards.  
Section 51102 of the Environmental Article places prohibitions on the disposal of dredged 
material from Baltimore Harbor.  The law defines Baltimore Harbor as anything west of the line 
at the mouth of the Patapsco River and up to the Inner Harbor.  All dredged material must be 
placed in a contained site approved by MDE.  The law prohibits open water placement of 
dredged material from Baltimore Harbor unless it is to be used for beneficial use projects such as 
wetland creation, beach nourishment, fish enhancement, or island creation.  Mr. Ghigiarelli 
reported that the State regulates the discharge from dredged material facilities that receive 
material from Baltimore Harbor.  The State issues discharge permits and places limitations on all 
pollutants.   
 
Ms. Kolberg questioned if discharge from dredged material placed on a barge requires a permit.  
Mr. Ghigiarelli replied that any discharge of pollutants into the waters of the State is prohibited 
without a permit.  Mr. Ghigiarelli reported that Federal Agencies are exempt from the State’s 
tidal wetlands licensing process.  The construction of facilities such as Masonville and Cox 
Creek require tidal wetlands licenses because they are State projects.  The MPA will be required 
to apply for a State discharge permit from MDE for the Masonville project.  Mr. Ghigiarelli 
reported that the State does not issue discharge permits for dredged material coming from outside 
of the Baltimore Harbor because those areas are considered to be legally clean.  Mr. Ghigiarelli 
added that if dredged material is placed in an upland storage facility, the State regulates the 
discharge from those facilities through the Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification.  
 
10.0 MPA Overview of how Dredging & Placement Projects get  
            Required Permits Nathaniel Brown 
Mr. Brown reported that the MPA sometimes obtains permits that contain special conditions 
which that are legally binding.  Special conditions might relate to animal-related restrictions such 
as for eagles and fish.  The MPA must apply for State permits that are relevant to the 
construction of dredged material containment facilities and island restoration.  One such permit 
might be a surface water appropriation permit if dredged material is hydraulically placed into a 
containment facility.  This process utilizes extra water from the Bay and a permit is required 
which allocates the amount of water that can be used.  Mr. Brown reported that the MPA also 
applies for discharge permits and must meet the State water quality standards for discharging 
back into the Bay.  Mr. Brown commented that the MPA considers the environmental impacts of 
every project.  For example, if discharge into the Bay suddenly becomes contaminated, discharge 
operations are ceased immediately, and MDE is notified within 24 hours.       
 
Mr. Brown reported that the MPA has to apply for other State permits relating to sediment and 
erosion control during construction operations.  Other general permits are required for general 
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construction activities.  Mr. Brown commented that the MPA coordinates with other entities such 
as the State Critical Area Commission and Baltimore City in order to provide them with 
information about upcoming projects.  Mr. Brown noted that the MPA conducts extensive 
research to ensure all required permits are obtained before work commences.  Mr. Brown added 
that the MPA must keep track of when permits expire in order to make sure they are renewed on 
time.   
 
11.0 Next Meeting Fran Taylor 
Mr. Taylor thanked CAC Members for their attendance.  The next 2006 Citizens’ Advisory 
Committee meetings are scheduled for September 13 and a joint meeting with the Management 
Committee is scheduled for November 15, 2006.  
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SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
CITIZENS’ ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

September 13, 2006, 6:30 PM 
2310 Broening Highway, Conference Room A  

Baltimore, Maryland 
 

Attendees: 
Association of Maryland Pilots: William Band 
Baltimore County Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management:  

Candy Croswell 
Baltimore Maritime Exchange (BME): David Stambaugh     
C & D Canal League: Bill Jeanes 
Chesapeake Bay Yacht Clubs Association: Don Burton 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee: Fran Flanigan 
Constellation Energy: Jim Burkman 
Dorchester County: Bruce Coulson, Joe Coyne 
Essex/Middle River Civic Council: George Frangos 
Ecologix Group: Paul Massicot 
General Physics Corporation: Vicki Pudlak  
Greater Dundalk Alliance: Russell Donnelly, Carolyn Jones, Darlene Stauch 
Greater Dundalk Community Council: Thomas Kroen 
Hart Miller Island Oversite Committee: Fred Habicht 

     Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE): Joseph Beaman 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES): Karen Cushman, Stephanie Lindley 
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS): Katie Offerman 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Frank Hamons, Steve Storms, John Vasina, Nathaniel 

Brown, Dave Bibo, Katrina Jones, Margie Hamby, Bill Lear 
North Point Community Council: Francis Taylor 
T. Parker Host of Maryland, Inc: Don Carroll 
Turner Station Community Conservation Team: Gloria Nelson 

    US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District: Jeffrey McKee, Mark Mendelsohn 
 
Action Items: 

1. None. 
 
Statements for the Record: 

1. None. 
 

1.0 Welcome & Introductions Fran Taylor 
Mr. Taylor, chair of the Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC), convened the meeting at 7:00 pm 
and welcomed all of the committee members.  Committee members recited the Pledge of 
Allegiance.  Mr. Taylor requested that everyone state their name and whom they represent.  The 
committee members took turns introducing themselves and stating their affiliations. 
 
Mr. Taylor requested comments or changes to the July 12, 2006 CAC meeting minutes.  A 
motion was made to accept the minutes as written.  A committee member seconded the motion, 
and the motion unanimously passed. 
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2.0 Sediment Quality in Baltimore Harbor Joseph Beaman 
Mr. Beaman from the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) provided a presentation 
on sediment quality in the Baltimore Harbor.  Mr. Beaman discussed many topics which 
included sediment sampling and contamination; fish consumption advisories; comparison 
between dredged shipping channels and the rest of the Harbor; chromium and arsenic issues in 
the Harbor; comparison of Baltimore Harbor to other large Ports; and how sediment quality 
relates to innovative reuse.   
 
Several committee members requested a copy of Mr. Beaman’s presentation.  Ms. Flanigan 
stated that a copy of Mr. Beaman’s presentation will be mailed or emailed to all committee 
members. 
 
Mr. Beaman reported that MDE uses one in 100,000 as its target risk level.  If 100,000 people 
are exposed to a contaminant, one additional cancer incident is expected over the lifetime of the 
group.  Mr. Beaman stated that the lifetime cancer incidence in the United States is 35 percent.  
For a population of 100,000; 35,000 cases of cancer are expected.  Using MDE’s risk target, the 
additional cancer risk would result in an expected 35,001 cases.  Mr. Frangos asked for 
clarification on what the normal cancer rate is for the U.S. population.  Mr. Beaman replied that 
the normal cancer rate for the U.S. population is 35 percent for all cancer types and causes, 
excluding skin cancer.  Mr. Beaman added that if skin cancer is included, the cancer rate of the 
U.S. population is above 40 percent.  Ms. Flanigan commented that MDE uses an extremely 
conservative approach when determining risk levels.   
 
Mr. Beaman reported that in 1998, the Baltimore Harbor Patapsco River was listed on the State 
303(d) list [and is a candidate for inclusion in the Toxic Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
program] due to toxic pollutants based on observed sediment toxicity on test organisms; 
degraded benthic communities; and elevated concentrations of metals (chromium, lead, and 
zinc), and organic contaminants (Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB) and Polycyclic Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons (PAH)) observed exceeding sediment quality guidelines such as the Effects Range 
Medium (ERM).  Mr. Beaman displayed a map showing the toxicity testing results from the 
1996/1997 spatial mapping study.  The map shows areas in the Harbor that have no significant 
acute toxicity, significant acute toxicity (survival rate > 65%), and significant acute toxicity 
(survival rate < 65%).  Mr. Massicot questioned what test organisms were used for determining 
survival rates.  Mr. Beaman replied that amphipod (Leptocheirus plumulosus) were used which 
are sensitive estuarine amphipods commonly found in the Chesapeake Bay and are also U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) recognized test organisms.      
 
Mr. Donnelly questioned how frequently the sites have been tested since the 1996/1997 spatial 
mapping study.  Mr. Beaman replied that the 1996/1997 spatial mapping study was a large 
overall study of the toxicity in the Harbor to establish where the most toxic sites were located.  
Mr. Beaman noted that the toxicity studies were 10-day studies using amphipods.  The U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (FWS) completed 28-day toxicity studies using amphipods at the 20 most 
toxic sites in 1998.  The FWS studied chronic toxicity as well as acute toxicity.  Mr. Beaman 
added that MDE completed additional testing at toxic areas for the recent ‘toxicity identification 
evaluation’ study.  Additional testing has been focused at the toxic sites to assist with the 
identification of the primary toxicity sources.   
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Mr. Beaman reported on fish consumption advisories in the Harbor.  Fish tissue sampling results 
showed significantly elevated levels of PCBs in Chesapeake Bay resident species and in 2004 
stringent fish consumption advisories were released for white perch; catfish and bullhead; carp 
and eel; and blue crab and crab “mustard”.  Mr. Taylor questioned if the meal consumption 
advisories are less stringent further out or away from the Harbor.  Mr. Beaman replied that, 
typically, levels of PCBs in fish tissue are higher in urban areas and lower in non-urban areas.  
The Lower Eastern Shore areas, specifically from the Eastern Bay down to the State line near 
Pocomoke, have less stringent fish consumption advisories.  Certain areas do not even have 
white perch meal consumption advisories.  Mr. Beaman added that on the Western Shore, fish 
consumption advisories are less stringent in the Patuxent River and Lower Potomac River (the 
Upper Potomac is more stringent), moderately stringent in the Lower Western Shore (Rouge 
River and Western Severn River), and highly stringent in the Inner Harbor, Back River, and 
Middle River.  The Bush River and Gunpowder River have moderately stringent fish 
consumption advisories.  The C&D Canal, Sassafras River, Bohemia area, and Elkton area have 
moderate to highly stringent fish consumption advisories. 
    
Mr. Coulson questioned if there are fish consumption advisories for other species of fish in the 
Harbor or Chesapeake Bay.  Mr. Beaman replied that the fish consumption advisories he 
provided were for resident species found in the Harbor.  Other areas have different fish 
consumption advisories for these fish as well as other fish species.  The fish consumption 
advisories/recommendations are very site specific because the assumption is made that 
recreational fishermen usually fish in the same locations. 
 
Mr. Brown questioned if MDE coordinates with the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 
with regard to the fish consumption advisories.  Mr. Beaman replied that MDE works closely 
with DNR.  DNR publishes MDE fish consumption advisories/recommendations in their 
guidebooks and assists MDE with monitoring contaminant levels in fish.  MDE also coordinates 
with the Maryland Department of Agriculture (MDA).  MDA assisted MDE with the first fish 
consumption advisories published in 2001.  Mr. Beaman commented that MDE also worked 
closely with the seafood market and charter fishing boat companies in order to prevent negative 
impacts to both industries from the fish consumption advisories.  
 
Ms. Flanigan questioned why the PCB concentrations found in fish tissue are much higher than 
the PCB concentrations in the Harbor sediments.  Mr. Beaman replied that the PCB 
concentrations found in fish tissue are much higher than in the Harbor sediments as a result of 
the bioaccumulation process.  Bottom feeders, especially catfish and carp, are intimately 
associated with bottom sediments because they feed on organisms that live within the sediments.  
The bottom feeders are actually ingesting sediments while they feed which exposes them to 
higher concentrations of PCBs which accumulate in their tissue as they feed.  Mr. Beaman noted 
that white perch generally have lower PCB concentrations in their tissue because they are not 
intimately connected to the bottom sediments.  Mr. Beaman added that white perch are residents 
of the watershed which means they are still exposed to higher PCB concentrations in the water 
and sediments which make it necessary to place fish consumption advisories on them in certain 
areas.      
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Mr. Beaman explained that the threshold PCB concentration for listing impairments in fish 
species is 88 parts per billion (ppb).  This is the top threshold value and allows four meals per 
month of the fish species to the general population.  The theoretical bioaccumulation calculation 
determines what the PCB concentration in sediments must be in order to prevent fish species 
from having PCB concentrations of higher than 88 ppb in their tissue.  The goal would be to 
have PCB concentrations of 40 ppb or less on average in the Harbor sediments to prevent having 
impairments in fish tissue.  The PCB concentration in Harbor sediments is approximately 70 to 
80 ppb on average.  PCB hotspots in the Harbor cause the PCB average concentration to be 
higher. 
 
Mr. Coyne questioned what the PCB concentrations will be in fish tissue and Harbor sediments 
in 50 years.  Mr. Beaman replied that in order to lower the PCB concentrations all PCB sources 
have to be eliminated and clean sediments must be present.  PCBs have a long half-life in the 
environment, some PCBs up to nine years in fish tissue.  Mr. Beaman explained that if a long-life 
fish currently has a PCB concentration of 1,000 ppb in its tissue, then in 18 years the PCB 
concentration would be estimated at 250 ppb, only if the fish is not exposed to any other PCBs 
during that time.  Mr. Beaman pointed out that PCB contamination is a long-term problem 
because some rail yards and transformers still contain PCBs and many non-point sources exist as 
well, such as stormwater ponds and runoff.  Mr. Beaman reiterated that PCB contamination will 
exist unless all sources are eliminated, all contaminated sediments are removed, and the 
watershed is ensured to be PCB free. 
 
Ms. Croswell asked for clarification as to the age of the sediment and fish tissue data.  Mr. 
Beaman replied that the sediment data is from the 1996/1997 spatial mapping study and the fish 
tissue data is a few years old.  Mr. Beaman explained that since the PCB half-life in fish tissue is 
so long, the theoretical bioaccumulation calculation can be back-calculated to estimate the 
current PCB concentrations in Harbor sediments.  Mr. Beaman added that PCB contamination in 
the Harbor was also evaluated in the recent ‘toxic identification evaluation’ study.  Ms. Croswell 
questioned if the 1996/1997 sediment samples were core samples taken at different depths.  Mr. 
Beaman replied that the samples were surficial sediment samples taken from the biologically 
active layer in which fish feed and test organisms reside. 
 
Mr. McKee noted that the data presented by Mr. Beaman showing the contaminant 
concentrations found in the navigation channels is recent data.  Mr. Beaman added that the data 
he presented describing the contaminant concentrations found in the navigation channels is a 
composite of 2002 and 2005 data. 
 
Mr. Burton questioned how the PCB concentrations found in fish tissue in the Delaware River 
compares with the PCB concentrations found in fish tissue in the Harbor.  Mr. Beaman replied 
that PCB concentrations found in fish tissue in the Delaware River are higher than in the fish 
tissue found in the Chesapeake Bay.  The resident fish of the Delaware River have an 
approximate PCB concentration of 100 ppb on average.  The spring migrants are larger fish and 
have, on average, PCB concentrations of 400 ppb in their tissue.  Mr. Beaman added that PCB 
concentrations found in fish tissue in the Delaware Bay are higher than in fish tissue in the 
Delaware River.    
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Mr. Brown questioned how arsenic levels in the dredged channels in the NY/NJ area compare 
with arsenic levels in the Baltimore Harbor dredged channels.  Mr. Beaman replied that he is 
unsure of the exact arsenic levels in the NY/NJ area.  The PCB contamination is worse in the 
NY/NJ sediments.  
 
Mr. Beaman reported that Maryland soil is naturally enriched with arsenic.  Wood treated with 
chromated-copper arsenate (CCA), used to build structures in areas where there is poor storm 
water management (like in many urban areas), enhances the natural arsenic levels.  Mr. McKee 
noted that many bulkheads and pilings contain arsenic which also elevates arsenic levels in the 
naturally-enriched Maryland area. 
 
Mr. Beaman reported that arsenic levels in the soil underneath wooden decks are typically 
between 50 and 125 ppm.  Many people readily and willingly build decks and fences with CCA 
treated wood and grow vegetables near these structures in their backyard.  Mr. Beaman pointed 
out that when considering arsenic contamination and levels in the Harbor, citizens should 
consider the levels that they willingly expose themselves to on a daily basis as well as the fact 
that arsenic is naturally enriched in the Maryland area.   
 
Mr. Frangos questioned if wood is still being treated with CCA.  Mr. Beaman replied that CCA-
treated wood is being phased out of the marketplace.  However, there is still a large amount of 
CCA treated wood that is stockpiled and still being used.  A deck or fence built within the last 
two years or before would likely have been constructed with CCA-treated wood. 
 
Ms. Flanigan questioned if there are risks associated with chromium-contaminated Harbor 
sediments being exposed to air.  Mr. Beaman replied that the only potential concern associated 
with exposing sediments contaminated with chromium to air is the re-oxidation of chromium III 
to chromium VI.  However, this process does not occur rapidly enough to cause high exposure to 
chromium VI.  Chromium III typically remains in the chromium III form.  Only under radically 
changed conditions, such as adding an oxidizing agent like manganese, will chromium III change 
to chromium VI.  Mr. Beaman noted that chromium III is essentially non-toxic and chromium VI 
is a toxic carcinogen. 
 
Ms. Flanigan stated that the Bay Program’s toxic assessment of the Chesapeake Bay watershed 
identified Baltimore Harbor as one of the three main toxic hotspots in the entire watershed.  The 
States were challenged to develop a management plan to reduce toxicity in the Bay.  Ms. 
Flanigan questioned what methods are most effective for managing contaminants in the 
Baltimore Harbor and Bay.  Mr. Beaman replied that PCB hotspot sediment removal and 
sediment capping are two effect methods.   
 
Ms. Flanigan noted that the contaminant of most concern in the Harbor seems to be PCBs.  Mr. 
Beaman agreed.  PCBs are the number one human health risk in the Harbor.  Low dissolved 
oxygen in the Harbor sediments, PAHs, and arsenic are other issues that are potential causes for 
the next greatest risks to human and aquatic life.  Mr. Beaman added that arsenic is only slightly 
above the industrial screening level in Harbor sediments. 
 
Mr. Taylor expressed concern that many community members and fishermen are not educated on 
the fish consumption advisories or do not completely understand the scope of the advisories.  Mr. 
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Taylor questioned if MDE has any community outreach or environmental programs for 
community organizations to educate and inform community members about the fish 
consumption advisories.  Mr. Beaman replied that he offers his services and presentations to all 
organizations.  Mr. Beaman encouraged CAC members to contact him if they would like him to 
present at any of their community meetings.   
 
Ms. Flanigan expressed the importance of obtaining accurate information about contaminants 
and toxicity in Baltimore Harbor.  Ms. Flanigan stated that the MPA and CAC planning team is 
obtaining information and creating fact sheets about Harbor contamination for the MPA website 
http://www.mpasafepassage.org .  Ms. Flanigan noted that swimming in the Harbor is prohibited 
due to bacteria, not to the carcinogen contaminants discussed by Mr. Beaman.  Mr. Taylor added 
that it is important to accurately discuss and provide information about Harbor contamination 
issues to community members because public perception of Harbor dredged material could 
potentially impact innovative reuse options.       
   
3.0 Corps Activities and Updates  Jeff McKee 
Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) 
Mr. McKee reported that the Final DMMP and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was 
submitted to Headquarters (HQ) on September 20, 2005.  The Final DMMP and EIS was 
approved for public release by HQ and released for 30-day review on January 20, 2006.  The 
comment period closed on February 19, 2006.  Final comments were addressed.  General 
William Grisoli, North Atlantic Division, signed the Record of Decision (ROD) on August 30, 
2006.  The Final DMMP report is complete.  The report will be reevaluated every five years, or 
as conditions are warranted.   
 
Poplar Island Expansion Study (PIES) 
Mr. McKee reported that the PIES report was submitted to HQ and the Chief of Engineers’ 
Report was signed on March 31, 2006.  On August 1, 2006 the Chief’s Report was approved by 
the Assistant Secretary of the Army-Civil Works (ASA-CW) Office and submitted to the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB).  A signed ROD is tentatively scheduled for December 2006. 
 
Mr. McKee reported that the PI expansion is included in the Senate (Managers Amendments) 
version of the Water Resources Development (WRDA) 2006.  PI expansion is currently not 
included in the House version of WRDA 2006.  Mr. McKee added that Congress may take up 
WRDA 2006 in September 2006.   
 
Mid-Bay Island Study 
Mr. McKee reported that comments received from HQ regarding the draft Mid-Bay Island 
Report have been addressed.  The draft Report and EIS were released to the public and listed in 
the Federal Register on September 8, 2006 beginning a 45-day comment period which ends on 
October 23, 2006.  A Notice of Availability was recently distributed.  Public meetings are 
scheduled on October 11, 2006 in Cambridge, MD and October 12 October in Taylors Island, 
MD.  Anyone requiring additional information regarding the Notice of Availability or public 
meetings should contact Mr. McKee.         
 
Mr. McKee reported that the Mid-Bay Island project is not included in either the House or 
Senate versions of WRDA 2006.  The Mid-Bay Island project is unlikely to be added to WRDA 
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2006 because the project costs $1.1 billion and WRDA 2006 is currently $2 billion over budget.  
The Mid-Bay Island project will not have a signed Chief’s report before April 2007, meaning 
that a contingent authorization is improbable. 
 
Mr. Coyne reported that he, along with other Dorchester County community members, has been 
investigating why Delegate Wayne Gilchrest expressed opposition to the Mid-Bay Island and PI 
expansion projects in a letter written on October 25, 2005.  Mr. Coyne discovered that there were 
a number of disconnects in Congressman Gilchrest’s Office, for example, the Congressman’s 
Office believed that these projects were not supported by the Governor or the MPA.  Mr. Coyne 
and other Dorchester County community members met with Congressman Gilchrest’s Chief of 
Staff on August 17, 2006 to clarify misconceptions about the projects.  Mr. Coyne recently 
learned that Congressman Gilchrest may issue a press release identifying the special features of 
each project.  Mr. Taylor commended Mr. Coyne and all the community members that have been 
working on the Mid-Bay Island project.     
 
Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration Project 
Mr. McKee reported that a conference was held on March 10, 2006 at the Blackwater National 
Wildlife Refuge, and a follow-on conference was held from May 31 through June 2, 2006 at 
Salisbury State University.  The Corps is currently working the MPA, FWS, and University of 
Maryland Center for Environmental Science to assess data needs and scope out what is required 
to restore the wetlands in this area.  An initial draft project management plan is tentatively 
scheduled for completion by November 2006.  Mr. McKee reported that there are no funds for 
the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration Project in the President’s Fiscal Year (FY) 2007 
budget.  The Senate has allocated $425,000 in their FY 2007 budget.  Hopefully, an 
Appropriations Bill will be passed by Congress that includes funds for the Chesapeake Bay 
Marshlands Project. 
 
4.0 MPA Activities and Updates Steve Storms, Nathaniel Brown 
Masonville 
Mr. Storms reported that the Notice of Availability starting the public comment period for the 
Masonville draft EIS was published on May 19, 2006.  Public meetings were held on June 21, 
2006 and July 31, 2006.  The public comment period closed on August 17, 2006.  Mr. Storms 
thanked all those who submitted comments.  Each comment will be individually addressed and 
the Final EIS is planned for completion by the end of 2006.     
 
Mr. Storms reported that the Masonville project team recently appeared before the Joint 
Evaluation Committee which is chaired by MDE and Corps permitting representatives.  The 
Masonville mitigation package is in the process of being finalized.  The Masonville project team 
is scheduled to appear before the Joint Evaluation Committee again on September 27, 2006. 
 
Mr. Taylor questioned if the additional outreach efforts that were scheduled to inform more 
community members about the Masonville project have taken place.  Ms. Flanigan replied that 
Mr. Bob Hoyt has hosted several small informal meetings with community members.  Mr. 
Hamons added that an additional meeting was held with the Concerned Citizens for Better 
Brooklyn community group. 
 
Hart-Miller Island (HMI) 
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Mr. Brown reported that two public information meetings for the Hart-Miller Island project are 
scheduled on October 4, 2006 at Chesapeake High School and on October 5, 2006 at the 
Dundalk Campus of the Community College of Baltimore County.   Poster sessions and displays 
will start at 6:30 p.m. and the formal meeting will begin at 7:00 p.m.  Mr. Brown distributed 
copies of the announcement that will be published in the newspapers informing citizens of the 
two meetings.  Mr. Taylor informed CAC members the meeting information will be emailed to 
them and will also include specific building/room numbers for each meeting location. 
 
5.0 Update on Innovative Reuse Committee (IRC)  Fran Flanigan 
Ms. Flanigan reported that the IRC has held five meetings since its inception in March 2006, and 
the next meeting is October 19, 2006.  Ms. Flanigan informed attendees that the meetings are 
open to the public and all are welcome to attend.  Ms. Flanigan added that attendees can contact 
her if they would like to receive additional information about the IRC or be added to the IRC 
mailing list. 
 
Ms. Flanigan stated that the purpose of the IRC is to screen innovative reuse options and 
evaluate each option based on technical/engineering, economic, and regulatory/political criteria.  
The goal of the IRC is to recommend which options are most favorable for the MPA to analyze 
in greater detail.  Ms. Flanigan reported that the charge to the IRC is to determine which 
innovative reuse options are feasible to handle 500,000 cubic yards (cy) of dredged material each 
year. 
 
Ms. Flanigan stated that dredged material sediment quality and dredged material transportation 
costs are two significant factors that must be considered when evaluating innovative reuse 
options.  Recently, Mr. Joe Beaman provided a presentation on Harbor sediment quality and Ms. 
Lee Fulton, Mr. Paul Kelly, and Mr. Martin Snow provided presentations on rail, trucking, and 
barge transportation methods at IRC meetings. 
 
Ms. Flanigan reported that the IRC planning team also meets with different companies and 
agencies between IRC meetings.  Interesting meetings have been held with the Maryland 
Department of Transportation State Highway Administration (SHA), MDE, and Baltimore Gas 
and Electric (BGE).  Ms. Flanigan noted that dredged material could possibly be mixed with 
BGE fly ash in order to create a fill material for use in mine reclamation.    
 
Ms. Flanigan reported that she recently briefed the Management Committee at their August 16, 
2006 meeting, and the Executive Committee at their September 6, 2006 meeting, on the status 
and progress of the IRC.  Ms. Flanigan reported that both committees were very pleased with the 
IRC’s work and they are eagerly awaiting the IRC’s innovative reuse options set of 
recommendations.  Ms. Flanigan added that a representative from the IRC is scheduled to brief 
the Joint Evaluation Committee.  The Joint Evaluation Committee is interested in how innovative 
reuse relates to the Masonville project. 
 
Mr. Stambaugh questioned if a representative from the IRC could attend a Private Sector Port 
Coalition meeting and provide a presentation on the IRC.  Ms. Flanigan replied that a 
presentation can be arranged.     
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Ms. Flanigan reported that in November 2006 the IRC will begin discussing and ranking each 
innovative reuse option.  A report detailing the IRC’s set of innovative reuse recommendations is 
planned for submittal to the MPA during Spring 2007.  Ms. Flanigan added that the IRC 
members are fully engaged and enthusiastic.       
 
Mr. Taylor questioned if the IRC’s report detailing the set of innovative reuse recommendations 
will include any visual aids or presentations.  Ms. Flanigan replied that the IRC has not yet 
discussed the format of the report; however, this will be considered.  Mr. Taylor commented that 
the CAC is interested in reviewing the IRC’s final set of innovative reuse recommendations in 
Spring 2007.  Mr. Taylor thanked all CAC members and attendees for their hard work on the 
IRC. 
 
6.0 Updates on Management & Executive Committee Meetings  Fran Taylor 
Mr. Taylor stated that Mr. Jim Burkman attended the August 16, 2006 Management Committee 
meeting on his behalf.  Mr. Burkman reported that topics discussed at the Management 
Committee meeting included the IRC status, Masonville project and mitigation plan, WRDA 
2006, the concerns of Congressman Gilchrest regarding PI expansion and Mid-Bay Island 
projects, and the permit presentations provided to the CAC at their last meeting. 
 
Mr. Taylor reported that similar topics were discussed at the Executive Committee meeting on 
September 6, 2006.  Mr. Taylor reported that Executive Committee members are very interested 
in CAC projects and are impressed with the citizens’ involvement in the Masonville project.  The 
Executive Committee also encouraged Mr. Taylor and the CAC to contact them directly with any 
issues or concerns that need immediate attention so they can be addressed in a timely manner.   
 
Mr. Taylor reported that the Sparrows Point project and Barletta-Willis shipyard dredging issue 
were discussed at length at the Executive Committee meeting.  Mr. Taylor added that the State 
will not extend the Barletta-Willis shipyard permit to place 600,000 cy of dredged material at 
HMI past the January 31, 2007 deadline.   
 
Mr. Burton questioned if the proposed AES Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) project was discussed 
at the Executive Committee meeting.  Mr. Taylor replied that the proposed LNG project was 
discussed and the Executive Committee is fully aware of the project.  The Governor’s official 
stance is that he is opposed to the proposed LNG project.  Mr. Hamons added that since the 
Governor is against the proposed LNG project, the MPA would most likely not permit a 
placement site for dredged material generated from the proposed LNG project.  AES has not 
approached MPA for a dredged material placement site.    
 
Mr. Donnelly questioned why the Barletta-Willis shipyard permit for dredging 600,000 cy of 
material to provide access to the shipyard was permitted if ships are currently able to enter and 
leave the shipyard.  Mr. Hamons replied that the shipyard currently has a 30-foot channel which 
is sufficient for smaller classes of ships.  The Barletta-Willis shipyard was turned down for 
several contracts because larger ships could not enter the shipyard through a 30-foot channel.  
Barletta-Willis requested and obtained a permit to dredge the channel to 37-feet so that they had 
navigable access for larger ships which would generate more business.  Mr. Hamons added that 
the shipyard access dredging permit was issued before AES proposed the LNG project. 
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Mr. Donnelly questioned if Barletta-Willis looks to place 600,000 cy of dredged material at a 
placement site other than HMI, will they be required to obtain another Water Quality 
Certification permit.  Mr. Hamons replied that the Water Quality Certification permit is specific 
to HMI; therefore, if the material is placed elsewhere, another Water Quality Certification permit 
is necessary.  Mr. Hamons reiterated that the permit requires that all placement of dredged 
material must be completed by January 31, 2007.  Mr. McKee added that the dredging permit 
issued by the Corps is valid until December 31, 2010.  The dredging permit would need to be 
amended if the material is to be placed at a different location than HMI. 
 
Ms. Nelson reported that Secretary Robert Flanagan recently met with a small group of 
community members opposed to the proposed LNG project.  Community members were able to 
share their concerns associated with the proposed LNG project.  Ms. Nelson stated that Secretary 
Flanagan will share the community members concerns and comments with the Governor.  Ms. 
Nelson added that she and the other community members are very appreciative that Secretary 
Flanagan took the time to meet with them. 
 
7.0 CAC Discussion  CAC Members & Staff 
Mr. Hamons reported that the MPA will be holding a forum on November 9, 2006 at the 
Maritime Institute of Technology and Graduate Studies (MITAGS) to discuss the 300-year 
history of the Port and what directions the Port will be taking in the future.  Mr. Hamons noted 
that the Forum will be an extension of the December 2004 Needs Conference.  Mr. Hamons 
stated that tentative topics scheduled for the Forum include Port operations; Port challenges; the 
Port’s expanding role in the Chesapeake Bay Community; environmental management of 
dredged material; and sedimentation issues.      
 
Mr. Taylor passed out flyers for the Tri-centennial Portfest and Steam Tug Baltimore 100th 
Anniversary to be held on Saturday and Sunday October 21 and 22, 2006.  The festival features 
several activities including bus tours of the Port.  
 
Ms. Flanigan informed CAC members that Mr. Stambaugh and the Baltimore Maritime 
Exchange (BME) compile a monthly calendar listing all Port-related events.  Anyone interested 
in receiving the monthly calendar should contact Mr. Stambaugh to be added to the mailing list.   
 
Mr. Mendelsohn reported that Mr. Hamons will be the keynote speaker at the EPA Shallow 
Water Conference held at the end of September 2006 in Atlantic City, NJ.  Mr. Hamons added 
that he has been requested to discuss the decision making process of the Maryland DMMP.  Mr. 
Hamons expressed his gratitude to the CAC and all the community members that are involved in 
this process.  The CAC and community members are an integral and important part of the 
decision making process.   
 
Captain Band reported that a significant spike in vessel traffic through the C&D Canal has been 
observed during 2006.  The first eight months of 2004 saw 406 vessels through the Canal; the 
first eight months of 2005 saw 428 vessels through the Canal; and the first eight months of 2006 
saw 531 vessels through the Canal.  The vessel traffic has approximately increased 23 percent in 
the first eight months since previous years.  Mr. Hamons questioned how many of the vessels 
counted were actual ships.  Captain Band replied that 99 percent of the vessels were ship traffic.  
Captain Band added that it is unclear what has caused the sudden rise in vessel traffic.  Mr. 
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Burton commented that the increased vessel traffic is beneficial for Port business.  Mr. Burton 
questioned if the increased vessel traffic is from new shipping lines or established shipping lines.  
Captain Band replied that the increased vessel traffic is most likely from established shipping 
lines because new lines, for the most part, come up through the main Bay. 
 
8.0 Next Meeting Fran Taylor 
Mr. Taylor thanked CAC members for their attendance.  The next 2006 Citizens’ Advisory 
Committee meeting is scheduled for November 15, 2006 as a joint meeting with the 
Management Committee.  
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 1                     MASONVILLE DMCF 

 2                  PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

 3        PRESENTED BY MARYLAND PORT ADMINISTRATION

 4                      

 5                    ------------------

 6            Meeting in the above-captioned matter was 

 7  taken on Wednesday, June 15, 2005, at the Harbor 

 8  Hospital, 3001 South Hanover Street, Baltimore, 

 9  Maryland, commencing at 6:45 p.m. before Carol T. 

10  Lucic, Notary Public. 

11                    ------------------

12  

13            

14            

15            

16            

17            

18  

19  

20  

21  Reported by:  Carol T. Lucic, RMR  
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 1            MS. VINE:  Ladies and gentlemen, I know we're 

 2  a little bit early, but there was some confusion about 

 3  when the meeting actually started, so in recognition of 

 4  those people who have been here since 6 o'clock, we're 

 5  going to go ahead and get started.  As other people 

 6  come in and they're interested in speaking, we'll also 

 7  recognize them, but we're going to go ahead and get 

 8  started.

 9            I want to welcome you this evening to this 
Page 1
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10  public meeting.  My name is Janet Vine, and I'm chief 

11  of the regulatory branch for the U.S. Army Corps of 

12  Engineers Baltimore District.  It's the responsibility 

13  of my office to evaluate applications for Department of 

14  the Army permits for work in waters of the United 

15  States including wetlands.  Our authority for these 

16  permits comes from Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors 

17  Act and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

18            In December 2005 we're expecting to get an 

19  application from the Maryland Port Administration for a 

20  Department of the Army permit to construct a disposal 

21  site in the Middle Branch of the Patapsco River at 

�                                                               Page 

 1  Masonville in Baltimore City.  This disposal site would 

 2  be used to contain dredged material from the Baltimore 

 3  Harbor area.  From discussions that my staff has had 

 4  with the Maryland Port Administration we expect the 

 5  project as currently proposed to impact approximately 

 6  120 acres of water in the Middle Branch.  

 7            Because of this relatively large impact to 

 8  waters under the Corps' jurisdiction, we've determined 

 9  that the project as currently proposed may have 

10  significant impacts on the quality of the human 

11  environment and that preparation of an environmental 

12  impact statement is required in accordance with the 

13  National Environmental Policy Act or NEPA.

14            Let me take a minute here to explain a little 

15  bit about NEPA.  NEPA went into effect as a federal law 

16  in 1970, and the goal of NEPA is to build into the 

17  Agency decision-making process an appropriate and 

18  careful consideration of all environmental aspects of 
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19  proposed actions.  NEPA reviews are required for any 

20  major federal action including actions that require a 

21  Corps permit.  
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 1            Within NEPA there is a process called the 

 2  environmental impact statement or EIS.  An EIS is 

 3  prepared by the federal agency, and it reviews the 

 4  purpose and need of the proposed action, evaluates 

 5  reasonable alternatives, and analyzes the environmental 

 6  consequences of that action.  In doing so an EIS 

 7  assists officials in making better decisions and 

 8  planning actions.  

 9            Under the EIS some of the environmental 

10  factors that we will be considering include wetlands, 

11  water quality, air quality, fish and wildlife 

12  resources, endangered species, navigation, cultural 

13  resources, and human health and safety.  

14            There are several steps to the EIS process.  

15  It begins with publication in the Federal Register of 

16  the NEPA notice of intent to prepare a draft EIS.  This 

17  notice of intent for this particular project was 

18  published in the May 26, 2005, issue of the Federal 

19  Register.  The purpose of the notice of intent is to 

20  notify the public that the federal agency, in this case 

21  the Corps, will be preparing a NEPA document, which is 

�                                                               Page 

 1  the EIS, to evaluate impacts associated with the 

 2  proposed action, in this case construction of a 

 3  disposal site at Masonville.

 4            The second step is where we are tonight, the 

 5  public scoping meeting.  The purpose of this meeting is 

Page 3



0615meeting.txt
 6  to invite you, the public, to comment on the purpose 

 7  and extent of the study and to identify significant 

 8  issues.  

 9            The third step is preparation of a draft EIS, 

10  which evaluates the proposed project in light of the 

11  project need, reasonable alternatives, and 

12  environmental consequences.  

13            The draft EIS is then submitted for public 

14  review and comment for a minimum of 45 days.  Based on 

15  the comments that we receive the draft EIS is revised 

16  and becomes the final EIS.  

17            Then the final step in the EIS process is 

18  preparation of a record of decision or ROD, and the ROD 

19  formally summarizes the EIS analysis.  

20            So the purpose of tonight's meeting is to 

21  inform you of this project, to allow you an opportunity 
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 1  to provide us with any comments to be included and 

 2  addressed in the draft EIS, and your comments are 

 3  important in our preparation of this document.  

 4            As I said, we anticipate receiving the 

 5  application for this project from MPA in December of 

 6  this year, and at the same time we expect the draft EIS 

 7  to be completed.  The Corps will advertise the project 

 8  on a public notice inviting comments, and this notice 

 9  will also include information on the date, time, and 

10  location of a public hearing for the project.

11            Now I'm going to move on to a little bit 

12  about just the logistics of how this meeting will work 

13  tonight.  First I'll call on Frank Hamons, deputy 

14  director for harbor development for the Maryland Port 

15  Administration, and he will make a presentation on the 
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16  project.  After he speaks I'll call on any elected 

17  officials or their representatives to make a statement, 

18  and then I'll call on those of you who indicated that 

19  you wish to speak.  

20            Any people who are speaking please use the 

21  microphone there in the front of the room.  Because 
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 1  we're recording the meeting tonight, we will need you 

 2  to state your name and your address and limit your 

 3  remarks to about five minutes.  We don't permit 

 4  cross-examination of the speakers, but you may pose 

 5  questions as part of your statement, and either MPA or 

 6  the Corps will address those questions.  We have the 

 7  room until 9:30 tonight, so we need to finish by then.

 8            Those of you who indicated on the sign-in 

 9  slips that you would like a copy of the transcript of 

10  tonight's meeting will be given an opportunity to 

11  purchase that at cost.  Also the same is true if you 

12  would like a copy of the draft EIS when that's 

13  prepared.  If you didn't indicate that you want copies 

14  of that material, but you still would like it, just let 

15  either a Corps representative or MPA representative 

16  know, and we'll make sure that happens.

17            The comment period for this meeting will 

18  remain open until July 15, 2005.  Between now and then 

19  you can submit written comments to be entered into the 

20  meeting record.  

21            That's it for me.  I think Frank is up next.
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 1            MR. HAMONS:  I am Frank Hamons.  I will give 

 2  the first part of this presentation, and then I will 
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 3  introduce Jane Boraczek here, who is a scientist who is 

 4  working on this project with us, too, and she will do 

 5  the second half -- actually probably the second 

 6  two-thirds of the presentation, and then I'll wrap it 

 7  up briefly at the end.

 8            What we're going to present to you tonight 

 9  will deal with public outreach and option 

10  identification.  We'll talk a little bit about what is 

11  dredging and why we need to dredge, the need for new 

12  harbor placement options, environmental and engineering 

13  studies that are ongoing at this time, the Masonville 

14  project itself impacts and mitigation, and public 

15  input.

16            We set it up this way for a reason.  The 

17  state dredged material management program option 

18  identification is a long history of options studied 

19  since about 1982, and we have had some projects that 

20  went forward well; we have had some that have been very 

21  controversial.  So over the years we've tried to learn 
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 1  exactly how to do this the best way possible.  We got a 

 2  real impetus when the legislature passed the Dredged 

 3  Material Management Act of 2001 because they tasked us 

 4  at that point in time to provide a plan for 20 years of 

 5  dredged material placement capacity for the Port of 

 6  Baltimore.  

 7            We decided that we had to do something this 

 8  time.  This has been a unique process, and that's why 

 9  we put it up front, that community and stakeholder 

10  involvement was paramount.  You had to do this from the 

11  start.  You didn't want anybody surprised.  You wanted 
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12  them working with you to the extent that you recommend 

13  what options should go forward and recommend even 

14  design features, everything.  So we plan this to be a 

15  totally open process.  

16            We have several committees that are involved 

17  here.  We have a citizens advisory committee that's 

18  part of this DMMP process, and that has people in it 

19  that goes anywhere from Anne Arundel County up to Cecil 

20  County and down to Dorchester County on the Eastern 

21  Shore working with us, but the DMMP remember also does 
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 1  not just the harbor, but the bay channels.  

 2            The management committee has people in it, 

 3  policy level people, from various state and central 

 4  agencies and some large conservation associations like 

 5  the Chesapeake Bay Foundation, and they evaluate the 

 6  projects.  The executive committee has a citizen on 

 7  there that came from the Dredged Material Management 

 8  Act of 2001.  It has three state secretaries involved 

 9  there, the Secretary of Transportation, Secretary of 

10  the Environment, and the Secretary of Natural 

11  Resources.  It has a representative of the Chesapeake 

12  Bay Foundation on there and it has a liaison from the 

13  management committee on that committee.  

14            Then there is the Harbor Team.  The Harbor 

15  Team is kind of special.  The Harbor Team was put 

16  together from all of those jurisdictions and 

17  communities that surround Baltimore Harbor, Baltimore 

18  County, Baltimore City, Anne Arundel County, and a lot 

19  of the various communities around here.  This is the 

20  Harbor Team.  

21            These are organizations that are represented 
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 1  in the Harbor Team:  Anne Arundel County, Baltimore 

 2  City, Baltimore County, Baltimore Harbor Watershed 

 3  Association, Mittal Steel -- well, that has gone from 

 4  Bethlehem Steel -- right now it's Mittal Steel, 

 5  Brooklyn-Curtis Bay Coalition, Domino Sugar Refining, 

 6  Dundalk Area Citizens, Dundalk Renaissance Corporation, 

 7  Living Classrooms Foundation, Maryland Pilots 

 8  Association, National Aquarium in Baltimore, North 

 9  County Land Trust-Cox Creek Citizens Committee, North 

10  Point Peninsula Community Council, Patapsco Back Rivers 

11  Tributary Team, Rukert Terminals, Turner Station 

12  Community Association, W.R. Grace.  

13            So we had a very broad representation of 

14  interests and citizens on there, and anyone who wanted 

15  to come to this Harbor Team was welcome to do it.  

16  Everyone who wanted to participate has, and if there is 

17  anyone here who hasn't participated before and would 

18  like to, this team still meets.  

19            This team met every three weeks in 2003 from 

20  March to October, and the task that the team was given 

21  was this:  We basically said, hey, we've come up with a 
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 1  lot of options in the past.  A lot of people didn't 

 2  like them.  So what we want you to do is help us figure 

 3  out what do we do here if you agree that the harbor 

 4  needs to be dredged to keep the port going, and they 

 5  did.  

 6            What we did was we started with about 52 

 7  options in this area and narrowed it down to three.  

 8  I'll show you how that happens a little bit later, but 
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 9  the point I wanted to make was this:  This has been an 

10  open, collaborative process.  It will remain an open, 

11  collaborative process until the very end.  Whatever 

12  happens here, it will go to the point where it's 

13  constructed and becomes operational.  In any case the 

14  Harbor Team continues to meet.  Right now it's meeting 

15  every three months, and if there is anyone here who is 

16  interested, give us your name and we'll make sure that 

17  you get notices.

18            Basically just to explain what we have to do, 

19  what is dredging, removal of sediment from shipping 

20  channels, and this just shows a couple of dredges in 

21  action and shows simply -- these are all bucket and 
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 1  scows, and that's how most of the dredging is done 

 2  here.  It's pulled up from the bottom by a bucket, put 

 3  in a scow, taken to wherever you're going to put it, 

 4  and you can unload it either the same way with a bucket 

 5  or you can pump it in.  Most of the time it gets pumped 

 6  in around here, but sometimes it's unloaded 

 7  mechanically.  

 8            Where does it come from?  It flows into the 

 9  bay from a variety of sources, and some of it is in the 

10  bay itself.  You have natural processes, freezing and 

11  thawing, flowing water, storm events.  A lot of it 

12  comes down the Susquehanna and comes in.  This is an 

13  area called turbidity maximum of the bay, and every 

14  time there is a tidal cycle there is sediment moving in 

15  the bottom of the bay all the time.  In fact, there is 

16  probably as much moving with each tidal cycle as there 

17  is that comes in almost every year, and that migrates 
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18  eventually towards the deepest water around, and that 

19  usually is the channel.  So if it goes in the channel, 

20  we're going to have to take it back out.  

21            About 75% of the dredging we do is just 
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 1  maintaining the channels from the sediment that goes in 

 2  from sources like this.  Wind and wave action, that's 

 3  the redistribution within the bay.  Land use practices, 

 4  development, agriculture, and construction, we get some 

 5  from that.  Channels are dredged to provide safe 

 6  passage and allow vessels to continue to use the port.  

 7  You don't want vessels hitting the bottom.  That's a 

 8  no-no.

 9            Why do we dredge?  Well, we dredge for the 

10  Port of Baltimore right now to keep it going.  Maryland 

11  economic benefits, these are 2003 statistics.  They're 

12  the newest that we have.  There are over 33,730 direct, 

13  induced, and indirect jobs associated with the port, 2 

14  billion in personal wage and salary income, 1.5 billion 

15  in business revenues, 782 million in local business 

16  purchases, 221 million in state, county, and municipal 

17  tax receipts, 507 million in Federal U.S. Customs 

18  receipts.  That's the economic reason why we are here 

19  tonight actually.

20            These are the channels that we're talking 

21  about.  We're talking right now tonight about harbor 

�                                                               Page 1

 1  channels.  We're not talking about channels in the 

 2  bay.  These are the channels in blue.  This is the main 

 3  navigation channel, Brewerton Channel, Curtis Bay, Fort 

 4  McHenry, Ferry Bar, east channel, west channel, which 
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 5  is going up.  The Inner Harbor is up in here.

 6            The harbor channel management challenges.  

 7  Why are we looking to build another site?  The annual 

 8  dredging need in the harbor is about 1-1/2 million 

 9  cubic yards a year, and right now that goes to 

10  Hart-Miller Island.  We're in pretty good shape there.  

11  Hart-Miller Island can take up to about 3 million yards 

12  a year, but it's a very large site.  

13            It says here majority of the existing harbor 

14  capacity will soon be exhausted.  Actually Hart-Miller 

15  by law has to close at the end of 2009, so December 31 

16  Hart-Miller shuts down, and then we have to look for 

17  other places, and this is part of that search for other 

18  places.  

19            Potential contamination of material must be 

20  confined to proposed options within harbor.  The 

21  Maryland state law says if the material comes from a 

�                                                               Page 1

 1  line drawn from North Point to Rock Point, basically 

 2  the mouth of the Patapsco, it must be considered to be 

 3  contaminated and cannot be placed in the open waters of 

 4  the Chesapeake Bay or its tidal tributaries.  That 

 5  makes it easy because you know you're going to have to 

 6  confine the stuff from the harbor.  It's not accurate, 

 7  though, in terms of material in the harbor can be as 

 8  clean as material in the bay or very contaminated, 

 9  depending on where it comes from.  If it comes from 

10  some of the existing industries that have been around 

11  for a long time, it can be quite contaminated.  If it 

12  comes out of the channels, we find that the quality of 

13  the material that comes out of the channel in terms of 

14  contamination is about the same as what you dredge from 
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15  the middle of the bay.  

16            So you get the whole range in here.  You can 

17  get a little bit of everything.  Now the law says you 

18  have to contain it.  We need a new placement site by 

19  2008.  I'll show you why.  

20            This chart is not difficult to understand at 

21  all.  This is Hart-Miller, and this is where it's going 

�                                                               Page 1

 1  right now.  We can put 2.7 million cubic yards a year 

 2  in there without overloading.  We have to cap or cover 

 3  Hart-Miller Island.  We have to develop that.  

 4  Hart-Miller will be developed as a wildlife and 

 5  recreational area.  The recreational area is basically 

 6  for people to observe wildlife, hiking and biking 

 7  trails, things like that.  

 8            If we have to do that, we may have to do that 

 9  for two years using material from other than Baltimore 

10  Harbor.  If that is the case then, Baltimore Harbor 

11  will stop going to Hart-Miller after 2007.  That's 

12  right here.  

13            We have a site right now at Cox Creek, which 

14  is on the other side of the Key Bridge.  We've just 

15  finished renovating that, and we're building a pier 

16  there now, and that will be ready in December, so we 

17  can start using that site.  That's good, but the annual 

18  inflow can be about half a million yards a year, and 

19  that's a lot short of the million and a half that gets 

20  dredged.  So we need another site.  

21            Assuming that this cap cover has to happen, 

�                                                               Page 1

 1  and we've promised that it would one way or another, 
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 2  then you need to bring another option on line here in 

 3  2008.  That's why I said we need the next option by 

 4  2008.  If it's Masonville, and that's what we're 

 5  looking at, then that's another half million.  So we're 

 6  still short a bit, and we would need something else out 

 7  here, Option 2, somewhere around 2012 or 13.

 8            When we started to work, we went and looked 

 9  at all of the studies that have been done before, and 

10  here is a list of most of them.  We didn't show you all 

11  of those options because they were all here and 

12  everything else.  There were over 50 options to start 

13  with, and we started working with the Harbor Team and 

14  said, okay, you tell us what you recommend and we'll 

15  pare this down.  

16            The initial short list produced a seed list 

17  which had seven different locations on it, and then 

18  that got further reduced by the Harbor Team, and what 

19  the Harbor Team actually ended up recommending were 

20  three sites for further studies.  Well, renovation and 

21  operation of Cox Creek they recommended also, but that 

�                                                               Page 1

 1  was an existing site.  So then further studies, 

 2  Masonville, Sparrows Point, and BP Fairfield.  

 3            Now, there were conditions here, community 

 4  enhancements.  Community representatives on the Harbor 

 5  Team basically said if you're going to be doing 

 6  something in our area near our communities and our 

 7  neighborhoods, we want to get something out of this 

 8  project, and we want these community enhancements to be 

 9  included and they have to be part of the project and 

10  they have to stay part of the project from start to 
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11  finish.  So we agreed to that.  

12            One was interesting because some communities 

13  around Sparrows Point -- there is a law right now that 

14  says you can't build -- it says that the State can't 

15  permit a site within five miles of the Hart 

16  Miller-Pleasure Island chain, and that came out of some 

17  Baltimore County communities that said Hart-Miller is 

18  here and that's enough.  So we had some of those same 

19  communities represented on the Harbor Team, and they 

20  recommended Sparrows Point as an option for further 

21  study.  

�                                                               Page 2

 1            Basically we were told if the communities 

 2  get the enhancements they're looking for, then we will 

 3  recommend a law change.  We had some elected officials 

 4  say if the community backs you on this, then we will 

 5  consider that.  If you don't have the community with 

 6  you, then it doesn't work.  That is just to show you 

 7  how this process worked.  

 8            I was very impressed with the Harbor Team.  

 9  I've paid for people who didn't work as hard as they 

10  did, and they were doing it for nothing.  I'm very 

11  serious.  They worked very hard.  

12            They also recommended innovative use of 

13  dredged material because they also said you're going to 

14  run out of places where you can dike it in and build 

15  things with it.  You need to do something else with it, 

16  so we want you to look at innovative use of dredged 

17  material to see if you can't make things out of it that 

18  will be useful so that you can continue to do this into 

19  the foreseeable future.  

20            We have been looking into that, and we will 
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21  continue to look into that.  The biggest problem here 

�                                                               Page 2

 1  is that you can build a dike enclosure, you can 

 2  renovate islands such as we're doing at Poplar Island 

 3  and other things, and you can do that for 10 or 12 

 4  dollars a yard, maybe even 15 or more. 

 5            So far the best we've seen working here with 

 6  innovative use of dredged material is about $57 a yard, 

 7  which makes it difficult if you're talking about 

 8  dredging overall say in the harbor a million and a 

 9  half.  If you multiply that times 10 and then you 

10  multiply it times 57, you see the difference in the 

11  cost here, and that makes it a difficulty, but someone 

12  is going to come up with a way one of these days to do 

13  it more cost effectively, and we want to be there when 

14  they do.

15            The sites that were recommended:  Masonville, 

16  which is the one we're here to talk about tonight; BP 

17  Fairfield, which is down at the mouth of Curtis Bay, as 

18  you can see; and Sparrows Point.  The blue that you see 

19  here represents an outline of the concept for each of 

20  those sites as it currently stands.  Existing sites are 

21  also on here, as you can see, in this sort of -- I 
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 1  guess you can call that an orange, a burnt orange, I 

 2  guess.  That's a good description of that.  So Cox 

 3  Creek is here and Hart-Miller is out here, the sites 

 4  that I have been talking about.

 5            We are talking about Masonville first.  Why 

 6  Masonville first?  Well, there are several reasons.  

 7  There was already some work going on at Masonville.  We 
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 8  had studies that were already underway, so we're 

 9  further ahead.  We also own the Masonville property.  

10  The other two properties are owned by someone else, so 

11  you have ownership issues, what can you do, and you 

12  have to deal with those issues.  In the case, of 

13  course, of Sparrows Point there is a legal issue that 

14  would have to be addressed.  

15            Number two is we've gotten very good 

16  community support up to this point for the Masonville 

17  project and the cove improvements.  That's another 

18  reason why it's first, ecological and community 

19  enhancement.  We are talking about Masonville Cove.  I 

20  assume a lot of you probably know where that is.  It's 

21  right beside the existing Masonville site.  

�                                                               Page 2

 1            At this point in time what I want to do is to 

 2  switch over to Jane Boraczek.  Jane will explain to you 

 3  a lot about the studies that are going on, the 

 4  community enhancements, and what is being proposed to 

 5  occur in Masonville Cove.  When she does that, I would 

 6  like you to understand, too, that all of the 

 7  enhancements that you see came from citizens.  None of 

 8  these came from the MPA.  This is community generated 

 9  100%.  

10            MS. BORACZEK:  Hi, I'm Jane Boraczek.  I've 

11  met a lot of you through the Harbor Team.  For those of 

12  you who don't know me, I work for EA Engineering, and 

13  we're one of the companies on a much larger team of 

14  engineers and scientists that have been looking not 

15  just at Masonville, but at all of the sites that were 

16  recommended by the Harbor Team.  
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17            Actually a little bit before the Harbor Team 

18  had made their final recommendations, but at the point 

19  where they were doing their screening that team 

20  launched into a set of studies to look at existing 

21  conditions as well as some of the other factors that we 
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 1  would need to evaluate in order to develop sites.  

 2            The ecological are listed there on the top.  

 3  We looked at sediment and water quality, the aquatic 

 4  community and fisheries -- that's the stuff that lives 

 5  in the bottom and how the fish are using the site -- 

 6  the terrestrial characteristics, the plants and the 

 7  animals.  We had a separate study going on to look at 

 8  the potential for archeological or historical resources 

 9  because whenever you're going to dig up the bottom, 

10  there is the potential for boats and things to be in 

11  the way.  

12            To Masonville specifically there are some 

13  abandoned ships over in the Kurt Iron area.  Those were 

14  evaluated.  These are the biggies, geotechnical, which 

15  is the subsurface evaluation below the bottom to see 

16  what the suitability is for site development, the tidal 

17  currents and waves and hydrodynamics.  That's the big 

18  word for it.  All of those things feed into the 

19  engineering for the site development and ultimately the 

20  cost.  So this is mostly the engineering part here.  We 

21  have most of those team members here to answer 

�                                                               Page 2

 1  questions afterwards.

 2            This is an actual interesting picture.  We 

 3  put this in all our presentations for Masonville 
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 4  because it really gives you a good shot of the whole 

 5  area.  This is the Brooklyn-Curtis Bay area.  You are 

 6  right about here right now I would imagine.  This is 

 7  that cove that Frank was talking about, and the whole 

 8  area that we are looking at either for dredged material 

 9  containment site development or for ecological 

10  enhancement is in here.  Just for context, Fort McHenry 

11  is right on the other side.  

12            I'm going to come back to this slide in a 

13  little bit more detail, but this gives you an idea of 

14  where we are right now because some of you have seen 

15  various iterations of this project as it developed.  

16  There were alignments that were a little bigger that 

17  came out this way to avoid these sunken barges for a 

18  while until we found out that they were something that 

19  had no archeological significance so we could build 

20  over them and there wasn't going to be a problem with 

21  that, but it shows you our preferred alignment at this 

�                                                               Page 2

 1  point, Kurt Iron being here.  This is the existing 

 2  under construction terminal that's about to be paved 

 3  for car parking, and you will see some pictures of that 

 4  as we move forward.

 5            Before we get into the specifics of our site 

 6  let's talk about placement facilities.  Frank alluded a 

 7  little bit to this before.  What is a placement 

 8  facility?  What does it do?  How does it work?  It's 

 9  basically a large berm or dike sometimes made of stone, 

10  sometimes made of sand, most times made of both.  

11  Sometimes there are cross-dikes in between.  

12            The scows with the dredged material will come 

13  in and usually add some water to the dredged material, 
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14  pump in it here.  This is a big settlement basin.  

15  Salts fall out, the water is sitting up on top, and 

16  there are spillways here that are used to release the 

17  water out of the site so that the site can compact and 

18  you can put more in the next year.

19            In order to build one of these things you've 

20  got a lot going on.  First in the construction phases 

21  there are time-of-year restrictions to make sure that 
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 1  they aren't being constructed at sensitive times for 

 2  fish passing through, for birds that may be in the 

 3  area.  There are also permits for surface water quality 

 4  to monitor turbidity so that while the site is being 

 5  developed and you're stirring everything up you stay 

 6  within the bounds set by the Maryland Department of the 

 7  Environment.  

 8            Afterwards while the site is in operation 

 9  there are going to be permits associated with these 

10  spillways and the quality of the water coming out.  

11  They're basically regulated just like industrial 

12  discharges and they're held to the same standards.

13            I want to point out before I even get started 

14  this was an older initial design concept.  At one 

15  point, like I said, we were looking at coming a little 

16  bit off of that point.  Now the concept comes out a 

17  little further this way, and it bends in a little bit 

18  because we found some unsuitable material there, but 

19  the end use right now is planned as an automobile 

20  terminal, which is really the one aspect that the port 

21  is always seeming to need more of.  I mean the land 

�                                                               Page 2
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 1  needs for Ro-Ro and specifically automobiles is 

 2  constantly growing.  

 3            In this case the berthing facilities would be 

 4  over here.  This is years down the road.  I think it's 

 5  20 years, maybe a little bit less than that, 18 years 

 6  -- 20, yes, by the time it gets filled in, it all 

 7  settles, it's graded, and we move to the next step.  So 

 8  this is way, way, way down the road.  The berthing 

 9  facilities would be here, which is actually away from 

10  the community and away from the cove, and this would be 

11  developed very much the same as the current piece.

12            So let's talk about quantity, quality, the 

13  impact, and how we're going to mitigate for those 

14  impacts.  The number 120 acres of open water has been 

15  thrown around.  That translates for our project to 

16  about 60 million cubic yards of capacity.  We looked at 

17  what we've called the dredged material containment 

18  facility or DMCF area, and we evaluated the quality of 

19  the habitat there and found it to be degraded mostly 

20  because of the quality of the sediments and there 

21  weren't a whole lot of things living in those 
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 1  sediments.  Fish usage was kind of low, too.  

 2            So then the next step after you define the 

 3  area that you're probably going to impact -- it took us 

 4  a while to get to our final acreage -- you look at ways 

 5  to mitigate for it.  The first thing that we were 

 6  looking at -- and this is something that's currently 

 7  ongoing; it isn't a final plan, but the first thing we 

 8  looked at as a good faith effort to the citizens who 

 9  have been helping us along and feeding us their ideas 
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10  and their desires I guess for that area was to look at 

11  Masonville Cove as an environmental restoration 

12  project.  We're currently looking at the initial 

13  habitat quality and condition and making some judgments 

14  about how we can improve it through mostly engineering 

15  and some other ecologicals.  

16            So right now the Masonville Cove and an area 

17  adjacent to it would be 150 acres of improved area, 

18  part aquatic, part on the land, and then we've also 

19  identified some unique opportunities for things like 

20  education and trails and things.  You will see more of 

21  that as I move along.

�                                                               Page 3

 1            I said I was going to come back to it, and 

 2  this gives you acreages up top here.  The footprint 

 3  area is 120.  That's to the outside.  This inner side 

 4  here gives you an idea of what the width of the dike 

 5  would be.  This is a cross-section of the dike area.  

 6  It ties in over here to the existing Fairfield 

 7  terminal, and it includes the Kurt Iron area and some 

 8  of the dry docks that are there.  There is also a wet 

 9  basin over here.  We haven't completely determined 

10  whether or not that will be part of the project, but it 

11  has some advantages for material handling that could 

12  help to extend the life of the site ultimately.

13            I talked a little bit about the ecological.  

14  Let me just sort of break this down into cove and 

15  DMCF.  The DMCF is that 120 acres we talked about. 

16  Sediment quality is poor on average for things like 

17  PCBs and metals.  We're seeing some that are exceeding 

18  the averages for the harbor, in some cases 

19  significantly.  For benthics -- that's the stuff that 
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20  lives in the sediment -- it's generally degraded.  Over 

21  most of the site what is living there is poor and it's 
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 1  not a very stable community.  The fish utilization is 

 2  poor to average for the harbor.  It's not fair really 

 3  to compare this stuff to the main bay because out in 

 4  the main bay you've got everything going on, but within 

 5  the harbor the fish utilization within that dredged 

 6  material containment facility 120 acres is not very 

 7  good, and neither is the bird utilization.  There is a 

 8  lot of debris, and you will see some pictures of that 

 9  which also exists on the land side of the cove.  

10            The cove area, we're doing some more work on 

11  the sediment quality this year, but we're a little bit 

12  more optimistic because our benthic condition there is 

13  better and the fish utilization is average to good for 

14  the harbor.  There is a lot there that is really trying 

15  to use the area.  The bird utilization, as the citizens 

16  that live around here can tell you, is very high.  

17  Especially during migratory seasons there are a lot of 

18  wading birds in the summer; there are a lot of ducks in 

19  the winter.  There are a few things that are missing, 

20  but that's really kind of a lack of habitat thing.  

21  There is also a bald eagle's nest, and I'll show you 
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 1  how we're going to work around that in a second.  

 2            So back to the Kurt Iron side, this is just 

 3  to give you an idea of some the debris that's still on 

 4  the site.  This is the old dry dock.  This is a very 

 5  interesting montage here, but it gives you an idea of 

 6  the piles of soil and rubble and wood.  We're still on 
Page 22



0615meeting.txt

 7  the Kurt Iron side here.  So this is all existing on 

 8  the site and would have to be moved and dealt with in 

 9  order to build the facility.

10            So now let's talk about the cove a little 

11  bit.  For those of you who aren't real familiar with 

12  it, it's right there adjacent to the existing 

13  Masonville site.  Within the cove itself delineated by 

14  a line here is about 70 acres of water, 54 acres of 

15  land that's vegetated, some of it very sparsely with a 

16  lot of opportunistic plants, but compared to other 

17  areas right around there it's pretty green.  

18            Let's get to the community.  Bob Hoyt is 

19  here.  Bob has done a lot of work and so has Jim Runion 

20  with the folks who live in Curtis Bay talking to them 

21  about what they would like to see in this area.  One of 
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 1  the very first things they said is we want a bird 

 2  sanctuary.  We want it to be a wildlife area, 

 3  conservation area.  We want to limit public access.  In 

 4  other words, they didn't want cars to be able to get 

 5  all over the site.  Hike-bike trails are okay, but we 

 6  really want to focus on the environmental, the 

 7  education aspects.  If we're going to do a boat launch 

 8  at all, we only want it to be canoe, kayaks.  We don't 

 9  want power boats in there.  

10            There are some opportunities along the shore 

11  for wetlands.  We actually found some beach areas, 

12  too.  The trails would be very much like the Gwynns 

13  Falls trail and ultimately try to hook up with it.  

14  There would be observation towers that keyed into this 

15  environmental, education, passive recreation, and the 
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16  habitat.  

17            The pictures are always better, and there it 

18  is.  This is still in the process of being developed.  

19  This whole point here would be a bird sanctuary because 

20  of the eagle's nest and some of the other birds that 

21  are known to utilize that area.  There are a couple of 
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 1  areas for wetlands and some beach areas here.  This 

 2  would be along the new dike, a foot path or I think a 

 3  hike and bike path, and there are some observation 

 4  towers.  This is probably where the canoe launch would 

 5  be.  There would be an education center down in here 

 6  off of the existing parking lot, and the last I heard 

 7  they're trying to make a green building out of it.  

 8            This is the community wish list basically, 

 9  and we started looking at these individual elements and 

10  then some of the other requests we were getting from 

11  the resource agencies.

12            The first thing is wetlands creation.  There 

13  are two areas to the west here.  This is a wetland of 

14  pretty low function.  It's a single plant, and it's not 

15  in really good shape.  There is an opportunity to 

16  enhance that and even expand it a little bit, and there 

17  is an area over here that has a gradient that would be 

18  okay for wetlands creation without taking up too much 

19  more open water because we're already doing that 

20  elsewhere.

21            This is what that area to the east looks like 
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 1  now, and you can see where it's not exactly a 

 2  functioning wetland, any that I've ever seen.  The idea 
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 3  for the wetlands for this site and actually for a lot 

 4  of the community enhancements for this site would be to 

 5  involve the community.  In this case this is planting 

 6  at Swan Creek and the Aquarium was involved.  A lot of 

 7  Aquarium volunteers and community members got involved 

 8  in planting this out.  This was mitigation for the Cox 

 9  Creek site.  This is the way it's beginning to look 

10  now.  Of course, this is what we would be shooting for 

11  in those wetlands areas as opposed to the 

12  nonfunctioning ones that are there in the Masonville 

13  Cove now.  

14            This was a request that came mostly from the 

15  resource agencies.  The National Fishery Services 

16  recognized this as an important area for fish because 

17  it's along the south shore of the Patapsco River, and 

18  it's important for fish coming down out of the 

19  Patapsco.  

20            In this concept we would be going in to about 

21  45 acres within the cove and 50 some odd adjacent to 
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 1  the proposed DMCF and improving the substrate, 

 2  hardening it up a little bit.  That helps to improve 

 3  the benthic community, all the little things that are 

 4  basically fish food.  Then there is also a concept to 

 5  add some vertical habitat.  I don't know whether you're 

 6  familiar with reef balls, but they're these large 

 7  hollow things with a lots of holes.  They get encrusted 

 8  with things and fish go in and out of them.  It's the 

 9  kind of thing that would work well here because of the 

10  fish species that exists.  

11            Then in the areas that are shallower we're 

12  looking at improving the substrate and planting it and 
Page 25



0615meeting.txt

13  habitat improvement.  It's encouraging because there is 

14  a patch of SAV that's really trying its little heart 

15  out to get ahold here.  The water clarity is an issue, 

16  the substrate is an issue, so we're hoping that if we 

17  give it the right conditions, we can really help that 

18  along.

19            This is what it looks like now.  If I were 

20  SAV, I don't think I would want to attach in there.  

21  This is typical of what the fish habitat looks like in 
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 1  many parts of the cove.  These are ceramic insulators, 

 2  and there are all sorts of other things in here now.  

 3  That would have to be removed, and the idea is to bring 

 4  in sand or something else that would be more conducive 

 5  to plant growth and fish utilization.  

 6            This is kind of a picture looking into a reef 

 7  ball.  This is a huge piece of concrete with holes in 

 8  it that fish can swim in and out of.  This is encrusted 

 9  with stuff that helps to filter the water.  The good 

10  news with this site is that there are platform mussels 

11  that are really trying to hard to live there.  There is 

12  some anecdotal information from Back River that when 

13  they came in and encrusted on stuff, they just really 

14  cleared the water up in that little area.  So we're 

15  hoping it can help the SAV along as well.  

16            This is a picture from Poplar showing that 

17  even the dike connect is habitat.  There are certain 

18  kinds of fish and crabs in particular that will use all 

19  of those little holes.  This is a picture from the 

20  Potomac River, the same species that's really trying 

21  its heart out to grow in the cove, and this is just 
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 1  showing you what it can be like when it's allowed to 

 2  flourish when it has got the right conditions.  

 3            Beach creation, there were two little areas 

 4  that were identified -- actually one little area and 

 5  one bigger area.  In the cove there is an area just off 

 6  here on the east side, and then along the existing dike 

 7  there is a pretty large area that a more expansive 

 8  beach could be.  This is not like a bathing beach.  

 9  This would be part of the hiking trail, but it's also 

10  to add an element of habitat for shorebirds.  Right now 

11  we've got wading bird habitat, we've got duck habitat, 

12  but the shorebirds are kind of suffering, and I'll show 

13  you why.  

14            This is that little beach area in the cove 

15  now, and right now it's rubble and these are old 

16  timbers and it's not much of a beach.  I mean there is 

17  really not much habitat there for the birds that really 

18  like that kind of shallow stuff.

19            This next picture, if it will forward for me, 

20  is behind the sand dikes at Poplar.  There is an area 

21  at this site just like there is at Poplar Island where 

�                                                               Page 3

 1  you don't need to put all of that rock out there; you 

 2  can get away with sand because of the wind and wave 

 3  conditions, and we are going to be moving much more 

 4  toward this than that last beach that you saw, and we 

 5  have every reason to believe that it would take on a 

 6  character more like this than the rubble pile.  

 7            Finally integral to all of this is debris 

 8  cleanup because of some of that stuff you just saw.  
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 9  Right now we're looking at removing debris from this 

10  area here.  There are some other folks looking at doing 

11  a tree planting project in here right now.  If that 

12  doesn't take off, then we would go in and clean that up 

13  as well.  

14            Here is some of what we're talking about.  

15  This is existing on site.  These were taken this 

16  spring.  The good news is that we haven't really found 

17  liquid in any of the drums.  There is some sediment and 

18  stuff, but it's mostly just trash at this point, large 

19  amounts of wood debris everywhere, tires, and you name 

20  it.  We are going to be doing some more in-depth work 

21  on the site this summer to figure out exactly how much 
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 1  it's going to cost to haul this stuff out and clean it 

 2  all up.

 3            This is what we're shooting for, a hike-bike 

 4  trail much like Calhaven Trail Park.  I believe this is 

 5  Annapolis.  

 6            Then once everything is cleaned up and 

 7  planted and put back in better order the entire area 

 8  would be put into a conservation easement, which does 

 9  two things.  It insures that there wouldn't be any 

10  development on the site, but also allows public access 

11  for all of the stuff that we're going to be doing there 

12  for the community.  

13            Here we are putting all the layers together 

14  just to kind of show you that basically we're going to 

15  be working on just about every inch of the cove and 

16  even outside the cove adjacent to the new DMCF, and 

17  that would superimpose the community's wish list for 

18  much more like a holistic project that is not just 
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19  fixing one or two things, but really looking at more of 

20  an ecological level of restoration.  

21            I'm going to hand this back over to Frank now 
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 1  to sum up.

 2            MR. HAMONS:  I'm just basically going to do a 

 3  little summary of what you've seen at this point.  

 4            Again, the impacted area, 120 acres of open 

 5  water.  The mitigation plan right now would involve 150 

 6  acres of improved area, aquatic and upland, wetland 

 7  creation/enhancement, reef creation, SAV planting, 

 8  beach creation, debris cleanup, an environmental 

 9  education center, and additional benefits which include 

10  incapsulation of contaminated sediments which are there 

11  right now, a nature center, environmental education, 

12  community stewardship, conservation easement, ecosystem 

13  level restoration, water quality improvement through 

14  riparian buffer, and implements the vision developed in 

15  the City of Baltimore critical area management plan 

16  2002.  

17            This is the schedule.  At this point in time 

18  this is the schedule.  As you see, some of this has 

19  already happened and some of it has not.  Published 

20  notice of intent, that has.  Agency preapplication 

21  meeting, that has occurred.  All of this has occurred 
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 1  down to the meeting that -- actually where was this?  

 2  This is going through June.  The public meeting, this 

 3  is what you're in right now.  This is where we are.  

 4  Comments due the 15th of July.  I think you've already 

 5  said that, but we'll reiterate it.  Draft EIS completed 
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 6  December '05, permit application here in December of 

 7  '05, Corps MDE public notice January '06, joint hearing 

 8  February '06, circulate the final EIS April of '06, 

 9  follow it with EPA April '06, and the record of 

10  decision and permit May of '06.

11            This is where you send your comments.  So I 

12  will leave that up if you would like, and we can turn 

13  it back over to the Corps.  Jon Romeo is here with the 

14  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and he's the guy who 

15  can't wait to hear from you.  He will hear whatever it 

16  is you have to say.  That's how you get to John.  You 

17  write to this address or you can go back and collar him 

18  right now.  I didn't mean to say that.  

19            Jane was just pointing out there are comment 

20  cards that have this address already on it out in the 

21  hall if you want to get it.  

�                                                               Page 4

 1            MS. VINE:  Now that we have had the 

 2  presentations I think we're ready to accept the 

 3  speakers.  Do we have any political leaders or their 

 4  representatives here who want to make a statement?  

 5  No.  Then we're going to go ahead with those people who 

 6  have signed up to speak first.  

 7            First I want to call on Carol Eshelman.  Is 

 8  Carol here?  

 9            MS. ESHELMAN:  I'm Carol Eshelman.  I'm the 

10  executive director for the Brooklyn-Curtis Bay 

11  Coalition, which is a nonprofit community development 

12  corporation that's working with the communities of 

13  Brooklyn and Curtis Bay.  I'm also just for the record 

14  a member of the Harbor Team or was.  I guess I still 
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15  am.  You wanted our address.  320 East Patapsco in 

16  Baltimore, 21225.

17            The Brooklyn-Curtis Bay Coalition supports 

18  the Port's dredged placement project and the 

19  restoration of Masonville Cove, an urban biohabitat and 

20  critical area for migratory and year-around birds.  The 

21  communities of Brooklyn and Curtis Bay have been 
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 1  working to protect and gain access to the Masonville 

 2  Cove for over a decade.  Currently the bird refuge is 

 3  only available by boat, and the area is littered, as 

 4  you've seen, dramatically with old railroad ties and 

 5  other debris.  Residents want to insure that the area 

 6  will remain a wildlife sanctuary and to be able to 

 7  visit the site.  

 8            Long before the Harbor Dredging Team began to 

 9  meet I had started to talk with people about how the 

10  coalition could work to insure that the cove could be 

11  restored and protected, and others in the community 

12  literally have been working over a decade on this 

13  project and had talked to me about it when I first 

14  started.  

15            When the Masonville area was presented to the 

16  Harbor Dredging Team as one potential site, myself and 

17  other city representatives asked that we look at 

18  linking the restoration and preservation of the cove to 

19  any dredged placement project on the Fairfield 

20  peninsula, and you saw there were two different ones, 

21  so this was actually linked to both, whether it's the 
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 1  BP or the Masonville.  
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 2            The committee concurred and the projects are 

 3  linked in the report.  In the past year the coalition 

 4  has held several town meetings and smaller 

 5  environmental committee meetings with the community to 

 6  get feedback on the project.  The community has stated 

 7  they would like amenities like a nature center 

 8  building, hiking trails, canoe and kayak piers, beach 

 9  areas, wetlands restoration, observation towers, and 

10  most critically protection of the area where a bald 

11  eagle has built its nest.  

12            The Aquarium and Living Classrooms are both 

13  interested in working with the coalition to create an 

14  urban nature center.  Here students and visitors could 

15  study how nature and industry can work and thrive 

16  together.  We are envisioning building a green building 

17  that will have very low impact.  This is a unique 

18  opportunity to create a waterfront sanctuary within the 

19  city limits and to provide environmental hands-on 

20  experience for school children as they help with the 

21  restoration of the wetlands and other areas of the 
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 1  cove.  

 2            MS. VINE:  Thank you.  Next is Mary Marsh.  

 3            MS. MARSH:  My name is Mary Marsh, and I'm 

 4  president of Maryland Conservation Council.  First off 

 5  right off the bat I'll tell you that I've worked on 

 6  dredging projects pro and con for probably about ten 

 7  years, and a hand of applause needs to go to the 

 8  Maryland Port Administration because this is the first 

 9  time I have really seen they've done it the right way.  

10  They went to the community, they talked to the 

11  community, and rather than having a fight -- and 
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12  believe me I was in the Site 104 fight -- we're not 

13  having that fight now.  We're talking, we're 

14  conversing, and we're building consensus, which is 

15  important.

16            This is a site that has a legacy of 

17  contamination, and it is definitely what you would call 

18  a brownfield site.  One of the first things you need to 

19  keep in mind whenever you're dealing with something to 

20  this effect is do no harm, and therefore we're wanting 

21  to look at through the Maryland Conservation Council -- 
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 1  there is a definite need to cap the Kurt Iron site, and 

 2  addressing the contamination in the soil is important.  

 3            We also need to address the water quality 

 4  issues during construction, and looking at that 

 5  specifically during the draft EIS is important.  In 

 6  addition shoreline protection of the existing is 

 7  important also.  I served on the shoreline erosion task 

 8  force for DNR and know that there are a lot of 

 9  technologies out there that can stabilize the shoreline 

10  and provide tidal wetlands areas, et cetera, that are 

11  helpful.  These need to be looked at and we need to 

12  take a look at all the technology there.  

13            In addition is waterfowl.  The creation of 

14  the sanctuary is important for migrating waterfowl and 

15  also for those that are in the area, and hopefully we 

16  can bring about some song birds coming back into the 

17  Baltimore area.  

18            I just spent the weekend out in Western 

19  Maryland, and after listening to a grosbeak and to a 

20  yellow billed whatever -- I'm not an Audubon person, 
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21  but it was gorgeous sitting in the woods there.  It was 
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 1  so quiet.  The birds were chirping.  I got all kinds of 

 2  work done.  I couldn't believe it.  

 3            Anyway, but important also is community 

 4  access to the nature area, and those are things that 

 5  really do need to be incorporated into this.  The 

 6  Masonville project process is a good example of 

 7  consensus building, and it's taking us down the right 

 8  step.  For those of you who may not know, the Port 

 9  actually won an award for doing this process working 

10  with the community, and I think that they need to be 

11  applauded for that.  

12            In all MCCC hopes that the EIS addresses all 

13  of these issues and takes a look at any additional that 

14  come up while we're in the process of studying this 

15  site.  Thank you.  

16            MS. VINE:  Next is Ed Garcia.  

17            MR. GARCIA:  My name is Ed Garcia.  I'm a 

18  citizen of the Orchard Beach Community on the Anne 

19  Arundel side of the river.  I didn't intend to have 

20  anything to say when I first walked in the door except 

21  Katrina asked me if I wanted to say something.  
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 1            For the last several years I have been a 

 2  member of the citizens review committee for the dredged 

 3  material management program for the Port 

 4  Administration.  I was also a member of the Harbor 

 5  Team.  I'm on the citizens oversight committee for the 

 6  Cox Creek dredge site, and that's the area that I would 

 7  like to talk to you all about.  
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 8            Anybody who has any idea as to what dredging 

 9  is about -- if they don't, then they're welcome and I'm 

10  sure that Frank Hamons and his people will be more than 

11  glad to arrange a visit to the Cox Creek dredge site so 

12  you all can see what a dredged site is like and you can 

13  all see the 113 acres of conservation area that we have 

14  right next to the dredge site.  So feel free.  Tell him 

15  you want to see it.  We have been working there for 

16  several years now, and it looks good to me.  Thank 

17  you.  

18            MS. VINE:  The next speaker is Lee Walker 

19  Oxenham.  

20            MS. OXENHAM:  Good evening.  Lee Walker 

21  Oxenham with the Patapsco River Keeper.  I'm here to 
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 1  speak for the water quality issues in the river 

 2  itself.  We're delighted to see the work that has been 

 3  done here and we applaud the work that has been done by 

 4  Ecologics and by the citizens who have worked for years 

 5  to make sure there are enhancements that are going to 

 6  make their communities better places to live, make the 

 7  Patapsco a more welcoming place for all of us to enjoy, 

 8  and most importantly for the fish and the aquatic 

 9  resources and birds to be able to come back and find 

10  this a thriving community.  In order to make that 

11  happen we have to take the steps now so that we don't 

12  have to reengineer later, and I think the Port 

13  Administration has done an outstanding job in putting 

14  the plan together.  

15            As we go forward I would like to see a little 

16  more emphasis on what is happening to the river 

17  itself.  The river is losing 120 acres of open water.  
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18  That's a big blow to the river.  We have to look at 

19  what is happening to the flow pattern through the 

20  Middle Branch.  Right now my water quality testing is 

21  finding that the worst fecal contamination anywhere in 
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 1  the Patapsco River system is in the Middle Branch.  

 2            So we've got to find a way to address that.  

 3  If something can be done to help with the issues of the 

 4  state of our water in the process of doing this, it 

 5  might be pennies on the dollar in terms of this million 

 6  dollar effort, and this is a time when we can do this.  

 7            Baltimore has just been named one of the top 

 8  ten sites in the word for tourism, and as we move 

 9  further and further away from an industrial economy to 

10  a tourism economy, recreation and particularly low 

11  impact recreation which doesn't involve the destruction 

12  of the resources that we want people to be able to 

13  enjoy, that brings back more fish so we can have 

14  fishing tournaments right here inside Baltimore Harbor, 

15  so that we can have -- so that we won't lose the next 

16  Olympic bid because our water quality wasn't good 

17  enough to hold the swimming events and the boating 

18  events, so the people who come down to enjoy the paddle 

19  boats aren't concerned about what is splashing into 

20  their children's faces.  

21            We can do this.  We can bring this river 
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 1  back.  The Hudson River was brought back.  It's now the 

 2  most productive fishery in North America.  It's 

 3  absolutely stunning, and what it took to do it was 

 4  taking the contaminated sediments out of the river, 
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 5  containing them, making sure they didn't leach back 

 6  into the river, and that's going to be a key here is 

 7  those permits on the spillways, making sure that what 

 8  is coming out of the dewatering is not going to be 

 9  putting the poisons back into the river that we've just 

10  taken out.  

11            So, again, I applaud what you're doing.  I'll 

12  provide written comments, and I hope to continue to be 

13  part of the Harbor Team.  I've only been to one meeting 

14  so far, but it was terrific.  Thank you for allowing me 

15  the opportunity to speak to you tonight.  

16            MS. VINE:  Thank you.  Glen Page.  

17            MR. PAGE:  Glen Page.  I direct the 

18  conservation program at the National Aquarium in 

19  Baltimore.  It's kind of like old home week for the 

20  Harbor Team.  There are many members here tonight who 

21  have been a member, and it has been a really remarkable 
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 1  process, truly one of profound public involvement and I 

 2  think one that has been a model nationwide, and I think 

 3  the award is testament to that.  

 4            From the National Aquarium's standpoint we're 

 5  committed to public involvement in solutions, and when 

 6  people come through and see the animals and the 

 7  exhibits, what we want to try to do is take that 

 8  inspiration and convey it into some kind of meaningful 

 9  action.  There are action opportunities all over, but 

10  what we're trying to also do is cultivate opportunities 

11  right here in our backyard.  

12            We have been working for years at Fort 

13  McHenry.  If you have been there recently, there is a 
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14  large, about a ten acre tidal wetland.  It was done as 

15  mitigation.  It was kind of left, and trash came 

16  through and pretty much covered the site.  A lot of 

17  non-native vegetation came through, and it really 

18  wasn't serving any kind of function for fish.  

19            With public involvement, with community 

20  inspiration we have been able to take that and actually 

21  transform that into an extraordinarily valuable 
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 1  habitat, and also with Port support as well as the 

 2  Corps of Engineers and a lot of other interested 

 3  parties we have been able to actually reengineer it to 

 4  turn it into a much more productive fish utilization 

 5  site.  So the marsh is really productive to the point 

 6  where we just recorded our 243rd species of bird 

 7  visiting the site.  That's 56% of the Maryland state 

 8  species.  It's absolutely remarkable.  If you're a bird 

 9  flying over the Patapsco, there is not a lot of 

10  habitat, so when they see this little postage stamp of 

11  a wetland, they're going to go in there.  So any 

12  habitat enhancement is critical.  

13            As we stand at Fort McHenry and look over at 

14  Masonville Cove we see a lot of activity in the 

15  wintertime with the rafting sea ducks is absolutely 

16  remarkable, the osprey, and, of course, the bald 

17  eagle.  This kind of habitat is absolutely critical to 

18  enhance that kind of population.  

19            I really applaud the work of the Port, the 

20  Corps, and all the partners involved at the innovations 

21  that are going on here, and it truly will be an urban 
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 1  demonstration; however, trash will continue to pulse 

 2  into that site, so what we also want to remind everyone 

 3  is that there will continue to need to be community 

 4  vigilance and a community program to remove that debris 

 5  on a regular basis and handle that in a most safe 

 6  manner.  

 7            So we again applaud this effort.  We also 

 8  really like the fact that this serves kind of as a cap 

 9  of the site, of the Kurt Ironworks site.  It's 

10  extremely important.  The recreational value cannot put 

11  a price tag on the opportunity for access to open space 

12  here in Baltimore, and it truly will be a model.  So  

13  from my perspective again, hats off to the team working 

14  on this, and it's time we roll up our sleeves and see 

15  what we can do to help.  Thank you.  

16            MS. VINE:  Thank you.  Next is Eamonn 

17  McGetty.  

18            MR. McGETTY:  Good evening.  My name is 

19  Eamonn McGetty.  I'm a representative of the South 

20  Baltimore Business Alliance and also the general 

21  manager of Corman and Beck Marine Construction, 6121 
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 1  Pennington Avenue, 21226.  

 2            The South Baltimore Business Alliance is a 

 3  group of 30 companies.  It's a nonprofit organization.  

 4  We employ about 1,200 people.  Over 50% of them are 

 5  directly related to the port or have feelers that go 

 6  out to port industry.

 7            We have been working with the community, with 

 8  developers, with the city planners, and also within our 

 9  own group to come up with common sense approaches to 

10  development and the solutions needed to solve the 
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11  problems related to the conflict sometimes between 

12  industry, development, open space, et cetera.  We also 

13  want to applaud the Port, the Corps for this process 

14  that's working because we do believe that there are 

15  areas where industry and the environment can all come 

16  together and community needs can be met to be able to 

17  have jobs, open space, environmental quality, et 

18  cetera.  We can improve the quality of life in Curtis 

19  Bay, in the City, and in this area.  

20            So we support this plan, would like to see 

21  more action, and are willing to help if needed.  We'll 
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 1  step forward.  Thank you.  

 2            MS. VINE:  Rupert Denney.  

 3            MR. DENNEY:  Good evening.  My name is Rupert 

 4  Denney.  I'm general manager of a company called C. 

 5  Steinway in Baltimore, 1201 Wallace Street, 21230.  

 6            Steinway is a private stevedoring operation 

 7  in the Port of Baltimore.  We charter ships and bring 

 8  metals in through the port for ultimate distribution.  

 9  We usually do about 185,000 tons of nonferrous metal 

10  through the port in Locust Point.  I'm also here this 

11  evening representing the private facilities that work 

12  on the waterside here in Baltimore.  

13            The presentations you may have heard this 

14  evening have been primarily through the Maryland Port 

15  Administration, and, of course, we work very closely 

16  with them, and you may wonder what sort of private 

17  facilities there are around right now.  Well, Domino 

18  Sugar is a private stevedoring operation here in 

19  Baltimore, National Gypsum, American Gypsum, Rukert 
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20  Terminals are a general stevedore, U.S. Petroleum Fuel 

21  over in Canton.  We bring  commodities into the Port of 
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 1  Baltimore.  

 2            Because this is a hearing, I have to take the 

 3  opportunity to give you some statistics because this is 

 4  what they do at public hearings.  Essentially speaking 

 5  we have about 935 -- in 2003 we had about 900 people 

 6  working in the private terminals in Baltimore.  About 

 7  700 of those live in the city.  We own and lease about 

 8  440 acres around the Patapsco River and about 12 

 9  different terminals, and we have about 2.4 miles of 

10  piers in the City of Baltimore.

11            These companies basically rely on being able 

12  to dredge their facilities in order to continue 

13  business here in Baltimore.  We rely on the dredging of 

14  the navigational channels from the Chesapeake Bay into 

15  the Inner Harbor area, and we also need to dredge our 

16  own facilities periodically as ships get bigger and we 

17  see silting up over a period of time.

18            We need to be able to do this to expand our 

19  operations as well because if we don't have this sort 

20  of facility for somewhere to put the dredged placement, 

21  our businesses wither and eventually die because we 
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 1  cannot expand, and, of course, we're forced to invest 

 2  in other areas in the United States, which would be a 

 3  shame.  

 4            The relationship between the maritime 

 5  community and the City has been around for almost 300 

 6  years.  Next year is the 300th anniversary of the 
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 7  Port.  We have been intertwined with the citizens for 

 8  that length of time.  The maritime group certainly 

 9  benefits from the relationship with the City, foreign 

10  corporations and domestic corporations, and we enjoy 

11  the support of the citizens.  We understand that the 

12  communities surrounding this particular project are in 

13  support of this, and it's with obvious delight that the 

14  industrial group and the community groups, the local 

15  community, can work hand in hand on this basis.  

16            From our perspective the proposed plan 

17  benefits the environment, the ambience of the 

18  neighborhood, and eventually the opportunity to create 

19  well-paying jobs on the facility that is developed on 

20  the port side.  I should emphasize that the likely end 

21  use of that facility if it becomes a port will not 
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 1  impact on the neighborhood negatively.  It's not dusty, 

 2  it's not smelly, and it's not dirty, so from our 

 3  perspective we think it's a terrific project, and we 

 4  would definitely support its moving forward.  Thank 

 5  you.  

 6            MS. VINE:  Next I'm calling Duncan Stuart.  

 7            MR. STUART:  Good evening, everybody.  I just 

 8  wanted to let you know that somebody from the Baltimore 

 9  City government was here, and we're very interested in 

10  this area.  I would totally ditto everything most 

11  people have said about the process.  It has been very 

12  inclusive.  The Harbor Team -- I have been sort of in 

13  and out involved with Frank and Bob Hoyt and everybody 

14  who has worked very hard to bring together the 

15  sometimes conflicting industry versus the environment, 

16  and it has been a pretty good marriage.  
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17            I want to just plug a couple of things.  On 

18  the industrial side the planning department where I 

19  work, the City planning department, we've recently 

20  passed the maritime industrial overload district, which 

21  basically draws a dividing line between condominiums 
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 1  and residential development and industrial development, 

 2  protecting both sides, and also the maritime master 

 3  plan, which has been recently passed.  

 4            I run the City's critical area management 

 5  plan, among other things, and this bird sanctuary idea 

 6  of preserving, enhancing, and improving Masonville Cove 

 7  is just a dream come true really.  I think in some of 

 8  our older data the critical area program of Baltimore 

 9  has 12 designated habitat protection areas, which are 

10  really special areas that are meant to be saved.  It's 

11  a little different from the 66 other jurisdictional 

12  programs, and Masonville Cove is one of those 

13  designated habitat protection areas.  Like I said, in 

14  some of the older inflow during migration there are 

15  many as 50,000 migratory birds in Masonville Cove.  So 

16  it's a very, very significant -- I tell people hotel on 

17  the trip of the birds to South America and back 

18  through.  

19            So I'm glad to be here, and we will be 

20  anxious in the planning department and in the City to 

21  hear your comments as well about the plan.  Thank you.  

�                                                               Page 6

 1            MS. VINE:  Those are all the speakers we 

 2  have.  Is there anyone else who would like to speak?       

 3            MR. RAYMOND:  My name is Scott Raymond.  I'm 
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 4  vice-president of Living Classrooms, and I'm here first 

 5  to say thank you to the Port that allowed me to be part 

 6  of the Harbor Options Team, and I really want to echo 

 7  what a great job I think that team did and Bob Hoyt in 

 8  leading this process.  I am not a scientist, and I am 

 9  very much concerned about the environment.  

10            So I thought the process was very fair and 

11  very informative and has led me to believe on behalf of 

12  Living Classrooms that this project will create a 

13  win-win situation both for the environment and the 

14  community.  Living Classrooms, as you may know, gets 

15  involved in a lot of environmental projects that impact 

16  the area especially in Baltimore Harbor.  You may or 

17  may not know that we have one of the most successful 

18  wetlands in the Inner Harbor that we've worked with 

19  students on.  

20            Secondly, we have created an eight acre 

21  sanctuary in the Patapsco with oysters we brought in.  
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 1  We brought four million oysters back, which has 

 2  impacted the water quality in the surrounding area very 

 3  positively.  It's interesting about the reef balls.  We 

 4  have been involved in placing reef balls not only 

 5  locally, but in Florida and the Caribbean as well.  

 6            What I'm here to say very quickly is we want 

 7  to pledge ourselves, Living Classrooms, to be a 

 8  long-term partner to Masonville and to work with the 

 9  citizens and to work with the schools and the 

10  students.  We support this wholeheartedly.  Thank you 

11  very much.  

12            MS. VINE:  Anyone else?  
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13            MR. TAYLOR:  My name is Frances Taylor.  I'm 

14  the chairman of the citizens advisory committee, and I 

15  would just like to thank all of you for attending this 

16  meeting and your input.  It's priceless for the whole 

17  process that we have all been involved in with our 

18  various committees.  I would also like to invite 

19  anybody who would like additional information to visit 

20  the Maryland Port Administration website, and you want 

21  to go to the safe passage section.  Then there is a 

�                                                               Page 6

 1  section for the DMMP, which is the dredge site, and you 

 2  can get our meeting times and you can get our 

 3  membership list, you can get our past meeting minutes.  

 4  They're very informative.  I would also like to 

 5  invite -- as Frank did, I would like to invite anybody 

 6  who would like to become part of our group, our 

 7  citizens advisory committee either as an individual or 

 8  as a representative for one of your organizations to 

 9  please feel free to do so and contact me or any other 

10  members at any time.  Our contact information is on the 

11  site.  Thank you very much.  

12            Our next meeting is July 13.  It's usually 

13  held at the Port Administration Building on Broening 

14  Highway.  At 6:30 we usually are served some type of 

15  refreshment.  The meeting starts at 7:00.  We're 

16  working with our agenda now.  I don't want to give 

17  anything away prematurely, but one of our presentations 

18  will probably be about sediment, this building up the 

19  Conowingo Dam, which is a major concern by a lot of our 

20  members.  Like I say, every meeting is very 

21  informative, and the public is welcome.  Thank you.  
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 1            MS. VINE:  Any other speakers?  If we have no 

 2  more speakers, I would just like to remind you that the 

 3  comment period for this public meeting remains open 

 4  until July 15, and if we have no other speakers, then I 

 5  think we can adjourn.  Thank you. 

 6            (Whereupon at 8:05 p.m. the meeting was 

 7  adjourned.) 

 8
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CERP EAA Storage Reservoirs FEIS. 
Accordingly, this FEIS has been 
prepared by the Regulatory Division to 
address the environmental impacts of 
the SFWMD’s proposed project. The 
Regulatory Division of the USACE is 
evaluating the SFWMD’s proposed EAA 
Reservoir A–1 while the USACE Civil 
Works Planning Process continues with 
a separate and independent evaluation 
of the CERP project. Any regulatory 
decision on the SFWMD’s proposed 
project will not affect the planning 
process and consideration of 
alternatives for the federal CERP EAA 
Storage Reservoirs project. The 
SFWMD’s Acceler8 project may 
ultimately be a component of the federal 
CERP EAA Storage Reservoirs project. If 
it is not a part of the federal 
recommended plan, it will be 
considered as a locally preferred plan. 

Dated: May 11, 2006. 
Erik L. Stor, 
Major(P), Corps of Engineers, Deputy 
Commander. 
[FR Doc. E6–7644 Filed 5–18–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3710–92–P 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Army, Corps of 
Engineers 

Availability of Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Proposed 
Construction of a Dredged Material 
Containment Facility in the Patapsco 
River, at Masonville, Baltimore City, 
MD 

AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, DOD. 
ACTION: Notice of availability. 

SUMMARY: In accordance with 
requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 
Baltimore District, has prepared a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
for the proposed construction of a 
dredged material containment facility 
(DMCF) by the Maryland Port 
Administration (MPA). This DEIS was 
prepared as part of the submission of 
MPA’s application for a Department of 
the Army permit to construct the facility 
in the Patapsco River, Baltimore City, 
MD. This application will be evaluated 
pursuant to section 10 or the Rivers and 
Harbors Act of 1899 and section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act. 

The preferred alternative is for the 
construction of a stone, sand, and 
cofferdam structure that would impact 
approximately 131 acres of waters of the 
United States, including jurisdictional 

wetlands. The structure would be 
initially constructed to 10 feet above the 
mean lower low water (MLLW) 
elevation, with a future temporary 
elevation to 42 feet above MLLW, and 
an ultimate elevation of 36 feet above 
MLLW. The project would also include 
mechanical dredging of approximately 
1.7 million cubic yards of overburden 
material within the footprint of the 
proposed disposal site, and the 
placement of this material at the Hart 
Miller Island disposal site, Baltimore 
County, MD. Hydraulic dredging of 
approximately 1.5 million cubic yards 
of sand would be performed, and the 
sand used to construct the outer portion 
of the containment structure. 
Approximately 0.5 million cubic yards 
of clay is to be mechanically/ 
hydraulically dredged and placed on the 
inside of this structure. Two new 
spillway structures and discharge 
outfalls are to be included in the 
construction of the DMCF. Other work 
associated with the construction of the 
DMCF is the relocation of a city water 
main line and storm drain systems, and 
the relocation of a commercial mooring 
buoy. The total proposed footprint of 
the proposed project is 141 acres. 
DATES: The Baltimore District must 
receive comments on or before July 7, 
2006 to ensure consideration in the final 
action. A public hearing on the DEIS has 
been scheduled for Wednesday, June 21, 
2006 at 7 p.m. Displays will be available 
and representatives of the project team 
will be present at 6 p.m. 
ADDRESSES: The public hearing will be 
held in the Baum Auditorium at Harbor 
Hospital, 3001 South Hanover Street, 
Baltimore, Maryland 21225. Please send 
written comments concerning this 
proposed project to U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Baltimore District, Attn: Mr. 
Jon Romero, CENAB–OP–RMN, PO Box 
1715, Baltimore, MD 21203–1715. You 
may submit electronic comments to 
jon.romeo@usace.army.mil. Your 
comments must be contained in the 
body of your message; please do not 
send attached files. Please include your 
name and address in your message. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Jon Romeo, (410) 962–6079. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The EIS 
integrates analyses and consultation 
required by the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), section 10 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, Section 
401 and Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act, Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act, the Clean Air Act, the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 
Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, and the Magnuson- 
Stevens Fishery Conservation and 

Management Act. All appropriate 
documentation (i.e. section 7 and 
section 106 coordination letters and 
public and agency comments) will be 
obtained and included as part of the 
EIS. The decision on whether or not to 
issue a Department of the Army permit 
for this project will reflect the national 
concern for the protection and 
utilization of important resources. The 
benefits which may reasonably be 
expected to accrue from the proposal 
will be balanced against its reasonably 
foreseeable detriments. All factors that 
may be relevant to the proposal will be 
considered. Among these are wetlands, 
fish and wildlife resources, cultural 
resources, land use, water and air 
quality, hazardous, toxic and 
radioactive substances, threatened and 
endangered species, regional geology, 
aesthetics, environmental justice, 
navigation, cumulative impacts, and the 
general needs and welfare of the public. 

Vance G. Hobbs, 
Chief, Maryland Section Northern. 
[FR Doc. 06–4683 Filed 5–18–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3710–41–M 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Army; Corps of 
Engineers 

Intent To Prepare a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Seven Oaks Dam Water Quality 
Study, San Bernadino County, CA 

AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, DoD. 
ACTION: Notice of intent. 

SUMMARY: With the construction of 
Seven Oaks Dam, during and 
immediately after storm events, water 
flows into the pool of water impounded 
behind the dam may be turbid. Once 
water is impounded behind the dam, all 
water flowing in the Santa Ana River 
that enters Seven Oaks Reservoir must 
pass through that impoundment before 
being released at the dam. To the extent 
that water impounded behind the dam 
can have a higher level of sediment or 
algae than water flowing in the Santa 
Ana River below the Southern 
California Edison (SCE) No. 1 
Powerhouse, the quality of water 
released from Seven Oaks Dam into the 
Santa Ana River may be reduced. 

The purpose of the study is to 
evaluate the potential impacts, if any, of 
the Seven Oaks Dam regarding 
downstream water quality and to 
characterize upstream water quality. 
This will entail characterization of the 
water quality conditions that existed 
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Management Plans, Implementation, 
San Bernardino, Riverside, and San 
Diego Counties, CA. 
Summary: No comment letter was 

sent to the preparing agency. 
EIS No. 20060076, ERP No. F–CGD– 

G39043–00, Main Pass Energy Hub 
Deepwater Port License Application, 
Proposes to Construct a Deepwater 
Port and Associated Anchorages, U.S. 
Army COE Section 10 and 404 
Permits, Gulf of Mexico (GOM), 
southeast of the coast of Louisiana in 
Main Pass Lease Block (MP) 2999 and 
from the Mississippi coast in MP 164. 
Summary: EPA appreciates the 

improvements that have been 
incorporated into the proposed LNG 
project; therefore, concludes that the 
ORV technology would result in minor 
adverse impacts to water quality and 
biological resources. EPA recommends 
that USCG and the Maritime 
Administration consider operational 
modifications to further reduce impacts. 
EIS No. 20060111, ERP No. FC–COE– 

H36012–MO, St. Johns Bayou and 
New Madrid Floodway Project, 
Channel Enlargement and 
Improvement, Revised Information to 
Clarify and Address Issues of 
Concern, Flood Control National 
Economic Development (NED), New 
Madrid, Mississippi and Scott 
Counties, MO. 
Summary: EPA does not object to 

proposed project. 
Dated: May 16, 2006. 

Robert W. Hargrove, 
Director, NEPA Compliance Division, Office 
of Federal Activities. 
[FR Doc. E6–7661 Filed 5–18–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[ER–FRL–6675–3] 

Environmental Impacts Statements; 
Notice of Availability 

Responsible Agency: Office of Federal 
Activities, General Information (202) 
564–7167 or http://www.epa.gov/ 
compliance/nepa/. 
Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact 

Statements 
Filed May 8, 2006 Through May 12, 

2006. 
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9. 
EIS No. 20060178, Draft EIS, WPA, 00, 

Big Stone II Power Plant and 
Transmission Project, Propose Power 
Plant, Transmission Alternatives, and 
Substation Modification, (DOE/EIS– 
0377), U.S. Army COE Section 10 and 

404 Permits, Big Stone City, Grant 
County, SD and MN, Comment Period 
Ends: July 3, 2006, Contact: Nancy 
Werdel 720–962–7251. 

EIS No. 20060179, Final EIS, AFS, WY, 
Moose-Gypsum Project, Proposes to 
Authorize Vegetation Treatments, 
Watershed Improvements, and Travel 
Plan and Recreation Updates, 
Pinedale Ranger District, Bridger- 
Teton National Forest, Sublette 
County, WY, Wait Period Ends: June 
19, 2006, Contact: Craig Trulock 307– 
367–4326. 

EIS No. 20060180, Final EIS, AFS, IN, 
Tell City Windthrow 2004 Project, 
Salvage Harvest and Prescribed 
Burning of Windthrow Timber, 
Implementation, Hoosier National 
Forest, Perry, Crawford and Dubois 
Counties, IN, Wait Period Ends: June 
19, 2006, Contact: Ron Ellis 812–275– 
5987. 

EIS No. 20060181, Draft EIS, BLM, 00, 
Devers-Palo Verde No. 2 Transmission 
Line Project, Construction and 
Operation a New 230-mile 500 kV 
Electric Transmission Line between 
Devers Substation in California and 
Harquahala Generating Substation in 
Arizona, Comment Period Ends: July 
5, 2006, Contact: Greg Hill 760–251– 
4840. 

EIS No. 20060182, Draft EIS, COE, CA, 
San Clemente Dam Seismic Safety 
Project, Increase Dam Safety to Meet 
Current Design Standards, Monterey 
County, CA, Comment Period Ends: 
July 3, 2006, Contact: Robert Smith 
415–977–8450. 

EIS No. 20060183, Final EIS, FAA, UT, 
St. George Municipal Airport 
Replacement, Funding, City of St. 
George, Washington County, UT, Wait 
Period Ends: June 19, 2006, Contact: 
T.J. Stetz 425–227–2611. 

EIS No. 20060184, Draft EIS, COE, MD, 
Masonville Dredge Material 
Containment Facility (DMCF), 
Construction from Baltimore Harbor 
Channel north of Point-Rock Point 
Line, U.S. Army COE Section 10 and 
404 Permits, Baltimore, MD, 
Comment Period Ends: July 7, 2006, 
Contact: Jon Romeo 410–962–6079. 

EIS No. 20060185, Final EIS, AFS, MI, 
Hiawatha National Forest, Proposed 
Land and Resource Management Plan, 
Forest Plan Revision, Implementation, 
Alger, Cheboygan, Chippewa, Delta, 
Luce, Mackinac, Marquette and 
Schoolcraft Counties, MI, Wait Period 
Ends: June 19, 2006, Contact: Dave 
Maercklein 906–789–3301. 

EIS No. 20060186, Final Supplement, 
TPT, CA, Presidio Trust Public Health 
Service Hospital (PUSH or Building 

1801) at the Presidio of San Francisco 
(Area B) of Presidio Trust 
Management Plan, Rehabilitation and 
Reuse of Buildings, Gold Gate 
National Recreation Area, San 
Francisco Bay, Marin County, CA, 
Wait Period Ends: June 19, 2006, 
Contact: John G. Pelka 415–561–5300. 

EIS No. 20060187, Draft EIS, AFS, WI, 
Long Rail Vegetation and 
Transportation Management Project, 
Implementation, Eagle River-Florence 
Ranger District, Chequamegon-Nicolet 
National Forest, Florence and Forest 
Counties, WI, Comment Period Ends: 
July 3, 2006, Contact: Christine 
Brunner 715–479–2827. 

EIS No. 20060188, Draft EIS, NOA, CA, 
Channel Islands National Marine 
Sanctuary Management Plan Review, 
Implementation, Santa Barbara and 
Ventura Counties, CA, Comment 
Period Ends: July 21, 2006, Contact: 
Chris Mobley 805–966–7107 x465. 

EIS No. 20060189, Final EIS, NRC, OH, 
American Centrifuge Plant, Gas 
Centrifuge Uranium Enrichment 
Facility, Construction, Operation, and 
Decommission, License Issuance, 
Piketon, OH, Wait Period Ends: June 
19, 2006, Contact: Matthew Blevins 
301–415–7684. 

EIS No. 20060190, Final EIS, AFS, MI, 
Ottawa National Forest, Proposed 
Land and Resource Management Plan, 
Forest Plan Revision, Implementation, 
Baraga, Gogebic, Houghton, Iron, 
Marquette and Ontonagan Counties, 
MI, Wait Period Ends: June 19, 2006, 
Contact: Robert Brenner 906–931– 
1330 x317. 

EIS No. 20060191, Final EIS, FAA, FL, 
Panama City-Bay County International 
Airport (PFN), Proposed Relocation to 
a New Site, NPDES Permit and U.S. 
Army COE Section 404 Permit, Bay 
County, FL, Wait Period Ends: June 
19, 2006, Contact: Virginia Lane 407– 
872–6331 Ext. 129. 

EIS No. 20060192, Draft EIS, AFS, ID, 
Myrtle Creek Healthy Forest 
Restoration Act Project, Proposes 
Aquatic and Vegetation Improvement 
Treatments, Panhandle National 
Forests, Bonners Ferry Ranger 
District, City of Bonners Ferry, 
Boundary County, ID, Comment 
Period Ends: July 3, 2006, Contact: 
Doug Nishek 208–267–5561. 

EIS No. 20060193, Final EIS, AFS, UT, 
Ogden Ranger District Travel Plan, To 
Update the Travel Management Plan, 
Wasatch-Cache National Plan, Ogden 
Ranger District, Box Elder, Cache, 
Morgan, Weber and Rich Counties, 
UT, Wait Period Ends: June 19, 2006, 
Contact: Rick Vallejos 801–625–5112. 
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 1             PROPOSED MASONVILLE DREDGED

 2            MATERIAL CONTAINMENT FACILITY

 3                        (DMCF)

 4                 JOINT PUBLIC HEARING

 5          

 6            The above matter came on for hearing on 

 7  Wednesday, June 21, 2006, commencing at 7:10 p.m., 

 8  at Harbor Hospital, LifeResource Center, 3001 South 

 9  Hanover Street, before Hearing Officer Vance Hobbs.

10                --------------------

11  

12  AGENCIES PRESENT:  

13  United States Army Corps of Engineers

14  Maryland Department of the Environment

15  Maryland Board of Public Works

16  

17  

18  

19  Reported By:

20               Michele D. Lambie, CSR-RPR

21  

�                                                             2

 1  

 2  BOARD MEMBERS:            

 3              ON BEHALF OF UNITED STATES ARMY CORPS 

 4              OF ENGINEERS:

 5              Vance Hobbs, Hearing Officer

 6              Mary Frazier

 7  

 8                                     
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 9              ON BEHALF OF THE MARYLAND DEPARTMENT 

10              OF THE ENVIRONMENT:                                                 
               

11              Amanda Sigillito

12  

13              ON BEHALF OF MARYLAND BOARD OF PUBLIC 

14              WORKS:

15              Doldon Moore       

16

17

18

19

20

21
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 1           HEARING OFFICER HOBBS:  Good evening, 

 2  ladies and gentlemen.  I want to welcome you to 

 3  this joint U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and 

 4  Maryland Department of the Environment public 

 5  hearing for the proposed Masonville Dredged 

 6  Material Containment Facility.  My name is Vance 

 7  Hobbs, and I am Chief of the Maryland Section in 

 8  the Regulatory Branch of the Baltimore District 

 9  Corps of Engineers.  

10           It is the responsibility of my office to 

11  evaluate applications for dredge, for the 

12  Department of the Army permits for work in waters 

13  of the United States, including wetlands.  Our 

14  authority comes from Section 10 of the Rivers and 

15  Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the Clean 

16  Water Act.  The project managers and points of 

17  contact for comments from my office are John Romeo, 
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18  and Mary Frazier.  

19           Mary, can you identify yourself?  And 

20  John.  John sort of blends in sometimes.

21           The logistics for tonight's meeting are 

�                                                             4

 1  as follows:  First, I'll briefly describe where we 

 2  are in the National Environmental Policy Act 

 3  process and the permanent process.  I will then 

 4  make some opening remarks concerning the purpose of 

 5  this hearing.  I will then call on the State 

 6  Hearing Officers to make opening remarks.  

 7           I will then call on Maryland Port 

 8  Administration to provide a brief overview of the 

 9  proposed project.  

10           After these required presentations, Mary 

11  Frazier will facilitate public statements by 

12  calling first on any elected officials or their 

13  representatives to make a statement.  

14           She will then call on those of you who 

15  have indicated on the sign-in cards that you wish 

16  to speak in the order that you have signed in.  You 

17  may provide comment into the record by written 

18  statement or by oral statement.  If you have a 

19  written statement, you do not need to provide oral 

20  comments.  

21           If you didn't sign in to speak, but wish 

�                                                             5

 1  to do so, please sign in at the reception desk.  

 2  It's located right outside the hall here.  Okay.  

 3           When you come up to speak, you're going 

 4  to have to speak into the microphone and you're 
Page 3
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 5  going to have to do it rather slowly.  We're not 

 6  recording the event mechanically.  We're doing it 

 7  by hand over here in the corner.  So the slower you 

 8  speak, the better chance we have of getting it in 

 9  the record, and if you have a written comment that 

10  you could provide, that you will help us as well, 

11  if we can get your comments.  All right.

12           You will need to please state your name, 

13  your address and the interest that you represent.  

14  Please limit your remarks to three minutes.  

15           We do not permit cross-examination of the 

16  speakers, but you may pose clarification questions 

17  as part of your statement.  

18           The project team remains available to 

19  answer questions at the poster session during and 

20  after this formal part of the hearing.  We need to 

21  finish this hearing no later than 10:00 p.m. this 

�                                                             6

 1  evening, just for your information.

 2           Those of you who indicated on the sign-in 

 3  sheets that you would like a transcript of 

 4  tonight's meeting and/or a copy of the final 

 5  Environmental Impact Statement will be notified 

 6  when those documents are available.  

 7           If you didn't indicate that you want 

 8  copies of the hearing transcripts or the final 

 9  Environmental Impact Statement and would like 

10  copies, please sign up at the registration desk.

11           What I would like to do now is just show 

12  everyone a little bit about the project development 

13  process and where we are in it.  I've got basically 
Page 4
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14  two slides.  It shouldn't take me a long time, but 

15  I wanted to talk a little bit about how this NEPA 

16  process and project development process lay out.

17           We have Tier I Dredged Material 

18  Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 

19  that the Corps put together.  It's the Federal 

20  plan, and it made recommendations for multiple 

21  Harbor placement sites.  It's really a planning 

�                                                             7

 1  study based on the needs for 20 years.  Okay.  

 2           The Tier II, and the reason why we're 

 3  here tonight, is basically the Environmental Impact 

 4  Statement for the proposed Masonville Dredged 

 5  Material Containment Facility.  It focuses on 

 6  Harbor placement sites that were recommended out of 

 7  that Tier I Environmental Impact Statement, okay, 

 8  and it identifies Masonville as the preferred 

 9  alternative.

10           Masonville NEPA process and the combined 

11  permitting process started with a Notice of Intent 

12  on the 26th of May 2005.  Okay.  The Notice of 

13  Intent is a notice that the lead Federal Agency 

14  puts out -- in this case, the Corps of     

15  Engineers -- notifying the public that we're going 

16  to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement in 

17  compliance with the National Environmental Policy 

18  Act.  That also announced the public scoping 

19  meeting that was held at Harbor Hospital across the 

20  street on the 15th of June 2005.  

21           What that public scoping meeting provides 
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 1  is input from the public on issues or concerns 

 2  about the proposed project, and it allows the 

 3  agencies in the preparing of the draft 

 4  Environmental Impact Statement to take those into 

 5  consideration while they're preparing that 

 6  document.

 7           Permit applications are also required for 

 8  the proposed project, and they were filed with MDE, 

 9  Maryland Department of Environment and the Corps of 

10  Engineers in May and a Notice of Availability of 

11  the draft Environmental Impact Statement was made 

12  available on the 19th of May 2006.

13           All right.  The Notice of Availability 

14  announces that the draft EIS is now open for public 

15  comment.  It also identified this joint public 

16  hearing that we're having tonight.  That's why 

17  we're here this evening.  

18           Currently, we're preparing a supplement 

19  to the draft EIS modifying the preferred 

20  alternative.  The supplement is available here at 

21  the hearing tonight, but will be made formally 

�                                                             9

 1  available in the NEPA process by Notice of 

 2  Availability on the 30th of June.  So a week from 

 3  Friday.  

 4           The supplement was prepared basically 

 5  modifying the preferred construction option at 

 6  Masonville by identifying a significant sandbar 

 7  source at Seagirt Marine Terminal and using that in 

 8  the construction of the facility.  
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 9           You're glad to talk to some more people 

10  after this formal part of the hearing around the 

11  room and they can fill you in on the supplement and 

12  guide you to where it is at the registration 

13  table.  

14           With that new information being provided, 

15  the public comment period was extended until 14 

16  August 2006, and the Notice of Availability is 

17  going to announce a second joint public hearing 

18  scheduled for the 31st of July 2006.  

19           The information on where that hearing 

20  will be is provided in the supplement on the cover 

21  sheet in, and these documents are available at the 

�                                                             10

 1  registration desk.  Okay.  

 2           At the close of the public comment 

 3  period, we'll take all of the comments that we hear 

 4  at the hearing this evening and all of the written 

 5  comments that come in through the comment period 

 6  and we'll take them into the consideration in the 

 7  preparation of the final Environmental Impact 

 8  Statement.  

 9           That will be prepared and released.  

10  There will be a 30-day availability to the public 

11  for that final Environmental Impact Statement 

12  before any record, decision or permit decisions are 

13  made.  Okay.  

14           Does anybody have any questions on this?  

15  I'm not asking for comment right now on the whole 

16  facility.  But any questions on project 

17  development?  I know I went through that rather 

Page 7



06-21-2006environhrg.txt
18  quickly, but if you want to catch me afterwards, 

19  I'd be glad to talk about it.

20                    (No response.)

21           HEARING OFFICE HOBBS:  Okay.  The project 

�                                                             11

 1  is proposed by the Maryland Port Administration.  

 2  They propose to construct a Dredged Material 

 3  Containment Facility at Masonville which will 

 4  impact approximately 130 acres of open water in the 

 5  Patapsco River and approximately 1 acre of nontidal 

 6  wetlands.

 7           The purpose of tonight's hearing is to 

 8  inform you of this project and to allow you the 

 9  opportunity to provide comments.  

10           Your comments will be included and 

11  addressed in the final Environmental Impact 

12  Statement for the project.  Your comments are 

13  important in our preparation of this document and 

14  in our evaluation.  

15           The decision on whether or not to issue a 

16  permit will be based on the evaluation of the 

17  probable impacts, including cumulative impacts of 

18  the proposed activity on the public interest and 

19  the compliance with the Clean Water Act 404(B)(1) 

20  Guidelines.  That decision will reflect the 

21  national concern for both protection and 
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 1  utilization of important resources.  

 2           The benefits which may reasonably be 

 3  expected to occur from the proposed project will be 

 4  balanced against its reasonable foreseeable 
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 5  detriments.  All factors that may be relevant to 

 6  the proposal are considered.  

 7           Among these are conservation, economics, 

 8  aesthetics, general environmental concerns, 

 9  wetlands, cultural values, fish and wildlife 

10  values, flood hazards, floodplain values, land use, 

11  navigation, shoreline erosion and accretion, 

12  recreation, water supply and conservation, water 

13  and air quality, hazardous toxic and radioactive 

14  substances, threatened and endangered species, 

15  regional geology, energy needs, food and fiber 

16  production, safety, environmental justice, 

17  cumulative impacts and the general needs and 

18  welfare of the public.

19           In compliance with the National 

20  Environmental Policy Act, we are preparing an 

21  Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed 
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 1  project.  We are preparing a supplement to the 

 2  draft Environmental Impact Statement that is being 

 3  made available at the public hearing here tonight 

 4  and by Notice of Availability in the Federal 

 5  Register dated June 30th.  

 6           The comment period to this hearing and 

 7  for public comment has been extended through August 

 8  4th, 2006.  A second public hearing has been 

 9  scheduled for Monday, July 31st.  Further 

10  information on the second hearing is available in 

11  the supplement at the reception desk outside of 

12  this room.  

13           Comments received tonight and throughout 
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14  the comment period will be addressed in the final 

15  Environmental Impact Statement.

16           Since this is a joint public hearing with 

17  the State of Maryland, I will now call on 

18  representatives from the Maryland Board of Public 

19  Works and the Maryland Department of the 

20  Environment to make their statements, and at the 

21  completion of their statements, the Maryland Port 

�                                                             14

 1  Administration will provide a brief overview of the 

 2  project.  And following their overview comment, 

 3  Mary Frazier will facilitate public comment at that 

 4  time.  Thank you for your continued attention.

 5           MR. MOORE:  Good evening.  I'm Doldon 

 6  Moore, Wetland Administrative, Maryland Board of 

 7  Public Works.  

 8           This is an informational hearing for the 

 9  purpose of the Maryland Department of the 

10  Environment to collect public comment on an 

11  application for a Tidal Wetlands License.  

12           Authority is granted pursuant to the 

13  Board of Public Works, Code of Maryland Regulations 

14  (COMAR) 23.02.04; Maryland Department of the 

15  Environment Annotated Code, Environmental Article 

16  16, Wetlands and Riparian Rights and MDE's 

17  regulations COMAR 26.24, Tidal Wetlands.

18           I representative the Board of Public 

19  Works as a Hearing Officer for this application for 

20  a Wetland License 06-WL-1653.  The Board is 

21  comprised of Governor Ehrlich, Comptroller Schaefer 
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 1  and State Treasurer Kopp.  

 2           In accordance with the Environmental 

 3  Article 16, Wetlands and Riparian Rights and the 

 4  Maryland Constitution, the Board is the sole body, 

 5  which has authority over State property.  In this 

 6  case, this includes the tidal wetland, submerged 

 7  lands and aquatic resources.  In its proprietary 

 8  authority, the Board has the right to grant a third 

 9  party the use or right to construct or conduct an 

10  activity in wetlands via a Wetlands License.

11           It is the public policy of the State to 

12  take into account varying ecological, economical, 

13  ma'am California, developmental, recreational and 

14  anesthetic values to preserve the wetlands and 

15  prevent their despoliation and destruction.  

16           The public interests are the demonstrable 

17  environmental, social and economic benefits which 

18  would accrue to the public at large as a result of 

19  a proposed action or activity involving State 

20  wetlands and which would exceed all demonstrable 

21  environmental, social and economic cost of the 

�                                                             16

 1  proposed action or activity.

 2           In determining the public interest in a 

 3  request for a private use, structure or activity 

 4  over, in or under State wetlands or severance of 

 5  materials from State wetlands, the Board shall 

 6  consider the ultimate project and beneficial 

 7  purposes to be served.

 8           Again, the case number for you today is 
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 9  06-WL-1653, and please refer to this number in any 

10  future correspondence you would have with the 

11  Maryland Department of the Environment's Tidal 

12  Wetlands Division.  

13           The Maryland Port Administration has 

14  applied to excavate and fill a total area of 

15  approximately 130 acres of regulated tidal open 

16  water wetlands for the construction of a Dredged 

17  Material Containment Facility.  The applicant has 

18  proposed to provide compensatory mitigation for the 

19  proposed impacts.  

20           Also, as discussed by Vance, MPE has just 

21  submitted to the Department a revised application 

�                                                             17

 1  requesting authorization to excavate sand and 

 2  gravel borrow in the amount of approximately 

 3  800,000 cubic yards of material by digging the 

 4  Seagirt entrance channel to a depth 52 feet blow 

 5  mean low water.  Excavated material shall be 

 6  utilized in the construction of the containment 

 7  dikes of the proposed DMP.  

 8           Due to the scope of this proposed 

 9  modification, a second public informational hearing 

10  will be conducted on July 31st of this year.

11           The process for the tidal wetlands review 

12  is at the close of the public comment period for 

13  the Department of the Environment.  We'll review 

14  all comments, both oral ones tonight, and also 

15  written ones.  

16           They will put together what is considered 

17  to be a report and recommendation.  That document 
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18  will be released for an additional review period to 

19  everyone who has signed in here tonight or other 

20  interested parties.  Typically, that review period 

21  it for an additional 30 days.  

�                                                             18

 1           With that being said, at the end of that 

 2  period, I will, I will take the document forward to 

 3  the Maryland Board of Public Works with the 

 4  recommendation for their review and approval, 

 5  modification or denial.  Thank you.  Amanda.

 6           MS. SIGILLITO:  Good evening.  My name is 

 7  Amanda Sigillito, and I am Chief of the Nontidal 

 8  Wetlands and Waterways Division at the Maryland 

 9  Department of the Environment.  I'm one of the 

10  presiding officials for this evening's public 

11  informational hearing.  

12           Attending tonight's hearing with me from 

13  MDE are Elder Ghigiarelli, who is the Deputy 

14  Program Administrator of the Wetlands and Waterways 

15  Program, and Rick Ayella, Chief of the Tidal 

16  Wetlands Division.  I would like to welcome 

17  everyone here and thank the Harbor Hospital 

18  LifeResources Center for the use of their facility 

19  this evening.

20           This public informational hearing is 

21  being conducted pursuant to the Code of Maryland 
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 1  Regulations 26.23 and the Code of Federal 

 2  Regulations.  It is important to note that this 

 3  hearing is not a contested case hearing under the 

 4  Maryland's Administrative Procedure Act or a public 
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 5  hearing for water quality certification pursuant to 

 6  the Code of Maryland Regulations 26.08.02.10.  

 7           The purpose of this evening's public 

 8  informational hearing is to consider a permit 

 9  application submitted by the Maryland Port 

10  Authority for the 120-acre Masonville Dredged 

11  Material Containment Facility proposed in the open 

12  waters of the Patapsco River in Baltimore City.  

13           The applicant proposes to impact 

14  approximately one acre of nontidal wetlands as part 

15  of a relocation of a storm drain outfall and for 

16  construction of the land-side dike.

17           Construction of the proposed project 

18  requires issuance of a Nontidal Wetlands and 

19  Waterways Permit, and the Application Number is 

20  06-NT-0193/200663776.  MDE must also review the 

21  application for compliance with State water quality 
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 1  regulations as required by Section 401 of the 

 2  Federal Clean Water Act for consistency with 

 3  Maryland's Coastal Zone Management Program as 

 4  required by Section 307 of the Federal Coastal Zone 

 5  Management Act.  The Section 401 and Section 307 

 6  reviews are conducted as part of MDE's permit 

 7  review process.  

 8           As already stated, the public comment 

 9  period has been extended to August 14th, 2006.  

10  Unless extenuating circumstances justify an 

11  extension of time, MDE is obligated to issue, 

12  modify or deny the permit within 30 days of the 

13  close of the public-comment period.  
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14           At this, I will turn the proceedings over 

15  to Mr. Frank Hammonds of the Maryland Port 

16  Administration.

17           MR. HAMMONDS:  Good evening.  I'm Frank 

18  Hammonds.  I'm Deputy Director for Harbor 

19  Development for the Maryland Port Administration.  

20           If you will bear with me, this will only 

21  take a moment okay.  Now it's changed.  Thank you.  

�                                                             21

 1           The Maryland Port Administration is 

 2  proposing to build a Dredged Material Containment 

 3  Facility in the Patapsco River at Masonville.  

 4           The reason for building this containment, 

 5  proposing this facility is because of the closure 

 6  of the Hart-Miller Island facility at the end of 

 7  2009, which currently receives material from the 

 8  Baltimore Harbor.  

 9           If you look at this, this is basically a 

10  schedule which shows you here is Hart-Miller.  

11  Hart-Miller can take 2.7 million cubic yards a 

12  year.  The Harbor generates about 1 and a half 

13  million cubic yards of dredging a year.  So 

14  Hart-Miller makes it easy if it's not a problem.  

15           But when you close it down in the year 

16  2008/2009, we're left at this point in time with 

17  one operational site for Harbor material and that's 

18  Cox Creek.  Cox Creek can take about a half a 

19  million yards a year, so that leaves us a million 

20  yards short of what we have to do.

21           That prompted us to initiate a process in 
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 1  2003 which involved public participation to 

 2  evaluate and identify and develop new options for 

 3  the Baltimore Harbor dredged material.  

 4           As a result of that process, Masonville 

 5  came out as a recommended proposed option.  As you 

 6  can see, Masonville is slated at about a half a 

 7  million yards a year also.  So between Cox Creek 

 8  and Masonville, you have about a 

 9  million-yards-a-year capability for placing dredged 

10  material.  That still leaves you about a half 

11  million yards short.  

12           We'll have to go, continue our work right 

13  now and we'll probably need another option 

14  somewhere around 2013.  That will be identified as 

15  a result of the same process we have going now with 

16  public involvement to determine, you know, what 

17  that site, where that site should be.

18           Can you see this all right?  Would it 

19  help if we turn out a light or something.

20           AUDIENCE:  It would help, yes.

21           MR. HAMMONDS:  Let me see if I can do 
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 1  this.  

 2           AUDIENCE:  That helps.

 3           MR. HAMMONDS:  We're good.  All right.  

 4  The Masonville area, which most of you know quite 

 5  well, you know it probably as well as anyone in 

 6  this room, the project concludes construction of a 

 7  new dredged material containment site, and I'm 

 8  giving you a closer view here which shows existing 
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 9  companies and activities on the site.  Okay, wrong 

10  one.  

11           This shows you what we looked at in terms 

12  of a variety of options, and we were working with 

13  people to determine what would be best for this 

14  area.  We did a lot of investigation up to this 

15  point to determine what could fit into this area 

16  best, have the least amount of impact, give us the 

17  half million yards that we needed to get out of 

18  this area.  We looked at this variety of 

19  configurations.  

20           What was determined to be the best 

21  configuration was this one.  It had least effect on 
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 1  the area on River currents, tide flows, on the 

 2  environment, least amount of effect on the cove.

 3           This particular configuration includes 

 4  construction of about -- well, it extends about 

 5  1,200 feet channelward from the shoreline at this 

 6  point in time.  It includes about 4,000 linear feet 

 7  of stone rebedment in this are.  As you can see, 

 8  it's the armored dike, and about 1,200 feet of 

 9  steel bulkheading in this area for cofferdams and 

10  1400 linear feet of beach construction, which is in 

11  this area -- this does not have to be      

12  armored -- consisting of about 70,000 cubic yards 

13  of clean sand.  That's also proposed.

14           The containment structure would initially 

15  be constructed to an elevation of plus 10 and would 

16  ultimately have an elevation of about plus 36 feet, 

17  matching the adjacent land mass, impact about 131 
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18  acres of water in this general area, including 

19  this.

20           Mechanical pre-dredging would be the 

21  first thing you would see, replacement at 
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 1  Hart-Miller Island.  That would remove about a 

 2  million 700,000 yards of unsuitable material, 

 3  material so soft you cannot build on it very well, 

 4  and place that at Hart-Miller, as I said.  

 5           The hydraulic dredging of about a 

 6  million, 500,000 cubic yards of sand would come 

 7  from within the site, from borrowed areas within 

 8  the site to be used to build the dikes.  So you 

 9  wouldn't have to reserve an off-site area, just 

10  this one site.  

11           The two new spillways would have to be 

12  used here to discharge excess water and would be 

13  included in the construction.  

14           Some ancillary things that would have to 

15  be done to build this would be relocating a 

16  Baltimore City 48-inch water main from Baltimore 

17  City, which is over in this area, relocating some 

18  sunken barges in this particular area right now and 

19  reloading, relocating a commercial mooring boat, 

20  and also proposed is the installation of 3,200 

21  linear feet of storm drainpipe which would 
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 1  discharge into the water over here which now 

 2  discharges basically in this area.  Since it would 

 3  be contained, you would have to move it.  That's 

 4  why that is being done, associated with relocation 
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 5  of the City storm-drain system.  The total 

 6  footprint, including uplands, is about 141 acres, 

 7  including the upland portion.  

 8           Related community development and 

 9  enhancement projects for the adjacent Masonville 

10  Cove, it's also planned in conjunction with the 

11  project.  In fact, they're linked to the project 

12  and could not be separated from the project.  So if 

13  the project goes forward, so do the, these 

14  enhancement parts of the project.

15           And I'll give you a brief rundown on what 

16  that is.  There would be wetland creation and 

17  enhancement in the areas here as indicated.  Reef 

18  creation.  This is fishing reef, and altering the 

19  structure of the bottom somewhat using fish 

20  reef balls and that sort of thing to provide more 

21  habitat for fish.  
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 1           Substrate improvement in this area.  

 2  There would be some sand bottom created and some 

 3  structure created, which is a very soft bottom, and 

 4  in some cases, it would be altered.  

 5           Beach creation, and again, this beach 

 6  creation, by the way, is for habitat.  This is not 

 7  for sunbathing and that sort of thing.  This is to 

 8  provide habitat for creatures who like it at 

 9  Hart-Miller or I mean at Poplar Island.  

10  Diamondback terrapins use it all the time very 

11  heavily.  It's become one of the major breeding 

12  grounds on the east coast.  

13           A bird sanctuary, this is an area where 
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14  an eagle has built a nest in the past, and so we 

15  were informed that the citizens would prefer that 

16  this stay as a bird sanctuary or become a bird 

17  sanctuary.  

18           Nontidal wetlands, this would involve 

19  some perch areas, perch ponds in this particular 

20  area.  

21           Now, if you think that that disappeared 
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 1  it did, and that's the reason why there's another 

 2  slide.  I'm not quite sure why it disappeared, but 

 3  we need to show you a couple more things, one of 

 4  which is that you can see in this area here you see 

 5  some trails, you see a launching area here for 

 6  canoes and kayaks and that sort of thing, a pier.  

 7  You also see an outline here which is an outline 

 8  for a conservation easement which would be held by 

 9  a citizen's organization of some kind which would 

10  then guarantee nothing in this cove area, once it 

11  is constructed and created would be changed.  So it 

12  would be maintained -- it would still be owned by 

13  the MDE, but be under the supervision of the holder 

14  of that easement.

15           There's also in this area, which you know 

16  is the entrance to the old street in this area, 

17  there's, there would be a community center and an 

18  environmental center with a parking area located 

19  right here.  And I believe that I have identified 

20  most of the other features that were not on the 

21  first slide, and that's it.  Thank you.
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 1           MS. FRAZIER:  Good evening.  My name is 

 2  Mary Frazier from the Corps of Engineers, and I'm 

 3  here to call on the speakers.  And we'd ask that 

 4  you please speak loudly and slowly and state your 

 5  name and address and provide written comments if 

 6  you have them, too.  

 7           First is Delegate McHale. 

 8           DELEGATE McHALE:  Good evening.  I want 

 9  to thank you for the opportunity to share a couple 

10  of ideas about this project and maybe share some 

11  thoughts that reflect back for a number of years 

12  that even predates this particular project.  

13           I'm a member of the State Legislature.  I 

14  represent the 46th District, where we are located 

15  presently.  It's where this planned project is 

16  located.  I'm joined here tonight with, by Delegate 

17  Carolyn Krysiak, and I believe she'll share some 

18  thoughts as well.  

19           But I need to share with you as a matter 

20  of background that I've been in the State 

21  Legislature since 1990, and the first ten years of 
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 1  that tenure I served on the Environmental Matters 

 2  Committee.  

 3           During that time, of course, the 

 4  placement of dredged material has been a 

 5  long-standing, sometimes contentious, issue, but 

 6  it's something that, of course, we've all worked on 

 7  for many years.  And what, of course, evolved over 

 8  those years was how can you find a beneficial use 
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 9  for dredged material?  And as was mentioned by 

10  Frank Hammonds a short while ago, ideas such as 

11  replenishing islands, like Poplar Island, became 

12  something that many of us supported and hoped to be 

13  the use for dredged material.  

14           To sort of fast forward as I can and for 

15  out of courtesy of everyone's time, about, also 

16  about ten years ago a friend of mine, Reverend Rick 

17  Andrews, who was a pastor in one of the 

18  neighborhood churches said to me, It would be 

19  wonderful, Brian, he said, You may not know this, 

20  but there's all of this wildlife that's in the 

21  Masonville area.  And I said, Well, Rick, honestly, 
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 1  I didn't know that, and it would be a great idea.  

 2  But how in the heck are you going to pay for it?  

 3  Excuse me, Reverend, for using heck.  But I said, 

 4  It's a great idea.  How are we going to use this?  

 5           It's just amazing to sort of put this all 

 6  together, the confluence, if you will, of these not 

 7  necessarily competing interests, but interest that 

 8  wouldn't necessarily be working together.  

 9           About three years ago when Frank and the 

10  MPA and Bob Voight and others come to me and said, 

11  you know, Obviously, we have this ongoing problem 

12  with having a long-term dredged material 

13  containment placement issue, we have identified 

14  Masonville as a possible location for the placement 

15  of dredged material and we also would like to 

16  really, in a departure from anything that I had 

17  ever experienced, they said to me, We want to go to 
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18  the community now.  

19           Instead of waiting until we went through 

20  long contentious and drawn-out litigation and the 

21  cost of litigation, it takes a lot of time, we want 
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 1  to start working on mitigation now, on what could 

 2  be a beneficial use of dredged material.

 3           So with that all in mind, I think a lot 

 4  of benefit will come from this, from this project 

 5  from every aspect, and I have to for the sake of 

 6  full disclosure, for those who may not know it, I 

 7  also work in the Port of Baltimore.  I've been a 

 8  longshoreman for 32 years, so I am particularly 

 9  sensitive about what this means directly to the, to 

10  the long-shore industry, but how important it is 

11  for the safe navigation of water-borne commerce.  

12           It is critical that if Baltimore is to 

13  continue to compete in the world commerce of moving 

14  maritime cargo that we be able to ensure the cargo 

15  carriers that their ships will come in and out of 

16  the Port of Baltimore in a safe fashion, and to be 

17  able to find a beneficial use for the, for the 

18  dredged material I think is something that everyone 

19  has strived for for many years.  And to do it in a 

20  way that involves the community is also something 

21  that I would like to congratulate the Port 
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 1  Administration and the State for taking that 

 2  initiative.  

 3           In closing, let me say that I understand 

 4  there may be some folks who feel there should have 
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 5  been even more community involvement than has been 

 6  to this date today.  

 7           It is my understanding that this is a 

 8  draft agreement.  As to what will actually come out 

 9  of this agreement, that there's still time for more 

10  community involvement, that it isn't etched in 

11  stone, as the saying goes, and that the Port 

12  Administration and the Army Corps of Engineers and 

13  everyone in the decision-making process continue to 

14  involve the community and listen to what their 

15  desires may be.  Thank you very much for this 

16  opportunity.

17           MS. FRAZIER:  Thank you.  Delegate 

18  Krysiak.

19           DELEGATE KRYSIAK: Good evening, 

20  everyone.  Although I'm a 16-year member of the 

21  Legislature, I have only represented this side of 
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 1  the Harbor for the last four years.  For eight of 

 2  those 16 years though I represented part of the 

 3  Dundalk area, so you might say I have been through 

 4  this before.

 5           When Hart-Miller Island was first 

 6  proposed, it was a terrible fight.  Nobody really 

 7  wanted it.  

 8           Well, I will tell you that yesterday and 

 9  today I happened to be down at Rocky Point Park 

10  because two of my grandsons are taking that 

11  wonderful sailing class they have down there, and 

12  when you stand there at the sailing center and 

13  you're looking over at Hart-Miller Island, I would 
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14  bet you that 90 percent of every boat owner in the 

15  east area of Baltimore County goes over to 

16  Hart-Miller Island with their boat.  Everyone loves 

17  it.  

18           So I guess if there are any people out 

19  there who are fearful that this will not in the 

20  long run be a good thing I would suggest that maybe 

21  they go over and see Hart-Miller Island, because it 
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 1  is wonderful.

 2           Also, I was at the Curtis Bay community 

 3  association meeting when the Port Administration 

 4  came there to speak to the people, and that made me 

 5  so happy.  

 6           My avenue into politics was through 

 7  community work, and I'm very happy that we seem to 

 8  have finally taught everybody that the only way to 

 9  make any changes are to do them from the community 

10  out and not to go ahead and plan something and then 

11  dump it on the community as used to be in the 

12  past.  So I'm pleased with this.  

13           And I love the idea of the wildlife 

14  preserve there and the bird sanctuary.  I think 

15  that's going to benefit everyone.  This is -- as I 

16  can see, there may be some details that you still 

17  need to work out.  The community people know better 

18  what those details would be than I would, but all 

19  in all, I think it's a wonderful project and I hope 

20  that we go ahead forward with it very quickly.  

21  Thank you.
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 1           MS. FRAZIER:  Thank you.  Glenn Page, and 

 2  I think Rupert Denny is reading for him.

 3           MR. DENNY:  Good evening.  My name is 

 4  Rupert Denny, and I'm speaking on behalf, this 

 5  evening on behalf of Glenn Page who is the 

 6  Conservation Director of the National Aquarium in 

 7  Baltimore.

 8           The National Aquarium has been a full 

 9  participant in the Harbor Team process since its 

10  inception and we would like to make the following 

11  contributions for the public record:  

12           Firstly, the Harbor Team process itself 

13  is an extremely encouraging and innovative 

14  development in public participation in the decision 

15  making for the Harbor development process.  We 

16  strongly encourage the use of this model in further 

17  planning efforts.  

18           Secondly, the Aquarium continues to work 

19  with the City, State and Federal Government 

20  partners and numerous community groups and other 

21  partners on the development of the Middle Branch 

�                                                             37

 1  Park property and wetlands, the Fort McHenry 

 2  wetlands and the Swan Creek wetlands.  We see the 

 3  Masonville Cove project as another essential link 

 4  in providing communities with the connection to the 

 5  water, educational opportunities and connecting the 

 6  community value to the local natural resources.

 7           Lastly, we remain ready, willing and able 

 8  to assist the community in realizing your dream for 
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 9  this site, and that concludes Glenn's remarks.  

10           May I continue with my remarks?  

11           MS. FRAZIER:  Sure.  

12           MR. DENNY:  My name is Rupert Denny.  I 

13  am an employee of C. Steinweg of Baltimore.  My 

14  address is 1201 Wallace Street, Baltimore, Maryland 

15  21230.  

16           I'm here this evening in my capacity of 

17  the spokesman for the private terminal operators of 

18  Baltimore.  Frank Hammonds, of course, is speaking 

19  on behalf of the Maryland Port Administration, 

20  which is the engine that powers this Port, but 

21  somewhere between 40 and 45 percent of the ships 
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 1  calling in the Port of Baltimore go to 

 2  private-sector terminals from Domino Sugar to 

 3  Steinweg to Rocket to the cove terminals, all of 

 4  the way up the Patapsco River accommodating the 

 5  Sparrows Point terminal.  

 6           It is very important that projects like 

 7  this go forward, because that sends a signal to the 

 8  world community that the Port of Baltimore is 

 9  vibrant, it is expanding in its investigating 

10  structure.  In turn, that brings foreign, foreign 

11  dollars into the Port, foreign by foreign overseas 

12  or foreign by out of state into the Port for future 

13  investment which pays taxes, which employs people 

14  and, in turn, contributes through its taxes to 

15  projects like these for the benefit of the 

16  community, and I think this is a, this is a super 

17  opportunity to tell the world's global trading 
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18  community that Baltimore and Maryland is a great 

19  place to do business.  Thank you.

20           MS. FRAZIER:  Thank you.  Kathleen Hogan.

21           MS. HOGAN:  My name is Kathleen Hogan, 
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 1  505 Washburn Avenue, Brooklyn,  21225.

 2           The plan looks really great.  But as far 

 3  as I can see, how are we getting access to this 

 4  lovely little bird sanctuary?  Because, as you 

 5  know, there's a portion of the property set aside 

 6  for beneficial use, and I believe they have 

 7  discussed the fishing pier with the natural 

 8  habitat, learning center and the bird sanctuary, 

 9  that's great.  But walking to this park -- if 

10  you'll notice that street down on the bottom is 

11  Frank First.  There's no way to get to this park in 

12  this area.  And I want to know how do you plan on 

13  getting people to this park?  

14           Not everybody drives, and, you know, it's 

15  a little dangerous on that road as it is now, and 

16  with all of the traffic that goes there.  You know, 

17  are they looking to put like a human bridge across 

18  from somewhere to get there safely?  Because, you 

19  know, putting it there is great.  But how is it 

20  going to get used except by people who do drive and 

21  come in and out of the area off of the tunnel or, 
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 1  you know, come in through town, but the people in 

 2  Brooklyn where I live, we can't get to it if you 

 3  don't have a car.  And there's no bus stop that 

 4  says, Hey, we're going over to the park.  You know, 
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 5  let's go.  

 6           So I want to know how we can find a way 

 7  to get the people from Brooklyn and Curtis Bay to 

 8  be able to use this lovely scenery.  So that's the 

 9  end of my comment.  Thank you.

10           MS. FRAZIER:  Thank you.  Scott Raymond.

11           MR. RAYMOND:  Good evening.  My name is 

12  Scott Raymond.  I'm Vice-President of the Living 

13  Classrooms Foundation, and I'd just like to say, 

14  for the record, that Living Classrooms is very much 

15  behind the Masonville project.  

16           I've been going to the Harbor options 

17  team meeting now for about a year, and as I view 

18  this, this is a very positive project, both for the 

19  environment, for the economy and I believe also for 

20  Masonville as well.

21           I've had the good fortune of walking out 
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 1  to that site, Masonville Cove, and look at it now 

 2  with all of its potential and then look at the plan 

 3  for the future, and I'm very excited about that, 

 4  because I think it will not only improve the 

 5  environment, but we're talking about also involving 

 6  five local schools and children to improve that 

 7  environment as well.  So we're very excited.

 8           I'd also like to take a minute and thank 

 9  Frank Hammonds and the Port.  I think they've put 

10  together an extraordinarily open process, one which 

11  has been very inclusive and very fair.  So thank 

12  you.

13           MS. FRAZIER:  Thank you.  Patrick Moylan.
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14           MR. MOYLAN:  Good evening.  My name is 

15  Patrick Moylan, 311 Pontiac Avenue, 21225.

16           I'm a resident of Brooklyn.  I am active 

17  in the community association, past President, and I 

18  am here today -- I'm not here to speak for or 

19  against this proposal at this point.  I'll save 

20  that for a time after I review the materials I 

21  picked up today and consider the testimony today.  
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 1           I just wanted to give you two very 

 2  specific concerns that I have.  The history of 

 3  violations by some of the other industrial uses in 

 4  Brooklyn and Curtis Bay and the Fairfield area has 

 5  given a lot of the community a healthy dose of 

 6  skepticism, and I hope you understand that.  

 7           So what I, what I think is a very 

 8  important aspect of this project is that there's a 

 9  robust oversight committee that is made up of 

10  residents that has specific power of getting 

11  information and making recommendations.  I think 

12  that's an indispensable item that needs to be in 

13  there, and perhaps it is, but I need to look at the 

14  materials that I got today to find out what's in 

15  it.

16           The second item I wanted to address is 

17  the buffer zone.  I see there's 100-foot buffer 

18  zone around this area, which I understand is for 

19  environmental purposes, water quality, whatnot, but 

20  I think that it's also important to take into 

21  consideration the aesthetic appeal of this, because 
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 1  not only is Brooklyn and its neighbor, Curtis Bay, 

 2  always striving to improve its, improve the 

 3  neighborhoods, a very important part of that is 

 4  the's aesthetic appeal.  And as you come over the 

 5  Hanover Street Bridge or you visit Ft. McHenry or 

 6  if you're going up and down the Bay in a boat, 

 7  looking at this site and seeing a flat site would, 

 8  it could be very important if we could have some 

 9  landscaping, trees and things, that would actually 

10  maybe hide the finished product.  So those are the 

11  two items that I wanted to bring up, and thank you 

12  for your time.

13           MS. FRAZIER:  Thank you.  Rebecca 

14  Kolberg.

15           MS. KOLBERG:  Hello.  My name is Rebecca 

16  Kolberg.  I live at 7605 Bay Street, Pasadena, 

17  Maryland 21122, and I'm here as citizen who has 

18  been involved in a wide variety of dredging issues 

19  and I'm here because I care deeply about three 

20  things; the Port of Baltimore, the Patapsco River 

21  and the people who live around the Patapsco River.  
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 1           I want to make it clear I support the 

 2  Port of Baltimore.  I have good friends and 

 3  neighbors who are living through the Port of 

 4  Baltimore.  I know it's an economic engine that 

 5  drives the State of Maryland, and I like looking at 

 6  an exciting working Port.  I like thinking is that 

 7  ship the kind that brought in my car or am I 

 8  reading newspaper made out of paper that came in on 
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 9  that ship?  

10           That said, I also love the Patapsco 

11  River, and a lot of people have been working very 

12  hard to rehabilitate this River and bring it back 

13  to a level where it's fishable, swimable, a real 

14  River.

15           Due to that, I have a few concerns in the 

16  Environmental Impact Statement.  The first is loss 

17  of 0.6 percent of the tidal portion of the Patapsco 

18  River with associated benthic resources and 

19  fisheries habitat.  That does not sound like a lot, 

20  but if you figure the Port of Baltimore has been in 

21  business 300 years and is probably planning to be 
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 1  in business for another three centuries, if we 

 2  continue filling in the River with dredged spoil at 

 3  this rate, 12 percent of the tidal Patapsco will be 

 4  filled in the next time the Port celebrates their 

 5  300th anniversary.  That's not a future that I want 

 6  for the Patapsco River, so I urge and underscore 

 7  the Harbor Team's recommendation for recycling of 

 8  dredged material, for shrinking of footprints of 

 9  dredged disposable projects, anything we can do so 

10  we still have Patapsco River.

11           I'm also concerned about the maps that 

12  show increase sedimentation rates to the west of 

13  the dredged disposal facility.  I'm concerned about 

14  impact that might have on this beautiful wildlife 

15  area.  If you get shoaling at the mouth, you might 

16  end up with a rather stagnant pond and you might 

17  have to be continually clearing it out and dredging 
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18  it.  Who is going to pay to keep that from shoaling 

19  in?  

20           There's also at least two marinas with 

21  some relatively nice boats to the west of 
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 1  Masonville Cove.  I don't see any people from those 

 2  marinas here.  I'm not sure if they're really aware 

 3  of the impact of an increase sedimentation rate on 

 4  recreational boats in that area, and kind of 

 5  echoing what Patrick said, I'm very encouraged if 

 6  the State Critical Areas Commission or whoever is 

 7  in charge of monitoring the creation of new fast 

 8  land in the State requires creation of a hundred 

 9  foot, preferably forested buffer or vegetative 

10  buffer with native species of plants, hopefully 

11  both here, except for the area where the ships have 

12  to unload, and also at Cox Creek.  That would be a 

13  great contributor to water quality and also a good 

14  example for residents.  

15           A lot of people see the marine terminals 

16  paved to the edge and they say, Why am I having to 

17  keep a buffer when they can pave right to the edge 

18  and not plant one tree or one buffer?  So please 

19  keep that in mind.

20           And finally, most people might think I am 

21  an environmental activist.  I'm really a community 

�                                                             47

 1  activist, and I believe in the rights of citizens, 

 2  whether they're in Dorchester County, down by James 

 3  Island or whether they live in inner-city Baltimore 

 4  in Cherry Hill, Brooklyn, Curtis Bay, to have input 
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 5  and realize the vision that they have for their 

 6  land and their water.  So I fully support the views 

 7  of the residents who are most impacted by these 

 8  dredged disposal sites.  Thank you.

 9           MS. FRAZIER:  Thank you, Rebecca.  Bonnie 

10  Riley.

11           MS. RILEY:  Hi.  My name is Bonnie Riley, 

12  1221 Church Street, Brooklyn, and I wrote something 

13  to say, but as I listened to what other people are 

14  saying, I have kind of changed what I was coming to 

15  say a little bit.  

16           Firstly, I do represent the residential 

17  community in Brooklyn, not, not an organized, in an 

18  organized way, but just talking personally one on 

19  one with residential's concerns, and I do 

20  understand the need for economic development and 

21  expansion in the Port.  That is not an issue or a 
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 1  sore point with me.  

 2           However -- first of all, Brian, thank you 

 3  for your comments, and I'm very surprised to hear 

 4  your endorsement for the first time, wherever you 

 5  are, tonight, and Ms. Krysiak also.  

 6           I have seen them both, our Delegates, at 

 7  our community association meetings many times, and 

 8  again, I'm learning of their endorsement for the 

 9  very first time.

10           They are both well aware of the severe 

11  environmental issues in both Brooklyn and Curtis 

12  Bay.  We are continually, constantly pummeled by 

13  pollution and hazardous waste and landfill 
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14  expansions, and in my mind, somehow Masonville Cove 

15  dredged facility is just another one.  

16           I had a sore point about the residents, 

17  the actual people impacted by this, the people that 

18  are going to live with it if it's a huge success 

19  for the MPA or it's a huge success for the State of 

20  Maryland or it's a miserable flop, and we're very 

21  used to miserable flops in our neighborhood, 
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 1  believe me.  We live with them every day.  

 2           Our property values are decreased every 

 3  day and suffer every day because of some of the 

 4  other State-endorsed projects in our community, so 

 5  I'd like to mention that.

 6           As far as -- I've heard this over and 

 7  over and over, Go to Hart-Miller Island.  I've been 

 8  to Hart-Miller Island, and I'll give it to you 

 9  Ms. Krysiak, it's a beautiful place, but they don't 

10  have a 130-acre car park at Hart-Miller Island and 

11  it was a sports place and a park prior to becoming 

12  a dredged facility.  

13           Brooklyn is handicapped with heavy 

14  industry now, and I grant that you're giving us 

15  something, but I don't think you're giving us 

16  something equivalent to what you're taking away 

17  from us, and that's got to change.  There has to be 

18  some issues hammered out and there has to be direct 

19  input by the residents of the community, and I'm 

20  talking about one-on-one stuff.  

21           I'm not talking about displays and, you 
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 1  know, charts and things like that.  Hear their 

 2  hearts, hear what their opinions are one on one.  

 3  Don't listen to somebody else, including me, tell 

 4  you what they think and what they feel about this 

 5  dredged facility, because they do have opinions if 

 6  you ask for them.

 7           Contaminants I have an issue with, the 

 8  size, the sheer size of 130 acres of car park down 

 9  there.  

10           I work in an industry where marketing is 

11  very large and very relevant and, you know, and I 

12  know it's been discussed, we're discussing it now, 

13  too, market trends turn on a dime.  Maybe the cars 

14  aren't going to come in any more from the Port or 

15  from overseas.  What are -- what's going to happen 

16  to that facility then?  What are you going to do?  

17  Put an ethanol plant in this there?  Put an LNG 

18  plant in there?  What assurances do we have?  What 

19  assurances do the people that come into Brooklyn in 

20  the future have?  We want to hammer that out with 

21  you guys, and we want, we want it written into the 
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 1  permit terms.  Not just a promise.  Not just a, 

 2  Okay, fine, time to shut up now.  Written-in 

 3  assurances, guarantees.

 4           What else do I have here?  I'll do the 

 5  rest of my comments in writing.  So thank you for 

 6  your time.

 7           MS. FRAZIER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Ivan 

 8  Leshinsky.
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 9           MR. LESHINSKY:  Good evening.  My name 

10  is -- this is living proof that one's size does not 

11  fit all.  Again, I'm Ivan Leshinsky, and I'm soon 

12  to be a resident of 1428 Hollins Street this 

13  summer.  

14           But more importantly, I've been working 

15  heading up the Chesapeake Center of Youth 

16  Development anchored in Brooklyn since 1974, and 

17  we've served, perhaps, thousands of youngsters in 

18  alternative-education job training and after-school 

19  programs in the neighborhood, and I view this 

20  project as something that would enhance their 

21  future in terms of their educational and 
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 1  recreational opportunities.  

 2           I would want to echo Kathleen Hogan's 

 3  comments.  Baltimore, in general, and Brooklyn and 

 4  Curtis Bay and the surrounding neighborhoods, in 

 5  particular, need more meaningful and interesting 

 6  places to walk to, and I would hope that the powers 

 7  to be would make this area as accessible as 

 8  possible to pedestrians and, hopefully, everything 

 9  will go well and it will bring more positive 

10  attention to the neighborhood.  Thank you.

11           MS. FRAZIER:  Thank you, Ivan.  Fran 

12  Taylor.

13           MR. TAYLOR:  Good evening.  My name is 

14  Fran Taylor, 7603 Araquay Avenue, Baltimore  

15  21219.  I'm the Chair of the State of Maryland 

16  Dredged Material Management Program Citizens 

17  Advisory Committee.  
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18           The Committee consists of citizens, 

19  Government agencies and private Port interests.  

20  The role of the CAC is to solicit public review and 

21  comment on dredged material placement options.  
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 1           Recognizing the need for future dredged 

 2  material containment facilities, citizens, elected 

 3  officials and the Maryland Port Administration 

 4  recommended taking a new outreach approach by 

 5  forming the Baltimore Harbor Team.  

 6           These groups of stakeholders representing 

 7  interests in Anne Arundel County, Baltimore City 

 8  and Baltimore County have met since 2003 reviewing 

 9  and recommending handling options for material 

10  produced by necessary dredging of the Port of 

11  Baltimore shipping channels.

12           Masonville Dredged Containment Facility 

13  is one of the three sites recommended by the Harbor 

14  Team.  

15           After extensive discussions numerous 

16  Agency presentations, members voted unanimously to 

17  forward the recommendations to the DMMP Management 

18  Committee and the DMMP Executive Committees.  

19           Both Committees endorsed the selected 

20  options, and as a result, the report was forwarded 

21  to the Governor.  Likewise, the Army Corps of 
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 1  Engineers has prepared a Federal DMMP.  Although 

 2  not specifically identifying Masonville, their 

 3  report did recommend for further study multiple 

 4  containment facilities in the Patapsco River.
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 5           Interested communities surrounding 

 6  Masonville have participated in the Harbor Team 

 7  process.  Citizens recognize the benefit of a 

 8  cooperative effort.  They have identified 

 9  environmental remediation, recreational and 

10  educational enhancements to Masonville Cove as a 

11  highly desired and needed community amenity.  

12           Working closely with employees and 

13  consultants hired by the Maryland Port 

14  Administration, they have prepared and presented 

15  their future vision for this long abused and 

16  neglected Cove.  

17           As has already been publicly stated, 

18  based on presented information and discussion CAC 

19  endorses the proposed Masonville containment 

20  facility.  We view this project as an opportunity 

21  to ensure capacity for future dredging needs while 
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 1  also providing a benefit to the environment and the 

 2  local communities.  This project will potentially 

 3  clean up abandoned industrial sites and will 

 4  remediate 25 derelict vessels.  Thank you.

 5           MS. FRAZIER:  Thank you, Fran.  Kennard 

 6  Ayers.

 7           MR. AYERS:  I'm Kennard Ayers.  I live at 

 8  309 Pontiac Avenue.  I grew up on Arundel Road.  

 9  I've been in this area for 40, almost 49 years  

10  I've been around all together.  

11           It seems like a good project when you 

12  look at the mitigations that are being built into 

13  it so far as the habitats and the marshes, 
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14  etcetera.  It seems so good I'm wondering why does 

15  it stop where you're saying it does?  Why can't we 

16  have the same mitigation done along the River bank 

17  towards where the stream of the Patapsco River 

18  comes into the Harbor basin?  

19           This area has junk, a cement company, 

20  other unenjoyable aspects to it that could have, 

21  you actually could create decent beautiful land for 
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 1  the community you work with to live with and you 

 2  could have a place for more dredging material and 

 3  at the same time a place, more of a place for 

 4  ecological impact in a positive way.  Thank you 

 5  very much.

 6           MS. FRAZIER:  Thank you, Kennard.  Mary 

 7  Rosso.

 8           MS. ROSS:  Good evening.  My name is Mary 

 9  Rosso.  I live in, at 208 Water Fountain Court in 

10  Glen Burnie, Maryland.  

11           I'm here representing actually myself 

12  tonight, but as well as I belong to two other 

13  groups that are concerned about what's going on in 

14  Masonville Cove.  

15           Also, it's the overall picture.  I was 

16  listening very carefully when EPA was speaking for 

17  EPA and the National Environmental Policy Act and I 

18  was happy to hear that they included environmental 

19  justice as one of the criteria for consideration 

20  when they look at this project.  

21           I think they need to consider actually 
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 1  the families in poverty, since that seems to be one 

 2  of the criteria for environmental justice, and the 

 3  Masonville Cove, out of all of the ones here, has 

 4  the highest percentage of poverty line in the area 

 5  of all of the dredged material sites, and I would 

 6  leave this or I can send you a copy of this.  I 

 7  just received it today.  So that's one of the 

 8  considerations.  

 9           When I was lucky enough to be elected 

10  into office for a brief term, but I did some good 

11  stuff, one of the things I wanted to do was 

12  environmental justice and we do have an 

13  Environmental Justice Commission in the State of 

14  Maryland, which I feel has a very tough job trying 

15  to convince the State that we need to move forward 

16  on protecting communities that are impacted by such 

17  areas as Curtis Bay, Brooklyn, North County.  

18  There's many areas in the State.  Dundalk, for one 

19  as well, that have some serious concerns about 

20  things going on, whether it's dredging or a 

21  facility citing in their area they're already 
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 1  impacted.  They're already communities that are 

 2  facing environmental hazards, and yet, they always 

 3  seem to be the ones chosen for sites.

 4           I also was very responsible and helped 

 5  put the Dredge Advisory Committee for the Cox Creek 

 6  together, which I was very happy to see a citizen 

 7  committee.  

 8           Again, that is something that I think the 
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 9  community always has to be involved in, and I was 

10  very vocal, even before I went in office, for many 

11  years on environmental issues.  The community right 

12  to know just led me to environmental justice 

13  issues.  It's very important.  

14           The project that you're planning looks 

15  like it's got some really nice things in it; 

16  however, I have concerns about contaminated dredge 

17  spoil sites.  I have always had that.  I know there 

18  are hot spots.  I'm not sure you're just doing 

19  maintenance dredged material, if that's all you're 

20  putting there, and if it's being checked so it is 

21  not toxic or have any high contamination.  
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 1           I'm concerned about the LNG site that's 

 2  right across the River that's going to, I guess 

 3  we're going to NEPA and FERC about allowing them to 

 4  put a humongous tanker there that's going to 

 5  require millions, millions of cubic yards of 

 6  dredged material from Bear Creek.  

 7           And I love the map that you put up there, 

 8  Frank Hammonds, when you showed the proximity 

 9  between Masonville Cove and where Bear Creek is, 

10  and that's where millions of, tons of cubic yards 

11  are going to be displaced, if they get the 

12  opportunity to dredge, and I know that's in 

13  question now with the Port Administration and 

14  Permits.  

15           There's a lot going on, and I urge you to 

16  look at all of the angles here.  Certainly, I 

17  could -- the people -- the community spoke 
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18  beautifully, I mean, between Kathleen and access, 

19  Patrick and some of the things he mentioned about 

20  having the aesthetics, which they're not used to 

21  getting, and it shouldn't be a perk.  It shouldn't 
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 1  be something, Oh, we're doing a favor for you.  

 2  No.  

 3           It's time the communities got the best 

 4  they could get.  They need the best buffers.  They 

 5  need guarantees, just like Bonnie had talked 

 6  about.  They need guarantees that they're going to 

 7  be treated correctly, that what they, you all say 

 8  you're going to do you're going to do.  Not have us 

 9  reporting violations after, for instance, a 

10  specific plant cited no odors, we promise we have 

11  state of the art.  We got odors.  We called for 

12  violations ourselves.  

13           You're getting the picture, if you have 

14  not already gotten it.  This is factual.  It's all 

15  documented.  I'm not making it up.  

16           So I'm here to speak to you to say please 

17  take what the community says seriously, and Rebecca 

18  Kolberg made a great comment, too, about shrinking 

19  the footprints of those dredged sites, because we 

20  are -- even though we're a wonderful Port, and I 

21  support the Port as well, I think that we need to 
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 1  look at between the health of the Patapsco River 

 2  and the health of the Chesapeake Bay, everything is 

 3  interconnected.  

 4           I lived on a creek that was closed for 
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 5  many years because of problems, and I know that 

 6  dredging does cause problems, but it can be 

 7  mitigated.  

 8           So I urge you to use everything in your 

 9  power to make sure the community gets the most 

10  effective, and possibly the best, I don't want to 

11  call it a perk, but they deserve the best of that.  

12  They deserve the best sanctuary, the best access, 

13  every buffer you could possibly give them and they 

14  don't deserve any contaminated sledge and I think 

15  you need to take that into consideration.  

16           The environmental justice issue for the 

17  State I'm a little bit concerned about, because the 

18  Board of Public Works gentleman who spoke didn't 

19  mention that as one of your criteria.  It was 

20  mostly -- I wrote down some of them, but you know 

21  what you said, but I do know that that was not on 
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 1  the agenda for consideration, and I thought how sad 

 2  that's not one of the things that you think about 

 3  when you come to give money to a project.  

 4           So I would urge you to maybe think about 

 5  that and see if maybe we could get that in part of 

 6  your criteria.  Thank you.

 7           MS. FRAZIER:  Thank you, Mary.  And our 

 8  last scheduled speaker, Richard Anderson.

 9           MR. ANDERSON:  Hi.  My name is Richard 

10  Anderson.  I live at 304 Washburn Avenue, 

11  Baltimore, Maryland  21225.  I'm the President of 

12  the Brooklyn/Curtis Bay Coalition.  

13           The Curtis Bay Coalition is a nonprofit 
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14  community development corporation whose mission is 

15  to revitalize the communities of Brooklyn and 

16  Curtis Bay.  

17           Our Board of Directors is comprised of 

18  people who are residents of the community.  We have 

19  a series of churches represented, local churches 

20  represented.  We also have people who have business 

21  interests in the area represented on the Board of 
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 1  Directors.  

 2           The Brooklyn/Curtis Bay Coalition is in 

 3  favor of the project that has been unfolded so 

 4  far.  We see it as vital to reaching some of the 

 5  goals in our Strategic Neighborhood Action Plan, 

 6  which is to build a bridge between industry and 

 7  then also expand the area in the Masonville Cove as 

 8  a nature center.  

 9           In addition, we see it as a vital 

10  economic recovery in the area.  We see that there's 

11  potential for jobs and commerce in the area, 

12  whether it's bait stores, kayak shops, some 

13  restaurants in this area as the Masonville Cove 

14  unfolds.  

15           We're very much excited about the 

16  prospect of a nature center being developed there, 

17  and we're very much excited about the prospect of 

18  relationships with the classroom, Harbor Classrooms 

19  and also some of the local schools being involved 

20  in learning centers.

21           We also very much like the idea of an 
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 1  oversight committee being created.  We recognize 

 2  that while no one organization can be the voice of 

 3  a community as diverse as Brooklyn and Curtis Bay 

 4  with 13,000 residents, we would like to see the 

 5  Committee comprised of people who represent the 

 6  gender, represent the race and represent the age of 

 7  the area and very much look forward to see how 

 8  things unfold.  Thank you.

 9           MS. FRAZIER:  Thank you, Richard.  Vance.

10           HEARING OFFICER HOBBS:  Thank you for 

11  your comments.  Would anybody else out there like 

12  to make any more comments before I close the 

13  hearing?  

14           MS. KOLBERG:  I'm just concerned that 

15  there's no one here from Cherry Hill, and I really 

16  think that people need to be doing outreach to 

17  Cherry Hill because they look out at this water and 

18  the bridge.  And when there was a proposal to put 

19  even a senior citizen home right here at Harbor 

20  Hospital, people who lived in the housing at Cherry 

21  Hill spoke out about loss of water view and things 
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 1  like this, and I'm not getting a good feeling that 

 2  as close as they are that there's no one here at 

 3  this meeting.  So I think there should be some 

 4  outreach to Cherry Hill.  

 5           HEARING OFFICER HOBBS:  All right.  Are 

 6  there any other comments?  

 7                    (No response.)

 8           HEARING OFFICER HOBBS:  I urge everyone 
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 9  that spoke tonight to take the time to follow up 

10  with written comment during the comment period.  

11           It's important for us to take into 

12  consideration your comments and get them accurate 

13  into the record, so if you can do that or if you 

14  could provide a written statement here today, we'll 

15  gladly accept that.  

16           I would like to remind the public, the 

17  public that the comment period has been extended 

18  through August 14th and a second public hearing has 

19  been scheduled for the evening of July 31st.  More 

20  detailed information on the hearing is available at 

21  the registration desk.  

�                                                             66

 1           I would like to thank you all for coming 

 2  and thank you for your comments and for your 

 3  attention, and the meeting is now adjourned.  

 4           (Whereupon, the proceedings adjourned at 

 5  8:24 p.m.) 

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17
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19

20

21
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 1  State of Maryland

 2  County of Baltimore, to wit:

 3            I, Michele D. Lambie, a Notary Public of 

 4  the State of Maryland, County of Baltimore, do 

 5  hereby certify that the within-named witness 

 6  personally appeared before me at the time and place 

 7  herein set out, and after having been duly sworn by 

 8  me, according to law, was examined by counsel.

 9            I further certify that the examination 

10  was recorded stenographically by me and this 

11  transcript is a true record of the proceedings.

12            I further certify that I am not of 

13  counsel to any of the parties, nor related to any 

14  of the parties, nor in any way interested in the 

15  outcome of this action.

16            As witness my hand and notarial seal this 

17  ______day of______________, 

18

19

20

21

�
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Army; Corps of 
Engineers 

Availability of a Supplement to the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Proposed Construction of a 
Dredged Material Containment Facility 
in the Patapsco River, at Masonville, 
Baltimore City, MD 

AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, DoD. 
ACTION: Notice of availability. 

SUMMARY: In accordance with 
requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 
Baltimore District, has prepared a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
for the proposed construction of a 
dredged material containment facility 
(DMCF) by the Maryland Port 
Administration (MPA). This DEIS was 
prepared as part of the submission of 
MPA’s application for a Department of 
the Army permit to construct the facility 
in the Patapsco River, Baltimore City, 
MD. This application will be evaluated 
pursuant to Section 10 or the Rivers and 
Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act. 

The preferred alternative is for the 
construction of a stone, sand, and 
cofferdam structure that would impact 
approximately 131 acres of waters of the 
United States, including jurisdictional 
wetlands. The structure would be 
initially constructed to 10 feet above the 
mean lowe low water (MLLW) 
elevation, with a future temporary 
elevation to 42 feet above MLLW, and 
an ultimate elevation of 36 feet above 
MLLW. The project would also include 
mechanical dredging of approximately 
1.7 million cubic yards of overburden 
material within the footprint of the 
proposed disposal site, and the 
placement of this material at the Hart 
Miller Island disposal site, Baltimore 
County, MD. On-site and off-site borrow 
material would be used for the 
construction of the containment facility. 
This proposal was advertised in the 
Federal Register on May 19, 2006 (71 
FR 29128). The need to prepare a 
Supplement is due to the applicant’s 
proposal to change the source of borrow 
material for the proposed construction 
of the preferred alternative. The 
applicant wishes to use suitable 
material dredged from the channel at 
the Seagirt Marine Terminal for the 
construction of a portion of the 
containment structure. Approximately 
0.5 to 0.8 million cubic yards of sand 
and gravel obtained from dredging to a 

maximum of 54 feet below mean low 
water at Seagirt Marine Terminal would 
be used at the proposed Masonville 
DMCF. Detailed description of the 
proposed modifications and effects to 
the human environment are discussed 
in the supplement to the DEIS for the 
Masonville DMCF. 

DATES: The Baltimore District must 
receive comments on or before August 
14, 2006 to ensure consideration in the 
final action. A public hearing on the 
DEIS has been scheduled for 7 p.m. on 
Monday July 31, 2006 at the St. John 
Lutheran Church, 226 Washburn Ave., 
Baltimore, MD 21225. Displays will be 
available and representatives of the 
project team will be present at 6 p.m. 

ADDRESSES: Please send written 
comments concerning this proposed 
project to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Baltimore District, Attn: Mr. Jon Romeo, 
CENAB–OP–RMN, P.O. Box 1715, 
Baltimore, MD 21203–1715. You may 
submit electronic comments to 
jon.romeo@usace.army.mil. Your 
comments must be contained in the 
body of your message; please do not 
send attached files. Please include your 
name and address in your message. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Jon Romeo, (410) 962–6079. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The EIS 
and Supplement to the EIS integrate 
analyses and consultation required by 
the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), Section 10 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act of 1899, Section 401 and 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act, the Clean Air Act, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act, Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation 
Act, and the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act. All 
appropriate documentation (i.e., Section 
7 and Section 106 coordination letters 
and public and agency comments) will 
be obtained and included as part of the 
EIS. The decision on whether or not to 
issue a Department of the Army permit 
for this project will reflect the national 
concern for the protection and 
utilization of important resources. The 
benefits which may reasonably be 
expected to accrue from the proposal 
will be balanced against its reasonably 
foreseeable detriments. All factors that 
may be relevant to the proposal will be 
considered. Among these are wetlands, 
fish and wildlife resources, cultural 
resources, land use, water and air 
quality, hazardous, toxic and 
radioactive substances, threatened and 
endangered species, regional geology, 
aesthetics, environmental justice, 

navigation, cumulative impacts, and the 
general needs and welfare of the public. 

Vance G. Hobbs, 
Chief, Maryland Section Northern. 
[FR Doc. 06–5918 Filed 6–29–06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3710–41–M 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Department of the Army; Corps of 
Engineers 

Intent to Prepare a Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Brooklyn 
Navy Yard, Brooklyn, Kings County, 
NY 

AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, DoD. 
ACTION: Notice of intent. 

SUMMARY: The U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (Corps), New York District, is 
preparing a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) to ascertain 
compliance with and to lead to the 
production of a National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) document in 
accordance with the President’s Council 
of Environmental Quality (CEQ) Rules 
and Regulations, as defined and 
amended in 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR), Parts 1500–1508, 
Corps principals and guidelines as 
defined in Engineering Regulations (ER) 
1105–2–100, other applicable Federal 
and State environmental laws for the 
proposed Brooklyn Navy Yard Project. 
The study area consists of the portion of 
the Navy Yard commonly known as 
‘‘Admiral’s Row’’ and ‘‘Officer 
Quarters’’. The Navy Yard is located in 
the Greenpoint section of Brooklyn, 
Kings County, NY. This parcel, located 
within the former Brooklyn Navy Yard, 
would be transferred to the City of New 
York. The EIS process will determine if 
there are any environmental and 
cultural concerns that will affect the 
sale of the land. The land would be 
developed in accordance with the 
mission of the Brooklyn Navy Yard 
Development Corporation and the City 
of New York. 
ADDRESSES: U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, New York District, Planning 
Division, Environmental Branch, 26 
Federal Plaza, Room 2151, New York, 
NY 10278–0090. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Dr. 
Christopher Ricciardi, Project 
Archaeologist, at (917) 790–8630 or at 
christopher.g.ricciardi@usace.army.mil. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
1. A DEIS is due for completion by the 

end of July 2006. 
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Availability of a Supplement to the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Proposed Construction of a 
Dredged Material Containment Facility in the Patapsco 
River, at Masonville, Baltimore City, MD    
 
[Federal Register: June 30, 2006 (Volume 71, Number 126)] 
[Notices] 
[Page 37545] 
From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access [wais.access.gpo.gov] 
[DOCID:fr30jn06-39] 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Department of the Army; Corps of Engineers 
  
Availability of a Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact  
Statement for the Proposed Construction of a Dredged Material Containment  
Facility in the Patapsco River, at Masonville, Baltimore City, MD 
 
AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, DoD. 
ACTION: Notice of availability. 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
SUMMARY: In accordance with requirements of the National Environmental  
Policy Act (NEPA), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Baltimore  
District, has prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)  
for the proposed construction of a dredged material containment  
facility (DMCF) by the Maryland Port Administration (MPA). This DEIS  
was prepared as part of the submission of MPA's application for a  
Department of the Army permit to construct the facility in the Patapsco  
River, Baltimore City, MD. This application will be evaluated pursuant  
to Section 10 or the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of  
the Clean Water Act. 
    The preferred alternative is for the construction of a stone, sand,  
and cofferdam structure that would impact approximately 131 acres of  
waters of the United States, including jurisdictional wetlands. The  
structure would be initially constructed to 10 feet above the mean lowe  
low water (MLLW) elevation, with a future temporary elevation to 42  
feet above MLLW, and an ultimate elevation of 36 feet above MLLW. The  
project would also include mechanical dredging of approximately 1.7  
million cubic yards of overburden material within the footprint of the  
proposed disposal site, and the placement of this material at the Hart  
Miller Island disposal site, Baltimore County, MD. On-site and off-site  
borrow material would be used for the construction of the containment  
facility. This proposal was advertised in the Federal Register on May  
19, 2006 (71 FR 29128). The need to prepare a Supplement is due to the  
applicant's proposal to change the source of borrow material for the  
proposed construction of the preferred alternative. The applicant  
wishes to use suitable material dredged from the channel at the Seagirt  
Marine Terminal for the construction of a portion of the containment  
structure. Approximately 0.5 to 0.8 million cubic yards of sand and  
gravel obtained from dredging to a maximum of 54 feet below mean low  
water at Seagirt Marine Terminal would be used at the proposed  
Masonville DMCF. Detailed description of the proposed modifications and  
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effects to the human environment are discussed in the supplement to the  
DEIS for the Masonville DMCF. 
 
DATES: The Baltimore District must receive comments on or before August  
14, 2006 to ensure consideration in the final action. A public hearing  
on the DEIS has been scheduled for 7 p.m. on Monday July 31, 2006 at  
the St. John Lutheran Church, 226 Washburn Ave., Baltimore, MD 21225.  
Displays will be available and representatives of the project team will  
be present at 6 p.m. 
 
ADDRESSES: Please send written comments concerning this proposed  
project to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District, Attn: Mr.  
Jon Romeo, CENAB-OP-RMN, P.O. Box 1715, Baltimore, MD 21203-1715. You  
may submit electronic comments to jon.romeo@usace.army.mil. Your  
comments must be contained in the body of your message; please do not  
send attached files. Please include your name and address in your message. 
 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. Jon Romeo, (410) 962-6079. 
 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The EIS and Supplement to the EIS integrate  
analyses and consultation required by the National Environmental Policy  
Act (NEPA), Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, Section  
401 and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, Section 7 of the Endangered  
Species Act, the Clean Air Act, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Coordination  
Act, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and the  
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act. All  
appropriate documentation (i.e., Section 7 and Section 106 coordination  
letters and public and agency comments) will be obtained and included  
as part of the EIS. The decision on whether or not to issue a  
Department of the Army permit for this project will reflect the  
national concern for the protection and utilization of important  
resources. The benefits which may reasonably be expected to accrue from  
the proposal will be balanced against its reasonably foreseeable  
detriments. All factors that may be relevant to the proposal will be  
considered. Among these are wetlands, fish and wildlife resources,  
cultural resources, land use, water and air quality, hazardous, toxic  
and radioactive substances, threatened and endangered species, regional  
geology, aesthetics, environmental justice, navigation, cumulative  
impacts, and the general needs and welfare of the public. 
 
Vance G. Hobbs, 
Chief, Maryland Section Northern. 
[FR Doc. 06-5918 Filed 6-29-06; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3710-41-M 
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                                                               Page 1

 1              MARYLAND BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS

 2                   JOINT PUBLIC HEARING

 3     PROPOSED MASONVILLE DREDGED MATERIAL CONTAINMENT 

 4                     FACILITY (DMCF)

 5                      

 6                    ------------------

 7            Meeting in the above-captioned matter was 

 8  taken on Monday, July 31, 2006, at 226 Washburn Avenue, 

 9  Baltimore, Maryland, commencing at 7:00 p.m. before 

10  Carol T. Lucic, Notary Public. 

11                    ------------------

12  

13            

14            

15            

16            

17            

18  

19  

20  

21  Reported by:  Carol T. Lucic, RMR 

�                                                               Page 2

 1            MR. HOBBS:  Good evening, ladies and 

 2  gentlemen.  I want to welcome you to this joint U.S. 

 3  Army Corps of Engineers and Maryland Department of the 

 4  Environment public hearing on the proposed Masonville 

 5  dredged material containment facility.  

 6            As I said, my name is Vance Hobbs.  I'm the 

 7  chief of the Maryland section in the regulatory branch 

 8  of the Baltimore District Corps of Engineers.  It is 
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 9  the responsibility of my office to evaluate 

10  applications for Department of the Army permits for 

11  work in waters of the United States including 

12  wetlands.  Our authority comes from Section 10 of the 

13  Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the 

14  Clean Water Act.  

15            The project managers from my office for 

16  comments for this particular project are Mary Frazier, 

17  who is up here at the front table behind the pole -- 

18  she's going to come out a little bit later on -- and 

19  Jon Romeo, who is over here by this wall here.  So if 

20  you have any comments or concerns and you don't want to 

21  make a public comment, you might want to talk to these 

�                                                               Page 3

 1  two folks here.

 2            It is the responsibility of my office to 

 3  evaluate applications for Department of the Army 

 4  permits.  The logistics for tonight's meeting are going 

 5  to be as follows:  First I will briefly describe where 

 6  we are in the National Environmental Policy Act process 

 7  and the permit process.  We'll then make some opening 

 8  remarks concerning the purpose of tonight's hearing.  I 

 9  will then call on the state hearing officers to make 

10  their opening remarks as this is a joint public 

11  hearing.  I will then call on the Maryland Port 

12  Administration to provide a brief overview of the 

13  proposed project.  

14            After these required presentations Mary 

15  Frazier will facilitate the public statements by 

16  calling first on any elected officials or their 

17  representatives to make a statement, and then she will 
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18  then call on those of you that have indicated on the 

19  sign-in sheets you wish to make a comment at the 

20  meeting.

21            If you didn't sign in to speak and still want 

�                                                               Page 4

 1  to make a comment, please do at the reception desk over 

 2  here on the side.  We do not permit cross-examination 

 3  by the people making comment.  Please limit your 

 4  remarks to about five minutes.  We need to get out of 

 5  here by 9:00.  I don't think it's going to take that 

 6  long, but we're here as long as we need to be.

 7            Also on the sign-in sheets you need to 

 8  indicate whether you need a copy of the final 

 9  environmental impact statement and the transcript of 

10  tonight's hearing.  So if you want a copy of the 

11  transcript -- everything we're saying is being recorded 

12  here tonight, so if you are making a public comment, 

13  come up to the microphone to do so.  

14            So let me take a few seconds to go through 

15  some slides to familiarize everybody with where we are 

16  in the project development process here.

17            We're in a tiered process in the NEPA 

18  process.  Tier I was the dredged material management 

19  plan.  The development of that was the first part of 

20  the process, and that basically came out with overall 

21  suggestions of projects such as the one we will be 

�                                                               Page 5

 1  reviewing tonight.  Tier II of the environmental 

 2  process is the Masonville EIS, which is on the streets, 

 3  which started a public comment period a while back and 

 4  why we're having this public meeting here, and I've got 
Page 3
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 5  some more detailed slides on that.  

 6            The notice of intent was prepared on the 26th 

 7  of May 2005, the notice of intent to prepare the EIS 

 8  for the process by NEPA, which is the National 

 9  Environmental Policy Act process.  The first public 

10  scoping meeting was held on the 15th of June 2005, and 

11  then after that meeting, those comments and concerns, 

12  we began to prepare a draft environmental impact 

13  statement, which hit the streets with a notice of 

14  intent on the 19th of May 2006, which is your second to 

15  the last bullet up here.  

16            We had an initial joint public hearing on the 

17  21st of June 2006, and what happened then is we 

18  prepared a supplement to the draft environmental impact 

19  statement because we had new information come about.  

20  So that new information was put together in a 

21  supplement package that was made available June 30.  We 

�                                                               Page 6

 1  have some red dates up here because if you remember 

 2  what was occurring back at that particular time frame, 

 3  there was a lot of rain going on, and actually the 

 4  office of the EPA, Environmental Protection Agency, 

 5  flooded and they couldn't get the Federal Register out 

 6  as predicted on the 30th.  So what happened is they got 

 7  it that following Monday after they got their offices 

 8  back on line, so that basically added three days to the 

 9  schedule right off the bat.  

10            So the public comment period has been 

11  extended to the 17th of August 2006.  Tonight is the 

12  second joint public hearing, and that's what we're here 

13  for tonight, and then after tonight we'll basically go 
Page 4
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14  back and we'll address all the comments, put them all 

15  in a package, which is the final environmental impact 

16  statement, and that will be made available to the 

17  public for a 30-day comment period.  Following that -- 

18  it's cut off a little bit on the bottom -- is the 

19  record of decision, which is the decision documents, 

20  and any permit decisions will follow at that point.  

21            So for time schedule purposes we're probably 
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 1  looking at sometime this fall coming out with another 

 2  document that will have a 30-day what we call a 

 3  cool-off period, comment period, at that particular 

 4  time.

 5            The project as proposed by the Maryland Port 

 6  Administration, they propose to construct a dredged 

 7  material containment facility at Masonville, which will 

 8  impact approximately 130 acres of open water in the 

 9  Patapsco River and approximately one acre of nontidal 

10  wetlands.  The purpose of tonight's hearing is to 

11  inform you of this project and allow you the 

12  opportunity to provide comments to be considered in our 

13  public interest review of the proposed work.  Your 

14  comments will be included and addressed in the final 

15  environmental impact statement for the project.  Your 

16  comments are important in our preparation of this 

17  document and in our evaluation of the permit 

18  application.  

19            The decision on whether or not to issue a 

20  permit will be based on the evaluation of the probable 

21  impacts including cumulative impacts of the proposed 
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 1  activity on the public interest and in compliance with 

 2  the Clean Water Act, Section 401(b)(1) guidelines.  

 3  That decision will reflect the national concern for 

 4  both protection and utilization of important 

 5  resources.  The benefits which may reasonably be 

 6  expected to accrue from the proposal will be balanced 

 7  against its reasonably foreseeable detriments.  

 8            All factors that may be relevant to the 

 9  proposal are considered.  Among these are conservation, 

10  economics, aesthetics, general environmental concerns, 

11  wetlands, cultural values, fish and wildlife values, 

12  flood hazards, floodplain values, land use navigation, 

13  shoreline erosion and accretion, recreation, water 

14  supply and conservation, water and air quality, 

15  hazardous, toxic, and radioactive substances, 

16  threatened and endangered species, regional geology, 

17  energy needs, food and fiber production, safety, 

18  environmental justice, cumulative impacts, and the 

19  general needs and welfare of the public.  

20            In compliance with the National Environmental 

21  Policy Act we are preparing an environmental impact 
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 1  statement for the proposed project.  We have prepared a 

 2  supplement to the draft environmental impact statement 

 3  that was made available to the public by notice of 

 4  availability in the Federal Register dated July 3.  

 5            The comment period for this hearing and the 

 6  public comment has been extended through August 17, 

 7  2006.  Comments received tonight and throughout the 

 8  comment period will be addressed in the final 
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 9  environmental impact statement.  

10            Since this is a joint public hearing with the 

11  State of Maryland, I will now call on representatives 

12  from the Maryland Board of Public Works and the 

13  Maryland Department of the Environment to make 

14  statements.  At the completion of their statements the 

15  Maryland Port Administration will provide a brief 

16  overview of the project.  Following the overview Mary 

17  Frazier will facilitate public comment.

18            MR. MOORE:  Good evening.  I'm Doldon Moore, 

19  wetlands administrator for the Maryland Board of Public 

20  Works.  This is an informational hearing for the 

21  purpose of Maryland Department of the Environment to 
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 1  collect public comment on the application for a tidal 

 2  wetlands license.  Authority is granted pursuant to the 

 3  Board of Public Works Code of Maryland regulations 

 4  (COMAR) 23.02.04; Maryland Department of Environment 

 5  Annotated Code, Environmental Article 16, wetlands and 

 6  riparian rights; and MDE regulations COMAR 26.24, tidal 

 7  wetlands.  

 8            I represent the Board of Public Works as the 

 9  hearing officer for this application for wetlands 

10  license 06-WL-1653.  The board is comprised of Governor 

11  Ehrlich, Comptroller Schaefer, and State Treasurer 

12  Kopp.  In accordance with the Environmental Article 16, 

13  wetlands and riparian rights, and the Maryland 

14  Constitution, the board is the sole body which has 

15  authority over state property.  In this case this 

16  includes the tidal wetlands, submerged lands, and 

17  aquatic resources.  In its proprietary authority the 
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18  board has the right to grant a third party the use or 

19  right to construct or conduct an activity in wetlands 

20  via a wetlands license.  

21            It is the public policy of the State to take 
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 1  into account varying ecological, economic, 

 2  developmental, recreational, and aesthetic values to 

 3  preserve the wetlands and prevent their despoliation 

 4  and destruction.  

 5            The public interests are the demonstrable 

 6  environmental, social, and economic benefits which 

 7  would accrue to the public at large as a result of a 

 8  proposed action or activity involving state wetlands 

 9  and which would exceed all demonstrable environmental, 

10  social, and economic cost of the proposed action or 

11  activity.

12            In determining the public interest in a 

13  request for a private use, structure, or activity over, 

14  in, or under state wetlands or severance of materials 

15  from state wetlands, the board shall consider the 

16  ultimate project and beneficial purposes to be served.  

17            The case number for you is 06-WL-1653, and 

18  please refer to this number in any future 

19  correspondence that you may have with the Maryland 

20  Department of the Environment Tidal Wetlands Division.  

21            The Maryland Port Administration has applied 
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 1  to fill a total of approximately 130 acres of regulated 

 2  tidal open water wetlands and a minimal acreage of 

 3  vegetated tidal wetlands located adjacent to the 

 4  shoreline for the construction of a dredged material 
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 5  containment facility.  The applicant has proposed to 

 6  provide compensatory mitigation for the proposed 

 7  impacts.  

 8            In early June of this year MPA revised the 

 9  application and requested authorization to excavate 

10  sand and gravel borrow in the amount of approximately 

11  800,000 cubic yards of material by digging the Seagirt 

12  entrance channel to a depth of 52 feet below mean low 

13  water.  The excavated material shall be utilized in the 

14  construction of the containment dikes of the proposed 

15  DMCF.  

16            The process for the Department of Environment 

17  Tidal Wetlands:  At the close of the public comment 

18  period, which is August 17, 2006, the Department, 

19  Maryland Department of the Environment, will conclude 

20  its review of the application and forward a report and 

21  recommendations to my office.  Once received that 
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 1  report will be released to all interested persons that 

 2  have attended both public hearings.  At the conclusion 

 3  of this period, which is 15 days, I will prepare and 

 4  schedule the proposed request for tidal wetlands 

 5  license for the Board of Public Works.  If you are 

 6  aggrieved by my recommendation to the board, you may 

 7  request to make a personal appearance before the board 

 8  in Annapolis.  That request must be received in writing 

 9  in my office during the comment review period for the 

10  Department's report and recommendation.  

11            Thank you.

12            MS. SIGILLITO:  Good evening.  My name is 

13  Amanda Sigillito, and I am the chief of the nontidal 
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14  wetlands and waterways division at the Maryland 

15  Department of the Environment.  

16            A public informational hearing is being 

17  conducted pursuant to the Code of Maryland Regulations 

18  26.23.02.08 and the Code of Federal Regulations.  It is 

19  important to note that this hearing is not a hearing 

20  under Maryland's Administration Procedure Act or a 

21  public hearing for water quality certification pursuant 
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 1  to the Code of Maryland Regulations 26.08.02.10.  

 2            The purpose of this evening's public 

 3  informational hearing is to consider a permit 

 4  application submitted by the Maryland Port 

 5  Administration for the 130 acre Masonville dredged 

 6  material containment facility in the open waters of the 

 7  Patapsco River in Baltimore City.  The applicant 

 8  proposes to impact approximately 0.25 acres of nontidal 

 9  wetlands as part of a relocation of a storm drain 

10  outfall on the west side of the existing Masonville 

11  Terminal Facility.  

12            Construction of the proposed project requires 

13  issuance of a nontidal wetlands and waterways permit, 

14  Application No. 06-NT-0193/200663776 by the Department.  

15  The Department must also review the application for 

16  compliance with the state water quality regulations as 

17  required by Section 401 of the Federal Clean Water Act 

18  for consistency with Maryland's proposed zone 

19  management program, as required by Section 307 of the 

20  Federal Coastal Zone Management Act.  Section 401 and 

21  307 reviews are conducted as part of the Department's 
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 1  permit review process.

 2            MR. HAMONS:  Good evening.  My name is Frank 

 3  Hamons.  I'm deputy director for harbor development of 

 4  the Maryland Port Administration.  The Maryland Port 

 5  Administration is proposing to build a dredged material 

 6  containment facility in the Patapsco River at 

 7  Masonville, the preferred alternative.

 8            The State of Maryland requires this new 

 9  dredged material containment facility, because the 

10  Hart-Miller Island containment facility which currently 

11  accepts harbor material, is slated to close by the end 

12  of 2009 by state law, leaving only the Cox Creek 

13  facility in operation, and the Cox Creek facility does 

14  not have enough annual capacity by itself to meet that 

15  need.  

16            Just to point out here, this is a time line 

17  which simply shows when Hart-Miller will close.  These 

18  last two years would be at reduced capacity, and then 

19  it will be closed from 2009 on.  Cox Creek can take 

20  about a half million yards a year.  We need a place to 

21  put about a million and a half yards a year.  That 
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 1  leaves you about a million yards short.  That's why we 

 2  need Masonville to come on line around 2008 in time for 

 3  dredging season for that year.  Basically this is a 

 4  simple time line to show you why we need it at that 

 5  point in time.

 6            Starting in 2003, the State initiated an 

 7  outreach program called the Harbor Team to bring active  

 8  public involvement in the process of identifying and 
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 9  developing dredged material management options for 

10  harbor dredged material.  The proposed Masonville DMCF 

11  plans and DMCF dredged material containment facility 

12  have evolved from that process.

13            This simply shows you that's the Masonville 

14  area, which all of you know quite well.  This is again 

15  a closer look at the Masonville area.  That shows you 

16  the number of different types of outlines and 

17  footprints that were considered.  That's the one that 

18  was finally selected as being the one most suitable for 

19  the area.  It has the least environmental effect on the 

20  area and actually could be used to complement the area 

21  and have minimal effect on the Masonville Cove.  That's 
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 1  why that was selected.

 2            The project includes construction of a 

 3  rock-armored sand/clay containment structure -- this 

 4  green area, that shows you the armored portion of the 

 5  dike -- unarmored sand/clay containment structures 

 6  basically in this area right here where it says 

 7  beach -- we could probably do something a little 

 8  different there; a beach would be there -- and steel 

 9  cellular cofferdams in this area right here.  Basically 

10  this shows you the type of structure that will be 

11  here.  The maximum channel encroachment of the project 

12  will be about 1,200 feet.  The contained structure will 

13  include 4,000 linear feet of stone revetment and groins 

14  and 1,200 linear feet of steel bulkheading, which is 

15  the cofferdam, and approximately 1,400 linear feet of 

16  beach construction consisting of approximately 70,000 

17  cubic yards of clean sand is also proposed.  Again, 
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18  that's in this area.  

19            The containment structure will be initially 

20  constructed to an elevation of + 10 feet above mean low 

21  water with a temporary future elevation to about plus 
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 1  42 feet, and ultimately a final elevation of + 36 feet 

 2  to match the adjacent land mass so it will end up at 

 3  the same elevation as the adjacent land mass.  The 

 4  structure will impact approximately 130 acres of the 

 5  waters of the United States.  

 6            Mechanical predredging of about 1,700,000 

 7  cubic yards of overburden materials, in other words, 

 8  material that's unsuitable for use in the construction 

 9  process, will be performed prior to construction of the 

10  containment structure.  That's in this general area 

11  along the dike line and in the interior because it 

12  covers good borrow material, material that could be 

13  used to construct the dike.  Placement of that material 

14  will be at Hart-Miller Island.  

15            Hydraulic dredging of about 1,500,000 yards 

16  of sand within the proposed footprint will be performed 

17  to construct the outer sand portion of the 10 foot 

18  containment structure sections followed by 

19  hydraulic/mechanical dredging of 500,000 cubic yards of 

20  clay, also from within this footprint, to be placed on 

21  the inside of the containment structures.  That's to 
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 1  help make it impervious, among other things, to prevent 

 2  leaking from the inside out.  

 3            Two new spillways and discharge outfalls will 

 4  be included in the construction of this dredged 
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 5  material containment facility.  

 6            Ancillary construction associated with this 

 7  construction project will be relocating a Baltimore 

 8  City 48-inch water main -- hopefully not the one that 

 9  just broke and caused the City so much trouble -- 

10  relocating sunken barges, and relocating a 

11  commercial mooring buoy.  Also proposed is the 

12  installation of 3,200 linear feet of storm drain pipe 

13  which is to discharge to tidal waters.  This is 

14  associated with the relocation of an existing city 

15  storm drain system.  The total project footprint 

16  including uplands is approximately 141 acres.

17             Related community enhancement and habitat 

18  improvement projects in the adjacent Masonville Cove 

19  are also planned in conjunction with this project.   

20  Appropriate permits for these related projects will be 

21  sought in the very near future.  
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 1            54 acres of land and 70 acres of water are 

 2  involved in the enhancement of the area.  This is 

 3  separate from the acreage that I just mentioned for the 

 4  project itself.  This is additional acreage.  This is 

 5  enhancement and mitigation.

 6            Masonville Cove, this is the education 

 7  center.  What would happen is wetland creation and 

 8  enhancement in the areas indicated here, reef creation, 

 9  habitat to improve fisheries habitat in this area, 

10  substrate improvement, areas where you need to do 

11  something with substrate because it's soft and you need 

12  to add some structure to it and get down to some bottom 

13  that is more conducive to certain aquatic species, 
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14  beach creation, as you can see in the general area 

15  here -- possibly it could be some more around the 

16  perimeter -- a bird sanctuary in this area.  That's the 

17  area where those of you who came to the last hearing 

18  realized there was an eagle's nest and an eagle living 

19  in that area, a nontidal wetland area as shown here in 

20  the yellow.  These enhancement projects are expected to 

21  be started at the same time the construction of the 

�                                                               Page 21

 1  DMCF is started.

 2            This shows you some of the on-shore 

 3  improvements.  It shows you the bird sanctuary.  It 

 4  also shows you an outline.  That outline will be 

 5  covered by conservation easements so that the area will 

 6  not be changed and could not be changed in the future.  

 7  That easement would be held by a citizen group in this 

 8  area, and I think that we're trying to get that settled 

 9  right now as we speak to go forward with that.  It also 

10  shows you on land there would be some hiker and biker 

11  trails, that sort of thing.  There will be a canoe and 

12  kayak pier here, no motor boats, just canoes and 

13  kayaks, which is what the community has told us that 

14  they want to see there, and an education center right 

15  here in this general area.  Those of you who know, 

16  that's where the old road used to be and you know that 

17  there is a gate there right now, but that will be 

18  removed.  It will be a parking area and there will be a 

19  community and environmental center built in that area.

20            The need to provide a supplement is due to 

21  the MPA's proposal to change the source of borrow 
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 1  material for the proposed construction of the 

 2  Masonville dredged material containment facility.  When 

 3  we say "change," it's actually adding to it because the 

 4  material that we talked about using from the interior 

 5  of the footprint would be used, but at the same time 

 6  there is a 50 foot berth project that has been proposed 

 7  at the Seagirt Marine Terminal, and in looking at what 

 8  was there we discovered that the bottom part of that 

 9  cut was sand and gravel that could be used in 

10  construction of the Masonville dredged material 

11  containment facility, and that is the reason why we 

12  asked for additional permission to be able to take this 

13  material and use it.  It's excellent construction 

14  material.  

15            MPA wishes to use suitable quality material 

16  dredged from the channel at Seagirt Marine Terminal for 

17  construction of a portion of the containment 

18  structure.  Approximately 500 to 800 thousand cubic 

19  yards of sand and gravel which came from this dredging 

20  would be used at the proposed Masonville DMCF.  A 

21  detailed description of the proposed modifications and 
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 1  effects to the human environment are discussed in a 

 2  supplement to the DEIS for the Masonville dredged 

 3  material containment facility.  

 4            This last composite, if you're wondering what 

 5  that is, this is a composite or mosaic of several 

 6  aerial photographs.  This one shows some reflection 

 7  from the sunlight on the water, and the rest of them 

 8  don't.  So if you're wondering what this is, it's a 
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 9  reflection of the sunlight on the water.  It shows the 

10  Masonville area is right here that we're talking about 

11  and the Seagirt area that we're talking about is over 

12  here.  So it's just coming in from that area.  

13            The previous slide showed you the project at 

14  Seagirt.  I'll show you once again.  That's Seagirt 

15  right here in this area and it would be brought over 

16  here.  Thank you.

17            MS. FRAZIER:  Please give your name and 

18  address and the interests you represent, and if you 

19  have hard copies, you can give them to the reporter, 

20  but speak slowly so she can get your information down.  

21            MS. ESHELMAN:  Carol Eshelman.  Good 
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 1  evening.  Thank you, first of all, to the Army Corps of 

 2  Engineers and to the church.  I'm Carol Eshelman, 

 3  E S H E L M A N, and I'm the executive director for the 

 4  Brooklyn and Curtis Bay Coalition, 320 East Patapsco, 

 5  Baltimore, 21225.

 6            As I just said, I'm the executive director.  

 7  The coalition is a nonprofit community development 

 8  corporation whose mission is to revitalize the 

 9  neighborhoods of Brooklyn and Curtis Bay.  The 

10  coalition is governed by a board of directors who 

11  include residents and representatives of the local 

12  faith-based organizations and the businesses in 

13  Brooklyn and Curtis Bay.  

14            The coalition has been working with the 

15  Maryland Port Administration to solicit input from the 

16  residents of Brooklyn and Curtis Bay with respect to 

17  the proposed dredged material containment facility and 
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18  in particular on restoration of the Masonville Cove.  

19            For more than three years representatives of 

20  the Port have attended town meetings, community 

21  association meetings, as well as meetings devoted 
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 1  exclusively to the project.  These meetings have 

 2  continued even since the last public hearing on this 

 3  project on June 21.  

 4            As stated before, the coalition supports the 

 5  open process that the Port used to determine the 

 6  location of the dredged containment facility.  In 

 7  particular, the coalition supports the recognition that 

 8  the mitigation project should stay in the community to 

 9  create an urban nature center and access to the water 

10  at Masonville Cove.  The coalition is supportive of the 

11  mitigation as outlined in the environmental impact 

12  statement, and we also agree with community members who 

13  have stated that divisional mitigation should be 

14  considered.  

15            In discussions with local residents and 

16  meetings with potential cove partners, we believe that 

17  a minimal level of long-term funding to support the 

18  operation of the environmental education/urban nature 

19  center and the programs that are to be run out of the 

20  center is critical to the long-term success of the 

21  mitigation projects.  This facility is going to provide 
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 1  opportunities for school children in Brooklyn and 

 2  Curtis Bay to have meaningful bay experiences by taking 

 3  part in environmental education programs and in the 

 4  creation and maintenance of this unique urban nature 
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 5  center.  Additionally community cleanup days and other 

 6  restoration events will be held in the cove.  

 7            The coalition in partnership with The Living 

 8  Classrooms Foundation and the National Aquarium has 

 9  committed to raising long-term funding for operations 

10  and education programs, but we believe that the Port 

11  should also provide half of the ongoing operating funds 

12  for the facility.  It is early, but our preliminary 

13  estimates have indicated that a relatively full 

14  schedule of programs can be run out of the 

15  environmental education center for between 3 and 4 

16  hundred thousand dollars annually.  This includes the 

17  upkeep of the center.  The construction of the dredged 

18  material placement facility will last for well over a 

19  decade, and after that there will be Port-related 

20  activities on the site.  The Port should commit to 

21  annually supporting at least half of the expenses 
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 1  relating to the environmental education center and its 

 2  programs over the long term.  

 3            The experience of the last three years has 

 4  proven the value to MPA and the State of working 

 5  directly with the citizens of the areas impacted by 

 6  state projects.  It is essential MPA continue this 

 7  relationship as the project is implemented.  

 8  Accordingly, the coalition is seeking to hire a staff 

 9  person whose job it will be to meet regularly with the 

10  community members to continue to gather input, to 

11  attend meetings on the cove and on the dredged material 

12  facility, and to update community members on ongoing 

13  activities; in other words, to be their eyes and ears.  
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14  As part of this ongoing communication the coalition is 

15  proposing to include regular information in our 

16  newsletter.  In order to insure broader circulation of 

17  the newsletter we are including the cost of mailing of 

18  the newsletter to all residents of Brooklyn and Curtis 

19  Bay as part of the operating expenses.  

20            The coalition also supports the creation of 

21  resident committees to work on the plans for the nature 
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 1  center and education programs and an oversight 

 2  committee for the mitigation and dredged material 

 3  placement facility.  The committee members and partners 

 4  as well as the Port would be asked to submit unedited 

 5  articles for our news letter.  This would insure that 

 6  residents will have access to ongoing and timely 

 7  information.  Thank you.

 8            MS. FRAZIER:  Thank you, Carol.  David 

 9  Manoogian.  

10            MR. MANOOGIAN:  Thank you to all of the 

11  members who have made this hearing possible.  My name 

12  is David Charles M A N O O G I A N.  I live at 3835 

13  St. Margaret Street, although I receive mail at Post 

14  Office Box 788 in Glen Burnie, Maryland.

15            I've taken some notes here and hopefully 

16  organized my thoughts, but I apologize in advance that 

17  I have had a very long day.  Part of my comments need 

18  to focus first on the oversight committee which is 

19  being proposed and which I believe is standard 

20  operating procedure for projects of this nature.  

21            We would like to put on the record not 
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 1  incidentally as a board member of the Concerned 

 2  Citizens for a Better Brooklyn and fellow board members 

 3  that I have spoken with that we are very concerned 

 4  about the oversight committee.  We feel that that is 

 5  critical.  We feel that the oversight committee, which 

 6  I understand is standard operating procedure, should 

 7  and ought to receive full data input as the appropriate 

 8  state authorities and receive approximately at the same 

 9  time that they receive it so that the community can 

10  have access to the information and be able to analyze 

11  it and make sure that the project is proceeding 

12  smoothly and appropriately.

13            Also for the record we would like to say that 

14  presumably if the data is accurate, the sand 

15  composition proposed to be taken from the Seagirt area 

16  appears to be excellent, and again we need to presume 

17  that that's correct because we don't have the time or 

18  the expense, the money, to hire scientists of our own, 

19  but the information I received personally looks to be 

20  good.  

21            We're also concerned and we should underscore 
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 1  that this site should receive significant vegetative 

 2  screening.  It is less than one nautical mile from Fort 

 3  McHenry and will be the face of the community to others 

 4  who come to visit Baltimore.  On a personal note, I see 

 5  no reason why the footprint of the DMCF itself cannot 

 6  be green capped.  Again, I haven't discussed this with 

 7  my fellow board members, but on a personal note I feel 

 8  very strongly there is no reason why that should ever 
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 9  be paved or built on in any way, and I would like to 

10  underscore that.  Native species, local plants, 

11  noninvasive species should be used wherever possible.  

12            Also innovative use, it's my understanding 

13  from those that I have spoken to that the materials 

14  dredged could be put to other uses, bricks, aggregate 

15  for concrete, and perhaps other uses as well.  We would 

16  like to underscore that innovative uses be pursued at 

17  every opportunity and even integrated into future 

18  projects at or around the site and the community.

19            The floodplain, it has come to my attention 

20  recently that the site is part of a 100-year 

21  floodplain, and although floods may only occur once a 
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 1  century, they're practically guaranteed to occur, and 

 2  it is our hope that the site is properly constructed to 

 3  account for the fact that floods are certain to occur; 

 4  it's only a question of when.  

 5            Lastly, but not least is access to the cove.  

 6  The cove site, which is directly west of the actual 

 7  dredged material site, it's my understanding that this 

 8  is practically the last and only natural shoreline for 

 9  the Patapsco River.  If that's true, it is critical 

10  that it be preserved and mitigated to the best of human 

11  ability so that the children in the community can have 

12  an opportunity to witness at least a small, minuscule 

13  sliver of natural shoreline, and access to it is also 

14  critical.  

15            The road leading to the site, Frankfurst 

16  Avenue, is completely impassable to pedestrians or 

17  cyclists at this time.  I don't know if anyone within 
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18  this room has traveled to the site recently, but I 

19  have, and I had trouble even finding a spot to pull my 

20  car over and take photographs.  It needs to have 

21  significant changes so that pedestrians, especially 
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 1  children, can safely access the site and enjoy again 

 2  what appears to be the last remaining natural shoreline 

 3  of the Patapsco River.  

 4            To that end a few details which I hope are 

 5  not too controversial.  A single lane of sidewalk is 

 6  insufficient.  If you're going to have pedestrians and 

 7  bicyclists, two lanes, two standard sidewalk widths 

 8  would be minimal.  I've consulted with persons who know 

 9  more than myself, for example, beat police officers, 

10  and they agree with me for pedestrian safety a double 

11  wide sidewalk is absolutely minimal, and I have also 

12  received informal comments from neighbors and friends 

13  that three sidewalk widths would be highly preferable 

14  because if you have significant pedestrians and 

15  bicyclists, you will need a space for people to stand 

16  aside, to perhaps sit down and rest.  It will be a 

17  significant walk.  I don't know the distance.  Also you 

18  may wish to include planters or other things that a 

19  standard sidewalk or even a double wide sidewalk could 

20  not accommodate.  

21            That concludes my notes here except I do want 
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 1  to echo Carol Eshelman's concerns about funding.  We do 

 2  need to make sure that whatever this project entails 

 3  and wherever it goes in the future years and decades 

 4  that it be fully funded so that the community may be 
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 5  able to enjoy it.  Thank you.

 6            MS. FRAZIER:  Thank you, David.  Rose Bowen.  

 7            MS. BOWEN:  My name is Rose Bowen.  I live at 

 8  518 Baltic Avenue, and I belong to the Concerned 

 9  Citizens for a Better Brooklyn and other organizations.  

10            My major concern is to make the Army Corps of 

11  Engineers aware -- I spoke to them once -- that we live 

12  in a high crime area.  I don't want to say who I spoke 

13  to, but I talked to the Baltimore City police, and they 

14  said that that was the Maryland Port Administration's 

15  job for policing the place there, but the surrounding 

16  neighborhoods, we're going to need adequate police 

17  protection because they're going to have drifters come 

18  in the neighborhood.  

19            Another thing about the cleanup, they're 

20  going to need to be aware that you're going to have to 

21  have added committees for cleanup, and I have a feeling 
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 1  they're going to be dumping in our neighborhoods also.  

 2  That's it.  It would be nice if they could build 

 3  gazebos and benches to see the water and a flower 

 4  garden.  Thank you.

 5            MS. FRAZIER:  Thank you, Rose.  Kennard 

 6  Ayers.  

 7            MR. AYERS:  I'm Kennard, K  E N N A R D 

 8  A Y E R S.  I'm a resident of the neighborhood of 

 9  Brooklyn, and I encourage the authorities in charge of 

10  the Masonville Cove dredged material containment 

11  facility to increase the area of the facility so as to 

12  include the shoreline from Masonville Cove 

13  northwesterly towards the bridge you first come to near 
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14  Frankfurst Avenue and Hanover Street.  This is before 

15  you reach the Vietnam Memorial Bridge.  This would 

16  connect to or be separated from the premises known as 

17  200 Frankfurst Avenue, Brooklyn, Maryland  21225.  

18            It has been said that the reason for using 

19  Masonville Cove in the first place was because it was 

20  already State owned property.  My answer to that is 

21  that the land owned by The Arundel Corporation, which 

�                                                               Page 35

 1  is taken care of by property management in 

 2  Jacksonville, Florida, stops at the river's edge, and 

 3  the deposit of dredged material could occur off of 

 4  their property into the waters of the Patapsco River 

 5  with it not touching The Arundel Corporation land.  

 6            The Arundel Corporation has not been a good 

 7  actor in our community.  If eminent domain were 

 8  necessary, we could then turn this gateway to our 

 9  community into an attractive and environmentally sound 

10  area.  The Arundel Corporation does not need to be in 

11  that location for reason of needing the water because 

12  water is not a part of their operation.  They don't 

13  draw water for their operation, and they don't need to 

14  navigate from that area, which is only about 2 to 3 

15  foot depth.  

16            Some folks say that the footprint of the 

17  project should be reduced, but I believe the opposite 

18  is true.  None of this shoreline is in its natural 

19  condition as if untouched by industry and the people in 

20  the area.  We should take this chance to do as much 

21  good as possible while having as much containment as 
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 1  possible before we have to find another facility.

 2            MS. FRAZIER:  Thank you, Kennard.  Anyone 

 3  else?  Anyone else who wants to speak?  

 4            MR. HOBBS:  Thank you for your comments.  

 5  Does anybody else want to make any comments before we 

 6  close the hearing?  I want to remind you that we do 

 7  have copies on CD and I think hard copies of the draft 

 8  environmental impact statement and the supplement 

 9  documentation, anything that you need.  We also have 

10  quite a few staff around here that can answer any 

11  questions specifically on the drawings that we have 

12  here around, and we will be here as long as you have 

13  questions to answer those.  I also want to remind 

14  everyone that the comment period has been extended 

15  through August 17, 2006.  

16            With that I thank you for coming to the 

17  hearing and your attention.  The meeting is adjourned. 

18            (Whereupon at 7:45 p.m. the meeting was 

19  concluded.)

20

21
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 1  STATE OF MARYLAND

 2  CITY OF BALTIMORE SS:

 3                 I, Carol T. Lucic, Notary Public of the 

 4  State of Maryland, do hereby certify that the within  

 5  proceedings were recorded stenographically by me and 

 6  that this transcript is a true record of the 

 7  proceedings.

 8                 I further certify that I am not of 

 9  counsel to any of the parties, nor an employee of 
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10  counsel, nor related to any of the parties, nor in any 

11  way interested in the outcome of this action.

12                 As witness my hand and notarial seal 

13  this      day of                   2006.                                        
           

14     

15                                                      

16                           ______________________                          

17                                Carol T. Lucic

18                                Notary Public  

19

20

21

�
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Revised Final Meeting Summary 
Baltimore County Harbor Team  

Wednesday, April 21, 2004 
5:30 to 7:00 

Dundalk Community College 
Rm K 111 A+B 

 
 
 
 

Action Items from Meeting 
1. MES, MPA and the J V will draft a summary of all available geotechnical information for 

Sollers Point for presentation to Baltimore County at the next meeting on May 26. 
2. The JV will draft a summary of all information on recreational boating for presentation to 

Baltimore County at the next meeting on May 26. 
3. The JV will work on a conceptual diagram of the Sparrows Point wetlands concept, with a 

visual buffer and habit creation.   
4. The JV will work on a conceptual diagram of the Jones Creek community enhancement, 

with a visual screen, public access and trails. 
5. MPA will bring a hydrodynamic modeling expert to the next meeting to demonstrate the 

modeling that was performed as part of the feasibility study of Poplar Island. 
6. The community and local governments will continue to gather community input for the 

enhancement projects.  This is needed in order to continue to move these projects 
through the feasibility study process. 

 
 
 

Meeting Goals:  
1. Provide MPA with feedback on technical findings of placement site studies 
2. Provide MPA with details on community enhancements so studies can proceed. 

 
 
1.0 Welcome and Introductions - David Carroll introduced himself and asked others in the 
room to introduce themselves. 
 
2.0 Updates and Context for meeting - David Carroll and Bob Hoyt reviewed the purpose 
for the meeting.  They summarized the last meeting, and activities since the last meeting.  Bob 
Hoyt gave updates on activities on the projects that had been forwarded by the Harbor Team in 
2003. 
 
Planning is continuing for Masonville, Sparrows Point and the Fairfield sites, as well as the 
community enhancement sites.  An ISG site visit was conducted by the Joint Venture (JV).  The 
JV, under contract to MPA, is moving forward with studies of the three sites.   Part of the purpose 
of this meeting is to get specific community feedback on the community enhancement sites, and 
to provide study updates for the planning studies that are underway.  The community 
enhancements are still very conceptual, for the most part, and additional information is needed to 
move these projects forward to a feasibility study level. 
 
Bob explained the study phases, and the need to complete feasibility level studies in order to get 
projects funded in the WRDA 2006 federal authorization.  This definitely puts these projects on 
the fast track for the state and federal government. 
 
3.0 Sparrows Point Placement Options – Bob Hoyt and Jim Runion of GBA gave an 
update on the status of studies at Sparrows Point. They briefly reviewed the environmental data 
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collection, monitoring, sample results, and other findings.  They reviewed the project footprints 
and the geotechnical information that has been gathered.  The geotechnical studies have found 
very soft foundation materials, and coffer dams are envisioned on the west side of the facility to 
provide berthing for ships.  A sand dike is anticipated along the rest of the site.  Bob asked if 
there were community issues with the footprint, including the triangular piece added to the south 
of the terminal area.  One gentleman asked about the proximity to the channel.  The facility 
boundaries would be 300 feet from the edge of the channel.  An opinion was offered that this 
constricts the area available to recreational boaters and may induce them to either cross the river 
to the other side of the channel, or to have a fairly narrow area to maneuver in.  A discussion 
ensued on how to determine the number of boats that this might affect.  Ideas for where data 
might be available to evaluate this included the Maryland Saltwater Sportfishermen’s Association, 
marinas and DNR boater registration.  Boater polls were also mentioned.  The JV will follow up on 
obtaining this information.  Another attendee asked about the possibility of putting a fringe 
wetland on the end of the triangle. 
 
Bob asked if the new alignment for the wetlands at Sparrows SE satisfies the watermen’s and 
recreational boater’s concerns.  One gentleman asked for a review of the habitat related concerns.  
He was concerned about existing bird utilization of the proposed wetland area.  Ms. Donovan 
read from the reconnaissance report, it did not appear that significant terrestrial resources were in 
the area now.  It was pointed out that a wetland should improve possible habitat in the area for 
birds, by providing a better benthic community.  The acreage now being considered is larger than 
just a fringe wetlands, but smaller than the original concept, to eliminate the potential negative 
impact on the commercial crabbing that occurs.  Bob relayed that this larger size was supported 
by the resource agencies, because it makes a fully functional tidal wetland possible in this 
location.  Bob asked what the most beneficial landscaping/aesthetic improvements to Sparrows 
SE could be.  A screen of trees was mentioned, to provide a more pleasing view and to screen 
the industrial area from the community and boaters.  A wetland with a screen of trees behind it 
was discussed.   
 
Public access to the water was discussed.  The community groups said that this was not as 
important as at the Jones Creek enhancement project.  The ISG representative pointed out that it 
would be difficult to provide landside public access, since the area surrounding the proposed 
wetlands is the working ISG steel plant. 
 
4.0 Sollers Point East and West Community Enhancements 
Bob Hoyt reviewed the Sollers Point community enhancement plans.  The current owner of the  
proposed Key Quay area, BGE/Constellation Energy has not indicated any interest thus far in 
making this property available for this end use.  So flipping the project to the southeastern area 
where the Key Bridge meets the shore, alongside Bear Creek, is being reviewed.  Bob asked how 
the community would respond to that design.  He stated that he is aware that Turner’s Station has 
reservations about the Key Quay concept in either location.  One person raised the recreational 
boater issue – there would be less room to do boating if the community enhancement was 
making Bear Creek more narrow.  A question regarding hydrodynamic impacts was also raised.  
Frank Hamons said hydrodynamic impacts would be studied as part of any feasibility study.  
Frank also said that MPA would have a hydrodynamic modeling expert come to a future meeting 
to demonstrate and explain the modeling that was performed as part of the Poplar Island 
feasibility study. 
 
Bob asked about relevant considerations that need to be included in the studies, from a 
community and local government perspective.  Bob also asked for input from the community and 
the County on what type of community enhancement they would support at this location.   This 
information is needed so the JV can continue into the next phase of study.  The representative 
from the County stated that additional information on geotechnical properties of the potential 
building foundation would be helpful to the County and community groups, in order to better 
evaluate what was possible from a construction standpoint.  MPA and the JV said they would 
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investigate what geotechnical information was available, and would transmit that to the County or 
other groups as requested. 
 
5.0 Other Community Enhancements  
Bob Hoyt discussed Heritage Trail and the Jones Creek/Old Road Bay shoreline enhancement, 
and the need for direction from the community on these projects so MPA can follow up on them.   
 
Bob asked for an update on the Jones Creek/Old Road Bay Shoreline Enhancement project, from 
the County and community representatives who had performed a community survey.  Fran Taylor 
discussed the survey that was sent to 4,000 people in the community, asking for input on what 
the community would like to see in the way of a community enhancement project on this 
peninsula.  There were 200 responses, which is considered a good response.  People wrote back 
with everything from one line to three typed pages on what they wanted.   
 
The general answers were:   

• open space,  
• trees,  
• bike trails,  
• walking paths,  
• public access, 
• and a destination park in the vicinity of the lighthouse.   

 
One DRC idea was to use lighthouses as a theme.  There are four lighthouses in relative 
proximity to this area, in addition to Todd’s Farm, a designated Historic Landmark on North Point 
Road.  Potentially there could be an ‘anchor’ park at the lighthouse.  Many people view 
lighthouses and have lifetime lists like birdwatchers, so this could be a draw for tourists and 
visitors. 
 
Bike trails were also requested, including a bike trail up North Point Boulevard, and one to Millers 
Island that could also branch off to Ft. Howard.  There aren’t many trails on the North Point 
Peninsula now.  It was mentioned that in the past, Ft. Howard residents have expressed 
resistance to bike trails. 
 
The revitalization of Ft. Howard was discussed, including the development of Bower’s Farm, with 
122 units.   
 
A boardwalk like the one at Havre de Grace was also requested – perhaps as part of the bike trail.  
 
Rick Sheckells discussed Heritage Trail and reiterated the Port’s support of this concept.  MPA 
supports the concept of a museum and trail dedicated to demonstrating the maritime history of 
the area and to promote the concept of the POB as a working Port to the community.  He said 
MPA continues to work on their support for this option, and had identified artifacts that could be 
used.  MPA is also storing some artifacts for the museum.  This showcase of the Port of 
Baltimore’s maritime heritage through shipbuilding and steelmaking is supported at the highest 
levels of MPA.  The tabletop model of the Heritage Trail was mentioned.  This is helping to 
promote the concept within the Port community. 
 
6.0 Possible Discussion Topics for Future Meetings 
 
Possible future topics for meetings included: 

• the Corps DMMP process,  
• an update on the Innovative Reuse process including a Cardiff Mine project presentation, 
• a Bear Creek sediment remediation/TMDL update with MDE, Corps and others.  The 

Corps had mentioned that they might have money for environmental dredging, this will 
be a discussion item. 



May 6, 2004  

 4

• Potential funding sources that might be available for the community enhancements 
• Community enhancement partnering opportunities with the Aquarium and Living 

Classrooms. 
 
 
 



 
AGENDA 

Baltimore County Harbor Team  
Wednesday, May 26, 2004 

5:30 to 7:00 
Dundalk Community College 

Building G, Room 100 
 

 
 
Meeting Goals:  

1. Reach tentative consensus on Sparrows Point southwest footprint for 
feasibility study, after discussing boating information.   

2. Reach tentative consensus on the major features of the community 
enhancements for feasibility studies. 

 
Welcome and Introductions 
 
Updates  
 
Sparrows Point Southwest 

Summary of boating information  
 Discussion Questions  

• Does the alignment of Sparrows SW minimize impacts to Bear Creek 
boat traffic and/or other recreational activities? 

• Will adding capacity to Sparrows SW present an unacceptable 
obstruction to boaters? 

Sparrows Point Southeast 
 Presentation of wetland habitat and forested upland schematic  
 Discussion Questions 

• Does the presentation capture the major features accurately? 
• What additional enhancements would Baltimore County like to request?  

 
Sollers Point East and West Community Enhancements 
 Summary of monitoring and sampling data  
 Discussion Questions 

• Is additional information needed? 
• What details can Baltimore County provide MPA on Sollers East and/or 

West? 
 
Jones Creek Community Enhancements 
 Presentation of fringe wetlands, boat ramps, public access, etc  

Discussion Questions 
 Does the Presentation capture the major features accurately? 
 Are there additional features that should be added?  

 
Possible Discussion Topics for Future Meetings 
 Sediment remediation discussion with MDE, Corps and others 

Poplar Island Hydrology models and others 
Partnerships  with the Aquarium, Living Classrooms and others 
Corps DMMP 

 Innovative Reuse process including Cardiff Mine project presentation 
 Funding sources 
 Others? 



Baltimore County Harbor Team Meeting Summary 
 
 
Date and Time: Wednesday, February 23, 2005; 5:30 to 7:30 
 
Location: Dundalk Community College, Rm K 111 A+B 

 
Meeting Goals:  

1. Discuss Issues identified at Jan 20 Harbor Team meeting 
2. Schedule next steps. 

 
Sparrows Point Placement Project Discussion 
The North Point community representatives are concerned that the proposed placement 
facility at ISG/Sparrows Point will be located too close to the shipping channels for 
recreational and commercial boaters to maneuver safely.  There is also a concern that 
reopening the Barletta Willis facility, potentially relocating the turning basin activities, 
and opening a new MPA terminal (once the placement facility is complete) will 
concentrate shipping near the coal pier channel, which will interfere with boaters heading 
north out of Bear Creek.  No issues were raised relating to the Sparrows Point East 
wetlands/containment facility footprint.      
 
There are three specific areas of the proposed footprint that are of concern:  

(1) The southern edge of the proposed footprint closest to the Brewerton 
Channel.  Slides were shown depicting the distances between the toe of 
the channel and dike.  The current footprint envisions 515 ft between the 
channel toe and the dike at the eastern corner (of the southern edge) and 
650 ft at the western corner (closest to the turning basin).  The distances 
were increased from 350 ft based on community and Coast Guard 
concerns.  The North Point Community representatives are not sure 
whether the distances have been increased enough to satisfy the boaters, 
however; 

(2) The eastern edge of the proposed footprint running into Bear Creek.  The 
group asked for the distances between the proposed dike line and the 
shipping channel (Marine Channel); and,    

(3) The northern edge of the proposed alignment parallel to the channels 
accessing Barletta Willis and any relocated turning basin activities 
(Marine Channel and Coal Pier Channel).   

NEXT STEPS:   
(1) The Joint Venture (JV) will compute the distances from the eastern 

edge of the proposed placement facility to the channel for each of the 
three potential alignments.    

(2) EcoLogix will work with MPA, the JV and ISG to estimate the amount 
of ship traffic from Barletta Wills, the turning basin and the new 
placement facility, in order to determine whether undue interference to 
boat traffic will result.  



(3) This information will be discussed with the Coast Guard, the MD 
Pilots Association, local watermen, local marina owners and 
community representatives to get their comments. 

 
Key Quay, including Sollers East Shoreline Enhancement Discussion 
The Baltimore County Office of Community Development and the Dundalk Renaissance 
Corp (DRC) presented a new footprint for Key Quay.  The DRC described the proposed 
project as a marina-based mixed-use development that targets boat traffic on the inter-
coastal waterway.  The group identified some of the issues facing the project including 
permit compliance, ownership transfer, cost and potential capacity.  BGE support for the 
project is not known at this time.     
 
The DRC also described its recommendation for the eastern side of Sollers Point.  They 
would like to see a nature trail that connects Key Quay to the Fleming Center and serves 
as an outdoor education area.  The tidal wetlands and other shoreline enhancements along 
Sollers Point should extend into Bear Creek enough to accommodate this trail and the 
environmental education activities as well as improve habitat to the greatest extent 
possible.  Additionally, it was suggested that connecting the trail to the BGE freshwater 
wetlands should be considered at the appropriate time.  The Baltimore County 
Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management might have funding 
to help with the environmental aspects of the nature trail from Fleming Center.     
 
 NEXT STEPS 

(1) MPA/JV will try to develop options for the Key Quay footprint to see if it 
can be modified to maximize sand usage, minimize permitting issues, 
reduce cost and enhance capacity without having an adverse impact on 
its ability to serve the purpose described above. 

(2) MPA/JV will redesign the trail along the east side of Sollers Point to 
serve the purposes listed above. 

(3) MPA/EcoLogix will continue to keep the MDOT facility at Sollers Point 
updated on these proposals. 

 
Heritage Trail Discussion 
The Baltimore County Office of Community Development and the DRC proposed a new 
route for the Heritage Trail.  The modification envisions that the trail will end on the 
north side of Broening Highway and include a museum that highlights, among other 
things, MPA activities.  There is land along the Trail’s route that is located in the City 
and owned by someone who has indicated an unwillingness to sell.  This project is 
essential to the overall Dundalk redevelopment plan. Construction is scheduled to begin 
next year.  
 
 Next Steps 

(1) The DRC will inform other stakeholders including MPA and Baltimore 
County if there are specific actions that need to be taken.  

(2) MPA and Baltimore County will continue to look for ways to help 
address funding and land ownership issues. 



 
Sediment Remediation Discussion 
MDE reported that there are isolated areas in the harbor where the sediments have high 
concentrations of contaminants, such as PCB’s, pesticides, and heavy metals (Cr, Cd, Pb, 
& Zn). Fortunately, most of the contaminants are bonded to silts and clays in the 
sediment and are not found in the water column.  It was also pointed out that previous 
reports have indicated that the dredged material from the existing channels is largely 
clean.  MDE will develop TMDL’s for nutrients in the Harbor by 2005 and 
approximately a year later for toxics. 
 
Techniques to remediate the sediment pollution include:  

(1) Natural attenuation, which involves leaving the contaminated sediment in 
place and letting be covered by siltation; 

(2) Environmental dredging of the hotspots, done carefully so it does not cause 
the contaminants to mix into the water column; and, 

(3) Bioremediation, which involves injecting biota that digest contaminants into 
the sediment. 

               
NEXT STEPS:  

(1) MDE will identify hot spots in Bear Creek and Old Road Bay/Jones Creek 
area. 

(2) MDE will propose the most effective and environmentally appropriate 
remediation method. 

(3) MDE will coordinate with the Army Corps of Engineers, EPA, DNR and 
MPA to prioritize hot spots and initiate appropriate remediation projects, as 
quickly as possible. 

          
 
6:50 Jones Creek Community Enhancements Discussion 
A diagram of community enhancements in the Jones Creek/Old Road Bay area was used 
as a starting point for the discussion. Each one was discussed individually and then new 
ideas were offered.  The specific enhancements discussed were:   

(1) Sollers Point East Wetlands/Containment Facility – as stated above, there are 
no issues relating to the footprint of this project at this time;  

(2) Enhancements along ISG’s eastern shoreline – wetland creation and habitat 
improvements are still being recommended but there does not appear to be 
much enthusiasm for them from the community and protection from liability 
for ISG will need to be provided; 

(3) A community boat ramp and enhancements at a site at the northern bend of 
Jones Creek known as site 3B.  This parcel is owned by ISG and leased to 
Baltimore County.  Enhancing the wetlands and habitat area is being 
recommended but ISG liability protection issues must be resolved.  The North 
Point community representatives, however, are reconsidering the previously 
recommended boat ramp because they do not believe it will serve the best 
interests of the nearby residents.  Additionally, the current lease allows for 
passive recreation only; 



(4) Stormwater Controls in North Point Peninsula.  Community representatives 
are recommending that the flooding and associated water quality issues be 
addressed.  The County mentioned that it has existing programs that can help 
determine what measures are appropriate for resolving the problem and that 
any stormwater retrofit plans should be incorporated into the County Master 
Plan. 

(5)  Sediment remediation was discussed above. 
(6) A survey of the shoreline beginning at Ft Howard and continuing around the 

Peninsula toward the Bay and then into Back River to identify the erosion 
control measures necessary to protect this shoreline.  The County and State 
have programs that will provide much of the information.  Then funding 
questions will need to be addressed. 

(7) Fragmite removal and a potential boat ramp near an elementary school just 
north of Fort Howard.  The community is still recommending this project. 

(8) North Point State Park boardwalk and nature trail from Baylight Ave. to Fort 
Howard.  The community would like to have public access into the park for 
environmental education purposes.  DNR currently restricts access and usage 
and thus discussions with policy level personnel may be required. 

(9) A North Point Community representative offered an alternative to site B3 for 
a community boat ramp.  The suggestion was to locate it off of a 12-acre site 
at the headwaters of North Point Creek, which has deep water, is near the trail, 
and is at the end of the Haul Road.  It was noted that opening Haul Rd could 
be controversial with the community. 

(10) A possible park, fishing pier and boat ramp on Todd’s Inheritance, which 
is on Shallow Creek was suggested by the Baltimore County Office of 
Community Development. This suggestion will require more discussion with 
the community representatives. 

 
NEXT STEPS 
(1) The Baltimore County Department of Environmental Protection and 

Resource Management will identify potential public boat launching 
locations and Site B3 environmental enhancements, and will assess the 
potential for a new boat dock in Shallow Creek; 

(2) Baltimore County Office of Community Development will provide more 
details on a potential enhancement project at Todd’s Inheritance and 
determine whether it has community support;   

(3) The North Point community representatives will continue to meet with the 
residents of North Point to determine the level of support for each of the 
community potential enhancements; and,   

(4) MPA, JV and EcoLogix Group will work to get DNR’s support for the 
potential enhancements at North Point State Park.   

  
Future Meetings Scheduled 
 It was decided by the group that there will be a follow up meeting of the 
Baltimore County Harbor Team in mid March. 
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DRAFT Meeting Notes for the Harbor Team Meeting 
July 14, 2005; 6:00pm 

Living Classrooms Foundation 
Baltimore, MD 

 
Meeting Attendees: 
 
Baltimore City Department of Planning:  Beth Strommen 
Baltimore County Department of Environmental Protection and Resource 
Management (DEPRM):  David Carroll, Candy Croswell  
Baltimore County Office of Community Conservation:  Raymond Heil, Jay Doyle 
Baltimore Development Corporation (BDC):  Larisa Salamacha 
Baltimore Harbor Watershed Association:  Phil Lee 
Brooklyn & Curtis Bay Coalition:  Carol Eshelman 
Citizen:  Stanley Snarski, Erin Saul 
Citizen’s Advisory Committee (CAC):  Fran Flanigan 
Dundalk Renaissance Corporation:  H. Ed Parker 
EcoLogix Group:  Bob Hoyt, Paul Massicot 
EA Engineering, Science, and Technology (EA):  Jane Boraczek 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates (GBA):  Jim Runion 
Greater Dundalk Alliance:  Darlene Stauch 
Greater Dundalk Community Council:  Thomas Kroen 
ISG Sparrows Point:  Bob Abate 
Living Classrooms Foundation:  Scott Raymond 
Locust Point Civic Association: Mike MacIntyre, Erin Saul 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources Critical Area Commission:  Dawn 
McCleary 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES):  Tammy Banta, Mike Rooney, Stephanie 
Maihan 
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS):  Jeff Halka 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA):  Ron Burns, Frank Hamons, Dave Bibo 
Stephen Storms, Nathaniel Brown, Bill Lear, Katrina Jones 
Moffatt & Nichol:  Kristen Gaumer, Pete Kotulak 
National Aquarium in Baltimore (NAIB):  Glenn Page 
North Point Peninsula Community Coordinating Council (NPPCCC):  Francis 
Taylor, Harry Wujek 
Patapsco Back River Tributary Team:  Jack Anderson 
Trust for Public Land:  Halle Van der Gaag 
Turner Station: Courtney Speed, Gloria Nelson 
Turner Station Development Corporation:  Dunbar Brooks 
University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science (UMCES):  Elizabeth 
Price 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE):  Jeff McKee, Steve Harman 
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Introductions, Meeting Goals, and Overview of Agenda  Bob Hoyt 
 
Mr. Hoyt welcomed the group and everyone introduced himself or herself.  Mr. Hoyt 
stated that the purpose and goals of the meeting were to: 

• Inform MPA of the Harbor Team’s recommendations for community 
enhancements to be included in the Masonville Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS). 

• Develop a strategy for connecting proposed biking/hiking trails into the existing 
system. 

• Identify outstanding issues and the schedule/process for addressing them. 
 
Turner Station Community Enhancements and Discussion Dunbar Brooks 
 
Mr. Brooks explained that the community of Turner Station would like the Fleming 
Center and the Health Path to be connected with Sollers Point.  He suggested establishing 
an implementation team to look at what could reasonably be done in to accomplish this.  
The community would like the Health Path to connect with the proposed Sollers Point 
Trail in order to enable people to walk the entire peninsula.  He also mentioned that some 
shoreline restoration is already underway with funding from Baltimore County.   
 
Mr. Brooks informed the Team that the Community has been talking to BGE to try to 
work out any potential issues with right-of-ways.  BGE is currently looking into the plans 
internally to see if they could work.   Mr. Hoyt pointed out that there are other 
alternatives for the trail if BGE does not agree to work with us at the present time. 
 
Key Quay Discussion      Ed Parker   
  
Mr. Parker explained that for Key Quay, the community decided to propose a smaller 
project than the original version.  The proposed project is designed to improve the 
wetlands and water quality at Sollers Point.  The plans would include wetland creation, 
restoration, and enhancement. 
 
The goal of Key Quay is still to connect the community to the water.  One proposal is to 
create a “Star Spangled Banner Trail” to be built along the proposed new wetlands and 
then apply for national recognition for the trail.   
 
The community put together four potential footprints for Key Quay.  They include 
wetlands created with clean dredged material, a marina, a pier, and observation towers to 
view Fort McHenry, the Key Bridge, and the Francis Scott Key Buoy.  The proposal 
includes hiking/biking trails connecting Turner Station.  The buildings would be 
constructed on uplands instead of on piers as originally proposed. 
 
Mr. Hoyt thanked Mr. Parker for relaying the community’s ideas on what they would like 
to see at Sollers Point for Key Quay.  He added that the design and engineering team 
working on the Harbor projects is hoping to get on the agenda for the Joint Evaluation 
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Committee meeting on July 27th to present the ideas from the community and receive 
feedback from the regulatory agencies. 
 
North Point Community Enhancements    Fran Taylor 
 
Mr. Taylor explained that the North Point Peninsula Community Coordinating Council 
sent all community residents a survey in 2003 in order to obtain suggestions on changes 
they would like to see in their neighborhoods.  The survey results indicated that the most 
important topics to the community included protecting and preserving the area.   
 
The proposed community enhancements include environmental remediation; the North 
Point Historical Greenway Trail; the North Point State Park shoreline and pier 
stabilization, a waterfront promenade, and boardwalk; North Point Regional Community 
Center; rebuilding of Sparrows Point Road; construction of a community boat ramp; and 
Todd’s Inheritance shoreline restoration.  Mr. Taylor provided an explanation of each of 
the enhancements during his power point presentation. 
 
Mr. Hoyt stated that the next step is for Baltimore County government to work with the 
community to finalize the list and identify the enhancements that could be State projects. 
 
Masonville Community Enhancement     Carol Eshelman 
Presentation and Discussion  
 
Mr. Hoyt reminded the team that the Masonville enhancements need to be contain more 
detail than Sparrows Point and BP Fairfield because the permit application and the EIS 
for Masonville need to be submitted in draft by the end of the year.  On June 15th, there 
was a public scoping meeting held at Harbor Hospital to begin the formal EIS process for 
Masonville.  At the meeting, the project was supported by all speakers.  Public comments 
are due tomorrow, and comment cards were made available to the Harbor Team 
members. 
 
Ms. Eshelman informed the Team that the Brooklyn and Curtis Bay Coalition (BCBC) 
began in September 2000 and focuses on long range solutions for the community.  The 
Baltimore City Planning Department adopted the Strategic Neighborhood Action Plan 
(SNAP) on June 30, 2005, which is the plan to enhance the community. 
 
Ms. Eshelman stated that the community would like to have Farring Baybrook Park 
connected to Masonville Cove.  Currently there is little to no access to the Cove and 
conditions along the shoreline are degraded.  The community has a specific plan for what 
they would like to see at Masonville Cove, which has been previously discussed at 
Harbor Team meetings.  In addition to these plans, the community would like to have 
signs at Farring Baybrook Park linking that park to the Cove, along with a bike path 
linking the two.  Ms. Eshelman showed the viewshed analysis from Fort McHenry and 
Harbor Hospital.  Ms. Eshelman pointed out that the key aspects of the project at the 
Cove are to have a nature preserve for students to learn about the environment, and to 
have bike and pedestrian trails. 
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A question was asked about the ownership of the property.  Ms. Eshelman responded that 
the MPA currently owns the property, but the community plans to get a conservation 
easement for the area.  Mr. Hoyt mentioned that Swan Creek Wetland at Cox Creek could 
be used as a model.  Mr. Page added that the Cove could also be modeled off of the 
wetland at Fort McHenry.  He explained that the wetland at Fort McHenry has been 
successful.  He also said that funds are not only needed to establish the wetland; they are 
needed to maintain it, as well.  Mr. Hoyt stated that both the National Aquarium and 
Living Classrooms Foundation have indicated interest in partnering to ensure a successful 
wetland project. 
 
City and County Bike Trail Discussion Halle Van der Gaag 

Beth Strommen 
   

Ms. Van der Gaag explained the process that went into creating the Gwyns Falls Bike 
Trail.  She pointed out that all stakeholders had roles and responsibilities.  The trail 
currently covers 14 miles through 30 diverse neighborhoods.  It took 14 years and $14 
million to get the trail where it is today, and it is still growing. 
 
Ms. Strommen added that Baltimore City is committed to getting the Gwyns Falls Trail 
connected to Masonville Cove.  The City is currently looking at ways that the Trail could 
safely cross the Hanover Street Bridge. 
 
Identifying Outstanding Issues and Next Steps   Bob Hoyt 
 
Mr. Hoyt informed the group that the next Harbor Team meeting will be in mid-October.  
At that time the group will begin to turn its attention back to the placement facilities.  
Topics of discussion could include hydrodynamics at Masonville, how the Bear Creek 
alignment at Sparrows Point could affect recreational and commercial fishing, and 
sediment remediation with Maryland Department of the Environment’s (MDE) Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) program.  Community enhancement options will also be 
discussed as needed. 
 
Mr. Hoyt requested that Team members email him with other issues they would like to 
see on the next meeting agenda.  He added that meetings with North Point and BCBC 
would continue. 
 
Mr. Abate asked when the proposal for the legislation change for Sparrows Point would 
have to go through in order to allow that project to move forward.  Mr. Hoyt responded 
that the legislation change would probably not be proposed before the 2007 legislative 
session.   Mr. Hamons confirmed that statement.    
 
The meeting was adjourned. 
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DRAFT 
SUMMARY OF THE PORT OF BALTIMORE 

HARBOR SAFETY AND COORDINATION COMMITTEE MEETING 
March 15, 2006, 10:00 AM 

Maryland Port Administration 
2310 Broening Highway, Conference Room A 

Baltimore, Maryland 
 
 

Attendees: 
Association of Maryland Pilots:  Joe Smith, Randall Bourgeois 
Boat U.S.: Margaret Podlich 
General Physics Corporation (GP):  Sarah Coffey, Vicki Pudlak 
Maryland Department of Transportation:  Nafiz Alqasem, Keith Bounds 
Maryland Natural Resources Police:  G. Adrian Baker, Wayne Jones 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Frank Hamons, John Vasina, David Bibo,  

Margie Hamby 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA):  Dave Enabnit, Mark Friese, 

Howard Danley, Mike Szabados, John Stepnowski, Briana Welton 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District:  Jeffrey McKee 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District:  Tim Rooney 
U.S. Coast Guard, Fifth District:  John Walters 
U.S. Coast Guard, Sector Baltimore: Laura Weems, Ron Houck, Jonathan Burton, Joe 

DuFresne, Mark Palmer 
 

Action Items:  
1. None. 

 
1.0 Convene, Welcome, Introductions  
• Mr. Hamons welcomed everyone and called the meeting to order.  Attendees were asked to 

sign in on the attendance sheet and introduce themselves.  
• Mr. Hamons requested comments or changes to the December 14, 2005 Harbor Safety and 

Coordination Committee meeting minutes.  Mr. McKee noted that he had previously 
submitted changes to Ms. Hamby.  Captain Smith stated that he concurred with Mr. McKee’s 
changes to the meeting minutes.  Mr. Hamons stated that the changes would be incorporated 
into the summary, and approval of the minutes would be postponed until the amendments are 
added.   

• Mr. Hamons noted that Dubai Ports World topic is not included in the agenda.  Mr. McKee 
stated that Dubai Ports World will be discussed during the Private Sector Port Coalition 
meeting scheduled for March 17, 2006 at 9:30 am at the Maryland Pilots’ office. 

 
2.0 U.S. Coast Guard 
• Mr. DuFresne reported on the scheduled events for the Volvo Ocean Race including the 

expected arrivals from Rio de Janeiro (to begin April 17, 2006), In-Port Race (April 29, 
2006), Parade of Sail (May 4, 2006, from Baltimore to Annapolis), and the Restart Race 
(May 7, 2006).   Special security zones have been established for the In-Port Race and the 
restart. 
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• Mr. Houck reported that the Restart Race is scheduled for May 7, 2006.  Boats will leave 
Annapolis Harbor at 11:00 am.   Mr. Houck displayed a map detailing the special regulated 
zones for the Restart Race (red indicates special local regulation area zones, and blue 
spectator zones).  Numerous auxiliary and enforcement boats will be used for security.  The 
Restart Race is scheduled for the same day as the annual Chesapeake Bay Bridge walk.  A 
500-yard security zone will be enforced as part of the security efforts for the Bay Bridge 
walk.  A special gate will be created along the security zone for Bay traffic to travel north 
and south through the Bay Bridge.  

• Captain Smith requested a map of the regulated area zones for the In-Port and Restart Races. 
Mr. DuFresne stated that he will provide a copy of the GPS points for the regulated areas.  
Mr. Danley stated that NOAA could assist in the creation of chartlets that detail the security 
zones for the races.  Copies of the chartlets could be printed in the Baltimore Sun prior to the 
races. 

• Captain Smith asked for the location of the finish line for the arrivals of the boats competing 
in the Volvo Race, and inquired if a security zone would be enforced.  Mr. DuFresne 
explained that no security zone has been established for the finish line, and noted that the 
exact location of the finish line would be dependent upon weather conditions. 

• Mr. Houck questioned if any other events are planned in conjunction with the Volvo Races.  
Mr. DuFresne stated that many shore-side events are planned during the time in which the 
ships will be in the Baltimore and Annapolis areas. 

• Mr. Walters asked if any special interests are needed for ships coming into the Bay.  Mr. 
DuFresne responded that customs would be handled after arrival in the Inner Harbor. 

• Captain Smith questioned if the start of the In-Port Race would affect shipping traffic.  Mr. 
DuFresne stated that the In-Port Race may affect shipping traffic in the East Channel at Swan 
Point, but not traffic in the main channel. 

• Mr. Houck reiterated that only deep traffic vessels will be affected by the Restart Race.  The 
regulated area for the Restart Race on May 7, 2006 will be enforced from 7:00 am to 5:00 
pm.  The start of the Race is scheduled for 1:00 pm. Mr. Houck assured that, during the 
event, communications with shipping traffic will be heavily coordinated.   

• Mr. DuFresne added that there will be larger ship traffic in the Bay Bridge zone, and each 
ship will be handled on a case-by-case basis.  The designated gates are intended for 
recreational boats that are trying to view the race. 

• Mr. Walters reported that the District is coordinating with Headquarters with regard to the 
Pilots’ request to shield passing lights in the Tolchester Channel.  The issue involves 
providing protection to small boat operators without causing problems for large boat 
operators.  Mr. Walters stated passing lights will never be shielded completely, because 
placement of passing lights on range structures is regulated by a national standard.   Any 
change would require acceptance on a National level.  Captain Smith questioned if the 
passing lights can be dimmed.  Mr. Walters stated that the passing lights are currently set on 
the lowest intensity.  Mr. Walters proposed working directly with the Pilots in the future to 
address the issue. 

• Mr. Walters reported that the contractor used by the Coast Guard for the construction of new 
buoys underwent bankruptcy as a result of damage incurred during Hurricane Katrina.  As a 
result, Mr. Walters speculated that the Coast Guard would not be able to obtain any new 
buoys for at least two years. Mr. Walters noted that unneeded buoys from other areas could 
be accepted as donations. 
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• Mr. Walters reported that all buoy relocations and renumbering was completed in the 
Dundalk Terminal East and West Channels.     

• Mr. Walters noted that the Coast Guard recently completed modifications to Anchorage 2, 
and less than six months later, a new approach area was dredged by the Corps.  Mr. Walters 
suggested that any long-term plan information be provided to the Coast Guard prior to 
modifications being completed.  Mr. McKee stressed that the additional dredging was not 
envisioned as part of the long-range plan, and explained that the dredging was completed 
based on a request of the Pilots.  The Pilots had expressed concern over their ability to 
navigate around the point after construction was complete.  Mr. Danley added that the 
additional dredging resulted in problems creating charts for the area, as the boundaries for the 
anchorage and the additional dredged area overlap.  Mr. McKee noted that the Corps is 
completing a survey of the area and will provide the information to NOAA by the end of 
March 2006. 

• Mr. Walters reported that the installation of a Range on the upper leg of York Spit Channel is 
unlikely due to limited funding being available for such projects.  Mr. Walters stated that the 
design for the Seven Foot Knoll Light project has been completed, and construction will 
possibility be funded during summer 2006. 

• Mr. Walters stated that, with regard to the installation of an emergency anchorage and turn at 
Town Point, discussions are needed to identify and define the area.  A survey of the area is to 
be completed by NOAA.  It is also necessary to determine if the action would require a 
proposed Rulemaking.  Mr. Rooney offered to coordinate the survey.  

• Mr. Walters reported that dredging operations in the Atlantic Ocean Channel should be 
completed during March 2006.  Mr. McKee noted that the current schedule for dredging 
indicates that the dredging operations will be complete in April 2006.  

• Mr. Walters reported that the 8th Annual National Harbor Safety Committee Conference is 
scheduled for April 26 through 28, 20006 in Washington, D.C. at the National Academy of 
Sciences Building.   

• Mr. Walters announced several position changes within the Coast Guard; information on the 
changes was provided to meeting attendees on the Coast Guard Status update handout.   

• The deepening project for the majority of the Cape Fear River is complete. All changes are 
reflected in the current version of the Local Notice to Mariners.   

• Mr. Walters reported that the Fifth Coast Guard District is reorganizing; on April 1, 2006 the 
Aids to Navigation and Waterways Management Branch will become the Waterways 
Management Branch.  The Bridge Administration Branch will move to the Prevention 
Division. The new address for the division was included on the handout provided to all 
meeting attendees. 

• Mr. Walters stated that the Port of Hampton Roads Navigation Summit is scheduled for 
March 21, 2006 at the World Trade Center.  Mr. Walters noted that the Maryland Pilots and 
NOAA have not been formally invited, but may be invited if interested. 

• Lt. Palmer noted that some added reflection was added to a number of unlit buoys; efforts are 
ongoing and smaller buoys within the upper Harbor will be modified.   

 
3.0 Philadelphia District Corps of Engineers 
• Mr. Rooney reported that the FY 2006 dredging project has been completed.  Approximately 

875 cubic yards (cy) has been dredged out of the approach channel to a depth of 
approximately 38.5 feet. The next scheduled maintenance dredging is planned 2007.  Mr. 
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Rooney noted that new regulations prevent the Corps from obtaining continuing authority for 
the maintenance dredging  Therefore, the next maintenance dredging contract will most 
likely be awarded on October 1, 2006 and dredging will begin in December 2006.   

• Mr. Hamons expressed concern that, due to the change in Corps policy and the lack of ability 
to award continuing contracts, the proposed dredging schedule will take place during the 
worst weather months in winter.  Mr. Rooney agreed, and stated that, if the contract is not 
awarded until October 1, 2006, contractors may bid higher due to the probability of dredging 
operations continuing during the winter season.   

• Mr. McKee suggested that the Philadelphia Corps apply for a waiver for the dredging 
contract.  Mr. McKee explained that the new policy was mandated by Congress, and is not a 
specific Corps policy.  The Corps’ Headquarters has lobbied with Congress regarding the 
contracting issue to no avail.  Mr. McKee stated that the District can submit an application 
for waiver due to environmental issues associated with dredging during the winter season.  
Mr. McKee suggested that another option may be to express capabilities for the 2007 budget 
to fully fund the contracts so that next year the entire contract amount will be funded in one 
fiscal year, and it would not be necessary to have continuing contracts.   Mr. Hamons 
stressed that the MPA is willing to assist the Corps in addressing the issue, and suggested 
meeting offline with the Corps to discuss the issue further.   

• Mr. Rooney reported that the Corps completed a condition survey for the bulkhead at 
Schaefer’s Restaurant that determined the bulkhead is failing. Currently, no shoaling is 
approaching the channel.  The Corps will continue to monitor the situation, and another 
survey is scheduled for April 2006 to reassess the situation.  Mr. Rooney reported that the 
restaurant owner is bankrupt and does not plan on repairing the bulkhead.  The next possible 
step would be for the Corps to complete the repairs and back bill the owner of the property.  
However, only limited funds are available for the bulkhead repair.   

• Mr. Bourgeois questioned if there is a long-term plan for resolving the bulkhead issue.  Mr. 
Rooney assured the Corps will address the problem by either repairing or replacing the 
bulkhead.  One alternative may involve removal of the existing bulkhead, and installation of 
a geofabric with associated rip-rap. 

• Mr. Rooney reported an issue from last meeting concerned an obstruction outside the 
channel, an investigation determined it appears to be a container.  The container was 
determined to be located below the authorized depth, at a depth of approximately 39 to 49 
feet.  Another dive is scheduled to determine the exact location and identification of the 
obstruction.  Specific coordinates of the obstruction will be provided upon request. 

• Mr. Rooney reported during last quarter, the Corps had issues with Maryland and Delaware 
Pilots coming eastbound into the C&D Canal during zero visibility conditions.  Mr. Rooney 
stated that the issue could be attributed to the lack of anchorage by Town Point.  

• Captain Smith reiterated the Pilots’ concern with the lack of an anchorage at Town Point, and 
noted that the Pilots have been advocating  an anchorage  be established for numerous years.  
Captain Smith suggests an anchorage/turning basin should be created at Town Point/Arnold 
Point or vessels should be permitted to enter the Canal once they have passed Howell Point. 

• Captain Smith stated he is anticipating reviewing the Waterways Analysis Management 
System (WAMS) report and questioned the Coast Guard opinion of the situation.  Mr. Houck 
stated that the issue was addressed in the WAMS report, but he is unsure of when the report 
will be finalized.  
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• Mr. Walters questioned if fog status information is available for the Canal upon departure 
from Baltimore.  Captain Smith explained that, upon departure, the shipping pilots know only 
if the Canal is open or closed.  Fog status is not available until the ships arrive at the canal.   

• Mr. Bourgeois stated that concerns are arising regarding the Coast Guard’s position of ships 
laying up against the bank of the approach channel in heavy fog conditions.  Commander 
Burton replied that a solution needs to be established to, in some way, give clearance to 
vessels earlier and to address the environmental impact of laying ships against the bank of 
the approach channel.   

• On another Canal issue regarding beam clearance, Captain Smith requests that the Canal 
dispatchers be reminded to always inquire as to how a tug is made up to the barge, whether it 
be on the hip, towing astern or pushing ahead.  This is critical information in calculating 190’ 
combined beam clearance.  Mr.  Rooney assured that he will further investigate the issue.  
Mr. Rooney reiterated the importance that ultimate clearance is provided so that vessels 
cannot be told to turn around and not enter the Canal once they have received initial 
clearance.  Mr. Hamons added this situation needs to be addressed procedurally, and 
expressed his belief that the establishment of a new anchorage is unlikely.    

 
4.0 Baltimore District Corps of Engineers 
• Mr. McKee reported that Action Item B-6 has been completed.  Hydrographic surveys of the 

Baltimore Harbor and channels are currently available on the District website 
(www.nab.usace.army.mil/Surveys/conditions.htm).   

• Captain Smith requested that surveys from the Dundalk and Seagirt Marine Terminals be 
included on the Corps website.  Captain Smith asked if surveys for private terminals could 
also be made available.  Mr. McKee stated that the surveys for the State terminals will be 
included on the website, but noted that the Corps does not receive surveys from private 
companies. 

• Mr. McKee reported that the contract for the FY05 to FY06 maintenance dredging for the 
Maryland Channels was awarded to Weeks Marine Inc.  The dredging work for the Inner 
Harbor was subcontracted to Great Lakes Dredge & Dock Company.  Harbor dredging 
operations were initiated on December 6, 2005, and completed on February 5, 2006 
(Brewerton Angle, Curtis Bay Channel, Curtis Creek Channel, Dundalk Marine Terminal 
East Channel, and Dundalk Marine Terminal West Channel).  Weeks Marine began dredging 
operations for the Bay channels on February 15, 2006 in the area of the Craighill Angle.  
Dredging operations in the Craighill Angle will continue through the majority of April 2006.  
Dredging of the Bay channels is expected to be complete by May 31, 2006. 

• Mr. McKee reported the contract for the FY06 maintenance dredging of the Virginia 
Channels (Cape Henry and York Spit Channels) was advertised on March 13, 2006, with bid 
opening scheduled for April 13, 2006.  The dredging contract is for the removal of 
approximately 500,000 cy.  Due to funding limitations, the planned dredging depths are 51+1 
feet for the Cape Henry Channel, and 50+1 feet for the York Spit Channel.   Dredging 
operations are planned for May and June 2006. 

• Mr. McKee reported that the Corps’s Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) and 
tiered Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was approved for public release by 
Headquarters and released for a 30-day public review on January 20, 2006 for public review.  
Final comments are being addressed.  The Headquarters approval of the DMMP and signing 
of the Record of Decision (ROD) is scheduled for 2006.  
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• Mr. McKee reported that the Chief of Engineer’s Report for the Poplar Island Expansion 
Study (PIES) was delayed due to outstanding issues regarding recreation.  All outstanding 
issues were addressed in February and the Chief’s Report was finalized.  A meeting has been 
scheduled on March 30, 2006 to brief the Report to Lt. General Strock and obtain his 
signature.   

• Mr. McKee reported Congress did not pass the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 
in 2005, but Congress plans to address a WRDA in 2006.  However, many projects are 
awaiting authorization due to the last WRDA being passed in 2000.  Obtaining a signed 
Chief’s Report for a project is critical to having a project included in WRDA 2006. 

• Mr. McKee stated that the Corps DMMP Report included a recommendation for the 
Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration Project.  Congress authorized $245,000 for the 
project.  Currently the MPA, US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), and the University of 
Maryland Center for Environmental Sciences are working together with the Corps to 
establish a scope for a full-blown Feasibility Study (FS) for the project.  A kickoff meeting 
was held on March 10, 2006 at Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge, and a follow-up 
meeting is scheduled for May to evaluate the study.  Mr. McKee noted that the project will 
likely be an expensive, long term project with a large amount of potential capacity for 
dredged material.   

• Mr. McKee reported that the Hart-Miller Island (HMI) South Cell Restoration Project is 
essentially complete.  The contractor replaced damaged light poles, and is in the process of 
completing the remaining punch-list items.  A dedication ceremony was held at HMI in 
August 2005.  Final contract modifications will be processed in March 2006. 

• Mr. McKee provided an update on the wreck in the Fort McHenry Channel at the intersection 
of the Curtis Bay Channel, 400 feet upstream near Buoy 7.  The January 16, 2006 incident 
involved a tug pushing light scow up and turning into Anchorage 5, which resulted in the tug 
striking a 29-foot fiberglass fishing vessel.  The fishing vessel remains on-site approximately 
123 feet into the Channel, extending upwards to a depth of approximately 45 feet.  Divers 
have confirmed the wreckage as the damaged Linda Lee.  As a result of the collision, the 
owner/operator of the Linda Lee passed away.  The Corps has submitted letters to the 
owner’s lawyers to request that the vessel be removed.  

• Mr. Bibo questioned the DNR’s policy regarding fishing in the channel.  Mr. McKee replied 
there is no Law prohibiting the use of nets in the channel for fishing.  Mr. McKee speculated 
that the collision occurred as a result of the operators of both vessels not paying full attention 
to other ship traffic in the area.  Mr. McKee suggested that a meeting with the DNR and the 
fishing community to stress safety might prevent similar incidents from occurring in the 
future.  Mr. Baker agreed that nothing prohibits fishermen from fishing in the channel and 
organizing a meeting to discuss safety could be beneficial.   

• Mr. Hamons suggested the accident may have been caused by the fishing vessel not having 
the time to retrieve their nets, in combination with the time required for large ship traffic to 
stop their ships.  Mr. Jones suggested proper lookout is essential, but still might not prevent 
an accident from happening due to the time that is required to retrieve fishing nets. 

• Mr. Bibo stated dredging contractors have seen fishermen at night with no lights on and 
questioned if fishing is allowed at night.  Mr. Jones stressed night fishing is prohibited, but 
noted that some fishermen are in the waterways at 4:30 or 5:00 am in order to prepare their 
nets.   
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• Mr. Bourgeois questioned if fishing vessels extending their nets into the shipping channel 
would be in violation of rules prohibiting blockage of a navigable channel.  Commander 
Burton replied the rules for blockage of navigable channels apply at all times.  Commander 
Burton suggested if the Pilots observe a fishing vessel with nets obstructing the shipping 
traffic, report the name of the vessel involved so that the Coast Guard can investigate.  

• Captain Smith requested that the York Spit Channel be dredged to a depth of 51 + 1 feet. 
Cape Henry Channel should be dredged to a depth of 53 + 1 feet to allow for adequate under 
keel clearance due to vessel roll and pitch in heavy easterly swell. 

• Captain Smith asked if funding is available in the budget for dredging of the Rappahannock 
Channel to a depth of greater than 50 feet.  Mr. McKee confirmed that funding is 
programmed in 2007 for dredging of the Rappahannock Channel.  

• Captain Smith expressed concern over the 23-foot depth off the Jones Falls as reported on the 
recently completed NOAA survey. Captain Smith asked if funding is available to dredge the 
area to a depth of 25+1 feet.  Mr. Hamons replied that the issue is generally handled by 
MPA’s engineering department, but he will determine if funds are available to dredge the 
Jones Falls area.    

• Captain Smith questioned the status of the Baltimore Harbor & Channels 50-Foot Project  
authorization; allowing for dredging of the 1,000-foot channels (i.e. York Spit and 
Rappahannock Channels) and 800’ Baltimore approach channels on a five-year frequency.  
McKee explained that one of the provisions of the WRDA of 1986 mandated an automatic 
deauthorization if no new funding is obtained for new work within five years.  Mr. McKee 
noted that the Corps agreed with the Pilots and MPA, after simulation studies were 
completed, to only construct a portion of the 50-foot channels.  In Virginia the York Spit and 
Rappahannock Channels were constructed to 800 feet instead of 1000 feet.  All of the straight 
channels coming in from the Bay Bridge up to Fort McHenry were constructed to 700 feet 
instead of 800 feet.  The Curtis Bay Channel was constructed to 400 feet instead of 600 feet.  
Since completion of the deepening projects in 1990, no additional funding has been received 
for any new work under that project.  Therefore, the project has come up for deauthorization.  
The project has also faced deauthorization in the past.  However, the Corps provided an 
explanation to Congress to keep the project authorized, but in an inactive status until it 
becomes necessary to widen the channels. After a project is deauthorized, reauthorization of 
the project would involve completion of a new full-scale study.                   

 
5.0 NOAA/NOS 
• NOAA chart update handouts were provided to meeting attendees.  Mr. Friese reported that 

the NOAA ships Rude and the Thomas Jefferson completed five surveys in the lower part 
and the entrance to the Chesapeake Bay.  The surveys are in the final stages of processing.  
Mr. Friese noted the two areas on the map of ongoing surveys being completed by each ship; 
both surveys are planned for completion in spring 2006.  Upon completion of the current 
surveys, the Rude will complete a survey scheduled in the lower Bay, and the Thomas 
Jefferson will complete three additional surveys at the entrance to the Bay.   

• Mr. Friese reported that as of April 1, 2006 the Bay Hydrographer will be transferred from 
the Hydrographic Surveys Division to the Navigation Services Division.  Mr. Danley 
introduced the new officer in charge of the Bay Hydrographer, Lt. Brianna Welton. 
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• Ms. Welton reported that a multi-beam survey will be completed on the submerged pile near 
Pier 3 in the Inner Harbor.  In area B, a multi-beam survey will be completed to determine if 
pier ruins exist at the location.   

• Ms. Welton reported that the Thomas Jefferson will be docked at Pier 13 during the Volvo 
Race.  Mr. Danley added the vessel will be moored across the end of the Aquarium pier and 
will be housing several exhibits.  The ship will be available for limited tours.  Mr. Danley 
invited committee members to contact him if they would like to request a VIP tour of the 
Thomas Jefferson. 

• Mr. Danley reported that, upon request by the Baltimore District Corps of Engineers, 
additions will be made to the Annapolis chart in time for the Volvo Race (will print by April 
1, 2006).  Mr. Danley noted that the education section of the NOAA website lists all 
activities planned in conjunction with the Volvo Race. 

• Mr. Danley reported another event will be the 200th anniversary of the Office of Coast 
Survey.  Celebrations will be held throughout the Country.  Mr. Danely reported that selected 
charts include a copy of the historic chart of the area on the reverse side of the current charts.  
As part of the celebration, one chart will be completed every other month for different areas 
throughout the Country.  

• Mr. Szabados provided a presentation on the updates for the NOAA PORTS.  Topics covered 
included the installation and operation of the Tolchester Current Meter, the verification and 
installation of the Chesapeake Air Gap, the verification and installation of the Lewisetta 
CT/Density, and the New Tide and Current Website.  Mr. Szabados requested feedback on 
what to name the Tolchester Current station and what to name the Air Gap.  The old website 
is running parallel with the new website (www.tidesandcurrents.noaa.gov) until April 1, 
2006.    Feedback on the new website can be sent to Robert.aspinall@noaa.gov.  A copy of 
the PORTS presentation was provided to all attendees.     

 
6.0 Maryland Transportation Authority 
• Mr. Alqasem reported that the vessel collision with the Severn River Bridge did not result in 

any structural damage.  The American Association for State Highway Transportation 
Officials (AASHTO) developed vessel collision guidelines for bridges in 1991.  The 
guidelines stated the bridges’ ability to withstand vessel collisions depended on the type of 
vessel, size of vessel, and speed of vessel.  The AASHTO categorized vessels into three 
categories: small, medium and large.  There are provisions included in the guidelines for 
protecting existing bridges and new bridges.  Since all the bridges in the area were built 
before 1991, they are not considered existing bridges, and are therefore not subject to the 
guidelines.  Measures can be taken to protect the existing bridges, but currently no proposals 
have been received for these projects.  Examples of protections include islands surrounding 
piers, fender systems, slide and ring structures, concrete walls around piers, stand alone 
structures, and small fender structures.  Mr. Alqasem reiterated there are no current proposals 
for installation of protection on local bridges, and noted that the protective measures have 
proven to be very costly.    

• Captain Smith stressed the importance of bridge protection, and noted that Agencies should 
be meeting and discussing implementation possibilities. 

• Mr. Hamons questioned the protection level of the Key Bridge.  Mr. Alqasem replied the Key 
Bridge is not designed to withstand collisions from large vessels.   
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• Mr. Alqasem questioned the status of the navigational lights on the Key Bridge.  Captain 
Smith noted that two of the three navigational lights are extinguished.  Mr. Alqasem 
explained that the contract requires the lights to be repaired by April 15, 2006.     

• Captain Smith reiterated the Pilots’ concern over increased communication traffic on 
Channel 13, specifically regarding drawbridge communication with small boats.  Captain 
Smith suggests having drawbridges shift to their other designated working frequency.    Mr. 
Houck replied that the Coast Guard District office has been working on the  issue. 

• Mr. Hamons asked if anyone had concerns or questions with issues relating to recreational 
boating.  Mr. Baker questioned why Buoys 3 and 5 (Dundalk Marine Terminal West 
Channel) were placed in their current locations.  Mr. Hamons replied that the Buoys were 
placed based on needs expressed by cruise ship captains to be able to clearly see the channel 
markers. The MPA had requested DNR to place the buoys at the aforementioned locations.  
Mr. Hamons thanked the DNR for the Buoy placements.  

• Ms. Podlich reported that National Safe Boating Week is scheduled for late May 2006. Ms. 
Podlich stated that a Baltimore City Delegate to the Maryland General Assembly proposed a 
law requiring every boater on every moving boat to wear a life jacket.  As a result of a 
committee hearing in February, the bill had been altered and specifically addressed water 
taxis.  The bill requested more introductory conversation by the captain to the passengers 
with regard to proper safety measures.   

• Ms. Podlich suggested that, to alleviate excessive communication on Channel 13, all charts 
and information pertaining on the Volvo race should encourage boaters to use a different 
frequency.    

 
7.0 Association of Maryland Pilots 
• Captain Smith stated that all issues for the Maryland Pilots have been previously addressed  

and thanked all agencies for their hard work and cooperation and invited everyone to the 
pilot office for the June meeting.   
 

8.0 Maryland Port Administration 
• Mr. Hamons reported that the MPA has applied for a pre-dredging permit for the Masonville 

project.  Pre-dredging and some construction activities will be initiated in the near future. 
• Mr. Hamons reported that Hart-Miller Island (HMI) will close by 2009.  Upon closure of 

HMI, dredged material from the Bay channels will be placed at Poplar Island, and the Cox 
Creek and Masonville locations will be used for the placement of Inner Harbor dredged 
materials.  Mr. Hamons reported that two planned dredging projects for placement at Cox 
Creek include dredging projects in support of the Volvo race, and the Coast Guard station in 
Annapolis.   

• Mr. Hamons noted that the Cox Creek and Masonville locations will provide approximately 
260 acres of placement area, compared to an 800-acre north cell at HMI, and 1,100-acre 
location at Hart-Miller Island (have Frank check this).  The limited amount of capacity for 
placement of Inner Harbor dredged material is currently the main focus of the MPA’s 
dredged material management program. 

• Captain Smith questioned the status of the 50-foot berth project for the Seagirt Marine 
Terminal.  Mr. Hamons stated that the project will most likely be initiated in 2006.   

• Mr. Walters questioned as lights move to LED’s their intensity potential will increase 
without needing additional power sources.  Mr. Walters suggested that, since each light could 
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put out more intensity, spacing between each buoys could be increased.  Captain Smith 
disagreed that increased spacing would be beneficial, and suggested keeping current spacing 
between buoys. 

• Captain Smith questioned the status of the lighthouse at Bloody Point.  Mr. Walters stated the 
lighthouse is extinguished currently a new ladder is being manufactured. 

 
9.0 Proposed 2006 Meeting Schedule 
Mr. Hamons thanked all members for attending.  The next meeting is scheduled for June 14, 
2006 at the Maryland Pilots’ Office.  Additional meeting planned for 2006 include September 
13, and December 13, 2006.    
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SUMMARY OF THE PORT OF BALTIMORE 
HARBOR SAFETY AND COORDINATION COMMITTEE MEETING 

June 14, 2006, 10:00 AM 
Maryland Pilots Association 

3720 Dillon Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 

 
 

Attendees: 
Association of Maryland Pilots:  Joe Smith, Randall Bourgeois, Eric Nielsen 
Baltimore Maritime Exchange (BME):  David Stambaugh     
General Physics Corporation (GP):  Vicki Pudlak 
Maryland Department of Transportation:  Mike Collins, Keith Bounds 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA):  Patricia Parker, Frank Hamons, John Vasina, David 

Bibo, Steve Storms, Bill Lear, Nathaniel Brown 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA):  Howard Danley 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District:  Kevin Mainquist 
U.S. Coast Guard, Fifth District:  John Walters 
U.S. Coast Guard, Sector Baltimore: Ron Houck, Jonathan Burton  
 

Action Items:  
1.  

 
1.0 Convene, Welcome, Introductions  
• Mr. Hamons welcomed everyone and called the meeting to order.  Attendees were asked to 

sign in on the attendance sheet and introduce themselves.  
• Mr. Hamons requested comments or changes to the March 15, 2006 Harbor Safety and 

Coordination Committee Meeting minutes.  Mr. Stambaugh made a motion to accept the 
minutes as written.  Mr. Danley seconded the motion, and the motion passed unanimously.  

 
2.0 U.S. Coast Guard 
• Commander Burton reported that a new Sector Commander, Captain Brian Kelly, took over 

on June 2, 2006 and stated that the new Sector Commander is planning to attend the next 
Harbor Safety and Coordination Committee Meeting.   

• Mr. Walters reported that the District is still working with Headquarters regarding the Pilots’ 
request to shield passing lights in the Tolchester Channel. 

• Mr. Walters stated that there are no buoys currently available for the station east of the LNG 
Pier.  If this location is a high priority area, other buoys in the system can be considered for 
relocation to this station.  Captain Smith noted that although the LNG buoy is of 
importance, the pilot priority is to light Fort McHenry Channel buoy #14 which marks the 
top of #3 anchorage.  Mr. Walters stated that he will look into this situation. 

• Mr. Walters reported that dredging operations in the Atlantic Ocean Channel have been 
completed, the contractors have left the site, and the Channel is now at a depth of 53+1 feet.  
Mr. Walters suggested that the Virginia Port Authority and MPA should discuss the widening 
of the Channel, as it could possibly benefit both Ports.      
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• Mr. Hamons questioned Captain Smith if the widening of the Channel is necessary for ships 
coming to Baltimore.  Captain Smith replied that the Pilots are not requesting that the 
Channel be widened.  Mr. Hamons stated that, because it is not necessary to widen the 
Channel to accommodate ships coming into the Port of Baltimore, the issue does not seem 
relevant to the MPA.  Captain Smith clarified that the Channel is currently 1300’ wide and 
maintained at a depth of 52’ MLLW.  Three quarter mile width auxiliary sealanes are 
immediately adjacent to this southeast deep water route for vessels drawing less than 42’. Mr. 
Walters inquired about the hydrographic surveys completed by the Thomas Jefferson in the 
area of the Channel.  Mr. Walters requested a copy of this information plus an update on 
whether wrecks are still present in the inbound and outbound traffic lanes of the approaches 
area.   

• Mr. Walters reported that the Virginia Port is considering extending the existing traffic 
separation scheme to follow the natural slew.  Mr. Walters added that the centerline buoys 
will also follow the natural slew.  The traffic separation scheme would be extended out to an 
undetermined depth.  Mr. Hamons noted that he has not been contacted by the Virginia Ports 
regarding this matter.  Mr. Walters stated that the project is in the early stages of discussion.  
Mr. Walters added that he discuss the Channel-widening issue, as it could possibly impact 
the MPA.   

• Mr. Hamons asked if any preliminary estimates had been developed as to the amount of 
dredging that would be necessary to widen the Channel.  Mr. Walters replied that the Corps 
has not released any estimates as to the amount of dredging required.  If the widening project 
is implemented, additional funds and an amendment to the Project would be necessary. 

• Mr. Walters reported that the June 11, 2006 issue of The Virginian Pilot contained an article 
comparing the Virginia Inland Port’s effect on commerce to the Virginia area, as well as the 
effect on the Baltimore area.  The article concluded that the Virginia Inland Port has had no 
impact on commerce coming to Baltimore.  The article also noted that Baltimore has had a 
69 percent increase in tonnage from 1986 to present.     

• Mr. Walters reported that Commandant was relieved by Admiral Fallon on May 25, 2006.  
Mr. Walters stated that on July 14, 2006, Coast Guard Cutter Sledge will undergo a change of 
command, Chief Warrant Officer (CWO) Bob Golliard will be relieved by CWO John 
Singletary.        

• Mr. Walters reported that the deepening project for the majority of the Cape Fear River is 
complete.  Mr. Walters reported that the State of North Carolina wants to build a deep water 
port, to a depth of 50 feet.  The land for the Port has been purchased, and the State plans to 
invest $1 billion into development of the area.   

• Mr. Walters stated that any discrepancies have been called into ships, rather than to Sectors.  
Mr. Walters explained that discrepancies should be called into either Sector Baltimore or 
Sector Hampton Roads, depending where you are located. 

• Mr. Walters reported that Commander Brian Dunn will be reporting aboard August 1, 2006 
and is planning on attending the next Harbor Safety and Coordination Committee Meeting 

• Captain Smith questioned when the ranges on the Rappahannock and Brewerton Extension 
will be relit.  Mr. Walters stated that, to his knowledge, the ranges were repaired on June 9, 
2006.     

• Captain Smith thanked the USCG escorts provided for passenger vessels, which have cleared 
traffic and stayed with passenger liners until the vessels reach Seven Foot Knoll.  The same 
escort has been very effective for LNG arrivals and departures at Cove Point.  
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• Captain Smith stated that the Pilots have requested that AIS transponders be required on all 
barges and dredges used for Corps dredging contracts.  Captain Smith questioned if the Coast 
Guard could expand the carriage requirement on these vessels. Commander Burton replied 
that he will look into this issue.   

• Captain Smith questioned if the LNG ’06 revised Op Plan has been signed, and requested a 
finalized copy of the Plan. Captain Smith noted that the Pilots would like to put a copy of the 
Plan on their website.  Commander Burton replied that the plan was signed at the Change of 
Command ceremony, and a copy will be forwarded to the Pilots.   

• Captain Smith stated that he would like to obtain a copy of the Waterways Analysis 
Management System (WAMS) report.  Mr. Houck replied that he will investigate to 
determine if a copy of the report can be provided to the Pilots.  

• Captain Smith reiterated the Pilots’ concern over increased communication traffic on 
Channel 13, specifically regarding drawbridge communication with small boats.  Captain 
Smith suggests having drawbridges shift to their other designated working frequency.    Mr. 
Houck replied that the Coast Guard District office has been working on a long-term solution 
for this issue. Mr. Houck requested that when this problem interferes with the Pilots’ ability 
to do their jobs, the Pilots should email him directly to inform him of the incident (including 
where and when the problem occurred).  Captain Smith suggested designating Channel 68 as 
a communications channel.  Mr. Houck replied that Channel 68 is not designated as a 
primary Channel.   

 
3.0 Baltimore District Corps of Engineers 
• Mr. Mainquist reported that Action Item B-6 has been completed.  Hydrographic surveys of 

the Baltimore Harbor & Channels are currently available on the District website 
(www.nab.usace.army.mil/Surveys/conditions.htm).   

• Mr. Mainquist reported that Action Item B-F1, Cape Henry Channel Advanced Maintenance 
Dredging, began on June 14, 2006.  The dredging depth is 51+1 feet and should be 
completed by the end of July 2006.  Captain Smith noted that the Pilots would like the area to 
be dredged to 53+1 feet as we have had in the past due to the increased draft when the ship 
rolls to the heavy easterly swell at this location.  Mr. Mainquist replied that the contract was 
awarded for the base bid only of 51+1 feet.  Funding is not available to award the options for 
expanding the dredging area, and performing additional advanced maintenance dredging of 
the Cape Henry Channel. 

• Captain Smith questioned if Action Item B-F1 includes dredging of the York Spit Channel.  
Mr. Mainquist replied that proposed dredging of the York Spit Channel was deleted from the 
contract due to the Commonwealth of Virginia’s new requirements to obtain a permit to 
dredge and place material in Virginia waters.  A permit will be obtained in sufficient time to 
include dredging of the York Spit Channel in the FY07 dredging contract.   

• Mr. Mainquist reported that the contract for the FY05 to FY06 maintenance dredging for the 
Maryland Channels is almost complete, except for the Poplar Island Southern Access 
Channel, which should be completed by Cottrell Contracting Corporation by the end of June 
2006.  The quantity of the FY05 to FY06 maintenance dredging for the Maryland Channels is 
3 million cubic yards (mcy) and will be placed at Poplar Island and Hart-Miller Island 
(HMI).   

• Mr. Mainquist stated that the FY06 to FY07 contract will be advertised at the end of June 
2006 and bid opening will be held in late July 2006.  The contract will be awarded in mid-
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August 2006, with dredging commencing in early September 2006.  The contract will be for 
2 mcy of material.  The majority of material will be dredged from Swan Point and the 
entrance to the Craighill Channel.  The dredged material will be placed at Poplar Island. 

• Mr. Mainquist reported that the Final Baltimore Harbor & Channels Dredged Material 
Management Plan (DMMP) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was approved for 
public release by Corps’ Headquarters and was released for the 30-day review on January 20, 
2006.  The comment period closed on February 19, 2006.  Final comments are being 
addressed and the final HQUSACE approval, and signing of the Record of Decision (ROD) 
is scheduled for July 2006.   

• Mr. Mainquist noted that the schedule for the Poplar Island Environmental Restoration 
Project is listed in the handout that was provided to all attendees.  The Chief of Engineer’s 
Report was signed on March 31, 2006 and a ROD is scheduled for July 2006.  Mr. Mainquist 
commented that some of the report recommendations included a 575-acre northern lateral 
expansion with a 130-acre embayment (29% wetlands and 47% uplands), with a five-foot 
raising of existing upland dikes.  This will provide 28 mcy capacity in addition to the 40 mcy 
of existing capacity.  The report also recommends complete closure of Cell 6 including 
realignment of the southern access channel and construction of a new bulkhead, pier, and 
discharge structures.  Mr. Mainquist added that the aforementioned projects will be 
advertised during the summer 2006.   

• Mr. Mainquist reported that the Draft Feasibility Report (FR)/EIS Report to the Public for the 
Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island Project is scheduled for June 2006.  The Chief’s Report is 
scheduled to be signed in December 2006 and a ROD is expected for March 2007.  Mr. 
Mainquist noted that the Chief’s Report must be signed by December 31, 2006 in order for 
the project to be considered for the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 2006.  Mr. 
Mainquist stated that the Mid-Bay Island project recommends restoration of James Island 
(2,070 acres).  The project will provide 90 to 95 mcy of capacity comprised of 55 percent 
wetlands (1,140 acres) and 45 percent uplands (930 acres). 

• Mr. Mainquist stated that no funding is included in the President’s FY06 Budget for the 
Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration Project. 

• Mr. Mainquist reported that the outstanding modifications to the HMI South Cell Restoration 
Project will be completed in June 2006 and that the project is essentially complete.  Mr. Bibo 
requested a letter detailing the project completion, which can be forwarded to the State.  Mr. 
Mainquist replied that he will forward Mr. Bibo’s request to Mr. Jeffrey McKee. 

 
4.0 NOAA/NOS 
• NOAA chart update handouts were provided to meeting attendees.  Mr. Danley provided a 

small survey completed by the Thomas Jefferson that disproved an obstruction thought to be 
a submerged pile, but discovered four additional obstructions.  Mr. Danley can provide a 
larger chart of the survey upon request.  The Thomas Jefferson is currently working in the 
vicinity of Solomons Island.  Mr. Danley noted that information of any obstructions that need 
further investigation can be passed along to the Thomas Jefferson.     

• Mr. Danley thanked Mr. Houck for his help during the Volvo Race. 
• Mr. Danley reported that Captain Roger Parsons, Chief of Office of Coast Survey, retired at 

the end of May 2006 and has been replaced by Captain Steve Barnom.  Captain Barnom has 
been in the Office of Coast Survey for many years, serving as the Captain of the Whiting and 
the Thomas Jefferson.  Captain Barnom has also served as a navigation manager. 
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• Mr. Danley stated that since Hurricane Katrina and Hurricane Rita, efforts are underway to 
improve contact information.  Mr. Danley recently visited the area and exchanged 
information with the local Corps, Pilots, and Port Authorities.  Mr. Danley provided meeting 
attendees with NOAA’s Emergency Contact information and requested that attendees 
forward their contact information to him so he can create a master list of contacts.  Mr. 
Danley requested that if an emergency occurs, to contact him first, LT Jake Yoos second, and 
CDR Douglas Baird third. 

• Mr. Danley reported that NOAA is working on a small project funded by FEMA, in a small 
area near Mississippi and Alabama, to locate debris that was washed back out into the ocean 
after Hurricane Katrina and Hurricane Rita.  In a small area (approximately 2 miles) 170 
obstructions were identified.  NOAA will be receiving additional funds to facilitate another 
survey, in a larger area, in order to locate larger obstructions (i.e., platforms and homes).  Mr. 
Hamons requested a copy of the survey for the record.  Mr. Danley will provide a copy of the 
survey for the record. 

• Captain Smith thanked NOAA for the survey requested adjacent to the west side of Canton 
pier #13.  The survey showed many submerged pilings in the area of concern and that the 
area is correctly displayed on the current Harbor chart. Captain Smith asked if the current 
print on demand and electronic chart would show the correct depths at the newly dredged 
South Locust Point and DMT.  Mr. Danley indicated that only local notice to mariner 
corrections would be included in the POD printing and that new surveys would be reflected 
in the next edition.  Captain Smith questioned when the next Harbor Chart is scheduled to be 
printed.  Mr. Danley replied that the next chart is scheduled to be printed in January 2007.  
Captain Smith commented that it would be beneficial to print this chart earlier to reflect all 
the work that has been done, and to show the many changes that have occurred.  Mr. Danley 
stated that he will look into the possibility of accelerating the scheduled print date. 

• Captain Smith complimented the Baltimore Corps on its website.  Captain Smith suggested 
adding a chart of the Seagirt Terminal to the website.  Captain Smith questioned if the 
Philadelphia Corps has a website since the Pilots would like to include this link on their own 
website.  Mr. Mainquist noted that he will investigate Captain Smith’s request.      

 
5.0 Association of Maryland Pilots 
• Captain Nielsen stated that, on June 15, 2006, Mr. Randall Bourgeois will be stepping down 

after serving 12 years as Vice President of the Maryland Pilots.  Captain Bourgeois remarked 
that it has been a pleasure to work with the Harbor Safety and Coordination Committee and 
hopes the relationships continue. Commander Burton questioned who will be taking over as 
Vice President.  Captain Bourgeois replied that the new Vice President will be announced on 
June 15, 2006. 

• Captain Smith reported that Mr. Walters will be addressing the Pilot’s concern over 
numerous unlit naval buoys at Cape Henry. 

• Captain Smith expressed concern over the 23-foot depth of the Jones Falls as reported on the 
recently completed NOAA survey. Captain Smith asked if funding is available to dredge the 
area to a depth of 25+1 feet.  Mr. Hamons replied that he will investigate the issue, but the 
main concern is that funding is not currently available.  Captain Smith added that ships at 24 
feet can be brought into the Harbor in high water but not at 25 feet.  Mr. Hamons noted that 
the Jones Falls area was previously maintained at a depth of 25 feet.    
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• Captain Nielsen stated that when the Pilots met with the MSC, they stated their interest in 
bringing 42- or 43-foot ships into the Seagirt Terminal.  Captain Nielsen questioned if there 
have been any decisions made on dredging Seagirt berths 1 through 3 to deeper depths.  Mr. 
Hamons commented that the dredging of Seagirt to 50 feet is scheduled to commence in Fall 
2006 (up to berth 4).  Captain Nielsen added that the ideal depth to accommodate MSC at 
Seagirt berths 1 through 3 would be 45 feet.   Mr. Hamons stated that he would discuss the 
deepening of Seagirt berths 1 through 3 with MPA Engineering.  The pre-dredging for the 
Masonville project has been combined with the dredging to 50 feet to berth 4 at Seagirt in 
order to lessen costs and generate material for the Masonville dike.  The deepening of Seagirt 
berths 1 through 3 would have to be added to the original EIS for the project.  Mr. Hamons 
added that MPA Engineering had considered additional dredging for all berths, but ultimately 
determined that it was unnecessary. 

• Mr. Bibo stated that, based on concerns expressed by the Pilots, the first step regarding the 
issue with deepening of Seagirt berths 1 through 3 would be to complete a survey of the area.  
The survey has been requested but is not yet funded.  Mr. Hamons suggested that the MSC 
should contact MPA Engineering, because the engineering department is involved with 
infrastructure along the berths.   

• Captain Bourgeois commented that future generation container ships will probably be around 
45 feet.  Captain Bourgeois noted that it may be beneficial to have more than one 50 foot 
berth at the Seagirt Terminal as it could potentially impact other companies, in addition to 
MSC.           

• Mr. Hamons stated that a 45-foot depth could pose a problem, as it is necessary to stay a 
certain distance off the bulkhead, and might require a rebuilding of the infrastructure, which 
would increase costs.  Captain Nielsen stated that MSC would be agreeable to a 43-foot 
depth this year, but the company has expressed interest in seeing action in the near future.  
Mr. Hamons noted that he will further investigate the issue and provide feedback to the 
committee.   

• Mr. Hamons stressed that large dredging projects after 2009 will be hard to complete due to 
the closing of HMI.  Mr. Bibo noted that permits may be necessary for the deepening of 
Seagirt berths 1 through 3, and information is being gathered on which permits would be 
required.  Mr. Hamons reiterated that funding is the largest problem for this issue. 
   

6.0 Maryland Port Administration 
• Mr. Hamons reported that the Masonville facility should be online by 2008.  Mr. Storms 

encouraged all attendees to attend the Public Hearing on June 21, 2006 regarding the 
Masonville permit application which will be held at Harbor Hospital.  The comment period is 
scheduled to end July, 7 2006.  Mr. Storms explained that the comment period will be 
extended until late-Summer 2006 if an Addendum is included for the use of Seagirt sand for 
the construction of Masonville.  The permit and ROD for Masonville is expected to be 
finalized by December 2006. 

• Captain Smith asked how many operational years are anticipated for the Masonville project.  
Mr. Hamons explained that Masonville could provide up to 18 mcy of capacity, with an 
annual capacity of approximately 0.5 mcy (the same as Cox Creek).  Therefore, the 
Masonville site could potentially be operational for 36 years.  Masonville will most likely be 
overloaded at times, which could reduce the lifespan of the project to approximately 25 to 30 
years.  Mr. Hamons noted that the lifespan estimate may be reduced if additional Harbor 
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placement sites are not opened.  After 2009, only two Harbor placement sites will be 
operational, providing an annual capacity of 1 mcy, while the annual demand for Harbor 
materials is 1.5 mcy.  The goal is to have another site, possibly BP Fairfield or Sparrows 
Point, be operational by 2013.  The preferred site is Sparrows Point, as it provides a larger 
annual capacity.  Mr. Hamons noted that current Laws restrict building a Harbor placement 
site at Sparrows Point.   

• Captain Smith questioned if the long-range plan at Masonville includes a RORO terminal at 
the Masonville site.  Mr. Hamons stated that a long-range plan has not been established for 
the Masonville site, but noted that the site is planned for maritime use.   

• Captain Smith asked how a RORO would be located at the Masonville site, given the planned 
height of the dikes (45 feet). Mr. Hamons replied that the RORO would not be located in the 
dike area, but would be used as a backup space.  A RORO terminal could be implemented 
but would require the berth to be built out.  Mr. Hamons noted that berths are planned at 
Piers 1 and 3.  Captain Smith expressed  some concern that the  rock  containment wall  
might be too close to the shipping channel thus forcing small craft from the future proposed 
marinas into the channel. 

• Mr. Walters questioned the removal plans for the barges located at the Masonville site.  Mr. 
Hamons replied that some barges will be moved and some will be buried.  Mr. Storms stated 
that hazardous material on any vessels will be removed according to the EPA and MDE 
regulations, and then some of the vessels will be moved off site and scraped.  A limited 
number of sunken barges will be moved a short distance to the west, and serve as fish 
habitats to help rehabilitate the habitat in the Masonville Cove area.   

• Mr. Walters questioned if the area is going to be considered as having ‘artificial reefs’.  Mr. 
Hamons replied that there will be reef balls, fishing reef creation, and habitat enhancement.   

• Mr. Walters asked how much recreational activity occurs at the Masonville location 
presently.  Mr. Hamons replied that he is unsure of the level of activity, but the area is 
currently used for fishing.   

• Mr. Houck questioned if the rehabilitated habitat and artificial reef area would need to be 
marked and charted.  Mr. Walters suggested that there should be a special feature from 
NOAA regarding the charting aspects of this area since there will be obstructions created in 
the waterway.  Any obstructions during construction should also be marked in order to 
prevent boating collisions.   

• Mr. Hamons stated that the enhancements are available in the plan description and all the 
permits are in process.  The consultants have noted that the Masonville EIS will be very 
comprehensive.  Mr. Hamons assured committee members that the MPA will work on having 
the obstructions depicted on the charts, and will look into marking obstructions during 
construction. 

• Mr. Hamons reiterated that pre-dredging of Masonville should commence late 2006 or early 
2007.  Mr. Hamons noted that there is a fishing area located along the shoreline in this area 
from February until June that will be incorporated into the dredging schedule. 

• Mr. Hamons stated that the citizens in the area helped and contributed to developing the plan.  
Until recently, citizens have expressed no opposition to the Masonville plan.  Some citizens 
are requesting more details with regard to the project, but have not expressed interest in 
halting the project.  Mr. Hamons added that the Masonville plans have not been finalized, but 
because no significant oppositions have been identified, the project should begin as planned.  
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Mr. Hamons stressed that a top priority for the MPA is to identify the location for the next 
containment facility. 

• Mr. Hamons reported that the expansion of Poplar Island is dependant on if Congress passes 
WRDA 2006.  Mr. Hamons explained that, in general, Congress should pass a WRDA on a 
two year frequency, on even numbered years.  Mr. Hamons stressed that Congress has not 
passed a WRDA since 2000.  Mr. Hamons stated that if WRDA 2006 is not passed, a 
problem may result in identifying placement options for material from the Bay Channels.  
Mr. Hamons stressed the importance for WRDA 2006 to be passed in order to avoid 
restriction of dredging in the Bay Channels.      

• Mr. Hamons reported that the MPA is attempting to get the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island 
project added to WRDA 2006, but has faced resistance from Port Headquarters.  Mr. Hamons 
stressed the importance of having the projects passed now, because it could potentially be an 
additional six years before another WRDA is passed.  Mr. Hamons expressed concern over 
the difficulty of managing projects when awaiting authorization from Congress for funding 
for the projects.  The MPA and State does not have the funding capacity to initiate projects 
without additional Federal funds.  Mr. Hamons noted that citizens can contact their 
Congressmen to urge them to pass the WRDA 2006. 

• Captain Smith questioned what feedback has been received regarding the Chesapeake Bay 
swim event.  Mr. Houck responded that the event went well, there were no significant 
problems, and that he is still awaiting feedback from the sponsors.  

• Captain Smith referenced the minutes from the March 15, 2006 Harbor Safety and 
Coordination Committee Meeting regarding the issue of Maryland and Delaware Pilots 
coming eastbound into the C&D Canal during zero visibility conditions and the lack of 
anchorage at Town Point.  Captain Smith suggests an anchorage/turning basin should be 
created at Town Point/Arnold Point or vessels should be permitted to enter the Canal once 
they have passed Howell Point.  Mr. Hamons noted that an area was identified for an 
anchorage at one point in time, but the deepening of the C&D Canal project did not move 
forward, leaving the issue regarding an anchorage unresolved.  Mr. Walters added that since 
the water depth is not inadequate, nothing can be done in a regulatory arena, and questioned 
if this issue is included as part of the Action Plan.   

• Mr. Walters questioned what would be the best solution to this problem.  Mr. Hamons replied 
that an anchorage would be considered a new project, would need to be included in WRDA, 
and would need to be authorized as a new project.  Mr. Hamons added that the current policy 
states that no new projects can be initiated.  The way to overcome the policy is to obtain an 
exemption by proving that this issue is a safety concern.  Even if the process for an 
anchorage began now, it would take many years to implement.   

• Captain Bourgeois suggested that another solution could be to change the Corps policy to 
permit vessels to enter the C&D Canal once they have passed Howell Point.  Captain Smith 
pointed out that the Delaware Pilots and the Corps are not in favor of changing the 
regulations.  Captain Smith added that if the regulations were changed, then vessels would be 
clear to proceed into the Canal even if the visibility deteriorated after the vessel passed the 
Howell Point anchorage. Mr. Hamons suggested trying to work more closely with the 
Delaware Pilots on this issue. 

• Mr. Hamons questioned how many times a year this issue presents a problem.  Captain 
Nielsen replied that a problem might occur approximately five times each year, but when a 
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problem occurs, it becomes a huge issue.  Captain Nielsen added that, currently, around three 
ships per day pass through the area and the frequency is beginning to increase.        

• Mr. Hamons stated that it may be easier to change the Corps’ policy rather than create a new 
anchorage.  Mr. Hamons added that, before the next Harbor Safety and Coordination 
Committee Meeting, he will create a work group to evaluate each option more closely.  Mr. 
Hamons will then be able to provide more information about which options are feasible, 
funding that is available for this project, and the risks associated with different options.  Mr. 
Hamons stressed that a new anchorage or a change of the Corps’s policy both have many 
obstacles associated with them. 

• Captain Smith suggested that another option could be to create an emergency anchorage, 
using the channel centerline as the center of the anchorage/turning basin and expand both 
sides of the channel at this location to allow the vessel to swing.  This emergency anchorage 
might obviate the need for a large ship anchorage adjacent to the channel.  This would be the 
pilot’s cost effective second choice. Mr. Walters questioned what the policy is on the East 
end of the Canal.  Captain Nielsen replied that there is an anchorage located in this area. 

 
7.0 Remaining 2006 Meeting Schedule 
Mr. Hamons thanked all members for attending.  The next meeting is scheduled for September 
13, 2006 at the MPA, and the last meeting planned for 2006 will be held on December 13, 2006 
at the Maryland Pilots Office. 
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FINAL 
SUMMARY OF THE PORT OF BALTIMORE 

HARBOR SAFETY AND COORDINATION COMMITTEE MEETING 
September 13, 2006, 10:00 AM 
Maryland Port Administration 

2310 Broening Highway, Conference Room A 
Baltimore, Maryland 

 
 

Attendees: 
Association of Maryland Pilots:  Joe Smith, Eric Nielsen 
Baltimore Maritime Exchange (BME):  David Stambaugh     
General Physics Corporation (GP):  Vicki Pudlak 
Maryland Department of Transportation:  Nafiz Alqasem, Keith Bounds, Umesh Murthy 
Maryland Natural Resources Police:  G. Adrian Baker, Wayne Jones 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA):  Patricia Parker, Frank Hamons, John Vasina, David 

Bibo, Steve Storms, Bill Lear, Michele Hardwick, Katrina Jones 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA):  Howard Danley, Dave Enabnit, 

Mike Szabados, Mark Friese 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District:  Jeff McKee 
U.S. Coast Guard, Fifth District:  John Walters 
U.S. Coast Guard, Sector Baltimore: Ron Houck, Brian Penoyer 
 

Action Items:  
 
Philadelphia District – USACE 
P1 – Consideration of traffic regulation changes to apply at Howell Point 
P2 – Consideration of Arnold Point emergency anchorage/turning basin 
P2 – Update on dredging operations 
 
Baltimore District - USACE 
B1 – Cape Henry Channel – Maintain 50+2+2 or better to accommodate ocean swells and wave  
         action 
B2 -  Update on dredging operations and material placement sites 
 
USCG Fifth District 
C1 – Shield passing lights on ranges from being seen forward 
C2 – Place lighted buoy #14 Fort McHenry Channel 
C3 – Install Day Optic on Seven Foot Knoll 
C4 – Consider removal of drawbridge/recreational traffic communication from channel 13 VHF 
C5 – Construct upper reach York Spit Channel Range  
C6 – Evaluate traffic separation scheme at Smith Point 
C7 – AIS – expand carriage requirement to include all dredges, stationary and self-propelled 
C8 – Apply reflective material to unlit buoys around piers and approach channels 
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NOAA/NOS 
N1 – Consider placement of sea state buoy at Cape Henry 
N2 – Conduct surveys around selected piers 
N3 – Assess accuracy of certain PORTS anemometers  
N4 – New addition- Baltimore Harbor Chart 
 
MPA/MDOT 
M1 – Dredge NW Harbor off Jones Falls to 25+1  
M2 – Recommendations for bridge protection from ship strikes 
M3 – Maintain centerline navigation lights on Francis Scott Key Bridge 
M4 – Dredging of 50’berth/turning basin at Seagirt Marine Terminal 
 
1.0      Convene, Welcome, Introductions  
• Mr. Hamons welcomed everyone and called the meeting to order.  Attendees were asked to 

sign in on the attendance sheet and introduce themselves.  
• Mr. Hamons requested comments or changes to the June 14, 2006 Harbor Safety and 

Coordination Committee Meeting Summary.  Mr. Stambaugh made a motion to accept the 
minutes as written.  Mr. Danley seconded the motion, and the motion unanimously passed.  

 
2.0 U.S. Coast Guard 
• New Commander Brian Penoyer (Chief of Prevention Operations) invited all attendees to the 

Coast Guard’s Ice Operations Planning Conference on November 29, 2006 in Easton, MD.  
The Conference will focus on validating the Coast Guard’s ice season operations concept.   

• Mr. Walters reported that Action Item C-1 regarding Elk River Channel ranges has been 
completed. 

• Mr. Walters reported that the District worked with Headquarters to accomplish the Pilots’ 
request to shield passing lights in the Tolchester Channel.  Captain Smith noted that the 
passing lights are dimmed or shielded.  Captain Smith requested that the change to the 
passing lights be officially recognized as completed so that they remain dimmed and 
shielded. 

• Mr. Walters reported that with respect to Action Item C-3, all ice lights/towers will be 
removed and/or extinguished on the approaches to the Canal. Mr. Walters added that the 
Army owns the ice towers and are not maintaining them.      

• Mr. Walters reported that the Seven Foot Knoll Light sector is aligned.  The light is 
scheduled to be operational 24-hours/day with day and night optics in Fiscal Year (FY) 07. 

• Mr. Walters reported that due to a shortage of buoy hulls that will persist until the end of 
Calendar Year (CY) 07, there are no buoys currently available for the station east of the LNG 
Pier.  There is no flexibility to establish new buoy stations; however, this location could be 
marked if a less critical buoy station can be identified.  Captain Smith noted that the LNG 
buoy issue is a low priority for the Pilots. 

• Mr. Walters stated that the Pilots’ have requested that Ft. McHenry Buoy #14 be lit.  Mr. 
Walters reported that this should be accomplished during Spring 2007. 

• Mr. Walters reported that Headquarters has developed a new LED optic for placement on 
buoys.  The first prototypes will be deployed during Spring 2007 on summer hulls.  They are 
self-contained units and are far superior to the incandescent lamps.   
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• Mr. Walters reported that a solution for deterring ospreys from nesting on buoys during the 
summer months is still being explored. 

• Captain Smith reported that the Pooles Island South rear range light has been extinguished 
for approximately ten days.  Captain Smith reported that the Elk River South rear range night 
optic is extinguished and the forward night optic might be showing the day optic.  Mr. 
Walters stated that he will look into addressing these problems. 

• Mr. Walters reported that the Hampton Roads Navigational Summit is scheduled for 
September 28, 2006 and is sponsored by the Virginia Maritime Association and the Norfolk 
District Corps of Engineers. 

• Captain Smith questioned the status of the Sea Lane expansion.  Mr. McKee replied that the 
Virginia Port Authority (VPA) has not submitted an official request for this expansion.  
Funding for a study in this area is limited; therefore, construction is not expected to begin for 
several years.     

• Captain Smith stated that he would like to obtain a copy of the Waterways Analysis 
Management System (WAMS) Report. 

• Captain Smith questioned if the District is working on the buoy issues in the Lynnhaven 
Channel.  Mr. Walters replied that the District is aware of buoy issues in the Lynnhaven 
Channel.  Mr. Walters added that flounder season is ending and striper season is beginning, 
causing the number of boaters in the Channel to increase.  Mr. Walters encouraged Pilots to 
contact the Norfolk District if they detect any shoaling in the Channel. 

• Captain Smith questioned if the annual industry invitational outing on the Coast Guard cutter 
Rankin has been scheduled.  Commander Penoyer replied that he will determine the time and 
location of this event and report back to the Committee.  Captain Smith noted that the Pilots’ 
like to send their apprentices and others to this event.  Mr. Walters stated that the Pilots and 
MPA have an invitation to send their apprentices and other personnel on any Coast Guard 
cutter at any time.  Captain Smith and Mr. Hamons expressed their appreciation to Mr. 
Walters for this offer.  

• Commander Penoyer reported that the Coast Guard receives numerous inquires and 
complaints from the recreational boating community about silting in channels.  Commander 
Penoyer requested assistance from the Harbor Safety and Coordination Committee to devise 
a plan to better manage the expectations of recreational boaters.   

• Commander Penoyer reported on the Mariner Licensing and Documentation Program 
(ML&DP) restructuring and centralization.  Licenses and credentials will no longer be 
evaluated locally.  Licenses and credentials will be evaluated in a centralized location in 
Martinsburg, WV.  The changes to the Program are planned to reduce the large National 
backlog and shorten the standard processing time to less than six months.  Restructuring and 
centralization of the ML&DP to Martinsburg, WV began two weeks ago.  The Baltimore 
licensing and credentials operations will be transitioned to Martinsburg, WV between 
October 2007 and October 2008.  Commander Penoyer assured Committee members that he 
will keep everyone updated and informed about the timing of the transition.  Commander 
Penoyer stated that the Baltimore Testing Center will remain open and continue to be fully 
staffed; however, they will not have the ability to evaluate new submissions.  Commander 
Penoyer added that the Maritime Institute of Technology and Graduate Studies (MITAGS) 
testing center and other remote testing locations will remain open.  The ML&DP 
restructuring and centralization will most likely be affected by the Transportation Worker 
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Identification Credential (TWIC) process.  Commander Penoyer pointed out that initial 
delays in the new ML&DP process are expected but the new process should shorten 
processing times.  The ML&DP restructuring and centralization to Martinsburg, WV is an 
interim solution and efforts will be ongoing to make the ML&DP process as efficient as 
possible.  Commander Penoyer requested that all Committee members affected by the 
ML&DP restructuring and centralization provide him with active feedback. 

• Captain Smith questioned if TWIC cards, licenses, or processes are changing.  Commander 
Penoyer replied that the Coast Guard does not have direct control over the TWIC process but 
he can provide contact information to those Committee members wishing to receive 
additional information about the process. 

• Mr. Walters commented on the Pilots’ concern over reporting discrepancies.  Mr. Walters 
informed the Pilots that they can always report on Channel 16 to either Sector Hampton 
Roads or Sector Baltimore.  Captain Smith informed Committee members that all Pilots carry 
cell phones and have the appropriate USCG phone number.  Captain Smith pointed out that, 
in certain circumstances, Pilots might not have the time to provide many details about the 
situation, such as light list number, latitude and longitude.  Pilots appreciate when the Coast 
Guard watch standers have a good familiarity with major aids and shipping channels. 

 
3.0 Baltimore District Corps of Engineers 
• Mr. McKee reported that Action Item B-6 has been completed.  Hydrographic surveys of the 

Baltimore Harbor & Channels are currently available on the District website 
(www.nab.usace.army.mil/Surveys/conditions.htm).  The Corps is in the process of adding 
the shallow draft surveys to the website.  Mr. McKee encouraged Committee members to 
contact him if they have any problems accessing the surveys on the website. 

• Mr. McKee reported that Action Item B-F1, Cape Henry Channel Advanced Maintenance 
Dredging, was limited to 51+1 feet in FY06 due to funding limitations.  Additional dredging 
is planned for FY07.  The President’s FY07 budget currently includes $15.5 million, and 
after Conference, it will be evident if additional money will be provided by Congress.  

• Mr. McKee reported that the FY05-FY06 maintenance dredging of the Maryland Channels 
was completed on May 17, 2006.  Mr. McKee reported that due to the planned closure of 
Cell 6 at Poplar Island (PI) a new access channel was dredged outside of the south end of 
Cell 6.  The quantity of the FY05-FY06 maintenance dredging of the Maryland Channels 
was 3 million cubic yards (mcy) and cost $23.7 million which included 13,000 cubic yards 
(cy) from MPA berthing areas at a cost of $91,000.   

• Mr. McKee reported that the contract for FY06 maintenance dredging of the Virginia 
Channels was awarded to Great Lakes Dredge and Dock Company on June 7, 2006.  Great 
Lakes commenced dredging on June 15, 2006 with the hopper dredge Padre Island.  
Dredging operations were terminated on July 21, 2006, as dredging was essentially complete 
and because several turtles had been taken during dredging operations.  Additional turtle 
takes would have required additional Section 7 endangered species consultation with 
National Marine Fishery Service (NMFS).  Due to funding limitations, dredging was 
completed to a depth of 51+1 feet instead of to a depth of 52+1 feet).  A total of 447,238 cy 
of material were removed at a cost of approximately $2.2 million (cost shared $2,151,235.90 
Federal, $8,793.20 State of Maryland). 
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• Mr. McKee reported that the contract for FY06-07 maintenance dredging of the Maryland 
Channels (Craighill Entrance, Craighill Channel, Cutoff Angle, Brewerton Channel Eastern 
Extension, and Swan Point) was awarded to Great Lakes Dredge and Dock Company on 
August 25, 2006.  Dredging is scheduled to commence in November 2006 and end by March 
2007. One foot of advanced maintenance dredging is planned for the Craighill Entrance, 
Craighill Channel and Cutoff Angle.  Two feet of advanced maintenance dredging is planned 
for the Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension.  There will be no advanced maintenance 
dredging of the Swan Point Channel due to funding limitations.  The quantity of the FY06-
FY07 maintenance dredging of the Maryland Channels is expected to be approximately 1.9 
mcy at a cost of $18.8 million.   

• Captain Nielsen questioned if the dredges being used for the FY06-07 maintenance dredging 
will be using wires or spuds.  Mr. McKee noted that the Corps eliminated the restriction for 
wires during the bidding process, as to not eliminate the Norfolk Dredging Co. as a potential 
bidder.  Great Lakes Dredge and Dock Company was awarded the dredging contract and will 
be using regular spud dredges during dredging operations, and no wire dredges will be used.  

• Captain Smith questioned if all dredges would be spuded.  Mr. McKee assured that no 
anchors will be used during dredging operations.  Mr. Nielsen requested that a similar 
discussion of spuds vs. wires be initiated before the contract is awarded for the FY07-08 
maintenance dredging.   

• Captain Smith stated that the Pilots have requested that AIS transponders be required on all 
dredges working in the channels.  Mr. McKee stated that AIS transponders are required on 
hoppers but not on hydraulic or clam shell dredges.  A change in the regulations might be 
necessary to require AIS transponders on all dredges. 

• Captain Smith stated that the Pilots request that Cape Henry Channel be dredged to a depth 
of 53+1 feet.  Mr. McKee replied that, only once (2001-2002) was this area dredged to a 
depth of 53+1 because of the lack of Federal funding.  Mr. McKee added that the Virginia 
Channels, primarily York Spit and the Cape Henry Channel, are scheduled be dredged in 
FY07.  Mr. McKee offered to meet with the Pilots when the surveys of these areas are 
available to discuss which areas are of high priority for dredging.  Mr. McKee added that 
dredging is likely to commence in January 2007.    

• Mr. Hamons questioned if the Corps is receiving sufficient funds to complete all necessary 
dredging.  Mr. McKee reiterated that the President’s FY07 budget includes $15.5 million and 
the assumption is that the House’s FY07 budget includes the same amount.  Mr. Hamons 
questioned if a continuing resolution is probable.  Mr. McKee replied that a continuing 
resolution is definite.  Mr. McKee added that with $15.5 million, the dredging of the Virginia 
Channels would include the upper reaches of the York Spit to a depth of 50+1 feet and 52+1 
feet in the lower Cape Henry Channel.  Mr. McKee reiterated that the Corps has offered to 
work with the Pilots if additional funding is not received to determine if dredging in the 
Maryland Channels should be cut-back in order to dredge Virginia Channels that are 
negatively impacting navigation.   

• Mr. Hamons suggested that the growing surplus in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund is a 
potential source of funding.  Mr. McKee stated that money from the Harbor Maintenance 
Trust Fund can only be utilized at the end of a FY to reimburse the Government for funds 
expended during the FY.  Mr. Hamons noted that a movement at the Federal level, along 
with Congressional support would be necessary to change the Laws governing the Harbor 
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Maintenance Trust Fund.  Mr. McKee agreed that this issue requires Congressional support.  
Mr. McKee added that the War on Terror is taking money away from Civil Works projects.  
Mr. McKee noted that the debt ceiling is affecting all Federal Agencies.  

• Commander Penoyer pointed out that with the existing debt ceiling, any additional funds 
obtained by one Agency are coming out of the budget for a different Agency’s program.  Mr. 
Hamons agreed; however, Mr. Hamons stressed that it is important to obtain sufficient 
funding to maintain the navigation channels.  The American Association of Port Authorities 
(AAPA) and the MPA plan to raise the issue to Congress that on a national basis, funding for 
navigation channel maintenance is lacking.  Mr. McKee added that one way to make 
Congress aware of the need for additional funding is to write letters to members of the 
Congressional Delegation explaining the importance of the navigation projects (i.e. dredging, 
charting, and navigational aides).       

• Mr. McKee reported that the Final DMMP and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) were 
submitted to Headquarters (HQ) on September 20, 2005.  The Final DMMP and EIS were 
approved for public release by HQ and was released for 30-day review on January 20, 2006.  
The comment period closed on February 19, 2006.  Final comments were addressed.  General 
William Grisoli, North Atlantic Division, signed the Record of Decision (ROD) on August 
30, 2006.  The Final DMMP report is complete.  The report will be reevaluated every five 
years or as conditions are warranted.   

• Mr. McKee reported that the Poplar Island Expansion Study (PIES) Final General 
Reevaluation Report (GRR) and Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) 
report was submitted to HQ last September 2005.  A Chief of Engineers’ Report was signed 
on March 31, 2006.  On August 1, 2006 the Chief’s Report was approved by the Office of the 
Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works (ASA-CW) and then submitted to the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) for their review and approval.  A signed Record of 
Decision (ROD) is tentatively scheduled for December 2006.   

• Mr. McKee reported that the PI expansion is included in the Senate (Managers Amendments) 
version of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 2006 but not in the House 
version.  It is unclear when or if Congress will take up WRDA 2006.  Mr. Hamons informed 
Committee members that Chairman Young has indicated that Congress is expected to take 
action regarding WRDA 2006 in September 2006.  The 575 acre PI expansion is a critical 
project because it will provide an additional 28 mcy of capacity.  Pooles Island is scheduled 
to close in 2010 and the PI expansion area has been authorized to accept dredged material 
from the C&D Canal southern approach channel and other Federal projects.  The PI 
expansion costs approximately $257 million.  The final design, size, location, and long-term 
maintenance of the embayment will be evaluated by PDT during follow-on design and value 
engineering work.   

• Mr. McKee reported that comments received from HQ regarding the draft Mid-Bay Island 
Report have been addressed.  The draft Report and EIS were released to the public and listed 
in the Federal Register on September 8, 2006, beginning a 45-day comment period which 
ends on October 23, 2006.  Mr. McKee encouraged Committee members to provide 
comments or questions.  Public meetings are scheduled on October 11, 2006 in Cambridge, 
MD and October 12, 2006 in Taylors Island, MD.  Mr. McKee reported that the finalized 
Report will be submitted to HQUSACE in November 2006 and presented before the Civil 
Works Review Board in January 2007, State and Agency review will occur in March 2007, a 
Chief’s Report is expected in April 2007, and a ROD is planned for July 2007.         
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• Mr. McKee reported that the Mid-Bay Island Project includes the restoration of James Island 
(2,070 acres, creating 90 mcy of capacity).  Environmental restoration and habitat creation, 
protection of Barren Island, and protection of the shallow navigation projects are also 
included in the Mid-Bay Island Project.  Mr. McKee noted that the Mid-Bay Island Project is 
not included in either the House or Senate versions of WRDA 2006.  The Mid-Bay Island 
project is unlikely to be added to WRDA 2006 because the project costs $1.1 billion, and 
WRDA 2006 is currently $2 billion over budget. Mr. McKee added that the Senate has 
allocated $300,000 in their version of the FY07 budget to facilitate initial design planning for 
the Mid-Bay Island Project. 

• Mr. McKee reported that the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration Project includes the 
restoration of 8,000 acres of wetlands that have been lost due to erosion.  Several scoping 
conferences were recently held to assess data needs and determine what is required to restore 
the wetlands in this area.  The US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) submitted a permit in 
August 2006 to place 8,000 cy of material at Blackwater Wildlife Refuge as a demonstration 
project.  Mr. McKee added that the Senate has allocated $425,000 in their version of the 
FY07 budget to begin work on the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration Project.   

• Mr. McKee reported that outstanding modifications to the Hart-Miller Island (HMI) South 
Cell Restoration Project will be completed in October 2006 and that the project is essentially 
complete.  The Corps recently sent a letter to the MPA stating that all work is complete.  

 
4.0 NOAA/NOS 
• Mr. Friese reported that a NOAA contractor is 99 percent complete with surveys in the 

Rappahannock Channel area.  The Rude has completed one survey on the south side of the 
Rappahannock Channel.  The Thomas Jefferson has completed a survey near Little Creek and 
two surveys in the eastern portion of the Chesapeake Bay Entrance.  Next year, the Rude is 
scheduled for additional work at the Bay Bridge Entrance and the Thomas Jefferson is 
scheduled for additional work at the Chesapeake Bay Entrance.  Mr. Walters questioned 
when the surveys will be available.  Mr. Friese replied that the surveys are in the final stages 
of processing and should be available next year.  Mr. Walters commented that the survey 
data will help identify where the offshore anchorage should be created. 

• Mr. Danley provided meeting attendees with notepads made out of obsolete charts and chart 
scraps.  Mr. Danley reported that NOAA will celebrate its 200th anniversary next year (2007).  
NOAA is the oldest scientific government agency. 

• Mr. Danley reported that the next scheduled print of the Harbor Chart has been moved up 
from January 2007 to November 2006 as a result of the Pilots’ request.  Captain Smith 
expressed his appreciation.  Captain Smith questioned if accelerating the next scheduled print 
of the Harbor Chart to November 2006 will delay subsequent prints of the following Harbor 
Charts.  Mr. Danely suggested meeting with the Pilots and a cartographer to review the 
Harbor Chart scheduled to be printed in November 2006.  Mr. Danley stated that NOAA will 
continue to work with the Pilots to assure that the subsequent Harbor Chart prints are not 
delayed.  Mr. McKee requested that the Corps receive regular updates about the Harbor Chart 
print schedule.  Mr. McKee questioned what the cut-off date is for submitting information for 
inclusion on the November 2006 Harbor Chart.  Mr. Danley replied that the cut-off date is 
mid-October 2006. 
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• Mr. Danley reported that NOAA has been working on their budget during Summer 2006.  
Mr. Danley noted that if insufficient funds are received, it might be necessary to cut-back 
electronic charting and surveying efforts.  Mr. Enabnit elaborated that there is a House and 
Senate Bill for the 2007 NOAA budget.  The Senate Bill is close to the President’s request 
and the House Bill is significantly lower.  A continuing resolution is expected in 2007.  The 
House Bill removes the opportunity for shoreline mapping projects, does not include a $2 
million increase for the ENC, and does not include funds for the Joint Hydrographic Center 
at the University of New Hampshire where enhancements for high resolution surveys are 
conducted.  There is also an overall base reduction for the funding associated with chart 
compilation and routine processing of surveys.  Mr. Enabnit noted that contacting local 
Congressmen regarding the importance of these NOAA issues might help with obtaining the 
necessary funding.   

• Mr. Danley reported that NOAA has been assisting Coast Guard Headquarters and Marine 
Fisheries with charting efforts of the traffic schemes that affect the Northern Right Whale.  
Mr. Danley noted that his office is not involved with the regulations regarding the Northern 
Right Whale.  A meeting was held in Baltimore in August 2006 regarding the Northern Right 
Whale regulations and the time period for submitting comments has been extended until 
October 5, 2006.      

• Mr. Danley noted that one major issue associated with the Northern Right Whales is the 
speed of traffic in the vicinity of the whales.  The current regulation requires speed limit of 
10 knots.  Mr. Hamons noted that the MPA is in the process of preparing comments 
regarding the regulations for submission. 

• Mr. Danley reported that efforts are underway to equip the small boat survey fleet with AIS 
transponders. 

• Mr. Enabnit reported that the public comment period is now open for Charting the Course for 
Ocean Science in the United States:  Research Priorities for the Next Decade, a draft 
document that outlines the national ocean research priorities for the United States for the next 
ten years.  The 45-day public comment period is scheduled to close on October 20, 2006. 

• Mr. Enabnit provided attendees with a Responders Chart-Approaches to Baltimore Harbor.  
The Chart is available electronically on NOAA’s website www.NauticalCharts.NOAA.gov 
and can be downloaded, digitally annotated with incident-specific information (Adobe 
Reader 7.0 or later required), printed, electronically distributed, or posted for use on the 
Internet.  Mr. Enabnit added that comments regarding the Chart can be submitted on the 
website. 

• Mr. Szabados reported that numerous enhancements to PORTS Program’s products and 
services are planned.  The Automated Real-Time Narrative Summary (ARNS) system 
provides narrative summaries on Port regions which will be available on the PORTS website 
and on the voice system.  Mr. Szabados requested that Committee members provide feedback 
on the system and comment if the correct regions for the ARNS system were chosen.    

• Mr. Szabados reported that a new function on the PORTS website will be completed by the 
end of the year.  Individuals will be able to design and customize their own PORTS website.  
Mr. Szabados reported that another new service planned for the PORTS website are 
electronic tide and current tables which are scheduled to be available in 2008.  Individuals 
will be able to download the latest tide coefficients every year for more accurate tide table 
predictions.  
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• Mr. Szabados reported that the Senate and President’s 2007 budgets provide adequate 
funding for the PORTS Program but the House’s budget is substantially lower.  If sufficient 
funds are not received then cutbacks will most likely effect the operation of the water level 
network which means greater network downtime and less response time to fix network 
problems. 

• Captain Smith commented that he likes the changes to the real-time satellite picture on the 
PORTS website.  Captain Smith reported that the Tolchester wind monitoring station is not 
showing true wind readings when high winds are coming from the northeast.  Mr. Szabados 
noted that he will look into this situation. 

• Captain Smith questioned the accuracy of the PORTS tides nowcast/forecast system.  Mr. 
Szabados replied that the system provides accurate information up until the Chesapeake Bay 
Bridge, the forecast information north of the Bay Bridge is not as accurate.  Mr. Szabados 
noted that a new nowcast/forecast model is in development and requested the Pilots’ 
assistance with assessing the informational output that will be available from the new model. 

 
5.0 Maryland Transportation Authority (MTA) 
• Mr. Murthy questioned if a weather station located on a west bound Chesapeake Bay Bridge 

pier belongs to NOAA.  The MTA is scheduled to conduct security work in this location.  
Mr. Szabados replied that the weather station most likely belongs to the National Weather 
Service and will contact Mr. Murthy to confirm. 

• Mr. Murthy raised the topic of ships striking the Chesapeake Bay Bridge.  Mr. Murthy 
questioned what coordination exists between Agencies for handling such a situation and what 
types of risk management procedures are in place.  Commander Penoyer replied that the 
Coast Guard 5th District Bridge Management department has conducted preliminary studies 
into the security of the Bay Bridge.  Commander Penoyer offered to schedule a meeting with 
Mr. Murthy to review the results of the study because they are security sensitive.  
Commander Penoyer noted that additional studies are warranted to further investigate Bay 
Bridge security and to assess the Bridge’s structural stability.  The Harbor Safety and 
Coordination Committee participated in a group discussion about the possibility of a ship 
colliding with the Bay Bridge and what the potential impacts from a collision might be.  
Committee members discussed using dredged material to build artificial shoals near the 
Bridge to prevent ships from being able to hit a Bay Bride pier; however, current Maryland 
Laws prohibit this.  The Committee concluded that this issue and other potential designs for 
Bridge protection will be discussed and investigated in greater detail at upcoming meetings.      

• Captain Smith stated that the Pilots’ request that the Key Bridge centerline lights be fixed to 
white, white, white, and green on the east and west sides of the Bridge. 
 

6.0 Association of Maryland Pilots 
• Captain Smith reported that small green warning signs “Beach may flood from displacement 

of passing ships” were erected by the Pilots several years ago in sensitive areas on the C&D 
Canal route.  As suggested by the MPA, larger more distinctive red signs have been placed in 
certain areas, specifically Sandy Point and Tolchester. 

• Captain Smith reported that the Pilots believe that the LNG ships can be safely piloted 
through the Baltimore channels with minimal disruption to other traffic.  Pilots are assisting 
with turning basin designs and USCG waterway assessment to assure a safe operation.  
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Captain Smith also noted that the LNG terminal at Sparrows Point would provide additional 
business for the Port.  Mr. Hamons noted that neighborhoods surrounding the Sparrows Point 
area are united against the proposed LNG terminal.  The MPA has several of their own 
projects in the Sparrows Point area that they are trying to keep separate from the proposed 
LNG terminal.  The Governor of Maryland recently stated his opposition to the proposed 
LNG terminal which means the MPA would most likely not be able to provide a dredged 
material placement site for material generated from the proposed LNG terminal.  Mr. 
Hamons stressed that, to date, AES has not approached the MPA for a dredged material 
placement site.   

• Captain Nielsen questioned if the Barletta-Willis permit to place 600,000 cy of dredged 
material from Sparrows Point shipyard at HMI will be extended past the January 31, 2007 
deadline.  Mr. Hamons replied that the Barletta-Willis permit will not be extended past the 
deadline.  Mr. Hamons added that the permit requires that the placement of the dredged 
material at HMI must be completely finished by January 31, 2007.  Mr. Hamons explained 
that HMI is scheduled to receive 5 mcy of dredged material in 2007 which means there is no 
capacity for the 600,000 cy stipulated in the Barletta-Willis permit. 

• Captain Smith questioned the status of the decommissioned USS Forestall coming to 
Baltimore.  Mr. Hamons replied that the MPA would not be able to do the required dredging.  
However, he is not opposed to the idea as long as it does not interfere with other operations 
nearby.  Captain Smith said the Pilots have some concerns regarding the location.  Its 
closeness to deep ship movement might cause the vessel to surge on its mooring.  This 
location also creates a blind turn and could possibly force small boat traffic into the shipping 
channel. 

• Captain Smith thanked all individuals and Agencies for their valuable assistance..  Captain 
Smith provided a list of several outstanding issues that the Pilots’ would like to see addressed 
including: a C&D Canal anchorage/turning basin or regulation change; dredging at TH (to a 
depth of 53+1 feet); an AIS carriage requirement on all dredges; no anchor dredges in 
Baltimore Harbor; Seven Foot Knoll day optic, dim/shield passing lights on ranges; evaluate 
separations scheme at Smith Point; draw bridges – finding a solution to  drawbridge traffic 
with recreational boaters on VHF Channel 13; lighting Buoy #14 on top of Anchorage 3; 
Jones Falls dredging (the draft has been reduced to 24-feet to the west wall); 
recommendations (design plans) for Chesapeake Bay Bridge protection from ship strikes; 
and range light construction on the upper reach of the York Spit  Channel. 

 
7.0 Maryland Port Administration 
• Mr. Hamons reported that HMI is closing on December 31, 2009.  At the time of closure, 

HMI will have accepted approximately 100 mcy of material.  HMI has an average annual 
capacity of 2 to 5 mcy, and when it closes a placement site of this size will no longer exist.  
The planned amount of annual dredged material from Baltimore Harbor is 1.5 mcy.  After 
HMI closes, only two placement sites will exist, Cox Creek which has an annual capacity of 
0.5 mcy and Masonville (scheduled to be brought online in 2008) which will have an annual 
capacity of 0.5 mcy.  Mr. Hamons stressed that a third placement option is necessary to 
accommodate the remaining 0.5 mcy of Harbor material.  The Harbor Team recommended 
Sparrows Point as a favorable third placement site but currently, Maryland Law prohibits the 
construction of a placement facility at this location.  Mr. Hamons stated that new work 
projects will have to be planned and prioritized because such a large amount of placement 



Port of Baltimore                                                                                                                                                                       
Harbor Safety and Coordination Committee Meeting                                                                              Updated on 12/12/2006 
September 13, 2006 
Meeting Summary 
 

11 

capacity will be lost after HMI closes.  Mr. Hamons noted that capacity maintenance 
dredging will be available, provided that Masonville is brought online by 2008 and a third 
placement option is brought online by 2013.     

   
8.0 Proposed 2006 Meeting Schedule 
• Mr. Hamons thanked all members in attendance.  The proposed meeting schedule for 2006 

concludes with the December 13, 2006 meeting.  Captain Smith suggested that the December 
meeting be held at the Maryland Pilots office.  Mr. Hamons agreed and noted that the 
December meeting will be tentatively scheduled at the Pilots office. 
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