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Proposed Masonville DMCF
Final Environmental Impact Statement

May 2007

DEIS COMMENT / RESPONSE TABLE

Comment Commenter Comment Section Section Revised
Number Forum Referenced Comment Response (if applicable)
Comment Form No Comment Comment noted.
Dated 5/10/06 -
1 Maryland enclosed with B NA
Historic Trust MD Planning
Letter from
8/4/06
Nat Brown, MPA E-mail Executive Cover sheet, Page 1, Abstract - "Please correct and change reference to the Corrected as suggested Executive
2 Harbor submission Summary State’s DMMP. The appropriate reference should be the State’s Dredged Summary
Development 5/18/2006 Material Management Program. It is not a plan.”
3 Executive | Same section as previous comment - "The font in these sentences appears to be | Corrected as suggested Executive
Summary | different from most of the paragraph.” Summary
4 TOC Page xiv, number 5-8 - "Please correct page number and change to page 5-20." Corrected as suggested TOC
5 Glossary | Page GL-5 - "Include glossary definitions for the federal and state DMMPs." Corrected as suggested Glossary
6 | Page IN-2 - "Change Dredged Material Management Plan — State to Dredged Corrected as suggested
ndex . " Index
Material Management Program
7 Chapter 1 | Page 1-10, line 336- "Correct and change from 2000 t to 2000 ft." Corrected as suggested Chapter 1
Page 7-2, lines 82 and 83- "The sentence referencing the project schedule in Sentence revised.
8 Chapter 7 | Appendix N seems ambiguous and could mislead. In reviewing the schedule in Chapter 7
Appendix N, it does not indicate a full timetable for these permits."
9 Appendix | Figures C-2 through C-4- "The black labeling on the map should be sharpened Figures obtained from VIMS online reports and Appendix C
C and cleared up to match the clear labeling on the preceding map for Figure C-1." | data. No clarification of these figures can be made.
Project Schedule, line 23- "This item on this schedule should be specifically See response to comment 8.
10 Appendix | named, as well as all other appropriate permits. A separate schedule specific for Appendix N
N permit applying should be develop, as this table does not completely reference
each permit."”
"There did not seem to be apparent reference in the document indicating whether | The Patuxent and Patapsco Aquifers, which are
Nat Brown, MPA E-mail Chapter 2, | there was landside groundwater contamination at Masonville." discussed in section 2.1.2.4, under lie both the Chapter 2
11 Harbor submission Section proposed Masonville DMCF site and the adjacent Section 2.1 2 4
Development 5/19/2006 2124 landside area. This contamination is discussed in T
Section 2.1.2.4
In Volume 1 of 2 in the Chapter 11 Distribution List, page 11-3, please affix the | Corrected as suggested
following changes: (1) 1st column- Delete the listing for Mary Abrams at the
Maryland Department of Planning. She is no longer working for that
Department. (2) 1st column - Change the title for Frank L. Hamons to Deputy
12 Chapter 11 Director for Harbor Development. (3) 1st column - The letters J.D. follow the Chapter 11
name of Linda Janey. Her job title is Director, State Clearinghouse. Room
number is 1104. Last part of the zip code is 2305. (4) 3rd column - listing of my
name. Please include Harbor Development.
13 Delegate McHale Public Hearing General "I think a lot of benefit will come from this, from this project from every aspect” | Comment Noted. NA

6/21/06

-- came out in support of the project, congratulating public involvement process
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DEIS COMMENT / RESPONSE TABLE (continued)

Comment Commenter Comment Section Section Revised
Number Forum Referenced Comment Response (if applicable)
14 Delegate Krysiak Public Hearing General I Fhmk I||ts a wonderfyl project and | h_ope that we go ahead forward with it very | Comment Noted. NA
- 6/21/06 quickly." -- came out in support of project.
"Firstly, the Harbor Team process itself is an extremely encouraging and Comment noted.
innovative development in public participation in the decision making for the
Harbor development process. We strongly encourage the use of this model in
Glenn Page, . . . . Harbor Team
2 further planning efforts. Secondly, the Aquarium continues to work with the
Conservation . . process and
g City, State and Federal Government partners and numerous community groups . . .
Director of the . . . interatctions with
15 National Public Hearing, General and other partners on the development of the Middle Branch Park property and oublic groups are
. 6/21/06 wetlands, the Fort McHenry wetlands and the Swan Creek wetlands. We see the Lo
Aquarium (read . ; . L . . described in
Masonville Cove project as another essential link in providing communities with
by Mr. Rupert h . h Chapter 9 and
Denny) the connectlo_n to the - ) i Appendix P
water, educational opportunities and connecting the community value to the '
local natural resources. Lastly, we remain ready, willing and able to assist the
community in realizing your dream for this site."
"It is very important that projects like this go forward, because that sends a Comment noted.
signal to the world community that the Port of Baltimore is vibrant, it is .
RN . . . . Information on
expanding in its investigating structure. In turn, that brings foreign, foreign X
Mr. Rupert : . . . . the Economic
. . dollars into the Port, foreign by foreign overseas or foreign by out of state into
Denny, employee | Public Hearing, . . . . Support for
16 : General | the Port for future investment which pays taxes, which employs people and, in .
of C. Steinweg of 6/21/06 . . . ) ) Harbor Dredging
; turn, contributes through its taxes to projects like these for the benefit of the R .
Baltimore . . . o . , is discussed in
community, and | think this is a, this is a super opportunity to tell the world's Section 1.2.2.1
global trading community that Baltimore and Maryland is a great place to do e
business. Thank you."
"The plan looks really great. But as far as | can see, how are we getting access to | The project team acknowledges that access is one of
this lovely little bird sanctuary? Because, as you know, there's a portion of the the key issues for community utilization of th
property set aside for beneficial use, and I believe they have discussed the Masonville Cove enhancement/improvements. A
fishing pier with the natural habitat, learning center and the bird sanctuary, that's | plan is being formulated and details are included in
great. But walking to this park -- if you'll notice that street down on the bottom the Mitigation section. Information on
is Frankfurst. There's no way to get to this park in this area. And | want to know the proposed
: . 5 .
Kathleen Hogan, _ _ General - how do_ }/ou plan on getting people to this pgrk. Not everyb_ody drives, and, you compensatory
Public Hearing, O know, it's a little dangerous on that road as it is now, and with all of the traffic mitigation
17 Brooklyn ties into : . .
Resident 6/21/06 Chapter 6 that goes there. You know, are they looking to put like a human bridge across package can be

from somewhere to get there safely? Because, you know, putting it there is great.

But how is it going to get used except by people who do drive and come in and
out of the area off of the tunnel or, you know, come in through town, but the
people in Brooklyn where I live, we can't get to it if you don't have car. And
there's no bus stop that says, Hey, we're going over to the park. You know, let's
go. So I want to know how we can find a way to get the people from Brooklyn
and Curtis Bay to be able to use this lovely scenery."

found in Chapter
6 and Appendix
M.
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DEIS COMMENT / RESPONSE TABLE (continued)

Comment Commenter Comment Section Section Revised
Number Forum Referenced Comment Response (if applicable)
"I'd just like to say, for the record, that Living Classrooms is very much behind | Comment noted.
the Masonville project. I've been going to the Harbor options team meeting now The proposed
for about a year, and as | view this, this is a very positive project, both for the mitigation and
Scott Raymond, environment, for the economy and | believe also for Masonville as well. I've had community
Vice-President of Publi , General - | the good fortune of walking out to that site, Masonville Cove, and look at it now enhancement
o ublic Hearing, o ) : ; , :
18 the Living 6/21/06 tiesinto | with all of its potential and then look at the plan for the future, and I'm very projects for
Classrooms Chapter 6 | excited about that, because I think it will not only improve the environment, but Masonville Cove
Foundation we're talking about also involving five local schools and children to improve that are discussed in
environment as well. So we're very excited. I'd also like to take a minute and Chapter 6 and
thank Frank Hamons and the Port. | think they've put together an extraordinarily Appendix M.
open process, one which has been very inclusive and very fair. So thank you."
"l am active in the community association, past President, and | am here today -- | The MPA supports the formation of an oversight
I'm not here to speak for or against this proposal at this point. I'll save that fora | committee for the proposed Masonville DMCF
time after | review the materials | picked up today and consider the testimony project. The MPA is working with the state
today. | just wanted to give you two very specific concerns that | have. The legislature to develop legislation creating this
. history of violations by some of the other industrial uses in Brooklyn and Curtis | oversight committee and would provide the
Patrick Moylan, . . g . . - . .
19 Brooklyn Public Hearing Bay a_nq the Fairfield area has given a lot of the community a he_alth_y dose of necessary _admlnlst_ratlve support for the committee. Section 9.5
Resident 6/21/06 skepticism, and | hope you understand that. So what I, what | think is a very Ideally, this committee would be composed

important aspect of this project is that there's a robust oversight committee that
is made up of residents that has specific power of getting information and
making recommendations. | think that's an indispensable item that needs to be in
there, and perhaps it is, but I need to look at the materials that | got today to find
out what's in it. The second item | wanted to address is the buffer zone.

predominantly of individuals from Brooklyn and
adjacent communities.

| see there's 100-foot buffer zone around this area, which I understand is for
environmental purposes, water quality, whatnot, but I think that it's also
important to take into consideration the aesthetic appeal of this, because not only
is Brooklyn and its neighbor, Curtis Bay, always striving to improve its, improve
the neighborhoods, a very important part of that is the aesthetic appeal. And as
you come over the Hanover Street Bridge or you visit Ft. McHenry or if you're
going up and down the Bay in a boat, looking at this site and seeing a flat site
would, it could be very important if we could have some landscaping, trees and
things, that would actually maybe hide the finished product. So those are the two
items that | wanted to bring up, and thank you for your time."

While some activity at the final Masonville site
would be visible, most of the activity and equipment
at the site would be shielded by a six foot vegetative
screen (hedges) surrounding the final developable
area, which is approximately 90 acres. The distance
between the proposed Masonville DMCF and Fort
McHenry, the nearest viewshed, is approximately
0.6 miles. This distance would also obscure much
of the activity at the proposed Masonville DMCF
and end use of the site from viewers at Fort
McHenry, Harbor Hospital, and Cherry Hill.
Visible activity and equipment would include items
such as tall cranes and ship masts. This would be
consistent with existing activity occurring at the
existing Masonville Marine terminal which is
currently used for RO/RO cargo.

Section 5.4.1.1
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May 2007

DEIS COMMENT / RESPONSE TABLE (continued)

Comment Comment Section | Comment Response Section Revised
Commenter . :
Number Forum Referenced (if applicable)
"l have a few concerns in the Environmental Impact Statement. The MPA has considered numerous upland sites to avoid open water
The first is loss of 0.6 percent of the tidal portion of the Patapsco | placement sites since 1970. In 1970, two upland placement sites
River with associated benthic resources and fisheries habitat. That | were considered and determined unsuitable dur to the presence of
does not sound like a lot, but if you figure the Port of Baltimore MEC and navigation obstruction. In 1989, the Master Plan screened
has been in business 300 years and is probably planning to be in 87 upland alternatives, most of these were eliminated from
business for another three centuries, if we continue filling in the consideration due to environmental factors. The Site 104 analysis
River with dredged spoil at this rate, 12 percent of the tidal screened 17 upland options including the rescreening of several
Patapsco will be filled in the next time the Port celebrates their options from the 1989 Master Plan. The State DMMP considered
. , . . . Chapter 3,
300th anniversary. That's not a future that | want for the Patapsco | several innovative reuses, none of which were able to be .
. , ) S : specifically
River, so | urge and underscore the Harbor Team's implemented in time to meet the short-term dredged material :
’ . . s . . . Section 3.4.2
recommendation for recycling of dredged material, for shrinking placement need. The Harbor team considered these innovative (subsections
Rebecca Kolberg, | Public Hearing, of footprints of dredged disposable projects, anything we can do reuses before recommending the three sites considered in the DEIS.
20 e 1 . : i 4 ; . ) 3.4.2.2 and
concerned citizen 6/21/06 so we still have Patapsco River. Upland sites at Sparrows Point are still being considered, but 3499 discuss
placement of dredged material at Sparrows point is statutorily inﬁévétive reUse
prohibited because of its proximity to the HMI DMCF. Innovative and uoland
reuses, including a specific mine reclamation site in Tamaqua, PA IacemeFr)]t sites)
are being studied by the Innovative Reuse Committee developed by P
the MPA. The MPA is actively pursuing innovative reuse options
and has committed to developing a plan for innovative reuse by
2023. Creation of future dredged material placement facilities
should be minimized by the innovative reuse of dredged material
and the avoidance of in-water placement sites to the maximum
extent practicable while still meeting the dredged material placement
need.
I'm also concerned about the maps that show increased Figure 5-13 shows the change in sedimentation that the model
sedimentation rates to the west of the dredged disposal facility. I'm | predicts would result from construction of the project. The model
concerned about impact that might have on this beautiful wildlife | results show that the maximum increase in sedimentation within
area. If you get shoaling at the mouth, you might end up with a Masonville Cove where the reef habitat would be is about 0.4 inches
rather stagnant pond and you might have to be continually clearing | per year with an average of about 0.2 inches per year. The figure
Chapter 5 - | it out and dredging it. Who is going to pay to keep that from also shows that there are areas where no change occurs, and where
21 Section shoaling in? erosion at a rate of about 0.2 inches per year occurs. The model Section 5.1.2
5.1.2 shows that existing sedimentation in the Masonville Cove is

between 0.25 and 0.5 inches per year (see Figure 5-12). Field data
collection of sedimentation rates are consistent with these modeled
rates. Reef structures (reefballs) that would be placed within
Masonville Cove as part of the reef creation are designed to be 4 to
6 feet tall.
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DEIS COMMENT / RESPONSE TABLE (continued)

Comment Commenter Comment Section | Comment Response Section Revised
Number Forum Referenced (if applicable)
There's also at least two marinas with some relatively nice boats to | There would be no increase in sedimentation in the marina areas
the west of Masonville Cove. | don't see any people from those resulting from construction of the Masonville DMCF (see Figure 5-
marinas here. I'm not sure if they're really aware of the impact of 13). The proposed Masonville DMCEF dikes would be planted with
an increase sedimentation rate on recreational boats in that area, grasses and then the area would not be mowed, allowing herbaceous
and kind of echoing what Patrick said, I'm very encouraged if the | plants to grow along the dikes. The 100 ft critical area buffer would
State Critical Areas Commission or whoever is in charge of be planted with native plant species, to the extent possible. The 100
Chapter 5 - | monitoring the creation of new fastland in the State requires foot critical area buffer vegetation would be limited by the slope of
22 Section creation of a hundred foot, preferably forested buffer or vegetative | the dike and the structural constraints of the dike. It is unlikely that 512,54.1.1
54.1 buffer with native species of plants, hopefully both here, except trees would be planted on the dikes because they may adversely
for the area where the ships have to unload, and also at Cox Creek. | affect the structural integrity of the containment dikes. Additionally,
That would be a great contributor to water quality and also a good | there would be a six-foot vegetative screen grown around the
example for residents. A lot of people see the marine terminals perimeter of the developable area of the proposed Masonville
paved to the edge and they say, Why am | having to keep a buffer | DMCF after the DMCF closes. This vegetative screen would likely
when they can pave right to the edge and not plant one tree or one | be composed of native species.
buffer? So please keep that in mind."
"So | fully support the views of the residents who are most Bob Hoyt, from EcoLogix Group, made contact to Bishop Soule and
impacted by these dredged disposal sites.” "I'm just concerned that | Cathy McClain who are residents and leaders in the Cherry Hill
there's no one here from Cherry Hill, and | really think that people | community. After this contact an email was sent to Mr. Hoyt from
G need to be doing outreach to Cherry Hill because they look out at | Cathy McClain that stated: “Thanks for all your information - I now
eneral - : . ) . ,
o this water and the bridge. And when there was a proposal to put have a more complete idea of the project and we really don't need a
23 ties into o . . . . . : . )
Chapter 9 even a senior citizen home right here at Harbor Hospital, people presentation since we will not be directly impacted. Bishop Soule
who lived in the housing at Cherry Hill spoke out about loss of did attend the public hearing and brought information to our meeting
water view and things like this, and I'm not getting a good feeling | last evening. Good luck on you project! Cathy McClain.” Other
that as close as they are that there's no one here at this meeting. So | outreach efforts targeted Cherry Hill residents but there was no
I think there should be some outreach to Cherry Hill." response.
1) "I don’t think you're giving us something equivalent to what A Habitat equivalency Analysis (HEA) was completed to determine
you're taking away from us" whether or not the mitigation projects adequately replace the area
Bonnie Riley, . . General - that would be lost by the development of the project. The model
Public Hearing, O . s . . . Chapter 6,
24 Brooklyn 6/21/06 ties into relied on initial and final habitat conditions to assess the loss and Appendix J
Resident Chapter 6 gain of habitat functions for all of the mitigation options but focused
on the aquatic functions. The model has been reviewed by local
resource agencies on the BEWG and JE.
2) Go out and complete more outreach to community - one-on-one | Numerous meetings and discussions were conducted between the
General - |~ find out what they think June 21, 2006 meeting and the close of the public comment period
o by Bob Hoyt and others on behalf of MPA. Some of the Chapter 9,
25 ties into L L . . .
Chapter 6 community individuals contacted include David Charles Appendix P

Monoogian, Kennard Ayers, Linda Bardo, Bonnie Riley, Kathleen
Hogan, Patrick Moylan, Carol Eshelman, and others.
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DEIS COMMENT / RESPONSE TABLE (continued)

Comment Commenter Comment Section | Comment Response Section Revised
Number Forum Referenced (if applicable)
3) Concerned about contaminants and size of the facility The MPA has spent considerable effort in looking into avoiding and
minimizing in-water placement. Chapter 3 details the process MPA
followed in determining to pursue an in-water facility at Masonville
and the necessary size of the facility. In addressing the contaminate
leaching concern, a leachate barrier with a permeability of 5x10-6
Chapter 2, ) . S Chapter 3,
26 Chanter 4 cm per second would be used to line the dikes. Though migration of Chanter 6
P contaminants through the dike is not anticipated to be an issue, P
based on experience at the HMI DMCF (URS 2004), this barrier
would further minimize the chance for movement of any
contaminants through the dike to the Patapsco River or Patapsco
aquifer.
4) End use of the site The oversight committee would have input on the end use of the
project site. The MPA has indicated that it intends to use the site as
a port facility. A port-related function would provide a water-
Chapter 5 - . . . .
. dependent use for the site. The elevation of the site does not make it
27 Section ! . - X . Chapter 5
Yy suitable for use as a container terminal; th_e site would likely be used
o for RO/RO cargo. The area would be unlikely to be used for
buildings or other facilities since the soils created would be prone to
subsidence.
"I view this project as something that would enhance their future | The project team acknowledges that access is one of the key issues
in terms of their educational and recreational opportunities.” " for community utilization of the Masonville Cove
would want to echo Kathleen Hogan's comments. Baltimore, in enhancement/improvements. A plan is being formulated and details
Ivan Leshinsky, . , General - | general, and Brooklyn and Curtis Bay and the surrounding are included in the Mitigation section.
Public Hearing, o . . . X
28 Brooklyn 6/21/06 tiesinto | neighborhoods, in particular, need more meaningful and
Resident chapter 6 | interesting places to walk to, and I would hope that the powers to
be would make this area as accessible as possible to pedestrians
and, hopefully, everything will go well and it will bring more
positive attention to the neighborhood."
"As has already been publicly stated, based on presented The work of the CAC was essential to identifying this project as one | Project Need -
General - | . . X . . : . )
Fran Taylor, o information and discussion, CAC endorses the proposed of the management options necessary to meet the Port's dredging 1.2,1.4;
: ties into . . i : . !
Chair of the State Masonville containment facility. We view this project as an needs. Proposed
. . Chapter 6 . ) ; . L
29 of Maryland Public Hearing, and opportunity to ensure capacity for future dredging needs while Mitigation -
DMMP Citizens' 6/21/06 also providing a benefit to the environment and the local Chapter 6;
- Chapter 4 - - . . . : i
Advisory : communities. This project will potentially clean up abandoned derelict vessel
) Section ) L . . . " iati
Committee 492 industrial sites and will remediate 25 derelict vessels. remediation -
- Section 7.3
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DEIS COMMENT / RESPONSE TABLE (continued)

Comment Comment Section Comment Response Section Revised
Commenter . i
Number Forum Referenced (if applicable)
"It seems like a good project when you look at the mitigations that | The property in question is currently owned by the Arundel
are being built into it so far as the habitats and the marshes, Corporation and is in use. Due to ownership issues, mitigation
etcetera. It seems so good I'm wondering why does it stop where cannot be expanded to include this site. Acquisition of the property
you're saying it does? Why can't we have the same mitigation done | would require a time intensive process and negotiations through the
along the River bank towards where the stream of the Patapsco Maryland Department of General Services. These negotiations
Kennard Ayers, . . River comes into the Harbor basin? This area has junk, a cement could not be completed during the proposed project time frame to . .
Public Hearing, . ; . Eminent Domain
30 Brooklyn 6/21/06 Chapter 6 | company, other unenjoyable aspects to it that could have, you meet the dredged material placement need. If the property owner 23994
Resident actually could create decent beautiful land for the community you | (Arundel Corporation) is not interested in selling the property there T
work with to live with and you could have a place for more would be an even longer process to exercise the power of eminent
dredging material and at the same time a place, more of a place for | domain. There is no guarantee that the appropriate approvals would
ecological impact in a positive way." be obtained to acquire the property in that manner. Mitigation
projects may not fulfill the "public use" requirement for eminent
domain proceedings.
"I think they need to consider actually the families in poverty, Though the area does contain a disproportionate number of low
since that seems to be one of the criteria for environmental justice, | income families/individuals, there is no evidence that these
and the Masonville Cove, out of all of the ones here, has the individuals have been treated unfairly or excluded from the project
highest percentage of poverty line in the area of all of the development. The Harbor Team, composed of representatives from
dredged material sites, and | would leave this or | can send you a | local governments, business interests, community groups, and
copy of this. I just received it today." environmental organizations, considered many options for
placement of Baltimore Harbor dredged material and made
Mary Rosso, public Hearing recommendations including the construction of a DMCF at
31 Glen Burnie ' 1 Masonville. Public scoping meetings, public hearings, and outreach Section 5.3.4
. 6/21/06 : .
Resident to community groups have also been completed in an effort to
involve members of the surrounding community in the process.
Additionally, community enhancement projects have been included
in the mitigation package that would positively affect the area have
been linked to the project. Through citizen participation and
community enhancement, disproportionate impacts to low-income
persons and households associated with the proposed Masonville
DMCEF were avoided or mitigated.
"l have concerns about contaminated dredge spoil sites. | have The proposed Masonville DMCF would be used for the placement
always had that. I know there are hot spots. I'm not sure you're just | of material dredged with the Baltimore Harbor. This material is
G doing maintenance dredged material, if that's all you're putting statutorily required to be placed in a confined placement facility
eneral - e . . ; ; . .
ties into there, a_nd |f it's being checked so it is not toxic or have any high bec_ause it may be gontamlnf_;lte_d. The material may come fr(_)m Sections -7.4
32 Chapters 2 contamination." malntenanpe dredgl_ng qf eX|_st|ng channels or new v_vork projects. 5114 51 4’
and 5 The material deposited in this DMCF would be similar to the R

material deposited at the HMI DMCF. A leachate barrier will be
placed along the dikes to minimize the amount of material that
migrates through the dike.
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Forum
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Comment
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33

General -
ties into
Chapter 9

"The community spoke beautifully, I mean, between Kathleen and
access, Patrick and some of the things he mentioned about having
the aesthetics, which they're not used to getting, and it shouldn't be
a perk. It shouldn't be something, Oh, we're doing a favor for you.
No. It's time the communities got the best they could get. They
need the best buffers. They need guarantees, just like Bonnie had
talked about. They need guarantees that they're going to be treated
correctly, that what they, you all say you're going to do, you're
going to do. Not have us reporting violations after, for instance, a
specific plant cited no odors, we promise we have state of the art.
We got odors. We called for violations ourselves. You're getting
the picture, if you have not already gotten it. This is factual. It's all
documented. I'm not making it up. So I'm here to speak to you to
say please take what the community says seriously, and Rebecca
Kolberg made a great comment, too, about shrinking the footprints
of those dredged sites, because we are -- even though we're a
wonderful Port, and I support the Port as well, I think that we need
to look at between the health of the Patapsco

River and the health of the Chesapeake Bay, everything is
interconnected."

The mitigation and community enhancements would be linked with
public documents, several of which are binding. These public
documents include any permits issued and the Record of Decision
(ROD) for the permit. The aquatic mitigation requirements for the
proposed project will be written in the Federal Permit requirements.
The community enhancements would be written, to the extent
possible, into the Record of Decision (ROD), which finalizes the
EIS. The mitigation and some of the community enhancements (to
the extent possible) would be included in the Board of Public Works
tidal wetlands license as a requirement. The Critical Areas
Commission for the Chesapeake and Atlantic Coastal Bays will
require the 100-foot critical area buffer.

See Section
5.1.12 and
Chapter 6,
Appendix M

34

General -
ties into
Chapter 9

"So | urge you to use everything in your power to make sure the
community gets the most effective, and possibly the best, | don't
want to call it a perk, but they deserve the best of that. They
deserve the best sanctuary, the best access, every buffer you could
possibly give them and they don't deserve any contaminated
sludge and I think you need to take that into consideration. The
environmental justice issue for the State I'm a little bit concerned
about, because the Board of Public Works gentleman who spoke
didn't mention that as one of your criteria. It was mostly -- | wrote
down some of them, but you know what you said, but | do know
that that was not on the agenda for consideration, and | thought
how sad that's not one of the things that you think about when you
come to give money to a project. So | would urge you to maybe
think about that and see if maybe we could get that in part of your
criteria.”

See the response to comments 31 and 33.

Section 5.3.4,
Chapter 6,
Appendix M

35

Richard
Anderson,
President,

Brooklyn Curtis
Bay Coalition

Public Hearing,
6/21/06

General -
ties into
Chapter 6

"The Brooklyn/Curtis Bay Coalition is in favor of the project that
has been unfolded so far. We see it as vital to reaching some of the
goals in our Strategic Neighborhood Action Plan, which is to build
a bridge between industry and then also expand the area in the
Masonville Cove as a nature center.

Comment noted.

Chapter 9,
Appendix P
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DEIS COMMENT / RESPONSE TABLE (continued)

Comment Commenter Comment Section | Comment Response Section Revised
Number Forum Referenced (if applicable)
In addition, we see it as a vital economic recovery in the area. We | Comment noted.
see that there's potential for jobs and commerce in the area,
whether it's bait stores, kayak shops, some restaurants in this area
as the Masonville Cove unfolds. We're very much excited about
the prospect of a nature center being developed there, and we're
very much excited about the prospect of relationships with the Chapter 6,
General -
36 Ties into cla}ssrqom, Harpor Clas_srooms and also some of the Ioca_ll schools Chapter_9,
Chapter 6 _belng involved in learning centers. We also very much I|I§e the Append!x M,
idea of an oversight committee being created. We recognize that Appendix P
while no one organization can be the voice of a community as
diverse as Brooklyn and Curtis Bay with 13,000 residents, we
would like to see the Committee comprised of people who
represent the gender, represent the race and represent the age of
the area and very much look forward to see how things unfold.”
Comments from Baltimore City - request a meeting with the The MPA met with Opinder Singh of the City Bureau of Water and
USACE concerning the feasibility or advisability of water main Wastewater on July 15, 2004 to discuss the proposed Masonville
and storm drain relocation. DMCEF project and its potential impact on the City water main and
storm drain. The MPA further notified the City Department of
Public Works via letter dated September 7, 2004 regarding plans for
the DMCF which could affect the City 48-inch water main and City
Maryland storm dra_in. Ja_lsyvgnt Dhupar of the Water and Wastewater _
Engineering Division responded on October 18, 2004 regarding the
Department of Letter dated e . >
37 Planning - State 6/29/06 General City’s concerns about the water main. Subseque_nt meetings were
Clearinghouse held on February 1,_ 200_5 with Mr. Singh and Tejpal Ahuja, and on
several other occasions in 2005 and as recently as July 26, 2006 and
August 25. 2006. During these meetings, engineering details of the
proposed water main and storm drain relocation were shared and
reviewed with the City and its contractors, and the City has
indicated its preferences regarding engineering solutions to the
outstanding issues. The MPA met with the City’s Site Plan Review
Committee on July 12, 2006.
Letter Dated Defers to other state agencies for concurrence on their Comment noted.
Maryland 6/30/06 - components. The preferred action in the Tiered DEIS is consistent
Environmental enclosed with with the Agency's plans, programs, and objectives.
38 Service - Charles | MD Planning General NA
Madison Letter from
8/4/06
U.S. Coast Guard E-mai Will be completing an initial risk assessment for the proposed Comment noted.
. -mail )
Sector Baltimore, notification - Masonville DMCF
39 Waterways General NA
Management 7/7/06 and
Y 7/19/06
Division
40 L.H. Weems, Memo Dated General Notice of intent to prepare a risk assessment for the Masonville Comment noted. NA
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Comment Commenter Comment Section | Comment Response Section Revised
Number Forum Referenced (if applicable)
USCG 7/26/06 Project
Patricia A Concurrence with USACE's determination that the construction of | Comment noted.
- Chapter 5 - | the DMCEF is unlikely to adversely affect listed sea turtles or Appendix D,
Kurkul, Regional Letter dated : AT . )
41 S Section shortnose sturgeon. NMFS recommends reinitiating consultation Section 2.1.9,
Administrator, 7/28/06 ; o . .
5.1.7 if/when the use of the cargo terminal is determined because of Section 5.1.8
NOAA NMFS ; :
effects to listed whale species.
Additional mitigation should be considered, create a pedestrian The MPA has continued to work with the community to develop
access route that connects "gateway project” and project site, effective community access to the Masonville Cove area. The MPA
long-term funding of nature center and programs (~$150 to has committed to contributing, as part of the proposed mitigation
. . 200K /yr), emphasized importance of easement on property to plan, up to $200,000 annually for five years, matched by
Public Hearing, o o e ) . ! ) )
protect mitigation sites in perpetuity, interactions between MPA community-originated funds, for funding the nature center and its
7/31/06 o LA ) )
. and citizens should be maintained. programs. The MPA has also committed to placing the land areas
Carol Eschelman, | Testimony also . i i
. . ; surrounding the Masonville Cove, east of the Arundel Corporation Chapter 6,
42 Brooklyn Curtis submitted via Chapter 6 . - X .
o . and west of the developed portions of the existing Masonville Appendix M
Bay Coalition email to Jon . L . :
R Marine Terminal, into a conservation easement held by a third party.
0omeo on L . : e :
8/17/06 The aquatic mitigation projects including in the proposed plan will
be maintained in perpetuity by the State, much as the State has
committed to maintaining the Hart-Miller Island DMCF in
perpetuity. A Masonville Citizens Oversight Committee will be
organized and supported by the MPA.
Thinks an oversight committee is critical, presumes the sand The MPA has helped to establish working groups for many of its Public
quality at Seagirt is good (and therefore supports its use), wants a | projects and expects to be doing so for this one as well. The amount | Involvement in
significant vegetative screen around the perimeter of the DMCF, of vegetation that can be planted on the dikes is limited due to dike | addressed in
wants to have a green cap of the site, plant the area with native safety issues in that trees with significant root systems can cause Chapter 9. Dike
plants, innovative use should be implemented, wants to make sure | breaches in the dikes. However, grasses can be planted along the tip | vegetation issues
David the site is constructed so as not to affect drainage in the area, of the dike away from the side slopes. The end use of the site has are addressed in
Manoogian, thinks access to Masonville Cove is critical- sidewalk of at least not been completely determined at this point so the ability to employ | Section 5.4.
43 board member, | Public Hearing, Chabter 6 double with, prefers triple width, echoed Carol E.'s funding a green cap cannot be committed to at this point. If the site is Construction and
Concerned 7/31/06 P concerns developed as a Port facility, the cap would need to be of material drainage issues

Citizens for a
Better Brooklyn

that could withstand vehicular usage. The site is being engineered
to include standard stormwater management techniques so that
drainage will not be negatively impacted. See comment 17 for a
response to access issues. Funding for community-based
maintenance and education is included in the mitigation package.

are included in
5.1.3 and
Chapter 7.
Access and
mitigation issues
are covered in
Chapter 6.
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Comment Commenter Comment Section | Comment Response Section Revised
Number Forum Referenced (if applicable)
Spoke to USACE- it is a high crime area and it is MPA's job to The Maryland Transportation Authority police patrol the Maryland
police the area, wants added protection for the area because of Port Administration’s undeveloped and under construction land-
drifters, wants added committees [oversight] for cleanup, would based facilities such as the Cox Creek DMCF, and it is anticipated
like gazebos and a bench at the Environmental Center that they will continue to provide this service for the Masonville
Rose Bowen DMCEF once construction activity begins on the site. During
' construction and filling of the DMCF and during construction of the | Chapter 6,
member of the . , e X . .
44 Concerned Public Hearing, General mlt!gatlon projects, MPA personnel and con_tracto_r_s will be onj5|te Chapter_9,
Citizens for a 7/31/06 during _normal working hours._ '_I'r_le Mgso_nvnle Cltlzens_ Ov_erSIght Append!x M,
Better Brooklyn Committee’s areas of responsibility will include all mitigation Appendix P
projects at the site, including cleanup. The Environmental Center
design is still in the preliminary phase and details of ancillary
features such as a gazebo and benches have not been addresses, but
this comment will be taken into account when the design progresses
to a more finished phase.
Wants the DMCEF area to be increased to include the Arundel In order for the State to condemn property through its eminent
Corporation Property at 200 Frankfurst Ave, could be included domain powers it needs to establish that there is a public necessity
under eminent domain for taking the property. At this point in time, the State does not need
the Arundel Corporation property in order to construct the
Kennard Ayers, public Hearing Masonville DMCF. Additionally, even if there was a public need
45 Brooklyn 2131/06 ' General for this property, the time it takes to condemn private property Section 3.2.2.4
Resident would be too long to meet the short-term dredged material
placement need as set forth in Section 1.2 of this EIS. See generally
Section 3.2.2.4 of the EIS (discussing time associated with
condemnation of property pursuant to Maryland Code Annotated,
Title 12, Subtitle 1 of the Real Property Article).
Comments were requested from Maryland Depts. Of Health and Comment noted.
Mental Hygiene, State Police, Natural Resources, General
Maryland . ) ) .
Services, the Environment, the Maryland Environmental Service,
Department of letter dated . . . .
46 . General | Agriculture, Transportation, Baltimore City, and the Maryland NA
Planning - State 8/4/2006 L . o
Clearinghouse Department of Planning including the Maryland Historical '_I'rust.
No comments from Departments of Health and mental Hygiene or
Natural Resources. No comments from State Police
General - | Baltimore City - adverse comments. Problems with compatibility | See Response to Comment 37
47 Chapters 4 | with plans programs and objectives. City Dept. of Public Works
and 6 and MPA will be meeting.
MDE - must comply with COMAR 26.22.06.03D (requires Should dust be created due to construction activities, reasonable
General - | reasonable precaution to prevent particulate matter from becoming | precaution will be taken to prevent particulate matter from becoming
48 : . . . . Chapter 7
Chapter 7 | airborne airborne. This precaution may include measures such as dust
control with water trucks.
Agriculture, General Services, Transportation, MES - consistent Comment noted.
49 General | with their plans, programs, and objectives. MES noted its role as NA

writer and editor of some of the EIS.

Page 11 of 19




Proposed Masonville DMCF
Final Environmental Impact Statement

May 2007

DEIS COMMENT / RESPONSE TABLE (continued)

Comment Commenter Comment Section | Comment Response Section Revised
Number Forum Referenced (if applicable)
General - | MHT - no effect on historic properties and that federal and/or Comment noted.
50 Chapter 5, | State historic preservation requirements have been met. Section 5.2
Section 5.2
Requests time-of-year (TOY) restrictions to protect anadromous These TOY restrictions will be put in place to protect anadromous
Maryland General - and resident fish species from 15 February to 15 June for pre- fish. Construction activities may be completed during this time as
51 Department of Letter dated Chapter 5 dredging activities. Material dredged from Seagirt should not be long as the dike perimeter is fully in place and the construction Section 5.1.5
Natural 8/10/06 and 6 placed during the same period unless it is behind already activities are occurring within the dike structure. -
Resources constructed containment dikes in a similar procedure to what was
done at Poplar Island for the perimeter dikes.
General - | No Bald Eagle TOY restrictions required at this time. If the eagles | Comment noted.
52 Chapter 5 | reestablish a nest, then TOY restrictions would be requested. Section 5.1.7
and 6
Project is correctly identified as being in the State's Critical Area. | Comment noted.
53 General | Coordination with State's Critical Area Commission should Section 5.1.12
continue.
MDNR urges MPA to actively continue seeking input from both The MPA is facilitating the continued working of the Innovative
General - the _public and p(ivate sectors in developing_innovative reuse Reuse (IR) subcommittee.. This subcommittee incluqes re_gulatprs as .
54 Chapter 9 projects for Baltimore Harbor dredge material. well as members of the private sector. The subcommittee is actively | Section 3.4.2.2
screening options and will be making recommendations on the most
viable options for further study in early 2007.
Our acceptance of this hazard into our community is based, in In addressing the impermeable container concern, a leachate barrier
part, upon the presumed truth of the assertion that the Masonville | with a permeability of 5x10-6 cm per second would be used to line
. D.M.C.F. shall act as an impermeable container for the dredged the dikes. Though migration of contaminants through the dike is not
David Charles : S . . : .
. materials placed into it. anticipated to be an issue, based on experience at the HMI DMCF Sections 5.1.1.4,
Manoogian, Letter dated General - ) . o .
55 (URS 2004), this barrier would further minimize the chance for Section 5.1.3,
Member-at-Large 8/16/06 Chapter 5 . . .
CCBRB m_ovement of any con_tamlnants through t_he dike to the Patapsco Section 5.1.4
River or Patapsco aquifer. We are modeling the groundwater
movement through the dikes and designing them to prevent
migration of material from the inside to the outside.
Chapter 5 We want firm assurances that the design of the Masonville The site is designed to withstand storm events and flooding, similar
=" | D.M.C.F. shall be engineered to withstand the periodic storm to those designed for Cox Creek which withstood Hurricane Isabel .
56 Section S . o Section 5.1.2
£17 flooding !t shall l_JndoubtedIy receive becguse the site lies upon a and suffered no damage.
flood plain (albeit a "100 Year Flood Plain™).
We strongly support the creation of a bird and marine animal See response to comment 17.
sanctuary with a Nature Center and hiker/biker trails, but only if
57 Chapter 6 the primary means for accessing Masonville Cove is other than by Chapter 6

automobile. A broad, safe pedestrian/bicyclist byway should be
created to reduce or eliminate automobile travel to and from the
bird and marine animal sanctuary.

Page 12 of 19




Proposed Masonville DMCF
Final Environmental Impact Statement

May 2007

DEIS COMMENT / RESPONSE TABLE (continued)

Comment Comment Section | Comment Response Section Revised
Commenter . i
Number Forum Referenced (if applicable)
We are very disturbed to read in 8 4.7 and elsewhere in the The end use of the site is anticipated to be an expansion of the
D.E.L.S. that "[t]he end use of this site is anticipated to be an Masonville Marine Terminal. This anticipated end use of the
expansion of the M.M.T. [Masonville Marine Terminal]. The area | DMCF site has been reported to the community at each of the many
would serve as additional storage facility for Roll On-Roll Off meetings reported in the DEIS. The majority of the community who
(RO-RO) cargo or automobiles.” See page 4-29, lines 671-672. spoke out at these meetings appeared to accept a balance of
Many Brooklyn and Curtis Bay community members at many additional future commercial use of the DMCF site as a marine
times have expressed their staunch opposition to paving or terminal (with the prospect of additional jobs), with adjacent
58 Chapter 4 | building on the new land created by the Masonville D.M.C.F. We | restoration and preservation of the adjacent undeveloped Masonville | Section 4.7
cannot underscore enough that creating an approximately 140-acre | Cove and surrounding land areas. The MPA has reiterated its
parking lot less than one nautical mile from Fort McHenry is intention to restore and preserve the land areas around Masonville
completely unacceptable to the community at large. Cove under the terms of a conservation easement. The MPA intends
to work with the community toward minimizing the aesthetic
impacts of any future terminal development at the Masonville
DMCEF, but the MPA cannot eliminate this anticipated use from the
plan.
In the interests of aesthetics and preserving as natural an See Response to Comment 58
environment as possible we respectfully request that when the
time comes to close the Masonville D.M.C.F. that the site receive
Chapter 6, " " . A
59 Chapter 5 - a "green cap of multlple feet qf clgan f|I.I dirt, subsequently '
Section 5.8 c_ov_ered with native plant speCIes,_lncIudlng, but not necessarily
" | limited to, white oak trees, if possible. Furthermore, the
biker/hiker trail should be extended though the wooded space
created by the closed "green capped" Masonville D.M.C.F. site.
We feel strongly that dredged materials should be used for the See response to comment 54
fabrication of inexpensive bricks, and those bricks should then be
used for inexpensive yet beautiful sidewalks in communities
surrounding the harbor, e.g., Brooklyn, Curtis Bay, Federal Hill, See Section
60 General . !
etc. In any event, we want assurances that innovative uses for 3.4.2.2
dredged materials are currently being actively pursued, including
periodic updates into the various investigations into innovative
uses for dredged materials.
We respectfully request firm assurances that the Masonville Cove, | The compensatory mitigation package includes approximately
including the Nature Center, will receive sufficient budget $150K annually for the first five years and approximately $100K
61 Chapter 6 assistan_ce from the State for operations and maintenance, in ann_ually in perpetuity to fund community-based education and Chapter_6,
perpetuity, so that the Cove and Nature Center can be the simple maintenance programs. Appendix M
natural attraction and educational opportunity we are confident it
could become in the coming decades.
We respectfully request firm assurances that slowed water currents | Currents in the Patapsco River are already slow, with maximum in
ch and increased sedimentation can be tolerated by the Patapsco the project area of 10 cm/sec. Current velocities are not
apter 5, . . - L .
) River and Baltimore Harbor. In the alternative, we respectfully significantly slowed by construction of the DMCF, and .
62 Section . : . L . . M T ) Section 5.1.2
512 request that site design be reconfigured to eliminate the slowing of | sedimentation is not significantly increased (see response to no. 21

water currents and the increasing of sedimentation which the
D.E.L.S. data indicates shall occur.

above).
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Comment Commenter Comment Section | Comment Response Section Revised
Number Forum Referenced (if applicable)
A large citizens' oversight committee (accommodating a broad See response to comment 19.
cross-section of citizens actually domiciled in Brooklyn and Curtis
Bay) should be kept fully informed by contemporaneous copies of
all reports which are generated in the usual course of the
Chapter 6, | . . . . Chapter 9,
63 Chapter 7 |mplemgntat|0n, constructhns, and all later operat|0n§ of the Appendix P
Masonville D.M.C.F. As discussed above, the formation of, and
reporting to, the citizens' oversight committee should be
substantively similar to the citizens' oversight committee for Hart-
Miller Island ("H.M.1.").
USEPA, William LO (Lack of Objection) to the No Action Alternative, EC Comment noted.
Arguto Letter dated (Environmental concerns) with the 3 remaining alternatives -
64 (summarized, Chapter 5 | Masonville, BP-Fairfield, Sparrows Point. EIS Adequacy rated NA
. 8/16/06 o . .
letter in 2" (Insufficient Information).
Appendix P)
65 Chapter 3 | Find preferred alternative justifiable. Comment Noted. Chapter 3
serious concerns with the environmental impacts of the proposed | Efforts have been made to minimize both the footprint of the site
project - loss of tidal water , EFH, and benthic communities. and the magnitude of the impacts. The alternatives analysis rejected
Permanent loss of SAV (0.38 acres). several larger footprints for the proposed Masonville DMCF that
would have encroached upon Masonville Cove. Minimization .
66 Chapter 5 . ) . X Section 7.4
techniques to prevent environmental impacts outside of the proposed
project foot print include the use of turbidity curtains and TOY
restrictions. These minimization techniques are discussed in Section
7.4
. Requests the opportunity to review the Section 404 Evaluation The Corps submitted the draft 404 (b) (1) assessment to EPA in late .
67 Appendix | before the FEIS is issued. September. Appendix |
Mitigation Package - recommends a continual funding source for | The MPA has committed to fund maintenance of aquatic projects in
maintenance of the restoration project. Would like mitigation that | perpetuity. The Corps is working on developing a project trust with
68 Chapter 6 is adequate and equitable takin_g i_nto consideration the economic annual contributions that could pqtent_ia_lly _be managed by a 3rd Chapter_6,
value of the land created by this fill. party. The adequacy of the aquatic mitigation has been assessed Appendix M
using a Habitat Equivalency Analysis based on habitat condition
factors. This analysis is included in Chapter 6.
Chapter 5, | Requests opportunity to review Federal Conformity assessment The Corps submitted the conformity assessment to EPA in late
69 Section prior to inclusion in the FEIS September. Appendix K
5.8.4.8
EPA is extremely concerned with the potential loss of up to 4.9% | See response to comment 54.
70 Chapter 5, | of the Patapsco River for dredged material placement. EPA Section 5.8
Section 5.8 | recommends the permit issued have a condition requiring that the '

applicant vigorously pursue viable innovative use alternatives.
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71

General

Recommend that regulatory agencies and MPA collaboratively
develop a memorandum of agreement to achieve innovative uses
and reuses of larger quantities of dredged materials in a shorter
time frame.

Development of a memorandum of agreement addressing quantities
and schedules for reuse of dredged material may not be necessary at
this time, in light of the ongoing work of the Innovative Reuse
Committee (IRC)

The IRC is currently evaluating potential uses and gathering
information on a number of factors that will affect the Maryland’s
ability to implement innovative reuse. Topics the committee has
reviewed include landfills, top soil, placement of material at mines,
light-weight aggregate for base material for roads, among others.
Thirteen options in all were evaluated.

The MPA appointed in February 2006 this committee of 23
individuals and charged them to analyze innovative reuse options.
They represent the Port’s business community; local governments;
environmental interests; community activists; other state agencies
(Maryland Departments of Business and Economic Development,
Natural Resources, Environment, and Agriculture); the Corps of
Engineers; the Environmental Protection Agency; and the Maryland
General Assembly. The committee brings experience, practicality,
and commitment and innovation to the effort. MPA also created a
team composed of staff and expert consultants to assist the IRC.
The IRC has accumulated a significant amount of information on
potential innovative uses. The Committee has ranked the options to
reflect their evaluation of the relative merits of each. The ranking
process was defined by; technical feasibility, cost and social
acceptability of these options. The Committee agreed not to
disregard any options at this point, but rather present them in rank
order with their rationale. The Committee is aware that full
implementation of any option will not be immediate, because more
in-depth technical analysis will be needed. However, a number of
possibilities which could accommodate significant amounts of
dredged material and which may be implementable in the fairly near
term have emerged. There are also options which appear viable but
require a more long term approach. In addition, the IRC is
investigating approaches in other jurisdictions, notably Virginia and
New Jersey, which may provide ideas for ways in which Maryland
could improve its ability to manage dredged material for innovative
reuse by making policy changes reflecting better definition of the
suitability of material for various applications.

The Committee is scheduled to have this report on the first screening
study ready for MPA review by March, 2007.
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Otis Rolley, City Recommendations re: mitigation - concur with findings of BEWG | Comment noted.
79 of Baltimore Letter Dated Chapter 6 re: Gwynns Falls, Seton Keogh High School and Ft. Holabird Chapter 6,
Department of 8/16/06 Park. Appendix M
Planning
Despite BEWG rankings, still would like the following to be Additional trash interceptors and stream restoration projects have
considered: additional trash interceptors, critical stream restoration | been added to the current mitigation package. A list of potential Chapter 6
73 Chapter 6 | projects, watershed 263 restoration plan implementation. long second tier options, which would be implemented in lieu of first tier !
. . : o . . . Appendix M
term operation and maintenance of the nature center and trail options in case of failure, has been developed. The options on this
system. list have been added. These will be screened by the BEWG and JE.
New mitigation projects (not reviewed by BEWG): 1) Staff See response to comment 73 for additional projects (including
support - liaison between MPA and community 2) PURRI PURRI). MPA has contractors that currently act as liaisons with the
Funding 3) Screening and planting of a 100" wide buffer around citizens on behalf of the MPA and it is anticipated that they will
edge of dike. continue in that role. As noted previously, planting on the dike is
74 Chapter 6 limited due to stability issues. Some planting of shrubs on the top of | Chapter 6,
the dike is limited due to stability issues. Some planting of shrubs Appendix M
on the top of the dike is possible, however, the dike itself (within the
100 ft buffer) is going to be allowed to vegetate naturally with
grasses and shrubs. Trees cannot be planted on the dike due to
stability issues.
Connections to community - evaluate access; rail lines around See response to comment 17. Information on
Masonville preclude pedestrian and bike connections the proposed
compensatory
75 Chapter 6 mitigation
package can be
foun in Chapter 6
and Appendix M.
Chapter 4 Suppqrt use of clean dredge material from Seagirt as _Iong as the Comment noted. .
76 Chapter 7’ matgrlal does not present any hazards to the community or the Section 2.1.4
environment
77 Chapter 7 Sequence of c_:ons_truction must allow for Iim_ited shut down of the | Comment noted. Chapter 7
waterline during its reconnection after the alignment
78 Chapter 7 | No street closings or blocking of Rights-of-way will occur Comment noted. Chapter 7
Construction of all mitigation projects will be finished by the date | It is anticipated that the mitigation projects would be completed by
of the containment dike completion or 2010, whichever is earlier. | the end of 2010. All projects that can be constructed prior to
construction of the proposed DMCF would be, however some
mitigation projects cannot be initiated until other phases of the
project have been completed. Most projects can be Chapter 7
79 Chapter 6 constructed/implemented by 2010. However, some of the off-site Appen dix’N

mitigation are multi-year design/build/implementation efforts that
will likley not be totally completed by the end of 2010. Shad/herring
restoration, for example, is proposed for 3 consecutive years of
stocking after expansion of the hatchery and development of larval
stocks (which could take a year or two). Even if constuction began
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immediately, stocking wouldn't be completed until at least 2011.
Recommends TOY restrictions from February 15 to June 1for The current project schedule includes TOY restrictions for
80 John Nichols, Memo Dated Chapter 5, | dredging of overburden material and construction of exterior anadromous fish from February 15 to June 15 until the containment | Chapter 7,
NMFS 8/17/06 Chapter 7 | dikes. Construction within the containment dike after it is isolated | structure has isolated the interior of the DMCF from the Patapsco Appendix N
from the Patapsco can occur during the TOY restriction. River.
Monitor SAV in Masonville Cove during construction, adjust silt | SAV within the Cove is likely to be ephemeral as the latest survey
curtains as needed to minimize impacts to SAV indicated that the beds seen previously were not there in August
2006. Turbidity monitoring is planned during construction. The
Cove will be monitored throughout the construction process and if
81 Chapter 7 SAV returns, turbidity in the zgrea of the SAV will aIEo be Chapter 7
monitored. It is anticipated that the silt curtains around the
discharge point on the dike will protect the mainstem of the river
and the Cove.
and in addition to those comprising the proposed compensatory Monitoring plans, measures of success, and adaptive management
package). Phase Il options, once adopted, should be subject to the | plans are currently being developed. It is expected that a special
82 Chapter 7 | same monitoring and appraisal protocol as Phase | actions.” See working group will likely be formed, including members of the Chapter 7
the list of suggested monitoring components from Nichols Memo. | BEWG and/or JE committee. All of the suggestions on this list will
be considered during that process.
"Given a low probability of success, proposed in-kind SAV All SAV planting has been removed from the proposed mitigation
establishment (plantings) should not be afforded credit as part of package. Water quality monitoring of the Cove (for constituents that
the compensatory mitigation package. However, we do affect SAV health such as turbidity and nutrients) is planned.
recommend that the applicant monitor the health and resilience of | Continued SAV surveys within the Cove are also planned. h 5
83 Chapter 6 | existing SAV within Masonville Cove as part of the 5-year water C apter o,
. o . Appendix M
quality monitoring protocol, as part of the appraisal of the
environmental health of the cove. Included in such monitoring
would be distribution and health of new beds that have resulted
from natural volunteer colonization."”
"1) During the duration of the authorized permit for Masonville, This recommendation will be passed on to the Innovative Reuse
MPA must demonstrate to the federal regulatory agencies that Committee noted in Comment 54.
positive advances are being made toward development of an
Innovative Use strategy (and/or a strategy that develops local
upland disposal options) that will be able to accommodate at least
0.5 MCY of Inner Harbor material by the year 2023, restore
84 General | capacity to existing DMCFs, and reduce the need for displacing N/A

additional aquatic habitat in the tidal Patapsco River. To “map
out” a strategy, we suggest development of a protocol (e.g., in
flow chart or matrix format) which outlines goals and objectives of
developing the more promising Innovative Use options, and
identifies “Action Dates” by which goals and objectives will be
met."

Page 17 of 19




Proposed Masonville DMCF
Final Environmental Impact Statement

May 2007

DEIS COMMENT / RESPONSE TABLE (continued)

Comment Commenter Comment Section | Comment Response Section Revised
Number Forum Referenced (if applicable)
"2) MPA should provide annual reports to the federal regulatory MPA has committed to providing period updates on the progress of
agencies summarizing IRC activities as well as progress made the Innovative Reuse Committee to the BEWG and the JE.
85 General . . N/A
toward development of an Innovative Use (and/or upland disposal)
strategy."
1) Due to non-water dependency and lack of adequate mitigation, | 1) Every attempt was made to locate upland placement alternatives
recommend that a permit not be issued and avoid impacts to the waterway but no suitable sites were
2) If project is constructed, a portion of future profits should be available or could be made avaialbe to meet the project construction
added to mitigation package schedule (and placement need). Masonville was identified as the
most practicable opton if impacts could not be avoided completely
and several footprints were evaluated to minimize impacts. The
alternatives analysis (in the EIS) and the 404 (b) (1)
analysis indicated that the LEDPA to meet the short-term dredging | Alternatives
need is Masonville (alignment FFA 3 with some borrow from Analysis:
. Seagirt). It will require mitigation of 131 acres of open water and Chapter 3 &
86 Cwelgihl? e[l)'lc').l Letg/eé /([))g e, General wetlands and 10 acres of upland in the critical area. Justification of | Appendix F.
’ the level of mitigation required has been coordinated with all of the | Mitigation:
pertinent agencies via the Joint Evaluation committee and the Chapter 6 &
Critical Area Commission; the general mitigation plans have been Appendix M
accepted as sufficient by both groups.
2) There are no "future profits" from the proposed project to the
MPA. The MPA is a state agency, not a private corporation.
Revenues from the MPA's projects are used to offset operations or
capital expenditures that would otherwise be taken from either the
Transportation Trust Fund, or legislative appropriations which
ultimately are funded by taxpayer dollars.
87 LH Weems, Memo Dated General 1) Preliminary Risk Assessment Completed - no significant issues | Comment noted. Chapter 9,
LCDR 8/10/06 Appendix O
88 2) Little potential for increased risk to the waterway as a result of | Comment noted. Chapter 9,
approving this project Appendix O
3) Most likely mishaps to occur are: allision, collision, and This application will be submitted.
grounding. Mitigating factor of making the structures and
89 relocated sunken barges, notify entity responsible for mooring Chapter 7
buoy and have them relocate or discontinue use-- for all of this a
coast guard application CG-2554 is required.
4) recommend issuing a permit with conditions (mitigating The mitigating factors described in Comment 91 would be
factors) implemented with the proposed Masonville DMCF project. Efforts
90 will be made by the MPA to ensure that there is a safe construction Chapter 7
site and that ship passage within the Patapsco River safely continues
during the construction and operation of the proposed Masonville
DMCEF.
Albert L. Grimes Letter Dated "The applicant will be required to temporarily mark the proposed | The mitigating factors described in this comment would be
91 I11, U.S. Coast 8/21/06 Chapter 7 | dike construction area every three hundred (300') feet with a slow | implemented with the proposed Masonville DMCF project. Efforts | Chapter 7
Guard flashing amber (yellow) light and permanently mark the 'relocated | will be made by the MPA to ensure that there is a safe construction
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Proposed Masonville DMCF
Final Environmental Impact Statement

May 2007

DEIS COMMENT / RESPONSE TABLE (continued)

Comment Commenter Comment Section | Comment Response Section Revised
Number Forum Referenced (if applicable)
sunken barges' area. IN association with these requirements the site and that ship passage within the Patapsco River safely continues
applicant will also be required to prepare and provide for Coast during the construction and operation of the proposed Masonville
Guard approval a Private Aids to Navigation Application (CG DMCEF.
2554). The Coast Guard will require an advance notice of thirty
(30) days to move any Federal Aid to Navigation that are within
the scope of this project. Also, the contractor must notify this
office with pertinent information so it can be included in the Local
Notice Mariners (LNM)."
Maryland Additional Comments on the relocation of the waterline See response to comment 37
Department of Letter Dated
%2 Planning - State 9/28/06 Chapter 7 NA
Clearinghouse
o3 Bob Zepp, E-mail dated M;gi?;]g Comments on inputs and outputs of the HCA Model Changes made as suggested. Chapter 6,
USFWS 10/6/06 ' Appendix M
Chapter 6
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Please note that the transcripts from the Public Hearings are
available in Appendix P.
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JOINT EVALUATION COMMENT FORM MAY 28 2006
U.5. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, BALTIMO

By ;
COMMENTING AGENCY: MDE, USFWS, NMFS, EPA, DNR, MHT" , :

APPLICATION: CENAB-OP-R([{MPA/MASONVILLE DMCF PROJECT}06~-63743 \,k <
DESCRIPTION OF WORK: SEE ATTACHED PUBLIC NOTICE -
LOCATION: At Patapsco River, Baltimore City County, Maryland.

DATE: May 10, 2006

COMMENT PERIOD: 19 May 2006 to July 7, 2006

COMMENT ;

NO COMMENT

NO OBJTECTION

CONCUR

WILL SEND LETTER INDICATING COMMENTS
STANDARD MARINA CONDITIONS (EPA)

STANDARD FILL CONDITIONS (EPA)

STANDARD DREDGE CONDITIONS (EPA)

STANDARD DREDGE AND/OR FILL CONDITIONS (EPL)
STANDARD WETLAND CONSTRUCTION CONDITIONS
WATER QUALITY CERTIFILCATION APPROVED W/ FOLLOWING
CONDITTIONS:

AT OO~ O U W

IR O R AR B N

=

WETLANDS LICENSE/PERMIT:
HAZ BEEN ISSUED
WILL: PROBABLY BE ISSUED WITH THESE SPECIAL
CONDITIONS:

OTHER COMMENTS:




' {(ATTACH SHEET TO

CONTINUE)

STIGNATURE : y CQG_ DATE : S/32/.
_C;M_ /Cy /2o ot




TIERED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for the PROPOSED MASONVILLE DREDGED
MATERIAL CONTAINMENT FACILITY, Baltimore, Maryland, May 2006
(Review Comments)

Monday, October 09, 2006

Submitted by: Nathaniel K. Brown, Harbor Development
Maryland Port Administration

Volume Page Number or Section Comments
Reference
Volume 1 of 2 Cover Sheet, Page 1, Please correct and change reference to the State’s DMMP. The appropriate reference
ABSTRACT should be the State’s Dredged Material Management Program. It is not a plan.
Same as above Same as above, next to last & The font in these sentences appears to be different from most of the paragraph.
last sentence
Table of Contents ~ Page xiv, number 5-8 Please correct page number and change to page 5-20.
Glossary Page GL-5 Include glossary definitions for the federal and state DMMPs.
NEPA Index Page IN-2 Change Dredged Material Management Plan — State to Dredged Material
Management Program
Chapter 1 Page 1-10, line 336 Correct and change from 2000 t to 2000 ft.
Introduction
Chapter 7, Page 7-2, lines 82 and 83 The sentence referencing the project schedule in Appendix N seems ambiguous and
Implementation of could mislead. In reviewing the schedule in Appendix N, it does not indicate a full
Recommended timetable for these permits.
Plan
Appendix C, Figure C-2 The black labeling on the map should be sharpened and cleared up to match the clear
Ecological Studies labeling on the preceding map for Figure C-1.
Appendix C, Figure C-3 Same as above.
Ecological Studies
Appendix C, Figure C-4 Same as above.




Ecological Studies

Appendix N, Project Schedule, line 23 This item on this schedule should be specifically named, as well as all other
Project appropriate permits. A separate schedule specific for permit applying should be
Construction develop, as this table does not completely reference each permit.




Page 1 of 1

McCormick, Kaitlin

From: Romeo, Jon NAB02 [JON.ROMEO@nab02.usace.army.mil]
Sent: Monday, May 22, 2006 10:34 AM

To: McCormick, Kaitlin

Subject: FW: Addition Review Comments on the Masonville DMCF DEIS

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

From: Nat Brown [mailto:nbrown2@marylandports.com]

Sent: Friday, May 19, 2006 9:49 AM

To: Romeo, Jon NABO2

Cc: Steve Storms

Subject: Addition Review Comments on the Masonville DMCF DEIS

Hello Jon:
Please accept these additional review comments on the Masonville DMCF DEIS.

- There did not seem to be apparent reference in the document indicating whether there was landside
groundwater contamination at Masonville.

- In Volume 1 of 2 in the Chapter 11 Distribution List, page 11-3, please affix the following changes:

e 1st column- Delete the listing for Mary Abrams at the Maryland Department of Planning. She is no longer
working for that Department.

e 1st column - Change the title for Frank L. Hamons to Deputy Director for Harbor Development.

e 1st column - The letters J.D. follow the name of Linda Janey. Her job title is Director, State
Clearinghouse. Room number is 1104. Last part of the zip code is 2305.

e 3rd column - listing of my name. Please include Harbor Development.
Thank you.

Nat Brown
Harbor Development
MPA

10/9/2006
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June 29, 2006

Mr. Jon Romeo

Project Manager, CENAB-OP-RMN

U.5. Army Cowps of Engincors, Baltimore District
P.0.Box 1715

Baltimore, MDY 21203-1715

State Application Identifier: MID20060315-0469

New Reply Due Date:  07/14/2006
Project Description: Tiered Draft Environmental lmpact Statement: Proposed Masonville Dredged Material Containument

Facility: application for alteration of a waterway: proposed compensatory mitigation measures: filling open water in the
Patapsco River

Project Location: Ealtimore City

Clearinghouss Contact: Bob Rosenbush

Dear Mt, Romeo:

The State Cleatinghouse received the enclosed comments regarding the referenced project from the Baltimore City Department of
Public Works.

The comments indicate the need for further study concerning the feasibility or advisability of water main, and stortn drain
relocation in the vicinity of the proposed action. Baltimore City requested a meeting with the U.S. Army Corps of Engincers. Sce
the attached response form and memorandum.

Considetation of the comments will requirc an cxtension of the initiel review period. The new reply date is noted above. We
encourage you to make an effort to provide clarifying information or resolve conflicting concerns. You may consult directly with
the commenting parties. Please send a copy of any corrcspondence between you and the reviewing agencies. Upon request, the
Clearinghouse can provide assistance to resolve conflicting concerns.

The Cleatinghouse requests a response to the enclosed comments by July 14, 2006 1o allow us to expeditiously conclude this
review. Your cooperation and attention to the review process is appreciated. Should you have any questions, contact the State
Clearinghouse staff person noted above at 410-767-4490 or through e-mail at brosenbush@mdp state.md.us. Your cooperation
and attention to the review process is appreciated

Sincerely,

Linda C. Janey, 1.D., Director
Maryland State Clearinghouse for Intergovermmental Assistance
LCI:BR

Enclosure {Comments Received)
cc: Nathaniel Brown — MPA*
Terry Royee - BCIT

06-0469_0ACR.OTH.doc

307 West Prestan Stroet @ Suite 1101 @ Beltinors, Maryland 21201-2303
Teicpbone: 410.767.4500 # Fax: 410.767.4480 # Tl Free: 1.877.767.6272 # TTY Ulsers: Muoyyiand Refay
Tntarncs: unmy MIDP. stetemé.os



MARYLAND
/J ENVIRONMENTAL
a4 serVICE

Robert L. Ehrlich, Jr., Governor

James M. Harkins, Director
June 30, 2006

Linda C. Jansey, 1.D., Director

MD State Clearing House

for Intergovernmental Assistance
Maryland Department of Planning
301 West Preston Street, Room 1104
Baljtimore, MD 21201-2305

Re:  State Application ID MD20060515-0469
Tiered Draft Environmental Impact Statement: Proposed Masonville Dredged Material

Containment Facility (DMCF)

Dear Ms. Iansey,

Maryland FEnvironmental Service (MES) has received a request for review and
recommendations for the above-referenced report.

Our response to the request for review and recommendations is based on our involvement
with the report, including writing and editing some of the text, and reviewing the complete
document as distributed. It is MES” position that the preferred action identified in the Tiered Draft
EIS for the Proposed Masonville DMCF is consistent with the Agency’s plans, programs and

objectives.

While MES is pleased to have had the opportunity to participate in the completion of the
Ticred Draft EIS for the Proposed Masonville DMCEF, the regulations affecting the proposed plan
are regulated or enforced by other State and Federal agencies. Therefore, MES defers to each
responsible agency for concurrence on these specific components (US Fish and Wildlife Servicefor. _.
Endangered species concerns, Maryland Department of the Environment for water quality concerns,

etc.).

Thank you for providing MES with an opportunity to comment on the proposed project.
Please direct any questions regarding this correspondence or additional requested information to

Cecelia L. Donovan of my staff at (410) 729-8200.

Attachments Sincerely,
CC: Mr. James Harkins Charles Madison
Mr. John O'Neill Executive Director
Ms. Cecelia Donovan Techttical and Environmental Services

259 Najoles Road + Millersville, Maryland « 21108
phone 410-729-8200 - fax 410-729-8220 « www.menv.com



RE: MPA/Masonville DMCF (CENAB-OP-RMN 200663743/06-WL-1653) Page 1 of 2

McCormick, Kaitlin

From: Romeo, Jon NABO2 [JON.ROMEO@nab02.usace.army.mil]

Sent: Wednesday, July 19, 2006 10:44 AM

To: McCormick, Kaitlin

Cc: Hobbs, Vance G NAB02

Subject: FW: MPA/Masonville DMCF (CENAB-OP-RMN 200663743/06-WL-1653)

FYI

From: Laura.H.Weems@uscg.mil [mailto:Laura.H.Weems@uscg.mil]

Sent: Monday, July 17, 2006 9:43 AM

To: Houck, Ronald

Cc: Grimes, Albert; Romeo, Jon NAB0O2

Subject: RE: MPA/Masonville DMCF (CENAB-OP-RMN 200663743/06-WL-1653)

Ron, If you recommend it, | concur. Thank you for bringing to my attention. v/r, Ihw

From: Houck, Ronald

Sent: Friday, July 07, 2006 9:13 AM

To: Weems, Laura LCDR

Cc:  Grimes, Albert; 'JON.ROMEO@nab02.usace.army.mil'

Subject: MPA/Masonville DMCF (CENAB-OP-RMN 200663743/06-WL-1653)

Importance:  High
Commander,

Given the location and scope of the proposed project, recommend the COTP do a USCG initial
risk assessment, per the guidance found at:

* August 15, 2000 G-MWP Policy Letter (.pdf)
Section 10 Permit Review Guidance Section 10 Permit Review Risk Assessment Model

The Public Notice, dated 30 JUNE 2006, can be found at:

http://www.nab.usace.army.mil/Requlatory/PublicNotice/Masonville/PN06-37.pdf

Please advise.

Ron Houck, BOSN3 (Ret.), USCG

Marine Information Specialist

U.S. Coast Guard Sector Baltimore

Waterways Management Division

Office: 410-576-2674, Fax: 410-576-2553,
24-Hrs: 410-576-2693 http://homeport.uscg.mil

10/9/2006
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"Homaland Securi 1). 5. Coast Guard alimore, -
Yy Sector Baltimere Staff Symhol: PRV

Phone: {410) §76-2519

United States Fax: (410) 576-2553

Coast Guard

16601
JUL 26 2006
ME NDUM
Fo
From:~+&-H. Weems, LCDR Replyto Waterways Management
Chief, Prevention Department Division
CG SECTOR Baltimore Attnoff  Mr. Ron Houck

(410) 576-2674
To: Commander, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Baltimore District (CENAB-OP-RMN)
Subj: REVIEW OF U.8. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS PERMIT APPLICATION

1. 1am writing concerning USACE Notice of Availability and Joint Public Notice with the
Maryland Department of the Environment dated June 30, 2006. In accordance with the
USCG/USACE Memorandum of Agreement dated June 2, 2000, we have reviewed the Joint
Public Notice. As a result of the review of this public notice, we intend to conduct a risk
assessment for the permit application in the Joint Public Notice listed as MPA/Masonville DMCF
(2006-63743/06-W1I-1653/06-NT-0193) in the Patapsco River (Middle Branch), Baltimore
Harbor, in Baltimore, Maryland. In addition, the application for the proposed dredged material
containment facility has been sent via electronic mail to our Fifth Coast Guard District,
Watcrways Management Section, for intra-Coast Guard coordination.

2. If you have any questions concerning this matter, please feel free to contact Mr. Ron Houck
at 410-576-2674 or Ronald.L. Houck@uscg.mi].

#

Copy: CGD FIVE (dpw)
Maryland Department of the Environment
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JUL 2 8 2006

Vance G. Hobbs

Chref, Marvland Scction Northern

Opurations Division

Baltimore District, US Arny Corps of Enginecers
PO Box 1715

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

Dear Mr. Hobbs,

This is in response to your letter dated May 2, 2006 regarding the proposed Masonville Dredged
Materia! Containment Facility (DMCF). The purpose of the proposed project i3 to creatc a
dredged matcrial containment facility to help mect the 20-year Baltimore Harbor dredging need
to place 1.5 million cubic yards (MCY") of dredged material per year. The proposed Masonville
DMCF would meet anticipated shortages in placement capacity beginning with placement of
dredged material in 2009 at the site. Once the facility reaches capacity (in 2029}, it will be
converted to 4 cargo terminal. The proposed project is located in the middle branch of the
Patapsco River. actoss from South Locust Point near the Baltimore Harbor Tunnel, NOAA’s
National Marine Fishertes Service (NMF3S) provided information on the presence of listed
species in the action arca in letters dated October 11, 2005 and March 23, 2006, The Army
Corps of Engineers (ACOE} has requested continued consultation and has made the preliminary
determination that the proposed project will have no effect or is unlikely to have an effect on
species Jisted under the junisdiction of NMFES.

As noted in the above referenced letters, several threatened and endangered spacies under the
Jurisdiction of NMFS can be found in the Chesapeake Bay.and its tidal fributaries. Several
species of sea turtles arc known to be present in the Chesapeake Bay from April 1 - Nuvember
30 each year. However, as noted in that letier, sea turtles are most commonly found in the waters
sout of the Potomac River and no sea turtles are known to occwr in the Patapsco River or
Baltimore Harbor.

The federally cndangered shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) 1s known to be present in
the Chesapeake Bay. As noted in the January 30 letter, during the 1996-2005 time period, the
incidental capture of seventy-two different shortnose sturgeon in the Chesapeake Bay and its
tributaries had been reported via the US Fish and Wildlife Service Atlantic sturgeon reward
program. This number includes four shortnose sturgeon captured incidentally in fishing gear at
the mouth of the Patapsco River, spproximately 7 miles downstream of the proposed project.
While no shortnose sturgeon have been captured in Baltimore Harbor, shortnose sturgeon octur,
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in1 other heavily industrialized arcas {j.¢., Philadelphia, New York Harbor) and the best available
information suggests that rare transient shortnose sturgeon may occur in Baltimore Harbor,

The habitat characteristics of Baltimore Harbor are not consistent with the habitats used by
shortnose sturgeon for spawning. Additionally, the area to be affected by the proposed project is
an existing marine terminal that is subject to constant scouring and disturbance and is not known
to support furage items for shortnose sturgeon. As such, it is unlikely that it is used by shortnose
sturgeon for foraging or overwintering and, as noted above, shorinose sturgeon occurrence at the
project site is likely to be rare.

The discharge of dredged material at the site has the potential to affect fish eggs and larvae
through bunial. However, as noted above, the Patapsco River is not consistent with preferred
shortnose sturpgeon spawning habitat and no shertnose sturgeon eggs or arvae are likely to be
present in the area. As such, no effects to shortnose sturgeon are likely as a result of the
discharge of fill assoclated with this project,

Due to the Jow likelihood of shortnose sturgeon ocourring at the project ares, the likelihood for
any effects to shortnose sturgeon is discountable, As noted above, no divect effects to sea turtles
arc expected from the construction of the facility as these species are not likely to occur in (he
Patapsco River.

Once filled, the Masonville DMCF will be used to construct a container terminal. Operation of
the terminal is not expected to occur until 2029. The additional capacity for receiving cargo is
expected to lead to an increase in shipping traffic in the Chesapeake Bay and Baltitnore Harbor.
These vessels will travel in and out of the Chesapeake Bay using existing shipping channels.

Sea turtles are likely to occur in the Jower Chesapeake Bay and the area of the Atlantic Ocean
where carge ships will be transiting on their way to and from the Masonville DMCF terminal.
While sea turtles have been reported with injuries consistent with propeller wounds, these
interactions are likely from small, fast moving vessels, such as recreational boats. Baged on the
best availeble information, sea turtles are thought to be able to avoid large vessels or to be.
pushed vut of the impact zone by prop wash or bow wake and the likelihood of an interaction
betwcen a sea turtle and a large cargo vessel using the terminal is discountable.

Right whale sightings data from 1974 - 2002 reported between 13 and 15 right whales within 30
nautical miles of the entrance to the Chesapeake Bay, with 2 whales reported within the
nearshore shipping channels and none reported in the inshore shipping channels. All commercial
vessels operating in the area receive whale sighting information from the US Coast Guard and
the ACOE has indicated that vessel operators participate in voluntary reporting of whale
sightings. Based on the low frequency of whale sightings in the shipping channels and the
participation of commercial vesscls in voluntary reporting when traveling in the region, the
ACOE has made the determination that the potential for vessel strikes as a result of the
construction of the expansion and the future operations of a marine terminal are negligible.
However, as the facility will not begin receiving vessel traffic until 2029, it is difficult for NMFS
to reasonably predict what impacts this increase in traffic will have on whale populations. This
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uncertainty is based on a lack of information on the likely routes that the cargo ships will be
taking to and from the terminal and an inability to forecast the condition of the whale populations
at that time as it is ouiside of the reasonably foreseeable future. NMFS will need to consider the
impact of increased shipping traffic over the entirety of the route, and not just within the
Baltimore shipping channels and the immediate project vicinity.

Based on the above analysis, at this time NMFS is able to concur with the ACOE’s determination
that the constructivn of the Masonville DMCF is not likely to adversely affect listed sea turtles or
shortnose sturgeon. However, duc to the fact that the nse of the facility as a cargo terminal will
not begin until 2029 and the likely routes that the cargo vessels will be using are not yet known,
NMEFS i3 not able to reasonably predict what effect this project will have on listed whales.
Therefore, NMFS recommends that the ACOE reinitiate consultation when more details on the
vessels that will be using the cargo tenminal are available, The details needed will include the
sizc und speed of the vessels, the erigin of the vessels, and the routes that the vessels will be
taking to and from the facility. Should you have any questions regarding the comments
pertaining to sca turtles or shortnose sturgeon please contact Julie Crocker at (978)281-9300
x6530. To discuss the whale-vessel interactions, please contact Kristen Koyama at (978)28 | -
9300 x6531.

Sincerely,

atricia lﬂ\urkué

Regional Adminjstrator

Cec:  Scida, F/NER3J
Nichols, F'NERY
Williams, GONE

File Code: Se¢ 7 ACDE NAB Masonvillc DMCF Brjlimere Harber

PCTS I¥NER/2006/02086
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August 4, 2006

Mr. Jon Romeo

Project Manager, CENAB-OP-RMN

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
PO . Box 1715

Baltimore, MDD 21203-1715

State Application Identifier: MD20060515-0469

Applicant:  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District

Project Description: Ticred Draft Environmental Impact Staicment: Proposed Masonville Dredged Material
Countainment Facility: application for alteration of a waterway: proposed compensatory tnitigation
measures: filling open water in the Patapsco River

Project Location: Baltimore City

Approving Authority:  U.S. Department of Defense

Recommendation:  Consistent with Qualifying Comments, and Contingent Upon Certain Actions

Dear Mr. Romeo:

In accordance with Presidential Executive Order 12372 and Code of Maryland Regulation 14.24.04, the State
Clearinghouse has coordinated the intergovernmental review of the referenced project. This letter, with
attachments, constitutes the State process review and recommendation based upon comments received to date. This
reconynendation is valid for a period of three years from the date of this letter.

Review comments were requested from the Maryland Departments of Health & Mental Hygiene, State Police,
Natutal Regonrces, General Servizes. the Environment, the Maryland Environmental Service, Agriculture,
Transportation, Baltimore City, and the Maryland Department of Planning, including the Maryland Historical Trust.
As of this date, the Maryland Departments of Health & Mental Hygicne, Natural Resources have not submitted
comments. This recommendation is contingent upon the applicant considering and addressing any problems
or conditions that may be identified by their review. Any comments received will be forwarded. The

Maryland Department of State Police had no comments.

Baltimore City submitted adverse comments to portions of this proposal. Baltimore City raised problems
concerning compatibility with its plans, programs, and objectives. The Baltimore City Department of Public
Works sought a meeting with the Applicant to discuss its concerns about the feasibility or advisability of isolating
and relocating the City-owned 48-inch water main, and a storm drain. [t is understood that a mecting is being
arranged between the Maryland Port Administration, and Baltimore City. See the attached responsc form, and
comments.

3001 Uiest Proston Shvet ®# Nuite 707 # Bt Marpland 212012303
Teigphose 4 10, 7674500 @ Fan 470,767 4181« Tyft Frow: 147776 7,6272 @ TTY Ulsers: Meavland Reloy
Tutermet: wamm MEIE, stoto.peel. ix



Mz, Jon Romeo
August 4, 2006
Page 2

The Maryland Department of the Environment found this project to be gencrally consistent with their plans,
programs, and objectives, but included these qualifying comments.

1. Construction, renovation and/er demolition of buildings and roadways must be performed in conformance
with State regulations pertaining to "Particulate Matter from Materials Handling and Construction" (COMAR
26.11.06.03D), requiring that during any construction and/or demolition work, reasonable precaution must be taken
to prevent particulate matter, such as fugitive dust, from becoming airborne.

The Maryland Departments of Agriculture, General Services, Transportation, and the Maryland Environmental
Service, found this project to be consistent with their plans, programs, and objectives. The Maryland
Environmental Service clarified its role as a writer, and editor of some of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. See attached letter. -

The Maryland Historical Trust has determined that the project will have "no cffect” on historic properties and that
the federal and/or State historic preservation requirements have been met.

Any statement of consideration given to the comments should be submitted to the approving authority, with
a copy to the State Clearinghouse. The State Application Identifier Number must be placed on any
correspondence pertaining to this project, The State Clearinghousc must be kept informed if the approving
authority cannot accommodate the recormmendation.

Please remember, you must comply with all applicable state and local laws and regulations. If you need assistance
or have questions, contact the State Clearinghouse staff person noted above at 410-767-4490 or through e-mail at
brosenbush@mdp.statc.md.us. Also please complete the attached form and refurn it to the State
Clearinghouse as soon as the status of the project is known. A4ny substitutions of this form must include the
State Application Identifier Number. This will ensure that our files are completc.

Thank you for your cooperation with the MIRC process.
Sineerel

i

Linda C. Janey, 1.D., Directof
Maryland State Clearinghouse
for Intergovernmental Assistance

LCEBR
Enclosure(s}
cc: Terty Royee - BCIT
Elizabeth Barnard - DHMH* Joane Mueller - MDE* Cindy Johnson - MDOT
William Ebarc - MDSP James Harkins - MES*
Ray Dintaman - DNR Beth Cote - MHT
Nelson Reichart - DGS Sandy Redmer - MDA

06-0468_CRR CLS doc



United States Department of the Interior k"

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY —‘:.h
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
TAKE PRIDE
Custom House, Room 244 INAMERICA
200 Chestnut Street
IN REPLY REFER TO: Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-2904

August 8, 2006

ER 06/464 & 669

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Attn: Mr. Jon Romeo
CENAB-OP-RMN

P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

Dear Mr. Romeo:

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the Tiered Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Proposed Masonville Dredged Material Containment Facility, Baltimore, Maryland and
the Supplement, dated May 2006 and June 2006, respectively. Please consider the following
comments in completing the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

GENERAL COMMENTS

We are disappointed that the Maryland Port Administration (MPA) is proposing to fill 127 acres
of Chesapeake Bay bottom for a non-water dependent fill. At a time when a multi-state/federal
partnership is attempting to restore the Bay, we believe that the message is being sent that such
efforts are unimportant. While the site is heavily contaminated by past industrial abuse, this is
not justification for filling it. We believe that upland alternatives, such as Sparrows Point
uplands, may exist that would have less adverse impact to the environment. The need for
capacity could be reduced if beneficial re-use was more aggressively pursued. We believe that
the mitigation is inadequate for an impact of this magnitude, the largest in recent history.
Although MPA has made mitigation a high priority, there are few opportunities in the
urban/industrial setting around the site to accomplish meaningful projects and will be even
harder to achieve if future projects, e.g. BP-Fairfield and Sparrows Point, are pursued. All of the
mitigation is out-of-kind. In order to enhance the inadequate mitigation package, we suggest
that a portion of future profits from Masonville and/or other port facilities be dedicated to
beneficial re-use implementation.

COMMENTS ON THE CORPS SECTION 10/404 PERMIT

For the reasons cited above, e.g., non-water dependency and lack of adequate mitigation, we
recommend that a permit not be issued for this project.



Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. Any questions or further coordination
on fish and wildlife resource issues should be directed to Bob Zepp of the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife’s Chesapeake Bay Field Office at (410) 573-4536.

Sincerely,

Tidad 7~k

Michael T. Chezik
Regional Environmental Officer

cc: Bob Zepp- FWS-CBFO
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MARYLAND Robert L. Efrlich, Jr., Governar

August 10, 2006

Mr. Vance Hobbs, Chief

Maryland Section Northern

Regulatory Branch

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

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Attn:  Jon Romeo

Subyject: CENAB-OP-RMN (MD MPA/Masonville DMCF); 06-63743; Patapsco River;
Patapsco River Area; Baltimore City

And

Modification of CENAB-OP-RMN (MD MPA/Harbor Wide Dredging); 04-60754-1;
Patapsco River; Patapsco River Area; Baltimore City

Dear Mr. Hobbs:

The above referenced project has been reviewed by the Department of Natural Resources for
associated ecological impacts. The applicant proposes to construct a 141-acre dredge matenal
containment facility to the east of Masonville Cove in the Patapsco River and within Baltimore
Harbor. The proposed facility will require the filling of 127 acres of open water and will require
mitigation. An additional three acres of unauthorized legacy fill will also require miligation. An
additional acre of vegetated wetlands will be impacted by dike construction or storm drain relocation
and will require mitigation. The proposed facility will have a capacity of 16 million cubic vards
(mcy). The annual placement capacity is expected to be 0.5 to 1.0 mcy. The applicant is also
proposing a modification to their existing Harbor-wide dredging permit to allow for the use of 0.5-
0.8 mey of sandy material to be dredged from the area of the Seagirt Marine Terminal in the
construction of the proposed Masonville Dredged Material Containment Facility (DMCF). The

- sandy material is proposed to be obtained as part of a proposcd deepening of the Seagirt basin and
access channels from a maximum of minus 36 fect at Mean Low Water (MLW) to a maximum of
minus 52 feet at MLW,

The documents, Tiered Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Masonville
Dredged Material Containment Facility, Baltimore, Marvland, May 2006 and the Supplemental

Tawes State Office Building - 580 Taylor Avenue - Annapolis, Maryland 21401
410.260.80NR or toll free in Maryland 877.620.8DNR ~ www.dnr.maryfand.gov « TTY users call via Maryland Relay



Notice regarding modification of the existing dredging permit, were submitted for intemnal review
within the Department by the Environmental Review Unit. Comments received from that review are
provided below:

1. The Patapsco River, upstream of the proposed Masonville DMCEF, has been documented as
an important anadromous fish spawning area for herring (Alosa sp.), white perch (Morone
americana) and yellow perch (Perca flavescens). The proposed removal of unsuitable
foundation material at the Masonville site will result in the resuspension of sediments that
could ncgatively impact these species as they move past the Masonville site to thejr upstream
spawning locations and again during outmigration. The Department requests that the
proposed pre-dredging at the Masonville site not occur during the period 15 February through
15 June of any year to protect spawning anadromous and resident fish species. In addition,
the proposcd placement at the Masonville site of sandy material dredged at the Scagirt .
Marine Terminal should not occur during the same time period unless the materia) is placed
behind already constructed containment dikes similar to fhe procedure that was used in the
construction of the perimeter dikes at the Poplar Island Environmental Restoration Project.

2. A Bald Eagle nest had been located on the west side of Masonville Cove. However, the ncst
site, which was documented as being used in 2004, has fallen down. A survey on 6 April
2006 by Departmental biologists found no active eagle nest although one adult was observed
flying from the area. Based on the tecommendations of our biologists, the Department is not
requesting a time-of-year restriction on construction activitics at the Masonville site at this
time. However, the applicant should be aware that if the eagles reestablish a nest near the
site, the Department would request that time-of-year restrictions be placed on construction
and operational activities at the Masonville site to minimize disturbance to the nesting cagles,

The area of the project site that would be subject to the eagie time-of-year restrictions would
depend on the new location of the nest and would cncornpass an area of 0.25-mile radius
around the nest tree,

3. The proposed project site is correctly identified in the Tiered Draft EIS as being in the States
Critical Area. The applicant should continuc to coordinate with the State’s Critical Area
Commission in their review of the proposed project.

4. The Department is concerned that meeting the future placement needs for material dredged
from Baltimore Harbor will result in proposals to fill additional open water areas within the
harbor. The Tiered Draft EIS states that the MPA is committed to “devel oping a strategy to
process 0.5 mey of dredged material annually through cost-effective and safe innovative
reuses by 2023”. The Department is aware that the Maryland Port Authority (MPA) is
proceeding to study possible innovative reuse ideas. Itis our hope that innovative reuse will
become a reality and thus minimize the need for any future fAilling of open water habitat for a
DMCF. The Department urges MPA to actively continue seeking input from both the public
and private sectors in developing innovative reuse projects for Baltimore Harbor dredge
material,



5. The Department has been actively invelved in the various inter-agency workgroups that have
teviewed potential disposal sites for Baltimore Harbor dredge miaterial and the potential
mitigation projects proposed in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan. The Department views the
proposed Conceptual Mitigation Plan as an excellent start and looks forward to continued
involvement in the process to develop the final miti gation pian. The difficulty in developing
the mitigation plan for this project highlights the need for innovative reuses of dredged
material to hopefully avoid auy fiture need to fill open water habitat within Baltimore
Harbor for a dredge material containment facility.

Should you require additional information on this project, please feel free to contact Roland
Limpert of my staff at 410-260-8330.

Sincerely,

Ray C, Dintaman, Ir., Director
Environmental Review Unit

RCD:RIL

cer Frank Dawson, Acting Assistant Secretary
Dave Goshowm, DNR-RAS
Howard King, DNR-FS
Lori Byine, DNR-WHS
Regma Esslinger, DNR-CAC
Bob Cuthbertson, MDE-Tidal Wetlands (06-WIL-1653 & 04-WL-0693)



McCormick, Kaitlin

From: Romeo, Jon NABO2 [JON.ROMEO@nab02.usace.army.mil]

Sent: Friday, August 11, 2006 9:45 AM

To: Frazier, Mary A NABO2; Boraczek, Jane; Hobbs, Vance G NABO02; McCormick, Kaitlin;
McKee, Jeffrey A NABO2; Steve Storms

Subject: FW: MPA/Masonville DMCF (CENAB-OP-RMN 200663743/06-WL-1653) - USCG risk
assessment

Attachments: Scan001.PDF

FOF g

Scan001.PDF (290
KB)
To all-

For your information.
Jon

----- Original Message-----

From: Ronald.L.Houck@uscg.mil [mailto:Ronald.L.Houck@uscg.mil]

Sent: Friday, August 11, 2006 9:35 AM

To: Romeo, Jon NABO2

Cc: Grimes, Albert; rcuthbertson@mde.state.md.us; asigillito@mde.state.md.us; Weems, Laura
LCDR

Subject: MPA/Masonville DMCF (CENAB-OP-RMN 200663743/06-WL-1653) - USCG risk assessment

Jon,

The Coast Guard®s initial risk assessment for this proposed project is attached (no fax to
be sent). The original will be placed in the mail today, to your attention. For any
comments or questions, please don"t hesitate to contact me.

v/r,

Ron Houck, BOSN3 (Ret.), USCG

Marine Information Specialist

U.S. Coast Guard Sector Baltimore

Waterways Management Division

Office: 410-576-2674, Fax: 410-576-2553,
24-Hrs: 410-576-2693 http://homeport.uscg.mil



For each area of concern, assess the risk to the structure or project based on where it is located on a waterway.

Category related risk estimates

;T:e:i Mishap Risk Factors Likelihood Score RIN Percent
Catl Catlh | Catil Cumutative Risk
A. [Adlision Scores reflect a possible increase in risk of injuries fo facility
personnel or vesset crew that would result from allision with project 0 1.0811 6.47%
B. ICollision structures or collision with vessels maneuvering alongside the
Public Safety proposed facility, due to its proximily to existing federal navigation 0 1.0811 6.47%
fmpact = projects. Change to risk is the result of proposed project’s
) existence beyond established plerhead/bulkhead lines, providing
approximately 135' between the Ferry Bar Channel and the
D. armored dike at the proposed facility.
Total estimate of risk to public safety associated with project location 2.162 12.94%
A. [Allision Scores reflect no change in risk to marine environment or sensitive
areas, including oitfhazmat spili or other physical damage, 1o the 0 1.0000 5.99%
B. ICollision proposed facility resulting from a vessel allision with the proposed
) facifity or a coflision with another vesse! berthed at or operating 0 1.0000 5.99%
Environmental .
near it.
Impact C.
D.
Total estimate of risk to the marine environment associated with project location 2.000 11.97%
A. {Allision Scores reflect a possible increase in 1isk to proposed facility and
disrieption of port operations resuiting from & vesse! alfision or 0 1.0811 6.47%
B [Collision collision where the proposed facility or adjacent faciliies might
‘ sustain structural damage, or either are not safe to be occupied or 0 1.0811 6.47%
Economic operated due to possible mishaps. Damage due to proposed
Impact C. . -
project location includes wake damage, storm surge and the
formation and movement of ice. Safety of navigation in the
D. immediate vicinity of the Ferry Bar and Fort McHenry Channels
may be reasonably impacted by the proposed facility.
Total estimate of risk to economic loss associated with project location 2.162 12.94%
TOTAL RISK ESTIMATE FOR PROJECT LOCATION 6,324 37.86%

Worksheet

Page 2



U.S. Department of

" Commander 2401 Hawkins Point Road
Homeland Security /’" \ Y. S. Coast Guard Baltimore, MD 21226-1791
il Sector Baftimore Staff Symbol: PRV

Phone: (410} 576-2519

United States Fax: (410) 576-2553

Coast Guard

16600
AlG |0 2008
MEMORANDUM
==.f' " *{WM
4 £ .
From: (L.H: \{feems LCDR Replyto: Navigation Branch
Chief Waterways Management Division Attnof:  Mr. Ron Houck
CG SECTOR Baltimore (410) 576-2674

To: Commander, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Baltimore District (CENAB-OP-RMN})
Subj: REVIEW OF U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS PERMIT APPLICATION

1. am writing concerning a Department of the Army permit application listed as
MPA/Masonville DMCF (2006-63743/06-WL-1653/06-NT-0193) in the Patapsco River (Middle
Branch), Baltimore Harbor, in Baltimore, Maryland. In accordance with the USCG/USACE
Memorandum of Agreement dated June 2, 2000, I have reviewed the applicant’s plans for the
Masonville Dredged Material Containment Facility. A preliminary risk assessment (risk
screening) for the proposed facility, which is enclosed, was conducted by this office and has
revealed no significant issues.

2. On the enclosed preliminary risk assessment report, two Risk Index Numbers (RIN) are
provided. This index helps to highlight where the greatest potential risk exists, A RIN of'1
indicates that there is no increased risk as a result of the project, while a RIN of .0001 and 10,000
represents the respective minimum and maximum levels of risk that could be identified using this
system. The Risk Index Numbers from this report, 6.3 and 10.4, indicate little potential for
increased risk to the waterway as a result of approving this project.

3. As aresult of the risk assessment, the most likely mishaps to occur were identified and are
the following: allision, collision, and grounding. For each of these potential mishaps, the
following mitigating factor is recommended as a condition for a USACE permit.

a. To mitigate the risk of an allision, collision or grounding, the construction of the
proposed rock armor dike (3800 in length) and bulkhead (1200" in length) structures should
include markings at sufficient intervals along the dike wall and at the northernmost corner of the
bulkhead; the proposed relocation of sunken barges to an area previously known to be free of
such hazards, should only be allowed if proper wreck marking is conducted and NOAA chart
updates are applied; and the owner of the existing charted mooring buoy within the limits of the
proposed facility be notified to relocate or discontinue buoy. For all of these, as well as the
establishment of any access channel Private Aids to Navigation deemed necessary following the
completion of the proposed facility, the Coast Guard will require the preparation and submission
for Coast Guard approval, a Private Aids to Navigation Application (CG-2554). The
Commander, Fifth Coast Guard District, Waterways Management Section, is the best office to



Subj: REVIEW OF U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 16600
PERMIT APPLICATION A 10 2006

assist with such coordination. The point of contact for this issue is Mr. Albert Grimes, who can
be reached using the following information:

Commander (dpw)
Fifth Coast Guard District

Waterways Management Section Email: Albert.L.Grimes@uscg.mil
431 Crawford Street Phone: 757-398-6360
Portsmouth, VA 23704-5004 Fax: 757-398-6303

4. This project does not appear to significantly increase the risk posed to port or waterway
safety. As aresult of the preliminary risk assessment, my recommendation is: Issue permit with
conditions. The customary presence of recreational vessels and large passenger vessels in the
area during much of the year may require that further study be necessary in preventing such
mishaps. The type and location of existing federal aids to navigation in or near the waterway
may also be affected. In addition, the Maryland Boat Act Advisory Committee should consider
extending the existing Baltimore Inner and Northwest Harbors year-round 6-knot speed limit to
include a portion of the waterway adjacent to the proposed project site.

5. If you have any questions concerning my recommendations, please feel free to contact
Mr. Ron Houck at 410-576-2674 or Ronald.L..Houck/@uscg.mil.

#
Enclosure
Copy: CGD FIVE (dpw), (dpi)

Maryland Dept. of the Environment
Maryland Boat Act Advisory Committee



Report of USACE Permit Application Risk Assessment

USCG COTP Zone: Baltimore, Maryland

USACE District Engineer Office: Baltimore, Maryland

Structure or Project: MPA/Masonville DMCF

Location: Patapsco River {(Middie Branch), Baltimore, MD

New Structure or Project

Apptlication Number: CENAB-OP-RMN 2006-63743
Date of Public Notice: 30 Jun 2006

Existing Structure or Project
Date USACE Permit Issued: N/A

Recommended Action: lssue permit with conditions

Comments (must be included when it is recommended that a permit be issued with conditions or
that the permit be denied as well as whenever it is recommended that an existing permit be
modified, suspeneded or revoked)

For each of the possible risks, mitigating factors are recommended and should be considered:
1. The proposed rock armor dike (3800 in length) and bulkhead (1200 in length) structures, indicated on
the Patapsco River Encroachment Plan (sheet 02 of 25), should be marked in accordance with Title 33
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 64 at sufficient intervals along the dike wall and at the
northernmost corner of the bulkhead. 2. The proposed relocation of sunken barges located on the
western limit of the proposed dike wall, indicated on the project plans (sheets 02, 04, 05, 08 and 25 of
25), to an area previously known to be free of such hazards (location west of the proposed dike wall)
should be allowed only if proper marking is conducted in accordance with Title 33 CFR Part 64. 3. The
owner of the existing mooring buoy found on NOAA Chart 12281 and indicated on the project plan
{sheets 05 and 09 of 25), located within the limits of the proposed facility, should be notified for relocation
or discontinuance of the commercially-used mooring buoy.

For all of these mitigating factors, as well as the establishment of any access channel Private Aids to
Navigation deemed necessary following the completion of the proposed facility, the Coast Guard will
require the applicant to prepare and provide for Coast Guard approval, a Private Aids to Navigation
Application (CG-2554); the Commander, Fifth Coast Guard District, Waterways Management Section,
would assist in coordination. The point of contact for this issue is Mr, Albert Grimes, at 757-398-6360 or
Albert.L Grimes@uscg.mil.

Summary of Completed Risk Assessment

Percent
Cumulative
RIN Risk
Project Location 6.3 38%
Public Safety impact 2.2 13%
Environmental impact 2.0 12%
Economic Impact 2.2 13%
Vessel Traffic / Port Operations 10.4 62%
Public Safety impact 3.2 18%
Environmental Impagt 3.2 19%
Eeconomic Impact 4.0 24%

10f3 Encl



For each area of concern, assess the risk to the port or waterway based on the structure or project's impact on vessel traffic or port operations.
Category related risk estimates
2:::;2 Mishap Risk Factors Likelihcod Score RN Percent
Cat| Catil | CatHl Cumulative Risk
A. | Allision Scores reflect possible increase in risk to vessel passengeré and .
crew resulting from a vessel alfision with the proposed facility or 1 0 0 1.0811 6.47%
B ICollision collisior: with another vessel berthed at or near the proposed
) facility. Change to risk is result of several large passenger vessel 1 0 0 1.0811 6.47%
Public Safety )
Impact T lGrommm —{length 916 ft, beam 106 ft, capacity 2446 persons) calls toffrom
-[Prouncing South Locust Point cruise terminal from May through November 1 0 0 1.0811 6.47%
annually (28 departures scheduled for 2007).
D.
Estimate of risk to public safety associated with impact on vessel traffic / port operations 3.243 10.42%
A.|Coliision Scores reflect a possible increase in risk of environmental impact o
on the waterway and surrounding shoreline that would occur (and 1 0 0 1.0811 6.47%
B [Alision affect port operations) as a result of collision, aflision or grounding
. is not significant, Any material release due to proposed project 1 0 0 1.0811 6.47%
Environmental . . .
Impact ClGrouman structural failure, or oilthazmat spill from moored vessel, would
' g likely be of smalt quantity, short duration, and liftle impact. 0 0 0 1.0000 5.99%
D.
Estimate of risk to marine environment associated with impact on vessel traffic / port operations 3.162 18.93%
A, {Collision Scores reflect probable increase in risk to existing volume and type o
- of waterway users and waterfront activity resuiting from an allision, 1 0 0 1.0811 6.47%
B. | Allision collision and grounding. Use of commercial mooring buoy, owned
Econormic by Arundel Corp./Salisbury Towing, would be disrupted. Sunken 2 0 0 1.8919 11.33%
Impact C1Groumam : barges would be relocated. A temporary increase in marine traffic
| Prounding due to project construction anticipated. Traffic density increases 0 0 0 1.0000 5 90%,
during peak boating season, proposed project would likely have
D. some effect on the operation of vessels toffrom nearby recreational
waterfront facilities during daytime and nighttime.
Estimate of risk to economic loss associated with impact on vessel traffic / port operations 3.973 23.79%
TOTAL RiSK ESTIMATE FOR PROJECT IMPACT ON VESSEL TRAFFIC / PORT OPERAT!ONS 10.378 62.14%

Worksheet

Page 3



PAGE BS5/85
PRGE 03783

DEPRTMNT OF PLANNING

A5/27/2086 B9:42 418-244-7358
LEGIGLATIVE AFFAIRS

BR/2R/2086 11:56 410-545-7719

Maryland State Clearinghouze — Agency Ruview Requicst
Magonvifle Dredged Material Containment Facitity
Baltimore, Maryland

MD20060515-0469

Tiered Draft Bavironmental Impact Statement: Proposed Masonville
cation for Alterstion of a Waterway:

Deseription:
Pilling Open Water in the Patapsco River

Dredged Material Cortainment Facility: AppH
Proposcd Compensatory Mitigation Measures:

Applieant: 11.8. Army Corps of Bngineers, Baktimore District

Commexnts from Baltimore City Department of Public Works:

strict of the U.S. Armiy Corps of Engineets has made available & drafd
Environmental Impact Starement for assessing the impact of apd the foanibility for
placement of dredged materials from Baltimore Hasbor juto a confined disposal feeility to
be created adjacent to the Masonville Matine Terminal, Creation, of the facility would
cequire filling 130 acres of tidal open water, filling or impacting up to 1 acre of vegetated
wetlands, and burying or impaciing up to 10 acres of area within the Chesapeake Bay

~ Critica| Area buffer.
ent notes that the creation of this faxility would require relocating
a 48-mch City water main and & City storm drain, along with the installation of 3,200

(insar feet of storm drain pipe to discharge to tidal waters. This Departwent is comcerned

about the impact of the proposed contsioment facility on City-owned utilities, in .
main. Based on the informstion available, there is

particular the 48-inch water
the feasibility or advisability of water main and storm

jnsufficient detsil tb determine
draiti relocation, or even the ability to isclate and relocate the 48-inch water main.

Having had no prior notice of the Corps of Engineers possible need to relocate these
facilities, it is strongly recommended that the Corps armangc a meeting with

representatives of the Department of Pnblic Warks to examine in depth what can
and eappat be sccommodated.

The Baltimones Di

The impact statem

{ﬁkxﬁiﬁki}iagg



B6/27/2086 09:42 418-244-7358 DEPRTMNT OF PLANNING PAGE 84785
B6/ 2B/ WK 11:56 418-545-7719 LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS ~ PAGE B2/83

: ot
Please Complete Your Review & Recommendation Before June 27, 2006 3. 0}*

Return Camplatedl Form To:  Linda C. Janey, J.D., Diractor, Maryland State Clearingliouse for infergavammental Asaistines,
sment of Pianning, 301 West Praston Siroot, Reom1114, Ralfimore, MD 2120123

F

Maryland Da
Phonp: 410-787-448D Fax: A0-TET-4480
' [State Applieation identifine: MD20080515-8459 Clearinghause Contact: Bob Rosenbush, 410-767-4460
\ progenbush@mdp.state.md.us
location: BCIT
Applicant:  U.S. Army Gompe of Engineors, Baltimore District -
Nared Draft Envionmesital impact Stetement: Propssad Mascnville Dredged Matartal Cantainmant Facilmpplieaﬁon for

Deseription: ! M
alleration of & watenway: prposed edmpensafory mitigation messures: filling opan water in the Patapsco
Based on a Ravlew of the Infermation Provided, We Have Checked {s8) the Appropriate Determination Bejow

{1 |t 1s Consistant with pur plans, programs, and cijestives
It in Cohsistont with the policies contalnes (n Executive Ordor 01.01.1982.27 (Marviard Economic Growth, Resource Protection,

and Planning Act of 1002), Exasutiva Order 01.0,1330,04 (Smart Growth and Nalgiborhoot! Conservation Follcy), and our

plana, programms, and objecives,
(MHT GNLY) It har beon datermined that the project will have "no affeat® on hittorie properties and that the federal andfor State

C2 Inistoric prosatvatian requinemenin have been met

c4 IgNR ONLY) It has bean determined that this projent is in tha Cosstal Zone and iz net Meoneistent with tha Man/iand Geaatal
nie Minagemant Prograim.

DB ONLY) 1t In consishant with fha raquiremants of Siale Finance and Procurement Anicla 5-78-02; 03; 04 aid 05 Smart

smed Nolg nadmlsarvaﬂou Priorty Funding Araas),

c2

Calfaletant with our plns, programe, and i
it e Conaiptent with the Economic Growth, Resatiteg Pmdeition, and Planning Vislona (Flanning Act of 1992), State Firsnee and
Procultihfant Artidls 5-713 — Shmart Geewbtt aind Neighbormaad Congarvation (Prorty Funding Aress), aug our plans, programs, ane

L ol

GENERALLY CONSISTENT WITH GUALIFYING COMMENTS: L Is garsrally

oblacie, Bt tha-aitoshed gualltying comsment ia submitted for consideratfon.

e CONTINGENT UPON BERTAIN ACTIONS: ftis gensrally Consistent will our
peitain Biiing Say takeh ds notad in the attached comment{s).,

GONSISTENT: [ rikleae probiesms conceming campaiiily with our plans, programa, shleatives, or Planning Act
te exdsting pmw activities, as indicated in the attschad comment(s), if & meeting with the

NGT

3 [vinmod/lidims be it moy dupfica

xS oo o

AUDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTRD: Addtlanal information s required 4 complets the review. Tha information haeded
x| RA (i jienthia solow, If o axtdnsion of the review perlod io raquasted, pleg;‘édm& hars: erJ "

FURTHERINTEREST! Dua 19 further nterestiquestions conuemning this project, we request tat the Chaaringhauss eet up a

ns

plana, pragrams and objsctives contingent upon

R |oarifuiings will the Hpplicant
BUPPORTS: Sipporis ‘Smart Growth® ant Faderal Executive Order 12072 (Federal Space Managemont), which fodaral
RE [, Joneldn oy locate faciiiés in urban areas, i e ) Which directa
. ',‘”. ,-'-_--v'_ =
Attach gdqtﬁi\[iil"g‘f%hmmu ¥ necascary OR use theces spaces: Mseting reqested with Applicant;
Ly M
J ""_gi;'_\,‘ I.!:;;: L
Namo: .. u@scrgel..Winfiald Director . Senawn: sy T \IAEZE
tygantestion: uﬂ i of Public Wa Phoner: (41073063310 4

Dato Completed:  6/23/06
'_)‘I Gheck hera i eofmmanta are affachad,
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DAVID CHARLES MANOOGIAN, ESQ.

3835 SAINT MARGARET STREET P. O. Baox 788
BROOKLYN, MD 21225-221 1 GLEN BURNIE, MD 21060-0788

Vox: 443-618-1080/ FAX: 1-877-682-4811
DGMANEIEIEIAN@HDTMAIL.CEIM
DCMANDDGIAN@EARTHLINK.NET

Wednesday, August 16", 2006

VIA E-MAIL: Jon.Romeo@USACE.Army.Mil
& VIAU.S. MAIL:

U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers

Attention: Jon Romeo, CENAB-OP-RMN

P. 0. Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Vox: 410-962-6079

CONCERNED CITIZENS FOR A BETTER BROOKLYN —WRITTEN COMMENTS

RE: THE MAY 2006 “TIERED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT”,

& THE JUNE 2006 SUPPLEMENT THERETO,

FOR THE PROPOSED MASONVILLE DREDGED MATERIAL CONTAINMENT FACILITY

Dear Mr. Romeo,

This document should be accepted as the formal public comments submitted on behalf of
the Corporation of Concerned Citizens for A Better Brooklyn (“the C.C.B.B.”)*, a non-profit
501(c)(3) organization of resident volunteers which represents the interests of the approximately
9,000 to 10,000 residents of the Brooklyn community of Baltimore City. The C.C.B.B. has been
in existence as an informal organization since the 1980’s, and was first incorporated in 1991,
prior to re-forming as a 501(c)(3) in 2004. The C.C.B.B. does not make the payment of dues a
prerequisite for participation, and our mailing lists have nearly four hundred (~400) interested
participants. The C.C.B.B. mission, in essence, is {1.} to create a safe, clean, and
environmentally sound community, {2.} to maintain a family-friendly neighborhood that
emphasizes development of our young people, and {3.} to ensure community stability for all
citizens. To accomplish these goals, the C.C.B.B. provides a monthly forum where residents,
school representatives, and business representatives, et al., gather to discuss issues affecting the
community in open deliberations that lead to proactive solutions, and the C.C.B.B. fosters

leadership by initiating needed community improvement activities.

* See www.BetterBrooklyn.com

Page 1 of 13
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To: Jon Romeo, CENAB-OP-RMN / U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers
Re: draft E.1.S. for the proposed Masonville D.M.C.F.
Date: Wednesday, August 16", 2006

The purpose of this correspondence is to provide constructive criticism in hopes of
positively influencing the U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers’ (hereinafter: “U.S.A.C.E.”) final
Environmental Impact Statement (hereinafter: “E.I.S.”) for the proposed Masonville Dredged

Material Containment Facility (hereinafter: “Masonville D.M.C.F.”)

* * *

I. INTRODUCTION:

We understand that this Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“D.E.I.S.”) is to support
a joint permit application submitted by the Maryland Port Administration (“M.P.A.”) to the
U.S.A.C.E. for the proposed Masonville D.M.C.F. which would affect at least one hundred thirty
(130) acres of Patapsco River (tidal open water) and at least one (1) acre of vegetated tidal and/or
non-tidal wetlands. Further, we understand an E.I.S. is required due to the significant size and
certain impact of the proposed project upon the communities surrounding the Masonville
D.M.C.F. Moreover, due to the approximately twenty (20) year span within which the
Masonville D.M.C.F. may operate to accept placement of new harbor dredged material, site
development and community mitigation issues must be considered as part and parcel of the E.I.S.

* * *

Il1. EXISTING CONDITIONS:

A. Environmental Resources — Due to our lack of time and resources to obtain and pay

for independent expert analysis of the current environmental conditions, we are forced to take-as-
given that “the Arundel clay formation prevents further intrusion in the area of the Masonville
site” and that “[t]he Arundel formation is extremely dense, tight clay with very low hydraulic
conductivities”, and that “[i]t functions as an aquaclude preventing communication between the

upper Patapsco formation and the lower Patapsco formation.” See page 2-7, lines 195-198.

Our acceptance of this hazard into our community is based, in part, upon the presumed
truth of the above assertion, and similar assertions (both orally and in writing), that the

Masonville D.M.C.F. shall act as an impermeable container for the dredged materials placed into
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To: Jon Romeo, CENAB-OP-RMN / U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers
Re: draft E.1.S. for the proposed Masonville D.M.C.F.
Date: Wednesday, August 16", 2006

it. If any evidence exists to the contrary, then we want to express our significant concern and
strongly request that all measures be taken to design the D.M.C.F. to ensure that no contaminants

leach or migrate off-site into the surface or ground water.

Furthermore, we want firm assurances that the design of the Masonville D.M.C.F. shall
be engineered to withstand the periodic storm flooding it shall undoubtedly receive because the

site lies upon a flood plain (albeit a “100 Year Flood Plain”).

However, we wish to note that the C.C.B.B. heartily supports the U.S.A.C.E. and M.P.A.
efforts to use the Masonville D.M.C.F. project to improve the conditions in the Patapsco River
and shoreline, and we strongly encourage the U.S.A.C.E. and M.P.A. to ensure that the water and
land are cleaner after the Masonville D.M.C.F. is complete than they were before, as the D.E.I.S.

now purports.

* * *

B. Cultural Resources — Due to our lack of time and resources to obtain and pay for

independent expert analysis of the potential cultural significance of the land or materials under
the water, we are forced to take-as-given the repeated conclusion that “[n]o additional cultural

investigation [is] recommended”. See pages 2-97 and 2-98.

However, we feel very strongly that significant consideration should be given for the fact
that Fort McHenry is less than one nautical mile from the Masonville D.M.C.F. site (see page 2-
98, lines 2404-2405), and therefore we respectfully request that ongoing periodic re-investigation
for cultural resources be regularly conducted, and that steps be taken to ensure the positive

experience that comes from visiting Fort McHenry is not diminished in any way.

* X *

C. Socioeconomic Conditions — This section of the D.E.L.S. discusses, inter alia, local

and regional land use. We wish to respectfully underscore that “Masonville Cove, which lies

adjacent to the proposed project on its southwestern side, contains some of the only remaining
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To: Jon Romeo, CENAB-OP-RMN / U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers
Re: draft E.1.S. for the proposed Masonville D.M.C.F.
Date: Wednesday, August 16", 2006

natural shoreline [for] the Patapsco [river]. However, access to Masonville Cove is limited due
to ... unsafe conditions ...”. See page 2-100, lines 2442-2444.

As multiple individuals discussed on the record at the June 21, 2006, Public Hearing (as
well as at later meetings), safe pedestrian and bicyclist access to Masonville Cove is an essential
component of proper consideration for Brooklyn and Curtis Bay — the communities hosting the
Masonville D.M.C.F. The promise of a bird and marine animal sanctuary with a Nature Center
and hiker/biker trails rings hollow if there is no reasonable means for accessing Masonville Cove
except by automobile. Although a bus, shuttle, or trolley should service Masonville Cove for
those unable to walk or ride a bicycle, the primary focus should be on facilitating pedestrian and
bicycle traffic so as to reduce and discourage automobile travel to and from the bird and marine
animal sanctuary. Furthermore, this proposed pedestrian/bicyclist byway can be coupled with
the current project to beautify the “gateway” to Brooklyn" (i.e., the intersections of South

Hanover and Potee Streets at or about where they meet Frankfurst Avenue).

The logical locations for a pedestrian/bicyclist byway would be along the northern side
(i.e., the Cove side) of Frankfurst Avenue from Shell Road west to South Hanover and Potee
Streets (i.e., to Reed Bird Island Park), and along one side of Shell Road from Frankfurst
Avenue to East Patapsco Avenue. A contiguous pedestrian/bicyclist byway from the intersection
of Shell Road and East Patapsco Avenue, past Masonville Cove, to Reed Bird Island Park will

effectively link the communities and the parks with each other.

In order for the above-proposed pedestrian/bicyclist byway to be safe from the heavy
traffic (including significant amounts of heavy trucks) it must include a reinforced concrete
barrier the full length of the pedestrian/bicyclist byway on the traffic-side of the byway. The
precise height, width, and strength of this barrier can surely be determined by an expert in
highway design, but the need for a barrier is not reasonably disputable.

In order for the above-proposed byway to be safe for pedestrians and bicyclists to travel

in both directions simultaneously it must be at least two (2) “lanes” wide (i.e., two (2) standard

sidewalk widths, or about six (6) feet wide) for the full length of the byway. We also propose

¥ Please contact Patrick Moylan, C.C.B.B. president emeritus, regarding the gateway project: < Pat@BetterBrooklyn.Com >
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To: Jon Romeo, CENAB-OP-RMN / U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers
Re: draft E.1.S. for the proposed Masonville D.M.C.F.
Date: Wednesday, August 16", 2006

that a third “lane” (i.e., an additional three (3) feet) be added so that slower-moving bicyclists
(e.g., children) and pedestrians can stand-aside for others. Furthermore, a third “lane” as wide as
a standard sidewalk will allow for benches to be placed periodically while still leaving two (2)
“lanes” available for bicyclists and pedestrians — thus avoiding a dangerous “bottleneck”
situation. Moreover, the pedestrian/bicyclist byway being three (3) standard sidewalk widths
will likely have a psychological effect — the added distance from the traffic on Shell Road and
Frankfurst Avenue should help people to feel safer walking or riding their bicycles to Masonville

Cove.

Lastly, we respectfully suggest that the proposed pedestrian/bicyclist byway include one
or more pedestrian/bicyclist bridges, for example, over the intersection of Shell Road and
Frankfurst Avenue, and over the intersections of Potee Street, South Hanover Street and

Frankfurst Avenue (taking one into Reed Bird Island Park).

* % *

D. Aesthetics & Recreation — Obviously the Masonville Cove could become a significant

attraction for bird watchers, nature buffs, hikers, bikers, kayakers, canoers, etc. However, we are
also concerned about how the Masonville D.C.M.F. will appear to those viewing it from

elsewhere —e.g., Fort McHenry — and we are concerned about preserving the focus on nature.

In the interests of aesthetics and preserving as natural an environment as possible we
respectfully request {1.} that the Masonville Cove area be placed under an appropriate easement
to preserve it as a bird and marine animal sanctuary, {2.} that the space to be occupied by the
Masonville D.M.C.F. be zoned or otherwise designated appropriately to preclude paving or
building structures of any kind, and {3.} we respectfully request that when the time comes to
close the Masonville D.M.C.F. that the site receive a “green cap” of multiple feet of clean fill
dirt, subsequently covered with native plant species, including, but not necessarily limited to the
state tree, white oaks, if possible. Furthermore, the biker/hiker trail should be extended though

the wooded space created by the closed “green capped” Masonville D.M.C.F. site.

We are very disturbed to read in § 4.7 of the D.E.I.S. that “[t]he end use of this site is

anticipated to be an expansion of the M.M.T. [Masonville Marine Terminal]. The area would
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To: Jon Romeo, CENAB-OP-RMN / U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers
Re: draft E.1.S. for the proposed Masonville D.M.C.F.
Date: Wednesday, August 16", 2006

serve as additional storage facility for Roll On-Roll Off (RO-RO) cargo or automobiles.” See
page 4-29, lines 671-672. Many Brooklyn and Curtis Bay community members at many times
have expressed their staunch opposition to paving or building on the new land created by the
Masonville D.M.C.F. We cannot underscore enough that creating an approximately 140-acre
parking lot less than one nautical mile from Fort McHenry is completely unacceptable to the

community at large.

* k% %

I11. U.S.A.C.E. ALTERNATIVES:

In brief — the above-titled section of the D.E.L.S. outlines, for approximately twenty (20)
pages, how hard the powers-that-be have been looking for locations for this and future D.M.C.F.
sites.

The difficulty of the search for this and future D.M.C.F. sites underscores for us, the
Concerned Citizens for a Better Brooklyn, the imperative need for immediate implementation of
innovative uses for dredged materials, rather than creating further containment facilities. Our
understanding is that an Innovative Reuse Committee meets regularly*; we encourage the
Maryland Port Administration to direct more attention and resources into this committee and its

efforts.

We feel strongly that dredged materials should be used for the fabrication of inexpensive
bricks, and those bricks should then be used for inexpensive yet beautiful sidewalks in
communities surrounding the harbor, e.g., Brooklyn, Curtis Bay, Federal Hill, etc.

The dredged materials could also be used under the brick sidewalks, for drainage and
leveling, and could also be used for aggregate in concrete. As a side note, it would be excellent
public relations if a significant portion (if not all) of the sidewalks to and from the Masonville
Cove were paved with concrete that contained dredged materials for aggregate.

* Please contact Carol K. Eshelman, Executive Director of the Brooklyn and Curtis Bay Coalition, Inc., regarding the Innovative
Reuse Committee: < BCBCInc@Verizon.Net; Admin@BayBrook.Net >
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To: Jon Romeo, CENAB-OP-RMN / U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers
Re: draft E.1.S. for the proposed Masonville D.M.C.F.
Date: Wednesday, August 16", 2006

In any event, we want assurances that innovative uses for dredged materials are currently
being actively pursued, including periodic updates into the various investigations into innovative

uses for dredged materials.

* % *

1V. U.S.A.C.E. RECOMMENDED PLAN & EVALUATION:

In brief — the above-titled section of the D.E.I.S. describes the recommended D.M.C.F. at
Masonville, the existing site conditions, design criteria, and construction plans.

The existing site conditions, design criteria, and construction plans are highly technical,
and we cannot pretend to understand them well enough to critique them at this time. However,
we respectfully insist that periodic reports of the construction progress (including, but not limited
to, any changes in the design or plans) be provided to a community oversight committee
contemporaneously with the providing of those same reports to government authorities or other
persons. And, in any event, we request a significantly detailed status report be provided to the

community oversight committee no less than every thirty (30) days.

Furthermore, since the Masonville D.M.C.F. project shall last approximately twenty (20)
years, we seek firm assurances that the Masonville Cove, including the Nature Center, will
receive sufficient budget assistance from the State for operations and maintenance, in perpetuity,
so that the Cove and Nature Center can be the simple natural attraction and educational
opportunity we are confident it could become in the coming decades.

* * *

V. IMPACTS:

A. Environmental — In brief — the above-titled section outlines, inter alia, changes in
water currents and sedimentation rates. Presuming the accuracy of the data provided, it seems
clear to us that water currents in the relevant area around the Masonville D.M.C.F. will slow, and
sedimentation rates for surrounding areas will increase. We respectfully request firm assurances

that slowed water currents and increased sedimentation can be tolerated by the Patapsco River
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To: Jon Romeo, CENAB-OP-RMN / U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers
Re: draft E.1.S. for the proposed Masonville D.M.C.F.
Date: Wednesday, August 16", 2006

and Baltimore Harbor. In the alternative, we respectfully request that site design be reconfigured

to eliminate the slowing of water currents and the increasing of sedimentation.

Again, we wish to note that the C.C.B.B. heartily supports the U.S.A.C.E. and M.P.A.
efforts to use the Masonville D.M.C.F. project to improve the conditions in the Patapsco River
and shoreline, and we strongly encourage the U.S.A.C.E. and M.P.A. to ensure that the water and
land are cleaner after the Masonville D.M.C.F. is complete than they were before, as the D.E.I.S.

now purports.

B. Cultural Resources — As mentioned above: due to our lack of time and resources to

obtain and pay for independent expert analysis of the potential cultural significance of the land or
materials under the water, we are forced to take-as-given the repeated conclusion that “[n]o
additional cultural investigation [is] recommended”. See pages 2-97 and 2-98. Also due to our
lack of time and resources to obtain and pay for independent expert analysis we are forced to
take-as-given that “[n]o evidence has been documented or information recovered that suggests
adverse impacts to cultural or historical resources from the proposed [Masonville D.M.C.F.]
project.” See page 5-65, lines 2128-2129.

However, we feel very strongly that significant consideration should be given for the fact
that Fort McHenry is less than one nautical mile from the Masonville D.M.C.F. site (see page 2-
98, lines 2404-2405) and after construction of the Masonville D.M.C.F. site it will be barely over
a half-mile from Fort McHenry (see page 5-74, lines 2399-2402), and therefore we request that

ongoing periodic re-investigation for cultural resources be regularly conducted.

* k* *

C. Aesthetics & Recreation — Since approximately nineteen percent (19%) — i.e., nearly

one-fifth (1/5™) — of the “middleground view” from Fort McHenry will be dominated by the
Masonville D.M.C.F. (see page 5-75) and since we are sure that “exposed earth would
[significantly] contrast with the current vegetated ... shoreline” (Id.) we can only agree that

“some [and, we would argue, a majority of] viewers would consider construction activities [for
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To: Jon Romeo, CENAB-OP-RMN / U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers
Re: draft E.1.S. for the proposed Masonville D.M.C.F.
Date: Wednesday, August 16", 2006

the Masonville D.M.C.F.] visually unappealing” (1d.) and we find it implausible that anything

but a minority of viewers “would be interested to view the construction.” (Id.)

Furthermore, given the close proximity of the Masonville D.M.C.F. to Fort McHenry,
and given the significant percentage of the view taken-up by the Masonville D.M.C.F. as viewed
from Fort McHenry, we find it even more compelling that upon closure the Masonville D.M.C.F.
site should receive a “green cap” of multiple feet of clean fill dirt, subsequently covered with
native plant species, including, but not necessarily limited to, white oak trees, if possible. Even

L T3

if it were true that the proposed closure plan mentioned on page 4-29 (lines 671-672)" “would
not represent a strong visual contrast with existing land use” (see page 5-75, line 2421) we find
this to be a poor argument in favor of paving an approximately 140-acre parking lot
approximately a half-mile from Fort McHenry. We are not convinced that the proposed closure
plan found buried within this D.E.I.S. — i.e., paving a parking lot — “would be generally
harmonious with the setting since it is an extension of an existing terminal ... and consistent with
existing shoreline use at the site.” See page 5-79, lines 2484-2486. Instead, we are convinced
that a wooded lot with hiker/biker trails would be a harmonious extension of the proposed bird

sanctuary at Masonville Cove.

* * *

V1. PROPOSED MITIGATION:

In brief — the mitigation plans outlined in the above-titled section of the D.E.I.S. seem
adequate, and we wish to see the suggestions outlined in this correspondence added to the
mitigation plan — e.g., a broad, safe pedestrian/bicyclist byway connecting the various
communities and parks, a “green cap” on the closed Masonville D.M.C.F., funding support for

maintaining the Nature Center programs, environmental education, and restoration projects, etc.

* X *

* see also page 5-95 (lines 2947-2949), page 5-106 (line 3419), page 5-108 (lines 3515-3517), and page 5-111 (lines 3631-3635)
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To: Jon Romeo, CENAB-OP-RMN / U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers
Re: draft E.1.S. for the proposed Masonville D.M.C.F.
Date: Wednesday, August 16", 2006

VII. IMPLEMENTATION:

Our primary concern for implementation, at this time, is the formation of a citizens’
oversight committee which is then kept fully informed by contemporaneous copies of all reports
which are generated in the usual course of the implementation, constructions, and all later

operations of the Masonville D.M.C.F.

The formation of, and reporting to, the citizens’ oversight committee should be
substantively similar to the citizens’ oversight committee for Hart-Miller Island (“H.M.1.”).

* * *

VIIl. ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE:

Our primary concern for environmental compliance, at this time, is the formation of a
citizens’ oversight committee which is then kept fully informed by contemporaneous copies of
all environmental monitoring reports which are generated in the usual course of implementation,

constructions, and all later operations of the Masonville D.M.C.F.

The formation of, and reporting to, the citizens’ oversight committee should be
substantively similar to the citizens’ oversight committee for Hart-Miller Island (“H.M.1.”).

* * *

IX. PuBLIC INVOLVEMENT:

We are considerably concerned that public involvement, while perhaps significantly more
active than in years past — due in no small part to the Herculean efforts of EcoLogix Group — has
had noteworthy gaps, and therefore should not be labeled as satisfactory. For example, there was
apparently only one (1) meeting with the Concerned Citizens for a Better Brooklyn (C.C.B.B.) to
discuss the Masonville D.M.C.F. in or about August 2005; the D.E.L.S. indicates *“the
Association [i.e., the C.C.B.B.] generally supported the project” (see page 9-13, lines 578-580)
but this statement of support does not comport with the recollections of C.C.B.B. members.

Given this background it is even more important to form a citizens’ oversight committee, and it
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To: Jon Romeo, CENAB-OP-RMN / U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers
Re: draft E.1.S. for the proposed Masonville D.M.C.F.
Date: Wednesday, August 16", 2006

is essential that this committee be large (e.g., a dozen or more members) to accommodate a
broad cross-section of citizens actually domiciled in Brooklyn and Curtis Bay. Furthermore, it is
mission-critical that this committee be kept fully informed by contemporaneous copies of all
reports which are generated in the usual course of implementation, constructions, and all later

operations of the Masonville D.M.C.F.

As discussed above, the formation of, and reporting to, the citizens’ oversight committee
should be substantively similar to the citizens’ oversight committee for Hart-Miller Island
(“H.M.L™).

* * *

X. CONCLUSIONS:

The C.C.B.B. does not oppose the Masonville D.M.C.F., presuming the issues and
concerns discussed in this correspondence are properly addressed. To summarize the issues and

concerns discussed in this correspondence —

¢ Our acceptance of this hazard into our community is based, in part, upon the
presumed truth of the assertion that the Masonville D.M.C.F. shall act as an impermeable

container for the dredged materials placed into it.

L 4 We want firm assurances that the design of the Masonville D.M.C.F. shall be
engineered to withstand the periodic storm flooding it shall undoubtedly receive because the site
lies upon a flood plain (albeit a “100 Year Flood Plain™).

L 4 We strongly support the creation of a bird and marine animal sanctuary with a
Nature Center and hiker/biker trails, but only if the primary means for accessing Masonville
Cove is other than by automobile. A broad, safe pedestrian/bicyclist byway should be created to

reduce or eliminate automobile travel to and from the bird and marine animal sanctuary.

¢ We are very disturbed to read in § 4.7 and elsewhere in the D.E.I.S. that “[t]he
end use of this site is anticipated to be an expansion of the M.M.T. [Masonville Marine

Terminal]. The area would serve as additional storage facility for Roll On-Roll Off (RO-RO)
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To: Jon Romeo, CENAB-OP-RMN / U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers
Re: draft E.1.S. for the proposed Masonville D.M.C.F.
Date: Wednesday, August 16", 2006

cargo or automobiles.” See page 4-29, lines 671-672. Many Brooklyn and Curtis Bay
community members at many times have expressed their staunch opposition to paving or
building on the new land created by the Masonville D.M.C.F. We cannot underscore enough
that creating an approximately 140-acre parking lot less than one nautical mile from Fort

McHenry is completely unacceptable to the community at large.

L 2 In the interests of aesthetics and preserving as natural an environment as possible
we respectfully request that when the time comes to close the Masonville D.M.C.F. that the site
receive a “green cap” of multiple feet of clean fill dirt, subsequently covered with native plant
species, including, but not necessarily limited to, white oak trees, if possible. Furthermore, the
biker/hiker trail should be extended though the wooded space created by the closed “green
capped” Masonville D.M.C.F. site.

L 4 We feel strongly that dredged materials should be used for the fabrication of
inexpensive bricks, and those bricks should then be used for inexpensive yet beautiful sidewalks
in communities surrounding the harbor, e.g., Brooklyn, Curtis Bay, Federal Hill, etc. In any
event, we want assurances that innovative uses for dredged materials are currently being actively
pursued, including periodic updates into the various investigations into innovative uses for

dredged materials.

L 2 We respectfully request firm assurances that the Masonville Cove, including the
Nature Center, will receive sufficient budget assistance from the State for operations and
maintenance, in perpetuity, so that the Cove and Nature Center can be the simple natural

attraction and educational opportunity we are confident it could become in the coming decades.

¢ We respectfully request firm assurances that slowed water currents and increased
sedimentation can be tolerated by the Patapsco River and Baltimore Harbor. In the alternative,
we respectfully request that site design be reconfigured to eliminate the slowing of water currents

and the increasing of sedimentation which the D.E.I.S. data indicates shall occur.

¢ A large citizens’ oversight committee (accommodating a broad cross-section of
citizens actually domiciled in Brooklyn and Curtis Bay) should be kept fully informed by

contemporaneous copies of all reports which are generated in the usual course of the

Page 12 of 13




~ O\

To: Jon Romeo, CENAB-OP-RMN / U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers
Re: draft E.I.S. for the proposed Masonville D.M.C.F.
Date: Wednesday, August 16", 2006

implementation, cohstructions, and all later operations of the Masonville D.M.C.F. As ‘discussed
above, the formation of, and reporting to, the citizens’ over51ght comrmttee should be

substantively 51m11ar to the citizens’ oversight committee for Hart-Miller Island (“HM.L”).
~ Sincerely,

CONCERNED CITIZENS FOR A BETTER BROOKLYN

? C. &?4406?}‘@\___\_

David Charles “D.C.” Manoogian, Esq
Board Member At-Large
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August 16, 2006

Mr. Jou Romeo

Operations Division
Regulatory Branch

11.8. Army Corps of Enginecrs
ATTN: CENAB-OP-RMI

10 North Howard Street

P.O. Box 1715
Raltimore, MD 21203-1715

Mr. Brooks Royster

Executive Director

Marylaud Port Administration
401 East Pratt Street
Baltiraore, MD 21202

Mr. Robert Hoyt
EBeologix Group

410 Rowe Boulevard
Annapolis, MD 21401,

Re:  Masonville Dredge Material Containment Facility, Coinments to the Draft
Eanvironmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and Supplement, Maryland Port
Administration ‘

Dear Sirs:

I am writing to commuent on. the United States Ammy Corps of Engineers Section 404
permit required for the proposed 2007 construction of the Maryland Port Administration
(MPA) Masonville Dredge Material Placement Facility at Fairfield in Baltimore City.
While the City of Baltimors supports this project of critical importance to the Port, we
imderstand that the DETS mitigation plan is still being fivalized and that there may be
more mitigation required for the project. Below are our general comynents as well as a
list of mitigation projects for possible funding. The mitigation projects are grouped below
in the following manmer:

1. Mitigation Projects Not Ranked Bighly by the Bay Enhancement Working
Group (BEWG)

[ 8 Previously Submitted Mitigation Projects for Potential Funding

Bavrmongt Gy PrLamng GompissioN
Chartes L, Beaton, fr. Bullding 417 Esst Fayctee Sereae Bighch Floor Baltimors, MD 21303-14110
C Plan Preserve - Prosper '
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Mr. Romeo

Mr. Royster
Mr, Hoyt
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Page 2 of 7 :
Re:  Masonville Dredge Material Disposal Site, Public Input-Draft Envitrontnental

Trpact Staternent, Maryland Port Administration

L  New Mitigation Projects

L Mitigation Projects Not Ranked Highly By BEWG ‘
The Bay Ezhancement Working Group, the State and Federal environmental panel of
experts, has reviewed and rauked some of the projects put forth by the City and others.
The Toliowing City projects received low rapkings last year and are not inchuded in the
witigation package in the DEIS. ‘ : '

1. Repair of five stormwater outfalls on the Gwynns Falls

2 Seron Keogh High School (Maidens Choice) Wetland Project

3, Raduction of Impervious Surfaces at Ft. Holabixd Park
While these ate important projects, we conclr with the findings of BEWG.
IL Previously Snbmitted Mitigation Projects for Fotential Funding

The following list of projects was aubmitted to BEWG last year. BEWG ranked frash
ipterceptors as fairly high and three of them are funded in the DEIS mitigation package,
which we strongly support aad appreciate, The Wesiern Run Stream restoration (both.
segments) received low rankings and were not recomumended for funding due to the
npland location of the segments. The Watershed 263 projects were not raunked and were
net included in the mitigation package due fo the upland nature of the project loeations.
Daspite the rankings and because more mitigation may be needed, we would siill like the
following revised list to be considered for pogsible fanding.

1. Trash Intercentorg ‘ .
While the funding of the three trash interceptors with five yeurs of maintenance (ses
artached Table 1-Summary of Proposed Mitigation Packags-May 2006, Ttem #15) is
ap excellent start towards teducing trash in the Middle Branch and the Patapsco, more
is needed to address this problem, especially as it relates to affecting new restoration
projects in the mitigation package at Masonville Cove.. The precedent for using
interceptors is also growing; the State is considering using trash interceptors as part of
its strategy to reduce nutrients in its Total Mezdrmum Daily Load (TMDL) prograt.
Maryland and Baltimore are in the midst of establishing these federally mandated
TMDL's and these intorcaptors would help in meeting the gtandards. We ask that
additiona! interceptors be considered for finding at the following locations:

Locations in_the Middle Branch .
1) Cherry Hill Road 2nd Waterview Averue outfall

2} Wilkins Avenue outfsll (south of Willdns Avenus bridge) on the Gwynns
Falls .
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3) Maidens Choioe Rum on the Gwynns Falls (two gites)
4) Baltimore Street-two sites
5) Bush Strect-engineering is funded
6) Alluvian Strest outfall
Additiona! locations i the Inbet Harbor
1) Lakewood Avenue outfall
2) Thames Street outfall
3) Central Avenuc outfall
4) Key Highway near the Harborview complex

2. Critical Stream Restoration Projects
The environmental benefits of stream restoration in urhanized arsas are well
docnmented. Restoration will reduce the harenfnl impacts of silt/sediment and
nuttient loading. We have listed them in arder of priority for funding.

1) Western Run Stream Restoration and Greenway consiruction ~Two
segments: a) 1,1007 at Kelly Avenue and b) 3500° at Cross Conntry
Boulevard and Western Run Greenway construction. (Approx. annual
reductions: sediment/suspended solide 1,840 tons, phosphorons 1,330
pounds.) : '

2) Biddison Rimn Strean: Restoration=5,700" upetream of Moravia Road.
(Approx. anmmal reductions: sediment/suspended solids 2,280 tons,

phospherous 1,710 pounds.)

3) Powder Mill Run Stream Restoration-Two segments: a} 2,700 at the
Seton Indusatrial Park and b) 1,000" between Liberty Heights Avepue and
Powder Mill Lane {includes channel daylighting and BMP). (Approx.
annual reductions: sediment/suspended solids 1,080 tons, phosphorous
810 pouuds.) :

Watershed 263 Restoration Plan Implementation

We request finding of a significant portion of the onesmmdred stormwater Best
Management, Practices {(BMP’s) listed in this Plan (outline and map attached).
These relatively low-cost BMP's (rain gardens, bioretention areas, swales, cic.)
are already mapped in this 930-acre watershed in West Baltimore and if'buili,
world reduce pollution and sediment Sowing iuto the Bay. The watershed,
encompassing 43 mwiles of storm drain systews in more than 10 neighborhoods
including Sandiown-Winchester, Poppletan, Hollins Macket, and Union Square

L
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also need to be “greened” by the removal of unnecessary impervious surfaces-
{hese areas have also been mapped in the Plan,

4. Long Temm Operation and Maintenance
The DEIS addresses somie of our catlier cotcerns related to long-term
. mamtenance for the mitigation projects, but it is not readily apparent that
‘perpetual care” is delineated in the mitigation package. Because there are
numerous examples of failed restoration. projects, we ask that 2. dedicated funding
source for maintenance be delineated in the package.

Additionally, we support the request of the Brooklyn Curtis Bay Coalition that
MPA, provide $400,000 for the maintenance and operation of the Nature Center
and trail system, We support the partnership that 15 being devcloped between the
MPA, Living Classrooms Foundation and the Nationa) Aguatitin for the
operation and of the Centet. o

1I1. New Mitigation Projects Not Yet Reviewed by BEWG

1. Staff Support

. We also support MPA funding a staff persofito act as a commumity liataon
between the Pott and the commumity, We also support the community’s desire
to create an oversight committee to ensure that mitigation projects are funded,
constructed and maintained and the operation of the facility in the future is an
environmental snd econonic enhancement to the area.

2. Patapsco Urban River Restoralf itiative
This Corps of Bnginears praject includes several facets, one of the most
important being nprovements to navigation for the Port.. Also linked to the
“Navigation, Tmprovement Plan” is 2 “Trash Management Plan”, a “Contamivant
Plan” and a “Restoration and Recreation Improvement Plan and Feasibility
Study"(RRIPFS). Under the RRIPFS, conceptual environmental restoration.
projects have been identified in the Middle Branch (see attached map, "Middle
Branch Patapsce Restoration Master Plan-Restoration Sites™). Funding is needed
to construct these cypress marshes, upland enhancements, riparian vegetation,
ete.-should more mitigation projects be needed, we strongly urge the MPA to
review theze sites . ' .

3. Screening and planting a 100° wide Buffer around edge of dike-Community
residents had asked for this in a public meeting. We are supportive of this request
which would screen the facility from the neighborhoods of Locust Point and
Sonuth Balimore.
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IV. General Comments .
1. Comections to Commmity-We understand that the Nature Center will be

comected {0 the community and is covered under “Bducation Center/Trails” in
the present mitigation package. Because the rail lines surrounding Masonville
preclude pedestrian end biking connections now, it is important that these issucs
be thoroughly examined and funding is provided for a real solution.

2. Clean Dredge from Seagirt-We support the use of clean dredge material from the
dredging at Seagirt Marine Terminal (DEIS Supplement) for the dike construction
as long as the material does not present any hazards to the commumity or the
eaviromment.

3. Water Main-We understand that engineering wotk and Developer’s Agreement
for the 487 watermain that roust be moved is in process with the City’s
Department of Public Works. The scquencs of construction must allow for
limited shut down during its reconnection after the realignment.

4, Bite Plan Review Comupittee-The facility has been reviewed by the Department
of Planning’s Site Plan Review Commirtes and it was reported that no street

closings or blocking of Rights-of Way will occur.

5. Corstruction Schedule/Permits-As has been discussed and presented before
MPA, we understand that all mitigation projects will be selected, designed and
included in sppropriate capital improvement programs and the necessary penmits
required for construction will be submitted to local, State and Federal agencies by
the completion of FY07. Due to the long-term build-out/filling of these 120 acros
of wetlands completely within the City. of Baliimote (24 to 35 yoars), we
understand fhat the construction of all mitigation projects will be finished by the
date of the containment dike completion or 2010, whichever is earlier.
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0 of our comments. 'We understand that we have the rght to
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snbmit additional comments as the caloulation of rutigation fo offset required impacts is
finalized. Please contact Mr. Duncan Stuart at 41 0-396-5902 or by e-mail at
Dunican. Stuart@BealtimoreCitv.gov if you would like to discuss this further.

© Dtis Rolley,

Director

OR/DI

Enclosores:

L.
2.
3.

ol

Tahle 1-Summary of Proposed Mitigation Package-May 2006

Western Rug stream assessmoent _ ‘
Baltimore City Storm Sewer Watershed 263 Restoration and Demonstration
Project ’ : .

Patapsco Urban River Restoration Plan (PURRT)-Middle Branch Patapsco
Restoration Master Plan (Restoration Sites) '

The Honorable Bdward Reisinger, 10® District City Council

MY, Frank Hamoris, Maryland Port Administration

Mr. Crary Setzer, Maryland Department of the Environment .
Mr. Robert Cufbbertson, Maryland Department of the Environment
Ms. Ren Serey, Critical Area Commission '

Ms. Regina Bsslinger, Critical Area Commaission

Mz, Dolden Moore, Maryland Board of Public Works
Commissioner Peter Auchineloss, Baltimore Planning Commission
M. Clarence Bishop, Mayor's Office ' -
M, George Wipfield, Baltimore Department of Public Works

Ms. Shirley Williams, Baltimote Depatiment of Public Works

M. Jay Sakai, Baltimore Department of Public Works

Ms. Marciz Collin, Baltimore Department of Public Works

Mz. Bill Stack, Baltimore Department of Public Works

Ms. Larisa Salamanca, Baltimore Development Corporation

Ms. Carol Bshelman, Brooklyn and Curtis Bay Coalition

Ms. Shari Wilson, Baltimore Law Department
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M. Bijan Yagjani, Baltimore Department of Planning
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My, Duncan Stuart, Baltinore Department of Planning
File o
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' : INTRODUCTION
sTubyY ORJIECTIVES .

Baltimore Oy Departmert of Public Works (PW) has retained Parsons Brinckerholf
Cuade and Bouglas, Inc. {PB) and Greenman-Petiersen, ing. (GP1), In Joint Ventira to
petform a cormprehensive streamn assessment of the Western Run watershed In the

northwestern portion of Baftimare Cty. The purpose of the projest was to identify
stream restoration rmeds on 5.3 miles of the Westem Run mainstem and its tributaries
within the Baltimere City fimits. Spacifically, the ohjectives of this Study were to:

+ Investigate, catalog, and document existing siream conditions, channel -
characiatistios, geomorphic festures, and arosion problems on the Westarn Run

Mainstom and toutarles; . .. ..

» Creats a database and GIS mapping of findings:

»  Analyze stream restoration and stabillzation needs; .

« Prioritize restoration areas;

s  Prepare concept restoration sietohes and preliminary cost estimates for high
priarity restorafion areas; and : '

+ Prepare a report documenting and ranking restoration nesds. _

It is the intent of this raport, accompanying database, and GIS mapping to serve as a

permenent reference of the Western Run Watarshed for use by Balimors City. Ranking

of restoration needs will lead to splection of straam improvament projests that ean be
undertaken by the Cly in the future, '

WATERSHED DESCRIPTION

Landuse . ‘
‘The Wastemn Run watetshed I lovated in the Ticithwest Biition of Baitimere ity (Figurs

1) A portion of the watsrshed extends into Batimare County, This study forused on

the Baltimore City portion of the watarshad,

Landuse for the Westarn Run watershed was taken from the Marviand Offica of
Planning GIS coverage of landuse from 2000, The watershed is assentiafly fully built
oul, with 78.1% Lrbanization, composed primarily of medium and high-density
residential areas. Fesidential landuse accounts for approximately 72% of the overall
larduse. Open urban land and forest acoumnts for 16.5% of the watershed landuse.
The landuss for the Wastem Run Watershed Is shown in Figure 2. Basin compesition
and statistics for the drainege areas to sach of the tibutaries are inciuted in Appendix

Aa
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of 25-50%, 28% of the straam hal a oanapy cover between S0-75%, 9% had a canopy
cover greater than 75%, and 5% had a canopy cover lees than 10%.
Watgr Quality npacis

Taam members gualitafively assessed polential issues that may impact water quality,
Including ieaking sewst lines, high sediment supply, or high thatrmal impacts. The

Team ideriifisd two sltes with & high potentlad for high therma) impacts, 11 latations with

leaking saware and one siie with the potential to provide a high sediment.supply 1o
downatréam reachea. .
RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONSTRAINYS

‘The first scresning for potential restoration gites occurred during the stream
assessment. Asthe field crawe collacted the data above, ey were alsc looking at the
shtes i terms of patential restoration projests and constructability, specifically ease of
construction 2ccass and staging aress. Types of the petantial restaration cpportunitiag
are listed heiow. Restoration prajacts that dicl not fit into the categories below ware
nated i the comments zection of the form. :

*  Channal Restoration =  Bufer Enhancement

« Grads Gontral *» Suppiemental Bank Planting

» BMP Creation =  Outlali Stabilization

» Flow Redirection » Figh Passage

» Floodplain Access | » Habitat Enhancement
Enhancemant R

» Bank Stabilization =  Utility Conflict Reaslution
_ PROJECT IDENTIFICATION

INTRODUCTION

Patential projerts in the Western Run wetershed were identified based an #e results of
the fiefd asseesments of each reach. Due to the large amounts of data collectad for
#ath reach, three categories wers astablished within which 1o rank the potential project
sitas, These thrae calegorles were;

» Geomotphic Siabilty
+  Habitat Quaiity
+ Infrastructure Integrity

An overall score for each react: was davelnped for each of the thres raniciﬁg categories,
A high score indieates poor conditions in need of gHention, while a jow scors Indicates
grod condiions, The seorng for each of the categorles Is described balow,

GEOMORPHIG STABILITY RATING

1ats for a variety of physinal stream charagteristics was oollectad during the fisid
assessment. Thosa characteristios most Indioatve oF geomomhie thanne stability were
used 1o determine the Geomorphic Stabilily Fating of eAch reach, The date. used for
this categery inciuded verfica] and laterat ohanne] stabillity, tetal unstabie area, bank

Paregns Brinckarhaff ine, sne Gmemmn-Pedemn, Jne: i Joint Verure .' 25
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haight to bankfull ratio, bank angle, presence of bank vegetation, oot depsity,
JAnfragtructure and debris impacts, and ihe armount of hard stabfization Aiready presant
onthe reach. Table 18 shows the figld measyremants and correspariding point vatuag

used in the rating:

Table 13 Searing fur Geomorphic Stability |
— Gaeomarphie Stabllity | Pointsj
Figld Azsessment Parameter
Vertioal Channel Stabiilty '
Steble T
Inssing
Aggrading
Lateral Channel Stshility
Stabje
Toe Stabie, Upper Bank Deteat
“Widening
Hapidly Migrating Meanders
Teal Mnstable Area
Less than 1000 7
Betwean 1000 7 and 2500 7
- Betwren 2500 7 and 5000 1=
Greser than 5600 &
Rank Helght to Bankfull Ratio
Livw
Medium . ‘
High 2
Bank Anglo
' “LOW N C
Medium 1
High B
Koot Denslty - |
' Pense Woody Roots Thraughour Bank 3]
Dense Weoody Hoots Upper Bank
- Minimal Woody Roots ' ) _l
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Geomorphie Stakility
Fleld Assesament Parametar

Points

Pregance of Nop-weady Vegetation

0 vl —
Derse Vagetation Throughout Bank

Denes vegetation Upper Bank

Derse Vegelation Lower Barnk

Minitnal Vegetation

w] M| =] o

Crossing Impagis Ghannel

False

True

Percent Menmade

57‘{:5%

B0%75%

25v-B0

& ol -l o

024-25%

Private Structure Threatened

False

f=% B

True

[ N

Debris Blocknges
- None ‘

infraruent

Moderaie -

Mumerous

B N =i O

Baneiits Mulnpliar

Low

|

Mediurn

™

High

Constructability Multipiier

Low

Medium

High

Parsaris Bringkotiott ino. andl GruenmaiyPedeesen, inc. in Joint Venturs
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The total unatable atea wWas determined by multiplying the percent of unstable pank by
the rapoh length and keight of unstabie bank 2s detarmingd in the field ssssssmants,
The maasuremant of total unsiable Ares was deemed to have the highest coprelation 1
geamarphic stability, therefors tfie 80018 for this parametar was sesigned & multiplier of
2. The oot denafty parameter was slso given & multiplier of 2. ANl other parameters -
wers aasigned a multiplier of 1. The overall soore jor the Geotmomphic Stabifty cateqory
was then detarmined by curmming the products of the points and muttiplier for each _
paramater. “Then the sum was rultiplied by the Benefit and Construstability muttipliers
based on the potential benefits of perioming restoration and the constructability of &

potential project.

HARITAT QUALITY RATING

The second category usesd to prioritize reaches in need of rastorative MEAsUIRs Was
Hahitat Cuality. The Hahitat Quality Aaling was determined using fiekd measiiremants
for parameters most dicative of habltat, such as vegetative Cavef, presence and
condition of in-stream girustures, and presence o hard bank stabilization. While the
percent of manmade shannsl wes considered 10 h& inversely progorlional to gaomorphic
instabiity, it was considered to be directly proportional 10 habitat degradation. The -
complate lst of paramaters used in the habitat quality rating is shown in Table 14, along
with the corrasponding points assignac to aash cheracteristic. The parameters in this
catogary were welghtad egually, and tha overall score was determined by muftiplying the:
sum of the points by the Benofits ang Constructalsility multipliers.

Table 14 Seoring for Habitat Quality

, Habitat Guallty
- . Points
Fiala Asssssment Parameter .
Hiprap Lined '
Faise
True o 7
[ Gabion Lined ’
- False : | O
True : 1
Plped
- Falee - ) o
True . ' ' 1. N
Croncrote Lined:
False .
. True ‘ _ 4
Crossing Bleckage
Falge . l o
Parsons Birintleorhoff ine. and Gmgnmamﬂeﬂemn, inc. In Jufmf_‘ i.ferzhna ' . a8
' -+ bl
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infrastrueiura integrity Point
Field Assessment Parameter
Low 1
Medium 2
T Hgh 8
Gonstructabilily Multiplier EH
Low 1
Medium £
High o 3
" - RANKING RESULTS AND PROJECT IDENTIEICATION 5
The restults of the reach rankings are shown In Table 16. The detaned scaras for each
reach are insluded in Appendix E, ;
Table 18 Ranking Results , j
ReachiD Ge;r:grrzhln : T Iﬂﬂasa;ur:mre | |
WR-00-00-12 35 k
-OD-DO-05] [T
IWH-US«BG—M 7
IWR-05-00-07 ] 18,
WH-00-00-17 131'
WH-.04-00-08 1B
WR-00-00-14 1
W02 00-02 8 3
WR-02-00-01 5 1
Wﬁ*ﬂ&ﬂ@ﬂ1 q‘ r
WF-D0-10-07 & ;
WR-06-00-03 A ”
R-D8-00-02 s y
WR-00-00-18 3
\WR-05-00-05 3 '
WR-00-({-00 5
. WR-03-00-05 2|
WR-03-00-01 1
Pamans Bm:kzﬂﬁsﬂ Ine. engt Grammn-Psdgm, Ines. It Joint Venture ) o ;

Feg
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WR-D5-0001 BWR-00-00-10 )
VW E-D0-00-20 F-00-00-18 0
WE-00-00-18 R-03-00-01 o
WR-05-00-08 R-D400-01 0
VIR-8-00-04] WH-05-00-08 5
WR-00-00-18 R-05-00-01 &)
(WR-0B-00-64 WhR-00-00-13 o
WR-06-00-17 IWR-00-00:15 0
WR-00-00-10 R-00-06-D4! B
WR-0(-00-19 W R-QD-00-05 0
WE-O4-00-01 HWHR-00-00-08 0
WHAOD-00-06 : WHO2-00-07 "f
\WR-08-00-02 IWR-0B-00:05
B-05-00-02 N F-05-00-06) o
R-QE.00-03 R-06-00-02 0
WHR-D0-06-03 Rws QF
WRO0-00-15 WR-GB-00-01 0
R-OR-00-08 B08-00-02 D
" ffio0-00-08 [WFA08-00-08 3
WR-08-00-01 WR-08-10-04 )
W A-05-00-03) 3-08-00-05 [T
Based o these scores, e top 11 potential project sites were selected {noted in bold). .
Eight reaches ranked in the top elevan for all three gateganes and were selected, Three
others, WH~02-00-02, \WH-02-00-01, and WR-00-00-05 were splestad based on a high
ranking in oha or more of the categories.
Reach WR-00-00-16 ranked high on ench of the three categories. This s beeswse it

cortained a combination of sevaral sewer fing crossings, gabian baskets, and bank

atssion. This sombination arested &
raach warrapted a top project sita. Simitarly, WR-00-00-08 tanked
Infrastrasture but was not sekected as a fop project site.
comnpietely ran-made channel running through downtown

infrastrudture and historical structres,

the ciosa proximity of
possible.

The results of the stream-based analyses were
the problems that ware occiting in eash
of proviem reaches, taclities,
photographs taken of Hese

provide a clearer pichure of
the project ranking, groupe
create potential projects. The

| the potential poject Was nesessary. Becguse the

Parsups Brinckedioff inc. and Graon
f ;..5'

 Thgedle

i

man-Pederser, e f7 Joint Vanture

y
't

high seore, but none of the problams within the
high.in Habitat.and
This Is beause i is an almost
Mount Washington. Due i
iimited work weuld be

pletted on the watershad mapping to
reach. Based on
buffers, ete. were combined 1o
areas were used to veriy that
photographs ware iaken at & typical

!
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reach locatioh, some photograptis did not show the severily of erpslon that was
artimazted during the reach ansassment. In all cases, field visits were conchucted o
aither confirm the eresion ot make pddlitienal project recomimendations, in addition,
complex, multifaceted projects were alan visited t0.0onfirm the projedt approach for sach
location. ‘

PROJECT DESCRIFTIONS AND RECOMMENDA TIONS

This section praseﬁts summariea of Petendiai Project developed for each priority project
thet was identified. In addition io the project summaries, poncepiual tasign plans have
taen prepared and are inciuded in Appendix F. _

WR-00-00-21

overall Reach Desgription

Rieach WR-00-00-21 is the uppermost reach Blong the mainstem of Waetern Ru
between Cross Country Bovlevard and Weateyn Run Drive. 1t is an 880-foot, low
‘gradient reach fed by & large storm drain system that setves the surounding residentin
community. This storm drain cutinl Is stabilized by a long, concrete spron with stone
sidewslis. Just downstream of this is gabion baskets on both banks, and then natural
atream channel 1o the Ciark Lane biidge crossing. The entire reach is confined on both
siges by a readway lses then 20° from the top of banks. Because of this, tho reach was
probably siraightenad of raatigned during the tevelopmient of thie ares. Our fleld
analysls determined it to be 2 Rosgen Class Gc stream lype Hiat has been downi cut 2
saw fect o a stable cabble/bedrock bed with moderats grosion along its coblble/gravel
nanks. Stable terraces have farrned along the toes of sach bank to stop lower bank
yalreat far the majority of the: reach. Thers are significent bank lengths of erosion areas
in the upper bank throughout the reach. Except for the problem desgried below in Araa
1, these erosion arsaa are not curtently contribiting a major sadimentation koad, are not
threstening any infrastructure, end are reaching a stable angle of repese. :

Peactiption of Problems

There are two probiem areas that can ha combined as orie project dua 10 their pmimity
at the upper and of the reach. :

Araa 1

At the upper end of the reach on the left bank, two siorm drain outfall structures are
looated approxdmately ten toat apart along a 70 feet long, tentest high section of erdded
hank. One stiucture is the oukfall 1o an active stonm drain system, and ihe other s :
bricked shut. Beoauss of ihe downcut that has securred in the stream bottom, both
Siruchres are hanging approximately 1.5feet above the streambed- '

There is no sfable tefrace at the toe alangy this sectian of bank, and both structuras ‘gre
undarmined approximately two feet into the bark, making them potentially unstable, If
the bank erosion and structural undermining continues, bath stnictures could potentially
fall info the stream, causing totat bank failure. Thiz cotid then tausa roadway faflure
dua o theprosimity of the roadway 1o tha top of bank, approxmately ten fest. The
upper bank is aiss faiing, sausing unsafe conditions, The city has aiready installed
binze orange safety fance arownd the area. oo

The |eft bank srosian s Hikely being eaused by the constriotion of the stream channel
just upstream where rip rap was placed on the opposdie right bank. This le causing the

aw b

a

Farsonk BFMCRSINOT I, and Gresiman-Pedersey, oc. in doint Veatire ' Y
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Balbmore Ci_gg_ Storm Sewer Watershed 263 Restoration and Demonstration Pru!' ect

Backgrommd: This innovative project will undertake significant uchan watershed forestty restoration research and
dernonstration projects building on the decade long partnership experience ofthe Parks & People P‘aqnfianon,
Baltimere City and commitnity groups, This praject will facilitate the coordination of current and additionsl resources
in a program of innovative, water quality restoration freatments using rban forestry demonstration projects, applied
research, training and evaluation in Watershed 263, a g00-acre stoln SeWer watershed in Baltimore City’s Harbor
Watcrshed that outfalls to the Middle Branch. The project will provide opportunities for public apd private sector
experts in ecosystem research and restoration to work cooperatively on innovate approaches worthy of replication.

The restoration plan development phase and initia] demonstration projects aze fonded by the Chesapeake Bay Small
Watershed Grants Program managed by the National Fish 2nd Wildlife Foundation and Baltimore City Department of
Pullic Works, US Forest Service Researeh and Baltimore Fcosystem study are funding agseesment, research, :
monitoring and evalustion to meagure envitonmtental and social benefits and offects, TSPS State and Povate Forestry
and Maryland Forest Service are providing manageraent, plant, and techmology transfer resources. A Congressional
Initistive and addidonal City resources will help to fully implement the restoration plap. with the aim of demonstrating
the cost-effectiveness of urban forestry projeets to immprove water quality in urban settings. The initia] products will
inolude a community assesement, watershed ecological resouree atlas, restoration plan and community participation,
and demonstration site designs, several highly visible and unique restoration demonstration projects with research,

training and evaluation value.

Need

Restoring urhan forests is cxitleal fo reversing the desline in urban population centers (such as Baliimore City) as
society today seeks connections with healthy, gTeen environments. Baltimore's urban fovest currently falls below
important national thresholds for ecologieal values, including water quality, terrestrial and aquatic habitat, and open
space for recreation and renewal. Restoring nrban forest health and water guality to levels that adequately support
ecosystemn function and processes will require long-term partnerships that are nltimately directed by the values of lucal

eotureunitics and ecological opportunities presented by the landscape, .

Opporonity . .
Thl:gpwatmhed 263 project will apply and test the most innovative and efficient best management practices focusing
on “low impact’ nonstructural techniques applied to vacant and abandoned or underutilized properties. Watershed
2673 has significant public park Jand composing shout 15 peveent of the watrershed totaling 145 acves. There are
specifieslly 25 small parl properties equaling 46 acres, as well as one regionel and 9 neighborbood parks composing
the remabning o acves. Another 15 percent of the watershed is composed of 11 public school sites totaling 27 acres and
o7& vacans fots owned by the City totaling 67 acres, as well as Maryland Transit Administration with 21 acresof
parking lot and the B&O Raflroad Museum with 25 acres of railroad ROW open space. There iy algo 12 major private
inAnstrial landholdets with 73 acres and 2085 private residential vacant lots totaling 134 acres.

Purpnse _
e Restoration Plan Development: to prepare a model urban storm sewer Watershed Management Plan for

Watershed 263 as an official municipal guide for restoration; to identify the universe of community-hased
restoration activities that can be matched to aocomplish environmental and community quality of life
smeasurable outcomes and including significant community involvement based on a watershed stakeholder

 engagementand training process. . o

« Applied Research and Demonstration Projects: to understand and guide implementation of urban watershed"
forestry resources to fmprove natural conditions and contribnte 10 safe and healthy urban neighhorhoods,
metropolitan region, and Chesapeake Bay.

« Evaluation, Technology Transfer and Training: to eollect evaltation and research data and devélop methods
and tools for decision making and tanagement in order to improve the quality of urban land and water
resources contyibuting to urban revitalization. ‘

Paxrners ‘ :
The Parks & People Foundation, watershed commuaity organizations, Baltimore Clry ageneies (inclnding Public Works
- Water Quality Section, Recreation & Parks, Planning, and Public Schools), the Maryland State Forest Berviee, and
7473 Northeastern Reararch Station and the Northeagtern Aren, State and Private Forestry are all working together in
a cooperative prograin as the primary partners with the Chesapeake Bay Program to implement, this project.

Project Goals
* Prepare and implement an jnnovative wban watershed restoration plan
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affect environmental, community health snd quality of hfc outcomes.
» Foeng on nonstructural, low impact development (1ID) restoration techniques to create pervious surfaces.
* Improve TesouTce Management orteomes by better coordinating existing public expenditnres.

Participation Objectives

¢ Stronpthen partnerships to sustain watershed restoration efforts.

« Build capacity and create useful planning and implementation tools and facilitate transferability.

» Train community and education, leaders shont watershed restoration practices to foster sustainability and improve
the effective use of volunteers. . : o

Education Objectives .
» Establish waste recycling and conservation medels in schools toward Grean School certification.

* Empower our yonth 2sleaders for positive shange hased youth mentoring, after school education, and youth

organizations. . .
» Develop workforee skill and leadership programs as a fimdamental strategy that huilds life skills and gpens up

valnable career opportunities.

Research Objectives
» Quantify the effectiveness of best management practices to modexate storm flows and pollutast loads with three -

water quality monitoring stations.
* Model and measure resnit of environmental and quality of 1ife outcomes,
* Assist people to underetand how to apply ecosystens knowledge to help revitalize thetr eommumnities.

Relationship to Other Projects
» URI Green Career Ladder in Washington Village and Sandtown-Winchaster Yorth Build

» Schoolyard greening praject and water quality edncation by DPW, R&2?, PPF and Living Classrooms
» BES education assessrment and KidsGrow program envichment :

* Reves] Baliimore pilot neighbarhoods
+ PPF’s Franklin Square community foresry 4nd OROSW’s vacantIats clean and green

* Baltimore Watershed Forestry Cooperative

Frogress to Date:

» Organized project tzam and held work coordination meetings

« Organized community green infrastracture inv;ntury, assessment, drafted greening and Eresnway strategy
* Established research design and collected existing conditions base data

* Continiting to develop community presentations, stakeholder participation and training sessions

» Initiated tree street planting and other greening activities with community groups

nt

Next Steps . i .
* Continue to refine and farther develop restoration plan process and fuvolve commundty groups and city agencies

» Comtinue to develop effectivenesy of community watershed stakeholder group, training sessions, education outreach

» Continue to develop watershed greening strategy and greenmy'syatem, conclude assessmexnt of public land holdings
(parks and school sites), and detexmine opportunities for water quality treatments that support m%ncedagumﬂz of life

¢ Continue coordinate with redevelopment projects nclnding Camden-Carroll Industyial Fark, UMB Bio-Tech Park,
Harletn Park, Poppleton and Sandtown beusing redevelopment, and OROSW vacant Jand management projact

» Examine sustainable rmethods long-texm, maintenance and youth job and workforce developrnent training
» Secure project imaplementation funding '
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Drainage ID Areé ac

263-A-1
263-A-2
263-A3
263-8-1
2B3-B-2
263-B-2
263-C-1
265-C-2
283-C-3
283-Cnd’
263-C-5
283-C-6
253-C-T
263-C-8
263-D-1_2
26353
263-E-1
2B3-E-2
263-E-3
263-E-5
283-E-T
263-G-1 .
263-G-2
263-G-3
2831~
263-H-2
263-1-1
26312
26313
26314
263-1-6
263-J-1
263-J2
26344
2635
263-K-1
283-K-2
263-L~1
263-L-2
D63-M-1
2653-M-2
263-M-3
263-M-4
263-N-1
263-N-2
' 263-P-1
263-P-2
263-Qv

4186311857
410-244=-7358

2 37 Sidewsalk Biaretention
1.45 Courtyard Biaretention
0.32 Corner Bioretertion
189 Courtyard Bloretention
1,09 Infliiration

275 Courtyard Bioretention
(.76 Iniet Filtration

0.75 Inlet Fltration

1.04 GrayelPave

0,76 GravelPave

(.76 GracsPave

2.13 GragsPave

0.92 GrassPava

2.62 GrassPave

1.86 Courtyard Bioretentlon
1.79 Courtvard Bioretention
1,03 Comégt Bioretention
1.20 Cormner Bioretention
1.41 Infiltration

0.55 Courtyard Bloretention
0.74 Infiltration.

2.08 GrassPave

2.22 Infiiratlon

2 44 Rain Garden

2.61 Infiltration

. 1.07 Inlet Filtration

0.77 Sidewalk Bioretention
0.43 Sidewslk Blorstantion
0.567 infiliration

0.82 Sidewalk Bioretenilon
2 44 Sidewalk Bioretention
0.59 GrasgPave

1.02 GrassPave

1.06 Courtyard Bioretention
1.72 inlef Bioratertion

2.35 GrassPave

1.48 Comer Blaretention
Q0,08 Corner Bioretention
1.70 Comer Bioretention
1.31 Courtyard Bioratestion
1.07 Sidewalk Bioretention
0.87 Sidewaik Bioretention
0.97 Rain Garden

2.67 Infiltration

2.80 Courtyard Bioratention
4.25 Corner Bioretention
1.18 Corner Rioratefition
1.17 GrassPave

Treatment Type

HARBOR DEVELDPMENT
BEPRTMNT OF PLANNIMNG

Capital Cost
NPV Q&M ( Year 2005
Cast {5) dullars
3111,658  $270,289
§75,950  $108,8581
$18,764 538,109
$91,989  $129,182
$1,35% | $12,328
$77.0%1 $108,259
$146,455 $8,910
$128,013 53,970
$2,229 549,864
" 5958 $21,382
056 520,825
52,677 858,347
$1,752 598,179
$3,236 $70,546
$89,043  $125,044
550,595 $97,731
$25,961 $58,017
544,108  $100,270
52,366 - §21,557
$21,318 520,038
¢ $1.380 512,304
$3,710 $BO,857
52,468 $22,487
352,380 573,571
55,324 $48,516
. 891.956,... .82910
$24,308 350 064
$11,916 $28,845
1,244 $11,337
$43,106 $104,346
$120,076 290,667
$929 520,245
$1,600 '$34,868
$41,873 $58,381
580,227 $8.910
$3.8214 $83,275
$30,793 $70,002
542,218 $98,250
560,775  $138,158
353,842 $89,384
$28,954 372,511
$30,587 574,085
543,255 $50,743
35,004 $45,598
$74,893  §$104,892
536,806 583 670
$51,143  §116,262
$2,562 $55,840 .

PAGE 22
P&GE 22424

Totat Cost
$381,947
82,814

354,873
5221,171
$13,676
$185,3580
51568,385
$52,092
322,248
21,781
361,024
520,831
§73,752
524,087
5187,323
£Bg 977
$144.378
E23,922
$51,266
513,654
5B4 567
524,855
$125,961
. $53,844
$100 8646
$583,450
$40,762
312,581
5147 454
5410,743
$21,174
538,469
599,954
589,137
587,096
300,795
$141,470
$198,032
5153,033
- $102,486
104,562
$103,998
$50,601
$179,586
8120 476
$167 405
$58,402
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2653-3-2
263-R~1
263-3-1
263-5-2
265 T-1
263-T-2

26313

263-T-4
263-T-5
2634-1
263-U-2
263-V+1
2632
263Y-3
263V-4
263-W-1
263-W-1_2
263K
263-X-2
263-X-3
263-K-4
2B3-%-5
263-X-6
263-Y-1

2632

253-Y-3
283-Y-4

. 263-Y-5

263-Y-8
237
263-Z-1
28322
26323
263-2-4

263-AA-T

283-AA2
263-AA-3
263-AA-4 -
263283
263-5AA-8
2B3-AA-T
263-AA-B
263-B8-1
263-BR-2
263-D0-1

. 263-DD-2

283-GG-1
28%-GG-2

4186311857

41g~244-7308

0.73 Rain Garden

2 §3 Corner Bioretention
0.64 GrassPave

347 Infilfration

203 Coyner Bioretention
1.46 Corner Bioratention
169 Cormer Bioretention
0,17 Corner Bioretention
0.22 Corner Bioretention
0.B2 Filter Strip

1.38 Infilfrafion

0.40 GravelPave

0.68 GravelPave

¢35 Sidewatk Bioratention’
0.72 Sidewalk Bioretention

" 1.45 Corner Bioratentjon
1.52 Courtyard Bioretantian

0,23 Gourtyard Bioretention
0.12 Iniet Bioratention

0.34 Corner Bioratention
1.57 Sidewsll Bioratentioh
1. 50 Sidewalk Bicreiention
0,71 Gourtyard Bioratention
0.83 Comer Bioretention
0.83 Rain Garden

0.22 Corner Bioretantion
0.52 Coener Biorgtention
0.41 Infitration

0.12 infiltration

1.40 Sidewsik Bioretantion

3 .10 Corner Bioretention
0.28 Gomer Biloretention
1.02 Inlet Bioretention
0.31 Colrtyard Bioretention
.18 Corner Bioretention
0.78 Corner Biaretention
1.01 Comer Bioretentian
1,56 Corner Biorstantion
01.33 Corner Bioretention
.05 Corner Bioretertion
0.09 GrassPave
0,35 GrassPave
3.53 Corner Bioretention
1.75 Corner Bipretention
0.58 Courtyard Bioretention
0.75 Gourtyard Bioretention
0.63 Corner Bioretention
14.06 Corner Bioretention

HARBOR DEVELOPMENT
DEPRTMNT OF PLANNING

§38,627

$54,244
$110,008  §$280,074
51,124 $24.488
$4,804 542,773
$104,855  $238365
$57,348  $153,701
$61,625  §185,556
7,576 $17.222
311,365 525,835
$195 514,221
82 955 $26,831
5849 $19,001
$1,455 332,558
520,429 $49,483
37,822 591,556
375982  $172.681
$66.986 $44,089
£12,136 £17,044
$6,020 $8.910
$18,054 $41,041
gad,i15 - $196,353
578,885  $103,383
$28,141 $39,518
$d1,513 $94,370
£38,824  §$54,521
$8,067 $18,338
$28,201 $58,561
$955 $8,702

5283 82,574
$49,9680  $120,986
5164,855 = $374,308
311,768 $26,752
$47.077 $8.910
515,988 §72.452
59,267 $21,087
$309,560 $89,830
$50,258  5114.251
$70,840  5181,409
%17,680 $40,211
$672 $1,528
5176 $3,828
3740 £16,119
$180.120 $409.483
£80,346 $203,108
$30,591 $42,960
$30,040 $54,824
$33,199 575,470

$693,509 §1,676,537

92,871
$360,080
525,610
. §47 467
$343 221
$720,449
$267,181
424,798
$37,200

PAGE 23
PAGE 23/2d

814,416 -

320 887
319,851
534 013
$62, 883
$129,378
$248,643
$161,088
329,180
14 830
$59,085
$277,468
§273,271
867,659
$135,883
$93,345
$26.408
$85,761
$0,657
32,857
5170966
$538,961
538,519
$55,987
$38,440
$30,334
-$129,490
5164,502
§261,340
$57,900
$2,200
54,014
$16,859
588, 613
5082 453
573,551
593,882
$108,660
§2,270,046

44,308,562 $8,941,948 $13.340,508



B8/19/2886 B8:4b 4186311057
g8/17/288BE 1b:38 418-244-7358

Land & Water Tralls  Resteretion Arass
—-=— <Al etidr vahios> typa

s

iype [ fpench

v Eopve sy frsl I | buttar enhancament are
. ofsing trail ) Gyprova s lafane
= =% ¥ neighhariood accass i f riparan vsgelation

= = ez timll !:J fidal marah

Recreation Fac/lities vplend chhancemert

type
% flening plat

&, eanaefiayeh liunsh

IO AT B T H A Y YT T A T N T o o B Y W T T TR Tt N T4

HARBOR DEVELDPMENT PAGE 24
DEPRTMNT OF FLANNING - PAGE 24/24

SITE NAME )

A. Upper Middie Branch

B, Bus Terminal

Warner St. Weilands

Animal Care Facility

BGE Site

Swan Park

BF] Shorelina

Aguarium Site A

Aguarium Site B ]
Laock insuwlator :
Ferry Bar Park

Harber Hospital

. Boat Launch

Middle Branch Park East.
Middle Branch Park Central
Middle Branch Park West
Carr-Lowry

Qld BGE Bullidng

i

Erf7F-cF"zomMmooe

Pal-To¥--

o)



08/17/2086 14:34 418-962-6024 REGULATORY BRANCH PAGE B2/86
AUG-16—2B06 15:27 P.082/06

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
S0 STrg, : REGION I
¢ Y 1680 Arch Street
§ Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103-2029

"¢ pron®

‘)WMAQ‘

August 16, 2006

Mr. Vance Hobbs
CENAB-OP-RMN

U. S. Army Corp of Engineers
Baltimore District

P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Proposed Masonville
Dredged Material Containment Facility, Baltimore, Maryland: CEQ No 20060184
and the Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the
Proposed Masonville Dredged Material Containment Facility, Baltimore, Maryland.

CEQ No 20060269.

Dear Mr. Hobbs:

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), Section 309 of
the Clean Air Act, and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWAY); the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above referenced documents. The DEIS evaluates the
potential to construct a Dredged Material Containment Facility (DMCF) capable of receiving
material dredged from the Baltimore Harbor Channels north of the Nerth Point-Rock Point line in
the Patapsco River, evaluates a series of alternatives for this type of structure, the environrental
impacts associated with the proposed alternative, and describes a compensatory mitigation plan for
the proposed project. We offer the following comments.

The Baltimore Harbor and Channels Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) and
Piered EIS (USACE 2005) concluded that multiple DMCF’s would be necessary to meet the
Harbor placement need over the next 20 years. This DEIS cvaluates the no action alternative and 3
alternative sites for DMCEF’s to satisfy Harbor material placement needs beginning in 2009. The
three sites evaluated for the potential to meet the dredged matetial shortfall in the near term were
Masonville, Sparrows Point and BP-Fairchild. The Masonville site (final feasibly alignment # 3) is
identified as the preferred alternative for a DMCF in the DEIS and 404 permit application. EPA
has rated the *no action” altemative which would not develop the Masonville DMCF as “LO”
(Lack of Objection). The “no action” alternative as described would either potentially defer the
scheduled dredging activities or result in the need to place materials at Hart and Miller Island or the
Cox Creek DMCF’s through 2009. We have assigned the rating of “EC” (Environmental
Conecems) 10 the remaining three altermatives which include the proposed DMCF at Masonville and
the potential DMCF’s at Sparrows Point and BP-Fairchild in the Patapsco River. EPA has also
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rated the overall adequacy of the DEIS as 2" (Ineufficient information). A copy of the EPA EIS
rating system is enclosed for your reference.

EPA recognizes the DEIS is the result of recommendations in the Dredged Material
Management Plan (DMMP) which was developed over several years with significant agency and
public input. Despite the fact that EPA has served on various committees involved in this process,
we continue to have serious concerns with several major aspects of the Masonville proposed
aliemative; including the potential impacts associated with the placement of fill into a large area of

the Patapsco River.

Alternatives

EPA appreciates that the Harbor Team and related Committees (2.., the Bay Enhancement
Work Group (BEWG)) spent considerable time and effort in developing, evaluating and screening
alternatives for managing dredged material from the Harbor chanmels. The proposed project (i.€.,
dredped material disposal) does not require access or proximity to, or siting within, a special
aquatic site to fulfill its basic project purpose (.., is not “water dependent™). However, given the
legislative and operational constraints faced by the applicant, the need for disposal capacity in the
near term, and the potential hazards to navigational safety which could occur without the proposed
dredging; we believe that the applicant’s identification of the Masonville site as the preferred
alternative is justifiable.

Environmental Impacts

EPA has serious concerns with the environmental impacts of the proposed project on the
Patapsco River and ultimately the Chesapeake Bay ecosystem. Construction and subsequent
placement of fill at the Masonville site for Final Feasibility Alignment # 3 will result in the
permanent loss of 130 acres of tidal open water habitat, 1 acre of vegetated wetlands, and 10 acres
of upland in the Chesapeake Bay critical area buffer. The DEIS acknowledges that the proposed
project will have significant long term adverse impacts to fisheries, essential fish habitat (EFH) and
benthic commumities from the placement of fill into tidal open water. Significant long termn adverse
impact will result to fisheries from the loss of tidal open water habitat. Although some benthic
conditions in the area were determined to be degraded, other areas met restoration goals for the
Harbor. There will be the permanent loss of 0.38 acres of submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV)
and 10 acres of Tier I Habitat for SAV within the DMCF footprint. The ecosystem functions and
values of this tidal open water babitat and associated aquatic resources will be permanently lost
due to construction of the DMCF at Masonville.
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CWA Section 404

A Section 404 evaluation is to bs completed for the project and included in the FEIS. EPA
requests the opportunity to review this evaluation prior to finalization of the FEIS and/or before
any permit is issued for the proposed project. '

The mitigation plan included in the DEIS for unavoidable impacts is currently still nnder
development. The total cost of the draft conceptual mitigation plan provided in the DEIS was
estimated to be $12.5 million. We understand concems have been raised by other resource
agencies and local interests regarding the adequacies of proposed mitigation and public access to
Masonville Cove with which we are in agreement, Our review has determined that the proposed
plan does not include the commitment of funds for the maintenance of the Masonville Cove
portion of the mitigation plan. Concerns were raised during early coordination meetings with the
Maryland Port Authority (MPA) and resource agencies that the Masonville Cove mitigation site
would be continuously degraded by erosion and by sediment and trash deposition, reducing the
long term mitigation value of the site. To address these concerns, EPA recommended MPA set
aside a permanent fund to ensure a dedicated and continual funding source for maintenance of the
restoration project. This recommendation is consistent with and meets the goals and intent of the
Clean Water Act (CWA) which are “to restore and maintain the physical, chemical, and biological
integrity of the nation’s waters”. Since the preferred alternative for the Masonville DMCF will
permanently remove 130 acres of waters of the U.S., the mitigation proposed to offset this Joss of
aquatic resources shonld provide a permanently dedicated source of funds to maintain the proposed
mitigation area, The dollar amount of the fund set-aside needs to be evaluated by the applicant and
should reflect an adequate source of funding to continually maintain all components of the
approved mitigation project, The mitigation plan should be developed, and final approval received
by the resource agencies, prior 10 inclusion into the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)
and before the issuance of the Section 404 permit for the project. EPA will work with the Corps
and MPA to develop the final mitigation and maintenance plan that addresses our concerns and
adequately mitigates for the environmental impaets of the proposed DMCE.

Consistent with the State of Maryland’s approach with private applicants whereby a
payment is required for the value of uplands created from filling regulated waters, we suggest that
the funds set aside for the Masonville mitigation maintenance, when added to ather proposed
mitigation costs, should equate with the economic value of the upland created by the Masonville
fill. The applicant should be willing to commit to an adequate and equitable mitigation plan taking
into consideration the economic value of the land created by this fill. In the future EPA believes
that the issue of the economic value of the land created by a fill, a cost to a private applicant,
should be included in the comparative evaluation of the altematives in order to evaluate all the
alternatives fairly. It is incumbent upon MPA to assure that the projects which are undertaken by
the Authority have minimal inipacts to public resources and that the mitigation undertaken for
these projects has real and long term effects with a goal of overall watershed improvements.
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Air Impacts

A Conformity Study and Conformity Plan is required by the Clean Air Act since emissions
during construction and placement of dredged materials will exceed the 100 tons per year (tpy)
NOx threshold. A thorough assessment of emissions from the praposed project to mest the
requirements for the Federal conformity decision should be included in the FEIS. It is requested
that the plan be submitted to EPA for review and comment prior to inclusion into the FEIS,

Cumulative Irnpacts

Cumulative impacts result from the incremental impact of the proposed action when added
to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of which agency or
person undertakes such actions. The cumulative impacts analysis has determined that
jmplementation of the DMMP, in conjunction with past placement activities, utilizing the
Masonville, Sparrows Point and BP-Fairfield sites for dredged material over the next 20 ycars has
the potential 1o result in the loss of 2,085 acres or 4.9 % of the tidal open water habitat in the
Patapsco River. EPA is extremely concerned with the potential for such a large loss of tidal open
water in the Patapsco River system or ¢lsewhere in the Chesapeake Bay region. While an
appropriate mitigation plan is being developed to offset the impacts of the Masonville DMCF, we
strongly believe that future further filling of waters of the U.S. at the ma gnitude proposed would
not comply with the applicable EPA and Corps regulatory review guidelines. Accordingly, EPA
recommends that any dredge and fill permit issucd for the Masonville DMCF have a condition
requiring the applicant to vigorously pursue viable innovative use alternatives for the future

disposal of dredged material (see below).

Innovative Use

Currently MPA is committed to identifying a strategy to manage 0.5 million cubic yards
(mcey) of dredged material annually through cost-effective and safe innovative uses by 2023. New
dredging and maintenance work generates approximately 1.5 mcy of dredged material annuafly.
The development of innovative uses or reuse of dredged material has the potential to aveid and/or
minimize impacts on the environment and aquatic resources by reducing or eliminaiing the future
need for the additional DMCF’g, e.g. Sparrows Point and BP-Fairchild DMCF sites. To this end -
we recommend that the regulatory agencies and MPA collaboratively develop a Memorandum of
Agreement to achieve innovative uses and reuses of larger quantities of dredged materials in a
shorter time frame. A dedicated source of funding needs to be commitied to advance innovative
use alternatives as well. Initial funding as part of the mitigation plan for the Masonville project
needs to be serously considered. EPA commumits 1o be an active partner to develop an agreement
that will protect our valuable natural resources in the Patapsco River and Chesapeske Bay
watershed and provide a solution to dredged material disposal needs in the long term.
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the DEIS and Joint Permit application for ~

the Masonville DMCF. Until an appropriate mitigation and manegement plan is submitted and

]

approved, EPA recomynends that the Corps hold the Section 404 permit in abeyance. Should you
have any questions regarding our comments conceming the NEPA process, please contact me at
(215) 814 3367 or Marria O*Malley Walsh the principal reviewer of the project at (570) 628-9685.

Should you have questions concerning Section 404 permitting issues please contact
(215) 814-2762. .

Sincerely,

William Arguto
NEPA. Team Leader

encl

Jim Butch at

TOTAL. P.@&
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McCormick, Kaitlin

From: Boraczek, Jane

Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2006 9:42 AM

To: McCormick, Kaitlin

Subject: FW: Environmental Impact Statement Testimony

From: Ckesh@aol.com [mailto:Ckesh@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 17, 2006 1:21 PM

To: Romeo, Jon NABO2

Subject: Environmental Impact Statement Testimony

Comments on the Environmental Impact Statement for the Masonville Dredge Containment
Facility and Mitigation Project to the US Army Corps of Engineers.

Submitted by the Brooklyn and Curtis Bay Coalition August 17, 2006 via email to
Jon.romeo@usace.army.mil

| am Carol Eshelman and | am the Executive Director for the Brooklyn and Curtis Bay
Coalition, a nonprofit community development corporation whose mission is to revitalize the
neighborhoods of Brooklyn and Curtis Bay. | am submitting this testimony on behalf of the
Coalition's Board of Directors, which includes residents and/or representatives of local faith-
based organizations and businesses.

The Brooklyn and Curtis Bay Coalition has been working with the Maryland Port Administration
(MPA) to solicit input from the residents of Brooklyn and Curtis Bay with respect to the
proposed dredge material containment facility and in particular on the restoration of the
Masonville Cove. For more than 3 years, representatives of the port attended town meetings,
community association meetings as well as meetings devoted exclusively to the project.

These meetings have continued even since the last public hearing on this project on June 21.

As stated before the Coalition supports the open process that the port used to determine the
location of the dredge containment facility and the recommendations of the Harbor Team with
respect to alternative uses. In particular, the Coalition supports the recognition that the
mitigation projects stay in the community to create an urban nature center and access to the
water at Masonville Cove. The Coalition is supportive of the mitigation as outlined in the
Environmental Impact Statement and we also agree with the community members who have
stated that additional mitigation should be considered. In particular, the MPA needs to create
a safe the pedestrian access route that complements the new gateway project that is being
created by the Concerned Citizens for a Better Brooklyn.

In discussions with local residents and meetings with potential Cove partners, we believe that
a minimum level of long-term funding to support the operation of the environmental
education/urban nature center and the programs to be run out of the center is critical to the
long-term success of the mitigation projects. This facility is going to provide the opportunities

8/22/2006
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for the school children in Brooklyn and Curtis Bay to have meaningful bay experiences by
taking part in environmental education programs and in the creation and maintenance of this
unique urban nature center. Additionally, community clean up days and other restoration
events will be held in the Cove. Itis also envisioned that community groups will also be able to
hold meetings and events at the Nature Center.

The Coalition in partnership with the Living Classrooms Foundation and the National Aquarium
has committed to raising long-term funding for operations and education programs, but we
believe that the port should also provide half of the ongoing operating funds for this facility. It is
early but our preliminary estimates have indicated that a relatively full schedule of programs
can be run out of the environmental education center for between 3-4 hundred thousand
dollars annually; this includes upkeep of the center. The construction of the dredge material
placement facility will last for well over a decade and after that there will be port related
activities on the site. The port should commit to annually supporting at least half of the
expenses relating to the Environmental Education Center and its programs over the long term.

Residents have also expressed assurances that the land remain as a nature center in
perpetuity. To ensure that this occurs the Coalition has been working with the Maryland
Environmental Trust to create an easement and with other partners to create a new land trust
for the Middle Branch of the Patapsco River that could accept the easement. The Board of the
land trust will have members who are residents of Brooklyn and Curtis Bay. The MPA has
agreed to allow an easement on the property to protect the center.

The experience of the last 3 years has proven the value to MPA and State of working directly
with the citizens of the areas impacted by State projects. It is essential that the MPA continue
this relationship as the project is implemented. Accordingly, the Coalition is seeking to hire a
staff person whose job it will be to meet regularly with community members to continue to
gather input, to attend meetings on the cove and to update community members on ongoing
activities. As part of this ongoing communication, the Coalition is proposing to include regular
information in our newsletter on the progress of the dredge facility and the mitigation. In order
to ensure broader circulation of the newsletter we are including the cost of mailing the
newsletter to all residents of Brooklyn and Curtis Bay as part of the operating expenses.

The Coalition also supports the creation of resident committees to work on the plans for the
nature center and education programs and an oversight committee for the mitigation and
dredge material placement facility. The committee members and partners, as well as the port,
would be asked to submit unedited articles for our newsletter. This will ensure that residents
will have access to ongoing and timely information.

Thank you.

Carol K. Eshelman

Executive Director

Brooklyn and Curtis Bay Coalition, Inc.
320 East Patapsco Ave

Baltimore, MD 21225

410-355-1100
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Habitat Conservation Division
Chesapeake Bay Program Office
410 Severn Ave., Suite 107A
Annapolis, Maryland 21403

August 17, 2006

MEMORANDUM TO: Mary Frazier, Jon Romeo
Baltimore District — Corps of Engineers,
Regulatory Branch, Maryland Permits — North

FROM: John S. Nichols
SUBJECT: Masonville Dredge Material Containment Facility

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the Corps of Engineers — Maryland
Department of the Environment Joint Public Notice, dated May 19, 2006; and, the Draft Tiered
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), dated May 2006, and DEIS Supplement, dated June 2006; and,
your Essential Fish Habitat Assessment, attached to the DEIS, and submitted in accordance with the
Magnuson — Stevens Fishery Conservation & Management Act, for the proposed Masonville Dredged
Material Containment Facility (DMCF) in Baltimore, Maryland. The following is a synopsis of NMFS
concerns and recommendations pertaining to this proposal. A formal letter with NMFS comments and
recommendations on this project from the NMFS Habitat Conservation Division Field Office Supervisor
will be forthcoming later during August 2006.

SHORT TERM CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

The lower nontidal Patapsco River and lower Gwynns Falls are documented spawning and nursery grounds
for anadromous fish, particularly white perch (Morone americana), and yellow perch (Perca flavescens).
Distribution of early life stages of these species (i.e., eggs and larvae) are generally confined to the
immediate waters of the spawning grounds, upstream of the project site. However, after acquiring more
proficient swimming ability, young-of-the-year of these species move downstream into the tidal Patapsco
River; i.e., during mid- through late spring. Existing conditions surveys of the project site have
documented significant numbers of young-of-the-year white perch in the project area.

While young-of-the-year perch are generally less vulnerable to dredging related impacts than eggs and
larvae, young-of-the-year vulnerability is a concern with a large-scale dredging-placement operation, such
as that proposed. Approximately 0.6 million cubic yards of overburden material will be removed by
mechanical method from the project site prior to construction of the exterior dikes. Overburden is
comprised of 87 percent silty organic sediment and clay. Mechanical dredging tends to generated higher
amount of re-suspended sediments in the water column than hydraulic dredging, and in the case of the
proposed project, will affect a large area of the river, and extend over several months. Consequently,
young-of-the-year perch using the project site will be subject to an extended period of elevated suspended
solids, depressed dissolved oxygen concentrations, and disruption to their visual acuity and foraging
behavior.

We anticipate that construction of the exterior dikes of the DMCF will produce similar impacts to young-
of-the year perch. ldentified sources of construction material (i.e., on-site borrow, and/or 0.5 million cubic
yards of Seagirt dredge material) contain significant portions of fines (i.e., up to 29 percent), much of
which will be re-suspended into the water column during open-water placement for dike construction.
Seagirt material also contains significant amounts of metals; in particular, copper, which, if released into
the water column during material placement at the project site, could create local toxic effects on aquatic
life.

Both white and yellow perch are important to local recreational fisheries in the Patapsco River. Like other
anadromous species, year-class strength is important to sustaining local stocks. Any degree of perch
mortality that may be incurred as a result of the early construction phases is not acceptable, particularly



because exposure of young-of-the-year perch to construction impacts can be avoided through a seasonal
restriction on in-water work. We, therefore, recommend the following.

1) Dredging of overburden material, and construction of exterior dikes (i.e., via borrow
placement) should be restricted from February 15 through June 1, of any year. Once the
exterior dike of the DMCF has been completed, isolating the interior of the placement facility
from the river, work within the dike-contained area may proceed during the spring spawning
season, provided that discharge from the work site abides by state water quality standards.

Overburden removal and exterior dike construction also has the potential to adversely affect submerged
aquatic vegetation (SAV) in Masonville Cove. If the latter actions are to occur during the SAV growing
season, we recommend that turbidity curtains be deployed during these construction phases to confine re-
suspended sediments to the work area, and/or protect SAV beds from re-suspended materials that may drift
into Masonville Cove. When dredging/exterior dike construction coincides with the SAV growing season,
SAV beds in Masonville Cove should be monitored for increases in sediment deposition on vegetation, and
turbidity curtains adjusted appropriately to minimize impacts to SAV.

LONG-TERM DMCF IMPACTS ON HYDROLOGIC REGIME AND SEDIMENT-DEPOSITION
Existing conditions data have well documented the poor water quality and sediment quality conditions that
exist in the Middle Branch and project area. Coupled with this are anticipated effects that the DMCF will
have on local hydrodynamic and sediment erosion/deposition patterns. For example, study modeling has
predicted that the constructed DMCF will result in moderate depression of ebb surface currents, increased
water residence time, as well as a 50 percent increase in annual sediment deposition in waters adjacent to
the proposed facility. Consequently, the proposed DMCF will likely contribute to further decline of local
environmental quality; e.g., increased Total Suspended Solids, increased concentrations of water column
inorganic nutrients, decreased water clarity.

The Maryland Port Administration (MPA) has proposed an ambitious compensatory mitigation package for
enhancing the ecological quality Masonville Cove, which includes amendments to local sediments and the
subtidal water column, as well as efforts to promote SAV expansion within the cove. However, in the light
of anticipated effects of the DMCF on local environmental quality, a more realistic approach should be
taken relative to the make-up and design of the mitigation package, to ensure that significant habitat losses
from this project are successfully off-set. NMFS recommended adjustments to several compensatory
mitigation components are discussed below.

COMPENSATORY MITIGATION PACKAGE

NMFS approves of the diversity and potential ecological significance to the Patapsco River watershed of
components that comprise the proposed comprehensive mitigation package. However, of paramount
importance is the success of each mitigation component. We also note that success can best be achieved
through an adaptive management protocol, which includes intensive monitoring of parameters affecting
compensatory actions, adjustments to compensatory actions based on monitoring feedback, including
timely replacement of failing actions with pre-identified Phase || compensatory actions.

We recommend that a 5-year monitoring protocol be developed for all mitigation components, which will
begin on each component at the completion of the component’s construction. For actions that will require
perpetual maintenance following the 5-year monitoring period (i.e., fish passageways, trash interceptors),
MPA must also re-arrange a perpetual maintenance plan with an appropriate state, local or private
constituent.

Data derived from each monitoring protocol should be used to assess the progression and effectiveness of
an action. This should include compiling monitoring results into annual reports that are submitted for
regulatory/resource agency review and comment, and maintaining regular coordination channels with
regulatory/resource agency staff to assess problems as they arise during a year. Regulatory/resource
agencies should be afforded the final determination as to the success or failure of each action.
Additionally, the applicant should identify and compile a listing of Phase Il compensatory options that can
be used to replace failing Phase | options (i.e., actions different from and in addition to those comprising



the proposed compensatory package). Phase Il options, once adopted, should be subject to the same
monitoring and appraisal protocol as Phase I actions.

For those proposed compensatory actions directly affecting our resources, we have identified parameters
that should be included in a 5-year monitoring plan.

1. Wetland construction/enhancement

a) Appropriate control of invasive plant species, including: 1) use of herbicides according to
manufacturers’ recommended protocol; and, 2) eradication of invasive species and their
propagules in areas within and adjacent to the proposed wetland site.

b) Vegetative cover and diversity (which includes a re-planting plan, where needed)

c) Development of faunal community

d) Trash/flotsam removal

e) Vegetation predator control

f)  System hydrology (which includes adjustment of elevations, tidal channels, where
needed)

2. Benthic/subtidal amendments in Masonville Cove
a) Fish community development in area of fish reef modules, inter-module bottom, and
stone dike exterior
b) Fouling community development on reef structures
c) Benthic diversity and abundance
d) Sediment deposition rates, substrate and bathymetric changes

3. American eel passage
a) Hydrologic functioning of passageways
b) Successive re-introduction of eels to waters upstream of passageways

4, Shad and herring restoration
a) Return of marked migratory adults (2-4 years following stocking) to the Patapsco
watershed
b) Functioning of existing fishways in passing target species

5. Trash interceptors
a) Proper functioning of each interceptor
b) Maintenance and trash disposal
c) Appraisal of trash/flotsam levels in Masonville Cove

6. Water quality monitoring
a) Parameters monitored should include Total Suspended Solids, Secchi disk depth,
chlorophyll(a), dissolved oxygen, dissolved inorganic nitrogen, dissolved inorganic
phosphorus, salinity
b) Data should be collected prior to and following DMCF construction for a comparative
analysis on the overall effects of the DMCF on environmental quality in Masonville
Cove, and to appraise the success of Masonville Cove enhancements

Although SAV has colonized Masonville Cove, in habitat conditions within the cove are actually sub-par
for SAV growth and expansion. Furthermore, the proposed DMCF will likely exacerbate the already poor
conditions. Given a low probability of success, proposed in-kind SAV establishment (plantings) should not
be afforded credit as part of the compensatory mitigation package. However, we do recommend that the
applicant monitor the health and resilience of existing SAV within Masonville Cove as part of the 5-year
water quality monitoring protocol, as part of the appraisal of the environmental health of the cove.

Included in such monitoring would be distribution and health of new beds that have resulted from natural
volunteer colonization.



NMFS also recommends that compensatory credit not be afforded to trash clean-up in Masonville Cove,
unless it is required as part of a preparatory measure for a specific enhancement activity (e.g., wetland
construction, fish reef amendments).

ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT (EFH)

As discussed during our participation as a Cooperating Agency in the preparation of the DEIS, your EFH
Assessment was comprehensive and very well prepared, as well as appropriately supplemented with
existing conditions survey data on fisheries. In consideration of the marginal habitat conditions in the
Middle Branch, including the project site, and its limited use by federal species, the construction and
subsequent operational effects of the proposed DMCF should not adversely affect managed species and
their EFH. Additionally, proposed maintenance and borrow actions within the Seagirt channel should not
adversely affect these species.

Federal species tend toward greater abundance within the middle and lower regions of the tidal Patapsco
River, relative to seasonal/annual salinity fluctuations. Consequently, they are more subject to the
cumulative effects of the Port’s holistic dredging/disposal operations throughout the Inner Harbor. Issues
discussed below, therefore, pertain to both anadromous and federal fish resource conservation within the
Patapsco watershed.

LONG-TERM CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF THE PORT’S INNER HARBOR
DREDGING/DISPOSAL OPERATIONS ON THE TIDAL PATAPSCO RIVER: AVOIDANCE &
MINIMIZATION OF FUTURE IMPACTS

Fill activities related to Port of Baltimore Inner Harbor past, present and future operations already account
for the displacement of more than 2,000 acres of the tidal Patapsco River. The proposed Masonville
DMCEF, itself, will result in changes to hydrologic and sediment deposition patterns in the Middle Branch.
As the tidal river continues to be geographically constrained by future projects, such as Sparrows Point and
BP-Fairfield, continued alteration of the hydrologic and other physical processes within the river and its
tributaries will produce more dramatic and adverse effects on the ecology and resources of this system.
The importance of curtailing future displacement of the river’s aquatic system through incorporating
Innovative Use and/or upland disposal options into the management of Inner Harbor dredge material cannot
be over-emphasized.

Formation of the Innovative Reuse Committee (IRC) to formulate an Innovative Use strategy represents a
positive move by MPA toward adopting the Harbor Options Team recommendation for incorporating
Innovative Use into the long-term disposal plan for the Inner Harbor. Communication should be improved
between IRC and the regulatory/resource agencies so that the agencies can be assured that realistic progress
is being made toward development of a strategy as other DMCF projects are reviewed in the near future.
We also recommend that the following measures be incorporated into the authorized permit for the
Masonville DMCF as special conditions for avoiding and minimizing of cumulative impacts of the Long-
Term Dredge Material Disposal Plan for the Inner Harbor.

1) During the duration of the authorized permit for Masonville, MPA must demonstrate to the
federal regulatory agencies that positive advances are being made toward development of an
Innovative Use strategy (and/or a strategy that develops local upland disposal options) that
will be able to accommodate at least 0.5 MCY of Inner Harbor material by the year 2023,
restore capacity to existing DMCFs, and reduce the need for displacing additional aquatic
habitat in the tidal Patapsco River. To “map out” a strategy, we suggest development of a
protocol (e.g., in flow chart or matrix format) which outlines goals and objectives of
developing the more promising Innovative Use options, and identifies “Action Dates” by
which goals and objectives will be met.

2) MPA should provide annual reports to the federal regulatory agencies summarizing IRC
activities as well as progress made toward development of an Innovative Use (and/or upland
disposal) strategy.



U.S. Department of Commander 431 Crawford Street,ORooSa 100
Homeland Securit United States Coast Guard Portsmouth, Va. 23704-5004
y Fifth Coast Guard District Staff Symbol: dpw

Phone: 757-398-6360
Fax: 757-398-6303
Email: Albert.L.Grimes@uscg.mil

United States
Coast Guard

16500

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ¢ T il
” “ AUG 2 8 2000 l] Y
P.O. Box 1715

2006-63743
TD) ECEI V E lr“"\ August 21, 2006
Baltimore District
Attn. Mr. Jon Romeo
' C ENT
Baltimore, MD. 21203-1715 HARBOR DEVELOPMENT
Dear Mr. Romeo:

After reviewing Public Notice: CENAB-OP-RMN, MPA/MASONVILLE DMCE. 2006-63743:
the Coast Guard has the following requirement for this application, in accordance with 33 CFR
62 and 66.

The applicant will be required to temporarily mark the proposed dike construction area every
three hundred (300°) feet with a slow flashing amber (yellow) light and permanently mark the
“relocated sunken barges” area. In association with these requirements the applicant will also be
required to prepare and provide for Coast Guard approval a Private Aids to Navigation
Application (CG 2554). The Coast Guard will require an advance notice of thirty (30) days to
move any Federal Aid to Navigation that are within the scope of this project. Also, the contractor
must notify this office with pertinent information so it can be included in the Local Notice
Mariners (LNM). Theses request can be done either by email or letter:

Commander (dpw)

Fifth Coast Guard District

431 Crawford Street, Room 100
Portsmouth, VA. 23704-5504

If you have any questions please contact me, at 757-398-6360.

Sincerely, :
Ol DiriiE

ALBERT L. GRIMES IIT
Marine Information Specialist
U.S. Coast Guard

By direction



16500
January 24, 2003
Copy: CG SECTOR Baltimore- R. Houck
CGC JAMES RANKIN (WLM 555)
CG ANT Baltimore
Maryland Port Administration- Harbor Development



Masonville EIS and permit appliation Page 1 of 1

McCormick, Kaitlin

From: Romeo, Jon NABO2 [JON.ROMEO@nab02.usace.army.mil]
Sent: Friday, September 22, 2006 1:44 PM

To: DCManoogian@HotMail.Com
Cc: McCormick, Kaitlin; Boraczek, Jane; Hobbs, Vance G NABO2; Frazier, Mary A NAB02; Mendelsohn,
Mark NABO2

Subject: Masonville EIS and permit appliation
Mzr. Manoogian,
This is a follow-up to our phone conversation today.
We received your comments on behalf of Concerned Citizens for a Better Brooklyn dated August 16, 2006
regarding the permit application and the Draft EIS on MPA’s proposal to construct a dredged material
containment facility at Masonville. Your comments were provided to those on the Baltimore District’s team
responsible for preparing the EIS and evaluating the permit application. The comments will be made a part
of, and addressed in, the final EIS. They will also be considered in our evaluation of the application for a
permit.
We now expect the Final EIS to be completed in November 2006. You will be provided a CD of this
document and you will be given the opportunity to provide comments on the EIS during the 30-day
circulation period. At some point after the close of the circulation period, a Record of Decision will be
prepared. Included in the ROD will be how any comments on the Final EIS were addressed. We expect the
ROD to be signed and a decision regarding the Department of the Army permit to be made at or about the
same time.
Thank you for your comments and please call if you have any questions.
Jon Romeo
Baltimore District Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Branch
Phone: (410) 962-6079

Fax: (410) 962-6024

10/9/2006
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Maryland Depariment of Planning I
Raobert T FErtieh, [r. i SE:‘M ;. ,
Cepmernor rarvy _
Mickael 3. Stesle Thurenee BE. Barian
Depuity Severary

Lt Gooermor

September 28, 2006

Mr. Jon Romeo

Project Manager. Attn; CENAB-OP-RMN

U.5. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
P.0.Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

State Application Tdentifier: MD20060629-0702

Applicant:  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District

Project Description: Supplement to the Tiered Draft EIS: Proposed Masonville Dredged Material Containment
Facility: new use ol constriction material at Masonville to include dredged material from channel
deepening for Seagrit Marine Terminal (see MD20060515-0469)

Project Location: Baltimore City

Approving Authority:  U.S. Department of Defense

Recommendation:  Consistent with Qualifying Comments and Contingent Upon Certain Actions

. Dear Mr. Romeo:

In accordance with Presidential Executive Order 12372 and Code of Maryland Regulation 14.24.04, the State
Clearinghouse has coordinated the intergovernmental review of the referenced project. This letter, with
attachments, constitutes the State process review and recommendation based upon comments reccived to date. This
recommendation is valid for a period of three years from the date of this letier.

" Review comments were requested from the Maryland Departments of Agriculture, the Environment, Health &
Mental Hygiene, Natural Resources, Guneral Services, Transportation, State Police, the Maryland Enyironmental
Service, Baltimore City, and the Marvland Departmen) of Planning, including the Maryland Higtorical Trust. As of
this date, the Maryland Department of Transportation has not submitted comments. This recommendation is
contingent upon the applicant considering and addressing any problems or conditions that may be identified
by their review. Any tomunents received will be forwarded. The Maryland Depariment of State Police had no

comments.

The Maryland Department of Natural Resources, and Baltimore City found this project to be generally consistent
with their plans, programs, and objectives, but included ¢ertain qualifying comments summarized below.

The Maryland Department of Natral Resourees addressed issues relating to: time-of-year restrictions to protect
spawning anadromous and resident fish species; possible time-of-year restrictions to protect bald eagles that have
established n nest area in the past near the Masonville site; planning eoordination with the Chesapeake Bay Critical
Area Commission; the development of innovative teuse projects for material dredged from the Baltimore Harbor;
and the desirc to he invelved in the review of the Final Mitigation Plan for the project. Sec the attached letter,

AN Vs Popason Sovver @ Seife 7807 8 Dealttinms, r"l'Iﬂ{;!."x?frff 2IAHT
Tefgibowp: 10, 7871500 @ Lo A10767 3480 @ Palf Freer 18777076277 @ T8V Norm: Marvioud Keley
Fureemer: wune MDD tate mrel r
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Please Complete Your Review & Recommendation Before August 10, 2006

e Forta To: Linda G, Janey, J.D., Directar, Maryland State Clearinghousae far intargavernmantal Assistince,
/" Retum Completed Maryland Department of Plamning, 301 West Prestan Street, Room1104, Baltimora, MD 21201-230¢

Phone; 410-767-4490 Fax: A10-767-4480

: " ahonse Gontact: Bab Rosanbush, 410-767-4450
Stata Application Identifier: MD20060629-0702 Clearinghous Bab Rosaribust, H10-767 448

Locattan;  BCIT ,
Applieant:  Maryjand Pait Adminlstration

i : Supplement to the Tiarad Draft EIS: Proposed Masonvilla Dredgad Materlal Cantainmant Facllity: new use of canstruction
Desoription ml;?igr;l atnMaamvillle to Include dredged material frem channal deepening for Seagrit Marne Terminal (see MD200G0S515-

0489)
Baszad on a Review of the Information Provided, Wa Have Chec () the prlu etermfnaﬂon Below

It is Conalatent with aur plane, programs, and objectives
1t is Congjstent with the polickes containad [n Exacutive Order 01,061.1882.27 [Ma[mm Econamic Growth, Resotirea Protection,
ar:d Planning Act of 19921;? Executtva Drder 04,01.1083.04 (Smart Growth and Naighborhwod Conservation Palicy), and cur

lans, programs, and obieclives.
(MHT ONLY) [t haa been determinad thet tha pmject will have "o affest” on historle propartiss and (hat the federal and/or State

historfe praservation requiremants have basn met
{DNR ONLY} It hag boen dedermined #hat this projact Is in the Cogstal Zona and is mat inconsistent with the Marytand Coasta]

c4 Zona Managemant Prograim,
[ (MDP ONLY) [t 15 consintent with the requikernents of Staln Flna;.'na and Procwremeant Article 5-78-02; 03; 04 and 08 Smart

Crowth and Neighborhood Conservation (Pri .

It Iz Conslatont with the Economic Growth, Resource Protection, and Planning Visions (Planning Act of 1952), Stoto Finance and
Procurement Articla 5=7B — Smayt Growth and Nelghbarhood Conservation (Prioeity Funding Areas), angd our plans, programs, anc

ﬂh'

"o R4 |GENERALLY CONSISTENT WITH GUALIFYING COMMENTS: ft is generally Corsistent with our plans, programs and
objactivas, but tha attached qualifying comment s submithed for consldaration,

R2 CONTINGENT UPON GERTAIN ACTIONS: itis ganaraily Conzigtant with our plans, prograys and objectiven contingent upon
cartain ections belhg teken as nuted in the attachsd commant{s).

NOT CONSISTENT: it ralses problems conceming compatibility with sur plans, programs, obfectives, or Planning Act

R3 |vislons/policies; or it may duplicite ¢xi#ing program activiies, 8 Indicated In the atiached comment(s). if s tneeting with the

applicont Is requested, plaata chack here: 3

R4 ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED: Additenai information ks requirad to earnpleta tha raview. Tha information needed
is idenffied befow. if an extension of the review period is requested, piaese chock hare; a

ps [FURTHER INTEREST: Dua to further Interest/quastions conceming this projact, we request that tha Clearinghouss totup a
comarmnca with the applicant.

SUPPORTS: Gupporfs “Smart Growth” and Federal Executive Order 12072 (Federal Space Managemont), which diracts foderal

R6 agencles o locete faciliies in urhan areas. ned )

Attach additonal comments if necessary OR uss theses gpaces: __Comments sttachad.

Wame; i Dirgctor Slgnatura:

drganization:  DBaltimore City Dept. of Publie Works Phane:

\ddrass: Room 500 Abel Wolman Municipal Bldg. Oata Completed: July 14, 2606
_200 N. Holldday Street ¢ Check tiacs If commants are aftached.

Baltimore, Mp 21202

Attt A sl b [RERRE
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Maryland State Clearinghouse — Agerncy Review Ref;nmt
Masonvitle Dredged Material Containnrent Facility
Baltimore, Maryland
MD2006D#29-0702

Deseription: Supplement to the Tiered Draft Environaentat tmpact Statement: Proposed
Masonville Dredged Matesial Containment Facility: New Use of Construction Material at
Masomville to Inchude Dredged Materia) from Channel Deepening for Seagixt Marine

Terminal (see MIY20060515-0469)
Applicant: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District

Comments from Baltimore City Department of Public Works:

The Baltimore District of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has made avsilsble a draft
Environmental Impact Statemeat for assessing the impact of and the feasibility for
placement of dredged matedials from Baltimore Harbor into a condined disposal facility to
be crested adjacent to the Masonville Marine Terminal. Creation of the facility would
require filling 130 acres of tidal open water, filling or impacting up to 1 scre of vegetated
wetlands, and turying or impacting up to 10 acres of area within the Chesspeake Bay
Critical Area buffer. Comiments were provided on the first released draft (MD20060515-
0469). The supplement to this draft statenrent was refeased in June, 2006, and is the
subject of the following commeats:

The original draft impact statemment noted that the creation of this facility would require
refocating a 48-inch City water main and a City storm drain, along with the installstion of
3,200 linear feet of storm drain pipe to discharge to tidal waters, The Department
requested & meeting with representatives of the Corps of Engineers to diascuss the
impact of the proposed containment facility on City-owned utilities, in particolar the

48=inch water maimn.

The City is working directly with the Maryland Port Admivistration’s conraltant on
a Developer's Agreemcent to address the City’s concerns for centain utility relocations
that will be incorporated in the final design of the containment facility. As has been
previously noted and acknowledged by the Port Administration’s consultant, of foremoxst
concern to the City o the sequence of construction which must allow far limited shut
down of the 45-inch water mafm during its recopnection after its realignment. The
City recognizes the importance and supports the development of the Masonville facility.
The City’s approval of the engineering of this project is contingent upon the
Maryland Port Administration’s commitment to the conditions set Torth in the final

Developer’s Agreement,
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Mr. Jon Romeo
Septermber 28, 2006
Poge 2

Baltimore City sought o meet with the U.S. Army Corps of Enginecrs to discuss the impact of the proposed
contamment facility on City-owned utifities. Baltimore City mentioned the croation of 2 Developer’s Agreement
that will address the City’s concerns about utility relocations, and tlie limited shutdown of waier service. The
parties o the Developer’s Agreement include the Maryland Port Admimnistration, and Baltimore City. See the
attached response form, and comiments.

The Maryland Departments of Agriculture, the Environment, General Services, Health & Mental Hygiene, and the
Maryland Department of Planning found this project to be consistent with their plans, programs, and objectives.

The Maryland Environmental Service stated that it setved as an agency to write and edit some of the text of the
Draft EIS. The Maryland Environmental Service affirmed that the mod:fication to the preferred action is consistent
with its plaus, programs, and ebjcctives. See the attached letter.

The Maryland Historicai Trust has determined that the project will have "no efiect” on historic properties and that
the federal and/or State historic preservation requireivents have been met.

Any statement of consideration given to the comments should be sabmitted to the approving authority, with
a copy to the State Clearinghouse. The State Application identifier Numbet must be placed on any
correspondence pertaining to this project. The State Clearinghouse must be kept informed if the approving
authority cannot accommodate the recommendstion.

Please remember, you must comply with all applicable state and loca] laws and regulations. If you teed assistance
or have questions, contact the Statc Clearinghouse staff person noted above at 410-767-4490 or through c~mail at
brosenbush@mdp.state. md.us. Also please complete the attached form and retorn itto the State
Clearinghonse as soon as the status of the preject is known. Any substitutions of this form must include the
State Application Idengfler Number. This will ensure that our files are complete.

Thank you for your cooperation with the MIRC process.

Sincerely,

Linda C. Taney, 1.D>., Director
Maryland 3tate Clearinghouse
for Intergovernmental Assistance

LCEBR
Enclosure(s)
e, Nathanio! Brown — MPAY

Elizabeth Bamard - DHMH Wiltiam Ebare - MDSP Joane Mualler - MUE
Ray Dinternan - 1DNR* lemes Harkins - MES Terry Royee — BCIT™
Nelson Reichart - DGS Beth Cole - MHT

Cindy Johnson - MDIOT Gloria Minnick « MDA

06-0702_RR.CLS dn¢

i i e b =



Hab. Condition Analysis

McCormick, Kaitlin

Page 1 of 1

From: Boraczek, Jane

Sent: Wednesday, October 11, 2006 10:17 AM
To: McCormick, Kaitlin

Subject: FW: Hab. Condition Analysis

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Red

Jane Boraczek
EA-Eastern Shore
9267 Pennywhistle Dr.
McDaniel, MD 21647
410-745-3433

cell: 410-746-6968

From: Bob_Zepp@fws.gov [mailto:Bob_Zepp@fws.gov]
Sent: Fri 10/6/2006 3:17 PM

To: Boraczek, Jane

Cc: john.nichlos@noaa.gov

Subject: Hab. Condition Analysis

Jane:
Sorry | missed BEWG this week. Here are our thoughts on the subject.

Wetland Enhancement. If this option is simply Phrag control, the final
condition value should be decreased to 3 - 3.5. Reversion to phrag will be
a continuing problem.

Reef. 1) The final condition score in the outer cove should be less than
the inner cove. We suggest decreasing the value from 4.0 to 3.0.

2) Final condition score for shallow water substrate improvement
(3.5), should be reduced since other important ecological factors that
determine habitat value will remain the same. Over time the new substrate
will become covered by fine sediment from the surrounding area and storm
water inputs.

Trash Interceptors. Suggest reducing the final condition score to 2.5
Non-Aquatic Projects: Terrestrial Habitat Enhancement Since terrestrial
habitat improvements are less desirable for mitigation aquatic losses, a
weighting factor should be included that reduces the mitigation credits.

Hope these comments are useful.

BZ

10/13/2006
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