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1 Maryland 
Historic Trust 

Comment Form 
Dated 5/10/06 - 
enclosed with 
MD Planning 
Letter from 

8/4/06 

-- 

No Comment Comment noted. 

NA 

2 
Nat Brown, MPA 

Harbor 
Development 

E-mail 
submission 
5/18/2006 

Executive 
Summary 

Cover sheet, Page 1, Abstract - "Please correct and change reference to the 
State’s DMMP.  The appropriate reference should be the State’s Dredged 
Material Management Program.  It is not a plan." 

Corrected as suggested Executive 
Summary 

3     Executive 
Summary 

Same section as previous comment - "The font in these sentences appears to be 
different from most of the paragraph."  

Corrected as suggested Executive 
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     Index Page IN-2 - "Change Dredged Material Management Plan – State to Dredged 
Material Management Program" 

Corrected as suggested Index 

7     Chapter 1 Page 1-10, line 336- "Correct and change from 2000 t to 2000 ft." Corrected as suggested Chapter 1 

8     Chapter 7 
Page 7-2, lines 82 and 83- "The sentence referencing the project schedule in 
Appendix N seems ambiguous and could mislead.  In reviewing the schedule in 
Appendix N, it does not indicate a full timetable for these permits." 

Sentence revised.  
Chapter 7 

9     Appendix 
C 

Figures C-2 through C-4- "The black labeling on the map should be sharpened 
and cleared up to match the clear labeling on the preceding map for Figure C-1." 

Figures obtained from VIMS online reports and 
data.  No clarification of these figures can be made.  Appendix C 

10     Appendix 
N 

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

See response to comment 8.  

Appendix N 

11 
Nat Brown, MPA 

Harbor 
Development 

E-mail 
submission 
5/19/2006 

Chapter 2, 
Section 
2.1.2.4 

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

The Patuxent and Patapsco Aquifers, which are 
discussed in section 2.1.2.4, under lie both the 
proposed Masonville DMCF site and the adjacent 
landside area.  This contamination is discussed in 
Section 2.1.2.4 

Chapter 2, 
Section 2.1.2.4 

12     Chapter 11 

In Volume 1 of 2 in the Chapter 11 Distribution List, page 11-3, please affix the 
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 
Director for Harbor Development. (3) 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. (4) 3rd column - listing of my 
name.  Please include Harbor Development.  

Corrected as suggested 

Chapter 11 

13 Delegate McHale Public Hearing 
6/21/06 General "I think a lot of benefit will come from this, from this project from every aspect"  

-- came out in support of the project, congratulating public involvement process 
Comment Noted. NA 
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14 Delegate Krysiak Public Hearing 
- 6/21/06 General "I think it's a wonderful project and I hope that we go ahead forward with it very 

quickly." -- came out in support of project. 
Comment Noted. NA 

15 

Glenn Page, 
Conservation 

Director of the 
National 

Aquarium (read 
by Mr. Rupert 

Denny) 

Public Hearing, 
6/21/06 General 

"Firstly, the Harbor Team process itself is an extremely encouraging and 
innovative development in public participation in the decision making for the 
Harbor development process. We strongly encourage the use of this model in 
further planning efforts. Secondly, the Aquarium continues to work with the 
City, State and Federal Government partners and numerous community groups 
and other partners on the development of the Middle Branch Park property and 
wetlands, the Fort McHenry wetlands and the Swan Creek wetlands. We see the 
Masonville Cove project as another essential link in providing communities with 
the connection to the 
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." 

Comment noted. 

Harbor Team 
process and 

interatctions with 
public groups are 

described in 
Chapter 9 and 
Appendix P. 

16 

Mr. Rupert 
Denny, employee 
of C. Steinweg of 

Baltimore 

Public Hearing, 
6/21/06 General 

"It is very important that projects like this go forward, because that sends a 
signal to the world community that the Port of Baltimore is vibrant, it is 
expanding in its investigating structure. In turn, that brings foreign, foreign 
dollars into the Port, foreign by foreign overseas or foreign by out of state into 
the Port for future investment which pays taxes, which employs people and, in 
turn, contributes through its taxes to projects like these for the benefit of the 
community, and I think this is a, this is a super opportunity to tell the world's 
global trading community that Baltimore and Maryland is a great place to do 
business. Thank you." 

Comment noted. 

Information on 
the Economic 
Support for 

Harbor Dredging 
is discussed in 
Section 1.2.2.1. 

17 
Kathleen Hogan, 

Brooklyn 
Resident 

Public Hearing, 
6/21/06 

General - 
ties into 

Chapter 6 

"The plan looks really great. But as far as I can see, how are we getting access to 
this lovely little bird sanctuary? Because, as you know, there's a portion of the 
property set aside for beneficial use, and I believe they have discussed the 
fishing pier with the natural habitat, learning center and the bird sanctuary, that's 
great. But walking to this park -- if you'll notice that street down on the bottom 
is Frankfurst. There's no way to get to this park in this area. And I want to know 
how do you plan on getting people to this park? Not everybody drives, and, you 
know, it's a little dangerous on that road as it is now, and with all of the traffic 
that goes there. You know, are they looking to put like a human bridge across 
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." 

The project team acknowledges that access is one of 
the key issues for community utilization of th 
Masonville Cove enhancement/improvements.  A 
plan is being formulated and details are included in 
the Mitigation section.   Information on 

the proposed 
compensatory 

mitigation 
package can be 

found in Chapter 
6 and Appendix 

M. 
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18 

Scott Raymond, 
Vice-President of 

the Living 
Classrooms 
Foundation 

Public Hearing, 
6/21/06 

General - 
ties into 

Chapter 6 

"I'd just like to say, for the record, that Living Classrooms is very much behind 
the Masonville project. I've been going to the Harbor options team meeting now 
for about a year, and as I view this, this is a very positive project, both for the 
environment, for the economy and I believe also for Masonville as well. I've had 
the good fortune of walking out to that site, Masonville Cove, and look at it now 
with all of its potential and then look at the plan for the future, and I'm very 
excited about that, because I think it will not only improve the environment, but 
we're talking about also involving five local schools and children to improve that 
environment as well. So we're very excited. I'd also like to take a minute and 
thank Frank Hamons and the Port. I think they've put together an extraordinarily 
open process, one which has been very inclusive and very fair. So thank you." 

Comment noted. 
The proposed 
mitigation and 

community 
enhancement 
projects for 

Masonville Cove 
are discussed in 
Chapter 6 and 
Appendix M.  

19 
Patrick Moylan, 

Brooklyn 
Resident 

Public Hearing 
6/21/06   

"I am active in the community association, past President, and I am here today -- 
I'm not here to speak for or against this proposal at this point. I'll save that for a 
time after I review the materials I picked up today and consider the testimony 
today. I just wanted to give you two very specific concerns that I have. The 
history of violations by some of the other industrial uses in Brooklyn and Curtis 
Bay and the Fairfield area has given a lot of the community a healthy dose of 
skepticism, and I hope you understand that. So what I, what I think is a very 
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. I 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 I got today to find 
out what's in it. The second item I wanted to address is the buffer zone.  

The MPA supports the formation of an oversight 
committee for the proposed Masonville DMCF 
project.  The MPA is working with the state 
legislature to develop legislation creating this 
oversight committee and would provide the 
necessary administrative support for the committee.  
Ideally, this committee would be composed 
predominantly of individuals from Brooklyn and 
adjacent communities.  

Section 9.5 

        

I 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 I 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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20 Rebecca Kolberg, 
concerned citizen 

Public Hearing, 
6/21/06 1 

"I have a few concerns in the Environmental Impact Statement. 
The first is loss of 0.6 percent of the tidal portion of the Patapsco 
River with associated benthic resources and fisheries habitat. That 
does not sound like a lot, but if you figure the Port of Baltimore 
has been in business 300 years and is probably planning to be in 
business for another three centuries, if we continue filling in the 
River with dredged spoil at this rate, 12 percent of the tidal 
Patapsco will be filled in the next time the Port celebrates their 
300th anniversary.  That's not a future that I want for the Patapsco 
River, so I urge and  underscore the Harbor Team's 
recommendation for recycling of dredged material, for shrinking 
of footprints of dredged disposable projects, anything we can do 
so we still have Patapsco River.  

The MPA has considered numerous upland sites to avoid open water 
placement sites since 1970.  In 1970, two upland placement sites 
were considered and determined unsuitable dur to the presence of 
MEC and navigation obstruction.  In 1989, the Master Plan screened 
87 upland alternatives, most of these were eliminated from 
consideration due to environmental factors.  The Site 104 analysis 
screened 17 upland options including the rescreening of several 
options from the 1989 Master Plan.  The State DMMP considered 
several innovative reuses, none of which were able to be 
implemented in time to meet the short-term dredged material 
placement need.  The Harbor team considered these innovative 
reuses before recommending the three sites considered in the DEIS.  
Upland sites at Sparrows Point are still being considered, but 
placement of dredged material at Sparrows point is statutorily 
prohibited because of its proximity to the HMI DMCF.  Innovative 
reuses, including a specific mine reclamation site in Tamaqua, PA 
are being studied by the Innovative Reuse Committee developed by 
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. 

Chapter 3, 
specifically 

Section 3.4.2  
(subsections 
3.4.2.2 and 

3.4.2.2 discuss 
innovative reuse 

and upland 
placement sites) 

21     
Chapter 5 - 

Section 
5.1.2 

I'm also concerned about the maps that show increased 
sedimentation rates to the west of the dredged disposal facility. I'm 
concerned about impact that might have on this beautiful wildlife 
area. If you get shoaling at the mouth, you might end up with a 
rather stagnant pond and you might have to be continually clearing 
it out and dredging it. Who is going to pay to keep that from 
shoaling in? 

Figure 5-13 shows the change in sedimentation that the model 
predicts would result from construction of the project.  The model 
results show that the maximum increase in sedimentation within 
Masonville Cove where the reef habitat would be is about 0.4 inches 
per year with an average of about 0.2 inches per year.  The figure 
also shows that there are areas where no change occurs, and where 
erosion at a rate of about 0.2 inches per year occurs.  The model 
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. 

Section 5.1.2 
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22     
Chapter 5 - 

Section 
5.4.1 

There's also at least two marinas with some relatively nice boats to 
the west of Masonville Cove. I don't see any people from those 
marinas here. I'm not sure if they're really aware of the impact of 
an increase sedimentation rate on recreational boats in that area, 
and kind of echoing what Patrick said, I'm   very encouraged if the 
State Critical Areas Commission or whoever is in charge of 
monitoring the creation of new fastland in the State requires 
creation of a hundred foot, preferably forested buffer or vegetative 
buffer with native species of plants, hopefully both here, except 
for the area where the ships have to unload, and also at Cox Creek. 
That would be a great contributor to water quality and also a good 
example for residents. A lot of people see the marine terminals 
paved to the edge and they say, Why am I having to keep a buffer 
when they can pave right to the edge and not plant one tree or one 
buffer? So please keep that in mind." 

 There would be no increase in sedimentation in the marina areas 
resulting from construction of the Masonville DMCF (see Figure 5-
13).  The proposed Masonville DMCF dikes would be planted with 
grasses and then the area would not be mowed, allowing herbaceous 
plants to grow along the dikes.  The 100 ft critical area buffer would 
be planted with native plant species, to the extent possible.  The 100 
foot critical area buffer vegetation would be limited by the slope of 
the dike and the structural constraints of the dike.  It is unlikely that 
trees would be planted on the dikes because they may adversely 
affect the structural integrity of the containment dikes.  Additionally, 
there would be a six-foot vegetative screen grown around the 
perimeter of the developable area of the proposed Masonville 
DMCF after the DMCF closes.  This vegetative screen would likely 
be composed of native species.  

5.1.2, 5.4.1.1 

23     
General - 
ties into 

Chapter 9 

"So I fully support the views of the residents who are most 
impacted by these dredged disposal sites." "I'm just concerned that 
there's no one here from Cherry Hill, and I really think that people 
need to be doing outreach to Cherry Hill because they look out at 
this water and the bridge. And when there was a proposal to put 
even a senior citizen home right here at Harbor Hospital, people 
who lived in the housing at Cherry Hill spoke out about loss of 
water view and things like this, and I'm not getting a good feeling 
that as close as they are that there's no one here at this meeting. So 
I think there should be some outreach to Cherry Hill." 

Bob Hoyt, from EcoLogix Group, made contact to Bishop Soule and 
Cathy McClain who are residents and leaders in the Cherry Hill 
community.  After this contact an email was sent to Mr. Hoyt from 
Cathy McClain that stated: “Thanks for all your information - I now 
have a more complete idea of the project and we really don't need a 
presentation since we will not be directly impacted. Bishop Soule 
did attend the public hearing and brought information to our meeting 
last evening. Good luck on you project! Cathy McClain.”  Other 
outreach efforts targeted Cherry Hill residents but there was no 
response.   

  

24 
Bonnie Riley, 

Brooklyn 
Resident 

Public Hearing, 
6/21/06 

General - 
ties into 

Chapter 6 

1) "I don’t think you're giving us something equivalent to what 
you're taking away from us" 

A Habitat equivalency Analysis (HEA) was completed to determine 
whether or not the mitigation projects adequately replace the area 
that would be lost by the development of the project.  The model 
relied on initial and final habitat conditions to assess the loss and 
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.  

Chapter 6, 
Appendix J 

25     
General - 
ties into 

Chapter 6 

2) Go out and complete more outreach to community - one-on-one 
- find out what they think 

Numerous meetings and discussions were conducted between the 
June 21, 2006 meeting and the close of the public comment period 
by Bob Hoyt and others on behalf of MPA.   Some of the 
community individuals contacted include David Charles 
Monoogian, Kennard Ayers, Linda Bardo, Bonnie Riley, Kathleen 
Hogan, Patrick Moylan, Carol Eshelman, and others.   

Chapter 9, 
Appendix P 
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26     Chapter 2, 
Chapter 4 

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 
cm per second would be used to line the dikes.  Though migration of 
contaminants through the dike is not anticipated to be an issue,  
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.  

Chapter 3, 
Chapter 6 

27     
Chapter 5 - 

Section 
5.8.4 

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-
dependent use for the site.  The elevation of the site does not make it 
suitable for use as a container terminal; the site would likely be used 
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.   

Chapter 5 

28 
Ivan Leshinsky, 

Brooklyn 
Resident 

Public Hearing, 
6/21/06 

General - 
ties into 
chapter 6 

"I view this project as something that would enhance their future 
in terms of their educational and recreational opportunities." "I 
would want to echo Kathleen Hogan's comments. Baltimore, in 
general, and Brooklyn and Curtis Bay and the surrounding 
neighborhoods, in  particular, need more meaningful and 
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."   

The project team acknowledges that access is one of the key issues 
for community utilization of the Masonville Cove 
enhancement/improvements.  A plan is being formulated and details 
are included in the Mitigation section.   

  

29 

Fran Taylor, 
Chair of the State 

of Maryland 
DMMP Citizens' 

Advisory 
Committee 

Public Hearing, 
6/21/06 

General - 
ties into 

Chapter 6 
and 

Chapter 4 - 
Section 

4.9.2 

"As has already been publicly stated, based on presented 
information and discussion, CAC endorses the proposed 
Masonville containment facility. We view this project as an 
opportunity to ensure capacity for future dredging needs while 
also providing a benefit to the environment and the local 
communities. This project will potentially clean up abandoned 
industrial sites and will remediate 25 derelict vessels."  

The work of the CAC was essential to identifying this project as one 
of the management options necessary to meet the Port's dredging 
needs.  

Project Need - 
1.2, 1.4;  
Proposed 

Mitigation - 
Chapter 6;   

derelict vessel 
remediation - 
Section 7.3 
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30 
Kennard Ayers, 

Brooklyn 
Resident 

Public Hearing, 
6/21/06 Chapter 6 

"It seems like a good project when you look at the mitigations that 
are being built into it so far as the habitats and the marshes, 
etcetera. It seems so good I'm wondering why does it stop where 
you're saying it does? Why can't we have the same mitigation done 
along the River bank towards where the stream of the Patapsco 
River comes into the Harbor basin? This area has junk, a cement 
company, other unenjoyable aspects to it that could have, you 
actually could create decent beautiful land for the community you 
work with to live with and you could have a place for more 
dredging material and at the same time a place, more of a place for 
ecological impact in a positive way." 

The property in question is currently owned by the Arundel 
Corporation and is in use.  Due to ownership issues, mitigation 
cannot be expanded to include this site.  Acquisition of the property 
would require a time intensive process and negotiations through the 
Maryland Department of General Services.  These negotiations 
could not be completed during the proposed project time frame to 
meet the dredged material placement need.  If the property owner 
(Arundel Corporation) is not interested in selling the property there 
would be an even longer process to exercise the power of eminent 
domain.  There is no guarantee that the appropriate approvals would 
be obtained to  acquire the property in that manner.  Mitigation 
projects may not fulfill the "public use" requirement for eminent 
domain proceedings.   

Eminent Domain 
- 3.2.2.4 

31 
Mary Rosso, 
Glen Burnie 

Resident 

Public Hearing, 
6/21/06 1 

"I think they need to consider actually the families in poverty, 
since that seems to be one of the criteria for environmental justice, 
and the Masonville Cove, out of all of the ones here, has the 
highest percentage of   poverty line in the area of all of the 
dredged material sites, and I would  leave this or I can send you a 
copy of this. I just received it today."  
 

 Though the area does contain a disproportionate number of low 
income families/individuals, there is no evidence that these 
individuals have been treated unfairly or excluded from the project 
development.  The Harbor Team, composed of representatives from 
local governments, business interests, community groups, and 
environmental organizations, considered many options for 
placement of Baltimore Harbor dredged material and made 
recommendations including the construction of a DMCF at 
Masonville.  Public scoping meetings, public hearings, and outreach 
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 
DMCF were avoided or mitigated.  

Section 5.3.4 

32     

General - 
ties into 

Chapters 2 
and 5 

"I have concerns about contaminated dredge spoil sites. I have 
always had that. I know there are hot spots. I'm not sure you're just 
doing maintenance dredged material, if that's all you're putting 
there, and if it's being checked so it is not toxic or have any high 
contamination." 

The proposed Masonville DMCF would be used for the placement 
of material dredged with the Baltimore Harbor.  This material is 
statutorily required to be placed in a confined placement facility 
because it may be contaminated.  The material may come from 
maintenance dredging of existing channels or new work projects.  
The material deposited in this DMCF would be similar to the 
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.  

Sections -7.4, 
5.1.1.4, 5.1.4 
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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 I urge you to use everything in your power to make sure the 
community gets the most effective, and possibly the best, I 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 -- I wrote 
down some of them, but you know what you said, but I do know 
that that was not on the agenda for consideration, and I thought 
how sad that's not one of the things that you think about when you 
come to give money to a project. So I 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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36     
General - 
Ties into 
Chapter 6 

In addition, we see it as a vital economic recovery in the area. We 
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 
classroom, Harbor Classrooms and also some of the local schools 
being involved in learning centers. We also very much like the 
idea of an oversight committee being created. We recognize that 
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." 

Comment noted. 

Chapter 6, 
Chapter 9, 
Appendix M, 
Appendix P 

37 

Maryland 
Department of 

Planning - State 
Clearinghouse 

Letter dated 
6/29/06 General 

Comments from Baltimore City - request a meeting with the 
USACE concerning the feasibility or advisability of water main 
and storm drain relocation.   

The MPA met with Opinder Singh of the City Bureau of Water and 
Wastewater on July 15, 2004 to discuss the proposed Masonville 
DMCF 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 
storm drain.  Jaswant Dhupar of the Water and Wastewater 
Engineering Division responded on October 18, 2004 regarding the 
City’s concerns about the water main.  Subsequent meetings were 
held on February 1, 2005 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.   

  

38 

Maryland 
Environmental 

Service - Charles 
Madison 

Letter Dated 
6/30/06 - 

enclosed with 
MD Planning 
Letter from 

8/4/06 

General 

Defers to other state agencies for concurrence on their 
components.  The preferred action in the Tiered DEIS is consistent 
with the Agency's plans, programs, and objectives. 

Comment noted. 

NA 

39 

U.S. Coast Guard 
Sector Baltimore, 

Waterways 
Management 

Division 

E-mail 
notification - 
7/7/06 and 

7/19/06 

General 

Will be completing an initial risk assessment for the proposed 
Masonville DMCF 

Comment noted. 

NA 

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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41 

Patricia A. 
Kurkul, Regional 

Administrator, 
NOAA NMFS 

Letter dated 
7/28/06 

Chapter 5 - 
Section 

5.1.7 

Concurrence with USACE's determination that the construction of 
the DMCF is unlikely to adversely affect listed sea turtles or 
shortnose sturgeon.  NMFS recommends reinitiating consultation 
if/when the use of the cargo terminal is determined because of 
effects to listed whale species.   

Comment noted.   
Appendix D, 
Section 2.1.9, 
Section 5.1.8 

42 
Carol Eschelman, 
Brooklyn Curtis 
Bay Coalition 

Public Hearing, 
7/31/06  

Testimony also 
submitted via 
email to Jon 
Romeo on 

8/17/06 

Chapter 6 

Additional mitigation should be considered, create a pedestrian 
access route that connects "gateway project" and project site,  
long-term funding of nature center and programs (~$150 to 
200K/yr), emphasized importance of easement on property to 
protect mitigation sites in perpetuity, interactions between MPA 
and citizens should be maintained.  

The MPA has continued to work with the community to develop 
effective community access to the Masonville Cove area.  The MPA 
has committed to contributing, as part of the proposed mitigation 
plan, up to $200,000 annually for five years, matched by 
community-originated funds, for funding the nature center and its 
programs.  The MPA has also committed to placing the land areas 
surrounding the Masonville Cove, east of the Arundel Corporation 
and west of the developed portions of the existing Masonville 
Marine Terminal, into a conservation easement held by a third party.  
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. 

Chapter 6, 
Appendix M 

43 

David 
Manoogian, 

board member, 
Concerned 

Citizens for a 
Better Brooklyn 

Public Hearing, 
7/31/06 Chapter 6 

Thinks an oversight committee is critical, presumes the sand 
quality at Seagirt is good (and therefore supports its use), wants a 
significant vegetative screen around the perimeter of the DMCF, 
wants to have a green cap of the site, plant the area with native 
plants, innovative use should be implemented, wants to make sure 
the site is constructed so as not to affect drainage in the area, 
thinks access to Masonville Cove is critical- sidewalk of at least 
double with, prefers triple width, echoed Carol E.'s funding 
concerns 

The MPA has helped to establish working groups for many of its 
projects and expects to be doing so for this one as well.  The amount 
of vegetation that can be planted on the dikes is limited due to dike 
safety issues in that trees with significant root systems can cause 
breaches in the dikes.  However, grasses can be planted along the tip 
of the dike away from the side slopes.  The end use of the site has 
not been completely determined at this point so the ability to employ 
a green cap cannot be committed to at this point.  If the site is 
developed as a Port facility, the cap would need to be of material 
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. 

Public 
Involvement in 
addressed in 
Chapter 9. Dike 
vegetation issues 
are addressed in 
Section 5.4. 
Construction and 
drainage issues 
are included in 
5.1.3 and 
Chapter 7. 
Access and 
mitigation issues 
are covered in 
Chapter 6.  
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44 

Rose Bowen, 
member of the 

Concerned 
Citizens for a 

Better Brooklyn 

Public Hearing, 
7/31/06 General 

Spoke to USACE- it is a high crime area and it is MPA's job to 
police the area, wants added protection for the area because of 
drifters, wants added committees [oversight] for cleanup, would 
like gazebos and a bench at the Environmental Center 

The Maryland Transportation Authority police patrol the Maryland 
Port Administration’s undeveloped and under construction land-
based facilities such as the Cox Creek DMCF, and it is anticipated 
that they will continue to provide this service for the Masonville 
DMCF once construction activity begins on the site.  During 
construction and filling of the DMCF and during construction of the 
mitigation projects, MPA personnel and contractors will be on-site 
during normal working hours.  The Masonville Citizens Oversight 
Committee’s areas of responsibility will include all mitigation 
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. 

Chapter 6, 
Chapter 9, 
Appendix M, 
Appendix P 

45 
Kennard Ayers, 

Brooklyn 
Resident 

Public Hearing, 
7/31/06 General 

Wants the DMCF area to be increased to include the Arundel 
Corporation Property at 200 Frankfurst Ave, could be included 
under eminent domain 

In order for the State to condemn property through its eminent 
domain powers it needs to establish that there is a public necessity 
for taking the property.  At this point in time, the State does not need 
the Arundel Corporation property in order to construct the 
Masonville DMCF.  Additionally, even if there was a public need 
for this property, the time it takes to condemn private property 
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).   

Section 3.2.2.4 

46 

Maryland 
Department of 

Planning - State 
Clearinghouse 

letter dated 
8/4/2006 General 

Comments were requested from Maryland Depts. Of Health and 
Mental Hygiene, State Police, Natural Resources, General 
Services, the Environment, the Maryland Environmental Service, 
Agriculture, Transportation, Baltimore City, and the Maryland 
Department of Planning including the Maryland Historical Trust.  
No comments from Departments of Health and mental Hygiene or 
Natural Resources.  No comments from State Police 

Comment noted.   

NA 

47     
General - 

Chapters 4 
and 6 

Baltimore City - adverse comments.  Problems with compatibility 
with plans programs and objectives.  City Dept. of Public Works 
and MPA will be meeting.  

See Response to Comment 37 
  

48     General - 
Chapter 7 

MDE - must comply with COMAR 26.22.06.03D (requires 
reasonable precaution to prevent particulate matter from becoming 
airborne 

Should dust be created due to construction activities, reasonable 
precaution will be taken to prevent particulate matter from becoming 
airborne.  This precaution may include measures such as dust 
control with water trucks. 

Chapter 7 

49     General 
Agriculture, General Services, Transportation, MES - consistent 
with their plans, programs, and objectives.  MES noted its role as 
writer and editor of some of the EIS. 

Comment noted.   
NA 
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50     
General - 
Chapter 5, 
Section 5.2 

MHT - no effect on historic properties and that federal and/or 
State historic preservation requirements have been met.  

Comment noted.   
Section 5.2 

51 

Maryland 
Department of 

Natural 
Resources 

Letter dated 
8/10/06 

General - 
Chapter 5 

and 6 

Requests time-of-year (TOY) restrictions to protect anadromous 
and resident fish species from 15 February to 15 June for pre-
dredging activities. Material dredged from Seagirt should not be 
placed during the same period unless it is behind already 
constructed containment dikes in a similar procedure to what was 
done at Poplar Island for the perimeter dikes.  

These TOY restrictions will be put in place to protect anadromous 
fish.  Construction activities may be completed during this time as 
long as the dike perimeter is fully in place and the construction 
activities are occurring within the dike structure. Section 5.1.5 

52     
General - 
Chapter 5 

and 6 

No Bald Eagle TOY restrictions required at this time.  If the eagles 
reestablish a nest, then TOY restrictions would be requested.  

Comment noted.   
Section 5.1.7 

53     General 
Project is correctly identified as being in the State's Critical Area.  
Coordination with State's Critical Area Commission should 
continue. 

Comment noted.   
Section 5.1.12 

54     General - 
Chapter 9 

MDNR urges MPA to actively continue seeking input from both 
the public and private sectors in developing innovative reuse 
projects for Baltimore Harbor dredge material.  

The MPA is facilitating the continued working of the Innovative 
Reuse (IR) subcommittee.  This subcommittee includes regulators as 
well as members of the private sector. The subcommittee is actively 
screening options and will be making recommendations on the most 
viable options for further study in early 2007.   

Section 3.4.2.2 

55 

David Charles 
Manoogian, 

Member-at-Large 
C.C.B.B 

Letter dated 
8/16/06 

General - 
Chapter 5 

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. 

 In addressing the impermeable container concern, a leachate barrier 
with a permeability of 5x10-6 cm per second would be used to line 
the dikes.  Though migration of contaminants through the dike is not 
anticipated to be an issue,  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.  We are modeling the groundwater 
movement through the dikes and designing them to prevent 
migration of material from the inside to the outside. 

Sections 5.1.1.4, 
Section 5.1.3, 
Section 5.1.4 

56     
Chapter 5, 

Section 
5.1.7 

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"). 

The site is designed to withstand storm events and flooding, similar 
to those designed for Cox Creek which withstood Hurricane Isabel 
and suffered no damage.   Section 5.1.2 

57     Chapter 6 

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. 

See response to comment 17. 

Chapter 6 
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58     Chapter 4 

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) 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. 

The end use of the site is anticipated to be an expansion of the 
Masonville Marine Terminal.  This anticipated end use of the 
DMCF site has been reported to the community at each of the many 
meetings reported in the DEIS.  The majority of the community who 
spoke out at these meetings appeared to accept a balance of 
additional future commercial use of the DMCF site as a marine 
terminal (with the prospect of additional jobs), with adjacent 
restoration and preservation of the adjacent undeveloped Masonville 
Cove and surrounding land areas.  The MPA has reiterated its 
intention to restore and preserve the land areas around Masonville 
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 
DMCF, but the MPA cannot eliminate this anticipated use from the 
plan. 

Section 4.7 

59     
Chapter 6, 
Chapter 5 - 
Section 5.8 

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. 

See Response to Comment 58 

  

60     General 

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. 

See response to comment 54 

See Section 
3.4.2.2 

61     Chapter 6 

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. 

The compensatory mitigation package includes approximately 
$150K annually for the first five years and approximately $100K 
annually in perpetuity to fund community-based education and 
maintenance programs.  

Chapter 6, 
Appendix M 

62     
Chapter 5, 

Section 
5.1.2 

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. 

Currents in the Patapsco River are already slow, with maximum in 
the project area of 10 cm/sec.  Current velocities are not 
significantly slowed by construction of the DMCF, and 
sedimentation is not significantly increased (see response to no. 21 
above). 

Section 5.1.2 
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63     Chapter 6, 
Chapter 7 

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 
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.I."). 

See response to comment 19. 

Chapter 9, 
Appendix P 

64 

USEPA, William 
Arguto  

(summarized, 
letter in 

Appendix P) 

Letter dated 
8/16/06 Chapter 5 

LO (Lack of Objection) to the No Action Alternative, EC 
(Environmental concerns) with the 3 remaining alternatives - 
Masonville, BP-Fairfield, Sparrows Point.  EIS Adequacy rated 
"2" (Insufficient Information).  

Comment noted. 

NA 

65     Chapter 3 Find preferred alternative justifiable. Comment Noted. Chapter 3 

66     Chapter 5 

serious concerns with the environmental impacts of the proposed 
project - loss of tidal water , EFH, and benthic communities.  
Permanent loss of SAV (0.38 acres).  

Efforts have been made to minimize both the footprint of the site 
and the magnitude of the impacts.  The alternatives analysis rejected 
several larger footprints for the proposed Masonville DMCF that 
would have encroached upon Masonville Cove.  Minimization 
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 

Section 7.4 

67     Appendix I Requests the opportunity to review the Section 404 Evaluation 
before the FEIS is issued. 

The Corps submitted the draft 404 (b) (1) assessment to EPA in late 
September. Appendix I 

68     Chapter 6 

Mitigation Package - recommends a continual funding source for 
maintenance of the restoration project. Would like mitigation that 
is adequate and equitable taking into consideration the economic 
value of the land created by this fill.  

The MPA has committed to fund maintenance of aquatic projects in 
perpetuity.  The Corps is working on developing a project trust with 
annual contributions that could potentially be managed by a 3rd 
party.  The adequacy of the aquatic mitigation has been assessed 
using a Habitat Equivalency Analysis based on habitat condition 
factors.  This analysis is included in Chapter 6.  

Chapter 6, 
Appendix M 

69     
Chapter 5, 

Section 
5.8.4.8 

Requests opportunity to review Federal Conformity assessment 
prior to inclusion in the FEIS 

The Corps submitted the conformity assessment to EPA in late 
September. Appendix K 

70     Chapter 5, 
Section 5.8 

EPA is extremely concerned with the potential loss of up to 4.9% 
of the Patapsco River for dredged material placement. EPA 
recommends the permit issued have a condition requiring that the 
applicant vigorously pursue viable innovative use alternatives.  

See response to comment 54.  

Section 5.8 
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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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72 

Otis Rolley, City 
of Baltimore 

Department of 
Planning 

Letter Dated 
8/16/06 Chapter 6 

Recommendations re: mitigation - concur with findings of BEWG 
re: Gwynns Falls, Seton Keogh High School and Ft. Holabird 
Park.  

Comment noted. 
Chapter 6, 
Appendix M 

73     Chapter 6 

Despite BEWG rankings, still would like the following to be 
considered: additional trash interceptors, critical stream restoration 
projects,  watershed 263 restoration plan implementation.  long 
term operation and maintenance of the nature center and trail 
system. 

Additional trash interceptors and stream restoration projects have 
been added to the current mitigation package. A list of potential 
second tier options, which would be implemented in lieu of first tier 
options in case of failure, has been developed.  The options on this 
list have been added.  These will be screened by the BEWG and JE.  

Chapter 6, 
Appendix M 

74     Chapter 6 

New mitigation projects (not reviewed by BEWG): 1) Staff 
support - liaison between MPA and community  2) PURRI 
Funding  3) Screening and planting of a 100' wide buffer around 
edge of dike.  

See response to comment 73 for additional projects (including 
PURRI).  MPA has contractors that currently act as liaisons with the 
citizens on behalf of the MPA and it is anticipated that they will 
continue in that role. As noted previously, planting on the dike is 
limited due to stability issues.  Some planting of shrubs on the top of 
the dike is limited due to stability issues.  Some planting of shrubs 
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.   

Chapter 6, 
Appendix M 

75     Chapter 6 

Connections to community - evaluate access; rail lines around 
Masonville preclude pedestrian and bike connections 

See response to comment 17. Information on 
the proposed 
compensatory 
mitigation 
package can be 
foun in Chapter 6 
and Appendix M.

76     Chapter 4, 
Chapter 7 

Support use of clean dredge material from Seagirt as long as the 
material does not present any hazards to the community or the 
environment 

Comment noted. 
Section 2.1.4 

77     Chapter 7 Sequence of construction must allow for limited shut down of the 
waterline during its reconnection after the alignment 

Comment noted.   Chapter 7 

78     Chapter 7 No street closings or blocking of Rights-of-way will occur Comment noted. Chapter 7 

79     Chapter 6 

Construction of all mitigation projects will be finished by the date 
of the containment dike completion or 2010, whichever is earlier. 

It is anticipated that the mitigation projects would be completed by 
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 
constructed/implemented by 2010.  However, some of the off-site 
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 

Chapter 7, 
Appendix N 



Proposed Masonville DMCF   May 2007 
Final Environmental Impact Statement  
 

 
DEIS COMMENT / RESPONSE TABLE (continued) 

Page 17 of 19 

Comment 
Number Commenter Comment 

Forum 
Section 

Referenced 
Comment Response Section Revised 

(if applicable) 
immediately, stocking wouldn't be completed until at least 2011. 

80 John Nichols, 
NMFS 

Memo Dated 
8/17/06 

Chapter 5, 
Chapter 7 

Recommends TOY restrictions from February 15 to June 1for 
dredging of overburden material and construction of exterior 
dikes.  Construction within the containment dike after it is isolated 
from the Patapsco can occur during the TOY restriction. 

The current project schedule includes TOY restrictions for 
anadromous fish from February 15 to June 15 until the containment 
structure has isolated the interior of the DMCF from the Patapsco 
River.  

Chapter 7, 
Appendix N 

81     Chapter 7 

Monitor SAV in Masonville Cove during construction, adjust silt 
curtains as needed to minimize impacts to SAV 

SAV within the Cove is likely to be ephemeral as the latest survey 
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 
SAV returns, turbidity in the area of the SAV will also be 
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.  

Chapter 7 

82     Chapter 7 

and in addition to those comprising the proposed compensatory 
package).  Phase II options, once adopted, should be subject to the 
same monitoring and appraisal protocol as Phase I actions."  See 
the list of suggested monitoring components from Nichols Memo.  

Monitoring plans, measures of success, and adaptive management 
plans are currently being developed.  It is expected that a special 
working group will likely be formed, including members of the 
BEWG and/or JE committee.  All of the suggestions on this list will 
be considered during that process.  

Chapter 7 

83     Chapter 6 

"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." 

All SAV planting has been removed from the proposed mitigation 
package. Water quality monitoring of the Cove (for constituents that 
affect SAV health such as turbidity and nutrients) is planned.  
Continued SAV surveys within the Cove are also planned.  Chapter 6, 

Appendix M 

84     General 

"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." 

This recommendation will be passed on to the Innovative Reuse 
Committee noted in Comment 54. 

N/A 
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85     General  

"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." 

MPA has committed to providing period updates on the progress of 
the Innovative Reuse Committee to the BEWG and the JE.  N/A 

86   Michael T. 
Chezik, DOI 

Letter Date, 
8/8/06 General 

1) Due to non-water dependency and lack of adequate mitigation, 
recommend that a permit not be issued  
2) If project is constructed, a portion of future profits should be 
added to mitigation package 

1) Every attempt was made to locate upland placement alternatives 
and avoid impacts to the waterway but no suitable sites were 
available or could be made avaialbe to meet the project construction 
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 
need is Masonville (alignment FFA 3 with some borrow from 
Seagirt).  It will require mitigation of 131 acres of open water and 
wetlands and 10 acres of upland in the critical area.  Justification of 
the level of mitigation required has been coordinated with all of the 
pertinent agencies via the Joint Evaluation committee and the 
Critical Area Commission; the general mitigation plans have been 
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. 

Alternatives 
Analysis: 
Chapter 3 & 
Appendix F. 
Mitigation: 
Chapter 6 & 
Appendix M 

87 LH Weems, 
LCDR 

Memo Dated 
8/10/06 General 1) Preliminary Risk Assessment Completed - no significant issues Comment noted. Chapter 9, 

Appendix O 

88       2) Little potential for increased risk to the waterway as a result of 
approving this project 

Comment noted. Chapter 9, 
Appendix O 

89       

3) Most likely mishaps to occur are: allision, collision, and 
grounding.  Mitigating factor of making the structures and 
relocated sunken barges, notify entity responsible for mooring 
buoy and have them relocate or discontinue use-- for all of this a 
coast guard application CG-2554 is required.  

This application will be submitted.  

Chapter 7 

90       

4) recommend issuing a permit with conditions (mitigating 
factors) 

The mitigating factors described in Comment 91 would be 
implemented with the proposed Masonville DMCF project.  Efforts 
will be made by the MPA to ensure that there is a safe construction 
site and that ship passage within the Patapsco River safely continues 
during the construction and operation of the proposed Masonville 
DMCF. 

Chapter 7 

91 
Albert L. Grimes 

III, U.S. Coast 
Guard 

Letter Dated 
8/21/06 Chapter 7 

"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 

The mitigating factors described in this comment would be 
implemented with the proposed Masonville DMCF project.  Efforts 
will be made by the MPA to ensure that there is a safe construction 

Chapter 7 
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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)." 

site and that ship passage within the Patapsco River safely continues 
during the construction and operation of the proposed Masonville 
DMCF. 

92 

Maryland 
Department of 

Planning - State 
Clearinghouse 

Letter Dated 
9/28/06 Chapter 7 

Additional Comments on the relocation of the waterline See response to comment 37 

NA 

93 Bob Zepp, 
USFWS 

E-mail dated 
10/6/06 

HCA 
Modeling, 
Chapter 6 

Comments on inputs and outputs of the HCA Model Changes made as suggested. Chapter 6, 
Appendix M 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please note that the transcripts from the Public Hearings are 
available in Appendix P.  
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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 
Reference 

Page Number or Section Comments 

   
Volume 1 of 2 Cover Sheet, Page 1, 

ABSTRACT  
Please correct and change reference to the State’s DMMP.  The appropriate reference 
should be the State’s Dredged Material Management Program.  It is not a plan. 

Same as above Same as above, next to last & 
last sentence 

The font in these sentences appears to be different from most of the paragraph.  

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 
Introduction 

Page 1-10, line 336 Correct and change from 2000 t to 2000 ft.  

Chapter 7, 
Implementation of 
Recommended 
Plan 

Page 7-2, lines 82 and 83 The sentence referencing the project schedule in Appendix N seems ambiguous and 
could mislead.  In reviewing the schedule in Appendix N, it does not indicate a full 
timetable for these permits.  

Appendix C, 
Ecological Studies 

Figure C-2 The black labeling on the map should be sharpened and cleared up to match the clear 
labeling on the preceding map for Figure C-1.  

Appendix C, 
Ecological Studies 

Figure C-3 Same as above. 

Appendix C, Figure C-4 Same as above. 
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Ecological Studies 
Appendix N, 
Project 
Construction 

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

 



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

Page 1 of 1

10/9/2006

  
  

From: Nat Brown [mailto:nbrown2@marylandports.com]  
Sent: Friday, May 19, 2006 9:49 AM 
To: Romeo, Jon NAB02 
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: 

1st column- Delete the listing for Mary Abrams at the Maryland Department of Planning. She is no longer 
working for that Department.  
1st column - Change the title for Frank L. Hamons to Deputy Director for Harbor Development.  
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.  
3rd column - listing of my name.  Please include Harbor Development.  

Thank you. 
  
Nat Brown 
Harbor Development  
MPA 







McCormick, Kaitlin 

From: Romeo, Jon NAB02 [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)

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

10/9/2006

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 NAB02 
Subject: RE: MPA/Masonville DMCF (CENAB-OP-RMN 200663743/06-WL-1653) 
  

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

_____________________________________________  
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/Regulatory/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





UNITED SfAY'ES DEPARTMEW OF COMMERCE 
Ndonll Oonnls mrd A t m o s p k * ~  AdmInlUnllon 
WTDNAL MARINE FISHERIF3 WRVICE 
WRTHW WION 

O I O U C ~ ~ ,  MA o+ssa.neea 

2 8 2006 

Vmcc G .  Hobbs 
Chief, Maryland Scction Pr'u~thcrn 
Op~rations Division. 
Bdtimorc District, 'US Army C o p s  of Engineers 
PO Box: 17115 
Bnltim~re! Maryland 21203- 17 15 

Dear MI. Hobbs. 

This is in rtqmnse t.o your letter da.tcd May 2,2006 regarding the pmposed Masonvilfe Dredged 
Material Containment Facility (DMCF). The pwpose of the p q ~ s c d  projecf is to creatc a 
dl-edgd ma tcrial c o n t a i n m l  facilit). to help mcct t he  20-ym Baltim~re Harbor dredging need 
tn place 1.5 million cubic yards (MCV of dredged matcrial, per year. The proposed MasonviIla 
DMCF would meet anticipated shortages m placanent capacity beginning with placement of 
dredged material in 2009 at the site. Once the facility reaches capacity (in 20291, jt will be 
convetted to a cargo teiminal The p m p s d  project is located in fithe middle branch of thc 
Pntapsoo River. acruss from South Locust Point ncar the Baltimore Harbor Tunnel. N 0 . u ' ~  
National Marine Fishme5 S d c e  (KMFS? provided information on the  prcsence of listed 
species in the action area in lcttm dnted October 1 1,2005 md Mar& 23, 21?06. The Army 
C o ~ s  of En@ncet$ (ACOE) has requested continued consultation and has made the preliminq 
~lctenninntion that the pmposcd project will have no effect ur is unlikely to havc ar effect on 
species listed under rbc jltri sdiction of NMFS. 

As noted i,n the abovc referenced letters, severd thratened and eadangetwl spaciejl undm thc 
jurisdiction of NMFS can be found in the Chesapeake Bay.md its tidal k i b u ~ m .  Severat 
spccics of sea turtles ore known to bc presmt in the Chcsapeake Bay frmn April 1 - K~vcmber 
?O mch year. However, as noted in, that lettm, sea kutles are most comlnonly foulad in the \vatas 
B O U ~ ~ I  of tl~e Potomac Rivcr and no sea hrtfcs are known to occur in the Patapsco Rivet or 
Baltimore Harbor. 

T11a fed.crally cndmgered sl~ortnose sturgeon (Acipenscr b r ~ v i ~ ~ n s ~ ~ n a )  1s known to be present in 
the Chcsapeake Bay. As noted in the lanumy 30 letter, during the 1996-2005 time period, tbc 
incidental captme of seventy-two diffcren~ sl~ortnose sturgton in the Chesapeake Bay and its 
tributaries had been reported via the US Fish and Wildlife S W c c  Atlantic sturgeon reward 
program. Ths number includes bur shortnose sturgeon captured hcidmtdly in fishing gear at 
the moud) of the Prltapsco River, npptoximately 7 miles downstream of tlw p p o s d  projecl. 
Wllilc no shortnose shwgcon have bem capturd in Baltimore Hubor, sbortnose shrgwa ncc~lr 
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in other heavily industridtzed arcas (i.e., Pfiildelphia, Ncw h r k  Harbor) and the best available 
information suggests that rare transient shortnose sturgcon may occur in Baltimore Harbor. 

The habita,t characteristics of Baltimore Harbor ace not consisrcnt with the habitats usd by 
shortnose smrgwn for spawning. Additionally, the area to be affected by the proposed project is 
an existing marine terminal that is subject to conslant scouring and disturbance and is not known 
to support Yurae;e items f ~ r  shomo~e sturgeon. As such, it i s  unlikely that it is ussd by sl~ot-tno~c 
sturgeon for fom~ng or ovenwin teri ag and, as noted above, shomose sturgeon occurrence at the 
project site is likely to be rare. 

The discharg~ of dredged material at the site has the potential to afkct fish eggs and Iasvae 
through buial. However, as noted abovc, the Patapsco River is not consistent with preferred 
shortfiose sturgeon, spaw~ing habitat and no sh~rtnosc stuxgeon eggs or larvae rn likely to  bc 
present in the area. As such, no effects to shortnose sturgeon are lskeIy as a result of thc 
discharge of fill associated with this project, 

Due to the low likelihood of shortnose s w p n  occurring at h e  project area, the likelil~cld for 
any cflect~ to shortnose sturgeon is discountabIe, As noted above, no direct effects to sea turtles 
we expectcd frvm ~ h c  co~~struction of the facility as these species are not likely to occur ill  Ulr: 
Patapsco River. 

Once filled: the Masonville DMCF will be used to ~ m ~ e m c d  a mntainer tmminal. Opemtroo of 
the terminal i s  not expccted to occur until 2029. Tbe additional capcity for rer;eiving cxgo is 
expectd to lead to ail increase in shipphg traffic in the Chesapeake Bay and BaIt;img~ Harbor. 
These vcaels MI1 travel in and out of the Chesapeake Bay using existing shipping channela. 

Sea turtles are likely to ocmrr in the lowrcr Chesap~ke Bay md the area of the Atlantic Ocem 
wl~a-e  cargo ships will be bansiting on their way to and from the Masonville DMCP tmninal. 
While sea turtles have been reported with injuries consistent with propeller wounds, thesc 
interdctions m Iikcly Aom small, fast moving vcssels, suclr as recreational boats. Bmed on the 
best nvailsble ~nforrnation, sca turtles are thought to be able to avoid large vessels or to he. 
pushcd out of the impa~? zone by prop wash or bow wake and the likelihood of an intmction 
betwcen a sca turtle and a large cargo vessel using the tminal  is discountable, 

Right wlmlt: sightings data from 1974 - 2002 reported between 13 an8 15 right wl~ales within 30 
nautical miles of thc entrance to the Chesapeake Bay, with 2 whalcs reported within t l~e 
nearshore shipping chkmnel~ and none =parted in thc inshore shippiw channels. All commercial 
vsssels operating in the a-ea recave whale sighting jnfmatian fim the US Coast Guard mid 
tlre ACOE has indicated that vessel opaators participate in voluntaq reporting of whale 
sightin@. Based on the low frequency of whale sightings in thc shipping channels a11d the 
particrpation of commercial vesscls in voluntary reporting when &avelin,g in the =@on, the 
ACOE ltas made the deternillation that the poteotid far vcsseI stsikes as a result of the 
construction of the expansion and the future operations of a marine terminal at negligible. 
However, as the facility will not begin receiving vessel trat%c until 2029: it is difficult for KMFS 
to reasonably predict what impacts this increase in trafic will havc on whale p ~ i a ~ ~ n s .  This 



REGULATORY BRANCH 

uncertainty is based on a lack of information on the likely rout= that the m g o  ships will be 
taking to md from the terminal pnd an inability to fonxast the condition ofthe whale ppulatiom 
at that time as it is uu~:side o f  the reasonably foreseeable future. NMFS will need to consider the 
impact of increasd shipping tmfic over the entirety of tl~e route, and not just within the 
BaItimore shipping ch,mels and the immediate project vicinity. 

Based on the a h r e  analysis, at this time I i W S  is able to mncur with the ACOE's detmillrttion 
that the constructiun of the Masonville DMCF is not likely to adversely affect listed sea turtles or 
shortnose stwgcon. However, duc to the  fact tht the use of the facility as a cargo tmninal will 
not begin until 2029 snd the likely routes that tbc cargo vcssds will be using are not yet known: 
NMFS is not able to reasonably predict what effcct this project will have on Iistcd whalcs. 
Therefore, NMFS recommends that the ACQE reinitiate consuItzltion when more details nn the 
vess~ls t l ~ a t  will be using the cargo terminal are avai lablc. The details need4 will include [fie 
sizc ynd speed of the vcssels, the origin of the vcssels, and the routes that the vessels will be 
taking to and from the facility. Shodd you have any questions regding the cornmats 
pertaining to sca twtlcs or shortnose sturgmn please conlaa Julie Cracker at (978)281-9300 
~6530. To djscuss the whalavcssel interactions, please contact Kristen Koyama at (978128 1 - 
9300 ~ 6 5 3 1 .  

Sincerely, 

tF atricia A. &urkyY 
Regional Administrator 

Cc: Scida, F/NER3 
Nicllols, FfXER,4 
Williams, GCNB 

Pile Code: Scc ? A W E  NAB Mnscn*illc PMCF srl;(lmurc Harbcr 

WT!i I~~'C'FTvZbOh/Q?Q86 ' 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
        Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

                                       Custom House, Room 244 
                                                           200 Chestnut Street 
                                             Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-2904 
 

 
 
 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

 
 

 
   

        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. 
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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, 

                    
      Michael T. Chezik 
      Regional Environmental Officer 
 
cc:  Bob Zepp- FWS-CBFO 
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McCormick, Kaitlin

From: Romeo, Jon NAB02 [JON.ROMEO@nab02.usace.army.mil]
Sent: Friday, August 11, 2006 9:45 AM
To: Frazier, Mary A NAB02; Boraczek, Jane; Hobbs, Vance G NAB02; McCormick, Kaitlin; 

McKee, Jeffrey A NAB02; Steve Storms
Subject: FW: MPA/Masonville DMCF (CENAB-OP-RMN 200663743/06-WL-1653) - USCG risk 

assessment

Attachments: Scan001.PDF

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 NAB02
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 
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David Charles Manoogian, Esq. 
 

 3835 Saint Margaret Street P. O. Box 788 
 Brooklyn, MD 21225-2211 Glen Burnie, MD 21060-0788 

 
Vox: 443-618-1080 / Fax: 1-877-682-4811 

DCManoogian@Hotmail.Com 
DCManoogian@EarthLink.Net 

Wednesday, August 16th, 2006 1 

VIA E-MAIL: Jon.Romeo@USACE.Army.Mil 2 
& VIA U.S. MAIL: 3 
U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers 4 
Attention: Jon Romeo, CENAB-OP-RMN 5 
P. O. Box 1715 6 
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715 7 
Vox: 410-962-6079 8 

CONCERNED CITIZENS FOR A BETTER BROOKLYN – WRITTEN COMMENTS 9 

RE: THE MAY 2006 “TIERED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT”, 10 

& THE JUNE 2006 SUPPLEMENT THERETO, 11 

FOR THE PROPOSED MASONVILLE DREDGED MATERIAL CONTAINMENT FACILITY 12 

Dear Mr. Romeo, 13 

This document should be accepted as the formal public comments submitted on behalf of 14 

the Corporation of Concerned Citizens for A Better Brooklyn (“the C.C.B.B.”)♦, a non-profit 15 

501(c)(3) organization of resident volunteers which represents the interests of the approximately 16 

9,000 to 10,000 residents of the Brooklyn community of Baltimore City.  The C.C.B.B. has been 17 

in existence as an informal organization since the 1980’s, and was first incorporated in 1991, 18 

prior to re-forming as a 501(c)(3) in 2004.  The C.C.B.B. does not make the payment of dues a 19 

prerequisite for participation, and our mailing lists have nearly four hundred (~400) interested 20 

participants.  The C.C.B.B. mission, in essence, is {1.} to create a safe, clean, and 21 

environmentally sound community, {2.} to maintain a family-friendly neighborhood that 22 

emphasizes development of our young people, and {3.} to ensure community stability for all 23 

citizens.  To accomplish these goals, the C.C.B.B. provides a monthly forum where residents, 24 

school representatives, and business representatives, et al., gather to discuss issues affecting the 25 

community in open deliberations that lead to proactive solutions, and the C.C.B.B. fosters 26 

leadership by initiating needed community improvement activities. 27 

                                                 
♦ See www.BetterBrooklyn.com 
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The purpose of this correspondence is to provide constructive criticism in hopes of 1 

positively influencing the U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers’ (hereinafter: “U.S.A.C.E.”) final 2 

Environmental Impact Statement (hereinafter: “E.I.S.”) for the proposed Masonville Dredged 3 

Material Containment Facility (hereinafter: “Masonville D.M.C.F.”) 4 

* * * 5 

I.  INTRODUCTION: 6 

We understand that this Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“D.E.I.S.”) is to support 7 

a joint permit application submitted by the Maryland Port Administration (“M.P.A.”) to the 8 

U.S.A.C.E. for the proposed Masonville D.M.C.F. which would affect at least one hundred thirty 9 

(130) acres of Patapsco River (tidal open water) and at least one (1) acre of vegetated tidal and/or 10 

non-tidal wetlands.  Further, we understand an E.I.S. is required due to the significant size and 11 

certain impact of the proposed project upon the communities surrounding the Masonville 12 

D.M.C.F.  Moreover, due to the approximately twenty (20) year span within which the 13 

Masonville D.M.C.F. may operate to accept placement of new harbor dredged material, site 14 

development and community mitigation issues must be considered as part and parcel of the E.I.S. 15 

* * * 16 

II.  EXISTING CONDITIONS: 17 

A. Environmental Resources – Due to our lack of time and resources to obtain and pay 18 

for independent expert analysis of the current environmental conditions, we are forced to take-as-19 

given that “the Arundel clay formation  prevents further intrusion in the area of the Masonville 20 

site” and that “[t]he Arundel formation is extremely dense, tight clay with very low hydraulic 21 

conductivities”, and that “[i]t functions as an aquaclude preventing communication between the 22 

upper Patapsco formation and the lower Patapsco formation.”  See page 2-7, lines 195-198. 23 

Our acceptance of this hazard into our community is based, in part, upon the presumed 24 

truth of the above assertion, and similar assertions (both orally and in writing), that the 25 

Masonville D.M.C.F. shall act as an impermeable container for the dredged materials placed into 26 
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it.  If any evidence exists to the contrary, then we want to express our significant concern and 1 

strongly request that all measures be taken to design the D.M.C.F. to ensure that no contaminants 2 

leach or migrate off-site into the surface or ground water. 3 

Furthermore, we want firm assurances that the design of the Masonville D.M.C.F. shall 4 

be engineered to withstand the periodic storm flooding it shall undoubtedly receive because the 5 

site lies upon a flood plain (albeit a “100 Year Flood Plain”). 6 

However, we wish to note that the C.C.B.B. heartily supports the U.S.A.C.E. and M.P.A. 7 

efforts to use the Masonville D.M.C.F. project to improve the conditions in the Patapsco River 8 

and shoreline, and we strongly encourage the U.S.A.C.E. and M.P.A. to ensure that the water and 9 

land are cleaner after the Masonville D.M.C.F. is complete than they were before, as the D.E.I.S. 10 

now purports. 11 

* * * 12 

B. Cultural Resources – Due to our lack of time and resources to obtain and pay for 13 

independent expert analysis of the potential cultural significance of the land or materials under 14 

the water, we are forced to take-as-given the repeated conclusion that “[n]o additional cultural 15 

investigation [is] recommended”.  See pages 2-97 and 2-98. 16 

However, we feel very strongly that significant consideration should be given for the fact 17 

that Fort McHenry is less than one nautical mile from the Masonville D.M.C.F. site (see page 2-18 

98, lines 2404-2405), and therefore we respectfully request that ongoing periodic re-investigation 19 

for cultural resources be regularly conducted, and that steps be taken to ensure the positive 20 

experience that comes from visiting Fort McHenry is not diminished in any way. 21 

* * * 22 

C. Socioeconomic Conditions – This section of the D.E.I.S. discusses, inter alia, local 23 

and regional land use.  We wish to respectfully underscore that “Masonville Cove, which lies 24 

adjacent to the proposed project on its southwestern side, contains some of the only remaining 25 
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natural shoreline [for] the Patapsco [river].  However, access to Masonville Cove is limited due 1 

to … unsafe conditions …”.  See page 2-100, lines 2442-2444. 2 

As multiple individuals discussed on the record at the June 21st, 2006, Public Hearing (as 3 

well as at later meetings), safe pedestrian and bicyclist access to Masonville Cove is an essential 4 

component of proper consideration for Brooklyn and Curtis Bay – the communities hosting the 5 

Masonville D.M.C.F.  The promise of a bird and marine animal sanctuary with a Nature Center 6 

and hiker/biker trails rings hollow if there is no reasonable means for accessing Masonville Cove 7 

except by automobile.  Although a bus, shuttle, or trolley should service Masonville Cove for 8 

those unable to walk or ride a bicycle, the primary focus should be on facilitating pedestrian and 9 

bicycle traffic so as to reduce and discourage automobile travel to and from the bird and marine 10 

animal sanctuary.  Furthermore, this proposed pedestrian/bicyclist byway can be coupled with 11 

the current project to beautify the “gateway” to Brooklyn♥ (i.e., the intersections of South 12 

Hanover and Potee Streets at or about where they meet Frankfurst Avenue). 13 

The logical locations for a pedestrian/bicyclist byway would be along the northern side 14 

(i.e., the Cove side) of Frankfurst Avenue from Shell Road west to South Hanover and Potee 15 

Streets (i.e., to Reed Bird Island Park), and along one side of Shell Road from Frankfurst 16 

Avenue to East Patapsco Avenue.  A contiguous pedestrian/bicyclist byway from the intersection 17 

of Shell Road and East Patapsco Avenue, past Masonville Cove, to Reed Bird Island Park will 18 

effectively link the communities and the parks with each other. 19 

In order for the above-proposed pedestrian/bicyclist byway to be safe from the heavy 20 

traffic (including significant amounts of heavy trucks) it must include a reinforced concrete 21 

barrier the full length of the pedestrian/bicyclist byway on the traffic-side of the byway.  The 22 

precise height, width, and strength of this barrier can surely be determined by an expert in 23 

highway design, but the need for a barrier is not reasonably disputable. 24 

In order for the above-proposed byway to be safe for pedestrians and bicyclists to travel 25 

in both directions simultaneously it must be at least two (2) “lanes” wide (i.e., two (2) standard 26 

sidewalk widths, or about six (6) feet wide) for the full length of the byway.  We also propose 27 
                                                 
♥ Please contact Patrick Moylan, C.C.B.B. president emeritus, regarding the gateway project: < Pat@BetterBrooklyn.Com > 
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that a third “lane” (i.e., an additional three (3) feet) be added so that slower-moving bicyclists 1 

(e.g., children) and pedestrians can stand-aside for others.  Furthermore, a third “lane” as wide as 2 

a standard sidewalk will allow for benches to be placed periodically while still leaving two (2) 3 

“lanes” available for bicyclists and pedestrians – thus avoiding a dangerous “bottleneck” 4 

situation.  Moreover, the pedestrian/bicyclist byway being three (3) standard sidewalk widths 5 

will likely have a psychological effect – the added distance from the traffic on Shell Road and 6 

Frankfurst Avenue should help people to feel safer walking or riding their bicycles to Masonville 7 

Cove. 8 

Lastly, we respectfully suggest that the proposed pedestrian/bicyclist byway include one 9 

or more pedestrian/bicyclist bridges, for example, over the intersection of Shell Road and 10 

Frankfurst Avenue, and over the intersections of Potee Street, South Hanover Street and 11 

Frankfurst Avenue (taking one into Reed Bird Island Park). 12 

* * * 13 

D. Aesthetics & Recreation – Obviously the Masonville Cove could become a significant 14 

attraction for bird watchers, nature buffs, hikers, bikers, kayakers, canoers, etc.  However, we are 15 

also concerned about how the Masonville D.C.M.F. will appear to those viewing it from 16 

elsewhere – e.g., Fort McHenry – and we are concerned about preserving the focus on nature. 17 

In the interests of aesthetics and preserving as natural an environment as possible we 18 

respectfully request {1.} that the Masonville Cove area be placed under an appropriate easement 19 

to preserve it as a bird and marine animal sanctuary, {2.} that the space to be occupied by the 20 

Masonville D.M.C.F. be zoned or otherwise designated appropriately to preclude paving or 21 

building structures of any kind, and {3.} we respectfully request that when the time comes to 22 

close the Masonville D.M.C.F. that the site receive a “green cap” of multiple feet of clean fill 23 

dirt, subsequently covered with native plant species, including, but not necessarily limited to the 24 

state tree, white oaks, if possible.  Furthermore, the biker/hiker trail should be extended though 25 

the wooded space created by the closed “green capped” Masonville D.M.C.F. site. 26 

We are very disturbed to read in § 4.7 of the D.E.I.S. that “[t]he end use of this site is 27 

anticipated to be an expansion of the M.M.T. [Masonville Marine Terminal].  The area would 28 
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serve as additional storage facility for Roll On-Roll Off (RO-RO) cargo or automobiles.”  See 1 

page 4-29, lines 671-672.  Many Brooklyn and Curtis Bay community members at many times 2 

have expressed their staunch opposition to paving or building on the new land created by the 3 

Masonville D.M.C.F.  We cannot underscore enough that creating an approximately 140-acre 4 

parking lot less than one nautical mile from Fort McHenry is completely unacceptable to the 5 

community at large. 6 

* * * 7 

III.  U.S.A.C.E. ALTERNATIVES: 8 

In brief – the above-titled section of the D.E.I.S. outlines, for approximately twenty (20) 9 

pages, how hard the powers-that-be have been looking for locations for this and future D.M.C.F. 10 

sites. 11 

The difficulty of the search for this and future D.M.C.F. sites underscores for us, the 12 

Concerned Citizens for a Better Brooklyn, the imperative need for immediate implementation of 13 

innovative uses for dredged materials, rather than creating further containment facilities.  Our 14 

understanding is that an Innovative Reuse Committee meets regularly♣; we encourage the 15 

Maryland Port Administration to direct more attention and resources into this committee and its 16 

efforts. 17 

We feel strongly that dredged materials should be used for the fabrication of inexpensive 18 

bricks, and those bricks should then be used for inexpensive yet beautiful sidewalks in 19 

communities surrounding the harbor, e.g., Brooklyn, Curtis Bay, Federal Hill, etc. 20 

The dredged materials could also be used under the brick sidewalks, for drainage and 21 

leveling, and could also be used for aggregate in concrete.  As a side note, it would be excellent 22 

public relations if a significant portion (if not all) of the sidewalks to and from the Masonville 23 

Cove were paved with concrete that contained dredged materials for aggregate. 24 

                                                 
♣ 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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In any event, we want assurances that innovative uses for dredged materials are currently 1 

being actively pursued, including periodic updates into the various investigations into innovative 2 

uses for dredged materials. 3 

* * * 4 

IV. U.S.A.C.E. RECOMMENDED PLAN & EVALUATION: 5 

In brief – the above-titled section of the D.E.I.S. describes the recommended D.M.C.F. at 6 

Masonville, the existing site conditions, design criteria, and construction plans. 7 

The existing site conditions, design criteria, and construction plans are highly technical, 8 

and we cannot pretend to understand them well enough to critique them at this time.  However, 9 

we respectfully insist that periodic reports of the construction progress (including, but not limited 10 

to, any changes in the design or plans) be provided to a community oversight committee 11 

contemporaneously with the providing of those same reports to government authorities or other 12 

persons.  And, in any event, we request a significantly detailed status report be provided to the 13 

community oversight committee no less than every thirty (30) days. 14 

Furthermore, since the Masonville D.M.C.F. project shall last approximately twenty (20) 15 

years, we seek firm assurances that the Masonville Cove, including the Nature Center, will 16 

receive sufficient budget assistance from the State for operations and maintenance, in perpetuity, 17 

so that the Cove and Nature Center can be the simple natural attraction and educational 18 

opportunity we are confident it could become in the coming decades. 19 

* * * 20 

V. IMPACTS: 21 

A. Environmental – In brief – the above-titled section outlines, inter alia, changes in 22 

water currents and sedimentation rates.  Presuming the accuracy of the data provided, it seems 23 

clear to us that water currents in the relevant area around the Masonville D.M.C.F. will slow, and 24 

sedimentation rates for surrounding areas will increase.  We respectfully request firm assurances 25 

that slowed water currents and increased sedimentation can be tolerated by the Patapsco River 26 
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and Baltimore Harbor.  In the alternative, we respectfully request that site design be reconfigured 1 

to eliminate the slowing of water currents and the increasing of sedimentation. 2 

Again, we wish to note that the C.C.B.B. heartily supports the U.S.A.C.E. and M.P.A. 3 

efforts to use the Masonville D.M.C.F. project to improve the conditions in the Patapsco River 4 

and shoreline, and we strongly encourage the U.S.A.C.E. and M.P.A. to ensure that the water and 5 

land are cleaner after the Masonville D.M.C.F. is complete than they were before, as the D.E.I.S. 6 

now purports. 7 

* * * 8 

B. Cultural Resources – As mentioned above: due to our lack of time and resources to 9 

obtain and pay for independent expert analysis of the potential cultural significance of the land or 10 

materials under the water, we are forced to take-as-given the repeated conclusion that “[n]o 11 

additional cultural investigation [is] recommended”.  See pages 2-97 and 2-98.  Also due to our 12 

lack of time and resources to obtain and pay for independent expert analysis we are forced to 13 

take-as-given that “[n]o evidence has been documented or information recovered that suggests 14 

adverse impacts to cultural or historical resources from the proposed [Masonville D.M.C.F.] 15 

project.”  See page 5-65, lines 2128-2129. 16 

However, we feel very strongly that significant consideration should be given for the fact 17 

that Fort McHenry is less than one nautical mile from the Masonville D.M.C.F. site (see page 2-18 

98, lines 2404-2405) and after construction of the Masonville D.M.C.F. site it will be barely over 19 

a half-mile from Fort McHenry (see page 5-74, lines 2399-2402), and therefore we request that 20 

ongoing periodic re-investigation for cultural resources be regularly conducted. 21 

* * * 22 

C. Aesthetics & Recreation – Since approximately nineteen percent (19%) – i.e., nearly 23 

one-fifth (1/5th) – of the “middleground view” from Fort McHenry will be dominated by the 24 

Masonville D.M.C.F. (see page 5-75) and since we are sure that “exposed earth would 25 

[significantly] contrast with the current vegetated … shoreline” (Id.) we can only agree that 26 

“some [and, we would argue, a majority of] viewers would consider construction activities [for 27 
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the Masonville D.M.C.F.] visually unappealing” (Id.) and we find it implausible that anything 1 

but a minority of viewers “would be interested to view the construction.”  (Id.) 2 

Furthermore, given the close proximity of the Masonville D.M.C.F. to Fort McHenry, 3 

and given the significant percentage of the view taken-up by the Masonville D.M.C.F. as viewed 4 

from Fort McHenry, we find it even more compelling that upon closure the Masonville D.M.C.F. 5 

site should receive a “green cap” of multiple feet of clean fill dirt, subsequently covered with 6 

native plant species, including, but not necessarily limited to, white oak trees, if possible.  Even 7 

if it were true that the proposed closure plan mentioned on page 4-29 (lines 671-672)♠ “would 8 

not represent a strong visual contrast with existing land use” (see page 5-75, line 2421) we find 9 

this to be a poor argument in favor of paving an approximately 140-acre parking lot 10 

approximately a half-mile from Fort McHenry.  We are not convinced that the proposed closure 11 

plan found buried within this D.E.I.S. – i.e., paving a parking lot – “would be generally 12 

harmonious with the setting since it is an extension of an existing terminal … and consistent with 13 

existing shoreline use at the site.”  See page 5-79, lines 2484-2486.  Instead, we are convinced 14 

that a wooded lot with hiker/biker trails would be a harmonious extension of the proposed bird 15 

sanctuary at Masonville Cove. 16 

* * * 17 

VI. PROPOSED MITIGATION: 18 

In brief – the mitigation plans outlined in the above-titled section of the D.E.I.S. seem 19 

adequate, and we wish to see the suggestions outlined in this correspondence added to the 20 

mitigation plan – e.g., a broad, safe pedestrian/bicyclist byway connecting the various 21 

communities and parks, a “green cap” on the closed Masonville D.M.C.F., funding support for 22 

maintaining the Nature Center programs, environmental education, and restoration projects, etc. 23 

* * * 24 

                                                 
♠ 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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VII. IMPLEMENTATION: 1 

Our primary concern for implementation, at this time, is the formation of a citizens’ 2 

oversight committee which is then kept fully informed by contemporaneous copies of all reports 3 

which are generated in the usual course of the implementation, constructions, and all later 4 

operations of the Masonville D.M.C.F. 5 

The formation of, and reporting to, the citizens’ oversight committee should be 6 

substantively similar to the citizens’ oversight committee for Hart-Miller Island (“H.M.I.”). 7 

* * * 8 

VIII.  ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE: 9 

Our primary concern for environmental compliance, at this time, is the formation of a 10 

citizens’ oversight committee which is then kept fully informed by contemporaneous copies of 11 

all environmental monitoring reports which are generated in the usual course of implementation, 12 

constructions, and all later operations of the Masonville D.M.C.F. 13 

The formation of, and reporting to, the citizens’ oversight committee should be 14 

substantively similar to the citizens’ oversight committee for Hart-Miller Island (“H.M.I.”). 15 

* * * 16 

IX. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT: 17 

We are considerably concerned that public involvement, while perhaps significantly more 18 

active than in years past – due in no small part to the Herculean efforts of EcoLogix Group – has 19 

had noteworthy gaps, and therefore should not be labeled as satisfactory.  For example, there was 20 

apparently only one (1) meeting with the Concerned Citizens for a Better Brooklyn (C.C.B.B.) to 21 

discuss the Masonville D.M.C.F. in or about August 2005; the D.E.I.S. indicates “the 22 

Association [i.e., the C.C.B.B.] generally supported the project” (see page 9-13, lines 578-580) 23 

but this statement of support does not comport with the recollections of C.C.B.B. members.  24 

Given this background it is even more important to form a citizens’ oversight committee, and it 25 
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is essential that this committee be large (e.g., a dozen or more members) to accommodate a 1 

broad cross-section of citizens actually domiciled in Brooklyn and Curtis Bay.  Furthermore, it is 2 

mission-critical that this committee be kept fully informed by contemporaneous copies of all 3 

reports which are generated in the usual course of implementation, constructions, and all later 4 

operations of the Masonville D.M.C.F. 5 

As discussed above, the formation of, and reporting to, the citizens’ oversight committee 6 

should be substantively similar to the citizens’ oversight committee for Hart-Miller Island 7 

(“H.M.I.”). 8 

* * * 9 

X. CONCLUSIONS: 10 

The C.C.B.B. does not oppose the Masonville D.M.C.F., presuming the issues and 11 

concerns discussed in this correspondence are properly addressed.  To summarize the issues and 12 

concerns discussed in this correspondence – 13 

 Our acceptance of this hazard into our community is based, in part, upon the 14 

presumed truth of the assertion that the Masonville D.M.C.F. shall act as an impermeable 15 

container for the dredged materials placed into it. 16 

 We want firm assurances that the design of the Masonville D.M.C.F. shall be 17 

engineered to withstand the periodic storm flooding it shall undoubtedly receive because the site 18 

lies upon a flood plain (albeit a “100 Year Flood Plain”). 19 

 We strongly support the creation of a bird and marine animal sanctuary with a 20 

Nature Center and hiker/biker trails, but only if the primary means for accessing Masonville 21 

Cove is other than by automobile.  A broad, safe pedestrian/bicyclist byway should be created to 22 

reduce or eliminate automobile travel to and from the bird and marine animal sanctuary. 23 

 We are very disturbed to read in § 4.7 and elsewhere in the D.E.I.S. that “[t]he 24 

end use of this site is anticipated to be an expansion of the M.M.T. [Masonville Marine 25 

Terminal].  The area would serve as additional storage facility for Roll On-Roll Off (RO-RO) 26 



 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 16th, 2006 

 

Page 12 of 13 

cargo or automobiles.”  See page 4-29, lines 671-672.  Many Brooklyn and Curtis Bay 1 

community members at many times have expressed their staunch opposition to paving or 2 

building on the new land created by the Masonville D.M.C.F.  We cannot underscore enough 3 

that creating an approximately 140-acre parking lot less than one nautical mile from Fort 4 

McHenry is completely unacceptable to the community at large. 5 

 In the interests of aesthetics and preserving as natural an environment as possible 6 

we respectfully request that when the time comes to close the Masonville D.M.C.F. that the site 7 

receive a “green cap” of multiple feet of clean fill dirt, subsequently covered with native plant 8 

species, including, but not necessarily limited to, white oak trees, if possible.  Furthermore, the 9 

biker/hiker trail should be extended though the wooded space created by the closed “green 10 

capped” Masonville D.M.C.F. site. 11 

 We feel strongly that dredged materials should be used for the fabrication of 12 

inexpensive bricks, and those bricks should then be used for inexpensive yet beautiful sidewalks 13 

in communities surrounding the harbor, e.g., Brooklyn, Curtis Bay, Federal Hill, etc.  In any 14 

event, we want assurances that innovative uses for dredged materials are currently being actively 15 

pursued, including periodic updates into the various investigations into innovative uses for 16 

dredged materials. 17 

 We respectfully request firm assurances that the Masonville Cove, including the 18 

Nature Center, will receive sufficient budget assistance from the State for operations and 19 

maintenance, in perpetuity, so that the Cove and Nature Center can be the simple natural 20 

attraction and educational opportunity we are confident it could become in the coming decades. 21 

 We respectfully request firm assurances that slowed water currents and increased 22 

sedimentation can be tolerated by the Patapsco River and Baltimore Harbor.  In the alternative, 23 

we respectfully request that site design be reconfigured to eliminate the slowing of water currents 24 

and the increasing of sedimentation which the D.E.I.S. data indicates shall occur. 25 

 A large citizens’ oversight committee (accommodating a broad cross-section of 26 

citizens actually domiciled in Brooklyn and Curtis Bay) should be kept fully informed by 27 

contemporaneous copies of all reports which are generated in the usual course of the 28 































































McCormick, Kaitlin 

From: Boraczek, Jane

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

To: McCormick, Kaitlin

Subject: FW: Environmental Impact Statement Testimony
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8/22/2006

From: Ckesh@aol.com [mailto:Ckesh@aol.com]  
Sent: Thursday, August 17, 2006 1:21 PM 
To: Romeo, Jon NAB02 
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 
 
 
 
I am Carol Eshelman and I 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.  I 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 



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.  It is 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.  Identified 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 II 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 II compensatory options that can 
be used to replace failing Phase I options (i.e., actions different from and in addition to those comprising 



the proposed compensatory package).  Phase II 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 
DMCF, 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. 
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U.S. Department O~.HomelandSecurity .!~!.
United States ~~

Coast Guard

Commander
United States Coast Guard
Fifth Coast Guard District

431 Crawford Street, Room 100
Portsmouth, Va. 23704-5004
Staff Symbol: dpw
Phone: 757-398-6360
Fax: 757-398-6303
Email: Albert.L.Grimes@uscg.mil

U.S. Army CorpS of Engineers
Baltimore District
Attn. Mr. Jon Romeo
P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, MD. 21203-1715

16500

~~':"" '" ' ,- '" 2006-63743

i~t :G.~ : :06EI~'AU~~21'2006
HARBORDEVELOPMENT ,

Dear Mr. Romeo:
=""'~' '..::.:c-'-"","=~~ ~~~ """'.,. ~ .J<'-.-" -~~ ~._-" ,. ...~---"' , ~ - ~ '" ~ ~;-

After reviewingPublicNotice:CENAB-OP-RMN,MPAIMASONVILLEDMCF,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 associationwith these requirements the applicant will also be
required to prepare and provide for Coast Guard approvala Private Aids to Navigation
Application (CG 2554). The Coast Guard will require an advance notice ofthirty (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.
~ ~'o-- ~-~ -~~""''- ~' --~ , " ""- ~ -~ -=-"'" ~ - ~ ~:~ - --~ =:- = =-

SOlliJ .~
ALBERT L~iuMES 1Il
Marine Information Specialist
U.S. Coast Guard
By direction



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

16500
January 24, 2003

~ --- ~ -- --~ - -~ --- - --~- ~ -- ~-:-""=-~~

- ----- - ~-~~.,~ ---------
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McCormick, Kaitlin 

From: Romeo, Jon NAB02 [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 NAB02; Frazier, Mary A NAB02; Mendelsohn, 
Mark NAB02

Subject: Masonville EIS and permit appliation

Page 1 of 1Masonville EIS and permit appliation

10/9/2006

Mr. 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 
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Mar yEmd lkpcsment OfPkrsning 

Mr. Jon Romeo 
Project Manager. Atttli CENM -OP-R;MN 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltillwr~ Diskict 
P.O. Box 1715 
Bdtimore. 21203-1715 

GH 
T d e m  

Applicant: U.S. A m y  Corps of Engineers, Baltimore Pis Wtct 
Proj~rt Description: Supplmcnt to the T i e d  DraR El$: Proposed Masmvlllc Dredged Matenal Containment 

Facrbty- ncw usc or construction mmatenal at Masonillc to include dredged material fm chmcl  
decperling for S t a g i t  Mmne Tenxinal (we MI32006051 5-0469) 

Prqicct Location: Baltimore City 
Approving Authority: U.S. Department of Defense 
Recommendation: Consistent with Quallfylng Comments and Contingent Upon Ccrtnin Actions 

'Dear Mr. Romeo: 

h accordance w~th Presidmtial Executive Ordcr 12372 and Codc of Maryland Regdkliotl 14.24.04, the State 
Clcaringhousc has cow&nated the jntcrgovcmntal review of the referencedprqect. Thrs lettet, with 
at@chents, constitutes the StaEc proccss rcview and recommendation based upm comments ~ c e ~ w d  tn date. T h ~ s  
recommendanon I S  valid lm a period o T thrcc yeas frm the date of this letter. 

Review comments were requested from the Mwland Dgartmcn,b of  A8;ri&,!re. the Eniron& Bc.aIfh & 
Mqtr_ltal Hvdene. Natural Resources, Gmeral Services, Transportation. State Police. the Marvland Environmcrltal: 
S c ~ i c c .  Baltirnorc City. and the Marvland Department of Planning, jnclud_ing the Marvland -91 TrusL As of 
this date, the Maryland Department of Transportation has not'~ubmittcd comments. This recommendation i s  
contingent upon the applicant considering md addressing any prablems or conditions that tnay bc identified 
by their review. Any tbhtuncats received wilI be fornardad- T h e  Maryland lhp~lrtment ~f Stare Police had 130 

comments. 

The ;Maryland Department of Natural Resources. and Baltimore City f w d  this project to be generally consistmt 
with thdr plans, program, and objectives. but includcd c c d n  qualifying comments ~lurnmarized below. 

Thc Maryland Deparhnent of Nnh~ral Resources addressed issues relating to: time-of-yeax mstrictions to protect 
spawning anadroinous and 1-esidmt fish species; possible time-of-year resrrrotlons to protect bald sagtes thal have 
esablished n nest area in the past near thc Masonvitle site; planning coordination with the Chesapeake Ray Critical 
Arca Commission; thc d~vclopient of innovative tewe projects for material dredged from thc Baltimore Harbor: 
and the des~rc to bc invohad in the review of the Final Mitigation Plan for the project. See the attached letter, 
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PAGE -. 02/85 

/, ' Please Carnplete Your Rovlew & FZecamhsndation Befora August 10,2006 
I 

/. AeWm Completed ? o m  To: Unds C Juuy, J.D.. DhetrPr, Maryland Str(. Clearlnuhmsa h r  lntb~av&mmmn~l ArolMlu. 
Maryhnd D e p a M n t  of Planning, 3Ot *st Pmtan St&, R m t l Q l ,  Baltimws, MIS Sn1~l4?3Q2 
Phone: 410-7674496 Fm: 61 0-7674480 

steta Application Identifet: MD20P60W9470a Clearinghouse Contact! Bab Q o s e n ~ ,  410-787W 
b r o 8 n n ~ ~ r n d p d a k . m d . w  -- 

Lacatlon: BClT - 
Applicant: Maryland Port Admlnlntmmn - 
Descfiptbn; Supplamnt b the Tiered bmlt EIS: Pmpsed Masonvine W g e d  Material b e i n m e n l  Fadrlly: new uaa doomwon 

mm-t at Mamm4Ue tu IncWe drsdgeu mateflnl fmm drama/ deepening Ibr *dt M n o  Termtrtd (see MP2-515- 

-- 

( M W  UMLYJ fi has been detamlned M He WW will haw? "no srffeG1" on hbMe IrPpartlsd e#rd that the f e d d  md& Staie 
k l s b h  prasevatbn )niqulransn(l h- k n  mst A. 4DNR O N L ~  It has been d*rmlned Wt thls prapet 1s in ihe -1 h e  and ts ml hcmEbtent with the Wuyland C o w 4  

.- 
R3 

R4 

Attach addlrlonal mmmenbr Y ne-&try OR thesea spa-? Cmfnmnts attached. 

mmin & ~ I S  behg taken m ~ O W  in the atWW opmment(L). 
- 

NOT COWISTENT: It raises ppblems cmmming wmptibilHy wltH Our fdaf~t, mram, obJdwtflreq or hnning Prt 
v i s r o n ~ e o ;  wit may dupliddb d & n g  piqm adlvld-, # M i  In the atkhsd mmmront($). Ira rn- with ihs 
egpbsol Is raqumted, p i e m e  check haw: 
MZlfTlOKAL WOlQbWTiON REQUEmD: Mdltbmi mmbn Is requirad to cbmplate dre r w h w .  m hbma#bn needed 
ld i d v l a d ~ d  hew. W hn uknsbn of iha rwlm pemd is qtmkt, More o M I  h* t7 
FURTHER INTEREm Due br M h B r  conoernlna thk prow w re- that the Clearlnghowe set up a 
mhtmme 4th ihe a m r i  -. 

- 
Vanle; 
=-won: Dal 

4ddre~s : R o ~ , 6 0 0  Abel Wolmafi M~nicipal Bldg. O m  &mpl*d: - 
-- .-- -rr.>--,-- 

SUPPRTS: Supgods "Smm O M h "  and FPdaml Exeedva OFdw 12072 ( F e d 4  Mnsgmwrt), whw dkaals me& 
laemlea to low (sdbtier h urban ueas. 
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Daeriptiom: Supplement t~ tha Tiand haft. aavimmasnM .hpm &&mat: propcad 
MWmtifle m g e d  M m  -ent ~mciGy: N w  Use of -don M M a 3  at 
&~~lrviIIb to lnchrdo Dredged &W&l from C b s d  DPspeniog far S w  Marine 
T m U  (see MI32006115 15-0469) 

Appbdt: U. S. Army Corps o P B n m  ~s l t inn .  && 

.TRs Baltimore D i d &  drrbn W. S. A m y  Corps of En.&= bas made avdlabk a &a 
Bmimamlat.I Impact Statmmt for itsmdng tbe i m m  ofmd tbe Wibllky for 
phcmmt o f M @  mwials h m  B~ltimore Hmbr h o  a d a d  dispoal Ldhy to 
be created a d j a m  to the. Masandie Muin& T d n a l .  Cnstim of the thaftky would 
+filling 1 3 o - d M d o p m w a t e r , ~ h g m i ~ & $ ~ t o  1 ~ u f v e $ a i r M  
m'lands, and bmybg or impact& up to 10 m ofma within the Ch- Bay 
Critical A.Fea h~ff~~. C m m w t s  WE provided mi the first r e I d  dm* (MD20060515- 
0469). 73e supplem~ ao thh draft WM d e a d  in Iunq 2006, und is the 
subjeot of the foUwwhg wtnmms: 

The original draft impact statema n d  that the of tbk Mty w 1 d  requira 
' reJm&tg a 48-incH City w a t ~  main md a City $arm drab, 4-8 with the i d l a d o n  of 

3,200 Ihear f&t 6fst0nm dtdn pipe to dl- to tidal wabs. TRe bprlmm! 
mqwbedn m e d h t g w 9 4 h ~ t a W i s o f t b e C o q ~  d m e e m  fo #be- tb 
impact of fbe propsed Fonhtnmmt facility on CiQ-ned uiiWm, ila p ~ r t h l a r  the 
48-inch warn main, 

The CPtg is working direct~y with tUt Maqihnd Port Adminis'ntmtxbn'~ wadtaar on 
n ,D&prrCs -t to addra4s the City's fw d~ utility mhEaXiwns 
that Fnilf be in~arporated hi the h l  design of he coadainmm Wlity . AS hati bee0 
previously noted and h o w k & e d  by the Arrt Administdon's mdtant, offoremnmt 
canam trr &c City b $46 scqucnm efconrhmdimn whicb m e  I- for Itlimited ahmt 
d m  o f t h s W i n c h r r a f e r r n a f n ~ i t t ~ ~  dkcrhm#@?rhtet The 
City m i m  the itttpo~anee snd supports the development ofthe M a s o d e  Why. 
The Cit)*'~ appva1  d the tngimmhg of t b l ~  prrrject i s  UHltlngmf uprh at 
Maryland Par# Adminhm+idn's cammftmmt ta the conditions m the f i d  
D h p d s  Apcnmt,  
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Ba1timor.e City sought to meal with the U.S. Am~y C q s  of Enginecrs to discuss the Impact o'the proposed 
contxnmcnt facility on City+wned uu tilities. Baltimore Ciiy nent~oned the craation of a Developer's Agreement 
lmhat will addrcss the City's concerns about utility rclotations, and Ilte limited shutdown of w a k  service. The 
parties lo the Developer's Agreemen[ include the Maryland Port Adm~n~stratim, and Baltimore City. See fie 
attnchcd responae fom, and comments. 

Thc Maryland Departments of Ap;rjc~dhlre! the EnMr~mnenl~ General S M c e 6 ,  Health & Mmlal Hygiene, rnd th 
Maryland Pepad:me~~t of Planning found t h ~ s  project to be cmistmt with theit plans, p r o m ,  and objcctivc5. 

The Maryland Environmental S m c t  stated (hat ~t sctved as an agcncy to wnte and edit somc cf thc text of the 
WaR EIS. 7% Maryland Enwronmen~al Service a f f i m d  that the rnodlficstim 10 the prefmd act~on i i  consistmt 
1~1th its plans. programs, and ~bjcctives. See he attached letter. 

T h c  hlnryland Historical Trust has determined that thc pracct will have "no effcct" on historic propaties and Ut 
thc federal anii/nr State historic precemation rcquirtr~lu\ts have bem met. 

Any statcment af consideration given to the comments should be sabrnittcd to tbe approvjng authnrity, with 
a copy to the State Clcnrinpbanse. Tl~e State Applicstion ldcnlifm h'umber -#be placed rim my 
correspondence pmhinins to this pjec t .  The Siate Qcainghouse must bc kept in fmcd if thc approving 
authmty cannot accommodate the rccommwdation. 

Please rmnernber, you miui comply with all applicable state and local. laws and regulations. Tf you need assistance 
or have questions. contact the Statc Clearinghouse staff petson ootcd above at 41 0-767490 or though c-,mil, at 
broscnbush@mdp.state,md.ua. Also please complete the attacbd form m d  return it to the Stafe 
Clearin~honse as soon as the s t ~ t u s  of the project i s  Rnown. Anysubdit~tYom of t h i s f l r ~  iaclrrde the 
Srote AppIicution f&rlmr N m b r .  This will ensure that o m  f i les  are complete, 

Thnk you for your coopemtion with the PrWC process. 

-- fLp.&tb t.+ 
Linda C. J;mty, J.D., Director 
Maryland Y t a k  CIaaringhaugc 

for In tmgovmmtd Assistance 

1CJ:BR 
Enclosvrc(s) 
cc NPthmiol Brown - hVA' 

EIizabcth Barnard - DHMH 
Ray Dtnraman - IINK' 
Nclwn Rcichart - DGS 
Cmdy Johnson - MDOT 

William Ebwe - MDSP 
Jomss Harkins - ME$ 
Bcth Cole - MHT 
Gloria al~nnick - M.1DA 

J O ~ C  h 4 u ~ l l ~  - MVE 
Terry Roycc - BCIT* 



McCormick, Kaitlin 

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

Page 1 of 1Hab. Condition Analysis

10/13/2006

  
  
___________________________ 
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 I 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 
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