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Annex A

I.

CLEAN WATER ACT
SECTION 404(b)(l) EVALUATION

POPLAR ISLAND RESTORATION PROJECT
CHESAPEAKE BAY & TALBOT COUNTY, MARYLAND

21 February 1996

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

a. Location - Poplar Island, Talbot County, Maryland and Chesapeake Bay,
Maryland.

b. General Description - The Poplar Island Restoration Project involves constructing
armored dikes, breakwaters, and/or other structures approximating the island’s 1847
footprint and filling the enclosed area with clean dredged material from Federal
navigation channels in Chesapeake Bay. The 1,110 acre fill area will be subdivided to
provide approximately 50% tidal wetland habitats and 50% upland island habitats. An
access channel is required. A more detailed description of the project is given in the
Poplar Island, Maryland Environmental Restoration Project Draft FeasibiliQ Repoti
and Environmental Impact Statement, to which this evaluation is appended.

c. Purpose - The purpose of the proposed project is to recreate and restore important
regional habitat that has be lost through erosion of islands in the Chesapeake Bay and,
at the same time, to provide for a truly beneficial use of sediments that must be
dredged from Bay channels.

d. General Description of Dredged Material - The sediment to construct the dikes
will be excavated from borrow areas on the project site and/or dredged from the
proposed access channel. These sediments are expected to consist of fine sand with
some silt and clay lenses, and due to its geomorphilogical position, to contain lower
levels of anthropogenic contaminants than typical surface sediments in the Chesapeake
Bay. The sediment to construct the proposed wetland and upland habitat area at Poplar
Island will be dredged from the following Federal navigation charnels or charnel
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reaches in the Chesapeake Bay leading to Baltimore Harbor: the Craighill Entrance
Channel; the Craighill Channel; the Craighill Angle, the Craighill Upper Range; the
Cutoff Angle; the Brewerton Channel Eastern Extension; the Tolchester Channel; and
the Swan Point Channel. Most project sediments will be excavated during periodic
episodes of maintenance dredging. Accordingly, the fill sediment is expected to consist
of relatively low cohesion silts and clays with some fine sands. Because the charnels
are removed from known point sources, anthropogenic contaminant concentrations are
likely to be consistent with background levels in the Chesapeake Bay sediments.

e. Description of the Proposed Discharge Sites - The Poplar Island Project site is a
rapidly eroding archipelago of islands located in the Chesapeake Bay at latitude 38046’
N, and longitude 76°23’ W. The closest point of mainland is the Eastern Shore of
Maryland just north of Tilghman Island, approximately 2 mile east of the site. The
proposed containment dikes will enclose approximately 1110 acres of shallow water
habitat, including the four smallest remnants of the archipelago (less than 5 acres total)
and will abut, but not tie directly into the largest island of the archipelago, Coaches
Island. (See the attached figure.)

f. Description of Discharge Method -It is expected that fine grained sand to be used
in constructing the proposed dikes will be dredged hydraulically and pumped to the
dike alignment. Some mechanical shaping of the sand will be required before armor
stone can be placed on the exterior slopes. Some small amount of fine grained
sediment unsuitable for dike construction may be sidecast near the borrow site within
the proposed dike alignment. The material from the Federal charnels will most likely
be dredged mechanically and placed in barges. The barges will be towed or pushed to
the proposed placement sites where the sediments will be pumped into the containment
cells. The dredged material will be allowed to settle and consolidate. Supematant
water will be returned to the Bay through weirs or similar control structures in the
eastern perimeter dike.

II. FACTUAL DETERMINATIONS

a. Physical Substrate Determinations

(1) Substrate Elevation and Slope - Elevations along the proposed eastern perimeter
dike near Poplar Harbor are -1.5 and -3.5 ft. MLLW. Elevations along the proposed
western perimeter dike are between -5 and -10 ft. MLLW. The average depth of water
within the project area is approximately 7 ft. Water depth in the archipelago is 1 to 2
ft. in waters between or adjacent to the islets and increases very gradually to 6 to 8 ft.
over a distance of approximately 4,000 ft. to the south, west, and east.

(2) Sediment Type - The sediments at the Poplar Island site are typical of lowland
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sedimentary deposits and consist of gravel, sand, silt, and clay. The sediment to be
used to construct the containment dikes is fine grained sand with some silt and clay
lenses. The dredged materials proposed for filling the site are likely to be silt, with
some clay and some fine sand.

(3) Discharge Material Movement - The fine grained sand used to construct the
containment dikes will be placed and shaped to avoid unnecessary loss of materials.
When completed, the containment dikes will control movement of the dredged material
placed in the site.

(4) Physical Effects on Benthos - Benthos in the alignment of the containment dike will
be buried during construction. Benthos in the containment cells will be buried with
dredged material as the cells are filled. Benthos are expected to recolonize the wetland
cells and may, over time, achieve higher densities in wetland cells and in the recreated
Poplar Harbor. The long term, overall impact on regional benthic populations is not
expected to be significant.

(5) Other Effects - Not applicable.

(6) Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts - Dredged material transported to the site will
be contained within the armored dikes.

b. Water Circulation, Fluctuation, and Salinity Determinations

(1) Water - Temporary changes are expected in clarity, color, and quality of Bay
waters in the immediate vicinity of the proposed construction. Because construction is
expected to virtually end erosion of the remnant islands and resuspension of sediments
in the vicinity of the project, clarity, color, and quality of nearby waters should
improve somewhat after construction. Temporary, localized changes in clarity, color,
and quality of Bay waters are also expected to accompany the periodic maintenance
dredging episodes.

Supernatant water released from the placement site should not affect the clarity or color
of nearby waters in Poplar Harbor or in the Chesapeake Bay.

(a) Salinity - No change is expected.

(b) Chemistry - Very slight and temporary changes are possible in the
immediate vicinity of the dredging operations. Very slight and temporary
changes are possible in the immediate vicinity of sand placement activities
necessary for dike construction. Minor and temporary changes are possible
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within the allowed mixing zonel at the placement site. No change is expected
outside the allowed mixing zone.

(c) Clarity - Minor and temporary changes are possible in the immediate
vicinity of the dredging operations and near the area of sand placement during
dike construction. Long term water clarity in the vicinity of the project should
increase upon completion of the containment dikes. Minor and temporary
changes are possible within the allowed mixing zone at the placement site
during and after filling. These temporary changes should be offset by increased
water clarity in Poplar Harbor resulting from construction. No change is
expected outside the allowed mixing zone resulting from filling activities.

(d) Color - Minor and temporary changes are possible in the immediate vicinity
of the dredging operations and near the area of sand placement during dike
construction. Very minor and temporary changes are possible within the allowed
mixing zone at the placement site during and after filling. No change is
expected outside the allowed mixing zone resulting from filling activities.

(e) Odor - No change expected.

(f) Taste - Not applicable.

(g) Dissolved Gas Levels - Temporary changes (increase and/or decrease of
dissolved oxygen) may occur in the immediate vicinity of the dredging
operations and in the immediate vicinity of dike construction operations. No
change is expected outside the site during and after placement of the dredged
material.

(h) Nutrients - Temporary (24 to 72 hour) localized increases are expected at
the dredging site and at the construction site due to resuspension of sediment
during dredging operations. A slight and also temporary increase in nutrients
may occur at placement site outfalls. Neither increase is likely to cause an
increase in algal blooms.

(i) Eutrophication - Not expected to occur.

1 The actual mixing zone for the site can only be determined after completing
placement site design. Needed information includes the number and type of
discharge control structures, exact location of proposed discharge structures, the
size (capacity) of containment cells, and the maximum rate of dredged material
placement.
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0) Others as Appropriate - None.

(2) Current Patterns and Circulation -

(a) Current Patterns and Flow - Vectors illustrating the direction and relative
velocity of tidal currents in the vicinity of the Poplar Island archipelago are
given in Figures 3-5 and 3-7 of the Poplar Island, Maryland Environmental
Restoration Project Draft FeasibiliQ Repori and Environmental Impact
Statement. Proposed construction is expected to increase and train tidal currents
along the toe of the western dike, slightly increase the flow immediately to the
east of Coaches Island, and substantially reduce flows through Poplar Harbor.
It is also possible that the project may cause very small increase in tidal flow
through Knapp’s Narrows and a commensurate decrease in sedimentation. All
of the aforesaid changes to flow would be consistent with flow patterns in the
vicinity of Poplar Island approximately 150 years ago. No far field changes in
flow will result from the proposed construction. No effects are expected from
the required maintenance dredging of the channels or from the placement of
dredged material in the proposed site.

(b) Velocity - See foregoing discussion of flow.

(c) Stratification - No change expected.

(d) Hydrologic Regime - No significant changes are expected.

(3) Normal Water Level Fluctuations - No significant changes are expected.

(4) Salinity Gradients - No changes are expected,

(5) Actions to Minimize Impacts - Not applicable,

c. Suspended Particulate/Turbidity Determinations

(1) Expected Changes in Suspended Particulate and Turbidity Levels in Vicinity of
Project Sites - Minor and temporary increase of suspended particulate and turbidity is
expected in the immediate vicinity of the dredging operations and in the immediate
vicinity of dike construction operations. No change in suspended particulate and
turbidity levels is expected outside of allowed mixing zones for dredging or for
construction. Suspended sediment and turbidity in the vicinity of the archipelago are
likely to be less than current levels after the proposed construction.
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During and immediately after dredged material placement episodes, return water and
runoff will be closely monitored and controlled to limit discharge of suspended
particulate to acceptable levels. No change in suspended particulate concentrations or
turbidity is expected outside of the allowed mixing zone.

(2) Effects on Chemical and Physical Properties of the Water Column - Minor and
temporary changes are possible in the immediate vicinity of dredging operations, in the
immediate vicinity of proposed dike construction, and in the immediate vicinity of
return water flow. No changes are expected outside the allowed mixing zones.

(a) Light penetration - A minor, temporary decrease is anticipated in the
immediate vicinity of the dredge plant during dredging and in the vicinity of
sand placement during construction of the proposed containment dike. The
possible decrease in light penetration will be confined to the allowed mixing
zones. No changes are expected outside the allowed mixing zones.

(b) Dissolved Oxygen - A minor temporary change is possible in the immediate
vicinity of dredging and construction operations. No change is expected outside
the allowed mixing zone at the placement site.

(c) Toxic Metals and Organics - Dredging operations and construction
operations are not expected to result in the release of any measurable amounts of
contaminants into the water column. Dredged materials that are placed in
containment cells at elevations above mean high water will be exposed to the
atmosphere and weathering. Exposure of sulfitic marine sediments sets off a
chemical reaction that tends to lower sediment/soil pH. This reaction and the
exposure to rainfall (which also has a low pH) will cause some naturally
occurring metals that are bound to the sediment to dissolve into the wate~.
Dissolved metals can be toxic to aquatic organisms, if present in sufficient
concentrations, and could constitute a negative impact to the local biota in the
immediate vicinity of the discharge of runoff water into Poplar Harbor. To
address this concern, upland soil/sediment at the site will be managed and
conditioned periodically to maintain the pH near neutral. This will keep the
naturally occurring metals bound to the soil/sediment. Water quality at the
weirs will also be monitored so incidence of low pH and high metals can be
identified and controlled to minimize impact to local water quality. After high
marsh and upland soils have been conditioned, amended, and planted, the
potential release of metals will abate and the pH of runoff water will increase.

2 The aforesaid diagenesis has not been observed to result in the release of any
contaminants other than metals. Thus, the potential release of any organic
compounds is not expected under similar circumstances.

A-6



Thus, the potential release of metals from the containment site can be mitigated.
No change is expected outside the allowed mixing zone at the placement site.

(d) Pathogens - No change expected.

(e) Aesthetics - Temporary changes during construction might constitute a
short-term decrease in aesthetic values. Upon completion of the project
aesthetic values are expected to increase above current values.

(f) Others as Appropriate - None applicable.

d. Contaminant Determinations

Fine grained sand used to construct the proposed containment dikes will be taken from
the project site itself. The site is far removed from known sources of anthropogenic
contamination and there is no logical reason to believe that tine grained sand could
contain higher level of contaminants than the surface sediment on which it will be
placed. Therefore, the fine grained sand is determined to satisfy the contaminant
determination requirements of 40 CFR 230.11.

Similarly, the sediments likely to be dredged from the Federal channels in the
Chesapeake Bay leading to Baltimore Harbor are removed from known sources of
anthropogenic contaminants. Hence, the placement of the dredged material from the
Bay channels at the Poplar Island site camot be expected to result in a measurable
release of contaminants. However, these sediments are distant from the proposed
placement site and periodic confirmatory analysis of channel sediment is recommended
to allow comparison of anthropogenic contaminant levels in the proposed dredged
material and in reference sediment from the placement site. Testing of channel
material is underway and will be repeated at intervals not exceeding 3 years during the
life of the project. Results of the initial chemical analysis will be sent to the
appropriate regulatory agencies, will be available to the public at the USACE Baltimore
District Ofiice, and in the future will be available electronically from the EPA’s
Chesapeake Bay Program database or from the proposed Poplar Island Project “Home
Page.”

e. Aquatic Ecosystem and Organism Determinations

(1) Effects on Plankton - Temporary and localized suppression of plankton
communities is possible in the immediate vicinity of dredging operations and near dike
construction activities. Long term effect is expected to be negligible.

A-7



(2) Effects on Benthos - Benthos in the immediate vicinity of the borrow site will be
displaced and/or entrained with the fine grained sand used for containment dike
construction. Benthos in the path of dike construction will be buried. Most of these
effects are expected to be temporary. Benthic recolonization of disturbed areas outside
the containment dikes should occur within a few months. Benthos within the placement
site will be smothered with sediments. This effect is not expected to be significant.

(3) Effects on Nekton - Nekton in the immediate vicinity of the borrow site maybe
displaced or entrained with the dredged and/or borrow material. Effects are expected
to be temporary.

(4) Effects on Food Web -No adverse effects expected.

(5) Effects on Special Aquatic Sites - Limited wetlands can be found on the smaller
remnant islands. Without the proposed project or other intervention, these wetlands are
expected to completely disappear in a few years. Though the project will create over
550 acres of wetland habitat in the vicinity of the remnant islands, it may hasten the
demise of these small wetlands. Hence, short term effects will be local and severe.
Long-term effects will be very positive and encompass a larger area.

(6) Threatened and Endangered Species - No threatened or endangered species have been
observed to inhabit the project site. Endangered bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephlus)
have been observed on nearby Jefferson Island in 1995, including a nesting pair.
Construction of the project will not adversely impact threatened and endangered species
and is likely to result in increased habitat for listed species in the long term.

(7) Other Wildlife - No impacts expected. Completed project will increase wildlife
habitat.

(8) Actions to Minimize Impacts - The dredged material placed at the upland site will
be confined to the diked area and best management practices will be employed to
manage the site, to maximize environmental benefits, and to minimize potential adverse
impacts.

f. Proposed Placement Site Determinations

(1) Mixing Zone Determinations - The mixing zone for material disturbed and
suspended by the proposed activities will be confined to the smallest practicable zone.

(2) Determination of Compliance with Applicable Water Quality Standards - The
proposed work will be performed in accordance with all applicable State of Maryland
water quality standards.
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(3) Potential Effects on Human Use Characteristics

(a) Municipal and Private Water Supply - No effect expected.

(b) Recreational and Commercial Fisheries - Minimal effect on crabbing and
soft clam fisheries is expected.

(c) Water Related Recreation - The construction site and the project footprint
will be lost to recreational boating. Poplar Harbor, areas near the rock face of
the containment dike, and proposed rock berm fields will attract recreational
boaters and recreation fishing when the project is completed.

(d) Aesthetics - Short term reduction in aesthetic values is expected during
construction.

(e) Parks, National and Historical Monuments, National Seashore, Wilderness
Areas, Research Sites, and Similar Preserves - No effects expected.

g. Determination of Cumulative Effects on the Aquatic Ecosystem - No
permanent, long term, cumulative adverse effects to the existing aquatic ecosystem are
expected as a result of the proposed project. The long term cumulative effect of
creating more wetlands using dredged material is beneficial.

h. Determination of Secondary Effects on the Aquatic Ecosystem - No secondary
effects are expected.

III. FINDING OF COMPLIANCE

No adaptations of the Section 404(b)(l) Guidelines were made relative to this
evaluation.

a. The proposed construction of containment dikes and the subsequent filling of the
dikes with dredged material to form wetland and upland habitats has been selected as
the result of an alternatives analysis undertaken in accordance with the Guidelines given
at 40 CFR 230.10(a). An exhaustive search for dredged material placement sites,
including upland sites, is being undertaken in order to meet the dredging needs of the
Port of Baltimore into the next century. This site has been identified from this ongoing
search. This beneficial project represents the most practical, least environmental
impact alternative identified that can accommodate the volume of dredged material
needed to maintain navigability of the approach channels to the Port of Baltimore.
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Accordingly, the alternatives analysis test is passed.

b. The proposed construction and fill with dredged material is not contrary to other
state and Federal laws for the protection of water quality, aquatic species, or habitat; as
follows:

(1) The proposed construction, dredging, and placement of dredged material
will be in compliance with State water quality standards.

(2) The proposed construction, dredging, and placement of dredged material is
not expected to violate the Toxic Effluent Standard of Section 307 of the Clean
Water Act.

(3) The proposed project will not negatively affect any endangered species.

(4) No Marine Sanctuaries, as designated in the Marine Protection, Research,
and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, are in the project area.

(5) The proposed construction, dredging, and placement of dredged material
will not result in significant adverse effects on human health and welfare,
including municipal and private water supplies, recreation and commercial
fishing, plankton, fish, wildlife, and special aquatic sites. The life stages of
aquatic life and other wildlife will not be adversely affected. No contaminants
will be discharged in toxic concentration in violation of Section 307 of the
Clean Water Act.

Thus, the proposed construction, dredging, and placement of dredged material satisfies
the requirements test at 40 CFR 230. 10(b).

c. Parts I and 11of the analysis (preceding) show that the proposed construction,
dredging, and placement of the dredged material do not contribute to the degradation of
waters of the United States and as such, the proposed project and proposed use of the
placement sites does complies with the requirements of 40 CFR 230. 1O(C).

d. Appropriate steps to minimize potential impacts of the placement of the material in
aquatic systems will be followed.

The mandatory sequence of the Section 404(b)(l) Guidelines has been applied in
evaluation of the proposed action. The proposed construction, dredging, and placement
of the dredged material at Poplar Island is in compliance with the Section 404(b)(l)
Guidelines
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Draft Schedule

1995

S!TAGEl

January 3- October 18

January 18

January 25

January 26

February 7

February 8

February 13

February 14

February 21 & Feb 23

March 1

March 1

POPLAR ISLAND HABITAT RESTORATION

DRAFTPUBLICINVOLVEMENT PROGRAM

Informal meetings w/interest groups
- introduce projectheardpublic
involvement process; begin
interaction with public, interest
groups, and agencies;

Agency coordination letters distributed

Congressional letters distributed

Public Notice and Agency Coordination Letter
- announce project beginning;
request comments/issues and POC;
(approximately 180 mailed)

Informal Meeting w/interest group
- Md, Charterboat Captains Meeting
(Contact: Joe Rupp, Pres.)

News Release/Newsletter
- describe project; request
comments/involvement; announce scoping
meetings

Informal Meeting w/interest group
- Eastern Shore Watermen Meeting
(Contact: Ronald Dizes)

Informal Meeting w/interest group
- Talbot County Council Meeting
(Contact: General Anderson)

Scoping Meetings/First Public Workshop
(Eastern and Western Shores)
- describe project/public involvement process;
work in nominal groups; brainstorm
good/bad/ideas; prioritize values;
(format: brief presentation & nominal groups)

Informal Meeting w/interest group
- Chesapeake Bay Critical Areas Commission
(Contact: Francis Flanigan)

Informal Meeting w/interest group
- Sportfishing group
(Contact: Richard Novotny)



STAGE 2

April 12

STAGE 3

August 23

STAGE 4

November 28

Second Public Workshop
- project status; discuss
alternatives/impacts/trade offs/compromises
(format: information stations)

Third Public Workshop
- discuss, evaluate and rank a limited number of
detailed plans
(format: presentation and discussion)

Fourth Public Workshop
- present plan; discuss recommended plan and
record comments;
(format: public hearing)



DRAFT OUTLINE OF THE POPLAR ISLAND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM

The purposes of public involvement for the Poplar Island Habitat Restoration Project
include the following:

Required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
- inform public
- inform decision makers

Method of gathering valuable information

Lack of coordination can result in project implementation difficulties

Good management includes gaining approval for proposed actions

Taxpayers entitled to explanation of tax dollars spent

Public involvement programs must provide opportunities for public participation during
each planning stage. Public review of project plans after they are developed does not constitute a
meaningful public involvement program. It is understood that public involvement may require
informal and sometimes time-consuming dialogue between the planners and the public. The
major tasks in a public involvement program may be divided into several stages and generally
include the following:

Stage 1- Proiect Initiation

The first stage of a public involvement program is exploratory and comprehensive with
regard to the identification and definition of public concerns/issues/problems/constraints. During
this stage of the public involvement program the actions are directed toward insuring a wide
variety of viewpoints so that they can be considered during the planning process. The number of
participants in this preliminary stage is limited to those identified by the project team and may not
be as great as in later stages.

The initial objectives of a public involvement program tend to be more values-oriented and
include obtaining information useful in directing the study (such as identification of problems,
issues, objectives and goals, and alternatives to be considered); obtaining information about the
political, social, and economic setting of the project area; and preparing the public, agencies, and
project team for further interaction.

The target public(s) include both the participating public (agencies and citizens who are
directly involved in the projector public involvement program) and the information audience
(people who read or hear about the projectiprogram but are not otherwise involved).

The available forums for Stage 1 involvement include small, informal discussion or
brainstorming meetings; scoping meetings; project newsletters; questionnaires; and news articles.

The product of the Project Initiation Stage is information.

Stage 2- Development of Alternative Plans

During Stage 2 the focus of the public involvement program shifts to the formulation and
testing of alternative plans as well as making sure that values and problems identified in Stage 1
are adequately addressed in the alternatives developed. A number of alternatives may be
presented at the second workshop as “straw men”, to be dissected and reconfigured to satisfy the



needs of segments of the public. For example, alternative plans may be geared to clammers,
recreation boaters, or wildlife habitat. As the number of alternatives is winnowed to a practical
number and representative variety, interests are balanced and trade-offs and compromises are
negotiated. Problems, issues, and differing perspectives become clearer as alternatives are
presented to the public for discussion.

The objective of Stage 2 is to provide opportunities for the interested publics to explore the
implications of the alternative plans.

The target publics for involvement in the formulation of alternatives maybe broad, with
more publics identified as the implications of alternatives are clarified.

Workshops provide an effective forum for Stage 2 activities.

The product of this stage is the formulation of alternative plans.

Stage 3- Development of Detailed Plans

Stage 3 of the public involvement program provides an opportunity for the assessment,
modification and evaluation of alternative plans, leading to one recommended plan. During this
stage project planners need to assess the impacts of the alternative plans and provide detailed
alternative and impact information to the public. The public provides information on remaining or
unresolved issues; on the adequacy of compromises, mitigation, or trade-offs; and on the preferred
alternatives.

The objective of Stage 3 is impact assessment and evaluation of alternatives.

Public interest and involvement as well as the potential for conflict maybe highest as real
plans are examined and real impacts assessed during this stage.

Forums for public involvement during the development of detailed plans include public
workshops, questionnaires, and project team contact persons.

The product of Stage 3 is a small number of detailed alternative plans, evaluated and ranked
by workshop participants.

Staze 4- End of the Planning Stage

The objective of this stage is developmentlselection of a plan that has a minimum of
negative impacts and a maximum of positive impacts.

The target public includes both the participating public and the information audience.

The forums for public involvement include public workshops, newsletters, and news
articles.

The product is a plan that has strong public/agency support and which can then be put
forward as the recommendedlproposed plan.



Attachment B

Public Notice and Notice of Intent



LPii]1 I
Ilgll

USArmyCWPS

of Engineers Public Notice&Jmtore Dmlncr

POPLAR ISLAND RESTORATION PROJECT

TO ALL tiTERESTED PARTIES:

The Baltimore District, U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, proposes to restore approximately 1,000
acres of wildlife habitat using dredged material at Poplar Island in Talbot County, Maryland, in
the upper Chesapeake Bay (Enclosure 1). Approximately 10 to 40 million cubic yards of
material, primarily dredged during maintenance of the southern approach channels to Baltimore
Harbor, would be placed behind dikes at the site. After placement, the material would be shaped
and planted to create both intertidal wetland and upland wildlife habitat. Poplar Island has been
identified by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Maryland Department of Natural
Resources, and other natural resource management agencies as a valuable nesting and nursery
area for many species of wildlife, including bald eagles, osprey, heron, and egret. The project
would restore Poplar Island to the approximate size and footprint of the island in 1857.
Currently, the name Poplar Island refers to a group of four small remnant islands located
adjacent to Jefferson Island and Coaches Island, approximately one mile northwest of Tilghman
Island, on the Bay’s Eastern Shore.

The project will be constructed under Section 204 of the Water Resources Development Act of
1992, which allows Federal funding for beneficial use of dredged material projects. Expected
project benefits include the creation of wetland and upland wildlife habitat, stabilization of the
rapidly eroding island remnants, and beneficial use of dredged material from Federal navigation
channel maintenance activities. A project pre-feasibility report (similar to a Corps
Reconnaissance report) was completed by the Maryland Port Administration (MPA) in 1993.

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Baltimore District will
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the project, which will include
descriptions of the existing site conditions, design alternatives, project impacts, public
involvement, and the recommended plan. A comprehensive public involvement program is
being developed to coordinate with interest groups, the general public, and other Federal, State,
and local agencies. Current project participants include the MPA and both Federal and State
natural resource management agencies.

As part of the public involvement process, the Baltimore District is conducting a scoping process
to identify issues and areas of concern. Any person who has an interest in the project or ~who
may be adversely affected by the proposed project may make comments or suggestions or
request a public hearing. Comments and requests should be submitted within 30 days of the date
of this notice to the District Engineer, ATTN: CENAB-PL-EC, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Baltimore District, P.O. Box 1715, Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715.

This Public Notice is being sent to organizations and individuals on the enclosed list (Enclosure
2). Please bring this notice to the attention of any other organizations or individuals with an
interest in this matter.

FOR THE COMMANDER:

Enclosures
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6110 ~3xX SOULXVARD, BUITX 300

R~~, ~ 2085~-3903

(301) 984-1908 YAX (301) 984-5841

● ** LOCA.LAOXNC2XS** ●

a

a

7693 040 mm a

MR. PAUL KAsSICOT

D2RXCTOR, TIDXNATXR ~2NIST2WTION

nxmmtm DEPARTWXNT or ttmmw 3usooRas

580 TAYLOR AVXNUX

TAUXS STATX O?rICX BUILDINU

~LIS,” m 21401

(410) 974-2788

15308 040 uDcu3t o

COl. SARAH TAlZL3R

~2VX DIRXCTGR

CBX-EAFX SAY CRITICAL MtXA CCS4XISSION

45 CALVERT STPKST

2ND Y-R

~LIS, )07 21401

(410) 974-241B ?N (410) 974-5338

15571 040 KDDT a

~. O. JA3CS9 LIOSTBIZKR

SSCRP.TARY

MD DXPARTMZNT OF TRANSPORTATION

P. o. Sox 8755

SW2 AIRPORT, KD 21240-0755

(410) 659-7397

15321 040 KDSSPO a

~. .s. RO= LITTLS

STATS HISTORIC PR3U3ERVATIOt4OP71CXR

EISTOAUCAL AND CULTURAL PROORANS

m W.FT OF EOUSINU & mxa413NITY DEVXLOP .

100 CWNUNITY PLACS, TBIRD FLCOR

CROWNSVXLL2C, ~ 21032-2023

(3ol) S14-7600 ?N (301) 974-393.2

7861 050 SRBC

MR. PAUL O. SUARTX

X2ECD’TIVS D2RZCTUR

SUSQ~ R3WXR BASIN CQIQ41SSION

1721 WRTN TRONT STRXST

SARRISBURa, PA 17102

(717) 238-0422 FAX (717) 238-2436

a

a17542 040 XmwR

ME. J=T 6sJKSG0

AIs4XNISTRATOR

NATURAL NERXTAOX PRWRAN

w~ IlxPAR’mZNT or NATURAL RssouRas

TAWSS STATS OFFI= BUILDItW E-1

~LIS, XII 21401

(410) 974-2870

7711 040 Mnm a

DR. XKERY T. CL3XVES

D2RzCTOR

MARYLAND OZOLCOIW SURVXY

NARYLAND DEPAR~ or NATURAL PC3SOURCR9

23OO ST. PAUL STREET, SUITS 440

tiTD60RX, ND 2121S

(410) 554-5504 ?M (410) 554-5502

15297 040 MDDTKPA a

M1l. XI~L P. ANOHJJ9

XXSCUT2VX DIIUZCTOR

MARYLM// PORT AIX41NISTRATION

TEP. lmRl.DT7wDRc12rrxR

BALTD40RX, KD 21202-3041

(410) 333-4500 ?AX (301) 333-1126

15458 040 Vnulc a

NR. HXLL2AX A. PRUITT

ccuQ61ssIoNxR

NA312MS P.X.SOURCXS~ISSION

VIROIH2A NATU3UL XZSOURCSS

P. O. BOX 756

t$XWPORT NzWS, VA 23607-0756

(8o4) 247-2200



.,-,

..0

8607

~@xNcxz!J***

061 - m- 0

8793 061 mMXRSXT a

30N0-LX P311LLIP L . mtRA2.D

?S.x.9x=

cfMMISSIONKRS ~R SONERSET COUNTY

?.0. Box 37

30513 ‘PRIW=X W2LLIAN ST3WXI’

PR2NCXSs w< ~ 21853-0008

(41o) 651-03~o ?N (410) 651-0366

868S 061 TN.BOT R o

m. cL3.N’K)NS. -LXY III

?RxSIDKNT

TALBOT COONIY COUNCIL

TM.soT Coown! COOR2’KOUSZ

11 NORTH !M8ESW3TQt4 STRXXT

XRETON, MD 21601

(410) 822-2401 ?AX (410) 822-8297

38372 062 ESSXX

KR. -RUX ?RAIWOS

X56xx/uDDU R2-vER CMC COUNCIL

3450 COURTBOUBS DRIWX

XLLICOTT CITY, KD 21043

Q

(410) 313-3056 ?U

•**~L~~~~ ●

6995 071 XNTXRPRI

EDITOR

ahLTmRx R?2ZRPR16X

(410) 313-3435

● ● . ~sp~-

0

120s SOUTH CEARLXS WTRXXT

MT-Rx, ND 21230

(410) 752.0711

3@356 071 BTU DX240 a

XDITOR

8T~ ~T

p. O. Box 6oo

‘=, _ 21601

● ** PU3JLXC3CXDXA *** =~SION

38371 061 CZCIL o

EONO~LS -N W. COLX JR.

PRXSI=

CXX!XL CQVNI’Y ~SSION

COOXTY 0=1= BUILDIWJ

Row 101

E~N, IUI 21921

(410) 996-5201

8650 061 ST KARYS R o

US. ~ R. TE04cPSON

PP&s IDKNT

BT. NARY’S COUNTY =IS910NP3U

P.O. BOX 653

mvmuwwTu C3wrxR, ROUTS 245

m~, ND 20650

(301) 475-4461 rAx (301) 475-4489

38409 061 TALBOT

TALBOT COONTY CEhNBXR

P. o. Box 9

PRXtKX PRE!xzRICK, ND

Q

or cfxxrxa

20678

38362 071 QUXTTX

~. BILL NACE34AN

aMxT-Ts-JouRNAL

P. O. SOX J, WAIM 8TTUXT

13L43uc.917M,VA 23061

6999 071 SUN

XDITOR

BMTD40RX SUN

501 NORTH ~VXRT S=T

BALT3342FU, ~ 21278

aS667 061 DQRCRXS=

MS. OLXNN L. BRAKBLE

PSXB InxNT

DoncBxsTxR lXmNT-f CC4D41#SIOm

501 COORT M, COUNTY OT?ICZ BUILDXW

P.O. BOX 26

aA4sRIm, m 21613-0414

(410) 228-1700 YAX (410)

6615 061 TALBOT

)4S. BLx.NDA W. A.SXISTPJD

CUDN’TY -an?

T~ COUNTY COJ’R’TEOUSE

11 N. UASEINCTON STSZET

XMTON, KD 21601

(410) 822-2807

38369 061 TALBOT

m ANDRXW H. ANDXRBON

TALWYT Cf)U’WTYCINNCIL

29995 BOLINQBROKS LAN32

TXXPPX. XD 21673

(410) 822-2401

a 7047 071 mm!

3LDITOR

IChBRI~N POST

1150 15TB BTRXXT, NW

WASHXW3TON, DC 20071

a

228-9641

(3

o

0



,.ga ~ - S.altxr= District study Nailinq List 13 J- 1995 POPLAR ISLAND ~IBILI~ BTQDX

. ..pDBLIC -m” ““

7137 072 Wsr?-lv o

NXNS DXILZCT@l

,fp.r?-’rv,~L 45

]500 PMlmN.r. Avz?a=

~yD40R2# MD 21211

● ** PuBLICNED2A ● **-RADIO

7209 073 wBJc-9a4

txwS DIRECTOR

ws.Jc-n4

2901 LI=TY HSIOSTS AVZNWS

=TL140=. ND 21215

..Op~LIcjUDn •**.~

38357 072 XPT

-S D2RXCTON

MARYLWD PUBLIC TSLXVZSION

11767 ONZHJS MILLS SOULIVW.D

~NOS MILLS, ND 21117

7138 072 WUAR-TV

NEWS DIRECTOR

WMAR-TV, CEANNXL 2

6400 YORK ROAD

-T3340RS, KU 21212

7375 074 ZI?JINXER a

Xnmclm

WTIWRX EU~

11 WSST Nouur ~ PLACE

SALT2iUXlX, MD 21201 -S190

a 7254 073 WJSU RN)

NZWS DISWZ’LOR

WJBU -10

34TS & CEARLES E=TS

WTDIOFW, ND 21218

7379 074 MAauXNs

XDITOR

KARYLAND NAaAzINs

STATX OPSIm BUILDIN2

AN9tAPOLIS, XD 21401

● ● ● 9WJCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS ● ● ● = LIBSARIES

19146 081 BNJIYJ ~ a 9043 081 cQLL sAL

LIP.RAR2AN LI~=

REUIOJLU ~T1016 cmrm cCMNDNITY COLLEUX 0? ~TIKNtS

XU,T~RX ~IOKAL CIXTUCIL Or 2901 LXB=RTY =XCZETS AVZWUX

QmzRmama SALT1940RS, XD 21215

601 M. ~ STREET

SALTDBXU, MD 21201-4585

(Jol) 333-4861

9049 081 WYOLA c

LXSRAJUAU

LOYOU ~ ~ ~~-y

zoo NXNSTQN ST71XLT

SALTIMOS.X, ~ 21212

a 9060 061 _D~

LI=IAN

STATX DXPARTN%NT OF LSOISLATIVX

~ LISSANY

90 STATS CIRCLE

ANNMWLIS, KD 21401-1991

0 7140 072 WEAL-TV

NXWS D~R

UsAL-lv, CEAtwxL 11

3800 EOOPXR AVDEU’S

SALT1210M, ND 21211

0

0

a

a

a 12323 0S1 JE’U a

LISRAR2AN

~ PUBLICATIONS DXPARTWZNT

KXLTGU S. XI ~ LX~Y

lms2W2 EOPXIN8 uslvrMxTY

SALT1340SX, KD 2121S

a 9083 001 TOwOs s

DDmnmiT DxPAR~

N5XRT S . C@3K LISRARY

TOWSON STATE 0N2vzRSITY

TOWSON, ND 21204 -

a



:.~c 9 - EeltMre Dl@triCt st~~Y W’il!w List 13 J- 1995 POpw ISW..’.T=\ SISIL:TY SmY

,.. mOCATIW 2NBTIT’OTIOM ● ● .

19129 081 W03U9TZR

Kg. WUX8Z Am

K.3it12mzOR Or ~ITY sxwxas

w03KXSTXR CQO’NTY LIsNARY

307 U. =INOTON STREXT

~ HILL, ~ 21863

(3ol) 632-2600

a

b ● ● ~u1’IoNAL X3ZL7TITOTIOMQ● ● ● . W2V151BXT2XB

a 12236 081 0N3X MD

LI~

~a novar.hs LISRARY

~~ITY O? UYLNND,

XAB2ZRN slio3u

PRINQSS ANNX, ND 21853-1299

9258 082 ~LL M a 9309 082 KRICKSON a

D2RXCTOX rm. E~ R. =CKSON

nxPT or TxalNIa sToDrxs Vxcx cKAmxmuoom/xan.03Y

~TY COL- 0? NT-RX 8TATX KAT=R QUALITY ADVISORY ~=

2901 LImTY BXIGB’TS AVXNUX 1041 BOm CONSTITUTION ROAD

M.LT~RX, ~ 21215 ~ti, NO 21132

a 908!5 081 NORCXSTER

LIBSAR2AN

WORCZS2ZR COONTY LISRARY,

SW HILL BRANCB

307 NOXT’S WA9EINOZON STRKST

SNOW HILL, N73 21863

933s 0s2 aw D’NIv a 9287 0S2 BALISBOR a

m. DoRN McmmTB PRXSI=

ORBAN RXGIONAL PLANNINO L2XPT SALISBORY STATZ 0N7.WRSITY

asonas WASEXNOTON 0t13W121BITY ~ISBORY, MD 21801

‘~. x 20052-0001

9290 082 mm s

PRXSIm

TOWSON STATX ~~Iz’5

~SON, M32 21204

9319 082 Esszx co

us. CEAMomE BROZCX3ZOWSKI

CZN’rxR 3’OR xNvxRolo4ENTMl B’vt2s

ES5xx ~ITY COLLXOZ

ROS~, KO 21237-0300

9285 082 ST JOSNS

PRXSIDZNT

ST JOS2J9 COLLEUZ

~LIS, ~ 21404

a 9248 082 ~xV W

PPXSIDR4T

~ITY OF BALTD40FW

liALT3310P.X,UD 21201

a 13938 082 ONxv x c

DR. 00RCON WATTS

TIOZWATER ATLANTIC IU5S-CB

10s XxADoN DRIVX

WA9BIMTON, NC 27809

a 12361 082 ~m w a 19128 082 ~llf m

~. RO-T X. ~CZ DR. RXTA R. COL=LL

CLNTXR Or -RON & ZS2WARINX STOD PSXSIDZNT

m Sox 38 MARTUND BIOTXCBNO LOOY XN8TITOTX

UN2Vx2EITY Or MARYLAND MI=OBIO~ BUI~INO, R- 1123

SOUXONS, ND 20688-0030 DNIVXX3XTY or xARTLhND

0N3V OT n, X0 20742

(301) 405-5189

a

a

a

a

a

a



-.6. 10 - P-altbr* District StudyNailing

.* . XDOCATIOW INSTITOTIONB ● ● 8

9267 002 UNnf MD a

>~x

.HATXR sxsomas sxamm CS3WXR

JYJXVX-Ifi O? MARYLAND

~Iv or KU, ND 20742

List 13 Jan 1995 POPL9R ISLAND PXASIBILITY STUDY

9375 082 Vxns a

m. aRANT moss

CEESAPM RS~CH CONSORTIUM, I=.

90 Sox 1280

SOLONON9, 9433 20688-1120

. . ● XDUUTIOW INSTITUTIONS ● ● ● . OTEXR

1877 0B3 Wrv Ku a 9443 083 NIcm6xco

~ . mYL BIXKXTT PRxtFXPAL

,W Sox 2064 xLxKXNTARY SCEOOL

~ITY or MD - SASTXRN SEORX PONXLLVILLX, 903 21852

?RINCXS8 ANNS, ND 21853

. ● ● SPXCIAL INTXRXET OROUPS ●

9S64 091 A~ 6N

iuoIONAL vTCX-PRXSIDXNT

NATIONAL AULWBCW SOCIXTY,

MID-ATLANTIC 3U.OIONAL O=ICX

1104 TXP.NWWD AVZNUX

W HILL, PA 17011-6983

9539 092 CEAKsxR 0?

W. xwm mma m

nDcsMsxR o?co96Mmtcs

60 NXST 8TRXXT

BUITX 405

AWAPOLIS, KD 21401-2492

3a370 092 mYLANIJ

MR. DAHIXL F. SICK

KmrLAND 9tATxrJlAN‘B A13SW2ATION

2358 KIUTTXM ROAD

Xssxx, Am 21221

(410) 687-S808

9534 092 ~ CRWIS

c2AxF2(m9

~ CRU182?X2 CLUB

904 n~~~ ~

~80N, MD 21204

● ● ✎ NAT~~- gR@Jpa

a 9322 091

DR. Tow3LXN

SXITW30NIAW

w

a

o

30361 0B2 ~ 0

KR. STNX N3ZLSON

CSXSAPXMX =S-CS CONSORTIUM, INC.

P. o. Sox 12B0

SOL42WON9, ND 20688

CHP.SAPZAKR RAY CxNTxR

9’OR XNVIRO~ AL STUDIES

PO S01 622, ROUTR 4

XDGXNATXR, MD 21037

. . - ~TA* ~O~B

a 1666S 092 CIWXAPXAKX a

bm. WXLLMJ6 c. ~

PRrXmxm

CSX~ SAY HXJ’NOATION

162 PRIIKX CUORUE 8T’REsT

AXNM@LIS, U3 21401

(410] 268-8816

a 38374 092 n CEARTZR a

lot. JOSXPR r. RWP

ND CJ3ARTXR -T MSOC2ATION ‘

P. o. Sox 484

-SAP- MACH, ND 20732

(410) 257-2727

9533 092 XD OUTBO a

9iulYLAND ouTaoARn CRUIEINO CLUS

224 BILL’K)P ROAD

PASADKNA, m 21122

a 6673 091 s’rrJXNs

6L9. CT2NN?X sT7rvxNs

RESOURCES DXTXNSE DM910N

NATIONAL WZLDLIFX T’XDZFATION

1412 SXXTSZNTH STREET, NW

9t?&sIAWTQN, DC 20036

38375 092 M&R~

MR. LARRY 8xAa4s

XE6CUT2VX DIREcTOR

94AR~ ~TXRMAM’ S L9SCCXATION

1805-A VXRGXNIA STRXXT

ANNAPOLIS, 3CD 21401

(410) 268-7722

(2

a

1784 092 MD U4SRV a

NR. AJAX B. xAslnAN

~YLAND CONSXRVATION COUWIL

112 XUT LA.FX AVXNOX

SALTD60SZ, XII 21230

16789 092 ~ PI=

CPT 36XCEAXL WATSON

PRxSIDSNT

TRX AS SOCLATXON 0? MARYLAND PILOTS

3720 DILLON STRXXT

SMTD60RE, ND 21224

(410) 276-1337 ?N (301) 276-1364

a



-,7P 11 - ~ltl.mara Di8triCt StudY nailing List 13 Jun 199S PCPLXR ISIAXD ?xxSIBILITY STUDY

. ● ● !3PXC2NJ 2.NTxRXSTostomn ● ● ●

17219 092 ml =-= o

~. nx~ ~

~IVX D~n

MD BALmTXN SPORT?I~ ~s Assoc.

7626 SALTXJJOJ= & ANNAPOLIS BLVD.

;LR6 BU5U?IZ, m 21061

(410) 768-B666 ?AX (410) 76 S-5980

. . . sp~~ INTXN,XST OROOPS ● ● ● = RSQIONAL 0ROUP9

5822 093 ALLZANCX o 9578 093 CNTW AT o 6047 093 E YA-

)(Rx. rPANCXE E. ?LANIOAN PRSSIDEN7 PRESIDSNT

~IVX DIRSCTOR ~ ATlA34’TICXNVIROWISNTAL CNTR ~TXRN YMZS’P CLUS

AI.LIANCX FOR TSX _=XNCS SAY PRINCZ 0EOROX9 & Z 827USTS PO BOX 7872

66OO YOIU( ROAD ~LIS, MD 21401 ZS.9ZX, ~ 21221 -369B

SUITS 100

W’rrnox, m 21212

(410) 377-6~~o ?Ax (410) 377-7144

9584 093 SEXLLTIS o

PRXSIDZNT

sEU.I.TIS15IUSTI~ Or

WORTS xnxRIcA

Cfo WROAN & SoNs

~, VA 22576

. . ● ~pp-~ R4TXRXST OROUPS ● ● ● - L4XM OROUPS

9574 094 AuDuBot6 Soc o 9884 094 AUWRON SW

P?.X81DXNT KR . NzAL rITzPATRKx

~ AUDU30N SOCRTY CfXWERVATION DISS,CTOR

ORUID EILL P= AUIWBON NATURAM8T BOC131TY

C/O UTXMORX ZOO 8940 JONM NILL ROAD

SALT3340RX, ND 2L217 CSEVT CE2EX, ND 20815

(301) 652-918S

6178 094 CW m! a 17342 094 m UXTLANDS

-. M XABLZR 3is. vlW—uNxxuuaN

CLxAN NATXR ACTION PRoJXm 3rARY3NlD UXTLANDS Ccmnrl’m

44 U2DISW P- 11194 muoms AVZSVX

~LXS, 340 21401 MAPa20’rsvxu, m 21104

(410) 442-5639

“ “ ● SPXCXAL~ST OROUPS ● ● 9 - CONU.12TZSS

9947 095 CC3&9Tfi - 0 12353 095 SART-662LLXR

~-AT~ 36R. TRXDXRICX SASI~

~, T~ mm SART-161LUR ISLM4D

Po Mx 83* CITIZXNS OVXRSIOET ~TTXX

=.6W, ~ a~so~ 2S17 AARRISON WZNT ROAD

XSSXX, m 21221-6410

(410) 602-4496

a

a 38368 094 =SAP- 0

36S. ~- NIBHI12A

~~ SAY FOUNDATION ND OTPICX

164 CONUJIT STR?ZT

A31NNOLIS, m 21401

(41O) 26S-8833 TAX (410) 280-3513

0 6200 094 SCEAXDLICH

US. PAULA S~LICE

NATIONAL AQUAR3XJM

PIXR 3

501 XN6T PSAT?

WT2360SX, MD 21202

a 30366 095 EART-MILLER

MR. RANDY C0aA31

SART-MIW XSLAND

CITIZXNS CWX3U3XOST CC4MI~

TERXX ~’iON R-

=DDLX R3X’XR, ND 21220

(410) 391-1018

0

0



@ 12 - salti=re District stu& ltaili?w List 13 Jm 1995 POPLAR ISLAND ~lBILITy S=y

● ✎ Spscw INT5UEST=OVPS ● ● ●

,632 09s uT-XILLXN a

,. MAUL OINTL=

aT-6czLL= Is-

iSIZ~s ~xm ‘1~

118 Nonm POINT CRx?x RON)

>AsRows PO-, ~ 21219

~lo) 477-2370

7503 100 BIOZUX4 a 19122 100 ZSS3X MA3UW

~. m-m r. wm MN. 17. DZIW18 CARS33t

mIOR sCIENTIST S.ssxx YACRT HARBOR MAnxm

~~ LA60~~Ry TOR OCS.M6 ScI~s 500 SANDALWD ROAD

%sT BCOTSBAy ~R* = 04575 Sssxx, m 21221

207) 633-2173 (301) 6S7-6634

● *PosnlMm.RJ3 ”**

1069 110 21913

‘oslnAsTrx

=ILTQti, W 21913

t ● ● -~~~ ~sTS ● ● ●

.2394 120 CARL

m. XRxc R. CARL

1118 TKED AVON ROAD

am-r, m 21221

L1620 120 wcrNsN

iR. S.XSMAN OUCINSN

nvmmummti Cs36TrR

UDU AnoNDLL CanrD?mm COLLYUS

Lol coLmas PKWY

UW3LD, MD 21012

L1797 120 LrKIs

ml?. EA30JLD CJ. -g

196 QUKXN ANNE CLOB DR2VS

s~~~, m 21666

a 19133 100 ErLLToP U

Ku. ~ J. Ouuzs

O’WN3Lu

HILLTQP MARINA

1802 EILL~P AVENOX

Zsssx, m 2122”1

(301) 687-4689

a 611S 120 D~ANx4A o 6117 120 D~

m. ~ V. D’ANNA NR. Ja7Jms o. ~

21 EOLLY BEACB AVENOX 201 OAx AVZNUE

MSzx, m 21221 Sssxx, m 21221

a 12720 120 OOIUAN o 12391 120 ~

~. JAi6SS X. 00’2WAN M. KXR~T Z. LEMANN

STATS UATXR QuALXTY ADVISORY CCNMITT=X 2618 HOLLY ~ ROAD

233 WILTSN2RX LA3U mssx, m 21221

SZVZSMA PA3LK, MD 21146-4038

(410) 647-8965

a 11S67 120 66c zlfm a 6131 120 6USSI~

)m. xrNTx. NcxWm m. uZLLXAJ6 J. XS88XCK

429 3WRTS UARti AVKNOX 2274 ~ -

ESSEX, m 21221 XSSXX, ND 21221-1530

0 6135 120 NOKSN a 6138 120 NELSON

3m. M4TmN’Y J. IKms.N NR . ARTSVR A. NsLSON

2400 2U~8CHNXm DR2VS 670 ORZYEOVND R~

ROOTZ 1 ESSEX, m 21221-1803

S.sssx, m 21221

a

Q

Q

a



0 6147 120 PUN’R

muAN m. LmsrP3i E. P’mTx

101 Pulmx LANx

ESSEX, m 21221

~~.SQUM, m 11610

:10) 758-3027

5150 120 R2aams a 6155 120 8CERE18X

9. v7xOIliLA X. RIO02N8 MX. ROBERT XL. S~XSER

~ a~ 2205 liZDDLZ3@ROUG31 ROAD

g-, MD 21221 ZS8XX, ND 21121

8376 120 SISOLAK

X. .JUSXPE 131SOIJX
907 CSXW= AVEN=

PAR.RC$f8 POIW1’, KD 21219-1627

410) 477-9293

0

a 11956 120 RAUS~

m. mm3 c. RAU8CEXR

2511 AARRXSOU ROIUT ROAD

XSSU, MD 21221-6410

(410) 6S6-6017

a 6157 120 BZLIO

m. W2LL2A.M A. SXL15 SR.

35S MILES ROAD

Msx.x, UD 21221

0

a



~“....
b
~’

k - rUdhg&h2/ vd6fI. futh26/wdtt*. F*atfm#fbtb
--—. .-. ——-— -—..—.-. . .. . .

n%Bdosu&ad42maakbdym@eaatf Failure tocomplywftb tha ~MoN
kt~~baao.~~ andtermsoftiAK) isaaattuimdde
0u2cafcuktttottof fbmdworheadlty Tiolation.
●pplyfmazactortoffxa daarheedht l’ttie nati~ k in acrordanm with
Umttrttottly hthaoffutaoflnftation aioru< Ysl(f)of Ole AC*(lq U.sc
ondepmcktk~ lG7S(fl)end 19 CFR 353.28(I ).

Ffduadhatua?ieu
u mnunentaSrlhraitted.

hoe detarmirmdthe

%
nforQNSAtotre 13.33 perwntt

h d Lkernber t. IW through
30.1991. -fIts Cuatatn

SerYiceshaN assr+seantidurnping dut~
on all vpropsiate antri~

Furthermore. the following deposit
mquirwmentswill be effectivefor all
shipments of the aubm merchandise.
p’emd. or withdrawn frrmnwarehousQ.

Conauntptirmon or ●fterthe
ml

E“.aactkm7s1(4(1)Wff Au of 1930.05
=stttattdad (tbu Actk (1) the ash deposit
i- rate for CJNSA wiil be 13.35

G=’
tas

&Ioutlinedabow (2] the cash “ttute
:,-- for APSA will cudinw to b 4.*

~ ~-Psv-s@~ mte
puisfiehed &wthe most remnt period (3)
1[ tbeexprMer is not a firm covered in
this rsrview.● prior review. or the
original less-than-fair-value (LIW). hut
the mmubcturtu Ls thecaah deposit
*will he the mte aatablishedfor the
Snoatmant period for the Snanufectw

- Oftfn ~aad(4)thecAs
‘depcmiit*fOrafl @heraxportetawill

. . b=S3parwnL the’’allothem”mte
: aetablisfd in the LTFV innaitfgatioo.

See. ~ Ybud4C@uncd v. Clnhed

.,” Sttrte&sfipOpl tCkY9.andmtuuf
; JUbJU&@v.unftufslO&’&snpop.

%i$i~!l%:l’iif?+%
..TMenot&aiOelx26MI

P -istdar to impodera of their
. ~ibili~ under 19 CFlt 3s&2tt to

~ Of’kltidt&lpi~ duties
prkto U@datiost of the relevant
ustriee darfsqtherewiewperiod.Feilk
to rmasptywith this requfmroesltUlukf

thatmhhmmmt if titidumfktg
dutleaamwrat and the subsequent
ameament of double atttidurn@nR

Iaaddition. thianotfaa rrma!saa*

reminder to* sub@ to

0dsIshtkhtiv9 pfddw * vworOr
their maponslhility~nn tln

—ii: t+bmary 2, 199s

suwl G.thamaam
~r -. for/ru/Jrwf‘
Adaiaisrmtioa.
[m ~ @-JIM Fibd2-7%. M%ad
~-~

—.— .—-. —-—

DEPARTMENTOFo=m= .
-Ofthesacmwy

-Ofti-mtionnti
and MiaekmsoftttaArmed~

AGENCWDepartment 01 Defense.

Commission nn ROIH and Mis..ions of

the Arrrwxi Forces.

AG7KW Notice.
—

w~: On January25.1995. MI FR
4ft92. the L%partmentof fkfense
published a notitm concerning a meeting

of tha Commission rm Rrrlas end

Missioos of the Armed F~ The open

portion of thii mwting. from 1245 p.m.
until 2]s p.m.. wascandled. All other
information lernains unchanged.

Extraordina~ circumstancescompel
this amendment to be rmstedin Ies

&rnenLthan the 15-day requi .

lhmd: Febmary3. i%
PatrisiaLT~
/themazeosDRr&ml qs?w IA&al
ojfiiu. lh-pomnent of Ix&?sr.

Itvt k 94-3163 Fikd 2-7+s, 84s *I

~aa~

—.

Strategk EnvfronntanW ftesamh utd
Devafoprnant Pmgrarm Scfmtffic
AtMaory M

ACltUW Notice

4n arxordatna with Section lMa)f2J of
the Fadrmd Addsory Cnmmitteo Act
(P.L 92463). announcemtmt is made of

the folknvlng Gmmitteo m=tiq

lktw O/-ing. March 7+.1**

00:M3 to ●pprnsimatnfy lKltl
l%rw 1;.S. Amry Wfssot ~~

\v.+mmmys Ssparimaot Sra4knr. vkksbus&
MS.

M?wrs toheCnrrsirkmtRamur.bSod
tbelounanl mugosalsandcuntiouk

Z~*ifi W ~~-t
Dew@maat R9grUafundsia

I.xwwnf SIM Wi]) b revicud

ThisrnaetlqtisopwrtnthnPuhl.k Aoy
mwwtd pemnrm attrrrd.appsmhefsx8.

TOrfik ~ults *! the.Scta’rrtlhr
Adiwwy&! ardtithetiaarfmtho
t wnam pumlftd by Ib Rmrd.

~tdti-v

ktterttTo~a Oraft
~tmpactsawnant
w=)f-ti~~m
f—f=~-~fw-
iatmdh TafbotCasnty, MO

AOEWCY:US. Army CrqM of En@nmms.
000.
AOTIOM:Nutioa of Intent.

—-—- —---
S4JMMARW The Baltimore Dkt ri(t t ‘.S.
Army Corps of Enginews is
invest~at ing the use of dmdgd makriat
10 restore Popiar island. The project
would mdore Popfar bland to its
approximate sise in 18!!7. thmeby
adding approximately 1.(MIO iu:rrs of

wildlife habitat in the Upper
ChesapeakeEtav.The pru@ct would usm
approximately 10to 40 miilion cubic
@S Of CiSiM material. dm&ri
primarily from thesouthern approach
channels to Baltimore Harbor. The. . ... . .
rrmount‘07rnatmialptawd at thesite
woulrt drrpand cmthe final design.
inciuding the isfand sirE and shop. and
the relative proportions of upland sod
wetland habitatamstruded on the
island. Khwdgedmaterial would bu
pled tmhiod dikes et the site,then
shaped end piantad to ueate lmth
intertidal watiand and upland Wildlik
hahit~ The feasibilitydudy is hei~
cnnductmi under the●uthority of
.Swtion 204 of the Water ftaxourrx3s
fkvsdopment Act of 1992 The potwltid
non-f%rkmd sponsbr for the project is

the Maryland Porl Administration
(Mf’A). a pert of the Mmylnnd ●

Department of Tmns~tion.
FOG!RJWTMERWFmMawat mm
Questions shoot tha pqwaxl action
and IIEISran he addm=ed to Ms.
Staimyftrown. ProjectMnnrrgrr.
ftaltimom Distrirf. U.S. Army Grpe of
fIn#ineem AlTN: CENAWPI.-PC. P.O.
ltox IYIS. Baltimore.Maryhmd212tt3-
171s. tefephone (4101 962-=39.

au~w ~lmtc

I.l%a pmjaci will bemmtmcted
under Section 204 of the Waler
Resm~ Development Au nf lWt2.

which nllnws Federal funding f.rwthe
prnttxtlon. mstomtitxt.●nd cmntion nf
aq:mticend srrm@iOlly mlatml.

. .

‘,

. .

-.

.



.-

. .

.,

.?” -..-.

--.:...
:.’Jp
. . .. . .~,.,. . +

Fdard Register / Vol. 60. No. 26 / Wdn@sday. February 8. 19!)5 / Notkes 7s23” ‘:$,
—— ——. . . ..—. . . ..— —— #

habitot~,includi~ wetland% in
rxmnec~ionwith dredging for
construction. ofrkmation.or maintenance

of an mrthorid Fedemi navigation
project.

2. Poplar lshmd is Ioi.xttedon the
F~stem shON of the urmer Chesaneako
Bav. about one mile n~hwest of’
Ttighman Island, in Talbof County,
Maryiond. The presentcom Iex consists

$of four smail remnant islan s tswha
tm.mhinadarea,ofapproximately 5 am

The island has steadiiy eroded over
tim~ in 18!i7 the isiand covered an area
of approximately I,W acres the
rvmaining wnall islands are in danger of
t:omplPtvly eroding within the next few
years.

3. The prnjectwould restorePo tar
Isimrd to the approximate size nnt!
footprint of the isiand in Ifts7. The
proposed projectaLtions include the

plmvment of approximately 10 to 40

miilion cubit: yards of clean dredged

mnferial behind dikes at the site. The
ommmt of materiai to be piwwf would
d~pend partiy on the reiative
proportions of upiand and wetland
hahitntcreated.The materiai would he
primarily dredged during maintenance
of the southern approach chonncls IO
Ilaitimorv Harbor. After placement. the
material wouid he shaped ond pimrted
to createboth intertidal wetfmtckw+
uplimd wiIdlife habitat.Poplar Island
has txwn identified by the U.S. Fish and
N’ildiifp Service,the Maryland
Deportment of Naturoi Resources.and
other naturni Resourcesmanagement
ngrmciesosa valuable nesting ond
nurwrv arm for many speciesof
wildlife. im.iurfing bnld engivs.osprey.
hwvm, and ret.

74. Expcte projectbenefits include
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rapi{ily eroding island remnants. and
iamefit id use of dredged matenai from
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.at.tivities.A prow pre-feasibility report
isimiinr to n Chps of Engineers
iteconrmissancereport) was completed
h~ the Maryland Pott Administration
(MPA) in 1993.
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public notice requestingcomments on
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ietterhave been sent to appropriate
agenci=. organizations. and
individuals. Additional public
information wili be provided through
printed media. mailings. and radio or
television announcements. Two scoping
meetings. identimi in format. will be
held al 700 p.m. on 21 February IW5
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School. “inCh=peake Bench. Mmvland.
Two meetingswiil be held to pnwlde
erpmi opportunities for residentson
hnth the E%stemshore and the WeSI side
of the Chesapeakeflay to lake part in the
public involvement program.
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE Billing Code: 3719-41

CORPS OF ENGINEERS, DEPARTMENT OF ARMY

Intent to Prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Sect ion 204

Habitat Resto ration Proiec t at Poplar Island in Talbot County, Maryland.

AGENCY: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, DOD

ACTION: Notice of Intent

SUMMARY: The Baltimore District U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is investigating the use of

dredged material to restore Poplar Island. The project would restore Poplar Island to its

approximate size in 1847, thereby adding approximately 1,000 acres of wildlife habitat in the

Upper Chesapeake Bay. The project would use approximately 10 to 40 million cubic yards of

clean material, dredged primarily from the southern approach channels to Baltimore Harbor.

The amount of material placed at the site would depend on the fiial design, including the island

size and shape, and the relative proportions of upland and wetland habitat constructed on the

island. Dredged material would be placed behind dikes at the site, then shaped and planted to

create both intertidal wetland and upland wildlife habitat. The feasibility study is being

conducted under the authority of Section 204 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1992.

The potential non-Federal sponsor for the project is the Maryland Port Administration (MPA), a

part of the Maryland Department of Transportation.



FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT Questions about the proposed action and DEIS

can be addressed to Ms. Stacey Brown, Project Manager, Baltimore District, U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers, ATTN: CENAB-PL-PC, P.O. Box 1715, Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715,

telephone (410) 962-3639.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

1. The project will be constructed under Section 204 of the Water Resources Development Act

of 1992, which allows Federal funding for the protection, restoration, and creation of aquatic and

ecologically related habitats, including wetlands, in connection with dredging for construction,

operation, or maintenance of an authorized Federal navigation project.

2. Poplar Island is located on the Eastern Shore of the upper Chesapeake Bay, about one mile

northwest of Tilghman Island, in Talbot County, Maryland. The present complex consists of

four small remnant islands with a combined area of approximately 5 acres. The island has

steadily eroded over time; in 1857 the island covered an area of approximately 1,000 acres; the

remaining small islands are in danger of completely eroding within the next few years.

3. The project would restore Poplar Island to the approximate size and footprint of the island in

1847. T’he proposed project actions include the placement of approximately 10 to 40 million

cubic yards of clean dredged material behind dikes at the site. The amount of material to be

placed would depend partly on the relative proportions of upland and wetland habitat created.

The material would be primarily dredged during maintenance of the southern approach channels

to Baltimore Harbor. After placement, the material would be shaped and planted to create both

intertidal wetland and upland wildlife habitat. Poplar Island has been identified by the U. S. Fish

2
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and Wildlife Service, the Maryland Department of Natural Resources, and other natural resource

management agencies as a valuable nesting and nursery area for many species of wildlife,

including bald eagles, osprey, heron, and egret.

4. Expected project benefits include the creation of wetland and upland wildlife habita~

stabilization of the rapidly eroding island remnants, and beneficial use of dredged material from

Federal navigation channel maintenance activities. A project pre-feasibility report (similar to a

Corps of Engineers Reconnaissance report) was completed by the Maryland Port Administration

(MPA) in 1993.

5. Various alternative designs and project size will be considered including the “no action”

alternative. Alternatives to be considered will include variations such as the size and location of

the placement area; dike configuration and construction materials; site capacity; and the relative

proportions and locations on the island of wetland and upland habitat.

6. The Baltimore District is preparing a DEIS which will describe the impacts of the proposed

projects on environmental and cultural resources in the study area and the overall public interest.

The DEIS will also apply guidelines issued by the Environmental Protection Agency, under

authority of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1977 (P.L. 95-217). Potential effects of the

project on water quality, fish and

resources will be investigated.

wildlife resources, recreation, aesthetics, cultural, and other

7. The public involvement program will include meetings and coordination with interested

private individuals and organizations, as well as concerned Federal, state, and local agencies; A

public notice requesting comments on the proposed project and a coordination letter have been

sent to appropriate agencies, organizations, and individuals. Additional public information will

3
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be provided through printed media, mailings, and radio or television announcements. Two

scoping meetings, identical in format, will be held at 7:00 PM on 21 February 1995 at Tilghman

Elementary School in Tilghman, Maryland, and on 23 February 1995, at Beach Elementary

School, in Chesapeake Beach, Maryland. Two meetings will be held in order to provide equal

opportunities for residents on both the Eastern Shore and the west side of the Chesapeake Bay to

take part in the public involvement program.

8. h addition to the Corps and the Maryland Port Administration, current participants in the

DEIS process include, but are not limited to, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, Maryland Department of

Natural Resources, Maryland Department of the Environment, and the Maryland Port

Administration. The Baltimore District invites potentially affected Federal, state and local

agencies, and other interested organizations and parties to participate in this study.

9. The DEIS is tentatively scheduled to be available for public review in September of 1995.

&!u!2- ~
Chief, Planning Division

4



Attachment C

Public Meetings - Agendas, Attendance Lists, Handouts
Scoping Meetings, 21 and 23 February 1995

Public Information Meeting #2, 12 April 1995
Public Information Meeting #3, 23 August 1995

Public Meeting #4, 28 November 1995
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All interested parties are invited to attend
a public scoping meeting on the proposed

restoration of Poplar Island to its approximate
size in 1847.

1995



WHAT IS A SCOPING MEETING?

A Scoping Meeting is a key step in the public process of writing an environmental
statement for an action that is being proposed by the Federal Government. Environmental
impacts include any impacts to the general health and welfare of the public. In this case,
the proposed Federal action is to use clean, dredged material from the southern approach
channels to the Port of Baltimore to restore Poplar Island to its approximate size in 1847.

The principal goal of a Scoping Meeting is to obtain public input into the document, called
an “Environmental Impact Statement” (EIS), that the Government will prepare.

The Scoping Meeting is the first opportunity to make sure that all of the environmental
impacts that reasonably may be associated with the proposed action, and all reasonable
alternatives to the proposed action, including the environmental impacts that would be
associated with those alternatives, are made known to the best of our ability. The time for
discussing the actual environmental impacts and alternatives themselves will come when
the draft EIS is available for public review and a Public Hearing, similar to today’s
Scoping Meeting, is called to obtain your reaction to the contents of the draft EIS.

We seek your participation and input at this Scoping Meeting so that we will be better able
to identify the environmental aspects of the proposed Poplar Island Restoration Project and
the reasonable alternatives to the Project, including the “no action” alternative. It is
important to make your views known now, during the Scoping Meeting and throughout the
study process. Comments may be made in writing at any time before the comment period
closes on November 20, 1995. Your comments will help ensure that the Corps of
Engineers (COE) filly addresses all of the appropriate environmental issues and concerns.

What does the Government do with the final EIS? The National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), the President’s Council on Envkonmental Quality’s regulations for implementing
NEPA, and the COE’S own NEPA regulations, require the COE to use the information
provided in the EIS when it decides the outcome of the proposed project. The COE’S
rules state that, during the decisionmaking process, the COE shall consider the relevant
NEPA documents, public and agency comments (if any) on those documents, and COE
responses to those comments. This is done as part of the COE’S consideration of the
proposal, including the alternatives analyzed in the EM, before rendering a decision on the
proposal.

Finally, when the COE issues its “Record of Decision” (ROD) for the proposed action, the
COE will include the relevant NEPA documents, public and agency comments (if any) on
those documents, and the COE’S responses to those comments as part of the ROD.
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Z:S Public Notice
POPLAR ISLAND RESTORATION PROJECT

TO ALL INTERESTED PARTIES:

The Baltimore District, U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, proposes to restore approximately 1,000
acres of wildlife habitat using dredged material at Poplar Island in Talbot County, hfaryland, in
the upper Chesapeake Bay (Enclosure 1). Approximately 10 to 40 million cubic yards of
material, primarily dredged during maintenance of the southern approach channels to Baltimore
Harbor, would be placed behind dikes at the site. After placement, the material would be shaped
and planted to create both intertidal wetland and upland wildlife habitat. Poplar Island has been
identified by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Maryland Department of Natural
Resources, and other natural resource management agencies as a valuable nesting and nursery
area for many species of wildlife, including bald eagles, osprey, heron, and egret. The project
would restore Poplar Island to the approximate size and footprint of the island in 1857.
Currently, the name Poplar Island refers to a group of four small remnant islands located
adjacent to Jefferson Island and Coaches Island, approximately one mile northwest of Tilghman
Island, on the Bay’s Eastern Shore.

The project will be constructed under Section 204 of the Water Resources Development Act of
1992, which allows Federal funding for beneficial use of dredged material projects. Expected
project benefits include the creation of wetland and upland wildlife habitat, stabilization of the
rapidly eroding island remnants, and beneficial use of dredged material from Federal navigation
channel maintenance activities. A project pre-feasibility report (similar to a Corps
Reconnaissance report) was completed by the Maryland Port Administration (MPA) in 1993.

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Baltimore District will
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the project, which will include
descriptions of the existing site conditions, design alternatives, project impacts, public
involvement, and the recommended plan. A comprehensive public involvement program is
being developed to coordinate with interest groups, the general public, and other Federal, State,
and local agencies. Current project participants include the MPA and both Federal and State
natural resource management agencies.

As part of the public involvement process, the Baltimore District is conducting a scoping process
to identify issues and areas of concern. Any person who has an interest in the project or who
may be adversely affected by the proposed project may make comments or suggestions or
request a public hearing. Comments and requests should be submitted within 30 days of the date
of this notice to the District Engineer, ATTN: CENAB-PL-EC, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Baltimore District, P.O. Box 1715, Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715.

This Public Notice is being sent to organizations and individuals on the enclosed list (Enclosure
2). Please bring this notice to the attention of any other organizations or individuals with an
interest in this matter.

FOR THE COMMANDER:

~g:k’f ~

J 6h;ef, Planning Division

DATE: ‘-W 19 W
Enclosures
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Handout Package

m,1
Ilall

Poplar Island
Feasibility Study

p!!!,,at; Poplar Island
::;.’;,..,-

,X;!,h Feasibility Study...’

4

. Public notice

. Copiee of slides

● Comment card -
Ueed to compile mailing Ilet for this etudy
Recelva future announcement, newalettere,
notices
information ie kept confidential
Turn in the comment card at end of maetlng or
meil itto ua

. Study requaated by the Maryland Potl
Administration

. Purposa of study la to determine the faaaibllity of
raatoring upland and wetland habitat at Poplar
Ialend with material dradged from the approach
channela to the Port of Baltimore

. Study inltlated September 1994

. Study Is a joint effort of the Baltimore Dlatrlct and
the Maryland Potl Administration

● Maryland Port Admlnlatretion haa contracted with
an architect+ nglneerlng firm to dealgn the

3 raatoretion project.
5

m]IIlw: Section 204, 1992 Water S
,,:.,>.7,”: . Resources Development
Q[.’>,4:.-. .. . . . . Act

m 6

110;
,,:,51,.,,,,:, Section 204 Cost Sharing

“’(e) IN GENERAL. - The Secretary la authorized to
carry out projects for the protection, restoration,
and creation of aquatic and ecologically ralated
hablteta, including wetlanda, in connection with
dredging for conetructlon, operation, or
maintenance by the Secretary of an authorized
navigation project.”

. If a project ia authorized for Poplar Island, the
Federal govammant would pay for 7S percent of
the construction coat of the facility. Non-Federal
intereata (Steta of Maryland) would pay the
remaining 25 percent, Including all landa,
eaaementa, rlghta-f-wey, and neceaaety
relocatlona.

. Non-Federel Intereata would pay 100 percent of
the operation, maintenance, and rehabilitation
coate of the project.

1



m]I$w; Purpose of Tonight’s
t,,..,..:,..,,<.
:Kt?. Meeting

7 [ml,,*II
:$: 4;:?. { , Cooperating Agencies
>,.

. Tell you about the proposed project

. To gather information relevant to the study

. To allow you to express your vlewa on what
should be Inveatlgeted durkrg the study

. To explain the study process and schedule

● Pati of tha scoping proceaa for an anvlronmental
Impact atstemant (EIS)

. Corpe of Enginaara

. Maryland Potl Admlnlatrntion

. Maryland Environmantel Service

. US Flab snd Wildlife Service

● Other Federal, State end local agencies

5

[m]1 @ :

Tonight’s Agenda:..,,, .,:.+,,:,,,., ,,

. Opening remarka

. Project background - Maryland Porl
Admlnlatratlon

. Projact Overviaw - Maryland Environmental
Sarvice

. Explanation of breakout groupa

. Break into smell groups

● Discuaaion of small group reaulta

6

m11s1:
.:.,.,..,,,, Study Schedule

“’{,?”* . . .

X3

a

s

. Port Of Baltlmora needa dredged material
placement areaa.

● In the paat 100 yeara, 10,000 acraa of Island
habitat have baan Ioat In tha Bay.

● Slza of Poplar Island hae decreaaed from 115
acraa In 1952 to Iaaa than 5 acrae in 1993.

3

[!] 14
,Ofi,; Public Involvement

..K.,,... .,,4/7y>.,,., Program

. Study initiated, Saptember 1994

* Scoping meatinga, Fabruary 1995

● Informal maetlnga with apeclal Interest groupa

Eaatarn Shora Waterman’a Aaaoclation

* Alternativaa workehop, March 1995

* Evaluation workshop, May 1995

. Draft report and environmental Impact atatamant ,
September 1995

* Public hearing, September 1995

● Flnel report Oecamber 1995

● Authorfzetion by Secretary of the Army

. Inltiata construction June 1996

Eeatern Shore Legialatora

Talbot County Council

Maryland Charterboat Captalna

Othera aa raqueated

. Newaf ettera

. Workahopa like tonight

. Formal public haarlng at end of study

9
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Project Need

. Frank Hamons

Manager of Harbor Development

Maryland Port Administration

● Bob Smith

Study manager

Maryland Environmental Servlca

1

El’]Id,:.,.,,>,,..: Small Groups
..:C,:W,,,
~:,..~!. ,.,

. Toplca to conalder

What ara good cheractarlatlca about tha Poplar
Island area?

What are the problems with Poplar Island?

Your vision for Poplar Island

What Issues and concerns should be addressed?

. Llat Ideaa

. identify Important ldesa

. Spokeapereon will summarize group’s thoughts

a

Next Actions

. Engineering fiald Investigation have been
completed

. Environmental field Investigation ere continuing

● Developing altamatlva allgnmenta

● Alternatlvea workshop in Iata March

● Teat dike construction this summer

T,;

. Briefly summarize major dlscuaslon points of
small groupa

. How did your group vota on the Issues?

● Questlona and answera

mIlfil;

.,~, ..., Your Comments

. Mall comments to
Stacay Brown
Attention: CENAB-PL-PC
Baltlmore District, Corps of Englneera
P.O. Box 1715
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

● Intarnet addreas for Stacey Brown
●eb~canabpl.nab. uaace.army.mll

. FAX comments to Stecey Brown at 410-962-4698

3

. Commente due by 10 March 1995

5 4



PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT SCOPING WORKSHOP - MEETING #l

TENTATIVE AGENDA

PURPOSE: To introduce the project to the public; to begin preparing the public and the project
team for further interaction; to identi& the values, issues, and concerns of the interested public
regarding the proposed project; and to identify potential environmental impacts.

CONCEPTS: Low-key, Informative, Productive, Identical information
provided at two scoping meetings at Tilghman and Chesapeake Beach.

PRODUCT: Prioritized list of interests/issues/concerns and potential environmental impacts
identified by the interested and attending public.

2 min. Welcome and introductions. (MAJ Deren, COE)

5 min. Background/Context (Frank Hamons, MPA)

7 min. Video.

15 min. Presentation. (Bob Smith, MES)

5 min. Explanation of small group/brainstorming. (MAJ
Deren)

5 min. Count off/move into small groups.

20 min. Small groups/brainstorming topics<
- positive
- negative
- ideal
- issues

5 min.

2 min.

5 min.

10 min.

2 min.

Vote with stick-on colored dots.

Move back into large group.

Group spokesperson for each small group reads
items identified by their group as most important.

Discussion/questions/issues/thoughts/reactions.
(MAJ Deren)

Closure
- Second public workshop - late March-early April.
- You are welcome to contact any one of us to

ask questions or to make comments.
- Thank you for participating.

(Approximate time: 1 hour and 15 minutes)

HANDOUTS: Welcome to meeting/explanation of scoping process; Public Notice with map(s);
newsletter; comment card; 4 colored dots.

GRAPHICS: Board -1847 footprint and island remnants;
Board - Alternative layouts;
Board - Typical cross section;
Board - Aerial photo of Poplar Island area.



SUPPLIES: Video, VCR, name tags (2 colors), sign-in sheets, pencils/pens, markers, cello and
masking tape, scissors, handouts, business cards, easels, pads of butcher paper, colored dots,
signs to meeting room, camera/film.

PERSONNEL: MES - Bob Smith, Wayne Young
MPA - Dave Bibo, Mike Hart, Frank Hamons, Tricia Slawinski
COE - Stacey Brown, Carol Anderson-Austra, Mark

Mendelssohn, Brian Walls, Wes Coleman, Bob
Bank, Harold Nelson, MAJ Deren

PRE-MEETING TASKS: Decide on meeting room layout, setup tables, chairs, easels, video;
organize sign-in sheets, pens/pencils, name tags, waste receptacle, brochures/handouts,
refreshments; post direction signs; meet and make note of people to be introduced, both
attendees and team members.



file: topics
SCOPING MEETINGS - GENERAL PREPARATION

Items to keep in mind:

1. Scoping meetings and other public involvement activities are purpose-driven. The purpose is
to gather information regarding the project area and the proposed project from the public. The
public should be, and should feel, that they are a genuine part of the decision making process.

2. The project is being planned WITH, not FOR, the participating agencies and the public. A
commitment to public interaction will help to create a more integrated public perception of the
project.

3. The project is PROPOSED. It is NOT a done deal. The proposed project has strong support
from a number of publics and appears to be a win-win situation in providing environmental
benefits and placement for dredged material. However, the proposed project could come to a
screeching halt if it is not technically feasible, environmentally and economically beneficial, and
acceptable to the public.

4. In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the purpose of the
meeting is to gather information about public reactions, concerns, and ideas regarding the
proposed project.

5. Public involvement does not necessarily simplify the planning process, and it may generate
conflict, but it can show competing public wills and provide an opportunity to solve problems
early in the project.

6. Public involvement can provide insights to perceptions of equal/unequal gain or loss resulting
from a project. It is not so much the absolute gain or loss as the perceived relative deprivation of
benefits that is key. The process can provide an opportunity for discussions regarding the
appropriate mitigation for distribution of perceived gain or loss.

7. Public involvement is not a technique, but a strategy/approach/philosophy. The techniques
used are not as important as the people and attitudes of those using a technique. Honesty is
critical and will be judged by the public.

8. Public involvement can confront planners with problems we have no authority to solve; those
who have that authority will have to exercise their responsibility as problems are identified.

9. If public reception to a meeting is hostile, keep in mind that it is not personal; the reaction is
to the role or agency represented. If there is a potential for negative public reaction, avoid
symbols of power such as large numbers of staff, elaborate graphics or visuals; present yourself
as a human being on the same level as everybody in the audience.

10. Please show respect to all speakers during the meeting, even if you’re completely familiar
with the material being presented or disagree with what is being said. Conversations in the back
of the room are never as quiet as we intend them to be and are distracting as well as
disrespectful.



SMALL GROUPMBRAINSTORMING

PURPOSE: To identify values/issues/concerns of the interested and attending public.

METHOD:

1. Arrange seats in a circle; limit group size to approximately 10 people; don’t seat
friends/spouses together.

2. Each group has a facilitator and a scribe (someone who can write quickly and legibly).

3. Facilitator introduces self, scribe, and process. Check to see that everyone has 4 colored dots.

4. Be weIcoming and encouraging; remember that we want to make it easy for attendees to
provide information and ideas that will benefit the project; our task is to elicit information, to
question, listen, and pay attention in a way that rewards each individual’s input; take care not to
challenge, however negative or hostile an attendee may appear; facilitate expression of the
thought or problem; address group members by name.

5. Remind the small group of the brainstorming rules:
- work quickly;
- get as many ideas written down as possible;
- focus on the topic for a minute before beginning;
- move sequentially around the circle;
- everyone gets an equal chance to speak;
- don’t edit your own or others ideas, just say it;
- keep the ideas flowing, if you can’t think of anything,
say “pass”, and keep thinking; something else may come
to you during the next round;

6. Introduce one topic at a time. Have the topic written at the top of a sheet of butcher paper.

7. Ask that the group members focus on the topic; explain what the topic means; give an
example.

“Think about something that’s good about Poplar Island; it might be a memory of a
picnic on the island when you were a child, or the way it looks in the sunset, or that
it is a good place to go fishing.”

8. Go around the group as many times as possible in the time allowed. Make suggestions if
ideas are slowing down. Keep the tone of the group light, but productive. When the time is
almost up ask for any last thoughts, from anyone, not necessarily in turn. Compliment the group
for all the good ideas.

9. Scribes: abbreviate where possible; if there is any question about whether the item as written
reflects what the speaker said, check with the speaker. (“Does this say what you mean?”)

10. As each topic is completed, tape the paper(s) up on the wall.

11. When all 4 topics have been brainstormed and the papers taped up, have the group vote with
their colored dots. Dots can be placed by whichever items each person thinks are the most
important considerations for the project. All 4 dots can be placed by one item, or one dot can be
placed by one item under each topic, etc. (One person, 4 votes; it’s better than a democracy.)

12. Draw the group’s attention to the items that got the most votes in their group. You might
informally summarize the results. (“It looks like this group is really interested iticoncerned
about —> — >and , and pretty concerned about .”)



13. Ask for a volunteer to read the highest priority items/concerns/ideas when the large group
reconvenes.

14. Thank the group for their efforts.

15. Assist the group members in reconvening into the large group.

SUGGESTED FACILITATORS/SCRIBES: Stacey Brown/Wayne Young, Tricia
Slawinski/Mark Mendelssohn, Dave Bibo/Bob Bank, Brian Walls/Bob Smith, Carol
Anderson-Austra/Mike Hart, MAJ Deren/Wes Coleman.

Frank Hamons, Harold Nelson - Oversee small groups, keep times for brainstorming activities.



SMALL GROUP/13 RAINSTORMING TOPICS

The small groups will consider four topics related to Poplar Island. The purpose of the
questions/topics is to elicit information about the values of the public regarding Poplar Island
and the proposed project. General information about the proposed project will be provided prior
to forming the small groups. The questions/topics are:

1. What is good about the island?

2. What is bad or negative about the island?

3. What is your idea of a perfect Poplar Island?

4. What issues or problems can you think of regarding
Poplar Ikland or the project?

Sometimes it helps for facilitators to give examples to get a group going on brainstormed lists.
Following are a few suggestions for introducing the questions/topics:

(For topic 1)
“Think about something that’s good about Poplar Island; it might be a memory of a picnic on the
island when you were a child, or the way it looks in the sunset, or that it is a good place to go
fishing. ”

(For topic 2)
“What can you think of that’s bad or negative about the island? It might be simply that it’s
eroding, or that you can ‘t go crabbing there any more, or that last time you were there you saw
litter along the shore.”

(For topic 3)
“Use your imagination and think of the most perfect condition for Poplar Island. Create a vision
in your mind and describe what it could be like if there were unlimited money and other
resources. You might say it’s just perfect the way it is; or it should be the way it was in 1847; or
that it should be forested, or quiet, or more accessible.”

(For topic 4)
“What issues need to be addressed about Poplar Island and this project? Making the fishing
better? Keeping the big or little boats out? Making the island better for water fowl? For clams?
For people?”

Note that ideas brought forward by the group may represent conflicting views, values, or
possibilities. That’s ok; reassure the group that conflict can be productive. All ideas are valid
and valuable at this stage of the project. It’s simple to solve one problem, but design and
engineering (and life) frequently involve finding solutions for a wide range of problems related
to the task at hand. Public input helps to identify existing conditions, define problems, and
develop strategies and future actions for the project.



Poplar Island Habitat Restoration
Scoping Meetings

The purpose of the scoping workshops was to provide preliminary information about the
proposed project and to gather information about the values of the population which would be
impacted by the project. Comments made during the scoping process for the project reflected a
wide range of values, interests, and concerns, including broad environmental issues, technical
construction questions, and personal feelings about the island and the proposed project.

The following lists include responses to questions addressed during brainstorming sessions at
two scoping meetings held on Tilghman Island, on the Eastern shore, and at Chesapeake Beach,
on the west side of the Bay. The lists include responses to four questions regarding what the
meeting attendees felt was good, bad, or problematical about the island in the past, in its existing
condition, and in the future, both with and without the project. Attendees were also asked to
describe their idea of the perfect Poplar Island.

In response to the question “What is good about Poplar Island?”, the issues identified as most
important focused on the value of the area for clamming, crabbing, and fishing; its
environmentaUhabitat value; the protection from erosion it provides; and its natural beauty and
other features. The historic resources of the island were also considered important, as well as the
potential for recreation and jobs if the island is restored.

Responses to the question “What is bad about Poplar Island?” reflected two different
perspectives: dissatisfaction with existing conditions in the Poplar area and concerns with the
proposed project. Existing conditions which were considered “bad” focused on the effects of
erosion: the resulting shoaling and sedimentation in the surrounding areas as well as the loss of
trees, irregular shoreline, and other wildlife habitat. Negative aspects of the proposed project
were identified as the impacts of construction on fishing activities, and the high cost of the
proposed project, as well as questions about the ability of the retaining dikes to withstand storm
conditions.

The majority of responses on the topic of Issues, Problems, and Concerns with the project were
identified as potential problems with the strength of the structure and project impacts during and
after construction on fishing and wildlife habitat in the area. Other issues identified were the
potential for pollution from material placed on the island, project costs, ownership of the restored
island, and the impacts to cultural resources and conservation efforts.

The majority of comments describing the “perfect Poplar Island” ranged from “leave it the way it
is now” to “restore it to a forested wildlife sanctuary”. Most responses described an ideal island
restored to the size of the original (1847) island, with little or no development. According to the
comments, the ideal island would be maintained for wildlife habitat and scientific study, and
with limited or passive recreation use, such as bird watching or visits by science classes.

Meeting attendees were divided into four groups at the Tilghman meeting and each group’s
comments are listed separately below. Attendees at the Chesapeake Beach meeting remained in
one group for the brainstorming exercise. Numbers in parentheses indicate “votes” for items
attendees felt were the most important considerations for the Poplar Island area.



Poplar Island Habitat Restoration
Scoping Meeting #l

Tilghman Island 2/21/95

Group #l

Good

Only clam producing places left (8)
Protects shoreline of E. Shore(2)
Protects birds/nesting (2)
Likes to see island
Helps fishing
Helps fishermetiseafood industry

Bad

Erosion contributes to shoaling of Knapps Narrows (1)
E. Side hard to navigate
Channel shoals
Too many birds eat bait
No SAV

Issues/Problems/Co ncerns

Ruination of clam/oyster bottom-clams everywhere around island (5)
How long of buffer zone during construction (2)
Containment of material/fines affecting oyster bar (2)
How long construction
How long will project last
Access channel tearing of bottom
Maintenance of project

Perfect Poplar Island

Original Size (4)
Size 20 years ago(1)
Create nursery (1)
Erosion stopped-left alone-let nature take its course
Same depth

Group #2

Good

For the environment
Conservation
Crabs, fish, fishing opportunities
Doesn’t destroy marshes or farmland
Cultural resources site



Loss of mainland protection
Doesn’t maintain shoreline
Loss means losing sea bird habitat
Loss of deer haven
Loss of eagle habitat

Issues/P roblems/Concerns

How can we prove dredged material is clean (5)
Need bottom habitat for clammers, crabbers (4)
People need to work on the water (4)
Maintain/salvage existing cultural resources (3)
Loss of bay bottom (2)
Mother nature/conservation (2)

Perfect Podar Island

What it is now
Move it to Smith Island
Keep Poplar where it is now
Enhanced bottom habitat along with island restoration
Balance the needs of everyone interested

Group #3

@2Qd

Without it we lose all the marsh in the area(1)
Natural buffer (1)
Restores natural harbor (1)
Alignment 3 is more cost-effective than alignment 1
If you’re going to do something good, let’s do it in Talbot County
Possible jobs for watermen

Immediate impacts to clammers/crabbers (2)
Area open during construction (buffer zones) (2)
Dike riprap before sand (1)
Ht. of East Dikes(1)
Uplands should be 22 ft. like HMI (1)
Thin lifts of dredged material(1)
Too much wetland (high ground more important)
Foundation strengths
Lowes wharf-marsh will be exposed without project
Concern with construction of wetlands so as not to form mudflats



Issues/Problems/Concerns

Erosion
Siltation

Perfect Poplar Island

Containment before placement (3)
Restrict the island width, make higher (2)
Do it similar to the way its being laid out
Wildlife sanctuary

Group #l
Ck?.Qd

Better crabs and clams since eroded (more area) (2)
Nothing (1)
Former good habitat (1)
Historical resources-steam engine (1)
Stop erosion from Tilghman Island
Good placement site
Habitat
Former good farmland
Duck hunting
Safe harbor
Goats (30 wild)
Grow tomatoes and wheat
Crabs and clams
History

Bad

Gone and too costly too save (2)
Possibility of losing material during construction- need stone dike on all sides(1)
Eroding
Too far from girls for HB
Not providing protection for Tilghman
Possibility of losing material if built
Too late for Army Corps
Loss of property

Issues/Problems/Concerns

Cost-too high (6)
Possibility to lose mud-will rinse out (5)
Place stone dike bulkhead-cost a fortune (1)
Every 10 years ice storm-consider ice-need to protect from all sides(1)
Silt will run everywhere (1)
Hurricanes from NE(1)
Idea too stupid
If you’re going to do it-do it right
If material breaks loose-mess up all area
Every 10 years ice storm-consider ice



Can’t be wetland
Water control
Rough seas

Perfect Poplar Island

10’ water on top(1)
Let it go-leave the way it is
Can do anything on it
Tie in Coach’s Island
Good agriculture/forest land
Good habitat
Scientific study
Good use of $

Poplar Island Habitat Restoration
Scoping Meeting #2 2123/95

Chesapeake Bay, MD

Good

Pristine, beautiful place (2)
Bring back marshes/good marshes (2)
Wildlife Habitat (1)
Recreate islands/stop erosion (1)
Irregular shoreline (1)
Good placement site
Good oyster area
Protection for harbor
Clear water
Snags provide good fishing habitat
Provides possible recreational/wildlife opportunities
Provides protection to shoreline
Protection of oyster bars
Sub-aqueous vegetation
Good clamming/crabbing area
Good camping/good fishing
Aid to navigation
Remote area
Provides excellent fishing
Providing habitat

Bad

Erosion is occurring (1)
No trees(1)
Losing shoreline/coves (1)
Stumps are navigation hazard
Sediment is filling in channels
Oyster bars are disappearing due to erosion



Issues/Problems/Concerns

Sequence of construction and minimization of impacts to habitat (3)
Ownership of land for the future (3)
Safety for fishing gear during construction-designated access channels (3)
Where is fill coming from?fls it clean? (2)
Public access to testing records (2)
What will dikes be constructed of? (1)
How will material impact crabs, clams, oysters, etc.? (1)
Jetties for habitathome type of beachhariation of water-stone interface ( 1)
Clean dirt needs to be used (1)
Material needs to be monitored to ensure cleanliness(1)
Sedimentation during construction
How will construction impact crabs, oysters, etc.?
Duration of project as it relates to aesthetics and habitat

Perfect Poplar Island

No facilities (2)
Wildlife-endangered (2)
Bird watching (1)
Restore it to the way it was (1)
Wildlife sanctuary (1)
Limited/regulated hunting-upland game/migratory waterfowl (1)
Lots of trees (poplars, pines, hardwoods)
No fast boats/jet skis/water skiing
No habitation by humans
One caretaker to live there, no developments
School visits
Emergency shelter
Camping-groups/individuals
Wonderful fishing spot
Boat anchorages
Dikes with “nooks and crannies”
Biketrail
Re-establishment of oyster bars/marshes
Passive, low key activities (interpretive services)
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All interested parties are invited to attend
a meeting to discuss possible alternatives for

the proposed restoration of Poplar Island.



WELCOME

to the

POPLAR ISLAND RESTORATION

PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING

This meeting is a step in the public participation process that is required by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for Federal plans and projects. The purposes of NEPA
include encouraging “productive and enjoyable harmony” between human activities and the
environment.

Earlier steps in the public involvement process for the Poplar Island project have included
informal meetings with a variety of interest groups (such as watermen and charterboat captains),
coordination with natural resource management agencies (such as DNR, FWS, and
NMFWNOAA), and public scoping meetings. A full schedule of public information meetings
and agency coordination will continue throughout the life of the project.

The principal goal of this meeting is to obtain public input on alternative alignments being
developed by the engineering contractor. As required for the Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) being prepared for the project, comments made during earlier steps in the public
involvement process are being incorporated into the design process. Public and agency input is
expected to include comments and other information on environmental, economic, aesthetic, and
cultural impacts to the project area.

We seek your input at this meeting so that we will be better able to identify the impacts - both
positive and negative - of the proposed project. Your comments and suggestions will be
considered and addressed in the EIS.

This meeting will include a brief presentation on the background and status of the proposed
project, a description of the alternative designs being developed, and a question and answer and
open discussion periods.

We invite you to provide comments, suggestions, and ideas about the project at this meeting or
any time throughout the study. Comments may be written or sent via internet to the addresses
below:

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
Poplar Island Restoration Project

Attn: CENAB-PL-PC
P. O. Box 1715

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

Internet address: seb@cenabpl.nab. usace.army.mil



WELCOME
TO THE

POPLAR ISLAND RESTORATION STUDY
PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING
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‘Thismeeting is a step in the public
participationprocessthat is requiredby
the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) for Federalplans and projects.
The purpmes of NEPA include
enmuaging “productive and enjoyable
harmony” between human activities and
the environment.

Earlier steps in the public involvement
processfor the Poplar Island project have
included informal meetings with a
variety of interest groups (such as
wfatexmen and charterboat C@li!lS),

coordination with natural resource
management agencies (such as DNR,
FWS, and NMRVNOAA), public
scoping meetings. A till schedule of
public information meetings and agency
cmrdination will continue throughout
the life of the project

The principal goal of this meeting is to
obtain public input on alternative
alignments being developed by the
engineering contractor. As required for
the Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) being prepared for the project,
comments made during earlier steps in
the public involvement process are being
incorporated into the design process
Public and agency input is expected to
include comments and other information
on environmental, economic, aesthetic,
and cultural impacts to the project area.

We seek your input at this meeting so
that we will be better able to identi~ the
impacts - both positive and negative - of
the proposedproject. Your comments
and suggestions will be considered and
addressed in the EIS.

This meeting will include a brief
presentation on the background and
status of the proposed project, a
description of the alternative designs
being developed, and a question and
answer and open discussion period



4112195
PUBLIC INFORMATION WORKSHOP - MEETING #2

TENTATIVE AGENDA

PURPOSE: To provide a description of the plan alternatives and project status and an
opportunity for the public to comment and ask questions about the project.

CONCEPTS: Provide information and answer questions on plan alternatives and technical
aspects of the project.

PRODUCT: Prioritized list of preferred alternatives or plan elements identified by the interested
and attending public.

2 min. Welcome/introductions (Brown, COE)

5 min. Project background./context (Hamons, MPA)

10 min. Project Status (Smith, MES)
- Alternatives development
- Public involvement
- Environmental testing

20 min. Presentation of project alternatives (Thomas, GBA)

5 min. Environmental Testing/Monitoring (Walls, COE)
- Dredged materiallbiological
- Pre-construction
- During construction
- Post-construction

20 min.

2 min.

Questions and Answers/Open Discussion

Closure
- Third public workshop - late May-early June
- You are welcome to contact any one of us to

ask questions or to make comments.
- Thank you for participating.

(Approximate time: 1 hour)

HANDOUTS: Welcome to meeting/meeting purpose and agenda; alternative layouts;
newsletter; comment cards; 3x5 cards/pencils.

GRAPHICS: Board -1847 footprint and island remnants;
Boards - Alternative layouts;
Board - Typical cross section;
Board - Aerial photo of Poplar Island area.
Board - Flow diagram
Others

SUPPLIES: Name tags (2 colors), sign-in sheets, pencils/pens, markers, cello and masking tape,
scissors, handouts, business cards, easels, pads of butcher paper, 3x5 cards, signs to meeting
room. camerahlm.

PERSONNEL: MES - Bob Smith
MPA - Dave Bibo, Frank Hamons
COE - Stacey Brown, Carol Anderson-Austra,



Brian Walls, Wes Coleman
GBA - Dick Thomas
EA - Frank Pine

PRE-MEETING TASKS: Decide on meeting room layout, setup tables, chairs, easels; organize
sign-in sheets, pens/pencils, name tags, waste receptacle, brochures/handouts, refreshments; post
direction signs; meet and make note of people to be introduced, both attendees and team
members.
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All interested parties are invited to attend a meeting to
provide an update on the project status and a description
of the potential project alignment and the limited
tiding alternative.



POPLAR ISLAND RESTORATION PROJECT’

PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING

Welcome to the third public information meeting for the Poplar Island Restoration Project. The
purpose of this meeting is to present a brief overview of the project status, the alternative
alignments for the restored island, and the test dike, as well as a description of the recommended
project alignment. In addition, this is an opportunity for the public to ask questions and make
comments about the project.

This meeting is a step in the continuing public participation process that is required by the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for Federal plans and projects. The purposes of
NEPA include encouraging “productive and enjoyable harmony” between human activities and
the environment.

Earlier steps in the public involvement process for the Poplar Island project have included a
number of informal meetings with a variety of interest groups (such as watermen and charterboat
captains), coordination with natural resource management agencies (such as DNR, FWS, and
NMFWNOAA), and two public meetings similar to this one.

As required for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) being prepared for the project,
comments made during each step in the public involvement process are being incorporated into
the project. We seek your input at this meeting so that we will be better able to identify the
impacts - both positive and negative - of the proposed project. Your comments and suggestions
will be considered and addressed in the EIS. We invite you to provide comments, suggestions,
and ideas about the project at this meeting or any time throughout the study. Comments may be
written or sent via internet to the addresses below:

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
Poplar Island Restoration Project

Attn: CENAB-PL-PC
P. O. Box 1715

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

Internet address: seb@cenabpl.nab. usace.arrny.mil

MEETING AGENDA

Welcome and Introductions Stacey Brown, COE
Project Background Frank Hamons, MPA
Project Status Bob Smith, MES
Test Dike Brian Walls, COE
Recommended Alignment Bob Smith, MES
Environmental Impacts John Gill, FWS/Brian Walls, COE
Discussion/Questions
Closure



8/23/95 Tilghman Elementary

CONTINUING COORDINATION MEETING - MEETING #3

TENTATIVE AGENDA

PURPOSE: To provide an update on the project status and a descriptiort/discussion of the
recommended project alignment and the limited funding alternative.

CONCWR Provide information, conduct discussion, and answer questions on the
recommended alignment and the limited funding alternative.

PRODUCT: A description of the presentation, discussion, and comments to be incorporated into
the final design and NEPA documentation prepared for the project.

2 min. . Welcome/introductions (Brown, COE)

5 min. Project background/context
- Limited funding alternatives (Hamons, MPA)

10 min. Project status (Smith, MES)
- Review of alternatives
- Public involvement
- Tilghman area watermen
- Environmental testing/monitonng

5 min.

20 min.

5 mill.

20 min.

2 min.

Test dike (Walls, COE)

Presentation of recommended alignment
(Smith, MES)

General Environmental Impacts (Walls, COE; Gill, USFWS)
- During construction
- Project features
- Post-construction

Questions and Answers/Open Discussion

Closure
- Next meeting - public hearing - Nov 95
- You are welcome to contact any one of us to

ask questions or to make comments.
- Thank you for participating.

(Approximate time: 1 hour and 15 minutes)

HANDOUTS: Welcome to meeting/meeting purpose and agenda; MPA brochure; comment
cards; 3x5 cards/pencils.

GRAPHICS: Board -1847 footprint and island remnants;
Boards - Alternative layouts;
Board - Typical cross section;
Boards - Aerial photos of Poplar Island.
Board - F1OWdiagram



Board - Recommended alignment (and limited funding alternative)
Others

SUPPLIES: Name tags (2 colors), sign-in sheets, pencils/pens, markers, cello and masking tape,
scissors, handouts, business cards, boards, easels, pads of butcher paper, 3x5 cards, signs to
meeting room, camerzdfilm, refreshments.

PERSONNEL: MES - Bob Smith
MPA - Dave Bibo, Frank Hamons
COE - Stacey Brown, Carol Anderson-Austra,

Brian Walls, Wes Coleman
GBA - Dick Thomas
M&N - John Headland
EA - Frank Pine

PRE-MEETING TASKS: Decide on meeting room layout, setup tables, chairs, easels; organize
sign-in sheets, pens/pencils, name tags, waste receptacle, brochureslhandouts, refreshments; post
direction signs; meet and make note of people to be introduced, both attendees and team
members.



POPLAR ISLAND RESTORATION PROJECI’

FINAL PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING

November 28, 1995
Talbot County Free Library, Easton, Maryland

Welcome to the fourth public information meeting for the Poplar Island Restoration Project.
purpose of this meeting is to present a summary of the recommended project, including the
alternatives considered, and the environmental impacts of the project, both adverse and
beneficial, as presented in the draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS). In addition, this is an opportunity for the public to ask questions and make comments
about the project.

The

This meeting is a step in the public participation process that is required by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for Federal plans and projects. The purposes of NEPA
include encouraging “productive and enjoyable harmony” between human activities and the
environment, as well as providing information about a project to the public and to
decision-makers.

Earlier steps in the public involvement process for the Poplar Island project included a number of
informal meetings with a variety of interest groups (such as watermen and charterboat captains),
coordination with natural resource management agencies (such as the Department of Natural
Resources, Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration), and three public meetings.

As required for the draft EIS prepared for the project, comments made during each step in the
public involvement process have been incorporated into the project. Your input at this meeting
will also be incorporated into the project planning process and addressed in the environmental
documentation prepared for the project. The meeting will be recorded, and a transcript of the
recording will be prepared and available upon request.

After this meeting, further comments may be written or sent via internet to the addresses below.
Comments must be received by December 28, 1995, in order to be incorporated into the project
documents.

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
Poplar Island Restoration Project

Attn: CENAB-PL-PC
P. 0. Box 1715

Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

Internet address: stacey.e.brown @ccmail.nab.usace. army.mil

MEETING AGENDA

Welcome and Introductions Stacey Brown, COE
Recommended Project

and Schedule MM Lawrence A. Deren, COE
Comments and Questions
Closing Stacey Brown, COE



FINAL POPLAR ISLAND PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING
November 28,1995- Easton Library

TENTATIVE AGENDA

PURPOSE: To present the recommended project design and the resulting environmental
impacts, both positive and negative.

CONCEPT: Present information, answer questions, and accept comments on the proposed
project and the draft EIS.

PRODUCT: A transcription and video of the presentation, questions, and comments. All
statements will be addressed in the final EIS.

2 min. Welcome/introductions (Brown, COE)
Congress, others, project team

20 min. Presentation of recommended project (Maj. Deren, COE)
Future actions/schedule

30 min. Questions, comments

10 min. Closing (Brown, COE)
- opportunity after meeting to discuss project
- opportunity to comment by mail
- thank you for participating

(Approximate time: 1 hour)

HANDOUTS: Welcome to meeting/meeting purpose and agenda; MPA brochure; comment
cards; 3x5 cards/pencils.

GRAPHICS: Board -1847 footprint and island remnants;
Boards - Alternative layouts;
Board - Typical cross section;
Boards - Aerial photos of Poplar Island.
Board - Flow diagram
Board - Recommended alignment (and limited funding alternative)

SUPPLIES: Name tags (2 colors), sign-in sheets, pencils/pens, markers, cello and masking tape,
scissors, handouts, business cards, boards, easels, butcher paper, 3x5 cards, signs to meeting
room, video camera/film, refreshments.

PERSONNEL: MES - Bob Smith
MPA - Dave Bibo
COE - Maj. Deren, Stacey Brown, Wes Coleman, Clyde Jobe,

Doug Garman, Brian Walls, Carol Anderson-Austra
GBA - Dick Thomas
M&N - John Headland
EA - Frank Pine

PRE-MEETING TASKS: Decide on meeting room layout, set up tables, chairs, easels; organize
sign-in sheets, pens/pencils, name tags, waste receptacle, brochures/handouts, refreshments; post
direction signs; meet and make note of people to be introduced, both attendees and team
members.



Attachment D

Public Comments



COMMENT CARDS

Pre-addressed post cards were distributed at each public meeting. The cards provided an
opportunity for comments and questions. A number of cards were returned at the meetings or by
mail with a request that the senders name be added to the project mailing list. Approximately 35
messages were received on the comment cards, in letters or notes, and by electronic mail. The
following messages were mailed, faxed, or e-mailed to the Corps’ project manager. In response
to these and other messages, information was phoned, faxed, or mailed, as appropriate.

Mr. and Mrs. Irvin Berkemeier February 15,1995
P.O. BOX 238
Tilghman, MD 21671

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers

Re: EIS to assess the environmental effects of using dredged material to enlarge Poplar Island to
its approximate size in 1847.

I will not be able to make the meeting scheduled forFebruaxy21, 1995 (7:OOPM)at Tilghman
Elementary School. I have the following questions and or comments:

* Where would the dredged material come from?
* Ball park figure on cost?
* Is the dredged material the proposed dredge (spoils) from the Baltimore Inner Harbor?
* Will previous owners of home sites on Poplar Island regain/be able to re-establish their land
titles/squatters rights?
* Will this dredge filled approx. 1000 acres be strictly wildlife habitat or will it be developed
into state of Maryland enterprizes such as Black Walnut point Inn and Wildlife Refuge at the end
of Tilghman Island?

Clarence N. Scott
Facilities Manager
Montgomery County Schools
4703 Red Fox Road
Rockville, MD 20852
(301) 770-6374

February 18,1995

I believe this is an excellent project and I give my complete support.

Gregory Phitips February 13, 1995 (mtg)
228 Camper Circle
Tilghman, MD
(410) 886-2431

I would be willing to talk about plan.

Lanny Ray
Captain
Maryland Charter Boat Association
615 E. Marshall Avenue
Dale, MD 20751
1-(410)-867-1795

February 14, 1995

Looking forward in watching the island gaining its original shape.



Pete Sweitzer
Waterman -50 years
P.O. Box 139
Tilghman, MD 21671

February 23, 1995

This project will be a great benefit to Baltimore, MD, Talbot County, Tilghman Island in
particular. Do not let self-serving people get in your way.

Leroy W. Brooks March 2, 1995
Duns Cove Farm
P.O. BOX 98
7004 Duns Cove Road
Sherwood, MD 21665
(410) 886-2257

We are strongly in favor of this project. Rebuild to 1,000 acres in accordance with your plans.
Construct retaining bulkhead to minimize damage to other area and aquatic life. Should be very
beneficial to the restoration of the Chesapeake Bay and the wildlife habitat.

April 6, 1995

I wish to compliment you on your preparation and conduct of the very informative meeting held
at Tilghman Elementary School, February21, 1995.

I have walked on, fished and crabbed around Poplar Island since the 1920’s and have observed
the continuous eroding of the island as well as the enormous decline of marine life, aquatic
vegetation and upland wildlife.

A few of the watermen present expressed concerns that the project would endanger some marine
life and were therefore opposed to the project. Historically some watermen have been opposed
to any change just because it may possibly, temperarally [sic] affect their own personal income,
without regard to the beneficial overall effect the change may have on other people, the
environment, or the ecology. The long range benefits vastly override selfish short-term effects.

The approach channels to Baltimore Harbor are to be dredged anyway and Poplar Island is an
ideal place to deposit some of the clean material.

The proper construction of the retaining dykes [sic] to contain the dredged material with no
seepage, thereby creating intertidal wetland and upland wildlife habitat, restoring the island to its
early 19th century size is a very worthwhile project. It would be a tremendous benefit to the
Chesapeake Bay, the surrounding wetlandss and shorelands of the Eastern Shore, as well as
greatly helping to restore endangered marine life and many species of wildlife.

I strongly recommend your proceeding with the Poplar Island Restoration Project. It may prove
to be an ideal pilot Project to effectively correct other seriously eroding land areas.

Sincerely,

(signed) Leroy W. Brooks P. O. Box 98 Sherwood, MD 21665



Captain George A. Prenant
President
AAA Charterboats Inc.
946 Main Street
Deale, MD 20751
(301) 261-5656

February 11, 1995

Re-forest Poplar Island after reservation with trees that will allow Cormorants and Herons
roosting and nesting. Use trees like are left on island w.

Thomas L. Johnson February 13, 1995
Tracy Lym Charters
1121 Brice Drive
Edgewater, MD 21037
(301) 261-7734

Hope this study doesn’t disturb the fishing on Poplar Island or surrounding areas.

Robefi C. Sweitzer March 6, 1995
Waterman
P.O. Box315 Coopertown Road
Tilghman, MD 21671
(410) 886-2605

Stay within framework of plan. Idea is good, needs more in depth study. Island Restoration
Project should be beneficial to all in the future.

Charles C. Lynde March 10,1995
5703 Shore Drive, B-3
Churchton, MD 20733
(410) 867-3608

Much in favor of this reconstructing of this island.

Hugh K. Bailey February 21, 1995 (mtg)
9979 Wades Point Road
McDaniel, MD 21647
(410) 745-3120

Costs ~ too high and sure to go much higher than estimates if job is done right. Totally
impractical. Waste of taxpayer’s money.

Randy Gowe February 16, 1995
Waterman
21456 P.O. BOX 152
Tilghman, MD 21671
(410) 886-2367

Time date where future meetings are going to be held.



Captain Louis K. Forrest February 21,1995
Fin Finder Charters
P.O. BOX 421
Lexington Park, MD 20653
1-800-831-2702

I am considering fishing more in that area and want not to interfere.

Stephen and Adrieme Nassau March 13,1995
7415 Nevis Road
Bethes~ MD 20817
202-775-1550 AM
301-229-5715

See the comments faxed and e-mailed to Stacey Brown on 3-13-95. We own the property which
is at the southernmost point of Green Marsh Point, We have 850 feet of shoreline and another
750 feet of bulkheaded shoreline. The marsh is eroding rapidly. The project is vital to
preserving the marsh which is an important part of the ecological system beneficial to the health
of the bay. We are anxious to do what we can to see it approved.

Memorandum (fax date) March 2, 1995

TO: Stacey Brown FROM: Stephen & Adrienne Nassau RE: Poplar Island Restoration Project
DATE: March 13, 1995

We own the property at Green Marsh Point in Sherwood, Md., which is directly opposite
Coaches Island. We have over 1000 feet of shoreline on the Bay, 850 feet of which is the marsh
which begins on our property and goes north toward Goat Island and Punch Point. Our property
is among those that would be most directly affected by the Poplar Island Restoration Project.
However, we live and work in the Washington area during the week and were not advised of the
Public Scoping Meeting which was held on Tilghman Island a few weeks ago. We certainly
would have participated in the meeting if we had known about it.

The marsh opposite Poplar Island is eroding rapidly because the protection which once was
provided by the Island is no longer there. The State Department of Natural Resources has just
completed a study of our shoreline and shoreline of the property directly to the south of us. The
report states the following:

The need for shoreline protection at these two properties is justified by the existing
site conditions .... The rate of erosion taking place along these shorelines, generally
between 5 and 6 feet per year, is a direct result of the large open water and the severe
storms experienced in the area. Wind generated waves intensify the normal tidal
conditions causing these shorelines to erode. As a result of this on-going erosive
process, marsh lands have receded, unprotected bank areas have been undermined,
protected bank areas are overtopped and exposed, and sediments are being released
into the Bay.

The Poplar Island Restoration proposal will help to dampen the wave action against the marsh
and slow down the rate of erosion. This will prolong the life of the marsh significantly, which
will in turn continue its beneficial ecological effects on the Bay.



We strongly support the concept of continuing the wildlife sanctuary on Coaches Island, which
provides an unspoiled and protected habitat for the birds and animals which is becoming less and
less easy for them to find.

Poplar Island has a unique place in the history of Maryland and the Chesapeake Bay. It would
be a shame to allow it to disappear entirely beneath the water.

We wish to be kept advised of developments regarding the Project and the schedule of public
meetings. Mail should be sent to: Stephen and Adrienne Nassau
7415 Nevis Road
Bethesda, MD 20817
Phone 301-229-5715 (h) 202-775-1550 (w) 202-775-0008 (fax)
E-mail snassau@igc.apc.org

Our local address is 21476 Donnell Jones Rd., Sherwood,MD21665, and local phone no. is
410-886-2714.

Thank YOU.

April 12, 1995 (mtg)
(List from Ms. Nassau)

EIA SHOULD EXAMINE

How to assure that dredge material is free of toxic material
- sterilization
- testing
- choice of dredge sites
testing on reg. basis required. Prob w/hot spots

How to stabilize soil as you go.
(wind erosion problem)
Can you plant as you go.

Effect of new material on water qualityin immediate area
(e. g. turbidity)

Archaeological investigation

Possible effect on erosion or build upon adjacent mainland and
Green Marsh

Effect on oysters, clams, crabs, etc.
existing fish and birds both during and after
construction period

Noise of construction

How to guarantee restored area will not be built on

How many boats per day during construction period. Hours of
operation. What kind of machinery.

How to prevent additional erosion of recovered areas

Construction period for phase 1,2,3.



Alternatives to water discharge point and effects.
involvement of school children and neighbors in restoring
habitat and education. etc.

Nature trails

Would water disposal have better water quality than receiving waters?

How long does it take to fill a cell

Any special characteristics of dredge material that is different from material on Poplar now?

Rock or sand on E side? Mud flats or not?

Drainage from Poplar?

Who will maintain site after construction with whose money?

Effect on aquifer

Do you have an alternate site for contaminated soils?

(fax) April 19,1995

Ms. Brown, I wish to thank you and the others involved for the excellent presentation on the
project at Tilghman last week. It was most informative.

Of most concern to the owners of nearby property fronting on the Bay is the effect that the
changed currents and wave action resulting from the rebuilding of the Island will have on the
shoreline. It would be useful if these matters could be addressed in the future.

At the meeting, my wife asked if there were any similar projects of this scope in existence, and
apparently there are none. We were just with a friend from the Netherlands who suggested the
Corps might want to contact Dutch engineering firms who have had a lot of experience with
rebuilding land that has been washed away. He said the results have sometimes been unexpected
and he thought their experience might be useful.

Thanks again.

Steve Nassau

April 12, 1995 (mtg)G. A. Hamilton
P. O. Box 222
Tilghman, MD 21671
410-8862345
Please include funds to repair unexpected damage, E. G. additional silting in Knapps Narrows
channel due to the Poplar Island reconstruction



April 6, 1995Mr. and Mrs. Tilghman C. Coale
109 Rock Lane
Kent Point Farm
Stevensville, MD 21666-3855

Dear Sir: We are happy to see the notice in the Annapolis paper about the dumping of -
dredge material to restore acres of land on Poplar Island. We live on the very end of Kent Island
(South) facing Popular [sic] Island and we’ve seen the erosion of this beautiful place go into the
water each year. Not only are you helping to maintain the island for wildlife but it’s going to
help our shoreline from eroison. Popular Island acts as a buffer. We feel it will help the whole
end of Kent Island on both Eastern Bay and the Chesapeake Bay. We hope you get many good
comments about this project. Keep up-the good work.- Sincereiy,

Mr. and Mrs. Tilghman C. Coale

P. S. We only wished we knew about the meeting sooner so we could
commitments.

be there - we had other

Harold E. Cartright April 12, 1995
2556 Hoopers Island Road
Fishing Creek, MD 21634

Dear Sirs: I am unable to attend tonight’s meeting an the “Poplar Island Restoration”, but am
vitally interested because I live on an island in Chesapeake Bay south of the site.

Please send me information on why, who is paying, how much, and why Poplar Island and not
Barren Is. or Smith or any of the other islands that are washing into the bay.

Thank you
Harold E. Cartright
2556 Hoopers Island Road
Fishing Creek, MD 21634

Sinclair Gearing
2717 Riva Road
Annapolis, MD 21401
410-26&5868i267-6475

April 14, 1995

Awaiting call-back on possible 2nd Chesapeake Beach Meeting on the project. Add to
observations voiced at meeting last winter that I think it important to plan some form of beach
replenishment around outside of rip-rap/rubble bulkhead. At least enough shore to beach a boat
and wade around most of island, if necessary. SG



Robert K. Keller
8612 Tilghman Island Road
Box 130
Wittman, MD 21676
410-745-2237

April 13, 1995

1) Good meeting Tilghman April 12 Expressed concern to Bibo (MPA) and to John Gill -
Federal Wildlife that there was no established policy commitment by top State or Federal
authorities covering the future use of Poplar Island - by the public (such as nature trails - boat
landings etc especially eastern side of island. Please advise what can we expect etc This is
important I am very concerned about keeping this protected.

Gerald A. Cole
2554 Hooper Island Road
Fishing Creek Maryland, 21634

Department of Microbiology& Immunology
University of Maryland School of Medicine
655 W. Baltimore St.
Ba.kirnore, Ma@nd
410-706-7112
fax 706-7496

Sirs: It is difficult for me to understand why the CE would spend the time, effort, and taxpayer
dollars on the restoration of Poplar Island after years of neglect when other Chesapeake Bay
areas are in more immediate need of Federal assistance to prevent major land-loss due to erosion.
A good example is Smith Island which, together with its inhabitants, is in danger of extiction
[sic]. Another is Barren Island which is disappearing at an alarming rate thereby increasing the
rate of erosion of upper Hooper Island about a mile to the east. These same areas are also
habitats for wildlife. As a home owner in the Bay area I wonder how the decision is made to
restore one site and ignore others that seem (to me) to be of significantly greater importance to
the lives of people. Can you provide [me] with that information?

Yours truly, G. A. Cole

Mrs. Ednah stag August 23, 1995
Member
Boat Act Adviso~ Committee
7166 Lauren Lane #606
Easton, Maryland 21601410-820-5142

First trees to be planted by the Boat Act Advisory Corn. (Enclosed photos of trees planted on
dredged material. )

Gregoty P. Wilson August 23, 1995
21420 Dogwood Cove Road
Tilghman, Maryland 21671
410-886-2309

(Is self employed.) (Wants) local employment.



Charles E. Neurniller, Jr.
Md. Watermen’s Association P. O. Box 138
cordov~ Maryland 21625

The restored island should be kept as a wildlife refuge.

Robert A. Cooper
General Manager
Higgins Crab House
507 Hazelwood Drive
Easton, Mayland 21601
410-822-9277/home
410-745-5056/work

August 23, 1995

October 16, 1995

I am most concerned about this project being a success -My wife’s mother and her family of
“Ridgeways” were born on Poplar Island.



. . .

From: igcxnassau
Subject Re: Poplar Island Restoration project Meetings
To: scb
cc:
Sent: 10/2s/95
Received: 10/25/95

Cc: snassau@igc.apc. org As you may recall, I own propmy directly east of Coaches Island. 1am
interested in getting an update on the project. S~ifically, I have been told that Jefferson Island will
now be tied into the rcbuiJt island. Can you venfi this? Also, I would like information on who will
have title to the rebuilt island? Will it be the present owners of Jefferson and Coaches or the state or
federal government? Thanks for your cooperation.

Stephen M. Nassau

1
.

Author: Stacey E Brown at zzplan
I Date: 11/20/95 4:58 PM

Priority: Normal
Receipt Requested

: snassau@igc .apc.org at INTERNET
C: Stacey E Brown

subject: Poplar Island Restoration Project
------------------------ ------------ Message Contents ------- .----------------------------

Mr. Nassau - I apologize for not having responded to your messages
sooner, however we have changed mail systems and I did not know there
were messages in my old mailbox.

In answer to your questions, Jefferson Island will not be tied into
the rebuilt island and the rebuilt island will belong to the State of
Maryland.

As far as a project update goes, the draft feasibility study and draft’
environmental impact statement are currently out for public review.
Copies are available at public libraries in Easton, St. Michaels,
Cambridge, Princess Anne, Chesapeake Beach, and Baltimore, Maryland.

There will be a public meeting on Tuesday, November 28th at the Talbot
County Free Library at 100 W. Dover Street in Easton, Maryland at 7
p.m.

If you have any additional questions please feel free to contact me by
phone at (410) 962-3639 or by e-mail at my new address which 1s
stacey.e.brown@ccmail .nab.usace.army.mil.

Stacey Brown

—



Attachment E

Agency Coordination
Coordination Letter from District to Agencies

Letters from Agencies
Other Communications



Coordination Letters from District

18 January 1995 Letter from District to Congressional Representatives
Identical leltters were sent to Senators Mikulski and Sarbanes, and to
Representatives Cardin, Ehrlich, GiIchrest, and Mfhme

18 January 1995 Letter from District to Agencies
IdenticaJletters were sent to representatives of the following agencies:
National Marine Fisheries, NOAA/ Coast and Geodetic Survey, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Setice, U.S. Coast Guard, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency/Chesapeake Bay Program, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency/Region III, Maryland Department of the
Environment, Maryland Department of Natural Resources,
Chesapeake Bay Critical Areas Commission, Maryland Geological
Survey, Talbot County Council, Talbot County Manager, Maryland
Saltwater Sportfishermen’s Association, Alliance for the Chesapeake
Bay, Chesapeake Audubon Society, Chesapeake Bay Foundation -
Maryland Office, Maryland Wetlands Committee

Letters From Agencies, Other Communications

Numerous sponsors, contractors, and agencies collaborated in producing the Poplar Island
Restoration Feasibility Study. The success of the project required many high-energy, productive
meetings; carefi.d consideration of complex issues; joint responsibility; short timeframes for
products; and quick turn-around of products for review and comment. Open communication among
many participants was critical for completion of the study. Accomplishment of the project goals was
possible only through the sharing of coordination letters and other communications as appropriate.
For this reason, letters were ofien sent to one participant and forwarded to others. Extensive
informal coordination also took place. Therefore, agency coordination for the project, as reflected
in the following letters and memos, was necessarily significant.

16 SeDtember 1994

21 Octobe r 1994

25 October 1994

Letter from EPA to MES regarding NEPA compliance for Poplar Island
Habitat Restoration Project.

Letter from Paul Slunt at MDE to USACE regarding scope of work for
environmental sampling to be documented for the study.

Phone conversation record for call from NMFS to USACE regarding
environmental testing/sampling.



26 Octobe r 1994 Letter from WS to MES regarding environmental sampling .

27 October 1994 Memorandum from Cece Donovan/MES to Robert Smith/MES commenting
on environmental scoping for the project.

1November 1994 Memorandum from DNR to MES regarding reclassification of Natural
Oyster Bar 8-10, which is adjacent to the proposed alignment for the restored
island. The re-classification had been requested by the project team in order
to reduce the design constraints on the project development.

8 November 1994 Letter from NMFS to MES regarding minimum environmental sampling.

16 November 1994 Phone conversation record for calls between IvIESand USACE regarding
environmental testing.

(The following four letters were prepared by the environmental contractor, EA Engineering, to
respond to comments made by various agencies on environmental testing for the project.)

Z3 November 1994

28 November 1994

5 Januarv 1994

6 Januarv 1994

18 Januarv 1995

ZOJanuarv 1995

3 Februaw 1995

6 Februarv 1995

7 Februarv 1995

14 Februarv 1995

Letter from EA Engineering to USACE addressing comments on
environmental sampling in 21 October letter from Paul SIunt of MDE.

Letter from EA Engineering to USACE addressing comments in 27 October
memo from Cece Donovan on environmental sampling.

Letter from EA Engineering to USACE addressing comments on
environmental sampling in 26 October NMFS letter.

Letter from EA Engineering to USACE addressing comments on
environmental sampling in 8 November letter from WS.

Letter from USACE to MPA regarding decision to prepare EIS.

Cover letters from MES to NMFS sent with contractor responses to
environmental testing comments in WS letter of 26 October and
8 November.

Letter from National Biological Survey to USACE regarding an offer of
technical expertise on water birds at Poplar Island.

Memorandum for the Record regarding January 30 meeting with SHPO to
discuss the results of the Phase I investigation and define Phase II tasks.

Letter from Maryland Historical Trust to USACE regarding cultural resources
investigations at Poplar Island.

Memorandum fi-omcultural contractor, Goodwin and Associates, to project



-lb Febma~ 1995

j 7 Feb~ 1995

17 March 1995

3 Aw “11995

$ Apn“11995

ZJ JUne 1995

19 Julv 1995

77 hh 1995

8 Aummt 1995

23 Aumst1995

mber 1995

~member 1995

design contractors providing an update on Phase I and Phase 11investigations
at the project site.

Letter from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to environmental contractor
responding to request for information on endangered species and fish and
wildlife resources in the project area, in accordance with the Endangered
Species Act and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.

Letter horn Chesapeake Bay Foundation to USACE regarding CBF support
for the project.

Memorandum for the Record documenting results of meeting among
representatives of USACE, MES, MP~ and contractors regarding cultural
resources investigations tasks.

Letter from WS to USACE regarding locations of fisheries in project area.

Letter from Butkowski at DNR to USACE regarding potential spawning
areas for horseshoe crabs and terrapins in the project area.

Letter from contractor (Goodwin and Associates) regarding schedule of
cultural investigations in project area.

Letter from Mr. Robert L. Miller at Maryland DNR to environmental
contractor providing information on threatened and endangered species and
critical habitats in the Poplar Island area.

Letter horn MES to Maryland Watermen’sAssociation regarding coordination
with watermen on support for project. Although the project was strongly
supported by watermen in general, informal meetings with Tilghman-area
watermen had identified the loss of fishing areas as an important negative
impact.

Letter from NOW to environmental contractor providing information on
endangered species and fishery and habitat resources.

Letter from USFWS to environmental contractor responding to a request
for information on natural resources within the project area, in accordance
with the Endangered Species Act, the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, and
the lvf.igrato~ Bird Treaty Act,

Memorandum from MES to Members of Environmental working group
requesting agency concurrence on monitoring plan.

Letter from Senators Mikulski and Sarbanes to President Clinton supporting
the project and urging the President to make Poplar Island a national priority.



14 Se~tember 1995 Letter from NMFS to MES regarding comments on the draft Habitat
Development Repofi for the project.

15 September 1995 Letter from Governor Glendeningto President Clinton supporting the project
and urging Federal finding suppofi.

25 September 1995 Executive SummaryLetter from contractor (Goodwin and Associates) to Joint
Venture discussing findings at Poplar Island.

3 October 1995 Letter from Maryland Historical Trust to USACE with discussion of drafl
Phase I Terrestrial and Marine Archeological Surveys for the project and
Phase II Investigation for several sites.

27 November 1995 Letter from MES to USACE providing phone conversation notes from
discussion between Cece Donovan and EPA Region III reviewers.

5 December 1995 Letter of support from commercial marina at Knapp’s Narrows, at Tilghman,
Maryland.

6 December 1995 Letter of support for project from Mary Roe Walkup, Maryland House of
Delegates.

12 December 1995 Letter from U.S. Department of the Interior requesting an extension of the
drail report review and comment period to Februa~ 9, 1996.

14 December 1995 Letter of support for project from U.S Fish and Wildlife Service.

18 December 1995 Letter of support for project from National Biological Service/Patuxent
Environmental Science Center.

21 December 1995 Letter of support from Maryland Department of the Environment.

Z8 December 1995 Letter from Maryland DNR to Baltimore District providing agency
comments.

3 Januarv 1996 Agency comments received from Maryland Department of the Environment.

3 Januatv 1996 Letter of support from Maryland Department of Natural Resources

16 Januaw 1996 Letter of support from the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay.

17 Januarv 1996 Letter Ilom EPA requesting an extension of comment and review period to
2 February.

~ Agency comments received fi-omMaryland Geological Survey



—

22 Janua~1996 Letter from NOAUNMFS providing agency comments on drafl document.

23 Ja ua~ 196n 9 Letter of agency support for project from National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration.

26 January 19 Q9 Letter from the Maryland DNR to Baltimore District providing additional
agency comments.

30 Jmaw 019963 Letter horn U.S. Department of the Interior to Baltimore District providing
FWS comments in accordance with Section 2(b) of the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act and Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.

30 Janua? 1996 Letter from the Maryland Oyster Recovery Partnership suggesting intertidal
oyster reef development at the Poplar Island project.

31 Ja ~w 1996n Letter from the Maryland Department of the Environment to the Baltimore
Dktrict stating that the project will comply with the Department’s air quality
regulations.

1 Februarv 1996 Letter from Maryland Department of the Environment in support of the
project and stating that the project is consistent with the State’s Coastal Zone
Management Program.

2 Feb~a~ 1996 Letter from EPA Region III providing comments on the drafl EIS.



January 18, 1995

Planning Division

Honorable Barbara A. Mikulski
United States Senator
World Trade Center
Suite 253
401 E. Pratt Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Dear Ms. Mikulski:

This letter is to inform you that the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District, has
initiated the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for a Section 204 habitat
restoration project at Poplar Island, in Talbot County, Maryland, and to request the assistance of
your organization. Section 204 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1992 authorizes the
Corps to carry out projects for the protection, restoration, and creation of aquatic and
ecologically related habitats, including wetlands, in connection with dredging for construction,
operation, or maintenance of an authorized Federal navigation project.

The Poplar Island project would restore approximately 1,000 acres of wildlife habitat in
the upper Chesapeake Bay using approximately 10 to 40 million cubic yards of material dredged
primarily from the southern approach channels to Baltimore Harbor. The material would be
placed behind dikes at the site, then shaped and planted to create both intertidal wetland and
upland wildlife habitat.

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the EIS will include
descriptions of the existing site conditions, design alternatives, project impacts, public
involvement, and the recommended plan. We are requesting information on these topics, as well
as input on other issues or concerns regarding this project.

This material is being provided for your information. Coordination letters with the same
information are being sent to the organizations and individuals on the enclosed mailing list. If
you have any questions or comments at any time throughout the study, please feel free to contact
me or have a member of your staff contact Dr. James F. Johnson, Chief, Planning Division, at
(410) 962-4900.

Sincerely,

Randall R. Inouye, P.E.
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer

Enclosures



Identical letters to be sent to the following people:

Honorable Barbara A. Mikulski
United States Senator
World Trade Center
Suite 253
401 E. Pratt Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes
United States Senator
100 South Charles Street
Tower 1
Suite 1010
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Honorable Benjamin L. Cardin
Representative In Congress
540 East Belvedere Avenue
Suite 201
Baltimore, Maryland 21212

Honorable Robert L. Ehrlich Jr.
Representative In Congress
1407 York Road
Lutherville, Maryland 21093

Honorable Wayne T. Gilchrest
Representative In Congress
1 Plaza East
Suite 105
Salisbury, Maryland 21801

Honorable Kweisi Mfume
Representative In Congress
2203 North Charles Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21218



January 18, 1995

Planning Division

Mr. William Matuszeski
Director
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Chesapeake Bay Program Office
410 Severn Avenue, Suite 109
Annapolis, Maryland 21403

Dear Mr. Matuszeski:

This letter is to inform you that the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District, has
initiated the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for a Section 204 habitat
restoration project at Poplar Island, in Talbot County, Maryland, and to request the assistance of
your organization. Section 204 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1992 authorizes the
Corps to carry out projects for the protection, restoration, and creation of aquatic and
ecologically related habitats, including wetlands, in connection with dredging for construction,
operation, or maintenance of an authorized Federal navigation project.

The Poplar Island project would restore approximately 1,000 acres of wildlife habitat in
the upper Chesapeake Bay using approximately 10 to 40 million cubic yards of material dredged
primarily from the southern approach channels to Baltimore Harbor. The material would be
placed behind dikes at the site, then shaped and planted to create both intertidal wetland and
upland wildlife habitat.

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the EIS will include
descriptions of the existing site conditions, design alternatives, project impacts, public
involvement, and the recommended plan. We are requesting information on these topics, as well
as input on other issues or concerns regarding this project.

Identical letters are being sent to the individuals and organizations on the enclosed list.
Also enclosed is a copy of the Public Notice and a separate mailing list for that document. It is
requested that you provide an agency point of contact (POC) within 30 days from the date of this
letter to facilitate future coordination. If you have any questions, please call Ms. Carol
Anderson-Austra, Planning Division, at (410) 962-2910.

Sincerely,

Enclosures

Dr. James F. Johnson
Chief, Planning Division



Identical coordination letters sent to the following:

Mr. Timothy Goodger
Assistant Coordinator
National Marine Fisheries Service
Habitat and Protected Resources
Oxford, Maryland 21654-0279

Mr. David B. Enabnit
Deputy Chief, Mapping & Charting Branch
Coast & Geodetic Survey, NOAA
SSMC 3, Station 7360
1315 East-West Highway



Mr. John P. Wolflin
Supervisor, Annapolis Field Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Chesapeake Bay Field OffIce
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

CPT Gregory S. Cope
Commanding Ofilcer
U.S. Coast Guard Marine Safety Office
U.S. Custom House
40 South Gay Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202-4022

Mr. William Matuszeski
Director
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Chesapeake Bay Program Office
410 Severn Avenue, Suite 109
Annapolis, Maryland 21403

Mr. Peter H. Kostmayer
Regional Administrator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Region III
841 Chestnut Building (3RAOO)
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-4431

Mr. Ken Pensyl
Chief, Water Quality Certification Division
Non-Point Source Program
Maryland Department of Environment
2500 Broening Highway
Baltimore, Maryland 21224

Honorable Torrey C. Brown
Secretary
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Tawes State Office Building
580 Taylor Avenue
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dr. Sarah Taylor
Executive Director
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Commission
45 Calvert Street
2ND Floor
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dr. Emery T. Cleaves
Director
Maryland Geological Survey
Maryland Department of Natural Resources
2300 St. Paul Street, Suite 440
Baltimore, Maryland 21218



Mr. Clinton S. Bradley 111
President
Talbot County Council
11 North Washington Street
Easton, Maryland 21601

Ms. Blends W. Armistead
County Manager
Talbot County Courthouse
11 N. Washington Street
Easton, Maryland 21601

Mr. Larry Simms
Executive Director
Maryland Waterman’s Association
1805-A Virginia Street
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

CPT. Michael Watson
President
The Association of Maryland Pilots
3720 Dillon Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21224

Mr. Richard Novotny
Executive Director
Maryland Saltwater Sporttlshermen’s

Association
7626 Baltimore & Annapolis Boulevard
Glen Burnie, Maryland 21061

Mrs. Frances H. Flanigan
Executive Director
Alliance For the Chesapeake Bay
6600 York Road
Suite 100
Baltimore, Maryland 21212

President
Chesapeake Audubon Society
Druid Hill Park
c/o Baltimore Zoo
Baltimore, Maryland 21217

Ms. Jane Nishida
Chesapeake Bay Foundation Maryland

Office
164 Conduit Street
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Ms. Vivian Newman
Maryland Wetlands Committee
11194 Douglas Avenue
Marritsville, Maryland 21104



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
REGION Ill

841 Chestnut Building
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 191074431

September 1
Mr. Robert Smith
Maryland Environmental Service
2011 Commerce Park Drive
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Re: Poplar Island Habitat Restoration Project and the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Compliance

Dear Mr. Smith:

Thank you for sending the Prefeasibility Report for the
Poplar Island Habitat Restoration Project that was jointly
completed by Maryland Environmental Service (MES) and Maryland
Port Administration. We have also received the minutes and
request for comments to the ~oplar Island Working Group meeting
that was held on August 3, 1994 from Glenn Eugster of the
Chesapeake Bay Program Office. He has been extensively involved
in commenting on this project and has kept the NEPA Review Team
up to date on the details of this project. In accordance with
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of
the Clean Air Act, EPA has reviewed Poplar Island Work Group
materials and the Prefeasibility Report for recommendation of
proper NEPA documentation.

The project involves the utilization of approximately 11
million cubic yards (MCY) of dredged materials to create almost
1000 acres of habitat on Poplar Island. Wetland habitat will be

targeted for approximately 70% of the restoration project and
approximately 30% will target upland habitat. The dredged
materials will be obtained from Federal navigation projects in
the area. The largest cost that will result from this project is
the transport of the compatible dredged material to the
restoration site. Cost for the project will be shared by the
Maryland Port Administration and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps), Baltimore District.

The ultimate goal of NEPA is not to produce documents, but
for the federal government to consider fully the environmental
effects of proposed action into their decision making process.
Considering that this project is a restoration project, which is
intended to positively impact the environment through habitat
creation, no net adverse environmental impacts are anticipated as
a result of this project. However, the scope of the project is
based on approximately 1000 acres of impact, whether positive or
negative, to the waters of the U.S. and is costly. The decisions
that will be made regarding the technical designs and alternative
methods for creating the habitat will ultimately result in



.-

restoration for the benefit of the Chesapeake Bay ar : the
expenditure of a large amount of federal resources.
Consequently, EPA recommends that a project of this scope
warrants an EIS, which would serve as a decision making tool to
help determine a preferred alternative.

After reviewing the existing information on the project and
the plans to gather additional data for the NEPA documentation
recommended by the Working Group, it appears that little
addtional effort would be required to produce an EIS instead of
an Environmental Assessment (EA) . However, proceeding with an
EIS could save time and resources in the long term. If the Corps
decided to go forward with an EA only to discover that an EIS was
warranted, the whole review process and revisions would have to
begin again. This would prolong the whole public and resource
agency participation process as well as resources for the
revision of the documents. It is ultimately the lead agency’s
decision to decide the type of document that is needed to fulfill
the NEPA requirements.

EPA appreciates the opportunity to comment early in the
process. Please continue to keep us informed on the status of
this project. If you have any questions on our comments, please
do not hesitate to contact me or Danielle Algazi of my staff. We
can be reached at (215) 597-1177 and (215) 597-1168 respectively.

Sincerely,

Roy E. Denmark, Jti-
Acting Chief
Environmental Planning and
Assessment Section

cc: Wes Colman, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
Tim Goodger, National Marine Fisheries
John Gill, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Annapolis

Field Office



M.ARYLAND DEPARTMENT (M?THE ENVIRONMENT
CHESAPEAKE BAY ANDWATERSHED WAGEMENT ADMINISTIZATKIN

410-631-3572

October 21, 1994

Card Anderson-Austra
Planning Division
Baltimore COWSof Engineers
P. O. BOX1715
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

RE: COMMENTS ON DRAFT “SCOPEOF WORK-ENVIRONMENTAL
SAMPLING FOR POPLKRISLAND”RELATIVETO THE EA/EIS

Dear Msi Anderscm-Austra

As part of the Poplar Island Workgroup commitment of October 13, 1994, MDE is
providing you with comments on the draft “Scope of Work(SOW)-Environmental
Sampling for Poplar Island” relative to the EA/EXS. Our comments are as follows:

The objective of the study should be stated.

Why are we vertically-compositing samples from shallow waters? In the Bay-wide
monitoring, samples are taken at various depths due to significant changes in the

- water column, These shallow waters around Poplar Iskmd would not be expected to
have vertical differences.

Again, why are we measu: ng field parameters at surface, mid-depth, and bottom of
the water column?

The SOW does not tell me what you plan to do with the data. It does not tell me
why each station was pick were it is or how the data is planned to be analyzed, Are
you just documenting existing water quality conditions? Is it to be used in a model?
In other words, what is the monitoring rationale?

Our last comment deals wirh the laboratory methods. Based on conversations with
Mrt Narendra Panday on October 20 & 21, you were informed thm there are some
major differences between the laborawy methods of EA and the U, of Md. It was
suggested that you call Mr. Carl Zirntnmnann, chemist at the U, of Md,, and speak
to him directly, We assume that the differences will be resolved and that the data
would therefore be consistent with our Bay data,

p>’ /44zfK’,wh,
al W, Slunt, Jr.,

Poplar Island Workgroup ;
member for MDE

1



CONVERSATION RECORD

TIME: 11:15 DATE:Oct 25, 1994 FILE NAME: POPLAR/nmfs

TYPE: TELEPHONE: incoming

Name of person(s) contacted: Organization: Phone No.:
Dave Meyer NMFS/NOAA 919-728-8743

SUBJECT: NMFS Comments on Environmental SOW

SUMMARY: Mr. Meyer said that his office is preparing a letter which includes comments from
several individuals at both the lab and restoration center where he and Chris Doley work. Their
comments include the following points:

1. Mr. Meyer feels that the testing/sampling stations marked on the map do not have a pattern in
the underwater areas; in the land areas there seems to be some balance. I responded that the
station locations had been changed since the map was marked up; if he sends a map with the
locations they prefer, we will be glad to consider them.

2. Comment: The proposed seining near the islands will produce qualitive measures; he
suggested using block nets to capture quantitative information as well. Also, there should be
seining on the east as well as west sides of the islands, and possibly near Coach’s and Jefferson
Island. He explained that block nets are set perpendicular to the shore so that a seine can be run
between them, reducing the number of animals that escape from the sample. Response: A
decision has been made to change seining locations to include test sites on the west sides of the
islands. In addition, we will consider test locations near Coach’s and Jefferson’s Islands and the
use of block nets.

3. Comment: The mesh size of the seines should be the same as that of the trawl nets for easier
comparison. I will discuss with environmental and contracting folks.

4. Comment: Mr. Meyer suggests testing for icthyoplankton at a series of 3 sets of 3 locations
(for a total of 9 test sites). Each set would include a test site west of the island footprint, a test
site within the island footprint, and a test site east of the island footprint. Ideally, the tests should
be replicated 3 times at each of the test sites within each sampling period/night/visit. Also
ideally, the test times would include a Spring tide/new moon for maximum fish, and a neap tide
for the least fish. He stated that, in general, it is more important to sample several times at one
location than once at several locations.

5. Comment: SAV beds need to be delineated and the number of shoots and total biomass
defined as a way of identifying the quality as well as the extent of the existing SAV. Depending
on the size and location of the beds, it is possible that trawling or dropnet sampling for animals
should also be done in the beds.

6. Comment: It is not clear what size sampling tools will be used. It maybe necessary to sample
for both large and small animals, requiring the use of large and small sampling tools. Response:
Comment will be considered.

As a follow-up, I asked Mr. Meyer to prioritize his comments and suggestions as guidance when
we are considering the costs and benefits of the actions. He said he will have to give that some
thought before he responds.

ACTION REQUIRED: Coordinate with contractor, SQS/Walls, PM, and environmental
technical folks.



NAME OF PERSON DOCUMENTING CONV. SIGNATURE DATE
CA-A

ACTION TAKEN:

SIGNATURE TITLE DATE



UNITED mA~S DEMAR’I’MEIUTOF WMMIEHCE
National Ocesnla end Atnumptmk Admlftletretkm
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Southeast Fisheries Science Center
Beaufort Laboratory
101 Pivers Island Road
Beaufort, NC 28516-9722

October 26, 1994

Mr. Robert smith
Maryland Environmental Service
2011 Commerce Park Drive
Annapolis, MD 21401-2995

Dear Bob:

We have reviewed ~he scope of work proposed for the environmental
sampling of Poplar Island. We do feel it is a good starting
point, but feel that additional information on the biotic
communities fieedsto be obtained to assess the i~act to them
within the footprint and the surrounding the area of Poplar
191ancl. In particular we feel that more emphasis should be
placed on characterizing the function of the existing marsh, SAV
and oyster beds adjacent to and within the footprint of the
proposed island.
We do agree that sampling for fauna should be conducted “during
at least three seasons and benthic ififauna and water quality in
all four seasons. We suspect that faunal collections will be
made during the spring, summer and fall. We do wonder hmever,
what was the rational for deciding to use 10 stations for
infaunal and water quality sampling. Why were they selected as
shown on the figure, We feel that stations should be equally
distributed along the eaatern, western ancl within the footprint
of the pzoposed island with ~dequfltereplication (n=5 for each
area) to statistically validate the observation obtained.

Sediment analysis (at least once) should be conducted within the
study site in connection with benthic and terrestrial
collections. This should include sediment analyses for nearby
oyster reefs and seagrass beds. Minimum information of particle
size and organic content should be collected.

For the aquatic ecology assessment (this includes blue crab,
trawling and i.chthyoplankton assessment) we propose that a
minimum of nine stations be established with three replicates at
each of the stations (Figure
trawling should be conducted

1). Sampling
during spring,

for blue &abs and
summer and fall.

1
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What size mesh do YOU propose to use for the crab pots? This
type of sampling is not of much use to collect anything other
than adult and sub-adult crabs. A small mesh size or different
method needs to be used for smaller sized crabs.

For benthic invertebrate (infaunal)assessment a petite Ponar
sampling device is proposed but there iE no indication of size of
the sampler or screens to sieve the sediment. Will the size gear
suggested be able to adequately sample for clams and other
macrofauna. what about smaller infauna? instead of using one
device to sample the benthic community it may be better to use
two separate methods or methodologies~ one for measuring large
macrofauna (such as clams), and another to measure smaller
infauna such as polychaetes. This may better determine the
community structure.

Ichthyoplankton sampling as proposed is not sufficient. What is
the rational for the two stations as proposed? The effect of the
island will have a more pronounced effect than on just the area
that will be lost once the island is built. The area irranediately
adjacent to the island will also be effected through at least the
change in water movement within the area. This too should be
examined. A total of nine stations should be set up three on
both the eastern and western sides of the island and three within
the foot print of the”propo~ed island. V#ithineach site three
replicate tows should be made during each season (winter~ sPrin9
and summer), during flood tide on either a new or full moon
(this should be consistent throughout the sampling schedule)m
How will sampling be accomplished for ichthyoplankton? Will they
be fished as a push net, abew astern? pUSh net tme is
preferable, abeam is suitable if the boat maintains an arc course
with the net on the outside of the arc. Whichever method
employed it is also necessary to attempt to fish at least 100 rn3
of water with each replicate net.

How long or far are the trawls with the otter trawl going to be?
We suggest a set distance (-100 m) at a set speed or a set time
and speed with distance being determined using a range finder.
This could help to quantify animals within the area as well as
determine species composition. These trawls should also be done
on a rising spring tide at the nine stations we suggest for the
ichthyoplankton sampling. Replicate nets at each station would
be preferable. Also, an on-board holding tank should be
considered for animal collected while they are being identified
[to species we hope) to increase there chances for survival. We
also suggest using similar mesh sizes for trawls and seines so
the results could be comparable to some degree.

The besch seining proposed is not very informative or valuable.
Why only fish on the western side of two islands? It would be
better to fish one replicate seine on both the eastern and
western sides of three or more islands within the footprint of

Cu.-l
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the proposed island, at and Ueffersop and Coaches Island (and n
of two is not sufficient for valid statistical analysis).
Further, the typical beach sei.nirig propo~ecl is CAquali.tatlve
measurement of fish species, not a quantitat~ve measure. With a
little more effort the beach seining could be quantitative
through the use of block nets set UP - 80 ft aPart from each
other perpendicular to the shore immediately prior to seining.
Once the side block nets are set, q 100 ft beach seine COUld be
pulled landward with each end abutted against a block net.

The determination of SAV present@ and ~sses6ment needs to be more
extensive. It would be better to first delineate the boundaries
of SAV, possibly through areal photography survey of the area
under suitable conditions (if they occur), and then ground
truthing of the areas suspected of being SAV. During ground
truthing (which should be done during the summer) systematic or
randomly quantifying SAV specie8 and shoot density b’YsPecies
should be performed (i.e., are there 100 or 10,000 shoots/ mz) to
assess the condition of the SAV areas. This could be performed
through coring of the SAV or in situ shoot counts with the aid of
SCUB. The SAV should al~o be sampled for fanual use through
trawling replicate areas for larger mobile fauna (at least three
areas, if they e~ist) and throw traps for smaller less mobile
epifauna. Infauna should also be sampled as at the unvegetated
stations and the sediment should be analyzed for grain size and
organic content (once) . Above and below ground biomass of the
SAV should also be quantified.

Wetlands should be not only delineated but quantified for areal
“coverage ~s should the terrestrial areas. For both areasl
species sumeys at each of the islands in the footprint of the
island should be conducted during late spring and summer to
determine vegetation species present, estimated coverage of each
species (listing the dominant) and systematic or randomly
determined shoot densities of the dominant species. During the
spring summer and fall, replicate quantitative samples of the
marsh areas for fish shrimp and crab use should be obtained using
the islands as replicates and species identified and quantified.
Replicate infaunal sampling, sediment size and organic
characteristics of the island marshes should also be obtained
during the fall.

There ehoulcj be 6 Survey of the existing oyster beds to examine
if they are productive (spat settlement, size of live oysters
etc.). This should be perfozmed during the early summer and
fall. ~ examination of sediment condition for the oyster beds
should also be performed to detect any sedimentation that might
occur dua to water flow or current changes in the area due to the
proposed island.

-tz”cl

3

3N’1WXN3HSAWN NWEEI:6Ei P6, 22 130



The examination of the terrestrial component of the island
remnants is very vague. What does it encoxmxss? Thero,should be
a systmtic or randomized sumey of the vegetation notxng the
dominant and an assessment of all plant species present during
the late spring and s-er. Additionally the use of the islands
by terrestrial animals and birds needs to be assessed. Possibly
through l~vo trapping and track and ~cat surveys for terrestrial
animals and visual bird surveys.

If you have any questions or need something else pertaining to

this project let me know (919) 728-8743.

Sincerely,,

David L. M“qer
Research Fishexy Biologist

cc : G. Thayer
D. HoaS
c. Doley
J. Thomas
B, No-n
G. Mayer
C. Anderson
T. Goodger
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Octobar 27, 19$4 ‘

MEMORANDUM

TO: Bob Smith, Pt’Q]eot Manager

FR(2M: Ceoe 130nt3vanflJJ7
&l

SUBJECT: Ertvkmmontal $amplina at Poplar Island -
Comrnontaon the Scope of Work

Prior to tomorrow’s rnemlng, here ●ra my wrlttan comrnants on the a&ova-
mendoned scope. Moat of theaa uemmants are tho$o rnontimmd In the Ott 1S POP
Work Group meetfng:

Paua 1- Asaumpthma

1. S$mpUna for Ichthyeplankton mey only WC! valuable data In tha $prlng/aadv

I summer. $a ona sample nolleotlon may be adequate, .

2. Most benthic organisms hmm baan observed to have growth seasons In either
tha spring end fslL It may bo vulsato only sampleinthesewwon8, mther than alsa
in the winter and aumm~r, when the?. h net much galng en,

I 1, Nine stationswem Countodfromthe orlglnal plan for aquaticsampllng-the~a
war6etotalnf10 stmlons, but 9 were In the waterand one on land,

I 2. Should any background or reference stations bo kteludad - not for the purposes
I of futura monitoring, butteestabllsh whether cir not this ma ID enrnpatabla - mora
i or leas valuable or unique than other nearby a?eas. This was the Issuo In G-Woat - If
I
1 the area to the south contained “valuable” or “tmlque” habitat that may be impacted.
I !Baolcgroundor refarenea stations may b. advlsabla for 80MS, N no~ M, study elamants

to answer th~aquastion$farthelmpaot assessment.



(wt’Jlw blss m TEL FU131M-974-7236

.

~ Bob 8mkh
October 27, 1994

Page 2

1. As the Cheaapeaka Bay Program waterquality monitoring study la oonduoted
on a manthly end blweoklybasis dtpandhtg m the season, thlrn may ba # bettar
frequency for the

study, Aka, unless there la misplolan that the watm’ QQIWTUIla ctradflod In this araa,
tho naed to sample at vwylng &Dtha may notbtnaoaaaary.

1. Fbr B,, see $bovo canmortt und.r assumption 2,

2. For C, am abovecomment under Aaaun’iptlon1,

9. For D, aoouad~a may bo weful In detacdng fish, and diel aamplln~,

4. Some mentkm should ba mad. in tha Aquatic Eoolc+gyaootion that Ram,
Thrantenad and Endan~srad Spauhaa wfll bo noted If oncountmd, ●nd that an aqudc
survey wIII be oonductad, as well Q6 the Tarrmtrial Surv.y notad In Aaaumptlon 6.
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\ Maryland Department .
TidewaterAdmhdstrstion
Tawcs!kMcOffice Building
S60 Taylor Avenue
AIUUpdis. Maryland 21401

Wllllwn Donald Schaefer
GobU-w

Novenber 1,

of Natural Resources

1994

3(EW40RANDti

To: Robert SInith, MES
f“

T&r8y C. Brawn, M.D.

FROM : Chris Judy, DNR Shellfish Program @rJ%

SUBJECT: Poplar Island Project - Natural Oyster Bar 8-10

I am responding to your request that the Fisheries Division
consider reclassifying a portion of the •ast~ boundary of
Natural Oyster Bar 8-10 Wlmra a proposed dike would intruda into
the bar.

Tho Director of the Fi6heriau Division, W.P. Jensen, has decided
to rmt pursue a reolassifioetionof that bottom from natural oyster
bar. within the !S5acre Section that your offioe indioati would
be impacted by a reclassification, thera is a shall planting made
in 1987 that is populated by oysters.. Adjacent to the area Is
another shell planting~ xM8 h 1989~ also populated by oysters.
The shell plantings are illustrabd on the attached chut.

If you have any questions pleasa call ne at 974-3733.

.

Telephone:
DNR ‘lTYfor Dcafi 301-974-3683
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

‘ATff~k~$?Nk:~H~g:g&8y%% Resources
Division

904 South Morris Street
Oxford, Maryland 21654

8 November 1994

Mr. Robert Smith
Maryland Environmental Service
2011 Commerce Park Drive
Annapolis, MD 21401-2995

Dear Mr. Smith:

The comments that follow are the consensus opinion of the National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), as represented by the Southeast
Fisheries Science Center, Beaufort Laboratory; NOAA Chesapeake Bay
Program Office, Annapolis; NOAA Restoration Center, Silver Spring;
and Northeast Region, Habitat and Protected Resources Division,
Oxford, with respect to the minimum sampling requirements for
living aquatic resources and habitat that we need to satisfy our
mandates pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) .

In our opinion, the information generated by the present field
sampling plan will not be adequate to characterize the existing
environment biologically, as required by NEPA. In the absence of
a suitable site characterization, potential impacts, either
positive or negative , cannot be adequately addressed. On the other
hand, the plan identifies some sampling that will not provide
particularly useful data, which are unnecessary for the
characterization (e.g., winter fish trawl and blue crab surveys) .
We believe that with some adjustments in the proposed sampling
plan, the data that are collected will not only satisfy NEPA, but
also provide a statistically sound baseline from which can be
measured the relative success, or failure, of the project during
the monitoring phase. We provided many recommendations to enhance
the statistical validity of the sampling design previously (David
L. Meyer, 26 Oct. 1994). By incorporating these recommendations,
sampling efforts can serve multiple purposes, thereby saving time,
money, and reducing duplication of effort.

A major deficiency is that the sampling plan fails to address
molluscan shellfish resources. The footprint of the restored
island approaches Natural Oyster Bar (NOB) 8-10 on the west shore,
and encroaches upon a natural seed bar on the east. NOB 8-11 north
of Poplar Island may also be affected. Additionally, the footprint
will encroach upon softshell clam habitat currently available to
commercial harvest. The sampling plan must describe existing
shellfish resources so that the potential impacts to these
resources can be addressed in the NEPA document. Furthermore, the
NEPA document must also address mitigative measures to reduce those
impacts, which will not be possible if shellfish resources are ng&
adequately described. If someone other than the contractor (e
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MD DNR) is going to describe molluscan shellfish resources for
subsequent environmental impact analysis, it should be so noted in
the sampling plan.

As stated previously, winter fish trawl and blue crab surveys will
not yield particularly useful information. Instead of winter
surveys, more samples at more stations should be collected in the
remaining seasons. Additionally, running replicate fish trawls
immediately after sampling along the same transects will not yield
meaningful data. Fish will be dispersed following the initial
trawl; sufficient recovery time must be allotted before fish will
re-assemble. As an alternative, more stations or sampling times
should be established. Similarly, replicate seine samples should
not be collected. As an “alternative, stations should be
established at sheltered and exposed environments on the same
islands. Comparing sheltered to exposed areas should provide
useful insights for evaluating potential impacts of island
restoration. Consideration should be given to include seine
sampling stations at Jefferson and Coates Islands. Again, winter
sampling is unnecessary. We recommend that final details of field
sampling design be discussed at the next workgroup meeting where
consensus may be reached.

It appears that modifications in proposed field techniques to
characterize wetlands and SAV are generally satisfactory. However,
it should be noted that the SAV sampling procedures are not
adequate for horned pondweed (Zannichellia Dallustris) . Horned
pondweed emerges in the early spring, disappears as water
temperatures warm in the summer, and may re-appear in the autumn.
If historic SAV surveys conducted under the auspices of the
Chesapeake Bay Program indicate horned pondweed is a species of
significance in the project area, sampling strategies will need to
be modified. Additionally, if wetlands and SAV are not going to be
sampled to determine the extent of faunal use, a literature review
should be conducted to document what is known relative to similar
habitats.

If you have questions concerning these comments, please call me at
(410) 226-5771.

Sincerely,

,/’7 o /’-””

JLw $. /J6$----TYTimothy E God ge
Assistant Coor inator

cc: Dave Meyer/Gordon Thayer-Beaufort Lab.
Bruce Norman/Bess Gillelan–NOAA Chesapeake Bay Off.
Chris Doley-NMFS
Roy Denmark-EPA-Region III
John Gill-FWS, Annapolis
Nick.,C,arter–DNR-Tidewater
@rk:Meudelsohn-Co~~s of,Eng.-Balt.
Stacey Brown-Corps of Eng.–Balt.
Brian Walls-Corps of Eng.–Balt. (Operations)



CONVERSATION RECORD

TIME: : : 16/1 1/94 FILE NAME: usr2/mendels

TYPE:
TELEPHONE: VISIT:

incoming:
outgoing:x CONFERENCE:

Name of person(s) contacted: Organization:

Bob Smith MES
—

SUBJECT: Poplar Island Restoration

Phone No.:

SUMMARY:

I returned Bob’s call. He was concerned that the 8 Nob 1994 letter from Tim Goodger (NMFS) said that wint
testing for crabs and fish wasn’t necessary. I told him that if the consensus among agencies was that winter
testing wasn’t necessary then let’s not do it. I told him that neither USFWS or DNR said not to do it. He said
that John Gill (USFWS) suggested winter testing.

I told him that because of dredging restrictions most of our work would be done in the winter and it would be
good to know what the impacts be if any. He said that there was a seed oyster bed on the east side of the islan
which impacts the design that has wetlands on that side.

He said that DNR is going to locate all clam and oyster areas. He said that the oyster bar within footprint is
considered alive by DNR. He said that we will have to mitigate for any loss of habitat that NMFS is concerne
about. I told him that I would like to not use the word mitigation because of what it implies.

He said that the job is to get all the agencies which support the project to work together.

We then talked about whether we really wanted complete seasonal reports or if we could use seasonal data. H
said that there is a risk in using interim data but we don’ t want to wait till the final report for all 4 seasons to
come in when we will be pushed for time. I told him that there is probably information from each season’s
reportthatwe canusefortheNEPA dot.He saidthatthecontractorwillpresentthefirstdataat17Nov 1994
mtg andwe candecideifitiswhatwe need.

ACTION REQUIRED:
Mark Mendelssohn N.NQ q \ 11/16/94
_NAME OF PERSON DOC~MENTING CONV. GNATURE DATE.

ACTION TAKEN:

_SIGNATURE TITLE DATE



EA Engineering, Science, and Technology
CorporateHeadquarters
11019 McCormick Road
Hum Valley, MD 21031
Telephone 410-584-7000
Fax,410-771 -1625

23 November 1994

Ms. Carol Anderson-Austra
Planning Division
Baltimore District, USACE
P.O. Box 1715
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

RE: MDE comments on Drafl “Scope of Work - Environmental Sampling for Poplar Island”

Dear Carol:

This letter is in response to the letter to you from Paul Slunt (attached) describing his comments to
the Poplar Island sampling plan, We can go over these with you to finalize the reply .

1. The specific objective of the field study is to a) corroborate existing information and b) to
provide adequate additional baseline data to support the preparation of an Environmental
Document. The level of effort was developed to include those groups of aquatic and
terrestrial /wetland biota which were considered of sufficient importance to provide the
necessacy basis for defining existing conditions. The purpose is to determine if any

unusual or unique communities exist which would be significantly impacted by the
proposed action as well as the types and general structure of the resources affected.
This information will also be used in conjunction with existing information and available
data from the literature or agency files to define the anticipated impacts of the proposed
action.

The Scope of the field effort was developed in cooperation with the Baltimore District
USACE, MES, USFWS, and Maryland DNR. The station locations, sampling frequency
and number of replicates were arrived at through consultation with these agencies.
Further, the station locations were defined to low for near and far field comparisons for
benthic infauna and water quality.

2. The vertical compositing is a standardized method to obtain a more representative
sampleof the water column at rmy given location. We routinely measure field parameters
at the surface, mid-depth, and bottom, unless the depth is less than 3 feet deep. While
vertical differences are not anticipated in shallow water, some stations are deeper than
others, anwe prefer to be consistent.
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3. The data will first be organized into raw data tables to be included in the quarterly data
reports. Each discipline will be analyzed differently, but no modelling will be done. We
do not intend to establish any trends, since this is not considered necessary for purposes of
establishing existing conditions. Trends can only be established by collecting over a
number of years. The efforts undertaken here are not intended to be part of a longterm
monitoring program. That program will be developed following these baseline surveys.
The monitoring program is proposed to be comparisons between the immediate post-
construction condition, and reference areas where established communities exist. Since it
is clear that the island reconstmction will result loss of bottom and shoreline within the
dike. The sampling will verifi the communities affected, provide adequate support for the
NEPA documentation, but is not intended to conceptually form the basis of a monitoring
plan.

The water quality data will be compared among stations and between seasons. The new
data collected during these baseline studies horn MES station 004 will be compared with
both historical and current state data from this station to determine consistency.

Fish and ichthyoplankton data will be organized into tables defining relative species
composition, lengthlage class, and relative abundance. The intent is to compare this
information with existing data and to establish existing conditions.

4. The water quality samples will be analyzed by the CEES laborato~ at the CBL lab in
Solomons. This is the lab which analyzes all the samples under the Chesapeake Bay
Program. Therefore, all differences have been resolved.

If you have any comments related to these answers, please call me at any time. We will have
complete responses to all the comments from NMFS early next week. I am waiting until we have
resolved the issues surrounding the change in dike configuration before completing those comments.
I thkdc we should meet sometime soon to discuss the issue of monitoring. If a reasonable plan can
be outlined, at least for discussion purposes, I think most of the concerns raised should be resolved.

Sincerely,

d+’ F ank W. Pin , Ph.D.
( Project Manager

cc: R. Smith
D. Urso
M. Hart
File 60864.01
fYea&m/pOplar/usace23.nov



EA Engineering, Science, and Technology
CorporateHeadquaflers
11019 McCormick Road
Hunt Valley, MD 21031
Telephone 410-584-7000

Fax410-771-1625

28 November 1994

Ms. Carol Anderson-Austra
Planning Division
Baltimore District, USACE
P.O. Box 1715
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

RE: Cece Donovan’s comments on Draft “Scope of Work - Environmental Sampling for
poplar Island”

Dear Carol:

This letter is in response to the memorandum to you from Cece Donovan (attached) describing her
comments to the Poplar Island sampling plan. We can go over these with you to finalize the reply.

Assum~tion 1

1, While we agree that ichthyoplankton sampling would be most productive in the spring/early
summer, there are concerns about the potential restrictions against construction activities
during the winter/early spring months because of anadromous fish spawning. Information
related to the winter season may be important in attempting to have that restriction relaxed or
removed. Timing will be important and it may be of value to conduct a field effort later in
the winter as an additional ichthyoplankton assessment. Further, we originally understood
that the request for the fill winter survey was related to maintaining equal effort in all four
seasons.

2. The benthic sampling provides the best assessment of the general condition of the area and
should be continued for all four seasons. We can determine the relative abundance and
diversity for each season, and compare seasons.

&sumDtion 2

1. The number of stations originally proposed was four, all in the water. This was changed to
ten in the water. The terrestrial stations were added just before the fall sampling trip. We
have no recollection of there ever having been nine stations proposed, or one on land. At this
time we are considering some additions due to changes in the configuration of the dike.
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2. Two of the ten benthic/water quality stations were located east of Coaches Islahd as
background stations. At the time these were chosen, it was agreed not to add other

disciplines at these two stations. We believe that the uniqueness of the area proposed for
reconstruction will be determined by comparison of the data collected in the area with existing
information.

Assumption 3

1. An increase in sampling frequency would be prohibitively expensive. Since we are sampling at
the same location as the state at station BWQ 8-104, we can determine if there are any
significant discrepancies. We need to keep in mind that the purpose of the field investigations
is to confirm existing information and complete an existing conditions section of the
Environmental Document.

Assumption 5

3. While acoustics maybe usefhl, the sampling needs to be uniform and consistent with respect to
general location and method. We believe that the methods chosen arethe most appropriate.

4. Rare, threatened, and endangered species will be noted throughout the field efforts, both
during aquatic and terrestrial surveys. Potential RTE plants will be specifically included in
the terrestrial survey.

If you haveanycommentsorquestionsrelatedtotheabovediscussion,pleasecallme atanytime.

Sincerely, .

@T’w&.
,~ F~& W. Pine, Ph.D.

Project Manager
cc: R. Smith

D. Urso
M. Hart
File 60864.01
fka&m@plar\usace28 .nov



EA Engineering, Science, and Technology CorporaTeHeadqoarrers

11019 McCormickRoad

Hum Valley,MD 21031

[elephone410-5847000
Fax410771-1625
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5 January 1995

Mr. Robert Smith
Maryland Environmental Service
2011 Commerce Park Drive
Annapolis, MD 21401-2995

RE: Response to National Marine Fisheries Service comments on Draft “Scope of Work -
Environmental Sampling for Poplar Island”

Dear Bob: 1

Thisletter isinresponsetothe26 October 1994 letter to you from David L. Meyer, National Marine
Fisheries Service, Beaufort Laboratory (attached). The responses to the 8 November letter are
provided separately. ...

1. The specific objectives of the field studies are to a) corroborate existing information and
b) to provide data to support the preparation of an Environmental Document. The level of
effort was developed to include those groups of aquatic and temestrial /wetland biota which
were considered of sufficient importance to provide the necessary basis for defining existing
conditions.The purpose is to determine if any unusual or unique communities or habitats
exist which would be significantly impacted by the proposed action as well as the types and
general structure of the resources affected. This information will also be used in conjunction
with existing information and available data from the Iiteratwe or agency files to define the
anticipated impacts of the proposed action.

The Scope of the field effort was developed in cooperation with the Baltimore District
USACE, MES, USFWS, and Maryland DNR. The station locations, sampling fnxpency and
number of replicates were arrived at through consultation with these agencies. Further, the
station locations were defined to allow for near and far field comparisonsforbenthicinfauna

andwaterquality.

2. Sediment samples have been taken in conjunction with the benthic sample collection ciuring

theFall. These will be analyzed for particle size distribution and organic content.
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3. While we agree that ichthyoplankton sampling would be most productive in the spring/early
summer, there are concerns about the potential restrictions against construction activities
during the winter/early spring months because of anadromous fish spawning. Information
related to the winter season may be important in attempting to establish utilization of the

area by anadromous fish species. Timing will be important and it may be of value to
conduct a field effort later in the winter as an additional ichthyoplankton assessment.
Further, we originally understood that the request for the full winter survey was related to
maintaining equal effort in all four seasons. For this reason we will be conducting a
complete survey during winter.

4. The crab pots are standard commercial gear with approximately a 1 inch mesh. This part of
the program was meant to target the commercial fishery and was meant to be qualitative.

5. Sorting protocol-- we we using a large portar and a 600Wm mesh sieve in the field. In the
lab the samples are rinsed with a 500 ~m sieve and are sorted under a dissecting microscope,
then identified to the lowest practical taxon and enumerated.

6, Ponar will sample a general cross section of relatively immobile epifauna and infauna. Fi~e
or more replicates might be necessary for statistical comparisons in the monitoring phase but
such rigorous statistical comparisons are not required to characterize the site for NEPA
purposes. The study as it is set up now does not address larger infauna and epifauna (clams
and oysters), Some of the information will be derived from state records. Other diita will
be collected by the state DNR and included in the document.

7. The proposed ichthyoplankton sampling program was designed only to provide data for a
characterization of existing conditions near the archipelago and was not meant to be a basis
for statistical comparisons, Ichthyopkmkton sampling was done near the end of the flood
tiddhigh slack and the beginning on the ebb tide, but WLSnot coordinated with a full or new
moon. Tidal cycles have been shown to have an influence on abundance, but depending on
the area, low tide can influence sample composition as much as high tide. In the area that
we’re working, flood tide might influence abundances, but would probably have little effect
on composition. The same is probably true for the higher amplitude tides of the new/full
moon.

8. Our plankton sled was towed astern. Depth in the water column was estimated using a
metered block, clinometer and depth nomograph. Nets were set on the bottom and raised
incrementally (every minute) with the last minute being a surface set. During most of the
set the net was below our prop wash, and was being towed some distance behind the boat.

9. Both otter trawl and ichthyoplankton tows were 5 minutes long.Allwereatsetboatspeeds

(1300and 900 rpms, respectively) and beginning and end coordinates were taken at each.

2



Robert Smith 5 January 1995

Ichthyoplankton sample volume averaged 100 m3 and estimates of bottom trawled were
about 15 second of longitude or 300+ meters.

10. Otter trawls were done on the flood tide.

11. The sampling program involved 2 seines and 2 trawls at each location and
replicates but rather side by side samples. This is a method we have used

were not true

effectively to
maximize effort in relatively small areas where, for example, a 10 minute trawl tow would
cover too much linear area and run outside of the target area or there is a limited area to
seine. This method covers a large amount of space over a small distance of bottom or
shoreline. The fish collected from the first of the two hauls at each location were held in
tubs while the second haul was made. This ensures that any disoriented organisms are not
recaptured in the second haul.

12. The beach seine locations have already been moved. Sampling could not be done on the
west side of North or South Central Poplar due to the tremendous number of downed trees.
Approximately 200 feet of shoreline were covered in two tows. This constitutes the northern
tip and a mid-island reach ofSouthCentralPoplarandtheentireeastemshoreandthenorth

andsouthtipsofMiddlePoplarIsland.Blocknettingwould be counterproductiveinthat

we wouldscaremore thanwe caught.

Samplinginmany oftheareasproposedon theenclosedmap would be impossible. There
is not enough clear (relatively snag free) deep water between the islands to trawl. Stations
placed outside of the footprint on the north west side would be over the commercial oyster
beds which we have been told are off limits. Having comparable gear sizes between seine
and trawl is neither necessary or desirable.. the programs are meant to target different
lifestages.

13. We will use existing aerial photographs and other existing historic SAV bed information to
initially define the detailed sampling locations. This will be accomplished by reviewing
Maryland Department of Natural Resources’ SAV survey photos or by having an early
season (e.g. May) photo taken for the study area in addition to having an aerial photo taken
in mid-summer. The SAV sampling approach will include concentrated sampling point
locations in areas identified from photos and other available information as potential SAV
beds. A more widely spaced sampling approach will be used to cover the remainder of the
study area. IXIterms of SAV abundance determination, a limited quantitative approach will
be used in any areas found to have SAV present. This will include the use of a weighted
PVC quarter-meter square quadrat from which all SAV plants can be removed and
counted/weighed. Sampling locations will be based upon a stratified random method of
selection. Sediment tube coring is not planned. Trawling in SAV beds is strongly
discouraged as it is likely to result in significant damage. We will ~ly upon existing data
to characterize the general faumd composition of beds. If required, more intensive sampling

3
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of SAV could be made a part of the monitoring plan.

14. The wetland low marsh and high marsh areas have already been well characterized on the
four small islands in terms of plant species present during the fall survey. Any additional
species identified in subsequent surveys will be added to the inventory list. Regarding

quantitative sampling of vegetation it has always been our intent to estimate areal coverage
using the Braun-Blanquet Method. We will use quadrat sampling (e.g., 1 m 2plots for
herbaceous plants and 10 mz for shrubs) along transects established through the various
communities present. In order to satisfy the request for stem density data we can conduct
counts on a limited number of the quadrats, for example, one out of ten. Vegetation from
these stem density plots can be clipped at ground level and removed, taken to EA’s biology
lab for counting, and wet and dry weights can be determined for biomass, if necessary. If the
footprint of the dike is expanded, forested areas on Coaches Island can be quantitatively
surveyed by employing known dimension plots (e.g., l/10-acre) in which to identify tree
species, determine diameter at breast height, and estimate shrub and herbaceous plant
coverage. It does not seem necessary to conduct more intensive surveys of the remnants of
Poplar Island, since they are all flooded at seasonal high tides and all upland vegetation is
dead or dying,

,,

15. The state of Maryland will be conducting surveys of the beds and charted oyster bars in the
area.

16 On the four remnant islands we have investigated the presence of terrestrial wildlife (e.g.,
mammals, reptiles, and amphibians) including investigation for the presence of sign (scat,
tracks, bones, etc.). These initial efforts suggest that the presence of these animals is highly
unlikely, since the remnant islands are small and are flooded during spring and storm lugh
tides. However, the potential addition of Coaches Island to the study area raises the
possibility for the occurrence of mammals and herptiles. In order to chwacterize this
potential resource some limited trapping efforts might be incorporated to supplement the
customary documentation of wildlife sign. This could be accomplished by setting small
mammal trap lines (e.g., Sherman live traps and/or Victor or Museum Special snap traps)
in areas of potential habitat on Coaches Island. Additionally, reptiles and amphibians could
be captured using funnel or drift fence trapping and pitfall trapping. This effort would best
be undertaken in the spring or summer.

The timed bid observation efforts appear to be sufficient to characterize presence and use.
However, the bird survey efforts may also warrant some modification. This is due to the fact
that evidence of bird nesting has been observed on the islands. In order not to
disturb/displace these birds during the spring and summer surveys it may be necessary to
establish the obsemation points offshore of the islands and conduct the bird survey from a
small anchored boat.
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The quantitative natural resource inventory measures recommended above will function to allow
for establishment of the existing conditions for the NEPA documentation process. The survey
efforts will also function to provide insight into the potential plant and animal colonization sources

for the island habitats to be created during the proposed restoration project. Additionally, this effort
can also function as a basis for defining the necessary elements of a sound monitoring program

and to track progress of the project.

If you have any comments or questions related to the above discussion, please call me at any time.

Sincerely, ,, “’

,-y@Lyi’A_
Frank W. Pfne, Ph.D.
Project Manager

. ..

cc: C Anderson-A ustra
D Urso
M. Hart
File 60864.01
~.\6086400UetteAwniIh05 .dcc

5



EA Engineering, Science, and Technology Corpora[8Hearlquaflers
11019 McCormickRoad

Hum Valley,MD 21031
Telephone410-584-7000

F3K 410771-1625

6 hrwary 1995

Mr. Robert Smith
Maryland Environmental Service
2011 Commerce Park Drive
Annapolis, MD 21401-2995

RE: National Marine Fisheries Service comments on Draft “Scope of Work - Environmental
Sampling for Poplar Island”, 8 November Letter.

Dear Bob: ~

This letter is in response to the 8 November 1994 letter to you from Timothy E. Goodger
National Marine Fisheries Service, Beaufort Laboratory (attached).

1. The specific objectives of the field studies are to a) corroborate existing information “
and b) to provide data to support the preparation of an Environmental Document. The
level of effort was developed to include those groups of aquatic and terrestrial /wetland
biota which were considered of sufficient importance to provide the necessary basis for
defining existing conditions. The purpose is to determine if any unusual or unique
communities or habitats would be significantly impacted by the proposed action as well
as the types and general structure of the resources affected. This information will also be
used in conjunction with existing information and available data from the literature or
agency files to define the anticipated impacts of the proposed action.

The Scope of the field effort was developed in cooperation with the Baltimore District
USACE, MES, USFWS, and Maryland DNR. The station locations, sampling frequency
and number of replicates were arrived at through consultation with these agencies.
Further, the station locations were defined to allow for near and far field comparisons for
benthic infauna and water quality.

The quantitative natural resource inventory measures recommended will function to
allow for establishment of the existing conditions for the NEPA documentation process.
The survey efforts will also function to provide insight into the potential plant and
animal colonization sources for the island habitats to be created during the proposed
restoration project. Additionally, this effort can also function as a basisfor defining the
necessary elements of a sound monitoring program to track progress of the project.

1
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2. The study as it is set up now does not address larger infauna and epifauna (clams and
oysters). While this appears to be a deficiency, the State of Maryland has already begun
an assessment of the adjacent oyster beds and will conduct an assessment of soft-shell
clam beds in the area. Some of the information can also be derived from state records,

but the completeness of those records will need be evaluated.

3. While Blue crab and fisheries sampling in the winter is less valuable than at other times
of the year, it is important to maintain consistency in seasonal efforts as well as
providing documentation of winter anadromous fish utilization (February through
April). Two seine and trawl hauls were proposed for each sampling station to cover the
most area (maximize effofi) in restricted sampling areas (the relatively small footprint
and the limited seinable beaches of the islands). There is not enough room for a 10
minute trawl within most areas of the footprint, because of all the snags and shallow
water. We have used this technique effectively in moderate-sized rivers where stations
needed to be placed closely. The hauls are not really replicates, but are end to end for the
seines and side by side (separated by several hundred feet) in the case of trawls. LMore
stations might be considered for a monitoring program but the sampling we’re doing
maximizes the agreed upon effort required for support of the NEPA document. ...

4. We wdi use existing aerial photographs and other existing historic SAV hed information
to initially define the detailed sampling locations. This will be accomplished by
[ev iewing Maryland Department of Natural Resources SAV survey photos or by having
an early season (e.g. May) photo taken for the study area in addition to having an aerial
photo taken in mid-summer. The SAV sampling approach will include concentrated
sampling point locations in areas identified horn photos and other available information
as potential SAV beds. A more widely spaced sampling approach will used to cover the
remainder of the study area. In terms of SAV abundance determination, a limited
quantitative approach will be used in any areas found to have SAV present. This will
include the use of a weighted PVC half-meter square quadrat from which all SAV plants
can be removed and counted/weighed. Sampling locations will be based upon a stratified
random method of selection. Sediment tube coring is not planned.
Trawling in SAV beds is strongly discouraged as it is likely to result in significant
damage. We will rely upon existing data to characterize the general faunal composition
of beds. If required, more intensive sampling of SAV could be made a part of the
monitoring plan.

2
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The presence of Zannichellia ualustrus will be investigated in both April and late May to

ensure that it is adequately assessed.

If you have any comments or questions related to the above discussion, please call meat any
time.

Project Manager

cc: C. Anderson-Austra
D. Urso
M. Hart
File 60864.01
f\6086400~e[terskmith06.dec

3



January 18, 1995

Planning Division

Mr. Frank L. Hamons
Manager, Harbor Development
Maryland Port Administration
Maritime Center II
2310 Broening Highway
Baltimore, Maryland 21224-6621

Dear Mr. Hamons:

The purpose of this letter is to document the decision to prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the Poplar Island Section 204 Restoration Project. The decision was the
result of several recent informal discussions among various team members and natural resource
management agencies. As we agreed at the initiation of the study, initial environmental actions
would be geared toward preparation of an Environmental Assessment (EA) to provide
comprehensive environmental analysis and documentation in compliance with National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements. We further agreed that an early decision point
would be built into the schedule to determine whether an EA or a full EIS would be the most
appropriate document to prepare.

At this time it appears that preparation of an EIS, rather than an EA, will provide greater
assurance to concerned agencies and individuals that comprehensive environmental analysis and
documentation will be prepared. The preparation of an EIS is not expected to impact the current
study schedule, which calls for construction to be initiated in June 1996.

If you have any questions regarding matter, please call me or my action officer, Ms. Carol
Anderson-Austra, at (410) 962-2910.

Sincerely,

Dr. James F. Johnson
Chief, Planning Division

Copy Furnished:

Mr. Roy Denmark, Environmental Protection Agency, Region HI
Mr. Timothy Goodger, National Marine Fisheries Service
Mr. John Gill, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services
Mr. Nick Carter, Maryland Department of Natural Resources
Mr. Paul Slunt, Maryland Department of the Environment
Mr. Robert Smith, Maryland Environmental Semite
Mr. Glenn Eugster, Chesapeake Bay Program, EPA

CENAB-OC (Ms. Katherine Will)
CENAB-OP-R (Mr. Brian Walls)
CENAB-PL-PC (Ms. Stacey Brown)
ERB Reading File

/export/home/c9a/POPLAR/mpal&
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January 20, 1995

Mr. Timothy E Goodger
National Marine Fisheries Service
Habitat and Protected Resources Division
904 South Morris Street (
Oxford, MD 21654

Dear Mr. Goodger:

In response to your letter of 8 November 1994, the attached letter
addresses your concerns about the Environmental Scope of Work for
Poplar Island. These responses have been prepared in cooperation
with the Environmental Section of the Corps of Engineers, Baltirno=
District and EA Engineering, Science, and Technology=

If you have any questions or comments about the responses, please
call me at (410) 974-7261.

Sincerely,

?-

.

Robert Smith
Project Manager

Attachment.

cc: Wayne Young, MES
Michael Hart, MPA
Stacey Brown, USACE*’’”
Richard Thomas, GBA/MN, JV

201 1 Comtmrcc Pall-l. Drive ● Ann:[poli\. Maryl;ind ?1401 ● 410/974/7281 ● I::ik 410/<)74/7267
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January 20, 1995

Mr. David Meyer
National Marine Fisheries Service
Southease Fisheries Science Center
Beaufort Laboratory
101 Pivers Island Road
Beaufort, NC 28516-9722

Dear Mr. Meyer:

In response to your letter of 26 October 1994, the attached lf=tt=
addresses your concerns about the Environmental Scope of Work for
Poplar Island. These responses have been prepared in cooperation
with the Environmental Section of the Corps of Engineers, Baltimore
District and EA Engineering, Science, and Technology.

If you have any questions or comments about the responses, please
call me at (410) 974-7261.

Sincerely,

Robert Smith
Project Manager

“Attachment.

cc : Wayne Young, MES
Michael Hart, MPA
Stacey Brown, USACE
Richard Thomas, GBA/MN, JV

:(II I {’olllll)L’rL’L” [’<ll-A l)ll\c* .\llll.lp(ll l., iitll>lmd 21401 . 110/074/’-7s1” . I ;l\ Jl[)’~l T4 -20-
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY

PATUXENT ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE CENTER
Branch of Migratory Bird Research

11410 American Holly Drive
Laurel, Maryland 20708-4015

February 3, 1995

District Engineer
ATTN:CENAB-PL-EC
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District
P.O. Box 1715
Baltimore MD 21203-1715

Dear Sir:

I am responding to your public notice on the “Poplar Island
Restoration Project” announced by Dr. J.F. Johnson on January 19,
1995. As federal researchers at a facility interested in natural
resource management, we would like to offer our technical
expertise in developing plans for the project and any post-
project monitoring. We work closely with the Chesapeake Bay
Field Office, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and would coordinate
our activities with that office.

We are presently planning some research and monitoring of Army
Corps project sites including Smith Island and Barren Island
where geotubes are being installed. Poplar would make another
excellent site because of the environmental similarities with
these two sites. Our initial research aims at relating habitat
condition to bird use of the sites over a time series, including
shorebirds, colonial nesting species, waterfowl, and migrant
songbirds. Another study will focus on colonization of newly
created sites (e.g. dredge sites) by micro- and
macroinvertebrates, fish, and plants.

I am planning to attend the Feb. 7 meeting at John Gill’s FWS
office to discuss the monitoring aspect of the project. I have
been in contact with Ms. Donovan of the MES concerning the
meeting.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input into the project.
This appears to be a project with a “win-win” solution.

Group Leader, Mignatbry
Birds
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cc : S. Funderburk, CBFO
J. Gill, CBFO
L. Mitchell, CBFO
G. Therres, MD DNR
S. Hughes, MD Coop. Res. TJnit/uMES



6 February 1995CENAB-PL-EC

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT SHPO Consultation for Poplar Island Study

1. The purpose of this memorandum is to document the results of a meeting held on 30 January
1995, between Mr. Ken Baumgardt, CENAB-PL-EC, Dr. Christopher Goodwin, Goodwin and
Associates; and Dr. Susan Langley, Maryland Historic Trust, regarding the Phase I investigation
of the Poplar Island Project Area.

2. Dr. Langley was favorable regarding the results of the Phase I investigation, and fully
accepted the recommendations and conclusions of the contractor as presented in their
Management Summary of 13 January 1995. Discussions were held regarding the level of
continued investigations and the survey methodology to be employed, as follows:

a. It was agreed that submarine historic features were exposed on the bottom surface, and may
hold fragile historic materials, and that Phase II investigations should be conducted by manned
scuba exploration of the sites.

b. It was agreed that potential deeply buried shell
suction dredges to collect sufilcient materials to
features.

middens should be tested using borings and
tell whether they are natural or manmade

c. It was agreed that the historic site on South Central Island should be tested with conventional
approaches as soon as possible, due to its rapidly eroding condition.

d. It was agreed that the unexplored area to the west of the present islands is too shallow for
sonar exploration, but a combination of magnetometer survey and subsurface testing with a clam
dredge will adequately identify any sites in that area.

e. It was agreed that the location of the proposed test dike has been adequately surveyed, and
there are no cultural resources in the area which will be affected by the construction of the test
dike.

3, Dr. Goodwin was requested by the Joint Venture to prepare a cost estimate for the agreed
upon Phase 11investigations. Completion of the Phase II is expected to occur during the spring
and summer of 1995, so that a Conditional No Adverse Effect Agreement can be prepared and
signed prior to construction.

4 Questions regarding this matter can be addressed to Mr. Ken Baumgardt, at (410) 962-2894.

Kenneth Baumgardt
Historian, CENAB-PL-EC

/export/home/k9b/mfr.popis.0295
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February 7, 1995

Dr. James F. Johnson
Chief, Planning Division
Baltimore District
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Re : Poplar Island Restoration
Project, Talbot County,
Maryland

Is?
EOUAL NOUSIW3

OPPORNNIW

Dear Dr. Johnson:

In response to your public notice of 19 January 1995, this
office has reviewed the above-referenced undertaking with respect
to effects on historic properties.

For terrestrial archeology at Poplar Island, our files record
six inventoried archeological sites. These resources include sites
18TA217 (Archaic and Woodland periods) , 18TA218 (Late Archaic,
Middle and Late Woodland, nineteenth century) , 18TA219 (Archaic and
Woodland) , 18TA222 (Late Archaic) , 18TA236 (eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries) , and 18TA237 (seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries) . (Three other inventoried archeological sites are
located on nearby Coaches and Jefferson islands.) In 1993, R.
Christopher Goodwin & Associates conducted archival research and a
pedestrian reconnaissance for the project, finding an additional
historic-period site (MP.1) on Middle Poplar Island. Their draft
December 1993 report, Phase IA Archeological Investigations at
Poplar Island, Talbot Countv, Maryland, recommended an intensive ,
terrestrial archeological survey for the project area.

The Trust concurs that a Phase I archeological investigation
should be conducted to identify archeological properties in all
upland portions of the area of potential effects. The survey
should be carried out by a qualified professional archeologist, and

Division of Historical and Cultural Programs
100 Community Place ●Brownsville, Maryland 21032 ● (410) 514-

i?re Maryland Department of Housing and Communin Dtn’elopmem (DHCD) pledges to foster

rhe !etlerandspiril of rhe.lawfor achiet,ing equal housing opportunity in Manland. <r’,



Dr. James F. Johnson
February 7, 1995
Page 2

performed in accordance with the Standards and Guidelines for
Archeological Investigations in Marvland (Shaffer and Cole 1994)
and with Archeoloqv and Historic Preservation; Secretarv of the
Interior’s Standards and Guidelines (1983) . Based upon the results
of the survey, we will be able to determine whether or not the
project may affect significant archeological resources and make
appropriate recommendations for any additional work. Further
consultation with our office will be necessary to comply with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.

We understand that Goodwin & Associates is currently
completing the recommended phase I survey. The Trust looks forward
to reviewing a copy of their complete Phase I report.

The extent and nature of investigations pertaining to
submerged cultural resources were discussed in a meeting 31 January
1995 between Goodwin and Associates, Mr. Kenneth Baumgardt, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, and the State Underwater Archeologist. At
that time it was determined that six (6) submerged anomalies
specified in an Executive summary (13 January 1995) would be
investigated using divers and some limited form of dredging or
bucket sampling. It was also agreed that areas not previously
surveyed because they are too shallow to permit remote sensing, and
an additional area south and southwest of Coaches Island, within
the parameters of the Alternative Alignment #2 would be examined by
divers using suction dredges.

If you have any questions or require further information,
please contact Dr. Susan Langley (for underwater archeology) or Dr.
Gary Shaffer (for terrestrial archeology) at (410) 514-7600.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance.

Sincerely,

Administrator
Archeological Services

EJC/GDS/SL
9500083
cc : Dr. R. Christopher Goodwin

Mr. Thomas Williams
Mr. Victor MacSorley
Mr. Shawn Callahan



R. CHRISTOPHER GOODWIN& ASSOCIATES, INC.

337 East Third Street, Frederick, MD 21701 “ 301-694-0428

5824 Plauche Street, New Orleans, LA 70123 ● 504-736-9323

848 Bh.WStCWn Highway, Unit “D”, Tallahassee, FL 32304 ● 904-575-0565

MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 14, 1995

TO: Richard F. Thomas, PE
Dennis Urso
GBA - M&N A Joint Venture

FROM: R. Christopher Goodwin, Ph.D., President& CEO

RE: Archeological Investigations Update

On Januay 31, 1995, Dr. Goodwin and April Fehr from Goodwin 1?Associates, Inc. met with Dr. Susan
Langley of the Maryland Historical Trust and with Mr. Ken Baumgardt of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Baltimore District, concerning the need for additional archeological investigations for the Poplar Island
Restoration Project. The following tasks were recommended to complete the additional Phase i and Phase
II investigations as required by the Trust and the Baltimore District:

Terrestrial and Near-shore Investigations

1. Shoreline survey at Coaches Island. This task invoives a iimited shoreline survey aiong the
portion of Coaches Island affected by proposed aitemattve alignments 2and/or 3 (inciuding Option
B). The purpose of this task is to determine the presence/absence of previously identified site
18TA216, and to identify any other archeological resources along the shore.

2. Near-shore dredging at Coaches Island. This task Involves obtaining limited hand-held induction
dredge samples for the near-shore area of Coaches island. The purpose of this testing is to identify
archeological deposits in the near-shore area, if any. The dredging is an extension of the terrestrial
sutvey and will locate submerged portions of terrestrial sites.

3. Phase II testing at Site 18TA237, South Central Island. The purpose of this task is to provide
data concerning the integrity and National Register potential of site 18TA237. Close interval shovel
testing, test unit excavation, feature recordation and near-shore dredging will be used to determine
the National Register eligibility of this site. The site is threatened by severe erosion and the
Baltimore District feels that the Phase II should be undetiaken during the spring of 1995.



Richard F. Thomas,
February 14, 1995

PE

Page 2

Marine

1.

2.

3.

Investigations

Phase I remote sensing survey of area encompassed by new dike alignment. This task involves
remote sensing survey of previously unsurveyed bottom lands within the proposed dike alignment
encompassing Coaches Island. The remote sensing survey array will consist of a proton precession
magnetometer and recording fathometer. Aside scan sonar will be deployed over those areas with
a water depth of fiie (5) ft or more. Survey will be conducted along predetermined lanes spaced
50 ft apart. Positioning control will be maintained using DGPS.

Phase II underwater testing of anomalies. Magnetic and acoustic anomalies located during Phase
I survey of the Poplar Island project area will be examined to determine their cultural significance.
Anomalies to be tested include 10-727, 10-755, 30-1151, 40%65, 48-819, and a cluster formed of
anomalies 58-1477, 60-579, and 62-1508. Anomalies will be tested through a combination of visual
search, metal detecting, probing and excavation. The purpose of this task Is to provide data
concerning the integrity and National Register potential of submerged cultural properties.

Underwater examination of unexplored near-shore areas. During Phase I survey of the original
Poplar Island area, some areas were not accessible to survey owing to limitations of the equipment
and a depth of water too great for nondiving techniques. The Maryland Historical Trust has
requested some testing of those areas. Testing methods will be similar to those listed for Phase II
testing. Testing locations will be derivd from geographic coordinates for terrestrial features
indicated on historic maps. Five testlociwill be selected for examination.

R. CHRISTOPHER GOODWIN & ASSOCIATES, INC.
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Chesapeake Bay Field Office
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177 Admiral Cochrane Drive
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

February 16, 1995

Ma. Jane Boraczek
EA Engineering, Science and Technology

11019 McCormick Road
IiuntValley, Maryland 21031

Re: Poplar Island Restoration Project
Talbot County, Maryland

Dear Ms. Boraczek:

This is in response to your December 8, 1994, letter requesting natural

resources distribution information for the vicinity of Poplar Island. We have

received your request and are providing the enclosed information in accordance
with the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et

seq.) and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16
U.S.C. 661 et seq.).

Endanaered S-c ies

A bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) nest is located on Jefferson Island.
A breeding pair of eagles used this nest in 1994, although no young were
fledged. Bald eagles are currently listed as Federally endangered, although
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has proposed reclassifying them
to threatened. G16nn Therres of the Maryland Department of Natural Resources
(DNR) can be reached at (410) 827-8612 for further information regarding bald
eagle populations in the mid-Bay region.

‘The West Coast and-Central Plains populations of least ter!U3 (St6rna
albifrons) are listed as Federally endangered, but its Atlantic Coast breeding

population is not Federally listed. Least terns are colonial nesters that
prefer rocky or sandy substrates with sparse vegetation. A cooperative least

tern habitat restoration effort was undertaken at Poplar Island during the
spring of 1994. Clam shell was spread on one of the grou”nded barges to
provide nesting substrate. This project will be monitored to determine if

least terns initiate nesting at Poplar Island in 1995.

Except for occasional transient individuals, the Poplar Island complex is not

known to support any other Federally listed, proposed or candidate speciee.
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This response relates only to threatened and endangered species under our
jurisdiction. For information on other rare species, including state-listed
species, you should contact the Maryland Natural Heritage Progrm at (410)
974-2870.

Fish and Wildlife Resources

Midwinter waterfowl surveys by the Service and the Maryland Department of
Natural Resources (DNR) have identified the following species in the vicinity
of Poplar Island:

Year Buffleh@ad Mmrgaasars Oldsquaw Canada t3emsm Tundra Swans

1990 20

1992 10 13 300 30

1993 10 117
Bufflehead (Bucephala albeloa), mergansers (Mergus serrator and/or M.
merganser) and oldaquaw (Claingula hyemalis) are common during winter in the
open waters of Chesapeake Bay. These species feed primarily on fish and
aquatic invertebrates. Canada geese (Brsnta csnadensis) typically roost in
large flocks in the open waters, and feed in marshes or fields during the day.
Other common wintering waterfowl species that may occur in the vicinity of
Poplar Island include ruddy ducks (Oxyura jamaicensis), canvasbacks (Athya
valisineria) and connaongoldeneye (Bucephala chngula). Larry Hindman of the
DNR can be reached at (410) 827-8612 regarding waterfowl use of the Poplar
Island region.

Poplar Island provides breeding habitat for a variety of colonial waterbirds.
Great blue herons (Ardea herodias), great egrets (Casmerodius albus), cattle
egrets (BubuZcus ibis), snowy egrets (Egretta thula) and little blue herons
(Florida caerulea) are known to have nested on the island. Numbers of nesting
double-crested cormorants (Pha.Zacrocorax auritus) are increasing in Chesapeake
Bay, and Poplar Island supported numerous nesting pairs in 1994. Further
information regarding colonial waterbird use of Poplar Island can be obtained
from David Brinker of the DNR at (410) 974-3195.

Severe erosion has resulted in significant losses of forested upland, sandy
,shore and tidal marsh habitats at Poplar Island. Erosion results in the
conversion of fastlands to shallow water habitat, which is a valuable resource
for many fish species. Shallow estuarine watera provide excellent conditions
for growth of phytoplankton, bacteria and algae. Due to high primary
production, these areas also provide good foraging habitat for consumers such
as shorebirds, wintering waterfowl and anadromous fish. The juvenile forms of
anadromoua species such as alewife (A.Zosapseudoharengus), blueback herring
(A. aestivalis), and white perch (Horone americana) may occur in these
shallows. Other coannonBay species that would be expected in this area are
spot (Leiostomus xsnthurus)t bay anchovy (Anchoa mitchi21i) and striped bass
(Horone saxatilis). Shallow waters with sandy substrates are especially
valuable habitat to female blue crabs (Callinectes sapfdus) bearing eggs
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(“sponge crabs”), because the coarse sedtients in these areas aid in sloughing
of fertilized eggs. Detailed information regarding fisheries resources near
Poplar Island can be obtained from Nick Carter of the DNR at (410) 974-5780.

There are several natural oyster (Crassotrea virginica) bars adjacent to the
Poplar Island complex. The Poplar Island Bar (#8-10) consists of
approximately 1100 acres of Bay bottom west of Poplar Island, while the Poplar
Island Narrows Bar (#8-n; 1700 acres) is located between Poplar Island and
the mainland. Oyster larvae are carried from spawning grounds to these bars,
where spat setting occurs. Water quality in the vicinity of oyster bars can
affect their ability to support juvenile oysters, impeding recruitment into
the reproductive population. Oyster populations on many bars in the mid-Bay
region, including those adjacent to Poplar Island, have been negatively
impacted in recent years by the diseases MSX and dermo.

The shallow waters adjacent to the Eastern Shore between the Chester River and
Tangier Sound are among the most highly productive soft shell clam (Mya
arenaria) waters in the Bay. Soft shell clams are found primarily in areas
with sandy substrates, although they also occur on harder clay bottoms. The
original footprint of Poplar Island is characterized by a hard clay substrate,
and would thus be expected to produce fewer clams than the sandy substrate
outside the island’s original footprint. Juvenile clams are an important food
source for blue crabs, mud crabs, flatworms, mummichogs and spot. Adult soft
shell clams are commercially harvested, and may be heavily depended upon by
ducks, geese and swans. All of the Bay waters surrounding Poplar Island are
open to shellfish harvesting. Chris Judy of the DNR can be reached at (410)
974-3733 regarding shellfish populations near Poplar Island.

Submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) plays an important role in nutrient and
energy cycling in Chesapeake Bay. In addition to serving as a significant
food source for waterfowl, SAV providee protective cover for molting blue
crabs and the juvenile life forms of many fish species. SAV is a good

indicator of water quality due to its sensitivity to turbidity and nutrient
levels. The 1978 Bay-wide SAV survey documented SAV beds in the shallows
adjacent to Poplar Island, Jefferson Island and Coaches Island. Although the

species composition of these beds was not documented, nearby SAV beds on the
mainland shoreline consisted of sago pondweed (Potamogeton pectinatus),
redhead grass (P. perfoliatus), widgeon grass (Ruppia maritima) and horned
pondweed [Zanichellia palustris). By 1984, only a few small patches of SAV
were present adjacent to Coaches Island. Aerial mm?eys have not documented
any SAV within the Poplar Island complex since 1984.

Wildlife habitat value of the imlands has been drastically affected by the
severe erosion. Hundreds of acres of forested habitat and tidal marsh have
been lost. Prior to erosion, the Poplar Island complex may have supported
large numbers of colonial nesting waterbirda, waterfowl and songbirds. Some
species, such as osprey, may still nest within the Poplar Island complex,
although in reduced numbers compared to the 19th century.
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The value of mid-Bay island habitat to wildlife is evidenced by the density
and diversity of colonial waterbirda continuing to nest at Poplar Island,
despite tremendous losses of habitat. As a cooperator in the Poplar Island
Restoration Project, the Service is committed to restoring the habitat value
of this island complex to 19th century levels. If there are further questions
regarding this project, please contact John Gill of this office at (410) 573-
4529.

*)&&”
fr- John P. f

Field Supervisor
Chesapeake Bay Field Office

cc: Nick Carter (DNR)
Bob smith (MES)
Frank Iiammons (WA)
Carol Anderson-Austra (COE)
Tim Goodger (NMFS)
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Chesapeake Bay Foundation
Environmental Defense - Env;ronmentul Education - Land Management

Maryland Office ● 164 Conduit Street ● Annapolis, Maryland 21401
(410)268-8833 Fax (41O)280-3513

February 17, 1995

Colonel Randall R. Inouye
District Engineer
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District
P.O. BOX 1715
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

Dear Colonel Inouye,

The Chesapeake Bay Foundation (CBF) appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers proposal to create approximately 1000 acres of
wildlife habitat using 10 to 40 million cubic yards of
dredged material at poplar Island in TalbO,t county~
Maryland. We support the Poplar Island pro~ect which
will result in a net gain in habitat for a number of
Chesapeake Bay living resources.

The Poplar Island project is a creative solution to a
complex and pressing problem: cost-effective and
environmentally sound placement of dredged material.
While there are still some environmental issues to be
resolved, we feel that the current concept to create a
system of wetlands and uplands within a footprint similar
to the Island’s 1847 landmass will result in a variety of
water quality and habitat benefits to the area.

As a participant in the various Dredged Material Working
Groups, CBF has been pleased to see that representatives
of local interest groups (e.g. Maryland C,harter Boat
Association) have been included in the plannlng process.
The practical knowledge of fisheries issues as provided
by the people intimately familiar with the project area
has been invaluable. We hope that input from additional
local groups and individuals who may be affected by the
Poplar Island activities (e.g. small vessel operators,
crabbers, clammers) will be gained as soon as possible.
It is to everyone’s advantage to have concerns and needs
identified and addressed early in the design phase.

Headquarters:162PrinceGeorgeStreet”Annapolk,Maryland 21401*(410)268-8816

Virginia Office: Heritage Building *1001 E. Main Street .Richrnond, Virginia 23219 ” (804)780-1392

Pennsylvania Office: 214 State Street *Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17101 “(717)234-5550

Nonchlorinc BlcachcdRecycled Paper
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CBF is optimistic that Poplar Island will be a truly beneficial and
innovative project, if future challenges are faced as a

partnership. We look forward to working with the Corps and the
other public and private interest groups involved in this effort.

●

Director



CENAB-PL-EC 17 March 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT Continued Phase I for Poplar Island Study

1. The purpose of this memorandum is to document the results of a meeting held on 16 March
1995, between Mr. Ken Baumgardt, CENAB-PL-EC; Mr. Christopher Polglase and Ms. April
Fehr of Goodwin and Associates, and Mr. Michael Hart and Mr. Bob Smith, Maryland Port
Authority, and Mr. Richard Thomas, Joint Venture. The meeting was held to discuss the
recommendations for continued cultural resource investigations for the Poplar Island study.

2. Goodwin and Associates provided the Joint Venture with a proposal to conduct Phase I
investigations for the expanded part of the project, and Phase II investigations for one terrestrial
archeological site and six underwater magnetic anomalies. Due to the fact that the Phase I
investigations were not completed, it was determined to be more appropriate to complete them
before proceeding to the more expensive underwater Phase II investigations. However, due to
the rapidly eroding condition of the terrestrial archeological site, it was recommended that the
Phase 11investigation of this site be conducted immediately.

3. Based upon the results of the meeting, R. Christopher Goodwin and Associates will submit to
the Joint Venture a detailed cost proposal to complete all Phase I investigations and conduct a
Phase II investigation on the terrestrial archeological site. All underwater investigations will be
delayed until the summer of 1995. This procedure will not affect the project schedule, and may
result in substantial cost savings by limiting the amount of Phase II investigations required for
the project.

4. Questions regarding this matter can be addressed to Mr. Ken Baumgardt, at (410) 962-2894.

Kenneth Baumgardt
Historian, CENAB-PL-EC

/export/home/k9b/mfr.popis.0395
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National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
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NATION#L MARINE ISHERIES SE VI
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I
Division

904 South Morris Street
Oxford, Maryland 21654

5 April 1995

Mr. Brian Walls
Planning Division
Baltimore District
Corps of Engineers
P. O. Box 1715
Baltimore, Maryland 21203

‘earY=-
As per your request of 4 April 1995, I am providing a copy of the
map designating the relative locations of several irnPOrtant
fisheries in vicinity of Poplar Island (enclosure 1). The map was
prepared by staff from presentations at the 22 March public
meeting.

Also enclosed is the requested list of endangered and threatened
species that are within the purview of the National Marine
Fisheries Service. AS stated previously, however, except for
occasional transient individuals, these species are not likely to
occur in the project area. Consequently, no further coordination
pursuant to Section 7 is required, unless new information becomes
available or project conditions change.

If you have questions, or wish to discuss other issues, please call
me at (410) 226-5771.

Sincerely,

P
@

&*
Timothy . edger
Assistant Coordinator

Enclosures

cc: Dave Meyer
Lee Crockett
Chris Doley
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NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Endancrered SDecies List for Northeast Recfion

ENDANGERED -

Right whale (Eubalaena alacialis)

Humpback whale (MeaaDtera novaeanal iae)

Fin whale (BalaenoDtera ~hysalus)

Sperm whale (PhYseter maCrOCeDhalUS)

Sei whale (BalaenoDtera borealis)

Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (LeDidochelYs kemDi)

Leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea)

Green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas)

Shortnose sturgeon (AciDenser br viroste rum)

THREATENED -

Loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta Caretta)

4-5-95



Pan-isN.Glendening
Governor

Maryland Department of Natural Resources

TawesStateOfficeBuilding
Annapolk,Maryland21401

April 5, 1995

JohnR.Griffin
Secretary

RonaldN.Young
Depu~ Secremry

Ms. Carol Anderson-Austra
Baltimore District
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

Dear Ms. Anderson-Austra,

We have received a public notice concerning the construction
of a containment dike as part of the Poplar Island restoration
program. This area looks like a potential spawning area for both
horseshoe crabs and terrapins. Does the environmental assessment
consider these two species in their analysis? Will the dike prevent
these species from utilizing the Poplar Island habitat? As part of
the Chesapeake Bay Program to protect living resources in the Bay,
a Horseshoe Crab Management Plan was developed in 1994. One of the
plan’s important recommendations is to protect spawning habitat.
Peak spawning time for horseshoe crabs occurs in,May and June and
they prefer beach areas within bays and coves which are protected
from surf. Although there is limited data on the distribution and
abundance of horseshoe crabs in the Bay, their occurrence has been
documented in the Miles River, Eastern Bay area and the Chester and
Choptank Rivers. We would like to coordinate our efforts to protect
these species.

I would be happy to provide you with any information you might
need to ensure that horseshoe crab and terrapin spawning needs are
considered in decisions regarding beach habitat- I can be contacted
at 410-974-2241. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Nancy’H. Butowski
Fisheries Biologist
Fishery Management Plans

Telephone:

DNR’ITYforlhe Dea(: (410)974-3683
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R. CHRISTOPHER GOODWIN& ASSOCIATES,INC.

8:$
337EastThirdStreet,Frederick,MD 21701● 301-694-0428

5824PlaucheStreet,New Orleans,LA 70123● 504-736-9323

848BlountstownHighway,Uuit“D”,Tallahassee,FL32304c904-575-0565

June 21,1995

Mr. Richard F. ~ PE
Prqect Manager
GBA-M&N A JointVenture
9009-0 Ye4cw Brick Road
Baltimore, Wrykmd 21237

RE: Schedde for Archeological Investigations at Coaches and Poplar Island

D= Mr. ThrrEux

As yw req.E@ed, endosed please find a proposed schedule for completion of Phase I archeological
investigations at Coaches Island and Phase II testing at Site 18TA237, and for Phase II testing of six marine
anomalies TIE Phase 1 schedule essentially follows that proposed by the Joint Venture (JW except that
we have irduded a week for review of the draft report by the JV and the Maryfand Port Authority (MPA) prior
to submittal to the Ma@and SHPO.

There are two options for the Phase II investigations. Option 1 follows from the desire expressed by Mike
Hart in w March 16, 1995 meeting to have the Phase I report reviewed by the Marytand Historical Trust
prior to piaru%g the Phase Ii investigations. This would mean that we could not start Phase II work until
SHPO r- k cornpfeted in October, and that the Phase II draft report would be submitted the end of
November. Option z proposes that a summary letter be prepared within two weeks of completion of the

Phase I Wdwork and that a meeting be held with the Maryland Historical Trust to discuss the results and
obtain a pref.hhxary reading of their expectations for Phase II investigations. While the Trust will not formally
review a summary letter, they likely would agree to discuss the results and their concurrence with the
findings. This would mean that Phase II work could begin in August, and a draft Phase II report could be
submitted in September.

The budget we have submitkd for the Phase IIEvaluations of Six Marine Anoma/ies at Poplar Island applies
only to Umse anomaf.ies discovered during the Phase I investigations at Poplar Island. If additional
anomalies and/or potentially significant terrestrial sites are found during the Phase I investigations at
hacks Islard, a revised budget will be submitted.

We look fm#ard to working with you on this project. We will be in the field next week. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have questions about this schedule or the project in general.

wfrthbestregarckl

Yours faithfdly,

retin

April L Fehr, MA
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SCHEDULING OPTIONS FOR PHASE I AND PHASE II ARCHEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS
AT POPIAR AND COACHES ISIAND

Prepared June 21, 1995

Phase I Survey at Coaches Island and Phase II Investigations at 18TA237
Start F~ June 28
End F~ July 21
DraR Report Subrnittd August 30
Ccx@ete In House (JV/MPA) Review September 6

Rtiew (30 days) October 6
October 27

[option 1] Phase II Investigations (Starting After SHPO Review of Phase 1)
Start F*ork October 18
End F~ October 27
PhilDraftReportSubm’htal November 27
-E@ In House (JV/MPA) Review December 4
Ccm@ete SHPO Review (30 days) Januaty 2
F- Su&uHai January 23

[option 2] Phase ii investigations (Starting After Review of Preliminary Phase I Resufts by
JV/MPA and meeting with SHPO)

Start F-rk August 16
Ed Ftiork August 25
Phlf Draft Report Submlnal September 22
~ In House (JV/MPA) Review September 29
Co&pl&S~ Review(30days) October30

November 27

R.. CHRISTOPHER GOODWIN & ASSOCIATES, INC.
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PSAS N.Glendening

Governor

m

MarylandDepartmentofNaturalResour@s ‘“ John R.C*

F~h,Heritageand Wddlik Adminhtmdon Secreuq

TawesStateOfficeBuilding
Aanapolis,Maryland21401 RonaldN.Young

Deputy&CW~

July 19, 1995

14r.Donnell E. Redman
EA Engineering, Science and Technology
11019 McCormick Road—.
Hunt

RE:

Dear

Valley, MD 21031

Request for Threatened and Endangered Species and Critical
Habitats Information for the Poplar Island Complex.

W. Redman:

There is an active Bald Eagle’s nest on the north end of Jefferson
Island. The island complex has a long history of use by various

colonial nesting waterbirds. In 1995 Double Crested Cormorants,

Snowy Egrets and Cattle Egrets nested on Poplar Island and Great

Blue Herons nested on Coaches Island.

I regret the delay in responding to your request.

p~;&.

Robert L. Miller
Environmental Review Coordinator

cc: G. Therres
D. Brinker

ER95796.TA

Telephone {4101974-3195
DNR TTY fortheDa& 301-974-3683
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S#@I&Y SERVICE

Ju]y27, 1995

Mr. Lawrence W. Sirens
Executive Director
Maryland Watermen’s Association
1805-A Virginia Street
Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mr. Sirens:

The Maryland Port Administration, the Maryland Environmental Service, and the U. S, Corps of
Engineers are developing a project to restore Poplar Island as wildlife habitat using dredged
materials. As you may know, the project has received support from almost everyone associated
with the Chesapeake Bay. This support has been achieved by encouraging the participation of all
interested parties,

During the process, the project has encountered some opposition from the local watermen on
Tilghman Island who harvest clams and crabs at Poplar Island. The Project Team has
acknowledged the watermen’s concerns about removing the 1100 acres from commercial use and
met with the watermen several times to identifj potential areas which, if opened to commercial
use, might compensate for the use of the Poplar Island area.

We have identified several alternatives and discussed these with the Department of Natural
Resources. We also need to discuss the alternatives with the MWA as the representative agency
for the commercial watermen in the Chesapeake Bay. If possible, we would like to meet with you
sometime in the next two weeks and the time and place of the meeting can bee coordinated with
your schedule. Please contact meat (410) 974-7261.

Sincerely,

Robert L, Smith
Project Manager

cc: Mr. Frank Hamons, MPA
Mr. David Bibo, MPA
Ms. Stacey Brown, USACE

1 ,,, . ‘, I . .. ..!. ’-. – , ‘ I 4,!,”+ ;l -



Mr. Edward W. Morgereth, Jr.
Environmental Assessment and
Management

m Engineering, Science, and
Technology

11019 McCormick Road
Hunt Valley, Maryland 21031

Dear Mr. Morgereth:

I
I
UNITEO STATES OEPARTMENTOF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
VATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES S RV
Habitat and Protec~e%%esources

Division
904 South Morris Street
Oxford, Maryland 21654

8 August 1995 r~;-ar??, fy-.-..-.:..-,.+.-.?: “3b- : i’.’--T&:.nm......

Reference is made to your letter, dated 24 July 1995, requesting
information relative to endangered or threatened species found
within the vicinity of Poplar Island. Enclosed is a list of
endangered and threatened species that are within the purview of
the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). However, excePt for
occasional transient individuals, these species are not likely to
occur in the project area. Consequently, no further coordination
pursuant to Section 7 is required, unless new information becomes
available or project conditions change.

Although the Poplar Island proposal does not pose an imminent
threat to protected resources, the project will significantly
affect other fishery resources and habitat in the area. The NMFS
has expressed concerns for these resources, particularly shellfish,
to the Corps of Engineers, Maryland Environmental Senice, and
others in previous correspondence and at meetings of the poplar
Island Working Group.

If you have questions, or wish to discuss other issues, Please call
me at (410) 226-5771.

Sincerely,

@

g.y~ &-

Timothy E. Good er
Assistant Coordinator

cc: Lee Crockett-Bay Program
Chris Doley
David Meyer-Beaufort Lab.
Brian Walls-Corps, Baltimore District

Euclosure
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NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Endan~ered SDecies List for Northeast Reuion

ENDANGERED -

Right whale (Eubalaena alacialis)

Humpback whale (Me~13Dtera novaeanuliae)

Fin whale (BalaenoDtera uhvsalus)

sperm whale (Physeter macroceDhalus)

Sei whale (BalaenoRtera borealis)

Kemp’s riclley sea turtle (LeDidochel%U3 kem~i)

Leatherback sea turtle (DermochelVs coriacea)

Green sea turtle (Chelonia mvdas)

Shortnose sturgeon (AciDenser brevirostrw!)

THREATENED -

Loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta)

4-5-95



United States Department of the Interior
FISHAND WILDLIFESEKVICE

Chesapeake Bay Field Office fc D~\\+ “w
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive

.C$”W
Annapolis, MD 21401

G .?/*-
s

August 23, 1995 ~~ *
#@

@$@’@$

Mr. Edward W. Morgereth, Jr. CJj# .,$*

EA Engineering, Science, and Technology
“+’~~’ .ib~~y

~w @b@
11019 McCormick Road
Hunt Valley, MD 21031

Re: Poplar Island Project
Talbot County, Maryland

Dear Mr. Morgereth:

This responds to your July 24, 1995, request for information supporting your
investigation of natural resources within the above referenced project area.
We have reviewed the information you enclosed and are providing comments in
accordance with the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16

U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), the Fish and wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 4f31#as
amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (4o Stat.

755, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.).

Endangered SDecies

The following listed species nests on Jefferson Island which is within the
referenced Poplar Island chain.

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)

sections 4(d) and 9 of the Endangered Species Act prohibit “taking” of listed
species. “Take” is defined to include harming or harassing such species, or
attempting to engage in any such conduct. ‘Harm” is further defined to
include significant habitat modification or degradation that results in death
or injury to listed species by significantly impairing essential behavioral
patterns such as breeding, feeding or sheltering. ‘Harassment” is defined as
those actions that may result in injury to listed species by significantly
disrupting normal breeding, feeding or sheltering patterns.

You may wish to contact Mr. Glenn Therres of the Maryland Department of
Natural Resources at (4101 827-8612 for further information about the eagle
nest and for time-of-year restrictions necessary to minimize impacts from
construction activities.

‘rhis response relates only to threatened and endangered species under our
jurisdiction. For information on other rare species, including state-listed
species, you should contact Ms. Lynn Davidson of the Maryland Natural Heritage
Program at (410) 974-2870.
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We appreciate the opportunity to provide information relative to fish and
wildlife resources. If you have any questions on these comments, please

contact Andy Moser of this office at (410) 573-4500.

Sincerely,

+Tohn P. Wolflin
Supervisor
Chesapeake Bay Field Office
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From: RobortSmW To: Cuolhdor80n-Aush D&: W!i196Tinw: 11:s6:10 PV1OC16

MEMORANDUM

TO:
MarylandDept.oftheEnvironment

VktyDalal

MarylandEnvironmentalService
CeceDonovan

MarylandPortAdministration
DavidBho

NationalMarineFisheriesService
LeeCroeke&CBO
DaveMeyer,BeaufortLab.
ChrisDoley,SilverSpring
Tim Goodger,CMord Lab

Maryland Dept. of Natural Resources
Nick Carter
Bill Panageotou, MGS
Jim Hill, MGS

US Fish& Wildlife Service
John Gill

US Army Corps of Engineers
Carol Anderson-Austra
Mark Mendlesohn
Brian Walls

FROM: Bob Smith

SUBJ: MonitoringFramework

DATE: September 1, 1995

The attached documents were sent out todayforagencyeoncum=. ThereW= minorfonat
revisionstotielastversionyoureceived.

Number of pages(includingMS coversheet)_&

Maryland Environmental Service 2011 Commerce Park Drive Annapob Maryland 21401



From: Roborl Smilh To: tiol A’dorson-Aush D&: W!i/S6 Tim.: 1l:S&19 Pqp2d15

RE:

Dear

September 1, 1995

Agency Concurrence with Poplar Island Monitoring Framework and Baseline Monitoring
ImplementationPlans

Thankyou foryouragency’sparticipationinthecollaborativeteamwhich has worked on
the Poplar Island Monitoring fi-amework and implementation plan. The interagency cooperation

hasresultedina cost-effkctive,multi-disciplinaryframeworkandimplementationplanwhichcan
beamodelforfbtureprojects.

Please review the attached documents - “Poplar Island Restoration Project Monitoring
Framework” and “Poplar Island Baseline Monitoring Implementation Plan.” These documents
have been prepared using a multidisciplinary team which includedrepresentativesof five f~ral
and four state agencies and are being provided to you to obtainyour agency%concurrence. Please
note that agency concurrence is an indication that the framework and implementation plan are
adequate as submittedto meet the identifiedmonitoringneeds at Poplar Island. After concurrence
by all agencies, the fhunework will be provided to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for
inclusionin the EnvironmentalImpact Statement(EIS) documentation.

J%zve rn&ate your agency’s concurrence for each dkument se~ately on the

a#acheti k?tter and return a copy of the Wter to rne by September 8, 1995.

Thanks again for your assistance. As you know, time is of the essence in completing the
EIS and beginningthe baseline monitoring this fall, so your speedy response will be appreciated
by all concerned. Upon receipt of concumence, MES will coordinate implementation of the
baselinemonitoring plan with MPA and the Baltimore District Corps of Engineers, and keep you
posted on developments. If there are any questions,please contact me at 410-974-7261.

Sincerely,

Wayne Young
Program Director
EnvironmentalDredging Program

Attachments
1. Concurrence Letter
2. MonitoringFramework
3. ImplementationPlan ,

.



From: Robort SrnMr To: Cwd Andu$on-h$ka MO: WwK Tirlw: 11:s6= Pqo80f16

Date:

Mr. Wayne Young, Program Director
EnvironmentalDredging Program
Maryland EnvironmentalService
2011 Commerce Park Drive
Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mr. Young:

Concurrence by my agency with the Poplar Island Restoration Project Framework and
ImplementationPlan for Baseline Monitoringare indicatedbelow.

Sincerely,

John Wolflin
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

My agency concurs that the Poplar Island Restoration Project Monitoring Framework
submittedas Attachment 2 to my letter of September 1, 1995 from tie Maryland Environmental
Service satisfiesthe monitoringneeds for this project.

PrintedName: Date
PrintedTitle:
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

My agency concurs that the Poplar Island Restoration Project Baseline Monitoring
Implementation Plan submitted as Attachment 3 to my letter of September 1, 1995 from the
Maryland EnvironmentalService would satis~ the monitoringneeds for this project.

PrintedName: Date
PrintedTitle:
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
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MONITORING FRAMEWORK

L PURPOSE

This document has been developed to provide a multidisciplinary monitoring
framework that meets the regulatory agency, resource agency and construction
compliance requirements for the Poplar Island Restoration Project.

Il. INTRODUCTION

Clean dredged material will be used to restore over 1100 acres of wetland and
upland habitat at Poplar Island in Talbot County, Maryland. The Maryland Port
Administration (M PA) has worked with state and federal resource agencies and the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to formulate design, construction, and site
management plans for the placement of dredged sediment to restore the eroded Poplar
Island, a valued bird and wildlife habitat resource in the Chesapeake Bay.

The proposed habtiat will include uplands and tidal and intertidal wetlands. The
project will also create a sheltered harbor which is expected to result in hydrodynamic and
water quality conditions that will enhance the colonization and growth of submerged
aquatic vegetation and will also enhance juvenile fish habitat.

Construction of the outer dikes of the facility is scheduled for 1996, with filling of the
first cells planned for 1997. Monitoring needs have been identiied in a collaborative
manner by a multi-disciplinary group of state and federal regulatory and resource agencies.

Multidisciplinary monitoring is required for this project, and this is reflected in the
framework. Monitoring will be performed to ensure regulatory compliance, to document the
creation of beneficial habitat, to mnfirm the expected findings of no negative impacts, and
to provide operational input on the success of habitat creation and potential changes which
will increase the habitat value and utilization.

These monitoring needs require baseline data collection in the year prior to initiation
of construction, as well as at various points during the life of the project. The baseline
monitoring will utWze and enhance the data collected during the feasibility study as part of
the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) requirements. The NEPA data is to be
included in the federal Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The NEPA data was only
intended to identify and describe existing conditions and projected impacts to the degree
sufficient for the EIS. The baseline data will include monitoring information not previously
collected for the NEPA efforts.
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Baseline data collection must start in the Fall of 1995 in order to gather a full year of
baseline data before planned construction of the project begins in the summer of 1996.
Baseiine data collection wiii focus on gathering information for use in establishing
reference and baseiine conditions. The baseiine and reference information will then be
used for comparison with during- and post-project conditions.

Ill. BACKGROUND

This framework was prepared as part of the monitoring pian development services
which are currentiy being performed for MPA by the Maryiand Environmental Service
(MES). This stage of development of a comprehensive, collaborative monitoring
framework wiii be compiete upon concurrence from participating resource and regulatory
agencies. The Baitimore District, USACE, is participating as a potentiai source of project
funding and the regulatory authority under Section 404 of the Ciean Water Act.

Agencies providing expertise and information on monitoring eiements inciude the
Nationai Marine Fisheries Service, the U.S. Fish and Wiidiife Service, the Nationai
Bioiogicai Survey, the Maryiand Department of Natural Resources (inciuding the Maryland
Geoiogic Survey), the Maryiand Department of the Environment, the Maryiand
Environmental Sewice, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Baitimore District. A coiiaborative, multidisciplinary team was used to
deveiop the framework in order to contain costs, to ensure comprehensive monitoring and
to provide concurrent peer review of the monitoring effort.

The development of the framework is a dynamic process and monitoring eiements
wiil evoive to fit changing conditions and findings. Given that detaiis of the project design,
scheduie and operations are stiii being finaiized, the specifics of each monitoring eiement
wiii be controlled by the finai project detaiis. Aii changes in the monitoring framework wiii
continue to be presented to the team of resource and regulatory agencies for their review
and comment.

Iv. MONITORING ELEMENTS

A. Sediment Qualitv Monitorin~

Objectives- To monitor physicai parameters and the concentrations of metais and
other chemicais in sediment which couid be indicators of accompanying effects to benthic
infauna and potentiai bioaccumuiation through the food chain. To provide operational input

2
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on wetlands function and the need for soil conditioning to increase pH and reduoe metals
mobilization in the uplands.
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HvDothesis- Project conditions will not change the metals behavior in Poplar Island
wetlands or Poplar Harbor when compared to regional background sediments.

Brief Descrbtion - Baseline sediment sample collection, analysis for grain size,
trace metals, C/N/S. Baseline year will include 60 additional reference stations for
establishment of reference values and statistical database. Sample stations established at
the same eleven points as the benthic monitoring and water quality monitoring stations.
Scheduling of the second sample event will be dependent on three factors - inflow of
dredged material, closing off of Poplar Harbor and the number of years since the baseline
monitoring. The second sample event will take place no less than three years after the first
event, but no longer than one year after Poplar Harbor is closed off and inflow begins. The
third sampling event will take place within one year after the first cell received material
above mean lower low water and no later than three years after the second sampling event.
Samples are planned to be collected annually after this for a ten year period.

B. Wetland Vegetation Monitoring

Objectives
To measure and evaluate differences in plant community species composition,

densities or production among the Poplar Island restored marshes, those of the remnant
islands and nearby reference marshes; to measure and evaluate differences in plant
community species composition, densities or production associated with age (seral stage)
of the restored marshes; to measure and evaluate differences in plant species composition
or zonation associated with age (seral stage) or topographic changes of restored marshes.
To provide operational input on survival of plant species and methods to increase planting
success.

Hvrmtheses

1. There are no differences in plant community species composition, densities or
production among the Poplar Island restored wetlands, those of the remnant islands and
nearby reference wetlands.

2. There are no differences in plant community species composition, densities or
production associated with age (seral stage of the restored wetlands).

3. There are no differences in plant species composition or zonation associated
with age (seral stage) or topographic changes of restored wetlands.
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Brief Description - Vegetation surveys and collections wiii be peflormed at the end
of the growing season during the baseiine year. Up to six permanently marked piots of
known size wiii be seiected in a reference wetiands and at existing vegetated areas on the
remnant isiands. A transect wiii aiso be established through each piot and wiii be
permanently marked. Piant shoot densities, piant survivai, above and beiow ground
biomass survivai and iarge scaie vegetation delineation and survivai estimates wiii be
performed. Sediment movement and vegetation zonation wiii aiso be examined through
topographic measurement aiong transects, aeriai photography and comparison of surveys.
This wiii be repeated after pianting of the first ceii and every three years after that.

C. Water Qualitv Monitoring. includina Turbiditv Monitoring

!MPQSQ-To characterize ~terwW inthewPct -1 toevaluatewhetherion9
term water quaiity changes have resulted from the project. To compiy with Water Quaiity
Certification turbidity monitoring requirements during construction.

HvDotheses

1. There wiii be no significant iong term change in water quaiity at Popiar isiand. (A
short term change is expected.)

2. Turbidity ieveis outside of a defined mixing zone wiii remain in compliance with
the Water Quaiity Certification imitations during construction activities.

Brief Description - Eieven stations wiii be monitored once in the summer, once in
the fall and once in the spring in the year prior to dike construction. The same parameters
as are tested in the Chesapeake Bay Program wili be used for water quaiity testing. This
wiii be repeated after completion of the dike at a frequency of once per month during warm
months and once per month during coider months. Evacuations wiii be made annuaiiy on
whether the monitoring shouid be continued.

Compliance turbidity monitoring is not defined as yet, it wiii depend on test dike
data. Turbidity monitoring wiii be required during construction, compliance iimits wiii be set
in the Water Quaiity Certification. This monitoring may be performed by the operators of
the site or another agency.

D. Benthim Monitoring



From:Robul M To: tid An&M14utia D-: W61S6Tim.: 11:5S22 P8@sof16

Poplar island Restoration Projeot
Monitoring Framework
Page 6
September 1, 1995

Pumose - To characterize the benthic community in the project area, to verify
reestablishment of the community, to provide information on epibenthic colonization on the
dike, to assure there is no accumulation of contaminants in the tissue of benthic organisms
in and around Poplar Island due to project conditions.

Hvrmtheses

1. There will be achievement of the benthic restoration goal (an abundance and
diversity goal for benthic systems developed as part of the Chesapeake Bay Program) in
Poplar Harbor within two years of exterior dike construction.

2. There will be no accumulation of contaminants in benthic tissue as a result of
project conditions.

3. The project will promote an epibenthic community on the exterior dikes and
finger dikes. This will enhance the habdat restoration impacts of the project and may offset
the loss of the snag field to the recreational fishery.

Brief Description - Eleven benthic infauna stations will be monitored once in the
summer, once in the fall and once in the spring in the year prior to dike construction.
Three replicate samples per station will be collected. Two stations will be located in the
area where the created wetlands will be constructed. Community composition, abundance
and diversity will be measured and recorded. After the dike is constructed, the eleven
infauna stations will be monitored during three seasons, along with two stations on the
exterior dike or finger dikes to evaluate epibenthic colonization. Evaluations will be made
annually on whether monitoring should be continued.

Benthic tissue samples will be collected when the benthic sampling occurs. The
tissue samples will be analyzed for a complete scan of organic contaminants and metals.
These samples will be collected in the baseline year, then no more than three years after
that, and then again one year after the first uplands have begun to dewater. At least two
benthic tissue stations will be located within the created wetlands at Poplar, to measure
contaminant concentrations in the tissue of the organisms most likely to be affected by any
mobilization of metals from the dewatering of the uplands. Evaluations will be made after
the results from each sampling event are known on whether monitoring should be
continued.

E. Fisheries Use of Exterior Proximal Waters Monitoring

PWW - TO measure and evaluate differences in fish and decapod populations
and densities before and after the project.
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HvDothesea

1. There is no difference in fish or decapod species composition or density within
the Poplar Island Harbor area prior to island construction compared to after island
construction.

2. There is no difference in faunai species composition or density in areas
immediately adjacent to the outside of the dike prior to construction compared to after
construction.

Brief Descr iMon - Poplar harbor and areas on the reference islands east of the
island footprint will be sampled using trawls, gill nets, throw traps and crab pots.
Additionally, gill nets will be used in the snag area on the western side of the remnant
islands. This monitoring will provide baseline data on fish and decapod utilization. Species
composition, abundance and size will be recorded. Trawling will be performed in earty
spring, summer and fall; gill netting during spring and fall; crab pots will be set in early
summer; throw trap sampling will be done during early fall. This monitoring will be
performed in the baseline year, then after construction of the first cell, then every year for
three years, then every three to five years.

F. wetlands USO BV Fish Mon.Wma
. .

Pumose -To measure and evaluate differences in decapod and fish densities and
community species composition over time in the restored marshes, the reference marshes
and the remnant marshes at Poplar.

Hvmtheses

1. There are no differences between decapod or fish densities, or community
species composition among the Poplar Island restored wetlands compared to those prior to
restoration.

2. There are no differences between decapod, or fish densities or community
species composition among restored Poplar Island wetlands compared to nearby reference
wetlands.

3. There are no differences in decapod, or fish densities or community species
composition associated with age (seral stage) of restored Poplar Island wetlands.
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Brief DescrirXion - Fish, shrimp and crab use of the wetlands will be sampled in
reference marshes, created marshes and remnant marshes. Replicate block and fyke nets
will be used, with six replicates per station where possible. Sampling for fauna will be
performed during early spring, summer and fall. Environmental parameters will also be
analyzed. Species, size and abundance data will be recorded. This monitoring will be
performed in the baseline year, after completion of the first cell, then every year for three
years, then every three to five years.

G. Wetlands Use Bv Midlife Monitorin~

PLu2Qse-To measureandeval@especiesandnumbersof mi9ratorY ~te~rds
nesting on the island; to compare densities and species composition of migratory
waterbirds on the restored marshes the remnant marshes and nearby reference marshes;
to evaluate differences in wildlife utilizationwith the seral age of the marsh; to evaluate use
of the island by terrapin.

Hypotheses

1. The species and numbers of migratory waterbirds nesting on the islands in the
Poplar group show no numerical change or site relocation comparing pre- vs. post-
restoration of Poplar Island.

2. Densities and species composition of migratory waterbkds using (feeding,
roosting) the wetlands do not differ among restored wetlands on Poplar, remaining island
reference wetlands or nearby mainland referenoe wetlands.

3. Age (or seral stage) or restored sites has no influence on their relative
attractiveness as nesting sties (uplands) or feeding sites (wetlands to migratory waterbirds.

4. Use of restored upland sites by nesting terrapins is no difference from use at
either remnant island or mainland reference wetlands.

Brief DescriMion - The number of species and species densities of migratory
waterbirds and terrapins on the remnant island marshes and in nearby referenoe marshes
will be quantified. Nest counts will be conducted in the spring. Key indicator species will
be used. Wetlands plots in reference wetlands, created wetlands and remnant wetlands
will also be used to evaluate bird use in each plot. This will be performed 1-2 times per
month in the spring and August-mid September. Uplands transects will also be established
for terrapin searches, which will be conducted at weekly intervals from June 1 to July 15.
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Indicator species are bald eagles, black ducks, little blue herons, least and common terns,
snowy egrets, migrant shorebirds, and terrapins.

H. Shellfish Bed Se dimentation Monitoring

m. - To provide information on the change in sedimentation rates on nearby
chaded oyster bars.

Hwothesis - There is no increase in sedimentation rates on the charted oyster bars
during construction of the exterior dikes at Popiar isiand when compared to sedimentation
rates prior to dike construction,

Brief Des@ItiOn - Sediment traps wiii be set up on the two charted Naturai Oyster
Bars and checked periodically by onsite personnei during the criticai growth seasons for
baseiine sediment accumulation. This wiii then be repeated periodically during
construction.

L Teehnieal Integration

U12QSS- TO inte9rate thestudies with each OthW andtheo-ii projectdesi9n
and scheduie, to coordinate and monitor pian eiements, to provide suppat to principai
investigators and to communicate needs and findings to aii participants.

Brief DeSCnt’)t
.

ion - The technicai integrator wiii provide services to coordinate
studies with principai investigators and to maximize efficiencies and exchange information
during the study period. This wiii inciude periodic meetings of principai investigators,
verification and tracking of cruises, deliverables and findings, production of an integrated
annuai comprehensive monitoring report, coordination of monitoring activities with dredging
and construction activities, provision of overaii program Quaiity Assurance/Quaiity Controi
to ensure that project eiements are meeting stated technicai objectives and are meeting the
QA/QC goais of each study, provision of technicai information and guidance as necessary
for current and future Popiar island piacement actions, permits, certiikations and
specifications; and preparation of the next years’ monitoring pian for the Popiar island
restoration project.
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J. Proieot Management

-- To administer and manage the agreements and funding for the principal
investigators.

. .
&ief ~escmtlon - The project manager will prepare, administer and manage the

agreements and funding arrangements for the principal investigators. The project manager
will also prepare schedules and work plans, will coordinate activities between the
investigators and the sponsors, will monitor progress on work tasks, will prepare and
conduct meetings as necessary for relevant committees, the general public, and the
principal investigators, will provide budget tracking service and subcontractor invoice
payment approvals, will prepare monthly progress reports to clients, will prepare fiscal year
budgets and schedules as required by project sponsors, will conduct budget reviews and
projections as required by client, and will prepare scopes and agreements for monitoring
plan elements for the next monitoring year.

v. STUDY ELEMENT SCHEDULE

See Table 1, attached, Page 10.
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POPLAR ISLAND RESTORATION PROJECT

BASELINE MONITORING IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

A monitoring framework for the Poplar Island Habitat Restoration Project has been
prepared by a collaborate, multidisciplinary team of federal and state agencies.

Some of the agencies on the framework development team have prepared
implementation plans for monitoring elements which include in-kind services or grants
provided by these agencies. In this way, costs could be contained and the monitoring
process would continue the collaborative, multi-disciplinary approach which guided the
development of the framework.

The agencies which have indicated their capability and availability to perform the
monitoring elements of the baseline plans are listed on Table 1. As a State (MPA) funded
project, MES would provide management and integration of the studies. The Corps may
provide additional management and integration as part of a cooperative agreement and
cost sharing if federal funding is obtained.

This implementation plan would meet the monitoring framework needs for the
baseline year if the data collection effort is implemented using the agencies indicated in
Table 1. The preliminary implementation plans for each element have been previously
subm”Rtedand reviewed by the monitoring team. Detailed scopes of work will be prepared
for each element by each agency after concurrence with the implementation plan is
received. This implementation plan does not preclude changes as needed, but
acknowledges that this implementation plan would meet the needs of the baseline year
data collection at Poplar Island.
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Table 1
Poplar Island Monitoring Framework

Baseline Monitoring

Stud y Task Agency Agenoy Typo

Sediment Quality Monitoring Maryland Geological Survey State

Wetland Vegetation Monitoring U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Federal

Water Quality Monitoring Maryland Department of the State
Environment

Benthics Monitoring Maryland Department of the State
Environment

Fisheries Use of Exterior Proximai Nationai Marine Fisheries Federai
Waters Setvice

Wetiands Use by Fisheries Nationai Marine Fisheries Federai
Service

Wetiands Use by Wiidiife Nationai Bioiogicai Survey Federai

Sheiitlsh Bed Sedimentation Department of Naturai State
Resources

Technicai integration Maryiand Environmental State
Service

Project Management Maryiand Environmentai State
Service

2



!llinited $&m $&mm
WASHINGTON, DC 20510

September 7, 1995

The President
The White House
Washington D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

We need your help!

As you may recall, we have communicated with you in the past about the impotiance and
crucial need for construction of the Poplar IsJand, Maryland beneficial use of dredged material
project -- a project that is vital to the Chesapeake Bay restoration efforts and Maryland’s
economy and maritime industry. Over the past year we have worked closely with offlcirds in
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, OMB, EPA and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as well as
the Senate authorizing and appropriations comniittees in an effort to move this important project
forward. Throughout this process we have received strong support and encouragement from
officials in your Administration at all levels, but have recently run into some roadblocks on the
finding and policy issues associated with the project which require strong executive leadership
and direction to resolve.

There is a great urgency to this matter. The State of Maryland will exhaust its dredged
material disposal capacity in 1996 and it is imperative that construction of the Poplar Island
project begin early next year to avoid any disruption in maintenance dredging of the Baltimore
shipping channels and to prevent the rare coalition of business and environmental community
interests which formed around the project from unraveling. Poplar Island is the only viable and
most environnw..tally sound new dredge material disposal site.

We ask that you direct OMB and the Secretary of the Army to make Poplar Island a
national priority and to identi~ the most appropriate and expeditious mechanism to initiate the
project in fiscal 1996.

We greatly appreciate the support which you have given to us and to this important
project and know that with your continued assistance, we can restore Poplar Island and show the
nation how to successfidly blend commercial maritime and environmental enhancement efforts.

Barbara A. Mikulski Paul S. Sarbanes
United States Senator United States Senator

●1}
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE.

i,%,,d?
National Ocaanic and Atmospheric Adminiatratlon
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Habitat. and Protected Resources
Division

904 South Morris Street
Oxford, Maryland 21654

14 September 1995

Mr. Robert Smith
Maryland Environmental Service
2011 Commerce Park Drive
Annapolis, MD 21401-2995

Dear Bob:

We appreciate your providing us with the short time extension for
commenting on this document to accommodate our logistical problems.
My colleagues and I have examined the “Habitat Development Draft
Report for Poplar Islandtl,and we offer the following comments on
the identified sections for your consideration.

2.5.1: It sounds like the low marsh will include the channels,
moats, ponds, and 2-acre upland islands. How much actual low marsh
is projected?. How much mudflat and open water?

It seems that the “moats” around the island will eventually fill in
making the islands more susceptible to predator species, unless the
moats are maintained. We assume that there will be open water
areas within the cell other than just the ponds and that the cell
will not simply be wall to wall marsh. Would it not be more
practical to place the islands in open water areas within the cell
instead of building moats and feeder channels? This should make it
easier to maintain the integrity and isolation of the islands.

2.5.2: We suggest planting Scirms ~. at the boarder of the
upland and the high marsh as well as Juncus. Planting both species
in a broken pattern parallel to the boarder (i.e., -a block of
Scirms, a block of Juncus, a block of ~cirpus, etc.) will increase
habitat complexity, which should be beneficial for both faunal and
floral species. In lower portions of the high marsh, the typical
“corn field” planting of S~artina Datens is suitable.

Ponds that are only 18-24 inches deep where water exchange is
provided exclusively by sprinq tides are subject to fish kills
during drought conditions. A 3-foot deep reservoir for fish should
be provided at the end or middle of each pond.

2.5.3: See comment above relative to high marsh ponds (2.5.2).

2.5.4, sentence 1: This should be revised to 551 acres of upland
habitat with 543 acres being contiguous uplands and 8 acres being
upland islands.



see the same growth data used for $~artina alterniflora, ~. patens,
and ~cir~us SW”

5.1.3, paragraph 1 sentence 4: Is the cost differential between
peat pot and bare root stock the same for ~. patens as it is for ~.
alterniflora ? No cost differential was stated in the discussion
for smooth cordgrass on p. 16.

5.1.4, paragraph 1, sentence 4: Sod collection as described seems
expensive. It would be interesting to see a cost analysis based on
planting unit/work time and planting unit/cost for the different
methods discussed.

7.2.1: It was our understanding that dikes would be constructed
between the high marsh and the uplands. Is the transition zone to
be established on dike bases? What will the dimensions be?

7.3.3.3.1: Tree and shrub seedlings could be planted with a
tractor and tobacco planter, as is done for wind breaks in the
midwest. This is an established, economical method that yields
excellent results. Seedlings should be planted while dormant in
early spring (rainy season) . Planting saplings or larger trees and
shrubs is expensive, and the added cost is not worth the few years
it will take seedlings to reach similar size.

We appreciate having had the opportunity to comment on the subject
document. If you have questions, or wish to discuss a specific
issue or item, please call me

cc: Nick Carter-MDDNR

at (410) 226-5771.

Sincerely,

P

@ti
&fl
Timothy . edger
Assistant Coordinator

.

MichaelErwin-Nat’l.Bio. Survey
Stacey Brown-Corps of Engs.
Chris Doley-NMFS
Dave Meyer-NMFS
John Gill-US PWS
Lee Crockett-Chesapeake Bay Prog. .
Kilho Park-NMPS



Mr.WesleyE, Coleman, Jr.
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should be able to provide information on the studies that were conducted on Poplar,
Jefferson and Coaches Islands during this period.

Again, we wish to thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this project and
hope that the proposed island restoration can be accomplished. Should you require additional

information on this project, please feel free to contact Dr. Roland Limpert of my staiYat (410) 974-
2788,

Sincerely,

Ray k. Dintaman, Jr., Director
Environmental Review Unit

RCD:RJL

cc: E, Ghigiarelli, MDE
P. Slunt, DNR-RAS
C, Judy, DNR-FS
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STATE OF MARYLAND f%.rl+u

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR K3Aw”

J~&JmJ/; PARRISN. GLENOENING
GOVERNOR

ANNAPOLISOFFICE

September 15, 1995
STATE HOUSE

100 STATE CIRCLE
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLANO 21401

(410) 974.3901

The Honorable Wdliam J. Clinton
President of the United States
The White House
Washington DC 20500

WASHINGTON OFFltX
SUITE 311

444 NORTH CAPITOL SIQEH’, NW,
WASHINGTON, D,C. 3UJ01

(203) 63&?315

Too (410) 33w1036

Dear Mr. President:

One of the hallmarks of your Administration has been the effort to protect and enhance the
environment while at the same time improving economic competitiveness. The State of Maryland
and the United States Amy Corps of Engineers are prepared to embark on an effort - the Poplar
Island Beneficial Use Project – which exemplifies these goals. This project, which invoives the

restoration of an eroded island in the Chesapeake Bay using materials dredged from ship channels
sewing the Port of Baltimore, is vital to Chesapeake Bay restoration efforts and Maryland’s
economy and maritime industry.

Officials of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Office of Management and Budget,
Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sewice and the State of Maryiand as
well as members of our congressional delegation have worked ciosely to move this important

project fonvard. Throughout, we have been supported by officials in your Administration and we
are most appreciative of this cooperation. However, we now find ourselves at an impasse in
regard to finding for this critical project. Despite concerted efforts, we have not been able to
secure the necessary federal funding.

It is urgent that we devise a fimding pkm for the Poplar Isi~d Benefici~ Use proje~.. We
will soon exhaust available sites which can be used to dispose of material dredged from shipping

channels. We are facing a potential crisis in which we might be forced to curtail basic
“maintenance dredging” needed to keep shipping charnels at their existing depths. This would

have significant consequences to the State of Mary4and and the maritime industry that is essential
to the economic health of the Baltimore metropolitan region. Construction of the Poplar Island
project must begin in federal fiscal year 1996 if we are to have it ready for use when needed.
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The Honorable William J. Clinton
September 15, 1995
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Your assistance is requested in assuring that the Office of Management and Budget and
the Secretary of the kny are able to successfidly develop a method by which federal finds can be
made available for the project. With your leadership, we will be able to demonstrate to the nation
how commercial maritime and environmental enhancement efforts can be successfidly blended.

Sincerely,

/ -“m~
Parris N. Glendening
Governor

cc: Maryland Congressional Delegation
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R. CHRISTOPHER GOODWUIJ& ASSOCIATES, INC.

n
337 East Third Street, Frederick, MD 21701 ● 301-694-0428

5824 PlaucheSfrcct,New Orleans,LA 70123 ● 504-736-9323

m 848 Blountstowrt Highway, Unit “D”,Tallahassee, FL 32304 ● 904-575-0565

September25, 19%

Mr.RichardF. Thomas,PE
ProjectMarrager
OBA- M&N A JointVenture
9008”0YellowBrickRoad
Baltimore,Maryfand21237

RE: Pha$o II Evohtlon. of Six MerinoAnomtdie$at Poplar Island- Executivo Summary Letter

Deartvlr.Thomas”

This Executive Summaty letter presents the preliminary results of Phase II evaluations of six marine
anomalies identified cfudng earlier underwater ktvestigatlons for the Popiar [stand Reclamation project.
These Invesllgations were carried out during August and September, 199S by R. Christopher Goodwin &
Associates, Inc. under contract to the Joint Venture of Gahagan & B~ant Associates, Inc. and Moffatt &
Nichof, Engineers. This project was conducted in accordance with the Nationai Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969, with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended,
and with Article 83B, Sections 6417-618 of the Annotated Code of Maryland.

These investigations were conducted [n support of p!ans to reclaim Poplar island by restoring fts shoreline
by constructing a series of dikes to faciltta!e backfilling of the island area. Phase i marine investigations
included magnetic, acoustic sub-bottom, and side-scan sonar survey In the aquatic portions of the project
area. These investigations identified 28 magnetic and acoustic anomalies. Additional Phase II sub-surface
testing was recommended for six (6) target areas within or adjacent to the Alternative Aiignrnent #1 project
area

Phase II investigations included a combinatlorr of visuai search, metal detecting, probing, and excavation.
The purpose of this task was to provide data concerning the integrity and National Register potential of
submerged Wurai resources. Anomalies to be tested were 10-727,10-755, 30-1151, 40-665, 48-819, and
the cluster of targets at 68-1477,60-579, and 62-1508.

&lQ!Il&~. The sub-botiom pr~le recordofthisanomalyshoweda narrow,veryhard,vertical target
extending deep Into the substrata. The magnetometer registered a 16 gamma magneticanomalyin Ihe
samelocation. The anomalyww postulatedto be a possiblesubmergedwe!i. PhaseII investigations
invoivedrelocatingthetargetbygoingoverthe areawiththemagnetometerona 25 ff grid Three separate
clrcie searches were conducted at ten ft intervals for a distance of 70ftfrom the buoy (140 ft diameter).
The divers probed the bottom as they searched, No sign of the target, or of any other cuitural materiil was
Iocaled. This anomalywas too discrete to locate despite Intensive bottom suwey; no further work is
recommended



Mr. RiChar(f F. Tho~$, PE
September 25, 1995
Page 2

MQtilW5S. This target was kfent~ied as a small surfacemound accompanied by a 32”gamma
magnetic anomaly, The target was relocated wtth the magnetometer and the bottom was searched A 6
x 30 ft concentration of amorphous ferrous material was Identitled. This material may represent either a pile
of corroded sheets of very thin metal, or a deposit of bog iron. There was no indication that the materla!
was mammade; no fasteners or fastening hales were identified This target Is not considered potentially
eligible for Ilsting In the National Register of Historic Places; no additional Investlgaticm Is recommended,

Anornalv 30-1151. This sub-bottom profile target showed a hard, reflective surface curving downward from
the surface of the bay floor to about 1 m below surface. This target was postulated to represent a shell
midden, This target was relocated and a bottom search was made. The bottom was sandy and did contain
a lens of oyster and ciam shells. The shell was scattered throu~hout the upper t 1/5 ft of sand, This sheil
lens overtay hard packed sand. This hard packed sand layer may have been what caused the Initial sub-
bottom profile reading.

Four dredge tests were excavated into this shell deposit and the sheli was retained Foranalysis. Preliminary
analysis does not suggest that the shell deposit has a human origin. The shell appears to be recent; it was
scattered loosely in the send and did not have the density of a cultural shell midden The shell has been
sent to a specialist for evaluatlof) of tts originand Mtegrit y: final Interpretation of this deposit awaits the
results of that analysts.

L!Qma!L- This anomaly represented a moderate] y strong (60 g) magnetic target without
accompanying acousticsignature. The anomaiy was relocated with the magnetometer and the bottom was
searched. The area was characterized by a one to two ft sand cap over clay. There was a scattering of
stones In the area, TwoIlthlc types were noted: blocky quartz stones andHa?black sandstone. Some of
the stones were large. A piece of rebar also was identified, which may account for the magnetic signature
No archeological site was Identified; no further Irwestigatlon is recommended.

Armmalv 48-819. This anomaly appeared as a U-shaped target on both the sub-bottom profiie and
fathometer records, The magnetic record displayed a mocferataly strong anomaly of slgniticantly long
duration and a muftlcomportent signature. The U-shaped signature commonly Is associated with sunken

vessels and the target was postulated to represent a mail watercratt.

The target area was relocated with the magnetometer and two 70 ft circle surveys were conducted, The
area was characterized by a clay bottom, however, sand had collectd around two objects: an iron furnace
remnant, and a dead tree that had cdiected miscellaneous debris (a brick fragment, a hunk ot iron pipe)
in its branches, The tree branch had a crescent shape, which may account for the U-shaped signature on
the original sub-bottom profile and fathometer records. No other cultural material was ldenttfled. This
cotiection of debris did not represent a coherent site; no further work is recommended.

4QQ~4?7. 60.~, This was a cluster of acoustic and rnagnetlc targets which
included an acoustic target that resernbkf an open topped box wiih straight verticai sides and a flat bottom.
This was surrounded by a large area of disturbed surface and a hard reflective layer approximately 1 m
beiow the bottom. The size of the anomalysuggestedthepotentialfora buriwtstructure.The targets were
relocated and diving searches were conducted on ali 3 anomalies The area was probed as it was searched
Nothing was found in the area except a flat, featureless clay bottom. it Is possibfe that the hard reflective

R. CHRISTOPHER GOODWIN & ASSOCIATES, INC.

@
!?:$



Mr. Richard F. Thomas, PE
September 25, 1995 -
Page 3

layer Identified in the Phase I survey was the hard clay bottom. Perhaps the rectilinear feature was a crab
pot that since has bwn removed. In any case, there was no evidence for the postulated structure; no
cuftural material of any kind was Identified No addMonal investigation In recommended,

This Executive Summary letter ha$ presented the preliminary resuits and recommendatiorrs of Phase II
evaluation of SIXmarine anomalies at Poplar Island. No additional Investigations are expected to be
recommended as a result of this study. Andysls and report preparation are ongoing. The resutts of this
investigation will be presented as an addendum to the Phase I report. Please do not hesitate to contact us
should you have questions regarding thkiExecutNeSummaryletteror progressonthe projectto date.

With best regards, I remain

Yours faithfully,

April L, Fehr, MA,
Pr@ct Manager

ALF/slc

cc: Mr. Michael tiart, Maryland Poti Administratlcm
Mr, Kenneth Baumgardt, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore Oistrict

R. CHRISTOPHER GOODWIN & ASSOCIATES, INC.
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October 3, 1995

Dr. James F. Johnson
Chief, Planning Division
Baltimore District
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Re: Poplar Island Reclamation
Project

la
EOUUHOUSIMG
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Dear Dr. Johnson:

Thank you for your letter of 11 September 1995 and for the
draft copy of the following report: Phase I Terrestrial and Marine
Archeological Surveys for the Po~lar Island Reclamation Proiect and
Phase II Investigations of Site 18TA237, Talbot Countv, Marvland

(September 1995). R. Christopher Goodwin & Associates/ Inc”l
prepared the document.

The report describes the goals, methods, and results of the
terrestrial and underwater archeological investigations. It
contains informative illustrations and addresses most of the
Standards and Guidelines for Archeological Investigations in
Marvland (Shaffer and Cole 1994) (see comments below). Our
discussion of the document is divided by survey location:

Terrestrial Archeoloav

In our opinion, the level of background research and fieldwork
was sufficient to identify the full range of archeological
properties in terrestrial sections of the area of potential
effects. On North Point Island, shovel testing, augering, and
dredging failed to reveal any traces of prehistoric site 18TA219.
Erosion of the island apparently has destroyed the site. Lacking
physical integrity, 18TA219 is ineligible for the National Register
of Historic Places. The survey of this island did locate a number
of nineteenth century artifacts, but these resources also lacked
physical integrity, being mixed among modern artifacts and

Division of Historical and Cultural Programs

100 Community Piace ● Brownsville, Maryland 21032 ● (410)514- 7~38

i’?teMaryiand Department ojHousing and Community Developmen\ (DHCD)pledges tofoster
the letter and spirit of the tizwfor achieving equal housing opponsusiy in Mary fand.



Dr. James F. Johnson
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features. No further work is warranted at North Point Island due
to the lack of National Register properties.

On Middle Poplar Island, surveyors sought traces of reported
prehistoric site 18TA222. A concentration of shells at the
northern end of the island may derive from the site, but no
prehistoric artifacts were retrieved from testing. Due to a lack
of research potential and integrity, 18TA222 is ineligible for the
National Register. Other work on the island located historical
site 18TA304 (MP.1). This site represents the location of former
buiidings, as seen in several clusters of bricks and brick
foundation piers. Shoreline investigations found 37 artifacts,
dating primarily from the late nineteenth century. Erosion had
removed most of the soil in this area indicating a lack of physical
integrity of the archeological resource. Therefore, 18TA304 is
ineligible for the National Register; and Middle Poplar Island
warrants no additional study.

Survey of South Central Island determined that erosion had
destroyed reported prehistoric site 18TA218. Fieldworkers found
only five stone flakes which might derive from the site. Due to a
lack of physical integrity and research potential, 18TA218 is not
eligible for the National Register. Historical site 18TA236 was
represented by two concentration of bricks. Survey in this area
found only one artifact: an eighteenth to nineteenth century,
“glass tipped pontil” (pontil-marked glass?). The lack of
diagnostic artifacts, research potential, and integrity in ,this
eroding area mean that 18TA236 is ineligible for the National
Register. Initial examination of historical site 18TA237 found
three concentrations of bricks, mixed with a number of mostly
kitchen-related artifacts dating from the nineteenth century.
Evaluative testing of this property entailed excavation of shovel
test pits, dredge tests, auger tests, and 5 x 5 ft units, as well
as systematic trenching. This work characterized the brick
features as water-disturbed structural remains probably dating from
the nineteenth century. Most of the kitchen and architectural
artifacts were of that time period, while other artifacts from as
early as the seventeenth century and as late as the modern period
were mixed in. The lack of integrity of the archeological
materials indicates 18TA237 is ineligible for the National
Register. No additional studies are warranted for South Central
Island.

At South Poplar Island, archeologists found no trace of
reported prehistoric site 18TA217. Shovel and dredge testing and
pedestrian reconnaissance recovered only one sherd of stoneware
(probably nineteenth century) and modern glass. Erosion evidently
destroyed the prehistoric site. Due to the absence of physical
integrity, 18TA217 is ineligible for the National Register. No
additional studies area needed for this island.
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Investigations on the shore of Coaches Island recovered two
stone flakes, one chert bifacial tool fragment, and one jasper
projectile point (Early or Middle Woodland?). These items are the
only indication that prehistoric site 18TA216 was once in this
location. Erosion apparently has destroyed the site; and wave and
current action are redepositing the prehistoric artifacts on the
present beach. Due to a lack of physical integrity, 18TA216 is
ineligible for the National Register. No additional studies are
necessary for Coaches Island.

Underwater Archeolom

The investigations undertaken offshore of the remnant island
within the Poplar Island footprint were adequately promulgated and
are satisfactory for assessing the potential for significant
resources and to support the determination that these do not have
sufficient integrity to be eligible for the National Register.
They do not warrant further investigation.

Studies focusing on the submerged marine anomalies not covered
in this report were undertaken in close cooperation with the State
Underwater Archeologist. We understand that these investigations
will be addressed in a forthcoming report.

We have a few comments on the draft report which should be
addressed in a revised volume:

1) Editing is needed for the following pages: 45 (shifted),
51 (Map), 69 (only), 91 (where a positive dredge hit is
depicted by map, but is missing from the legend) , 104

(site’s) , 109 (Sgraffito), and 112 (Sgraffito).

2) Figure 2 needs to outline the project’s area of potential
effects.

3) The last sentence in the last complete paragraph on page 73
should explain what is meant by “lacked context and may not
represent a coherent collection.”

4) A completed NADB-Reports Recording Form needs to be
submitted.
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We look forward
and to reviewing the

to receiving the final version of the report
results of the remaining marine survey. If

you have any @estions or require further information, please
contact Dr. Gary Shaffer (terrestrial archeology, 410-514-7638) or
Dr. Susan Langley (underwater archeology, 410-514-7662) “

Sincerely,

&gg&P’-
Archeological Services

EJC/GDS/SL
9502353
cc : Mr. Thomas Williams

Mr. Victor MacSorley
Ms. Deborah Renshaw
Dr. Christopher Goodwin
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November 27, 1995 Direc[c)r

Ms. Carol Anderson-Austra
US Army Corps of Engineers
ATTN: CENAB/PL-EN
PO Box 1715
10 Howard Street
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

RE: Poplar Island Preliminary Draft EIS Comments

Dear Ms. Anderson-Austra:

PIease find enclosed some notes from a telephone conversation held with Art

Spingarn, Bill Muir, Roy Denmark and Brigitte Farren of EPA Region Ill. Also included
are the written questions which they sent me. In the telephone conversation, in
addition to the EIS questions, 1went over the Poplar Island Working Group structure
and the two subgroups for Habitat Development and Monitoring which have been
meeting for some time to provide agency input concurrent with the EIS preparation.
There has apparently been a disconnect between the people representing EPA Region
Ill on the Working Group and the rest of the Region Ill staff who review the EIS. Last
week, we sent notification of the next meetings of the Habitat and Monitoring
Subgroups and the Working Group meeting to Region Ill. We will now also send
meeting notes from the working group and sub group meetings to several more people
at Region Ill. In addition, Danielle Algazi, who was their representative, should be
back from leave soon, and they should have increased representation at that time.

Please be aware that the attached comments are my notes frim the

conversation. The Region Ill representatives should be able to clarify their questions

and concerns. Please call me if there are any questions.

Sincerely,

C=ce~a L. Donovan
Project Manager
Environmental Dredging Program

Attachment

cc: Bob Smith

Dave Bibo

Art Spingarn, EPA Region Ill

“Twenty-live Years of Ser\ice to the Citizens of Maryland”

1970-1995

201 I Commerce Park Drive ● Anndpolis. Maryland 21401 ● 4109747281 ● F~ix 41019747267



Telephone Conversation of November 21, 1995 on Preliminary Draft EIS, Poplar Island

MES Representative - Cece Donovan

EPA Region Ill Representatives - Roy Denmark, Bill Muir, Art Spingarn, Brigitte Farren

Written concerns are in bold. Notes from conversation follow.

Need a summary table comparing impacts, costs, etc. of each alternative. Phased
construction should be compared with non phased construction.

Show which alternatives were screened out and why. All of the information doesn’t
need to be provided for every alternative, just until the ‘fatal flaw’ hits. (Bob
mentioned that if beneficial use projects are the object of the action, all but beneficial
use projects would screen out. )

Need to incorporate Habitat Document into general document in some way.

They were given the draft Habitat Document to review. 1explained the EIS process
versus the JV process and that the entire Habitat document wasn’t originally meant
to be included in the EIS. Region Ill indicated that at least some details of how the
habitat will be developed are needed in the EIS to enable reviewers to understand the
whole project concept. 1also explained the time schedule, and how the habitat and
monitoring frameworks were focussing on actions up to 20 years in the future, and
thus needed to stay flexible in order to respond to knowledge gained on this project
and others down the road. Region Ill suggested adding the Habitat Document, or
some form of it as an Appendix.

Need remedial action plan for problems that arise during construction.

I again explained the EIS versus the JV processes, and that a Site Management plan
was being developed to address construction issues, but they again indicated that

certain site management related issues should be dealt with in the EIS. Some
examples:

What are the precautions to reduce and protect erosion from unarmored, exposed
faces if the project is phased?
What are comparisons and impacts of phased versus non-phased construction?
What will happen if dike breach occurs?

I said I thought that there would still be armoring of all exposed faces during phased
construction. They did not think this was clear in the EIS.

2



Need more water quality monitoring stations extending southward in the Bay.

This question was related to confusion between the EIS data and the monitoring
framework stations. I tried to explain the difference between the two. They would

like to see more southward stations to enable review of nitrogen and phosphorous
impacts during placement and construction. They would also like a description of the
CBP mainstem stations that could be used for comparison.

There was also a question on the monitoring framework, specifically, could we look
at winter monitoring to enable comparison of minimum recruitment achievements, as
opposed to the apparent maximum recruitment we are now looking at. I said this
could be discussed in the framework meetings.

Brigitte Farren asked if the reference stations and the regular stations could be more
clearly identified on the maps.

Need more detailed wetland monitoring program.

They again asked for the Habitat Development Guidelines to be part of the report. A

concern was relayed that vegetation monitoring on six plots every three years may not
be enough to control nuisance species, and to revegetate adequately if necessary due
to low survival. 1said that there would be ongoing operations and maintenance and
other people would be at Poplar and would be looking at issues like revegetation,
Phragmites control, soil conditions, etc. They asked if that could be part of the
document. I said it was hard to write hard and fast specs for something that wasn’t
going to happen for 5-10 years down the road.
Some of their basic concerns and suggestions:

. Ongoing maintenance should look at enough area of the entire island to get
a good idea of what is going on. This should be expressed as a percent of the entire
area that will be looked at. They recommend looking at the vegetation 2X a year
during the first year, then when the area is stable, monitoring can be performed less
frequently.

. They recommended use of photo stations, aerial, land or both, with pictures
taken during all four seasons of each year to document changes.

. They recommend a plan for control of nutria, swans, geese and other
herbivores so they don’t tear up the seedlings

wetlands,

. They recommend conducting a plant

detection of both problem and rare species.

before they are established in

species inventory periodically,

the

for

3



● Put a budget for vegetation in the EIS to show that there are resources
planned for this.

. They asked about sediment quality and assurances that the material was
clean. I described the North Point-Rock Point line restrictions and the reference
sediment quality monitoring and evaluating that Brian will be doing. They said that
should be documented in the EIS.

Recommend university involvement in monitoring programs.

I told them that UMCEES would be involved in the benthic and water quality
evaluations, they were happy to hear this and said that a lot of monitoring work could
be done through graduate research projects.

EPA Region Ill may be able to provide assistance:
1. Water quality monitoring
2. Wetland monitoring

I said that we did have assistance from EPA CBPO, they said that wasn’t the same
as Region Ill. I also told them that we had USFWS, NMFS, NBS, MDE, DNR on the
subgroups and that they would certainly be welcome on the subgroup. I described
the process of developing the monitoring framework and habitat development
guidelines, and that both of them would change over time in response to input from
the state and federal agencies. They asked to have information faxed to them on the
meetings, but said they had travel restrictions that might keep them from going.

4
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IsAsJNINA December 5,

Re: Comments on Poplar Island Project

Dr. James F. Johnson, Chief, Planning Division

1995

District Engineer, U.
?40CENAB-PL-PC

Baltimore District

P. O. BOX 1715

Baltimore, Maryland

Dear Dr. Johnson:

S. Army Corps of Engineers

21203-1715

I have read your Alotice of Avai/abi/ity soliciting comments on the Poplar Island Project. I
appreciate the opportunity to provide input.

Based on what is known to date, I can only offer support for the project, its rationale and
intended purposes.

The only suggestion offered concerns the dredging plans. Again, I have no problems with the

proposed use of spoils from the Baltimore Harbor channels. However, I would recommend

serious consideration be given to capitalizing on the location, minimal expense involved, and
economic benefits that would be derived if the Knapp’s Narrows channels and slip areas along

the Narrows would be dredged as well and the spoils added to the Poplar Island fill.

At this point I have not sought support from other businesses or users along the Narrows but
would be more than willing to do so if appropriate. Please advise.

Sincerely,

Larry Lorton, PhD.

General Manager

cc: Bill Davis, Tllghman on the Chesapeake

Carl Griebel, Severn Marine Services
Jack Redmond, Tilghman Island Inn
Steuart Chancy, Tilghman Quay

(Itrpopis.dre)

P.O.BOX 277 ■ TILGHMAN,MARYLAND21671 9 (410)686-2720 ■ FAX(410)886-2716



Wj!

HOUSE OF DELEGATES

ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401-1991

MARY ROE WALKUP

DISTRICT 36

KENT, QUEEN AN NE, CECIL,

CAROLINE AND TALBOT COUNTIES

ECONOMIC MATTERS COMMITTEE

ANNAPOLIS OFFICE:

423 LOWE HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING

(410) 841-3449 (BALTIMORE METRO)

(301) 858-3449 (WASHINGTON METRO)

1-800-492-7 I 22 EXT 3449

DISTRICT OFFICE:

12836 STILL POND CREEK RoAD

WORTON, MARYLAND 21678

[410) 778-6635

December6,1995

Dr.JamesF.Johnson
Chief,PlanningDivision
U.S.Army CorpsofEngineers
P.O.Box 1715
Baltimore,MD 21203

DearDr.Johnson:

IregretthatIwasunabletoattendthepublichearingonthePoplarIslandRestorationProject
thatwasheldonNovember28th.Ihave,however,beenadvisedoftheplansforplacementof
cleandredgematerialatPoplarIslandandwantedtoletyouknow ofmy supportforthisproject.

Thankyouforcontinuingtokeepme informedandfeelfreetocontactme anytime.

Sincerely,

MaryRoeWalkup

MRW/bjc



United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Washington,D.C.20240

ER 95/863

Mr. Wesley E. Coleman, Jr.
AttN : CENAB-PL-PC
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

Dear Mr. Coleman:

This is in regard to the request for the Department of the
Interior~s comments on the Draft Feasibility Report and
Environmental Impact Statement for Popular Island Restoration
Study, Chesapeake Bay and Talbot County, Maryland.

This is to inform you that the Department will have comments, but
will be unable to reply within the allotted time. Please
consider this letter as a request for an extension of time in
which to comment on the statement.

Our comments should be available about February 9, 1996.

Sincerely,

Terence N. Martin
Team Leader, Natural Resources
Office of Environmental Policy

Management
& Compliance

\ -,



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Chesapeake Bay Field Office

177 Admiral Cochrane Drive
Annapolis, MD 21401

December 14, 1995

Colonel Randall R. Inouye, P.E.
Dimtrict Engineer
Baltimore District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715
Baltimore, X0 21203

Re: Poplar Island Integrated Draft Feasibility
Report and Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

Dear Colonel Inouye:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has reviewed the referenced Draft
Feasibility Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The recommended

plan would create a 1,110 acre dredged material placement island in a
configuration that would roughly foll,owPoplar Island’s 1,847 footprint.
Uncontaminated dredged material would be used to create low and high saltmarsh
(50% of the footprint), of which 80% will be low marsh characterized by smooth
cordgraes (Spartina alterniflora). The remaining 50% of the historic island
footprint would be filled with uncontaminated dredged material to an elevation
of 20 feet above mean sea level, and planted with forest, shrub, and vine
species of vegetation.

Offshore islands are a unique ecosystem component in the Chesapeake Bay
watermhed. Although similar vegetative communities may occur on the mainland,
isolation, relative lack of human disturbance, and fewer predators make
ielande more desirable as nesting sites for colonial waterbirds and some
endangered species. The remnant islands in the complex, which includes Poplar
Island, support nesting snowy egrets (Leucophoyx thula), common egrets
(Casmerodius albus), double-crested cormorants (Phalacrocorax auritus), terns,
green herons (Butorides virescens), greatblue herons (Ardea herodias), black
ducks (Ariasrubripes), and the Federally-listed threatened bald eagle
(Halioeetus leucocephplus). Diamondback terrapins (Nalaclemys terrapin) nest
on the high marshes and beaches, and river otters (Lutra canadensis) fish from

the island shore. From exacerbated erosion, ship wakes, land subsidence, and
sea level rice are causing these valuable island habitats to be lost. In the

last 150 years, in the middle eastern portion of Chesapeake Bay alone, 10,500
acres have been lost.

At the same time islands have been eroding, a lack of environmentally
acceptable disposal sites has led to navigation projects being held up during
the environmental and regulatory review process, and a continued reliance on
overboard (unconfined) disposal. At a time when the Federal and state



.

governmentsare spendingmillionsof dollarsto restoreChesapeake Bay’s
living resources, reduce nonpoint source pollution and sediment loadings,
these same governments are funding the dumping of 1-2 million cubic yards of
silt, muck, and sand into the Bay each year.

The Poplar Island proposal represents a partial solution to the dredged
material management problem, while supporting habitat restoration objectives
outlined in the Chesapeake Bay Agreement. This is the reason the Poplar

Island Restoration project has gained such unprecedented approval from the
entire Chesapeake Bay community. The proposal fully supports the Service’s
mission to “Protect, conserve, and enhance fitahand wildlife reaourcets and the

habitats they are dependent upon .....”

We look forward to the completion of the project design in January, and the
initiation of construction next summer. please contact Mr. John Gill of my

skaff at (410) 573-4529 if you require any assistance from this office.

Sincerely,

.flN,JgzMd+
e7
\ John P. Wolflin

Supervisor
Chesapeake Bay Field Office

cc: Mr. Tay Yo6hitani, Maryland Port Administration



United States Department of the Interior

National Biological Service
Patuxent Environrnental Science Center

11410 American Holly Drive *

Laurel, Maryland 20708-4015

.

December

Colonel Randall R. Inouye, P.E.
District Engineer
Baltimore District
U.S. Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715
Baltimore Yl 21203-1715

Dear Colonel Inouye:

18, 1995

The National Biological Service has reviewed the Integrated Draft
Feasibility Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement and
supports the proposed plan to reconstruct Poplar Island.
Implementation of this project will reestablish some essential
habitat resources within the Chesapeake Bay. Tidal wetlands,
which have declined markedly in the Bay, will be constructed and
with them, feeding and nesting habitat for waterbirds and their
prey will be added to the mid-Bay region.

we have actively supported this project over the past year when
emergency measures were taken to protect the remaining island
habitat from imminent destruction. The Poplar Island Project is
important to our agency because it affords us an opportunity to
evaluate a long-term restoration project using an adaptive
resource management approach. It will be instructive to monitor
how resource quantity and quality change through time.

The coordination between the Baltimore District, the Maryland
Port Administration, and the resource agencies has been
exceptional and has resulted in the completion of the Poplar
Island design in record time. The beneficial aspects of this
project, the inter-agency cooperation, and the wide support
received from the Chesapeake Bay community should position this
project as a model for other projects and other COE districts.

We look forward to the completion of the project design in
January and the initiation of construction next summer. If YOU

require any assistance from my office, please do not hesitate to
call me at 301-497-5640.

sqyw~

R. Michael Erwin, Ph.D.
cc : Tay Yoshitani, MPA



MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT

MDE 2500BroeningHighway ● Baltimore,Maryland21224
(410)631-3000

ParrisN.Glendening JaneT.Nkhkla
Governor Secretary

Colonel Randall R. Inouye December 21, 1995

Baltimore District, USACE
P, O.Box 1715
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Dear Colonel lnouye:

The Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) has reviewed the ‘Integrated Draft
Feasibility Report’ and Drafl ‘Environmental Impact Statement’ and supports the proposed
plan to reconstruct Poplar Island. Implementation of this project will provide the much needed
Dredged Material Disposal Site for the placement of “clean” and uncontaminated dredged
material while reestablishing an essential habitat resource within the Chesapeake Bay.

MDE hasactivelysupportedthisprojectright from its inception back in 1992 when emergency
]measures were taken to protect the remaining island habitat from imminent destruction. The
Poplar Island project will provide the capacity for the placement of clean and uncontaminated
dredged material obtained from the Baltimore Harbor Shipping Channels. Maintenance of the
appropriate depth in these channels allows the international carriers to bring business to the
Baltimore Port thereby providing a boost to the Maryland economy.

The outstanding coordination between the Baltimore District, the Maryland Port Administration,
and the resource agencies has resulted in the completion of the Poplar Island design in record
time. The beneficial aspects of this project, the inter-agency cooperation, and the wide support
received from the Chesapeake Bay Community should position this project as a model for other
projects around the country.

We look forward to the completion of the project design in January ’96 and the initiation of
construction next summer. If you require any assistance from my office, please contact h4r. Visty
Dalal ormeat(410)631-3680,

Sincerely,

.,&-~~;$
Peter Tinsley, Deputy Director
Technical and Regulatory Service Administration

cc: Mr. Tay Yoshitani, Maryland Port Administration

TDD FORTHEDEAF(410)63 1-3009
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Environmental Review Unit

T*WGS St8te Oftkc Building, B-3

Ammpolis, M8ryiand21401

December 28, 1995

Mr. Wesley E, Coleman, Jr.
Attn: CENAB-PL-PC
U. S, Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
P.0, Box 1715
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Subject: Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement; Poplar
Island; Chesapeake Bay Area; Talbot County

Dear Mr. Coleman:

Thank you for the opportunity to reviewed the above referenced document. The
Environmental Review Unit (ER) has coordinated a Departmental review of the document and
proposed project. The following comments were generated by that review process:

1. The document should provide information on the current ownership of the Poplar,
Jefferson and Coaches Islands and what, if any, changes in ownership are anticipated
when the proposed project is completed.

2. Page 3-68, section3.1.7.c ~. Has the composition of the colonial waterbird
community changed as the islands have eroded? If some colonial waterbird species
were lost as the islands have eroded would they be expected to recolonize the created
island? The paragraph describing the existing Double-crested Cormorant colony fails
to note that this colony is one of only two nesting colonies for this species in
Maryland and that the Poplar Island colony is the larger of the two colonies.

Telephone _(410) %’4 - 2788_

DNR TTY for the Deaf (410) 974-3683



Mr. Wesley E. Coleman, Jr,
December 28, 1995
Page 2

3. Page 3-69, section 3.1.7.d Waterfow 1.EA reports that Common Eider (Somateria
molhsima) were observed in the vicinity of Poplar Island. Common eider would be
an unusual species to be observed in the Bay. When and how frequently was this
species observed at Poplar Island? In addition, the sea duck species, Surf Scoter
(Melanittaperspicillata) and Black Scoter (Melanitta nigra) are commonly found
around Poplar Island but are not noted as being observed.

4. Page 5-18, section 5.4.2 Physiography, Geology, and Soils. The final sentence in
the final paragraph is incomplete.

5. Page5-33,section5.4.4.b Lon~-Term Imnacts. The 4th paragraph implies that
aeration will be adequate to convert much of the ammonia to nitrate. This assumes
that the pH will be keep in a neutral zone and that nitrifjing bacteria will be present.
Perhaps the second sentence should be modified to read, .......... it is expected that
aeration, coupled with the maintenance of proper pH and the expected presence of
nitrifing bacteria will be adequate to . ......“.

6. Page 8-5, section 8.2.4BenthicsMonitoring. The relationship of the two stations
to be located in the area where the created wetlands will be constructed needs to be
clarified. Are these two stations two of the original 11 or two additional stations?
This is not clear. If these two stations are of the original 11, then modifi the sentence
referring to these two station to read, “Two of the original 11 stations will be located
in the area where constructed.” If these two stations are two additional

stations, the word “additional” needs to be added to the sentence referring to these
two stations. Also, if these two stations are additional stations, a sentence will need
to be included (between ..,. colonization. and Evaluation .......) which states the
monitoring frequency of these two additional stations even if it is to say the
monitoring frequency will be determined. This will separate the 11 stations from the
two additional stations.

7, Page 8-7, section 8.2.8 Shellfish Bed Sedimentation. If monitoring of the adjacent
charted natural oyster bars indicates that impacts from sedimentation are occurring
to the oyster bars, what is the proposed remedial action? Will mitigation for impacts
from sedimentation and/or barge traffic (propeller wash, accidental grounding) be
provided?

8, Poplar Island and Jefferson Island were owned by the Smithsonian Institution during
the 1970’s and early 1980’s. Scientists from the Smithsonian Environmental Research
Center (SERC) and National Zoo conducted ecological research on the islands at that
time. The results of their research may provide historical documentation oftheflora
and fauna of the site, This information may be of use in guiding the restoration
activities and goals. Drs. Jim Lynch and Dennis Whigham at SERC (410-798-4424)
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.MDE 2500 Broening Highway ● Baltimore, Maryland 21224
,.,..’ .:. <. .: (410) 631-3000

ParrkN. Glendening Jane T. Nishida
Governor Secretary

Mr. Wesley E. Coleman, Jr. January3, 1996
Baltimore District, USACE
P. O.Box 1715
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

Dear Mr. Coleman:

Re: Comments on the Poplar Island ‘Draft Feasibility Report and Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (November 1995)’.

I thank you on behalf of the ‘Technical and Regulatory Services Administration (TARS A)’
of the Maryland Department of the Environment, for giving us the opportunity to comment on the
‘I~\tegrated Draft Feasihili~ Report ad Draft Environmwtal Impact Statement’ for the Poplar
Island Beneficial Use Project, prepared jointly by the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(Baltimore District) and the Maryland Port Administration. In my opinion the information in the
report has been presented in a well organized manner. I also take this opportunity to provide the
following comments and suggestions on certain topics in the report.

page 2-15; 4th. para, third line should read: “ .shown to result in a substantial ....“.

page 2-1 8; The Upland Placement Sites Grove Neck, Rocky Point, and Queenstown are
not located in Fig, 2-6 as mentioned here.

page 3-2;2nd. para. The Poplar Island must have been formed during the Holocene
Period ( less than 10,000 years) instead of the Pleistocene Period (2 million -10,000 years
back), The melting of the Glaciers after the Pleistocene glaciation period produced sea
level rises separating mainland highs from the mainlands resulting in the formation of the
Poplar Island Complex.

page 3-19; last para: There is no discussion of methods of collection for turbidity data in
any of the quarterly data reports as stated in bottom of page.

TDD FOR THE DEAF (410) 6.3-3009
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n page 3-21; If data for Turbidity (NTU) & Secchi Depth (mm) are not easily obtained from
the Maryland’s CB Water-Quality Monitoring Program (CBWQM) then do not include
their column in the table. However, the Secchi Depth data for station MCB4. 1 does exists
on the CBP computer system.

!7 pages 3-22 & 3-26; The tables are not very clear due to the small font size. The
information may be readily available if the tables are enlarged.

c1 page 3-25;Why was turbidity not measured at mid & bottom depths in the water column?
Also, the Secchi depth numbers should be common for the whole water column, not just
for the surface waters as it is shown in table 3-7.

n page 3-27; 1st.para: The first paragraph needs to be appropriately referenced.
3rd. para: Sentence on “NTU values recorded in plumes ranged from 6.5-

14,7”. These values are too low to be in plumes emanating fro]m remnant
island erosion.

L1 page 3-28;Lastsentence in section 3.1.4. “Although values of turbidity and suspended
sediment were elevated .....“. The NTU values presented show very low turbidity, not
elevated values.

u page 3-47; Section 3.1.6.d; An attempt should be made hereto calculate the
‘Restoration Goals Index (RGI)’ developed by the Chesapeake Bay Program (Ret

Ches. Bay Benthic Community Restoration Goals, March 1994; CBP/TRS 107/94).
Using these goals benthic data from any part of the Bay can be compared to determine
whether conditions at that site met, were above, or were below expectations defined for
reference sites in similar habitats. For the Poplar Island baseline monitoring, the Maryland
Department of the Environment will include calculations for the RGI in their benthic
monitoring efforts.

[-] page 5-30; 2nd. para; References should be provided for the sentences, “It is expected
,..,..,..,..prevailing winds and currents”.
3rd. para; Each sentence is stating facts and therefore needs to be
substantiated by appropriate references and/or monitoring data.

n page 5-32; Again, many references are made to the turbidity data from monitoring test

2



dike but no data is presented. The ‘Final’ EIS should have these references and data
included in it.

•1 page 6-32;lst. para; Check spelling of productivity.

❑ page 7-4;3rd. para; It should read “ Construction is presently projected to begin
>,

...... .. .

We look forward to receiving the final version of the report and to reviewing the results of
the Poplar Island ‘test dike’ monitoring work. If you have any questions or require further
information, please feel free to contact me at 410-631-3689.

Sincerely,

Visty P. Dalal
StaffEngineer/TARSA

cc: Mr. Peter Tinsley/MDE
Mr. Nauth Panday/MDE
Ms. Diana Reynolds/MDE
Mr. Frank Hamons/MPA



Pm-is iN.Glendening
Governor

NlarylandDepartmentof NaturalResources

Tawes State Office Building

Annapolis, Mary! and 21401

JohnR.Griffin
Secreta~

RonaldIN.Young
Deputy 3ecretaq

January 3, 1996

Colonel Randall R. Inouye, P.E.
District Engineer
Baltimore District
U.S. Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

Re: Integrated Poplar Island draft
feasibility report and DEIS.

Dear Colonel Inouye:

The Chesapeake & Coastal Watershed Administration of the Department
of Natural Resources has reviewed the integrated draft feasibility
report and draft environmental impact statement for the
reconstruction of Poplar Island as a beneficial use of dredged
material. We support the plan as developed to date. As you are
aware, Departmental representatives have been active since the
outset in the development of the Poplar Island site, and have
contributed several concepts for improving habitat value. We
anticipate that the project will restore the egret rookery, provide
breeding and rearing habitat for waterfowl, reduce erosion and
sedimentation, and improve the surrounding area for sport fishing.

we have supported the Poplar concept since 1990, when we made
initial computations of area and capacity and subsequently proposed
emergency protection measures using barges for the remaining Poplar
Island fragment. The resources to be enhanced and protected by a
restored Poplar Island are a direct responsibility of the
Department.

The successful integration of the needs of navigation with those of
living resources management in Chesapeake Bay has provided an
exceptional, in fact almost a rare opportunity for inter-agency
cooperation. The compromises agreed to allowed the development of
wide support for the project. These should be able to serve as a
model for similar cooperation in other Corps districts.

Telephone:
DNRTTY for the Deafi (410)974-3683



Colonel Inouye
Poplar Island
Page 2

Our detailed
environmental
forward to the

comments on the integrated draft report
statement follow under separate cover. We

and
look

early completion of the des-ignphase and the onset
of construction this summer. Please be assured of our continuing
support and willingness to facilitate project progress.

Biologist
Chesapeake and Coastal
WatershedAdministration

cc: Mr. Tay Yoshitani, Maryland Port Administration
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Jarwary 16, 1996

Colonel Randall R. Irmuye, P.E.
District Engineer

Baltimore District
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715

RE: Poplar Island Restoration Project

Dear Cclonel Inouye:

TheAlliancefortheChesapeakeBayhasreviewedtheIntegratedDraftFeasibilityReportand
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and supports the proposed plan for the referenced
project. We believe that implementation of this project will provide essential habitat within
the Chesapeake Bay. We also look.forward to enhancing public awareness in the beneficial
uses of dredged material and public involvement in the long term process of Chesapeake Bay
island habitat restoration.

We have actively supported this project since 1994 when we felt our ability to provide public
involvement and awareness were an important element to a successful and sus@”i~aMe

project. The project is important because it has many benefits in addition to dredged material
disposal and habitat value. We feel that the public needs the opportunities for involvement in
the long term process of habitat restoration in the Bay if it is to be a viable optior f~r dredged
material placement.

me ~ocr~~naticn~etweenthe~a!~i~~m~istict, theMarylandPortAdmirtktraticq.landthe

resourceagenciesandtheAllkmcefortheChesapeakeBayhasbeenexceptional.Thk
collaborativeeffortshouldbeamodelforfitureefforts.Pleasecontactme ifyouhaveany
questionsregzdingourinvolvementintheprocess.

Sincerely,

&l.?
G] m G. Page

v

Watershed Restoration Program Director

cc: Mr. Tay Yoshitani, Maryland POIIAdministration
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UNITEDSTATES ENVIRONMENTALPROTECTIONAGENCY
REGIONIll

841 Chestnut Building
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107+431

January 17, 1996

Ms . Carol Anderson-Austra
U.S. Department of the Army
Baltimore District, Corps of Engineere
P.O. Box 1715
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

Re: Poplar Island Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Anderson-Austra:

This is to follow up on our January 16 phone conversation.
Several of us here at EPA Region III have been actively reviewing
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Poplar Island
Project. our work was unfortunately hampered by the three-week
government shut-down from December 18 through January 10.

As 1 indicated on the phone, we would like to meet with you
and the Maryland Environmental Service to go over our comments
before we finalize our comment let’kar. It is our hope that such
a meeting will lead to a more constructive letter, and will help
enhance the overall success of the Poplar Island project. we
look forward to setting a mutually agreeable date for this
meeting in the next few days.

In light of the government shut-down and this requested
meeting, we are also requesting. an extension of the comment
deadline for this project until February 2, 1996.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely, A

& 2’1+
Arthur L. Spingarn, Ph.D.
Environmental Scientist

cc : Ms. C@ce Donovan, Maryland Environmental Service
Mr. William Matuszeski, Chesapeake Bay Program

Celebrating 25 Years of Environmental Progress

TOTRL P.02



ParrisN. Glendening
Governor Maryland Department of Natural Resources

Maryland Geological Survey
The KennethN. Weaver Building

2300 St.PaulStreet
Baltimore,MD 21218-5210

Mr. Wesley E. Coleman
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Baltimore District
P.O. Box 1715
Baltimore MD 21203-1715

JohnR. Griffin
Secretq

RonaldN. Young
Depury Secretary

January 18, 1996

RE: Comments on the Poplar Island Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, November 1995

DearMr.Coleman,

We have read the Draft Report with great interest, however. our comments are limited to the
sections pertaining to sediment quality. They are as follows:

Section 3.1.5, pages 3-28 and 3-29
paragraph 1- Although shoreline erosion is a significant source of sedimentation in this part of
the Bav, bottom erosion is simificant. and the Susquehanna is still an important source of
material, especially trace metals. (See the works of Helz; Cantillo; and Sinex).

paragraph 2- Sediments in the mainstem Chesapeake Bay have low concentrations of metals -

these mav be naturally occurring and not contaminants. Other anthropogenic chemical species
such as pesticides could be considered contaminants. No distinction was made.

paragraph 3- Aluminum levels in the Bay reflect primarily the clay mineral content of the
sediment. Areas with “elevated aluminum levels” most likely reflect sediments of high clav
content and are a natural occurrence. Consequently. these areas should not be singled out as
significant. High concentrations of aluminum, or any other metal. are significant only when there
is compelling corroborating evidence to indicate loading different from regional baseline behavior.

paragraph 4- Although there is no reason to believe that the sediments around Poplar Island are
anything but clean Bay sediments, the concluding sentence does not follow from the preceding
line of reasoning. Diverse and productive benthic communities alone are not adequate indicators
of sediment quality. Framing an argument in this manner has manv potential pitfalls. It would be
better to discuss diversity and productivity in a different section, than to use it in the manner
presented,

Telephone:
DNR TTY fortheDeaf:(410)974-3683



Mr. Wesley E. Coleman
January 18, 1996
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Section 5.4.2, page 5-18
paragraph 2- The last sentence was not completed.

Section 5.4.5, page 5-34
This section is internally inconsistent. Paragraph 2 contradicts paragraph 1. The main point to be
made is that there is a potential impact to the surrounding environment whenever suffidic (not
sul#itic as statedinparagraph2, second sentence) sediments are exposed to subaeral conditions.
This potential impact is lessetwd by the disposal of “clean” material. Furthermore, design and
operation protocol of the site were proposed in order to mitigate this impact.

paragraph 1- What tests are going to be used and at what frequency to ensure sediment
suitability for placement in Poplar Island? Please specifi.

Section 8.2.1, page 8-2
paragraph 3- The second sentence should read” The second sampling event will take place no
longer than 3 years afier the first event.. .“ rather than “The second sample event will tale place no
fewer than 3 years., .“

General Comment
At the monitoring sub-group meetings, Brian Walls discussed the Corps of Engineers’ reference
sediment monitoring requirements. There was no mention of these requirements in the DEIS. A
discussion of these requirements should be included.

Sincerely,

James M. Hill, Ph.D.
Geochemist

William Panageotou
Geologist
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National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Habitat and Protected Resources
Division

904 South Morris Street
Oxford, Maryland 21654

22 January 1996

Colonel Randall R. Inouye, P.E.
Chief, Planning Division
Baltimore District
Corps of Engineers
P. O. Box 1715
Baltimore, Maryland 21203

Dear Colonel Inouye:

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the
Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Poplar Island, Maryland, Environmental
Restoration Project. The following compilation of comments,
prepared collectively by the NMFS Southeast Fisheries Science
Center, Beaufort Laboratory; NOW Chesapeake Bay pro9ram officer
Annapolis; NOAA Restoration Center, Silver Spring: and NMFS
Northeast Region, Habitat and Protected Resources Division, Oxford,
is offered for your consideration.

In general, we found that the document satisfactorily describes
fisheries, living estuarine resources and habitat in the project
area. Although we consider the potential impacts to shellfisheries
to be understated, we concur that overall adverse environmental
effects associated with the project will not be significant and
should, in the long-term, provide substantial benefits to fish and
wildlife resources of Chesapeake Bay. Specific comments addressing
technical issues or minor deficiencies are enclosed.

We appreciate having had the opportunity to comment on the subject
document. If you have questions, or wish to discuss a specific
issue or item, please call me at (410) 226-5771.

Sincerely,

QL’U@#’~f$-’
Timothy E. Good er
Assistant Coordinator

Enclosure
cc: Nick Carter Chris Doley

Bob Smith Kilho Park
Visty Dalal Dave Meyer
Lee Crockett Gordon Thayer



S~ecific Comments

Executive Summary (p. iii): Why is the Deep Trough ($74 million)
used as the “base plan”? Although the least cost alternative, it
is not necessarily a foregone conclusion that Deep Trough will be
implemented (e.g., current statutory constraints) . A diked
containment site, similar to Hart-Miller Island, is also a likely
alternative, the cost of which will greatly exceed $74 million. To
represent a more balanced cost comparison between the proposed
design at Poplar Island and a base plan, a range of costs would be
more realistic varying from $74 million at Deep Trough and the cost
of a Hart-Miller type facility at Poplar Island.

2.3.2 (pp. 2-20 - 2-22): This section focuses on the beneficial
aspects of the Poplar Island proposal without acknowledging the
detrimental ones. Although we concur with the benefits delineated,
we recommend that the discussion be balanced with the adverse
impacts associated with the project, such as loss of productive
shellfish habitat and displacement of fisheries activities.

3.1.3.C (p. 3-4): The bounds of the intertidal zone are critical
in determining the elevations for planting and successful
establishment of wetland plants. Consequently, the discussion
should include the rationale as to why MLLW and MSHW were selected
as the bounds of the intertidal zone. For example, why were not
MLW and MHW or some other set of bounds used? MLW and MHW
encompass a tidal range of 1.5 feet, which is the average tidal
range for the area.

3.1.5, paragraph 3 (top of p. 3-29): The sentence beginning with
“Aluminum” needs clarification. Does the statement mean “with a
~ probability of dissolution”?

3.1.6.a, paragraph 1 sentence 3 (p. 3-29): This sentence is
unclear. Does it mean that phytoplankton productivity within the
vicinity of the Bay Bridge is the maximum for the entire Chesapeake
Bay, or for a more restricted geographic area?

3.1.6.a, paragraphs 2 and 3 (p. 3-29): The phytoplankton taxonomic
groups that are considered to dominate the Chesapeake Bay are
listed; how does the composition of the groups collected during the
EIS compare to this list. What were the dominant groups and
species collected and is there a list of the species observed? If
this information was collected, even through personal observations,
it would be useful and should be presented.

3.1.6.a, paragraph 7 (p. 3-30): The razor clam (Taqelus sp.)
should be included as a commercially important bivalve species.

3.1.6.a, paragraph 8 (p. 3-30): The listing of the different
taxonomic zooplankton groups collected in the ichthyoplankton
surveys is useful, but a list of individual genera and species, as
shown for fish and benthic invertebrate species, would be more
informative.



3.1.6.b (p. 3-44): A number of reasons are offered to explain the
relatively low number of species and abundance of ichthyoplankton
observed near Poplar Island. one reason, which may have been a
factor in the perceived low species numbers and abundance, was the
diurnal and tidal timing of the collections. According to the
information we received on the EIS ichthyoplankton collections,
these collections were performed during daylight hours with no
coordination with the lunar phase. Although this scheme may make
collection easier, the timing is not best for collecting data on
the species present within the area, or determining their perceived
abundances. Night collections during flood spring tides would have
provided better information on species present and their perceived
abundances. If explanations on the quality of the data are going
to be offered, than the effect of sample collection during less
than optimal times (as was performed) should also be included.

3.1.7.b, paragraph 5 (p. 3-63): The high marsh at Coaches Island
also contains tide pool habitat.

3.3.1, paragraph 2, sentence 4 (p. 3-82): In our surveys, juvenile
blue crabs were observed using the remaining salt marsh at Coaches,
South Central Poplar, Middle Poplar and North Point. Consequently,
the remnants of Poplar have some, although limited, economic value.

3.4.2, paragraph 2, sentence 2 (p. 3-91) : Barges were placed on
the west side of Middle Poplar Island, not South Central Poplar.

3.5, paragraph 2 (p. 3-92): According to the EIS (3.1.7.c and d),
only nesting of snowy egrets , cormorants, little blue herons, black
ducks and willet occurred on the four remnant islands. Therefore,
it must be concluded that common egret, cattle egret, tern, great
blue heron, green heron and threatened bald eagle nesting will not
be affected if the 5 acres of remnant islands are not protected.

4.3 (p. 4-8): The blue crab (Callinectes sa~idus) should be
included as an invertebrate on the list of indicator species that
will benefit from creation of low marsh.

5.3.3, paragraph 8 (p. 5-17): It should be noted that the caveats
associated with the 50/50 wetland/upland design (i.e. 80% low marsh
and stone jetties) was the consensus position expressed by MD DNR,
USFWS, and NMFS for the project to advance with modified Alignment
Number 3.

5.4.2, paragraph 2 (p. 5-18): Part of the last sentence is
missing.

5.4.4.a, paragraph 4 and 5 (pp. 5-30 - 5-31): With approximately
half of the mixing zone located over oyster reefs during
construction of the northwest and southern perimeter of the dike,
the potential impact to oyster reefs may be substantially greater
than anticipated in the discussion. Also, sedimentation may be
exacerbated by the north-south orientation of the tidal currents.



5.4.4.a, paragraph 5 (p. 5-31) : It should be noted that
“Restrictions within the Bay may preclude dredging. ..” are
administrative, not natural. Time of year restrictions are
routinely imposed through the regulatory process to protect
sensitive life stages of oysters and other species.

5.4.4.b (p. 5-33): The discussion of ‘~Long-termImpacts” does not
address the potential effects of discharges from developing uplands
on wetlands established on the east side of Poplar Island. It is
anticipated that these discharges may have widely fluctuating
salinities, which may adversely impact plant growth and vigor in
established wetland cells. This potential impact was discussed at
workgroup meetings, and should be addressed in the subject
document. Channelizing the discharge to facilitate its release
directly into the Bay with minimal impact on wetland plants, also
discussed in workgroup meetings, should be included.

5.4.6.b, paragraph 2 (p. 5-36) : The estimates of species
composition and abundances within the ichthyoplankton portion of
the EIS were not appropriately measured to support statements
relative to the impact of the project on ichthyoplankton (see
comment 3.1.6.b). Even with the EIS study, the importance of the
Poplar Island area, in terms of ichthyoplankton use, is still not
understood, and the impact of turbidity caused by the project to
ichthyoplankton cannot be determined.

5.4.6.b, paragraph 3, sentence 8 (p. 5-36): It is recommended that
the sentence be changed to read: l~Moreover, the protected cove
created by Poplar Island ~ create conditions conducive to the
recruitment and growth of SAV, a habitat type that is currently
areally restricted in Poplar Harbor.” As presently written, the
sentence implies that SAV will establish, even though there are no
data to support that assumption, and that SAV provides habitat
comparable to the existing snags. The snags seem to be providing
habitat for larger fish, whereas any SAV that develops will provide
habitat primarily for juveniles. Additionally, it was previously
stated that stone jetties will be constructed in an attempt to
offset the loss of the snag field; recruitment by SAV would be a
secondary benefit.

5.4.6.c, paragraph 2 (p. 5-39): The statement that declining clam
harvests may diminish the ability of the clams to repopulate the
area is not documented. Although clam densities may be reduced
well below those needed to be harvested economically, there will
likely be sufficient numbers to repopulate the area. Individual
clams produce millions of eggs and larvae. Additionally,
planktonic larval stages may remain in the water column for as long
as a month, so larval sources for Poplar Island can be from distant
areas. It was stated previously (p. 3-47) that recent sampling
indicates active recruitment of juvenile soft clams occurring
within the area of the proposed dike. These recruits could serve
to replenish harvestable stocks in the future. A major factor
affecting clam density is habitat availability. The footprint of
the restored Poplar Island will permanently eliminate more than
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1000 acres of clam habitat, and changes in sedimentation patterns
may further reduce available habitat in the area in the future.

5.4.6.c, paragraph 3 (p. 5-39): The statement that wetland
productivity will increase shellfish populations should be
qualified. Bivalves feed primarily on phytoplankton, not detritus.

Second sentence: How many feet?

5.4.6.d paragraph 3 (p. 5-40): Last sentence: How many feet?

5.4.6.d, paragraph 8 (p. 5-41): It is not likely that “seed”
organisms in the dredged material placed in the wetlands cells will
significantly contribute to repopulating the area. How many
organisms will survive being dredged, transported by barge, pumped
into the wetland, and subsequently sculpted with machinery?
Meroplankton is the more likely source of early recruitment.

5.6.2., Economic Impact to Aquatic Resources (p. 5-50): The razor
clam fishery should be discussed in this section.

5.6.2.a, Soft Clam Fishery (P. 5-51) : As noted previously,
bivalves are not likely to benefit directly from marsh creation or
SAV recruitment. Habitat conversion and modification are likely to
adversely affect local soft clam populations.

5.6.2.b, paragraph 1, sentence 9 (p. 5-52): It has been stated
that reconstruction of Poplar Island may, in the long-term, be
beneficial to nearby oyster beds. If the anticipated benefits are
derived solely through erosion abatement of the remaining island
remnants, the 5+ acres is an insignificant sediment source when
considering that the oyster beds remain intact, despite the
previous erosion of 1,000 acres.

5.7.2.b. (p. 5-55): It is stated that boat access will be provided
to the island. It was our understanding that direct access to the
island would not be provided, so as to preserve the quality of
isolation afforded by islands to optimize wildlife habitat value.

6.1.2.e. , paragraph 2 (p. 6-16): Earlier comments (5.4.4.b above)
relative to the need to protect created wetlands from high and low
salinity water discharged from the upland cells also applies here.

6.1.2.f, paragraph 6 (p. 6-21): Again, it was our understanding
that public access would be discouraged to enhance the value of the
island for wildlife.

6.1.2.g, paragraph 5 (p. 6-21): Collection of sod mats from
existing, natural wetlands is strongly discouraged. Availability
of nursery-grown stock obviates the need for this ecologically
disruptive practice. We do, however, support the concept of
establishing wetland nurseries on-site, using commercial stock, as
was discussed during workgroup meetings.



8.2.6, last paragraph, sentence 2 (p. 8-6): This sentence should
read “Replicate fyke nets will be used , with six replicate stations
per treatment type (reference, remnant, created) where possible.”
Please note that block nets were not used for collecting baseline
samples and will not be used for future collections.



ParrisN. GIertdening
Governor

Maryland Department of Natural Resources
EnvironmentalReview
TawesStateOfficeBuilding
Annapolis,Maryland21401

January26,1996

Mr. Wesley E. Coleman, Jr.
Attn: CENAB-PL-PC
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District
P.O. Box 1715
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

JohnR.Griftin
SecreIaq

Ronald N. Young
Deputy Secretary

RE: DraftIntegratedFeasibilityReportandEnvironmentalImpactStatement;PoplarIsland;
ChesapeakeBayArea;TalbotCounty

Dear Mr. Coleman:

The Environmental Review Unit has received the following additional comments from the
Department’s Wildlife Division regarding the above referenced document:

1. Page 5-44, section 5.4.7.b Avifauna, Colonial Waterbirds. The heron rookery on
Coaches Island extends throughout most of Coaches Island and not just the extreme
southeastern tip of the island. Therefore, the proposed buffer between the rookery
and the construction activities adjacent to Coaches Island is not to minimize impacts
to nesting birds. To adequately protect this colony, a time of year restriction on
construction activities should be maintained for the entire southern shoreline of
Coaches Island. Because Coaches Island is a Great Blue Heron rookery, the time of
year restriction period would need to February 15through July 15 of any year. Great
Blue Herons begin to nest earlier than other colonial waterbirds and thus require the
earlier start on the time of year restriction period.

2. Page5-46, section 5.4.8 Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species. Although
the proposed construction activities are to be conducted over 1000 feet from the Bald
Eagle nest site, those activities would be clearly visible from the nesting eagles. Bald

Telephone: (410)974-2788
DNR TTY fortheDeaf:(410)974-3683



Mr.WesleyE.Coleman,Jr
January26,1996
Page2

Eagles are disturbed more by human activity that they can see than by noise.
Numerous studies have documented eagles being flushed at great distances by
approaching boats. Since their is no visual buffer between the construction activities
and the nest site a time of year restriction on the proposed activity is needed to
minimize impacts to the nesting eagles. The usual time of year restriction to avoid
and minhize impacts to Bald Eagles is December 15 through June 15. However, in
recent years the Bald Eagle pair that nests on Jefferson Island has initiated their
nesting attempt later than most Bald Eagles in that region of the Chesapeake Bay.
Therefore, the time of year restriction period could be shortened to January 15
through June 15. If the eagles fail to nest or produce young, the time of year
restriction could be waived for that particular season. However, an annual
determination of the reproductive status of the nesting pair could not be made until
end of March for any year.

Should you require additional information regarding these comments, please feel free to
contact Dr. Roland Limpert of my staff at (410) 974-2788.

Sincerely,

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

RCD:RJL

cc: E. Ghigiarelli, MDE
G. Therres, DNR-FWHS



United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Office of EnvironmentalPolicy andCompliance
CustomHouse, Room 244

200 chestnut street

IN REI>l.Y REFER TO
Philadelphia,Pennsylvania19106-2904

January 30, 1995

ER 95/0863

Colonel Randall R. Inouye, P.E.

District Engineer

Baltimore District, Corps of Engineers

P.O. Box 1715

Baltimore, MD 21203

Attn: Mr. Wesley E. Coleman, Jr.

Dear Colonel Inouye:

The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Poplar Island

Integrated Draft Feasibility Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement

(DFR/DEIS) and offers the following comments for your consideration.

These Departmental comments include the report of the Fish and Wildlife

Service on the recommended plan, and are submitted in accordance with the

provisions of Section 2 (b) of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48

Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et sea.) and Section 7 of the Endangered

Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et sea.).

GENERAL COMMENTS

The DFR/DEIS recommends implementing a plan to create a 1,110 acre dredged

material placement island within a 35rO00-foot perimeter in a configuration

that would roughly follow Poplar Island’s historical footprint of 1847.

Uncontaminated dredged material would be used to create low and high saltmarsh

(50 percent of the footprint), of which 80 percent will be low marsh

characterized by smooth cordgrass (SDartina alterniflora). The remaining 50

percent of the historic island footprint would be filled with uncontaminated

dredged material to an elevation of 20 feet above mean sea level, and planted

with forest, shrub, and vine species of vegetation.

Offshore islands are a unique ecosystem component in the Chesapeake Bay

watershed. Although similar vegetative communities may occur on the mainland,

isolation, relative lack of human disturbance, and fewer predators make

islands more desirable as nesting sites for colonial waterbirds and some

endangered species. The remnant islands in the complex which includes Poplar

Island support nesting snowy egrets (LeucoDhovx thula), common egrets

(Casmerodius albus), double-crested cormorants (Phalacrocorax auritus),

several species of tern, green herons (Butorides virescens), little blue

herons (Florida coerulea), great blue herons (Ardea herodias), black ducks

(Arias rubripes), and the Federally-listed threatened bald eagle (Halioeetue

leucocephalus) . Diamondback terrapins (Malaclemys terrapin) nest on the high
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marshes and beachea, and river otters (Lutra canadensis) fieh from the island

shore. Ship wakes, land subsidence, and sea level rise are causing these

valuable island habitats to be lost from exacerbated eroeion. In the last 150

years, in the middle eastern portion of Chesapeake Bay alone, 10,500 acres

have been lost.

At the same time islande have been eroding, a lack of environmentally

acceptable disposal sites has led to navigation projects being delayed during

the environmental and regulatory review process, and a continued reliance on

overboard (unconfined) disposal. At a time when the Federal and state

governments are spending millions of dollars to restore Chesapeake Bay’s

living resources, reduce nonpoint source pollution, and reduce sediment

loadings, those same governments are funding the dumping of 1-2 million cubic

yards of silt, muck, and sand into the Bay each year.

The Poplar Island recommended plan represents a partial solution to the

dredged material management problem, while supporting habitat restoration

objectives outlined in the Chesapeake Bay Agreement. This is the reason the

Poplar Island Restoration project has gained widespread support from the

Chesapeake Bay government community. The Department also offers its support

for the project, subject to your agency’s careful consideration of the

following comments and recommendations.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Section 2.3.l.a. Open Water Placement

The Department has expressed specific concerns relative to dredged material

placement in sinks such as the Deep Trough. These concerns include nutrient

releases and bay eutrophication, loss of thermal refugia, and potentially

eliminating government incentive to use dredged material for beneficial

purposes such as habitat restoration. During the proposed 1990 demonstration

project, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency calculated significant

nutrient releases from dredged material placement into the anaerobic zone

during the summer. These concerns should be noted in the final document.

Section 3.1.2. Physiography, -logy, and Soils

We question whether elevations on Coaches Island only reach a maximum

4 feet mean low water. Please review this information for accuracy.

Section 4.3 (pg. 4-7) Formulation and Evaluation Criteria

Use of the term “bottomland” when describing non-wetland habitats is

of about

misleading (e.g. sounds like a palustrine forested wetland). Forest and shrub

would be a more accurate description. Please modify the text of the final

document.

Section 5.3.2 Wetland/Upland

If the sole project objective is

wildlife habitat possible, a mix

Rat ioe

to provide

of upland,

the most productive fish and

beach, aquatic, and wetland
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habitats is preferred. Although development of 100 percent low marsh would

provide greater benefits to fish, it would not provide habitat for species

requiring upland nesting sites in close proximity to wetland feeding and

brooding areaa (e.g. waterbirds). Restoring a mix and interspersion of

habitat typee will recreate the type of island ecosystem endemic to the

middle, eastern portion of Chesapeake Bay. This information should be

included in the final document.

Section 5.4.7.a. Terrestrial Resources

Recent designs have included alternative alignments and operations which might

affect vegetation on the remnant Poplar Islands (through inundation during

filling). The Department’s believes that if such an impacting alignment ie

chosen, the wetlands to be created will compensate for the loss. Without the

project the islands will definitely be lost. We have no objection to

alignments that do not affect remnant islands.

We recommend dredged material placement volumes per lift that do not inundate

the double-crested cormorant rookery on Middle Poplar Island. If this is not

possible, we recommend artificial nesting structures (e.g. pilings with

attached platforms) be erected adjacent to Middle Poplar Island prior to

initial inflow to mitigate the loss. Double-crested cormorants are known to

readily utilize artificial structures.

Section 5.4.7.b. Colonial Waterbirde

The proposed buffer zone around the great blue heron rookery on Coaches Island

is insufficient. The rookery extends along the entire forested portion of the

southern shore of Coaches Island. We recommend time-of-year restrictions for

construction of the containment berm and human activities along the entire

forested portion of the southern shoreline, where that construction or human

activity will occur within 660 feet. The time-of-year restriction for this

portion of Coaches Island should be February 15 through July 15. ‘l’his

recommended time-of-year restriction will not be necessary for inflow

operations.

The double-crested cormorant colony on Middle Poplar Island could be impacted

by construction activities if the activities occur within 500 feet. The

Department recommends a time-of-year restriction on berm construction from

March 1 through July 15.

Section 5.7.2.d. Other Recreational Activities

Time-of-year restrictions should avoid displacement of nesting waterbird

colonies.

Figure 6-1

This figure is illegible. In addition, the proposed interior islands are not

shown. A revised figure should be included in the final document.



Section 6.1.2.f. Habitat Areas (High Marsh)

Black needlerush (Juncus roemerianus) should not be encouraged by planting.

This species will more than likely colonize on its own, thereby diversifying

the planted wetland community. However, introducing black needlerush before

the cordgrasees have become established could result in large monotypic stands

of this species, thereby lowering plant diversity.

Page 6-22 Island Habitat (Section 4.5.4.)

The section number appears to be wrong. Also, the islands should not be

located in close proximity to upland areas or the containment dikes in order

to deter access by predators.

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES COMMENTS

A bald eagle nest is located on Jefferson Island. A breeding pair of eagles

used this nest in 1994, although no young were fledged. Bald eagles are

currently listed as Federally threatened. Although construction will occur

over 1,000 feet from the nest site, activities will be clearly visible to

nesting eagles. As discussed with Mr. Satiate Therres (Supervisor, Wildlife

Diversity Program within the Maryland Department of Natural Resources),

numerous studies have documented eagles being flushed from their nests by

boats approaching from large distances. Therefore, we recommend (in

concurrence with Mr. Therres) a time-of-year restriction from January 15

through June 15 prohibiting construction and human activities within the

quarter mile bald eagle protection zone surrounding the nest. This

recommended time-of-year restriction will not be required for inflow

operations. If the eagles fail to nest or produce young, the recommended

time-of-year restriction may be reconsidered.

The West Coast and Central Plains populations of least terns (Sterna

albifrons) are listed as Federally endangered, but its Atlantic Coast breeding

population is not Federally listed. Least terns are colonial nesters that

prefer sand, rock, and shell substrates with sparse vegetation. A cooperative

least tern habitat restoration effort was undertaken at Poplar Island during

the spring of 1994. Crushed clam shell was spread on one of the breakwater

barges in the vicinity of Middle Poplar Island. Monitoring has not documented

least tern nesting on the restoration attempt.

Except for occasional transient individuals, such as the much publicized

manatee (Trichechus manatus), the Poplar Island complex is not known to

support any other Federally listed, proposed, or candidate species. This

response relates only to threatened and endangered species under our

jurisdiction. For information on other rare species, including state-listed

species, Maryland Natural Heritage Program should be contacted at (410) 974-

2870.
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Thank you for coordinating this environmental review with the Department.

Questions regarding these comments should be addressed to Mr. John Gill of the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Chesapeake Bay Field Office at (41O) 573-

4529.

Sincerely,

Q(4, \ j~.,,,,k
Don Henne

Regional Environmental Officer

c:\wp51doc\ER-95-863 fin



January 30, 1996

Mr. Robert Smith, Chair
Poplar Island Workgroup
Maryland Environmental Services
2011 Commerce Park
Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mr. Smith:

As the Poplar Island project moves from the drawing board to
implemental ion, I would like to encourage the use of all known
“technologies” in association with the work. Studies conducted

on the intertidal oyster reefs of the Carolinas show that there
is a positive correlation between the existence of oyster reefs
and the resistance to erosion by the associated grasses behind
these structures. In short, if the restoration of Poplar island
is to enjoy long-term success, perhaps we should investigate the
introduction of intertidal reef communities at a minimum on the
leeward side.

Without engaging in an involved treatise on the historic role of
the oyster, early settlers noted the existence of intertidal
oyster reefs in their explorations of the Chesapeake Bay. Long

vanished due to harvest and navigational pressures of the colo-
nial period, today, we mistakenly associate intertidal oyster
populations as a Carolina phenomena. The Poplar Island project
offers an outstanding opportunity to restore these historic
structures to the ecology of the Chesapeake Bay.

I would welcome the opportunity to discuss this further, and if
there is interest, facilitate the process by proving oysters from
our hatchery program. I look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Robert M. Pfeiffer,
Executive Director

cc: m. Mendelssohn, ACOE
L. Crockett, NOAA
G. Thayer, NMFS

Chesapeake Appreciation,lnc. o P.O, Box6775, Annapolis, A4aryland 21401 . (410)269-5570 . fax(410)269-6635



MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT

MDE 2500 Broening Highway ● Baltimore, Maryland 21224
(410) 631-3000

ParrisN. Glendening Jane T. Nishida
Governor Secretary

January 31, 1996

Mark Mendelssohn
12 S. Howard Street
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
CENAB - PL - E
P. o. Box 1715

Baltimore MD 21203-1715

Deal Ml-. Mendelssohn:

In recent phone conversations we have discussed whether two
projects the Corps of Engineers is pursuing will need to have
general conformity determinations. The projects are the dredging
operations at Poplar Island and creation of various oyster bars in
several area rivers.

Neither project involves the creation of substantial air
pollution emissions. The threshold level requiring a general
conformity determination in the area of the projects is 50 tons per
year Of VOC or Nox emissions. It is unlikely that any of the
projects will even approach this threshold. I do not believe that
a quantitive analysis is necessary.

The Corps of Engineers is familiar with the Department’s air
quality regulations especially those concerning construction
projects and will certainly comply with them during these projects.
If you have any further questions concerning general conformity or
the Department’s regulations, please let me know.

Sincerely,

Diane L. Franks, Chief
Air Quality Planning Division
Air and Radiation Management Administration

TDDFOR THE DEAF(410)631-3009
“TogetherWeC anClean Up” e

Recyckd Paper

DLF\sf



MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT

MDE 2500 Broening Highway ● Baltimore, Maryland 21224
(410) 631-3000

ParrisN. Glendening Jane T. Nishida
Governor Secretary

February 1, 1996

Mr. Wesley E. Coleman, Jr.
Baltimore District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 1715
Baltimore, Maryland 21203-1715

RE: Poplar Island, Draft Integrated Feasibility
Report and Environmental Impact Statement,
November, 1995

Dear Mr. Coleman:

The Department of the Environment (MDE) has reviewed the

referenced document for consistency with the State’s Coastal Zone

Management Program. The draft document presents the findings of
the cooperative study between the Corps of Engineers and the

Maryland Port Administration to determine the feasibility of

using uncontaminated dredged material from the approach channels

to Baltimore Harbor to recreate and restore ecological habitat at

Poplar Island.

The Department of the Environment and the Department of
Natural Resources (DNR) have provided detailed comments on the
draft report and DEIS (letters from Mr. Visty Dalal, MDE, and
Mr. Ray Dintaman, DNR, dated 1/3/96 and 12/28/95, respectively).
As you are aware, the State supports the environmental
restoration effort to restore Foplar island to ics approximate
size in 1847 through the use of uncontaminated dredged material.
This beneficial use project provides a solution to the Port of
Baltimore dredged material placement problems, and will result in
ecological benefits through the creation of wetland and upland
habitats.

Based on these considerations and the information presented
in the draft feasibility Report and DEIS, the proposed project is
consistent with the State’s Coastal Zone Management Program, as
required by Section 307 (c)(1) of the Federal Coastal Zone
Management Act of 1972, as amended.

TDDFORTHEDEAF (41O)631-3OI39
“TogetherWe Can Clean Up” e

Recycled Paper



Mr. Wesley E. Coleman, Jr.
February 1, 1996
Page 2

If you have any questions, please contact me at (410) 974-
2156.

Sincerely, \

*

Elder A. Ghig” i, Jr/

Chief, Coast one Consistency

u
EAGJr:cma

cc: Gary Setzer, MDE
Visty Dalal, MDE
Ray Dintaman, DNR



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION Ill

841 Chestnut Building
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 191074431

February2, 1996

Colonel Randall R. Inouye, P.E.
District Engineer
Baltimore District, Corps of Engineers
P. O. Box 1715
Baltimore, MD 21203

Dear Colonel Inouye:

The Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the Draft Feasibility Report and
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Poplar Island Restoration project.
Due to the federal government shutdown from December 18, 1995 through January 5, 1996,
we were unable to meet the original December 28 comment deadline for this document.

This proposed 350 million dollar project would provide disposal capacity for 38
million cubic yards of clean dredged material from the Federal navigation channels serving
the Port of Baltimore. At the same time, an island containing 1,100 acres of wetlands and
uplands would be restored in the Chesapeake Bay during the 22-year lifespan of the project.

The proposed Poplar Island Project is the result of several years of coordinated efforts
on the part of more than 12 federal, state, and local agencies, including the Environmental
Protection Agency, as well as several private organizations. It represents a partial solution to
the dredged material management problem, and supports habitat restoration objectives outlined
in the Chesapeake Bay Agreement. The Environmental Protection Agency supports these dual
beneficial use/habitat restoration goals of the Poplar Island Project.

Based on our review of the draft Environmental Impact Statement, we have assigned
an “EC-2” rating (Environmental Concerns, Insufficient Information) to the document. A
copy of our rating system is enclosed. Our principle concerns regarding the document pertain
to the monitoring, maintenance, and remedial action components of the project. While it is
apparent that the working groups have spent many dozens of hours discussing the budgets,
levels of effort, agency participation, and data management that will be required to assure
successful habitat restoration, these plans are not adequately described or referenced in the
draft document.

Celebrating 25 Years of Environmental Progress



EPA Poplar Island Comment Letter
Page 2

Specifically, we recommend that the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)
include the following:

● SUMMARY TABLE The FEIS should include a summary table comparing impacts, costs,
etc. of each alternative. This table should include the no-build option, and should compare
phased vs. non-phased construction.

● HABITAT RESTORATION PLAN The document should provide more detailed
information on:

a. Revegetation methods and goals.
b. Budget for revegetation efforts.
c. Lead agency iagencies.

● MAINTENANCE & REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN The document should outline what
steps will be taken in the event of storm damage to the dikes or restored habitat areas during
and after construction. In addition, steps to minimize and remediate potential vegetation
damage from deer, geese, and other waterfowl should be documented.

● SCIENTIFIC MONITORING The document needs to be more specific about the
vegetation and wildlife monitoring methods that will be used in order to assure statistical and
scientific validity.

“ MONITORING AGREEMENTS The FEIS should stipulate that a written interagency
agreement will be prepared, committing both the necessary personnel and funds to assure that
the 20 years of monitoring required to document the environmental benefits and impacts of
this project will be performed.

● PHASED CONSTRUCTION It appears likely that due to funding constraints, a phased
approach to construction will be used. Better documentation and diagrams of the phased
construction process are needed.

“ DATA MANAGEMENT Chapters 7 (“Plan Implementation”) and 8 (“Monitoring
Framework”) should contain sections on data management. Budgets and lead agencies should
be stipulated. In addition, the FEIS should contain a schedule for periodic summary reports
with appropriate distribution to agencies and concerned parties.

● TIMELINE The document should provide a detailed timeline laying out the proposed
implementation of all phases of the project. The timelines should stipulate deadlines and
responsible parties for all aspects of the project, including planning, design, construction,
monitoring, and maintenance.

Celebrating 25 Years of Environmental Progress



EPA Poplar Island Comment Letter
Page 3

ln addition to these concerns, we have identified a number of issues in the draft EIS
which should be corrected in the FEIS. Our comments and recommendations are discussed in
greater detail in the enclosed “Technical Comments.”

We appreciate this opportunity to comment, and look forward to continued
coordination with you and your staff on this project. Please feel free to contact Dr. Arthur

Spingarn (21 5-597-3360) or Mr. Roy Denmark (215-597-1177) of my staff if you have any
further questions.

Sincerely,

~finvironmental Assessment and Protection Division

Enclosures

cc: Tim Goodger, National Marine Fisheries Service
Bill Matuszeski, EPA Chesapeake Bay Program
Bob Smith, MD Environmental Service
John Wolflin, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Celebrating 25 Years of Environmental Progress



POPLAR ISLAND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

EPA REGION III TECHNICAL COMMENTS

I. KEY CONCERNS

● SUMMARY TABLE The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) should include a
summary table comparing impacts, costs, etc. of each alternative. This table should include

the no-build option, and should compare phased vs. non-phased construction.

● HABITAT RESTORATION PLAN The document should provide more detailed
information on:

a. Revegetation methods and goals: The document should stipulate that a permanent
interagency scientific monitoring committee will be created, and that this committee
will review the most current monitoring data available to determine which
revegetation method(s) should be used to maximize the success of the wetland and
upland restoration efforts.

b. Budget for revegetation efforts.
c, Lead agency/agencies.

● MAINTENANCE & REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN The document should outline what
steps will be taken in the event of storm damage to the dikes or habitat areas during and after
construction. In addition, the document should specify what actions will be taken to minimize
and remediate potential vegetation damage from deer, geese, and other waterfowl.

● SCIENTIFIC MONITORING The document needs to be more specific about the
vegetation and wildlife monitoring methods that will be used in order to assure statistical and
scientific validity. Intended lead agencies for each aspect of the monitoring effort should be
specified.

● MONITORING AGREEMENTS On p. 8-1, eight federal and state agencies that will be
involved with monitoring are listed. The EIS should stipulate that a written interagency
agreement will be prepared, committing both the necessary personnel and funds to assure that
the 20 years of monitoring required to document the environmental benefits and impacts of
this project will be completed.

“ PHASED CONSTRUCTION It appears likely that due to funding constraints, a phased
approach to construction will be used. Better documentation and diagrams of the phased
construction process are needed.

Celebrating 25 Years of Environmental Progress
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● DATA MANAGEMENT: Chapters 7 (“Plan Implementation”) and 8 (“Monitoring
Framework”) should contain sections on data management. Budgets and lead agencies should

be stipulated. In addition, the FEIS should contain a schedule for periodic summary reports
with appropriate distribution to agencies and concerned parties.

“ TIMELINE The document should provide a detailed timeline laying out the proposed
implementation of all phases of the project. The timelines should stipulate deadlines and
responsible parties for all aspects of the project.

II. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

● The print on a number of figures and tables is too small to read (e.g. Table 3.6, “Summary
of Water Quality Conditions”; Table 3-8, “Summary of Existing Water Quality Conditions”;
Fig. 6-1, Habitat Map; Fig. 6-10, “Typical Cell Layout”). These should be reprinted using
larger fonts or 11 X 17 pages.

“ Section 3. 1.3g, “Residence Times” is missing from the DEIS.

● The scales shown on figures 3-17 and 3.18 (pp. 3-60 and 3-61) have been skewed by photo-
reduction and are incorrect.

“ The list of legal authorities on p. 4-3 lists the “Emergency Wetlands Resources Act of 1986”
twice.

● Table 5-1, “Incremental Cost Comparison. ”
a. Units are not specified. It is not clear whether the costs are monthly totals, tonnage
estimates, or based on some other unit of measure. It is also not clear whether these
figures include:

1. dike construction costs,
2. budgets for monitoring and maintenance,
3. budgets for remedial actions.

c Table 5-1 (p. 5-11). Total cost/cubic yard for Poplar Island is quoted as $4.73, How does
this relate to the total site development cost of $3 .22/cy quoted in table 5-2 (p. 5-16)? Should
they be added together to compute total costs?

Celebrating 25 Years of Environmental Progress



EPA Poplar Island Technical Comments
2-2-96
Page 3

● Table 5-2 indicates that the Initial Construction Cost of the preferred alternative (#3) will be
$49.6 million and Total Site Development Costs will be $122.1 million. How are these figures
related to the overall project cost of $297 million?

● Section 5.4.2 (p. 5-18). This section ends with an incomplete sentence.

● Blank spaces on pages 5-38, 5-39, and 5-40 should be filled in.

“ Section 5.4,4(b), p. 5.33. The discussion of long-term impacts should include a discussion
of impacts from discharges from the upland portions of the project into the created wetlands,
Techniques for minimizing these impacts should also be discussed.

● Table 5-6, “Environmental Outputs Summary” provides primary productivity estimates
ranging from 41,000 gm/m2/yr to 938,000 gm/m2/yr. These numbers should be checked:

a. These estimates disagree with the primary productivity estimates in table 5-5,
“Ecosystem primary productivity values. ” Total primary productivity estimates for the
site should be in the thousands of metric tons per year.
b. A 23-fold difference in productivity among the build alternatives seems unlikely.

● The cells shown in Fig. 6-10 (p. 6-1 8) do not correspond to those listed in table 6-3. Are
all the cells in 6-10 supposed to labelled “w”?

● The text on p. 6-19 says, “An estimate of cell life and cell capacity for the 7 cells is
contained in table 6-3. ” Table 6-3 does not provide information on cell life.

● Section 6. 1.2d (p. 6-16) Water Level Control Structures. This section states, “The wetland
cell control structures discharging through the eastern perimeter dike will be deactivated after
the perimeter dike has been breached to introduce tidal flows.”

a. How large will be breached areas be?
b. Will they be armored to withstand storm events?

c Section 6. 1.2.f. Habitat Areas.
a. We recommend that the Habitat Document be incorporated into general document,
at least by reference.
b. The proposed artificial reef construction should also be described in the FEIS.

● The text on p. 6-24 reads, “Since phased construction will not enclose the borrow area, the
area will only be marginally protected from turbidity effects during construction. ” Where is
the borrow area? How large is it? How long will be exposed?

● Section 6. 1.2g (p. 6-21). “Saltmarsh cordgrass will be established by ...placing field
collected sprigs or mats. ” EPA strongly discourages the collection of sod mats from natural
wet lands.
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● Section 6. 1.3 (p. 6-23) states, “Thetotalp rojectcost isestimated to be$297 million. This
includes costs for maintenance dredging, placement, shaping and planting of the island,
supervision and inspection, execution of the feasibility study, review of the plans and
specifications, and advertisement and award of the construction contract (Table 6-4). ” Earlier
documentation estimated wetland seeding costs at $1,278,000, wetland maintenance costs at

$50,000/year, and annual environmental monitoring costs at $300,000 per year.
Environmental monitoring, maintenance, and remediation costs should be specifically broken
out in the FE IS, along with proposed lead agencies and potential funding sources.

● The text on p. 6-29 states, “Each habitat cell will be evaluated twice a year: once early and
once late in the growing season. ” EPA strongly supports twice a year monitoring during the
first few years of revegetation efforts. This monitoring frequency is not reflected in table 8-1,
“Poplar Island Proposed Monitoring Schedule.”

● Project costs are stated as $223 million on p. 7-2 and as $297 million on p. 10-3. The
current projected cost should be consistent y displayed throughout the FEIS. Section 7-4
should provide a clearer explanation of incremental costs.

“ Section 8.2. Monitoring Elements. We commend the approach of presenting scientific
hypotheses with regard to wetland vegetation, water quality, benthics, fisheries, and wildlife
monitoring. However, the document should also provide information on what actions will be

triggered by the acceptance or rejection of these hypotheses.

● Section 8.2.2. Wetland Vegetation Monitoring: The FEIS should provide a more detailed
wetland monitoring program. Frequent monitoring during the first few years is vital. A
permanent monitoring committee should be established to review data, oversee monitoring
efforts, and make recommendations regarding revegetation and other habitat needs.

a. What is the size of the 6 permanent plots? What 0/0of total created wetland
acreage is being sampled? A statistically valid approach to sampling should be
implemented.

b. Fixed photo stations should be included.
c. Annual monitoring overflights/aerial photographs should be included.
d. Plant species inventories should be conducted.
e. A vegetation monitoring budget should be included.
f. What actions will be taken in the event of significant plant damage by deer, geese,

or other waterfowl? A remedial action plan should be included.
g. University involvement in monitoring programs should be solicited.
h. A potential role for trained citizen volunteers in monitoring programs should be

considered.
i. A lead agency should be designated for data management and analysis.

Celebrating 25 Years oj’7Environmental Progress
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● We recommend that annual monitoring reports and presentations be provided to federal,
state, and local agency officials.

● Section 8.2.3. Water Quality Monitoring: The use of existing Bay mainstem water quality
monitoring stations as reference stations should be documented in the FEIS.

● SAV monitoring should be added to Section 8, in order to determine whether the SAV goal
stipulated on p. 2-21 and p. 5-36 is met.

● Annex A, Clean Water Act Section 404(b)( 1) Evaluation: Section I (b-f) does not provide
any specific information regarding the volumes of material being placed (subject to section
404). Additional details should be provided including estimates of material being disposed as
a result of approach channel dredging, material being disposed as a result of excavation
(dredging) of a portion of the dike alignment, disposal of dredged material to create the dikes,
etc. Also, since all material used to armor the dikes which is placed below the high tide line
is subject to Section 404 some estimate of the volume of this material should be provided.

● Annex B, the Index, needs to have page numbers inserted.

● Annex B, Attachment A, “Public Involvement and Program Schedule and Outline” is
missing, and should be included in the FEIS.

● Annex B, Attachment C, “Public Meetings, Agendas, Attendance Lists, Handouts” is
missing, and should be included in the FEIS.

● Annex B, Attachment D, “Public Comments” is missing, and should be included in the
FEIS.

● Annex C, Attachment F, “News Releases, Articles and Advertisements” is missing, and
should be included in the FEIS.

Celebrating 25 Years ojlJ3nvironmental Progress



SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS
AND FOLLOW UP ACTION*

Environmental lm~act of the Action

LO--Lack of Objections
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to

the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that

could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

EC--Environmental Concerns

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the

environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of
mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead

agency to reduce these impacts.

EO--Environmental Objections

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide

adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the

preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative

or a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU--Environmentally Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they

are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends

to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not

corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ.

Adecmacv of the Impact Statement

Category 1--Adequate

The EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred

alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis
or data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or

information.

Category 2--insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for the EPA fully assess the environmental impacts

that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new

reasonably available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS,

which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data,

analyses, or discussion should be included in the final EIS.

Category 3--inadequate
EPA does not believe that draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of

the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of

the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the

potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information,

data analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a diaft

stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section

309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment in a
supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this
proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

●From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of the Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.
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By David Challinor

island had long since been cut by wide channels into

three separate islands totaling more than 200 acres:
Coaches Island to the southeast, Jefferson to the north-

east and, to the west, Poplar Island proper (according
to modern nomenclature). Over the next 20 years this
windward land dwindled to a narrow wooded strip

that winter storms chopped into four smaller pieces.
The total land area of Poplar Island proper shrank
to less than 100 acres. It now comprises barely 54.

on my first exploration in 1!363, masses of poison
ivy grew to 15 feet, reducing air circulation and in ten-
Continued on page 70

But islands too
are only clay

A Smithsonian scientist discusses Man’s license

or ability to intervene here and weighs the

alternative of studying nature taking its course

There are ticies in the affairs of nature that Man fre-

quently tries to stem–usually for his own purposes,

especially in the name of “progress,” and sometimes
for ~ltrl~istic reasons. The Poplar Islands dilemma, if

resolved to fa!or a status q Z(Oante, will exemplify the
latter, that is, well-meaning human intervention in a
natura 1 process.

hJillennia ago these islands constituted a single land-

mass of some 2,000 acres; then they began to erode.

Without artificial rebuilding they will disappear as

inevitably as every biological organism, or even as
mountains clo in the course of eons. It is easy to argue

that the islands must be rescued, if only as some sort
of ransom against human plunderelsewhere in the
worlcl. But a germane question remains: By what
right (or to what purpose) should NJan seek to miti-

gate a process as inexorable as the wearing down of
the once tall .Ippalachians, or the extinction of the

woolly mammoth, or the demise of some other species
doomed by nature?

ChesapeakeBay,a comparativelyyoung estuary, was

evidently formed about 8,000 years ago and will prob-
ably disappear in a like time. It was largely created by
erosion, from the runoff of melting glaciers; and the
companion process of siltation will probably fill it
until a river meanders through Maryland to a delta
near Norfolk, Virginia. The process is a viable one and
largely immutable by Man–thus far. Several islands

of recent memory are gone, eroded and become silt.
Parts of the Eastern Shore have lost two-thirds of an

acre per mile annually for more than a century. .
There are several reasons–environmental, economic

Continued on poge 72

Dr. Challinor, a concerned conservationist,
is the Inst itution’s assistant secretary for science.
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Reese, continued from page 69
sifying the June heat. Hundreds of herons, nesting in

the 40-foot Ioblolly pines year after year, h~d covered

tl~c vines below with their droppings. Biting flies made

my Iife miserable ancl snakes slithered through the
snarl of falIen trees and vines. Kingbirds, crested fly-

catchersand house wrens were abundant, as were

spiders, robber flies, dragonflies and five-lined skinks.

At scattered locations, too, I found the vine-covered

remnants of past human habitation. Vast beds of flow-

ering lilies, a razed building, broken foundations, an

orchard, piles of bricks and bottles, great heaps of

oyster shells, stump-cleared alleyways where roads ancl

lanes once ran through the trees, a graveyard.
Poplar Island has known many owners and many

names. John Smith called it one of the Winstones. In

1631 Captain lMlliam Claiborne, a Virginia Puritan

who establislmd a tracling post on nearby Kent Island,

became the first white man to visit ancl claim it. Ac-
cording to most Talbot County histories he nmnecl it
Poplin’s Island for an associate. One of his followers,

Richard Thompson, settled his family there; a few
years later Nanticoke Indians massacred the house-
hold while he was away.

By 1654 the name had been corrupted to Popeley”s
“and a former Maryland governor had solcl it for

Gillls clutter the early morning sky over the shallows,

a Ileron flies from fishing and an osprey waits.

Tile acreage, given as 806 in 1847, was down to about

500 in 1912 ancl 485 a few years later. 111tile nlid-1920s

the remaining inhabitants gave up and moved away.

“S’[l0,000 pounds of tob~cco to-one Thomas Hawkins. He “:$ Though the island was fragmenting, it was,not tom-,

‘‘$oM half to Seth F,oster and deeded the other half to ~~‘:. pletely:ibatidoned. In 1929 federal agents cleterminet! ~,,
T@51 i~s!ti~fe’..Eli zabeth: a ml his so n. H awki m &~& a n’tl>r-:.~~~~j!?$&4:ti.~@.q!,4,aract$rs. Were freq L[e!l!i0/3 \!l.:,J@?c$@

h-slmade iI visit, catxurecf five. b.o.otlesmikr

“When Charles 11 captured the Dutch colonies in North

America, D’Hynoisa received asyIum on tile island4,3
*. - from Lord Baltimore. The Dutchman then bouglit it

from Foster for 300 pounds sterling in 1699 and livecf
there as a naturalized citizen. Early in the 18th century
tile place became the property of the father of the
famous Charles CarroIl of Carrollton, a signer of the
Declaration of Independence and one of the richest
men in America. By that time Popeley’s had been

further corrupted to Poplar.
In the 19th and early 20th centuries, Poplar Island

supported a thriving little community peopled chiefly

by watermen who made their living from oysters, fish
and crabs. Ithad several small farms, a school, general
store and mail service—weather permitting. Harvests
of grain and seafood were shipped north to Annapolis,
Baltimore and other, ports in barges and skipjacks, the
sloops unique to Chesapeake waters. ‘

Each year, however, existence grew more difficult as

the hungry bay claimed more land through erosion.

“heyday of the New Deal, ‘President Franklin D. hose-”’”’

velt wa5 a visitor, eating Maryland oysters, crabs, wild
~Yduck and terrapin. ..&::

President “Truman also enjoyed the club, but by

1950 the lodge had burned and the members dis-
banded. They sold out to executives of a Delaware r
corporation who built a new clubhouse as a base for
goose and duck shooting. This clubhouse also burned.

[

The mostrecentman-madeventure–and perhaps “
the last–was an attempt by an individual to establish ;
~ yacht club in 1960. After building a third clubhouse!’ .

he sold the islands to Dr. William L. Elkins of Phila-
delphia for a summer retreat. In 1966, Dr. Elkins be-
gan deeding the islands to the Smithsonian in the hope
that measures might be taken to halt the erosion and. :

save the birds. The lodge and its outbuildings on Jef-~
ferson Island are now used as shelter for visiting scien- J

tists and as the caretaker’s home.
Today, erosion remains PopIar Island’s most savage

enemy. No shoring or btdkheading has been attempted ~



the Great Lakes region, where the once-large popula-
tions have been reduced to a few individuals or oblit-

erated by chemical pesticides and the destruction of

breeding sites. But neither are they doing more than,

at best, holding their own. My annual studies of

osprey breeding in the Talbot County area since 1963

show a slight decline in the number of fledglings pro-
duced per nest during the period. Although the suc-

cess rate remains substantially above those of most

other welldocumented U.S. bird populations, it is less
than half that of Chesapeake Bay ospreys before 1947,
when hard pesticides such as DDT were introduced,

As for the Poplar Island birds, their future is uncer-

tain. Their reproduction rate seems to have been im-
paired by chlorinated hydrocarbons which they ab-

sorb from live fish, their chief food. Their nests and

young$$e subject to human depredations, some inno-
cent, some deliberate, which wipe out a disgraceful

number of eggs and hatchlings each year.
These$nge from picnicking pleasure boaters, whose -

nines-e‘p?~$e’nc$.%eepstlie adult bird off the nest (while ~‘>~‘ ~‘ T‘I

:’<l~e‘~ifi$$$%fi~’!$gg$: @ young), to C6ast Guard per- !, v!~‘; ‘
,? W...., . +<,.,. ~ ?‘,J. ,,,..,,.,’,,,

:stinfiel 4$llo0f tenWust destroy nests ‘on lighked navi@~W$ !:~’+i.~... .,! :..?.,,:,,,,,;-.
titin nid~$ef.$. T@”t iinportanc, their’@land ‘is dying: ~“’:”4. , ~L~.,-.

\~,kuse rprnbles ,into the.bay annually.Along witlldie”::.”’::My ar~fic~~p~a~forrnscannot ofisetthis,erosion. ‘- “);,.’/:,4

frees-Pb die’nestsof‘afew more meat blueherons.. ‘;“‘‘Po’plat’;~sli’n~’i”;sl~elteringlandmass,-however”dimin- “‘“~‘~~’~+’~:
.;

iihed, provides snags and dead trees for nesting sites, ,,
,..

buildini material and protection against storms.
.:,:,

,. !.

Thm’atened herons
I

Poplar Island’s other magnificent breeding birds, the

great blue herons, face an even more immediate threat
Here in one of the largest heron colonies on the east-
ern seaboard, I estimated nearly 500 active nests in

,.,:in 1964,: I started driving stakes and marking trees’
at various exposed locations to measure annual ero-
sion. Of ten sites marked, three have averaged inland

losses of 14 feet a year and all have lost more than two

feet annually. Worst of all, new wash-throughs occur
almost every winter; the pace of erosion is increasing.

If nothing is done, it is only a matter of time until
Poplar Island proper dissolves into a series of tiny,
barren hummocks. At the present rate, it probably will

be denuded of trees within a decade. Mrhen that hap-
pens, little Jefferson Island, now partly sheltered by
Poplar, will be at the mercy of the bay’s winds, waves

and currents. (Coaches Island, most shoreward and

southerly of the three, already is eroding steadily,

though at a somewhat slower pace than Poplar.)

What then becomes of the ospreys and the great
blue herons? If their future is not something with
which we human beings are concerned, it should be.

For the Poplar Island colonies of these two species are
among the finest remaining in America.

Some 30 pairs of ospreys nest annually here and in

the immediately adjacent waters. This is the largest

osprey concentration in so small a space on Chesa-

peake Bay, and it is part of an even larger community

inand around Talbot County that constitutes themost
successful osprey colony north of Florida.

or would it be more accurate to say “least unsuc-

cessful” in this context? Talbot County’s ospreys are
not being wiped out as they are in New England and

1963; in 1971, about 120.

Like the osprey, the great blue heron is a fish eater

and so is endangered by the persistent pesticides it

absorbs. More important, the great blue heron-even

more than the osprey—must have an isolated, undis-

turbed breeding site to survive. Herons build huge,

untidy nests of sticks in the branches and high forks
of trees; they stay as far away as possible from human
habitation. Shy and wary creatures, they flush from

the nest at the slightest disturbance, exposing eggs and
nestlings to predators and the sun. If frequently dis-

turbed, they abandon the nest. And they cannot be
induced to adapt themselves to a man-made platform.

On Poplar Island the great blues nest in the bran-

ches of the loblolly pines that cluster along the erod-

ing western shore, congregating in late March and

early April to lay four or fiveblueeggsandbroodtheir
young. Some stay all year, roosting in the loblollies

by night and fishing in the shallow waters by day. To
see one of these great slate-blue birds, more than three

r.



Reese, continued
feet tall, towering above its nest like a giant sentineI

outlined against tl~e sky, is to recapture a vision of an

earlier and more beau tiful America.

Already d~eir nesting trees are being washed away–

as many as 40 a year. Many displaced birds seek breed-

ing sites elsewhere. When the island is gone, the sad

prospect is that tile Ilerons–at least in anything like
their present numbers-wiil be gone from the bay

also. So too, the l)unclreds of swans, geese, ducks, grebes

and loons that winter each year in the island’s lee.

I believe Poplar Island can be saved, but it will cost

a good deal of money. High-sounding talk, the only

weapon applied so fat-, certainly won’t stop the tireless

Chesapeake. Last winter a state survey was finally

made that estimated the minimunl cost of erosion con-

trol 011 the U’iIld\\’iltd sl]ore of Poplar Island to be
about $800,000.

lJnfortunately but predictably, l[arylantf is not pri-
marily concerned with the fate of tl~e herons and os-

preys. The Depmtment of Chesapeake Bay Affairs’

mandate was to consider how “to develop shore recre-

ational facilities for the benefit of theboating public.”

One plan reportedly called for the state to take title

ol’ tile entire island group, lease part of it back to the

Smithsonian for wildlife st@ies, aIl(l ~stablish a boat-

ing center 011 JeRe[$o,:t Isl;jnil. Tile state would pay~,’.:, >* .;
for erosion co~~tr~WT~+j<j,~~;~,-. ‘:’...+{, ,,.,, ,,. .. P.;.,. -. ,, ,.:.,,..*:... . ....’.... ......... >,.- ,,.. ,.- .

.:I.*T!./#K&~~#~@%; , :%,if.~><~:~;f. -“ .jr T:. :, ,.:,;:,
,. ,, ~,$l.~~fjaq + &@&~*%?$:z%;?.b$~$,:g,,,.d?, ,,,,,

. u.. :.~:;. ... . i .$+ ’24?:4 ! ‘ it. ‘. ..’ ~ .,4% &;. ::+J.C,,,:,*$:.A$-’!, .“,’,!;,: ,,:,. ,,g* y,: - -;>.
-T:,;,:. ,’> >,;L :f:$e~~;:<~~i<r,;,.-, , ~ ;

:lg ::pkwi?i:’.ht” ‘It

f,;j-e island group

e’ol]lei there will be
little wildlife fcir ‘the !%liithkonian or anyone else to

study. Boaters, campers and picnickers would drive
away tl]e nesting colonies as ~surely—and a lot more
quickly-tl]an continued erosion.

But can the legislature be convinced that a chunk

of land is worth saving without regard to its dollars-

and-cents value to Maryland voters? Or that funds

should be voted to benefit a few birds? This is a diffi-
cult concept for most Americans to grasp.

I have lived within sight of this jewel in the Chesa-

peake all my life, have known it intimately for the
past eight years. I have watched it blossom in the
spring, listened to the eerie clicking voices of hundreds
of incubating Ilerons, marked the joyous growth of
new, young living creatures through the summer. I

have watched them mature and have seen the islands
dormant in the harsh blast of winter. I, for one, will
mourn this island if it dies. But it wiIl be equalIy tragic
if the island ends its long and stubborn battle a~inst
the Chesapeake as a piece of kept land, a parking place
for Sunday speedboats.

,’

Challinor, continued
and emotional—that at an easy glance justify strenuous
efforts to save the islands. They protect part of Talbot
County’s eroding mainland from the full force of tides

and waves. They provide a safe harbor for watermen

and winter feeding grounds for thousands of water-
fowl. They constitute esthetic and sentimental land-

falls in the protean bay. A most important considera-

tion is the plight of the ospreys and great blueherons.

CouId they survive without these nesting grounds?
Would they relocate? They have done so before and

we can assume they would again. They probably did
not frequent Poplar when it supported a human com-
munity, but presumafdy nested in the Ioblolly pines

only after men abandoned the clwindling land.
Is there a cogent argument for letting the isIands

die? Yes, the rationale of scientific study and discovery.

Knowing these isIands are victim to relentless processes

of decay, we can use them as a natural laboratory for
examining these mechanics against the time another
island is threatened. Watching these islands give up

their ghosts could provide copious and useful data.

In economic terms it is certainly easier to study the
tfecline and death of the islands than it is to.save them,

an effort that might cost upwards of four million dol-

lars. That price tag–for filling the breaches, widening

the shoreline by 100 feet~-ancl building i protective.. . ......
revetment (after cu ttinsz SOlhe”tre&% rtrovide access

the national governrneiitliv% ~~i.~se,@nds rathia than
cure urban blight?”

Should Maryland spen,d,,~~~y, rq~,enues here that ,.,’,.



rnigh t otherwise cleanse the polluted upper Chesa-
peake? Should the Smithsonian discontinue astrophys-
ical research or abandon its Chesapeake Bay Center
for Environmental Studies to preserve 54 acres of lan-

guishing island that have debatable scientific, human

and ecological importance? It is all very well to hope
that public money used for some ignoble cause be ap-

plied to island conservation, but the fact remains that

funds once spent on biological warfare, for instance,

,- probably won’t be diverted to Chesapeake Bay this
~fiscalyear,ornext.

Priorities aside, the feasibility of preserving the

islands without adverse side effects has not been
proved. Some seemingly attractive solutions had to be

abandoned after thorough study, such as using baled

solid waste to protect the shoreline. (’The bales them-

1

fi selvesmight e&xIe, causing new POliwick) “* - ;+

IThemost promising proposal, frorii ii prof~%%’~;~cw

environmental engineering at the California Institute
~’ of, Technology, involves a project tvdce,as exp&@i~&&’\... ..._ ,., <

}.+.+skll’tiCorps~but 6“1?ethatwould pa$&i%@

~.+ bzilakwaterwould be Built ~1,000.fee~iii~~”

%%%%tixistipz? Patilar .%leti.%#fij%@#

nearby Baltimore, for one, faces increasing difficulties
in disposing of both its municipal waste and the demo-
lition debris from buildings razed for urban renewal.
Using Poplar Island as a carefully managed, selective
dumping ground would be cheaper and cleaner than
present disposal methods. (But such a practice must
not become widespread, or the Chesapeake wiII be

subject to such landfill pressures as San Francisco Bay.)
This last caveat points Up why we must take such

care; the solution to this dilemma must not cause
worse ancillary problems. SO the Cal tech engheer’s
preliminary plan is now being reviewed by federal,
state and private agencies prior to a final proposal.

If such a project is ecologically sound, technologi-

cally feasible and economically possible, almost all in-
terested parties could accept the abandonment of a

natural laboratory and the halting of a natural pro-
cess. The sanctuary of these islands, which will not be
converted to a marina at the expense of wildlife, will

;,tien be saved-nay, restored and expanded–for the

~PerPetual use of birds that mav remain there.

&.A~*@OSprey hoversover Poplar Island (left). The
&@telyheron guarding a treetop nest (right) is

hreaten~ by pesticides, pleasure boa~ and the tides.
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By Jan Reese

Doomed island
and a lament

An osprey expert and experienced bird

watcher decries the natural death by erosion of

Poplar Island in Chesapeake Bay

For eight years I have watched ospreys occupy an
island that may not be there in eight more.

One pair used to nest in a dead tree snag near the
wreck of a fishing boat. In the winter of 1966 the snag
disappeared into Chesapeake Bay, and the nest with
it, so I built a platform above the reach of summer
tides on the rotting Arabelle’s bow. T!velve days later it
held a nest with two brown-and-white, eggs. AH was
well in 1967. but the next vear I re&ned to fhd the

,...,, ... .
more’ frOrn-sliORj~TJ?, ...,<.,,.5.

nest; the birds screa~$d@&,,,
homernakin~ when I Mad ri%; ,. ,’..,.., ,, J

replaced the nest. In’ 1970 ‘tie ‘ospreyi ‘were o’n hand
when I arrived; again winter had destroyed the scaf-
fold. As I reconstructed it, thesilence from their tree-
top perch was broken only by an occasional call. The
ospreys watched intently, then burst into a screaming
chorus as I finished. They went to work building a
new nest before I’d gathered up my tools.

Next spring the platform may be gone again, per-
haps even the Arabe21e’s hulk-victim of the Chesa-
peake’s tireless tides and storms. Why? Because the
bay is devouring Poplar Island and Man has not stayed
the hungry erosion. I have done what I can to help the

birds, but the Chesapeake is winning, eroding the
windward shoreline 14 feet a year in places. Wild ani-
lnals and birds are not alone in being threatened with

extinction; here, two-and-a-half miles off Maryland’s

Eastern Shore, part of the earth itself is vanishing, van-

Reese studied the subject islands under the aegis of
the Smithsonian and the Interior Depart men t.

1A young osprey, eyed by its nesting parent, alights .
on a broken wreck in the shoals of Poplar Island. .

dquished by the tides, tempest and human indiffereq “$
Once a single island, the place comprised more th~

1
a thousand acres when Captain John Smith @i,
sighted it in 1608. For three centuries it supports’:
watermen and farmers. Today it has been battered
into several isIets–owned in large part by the Smifl~- ~
sonian Institution—totaling no more than 163 am.
The timid tenants, wild breeding colonies of osprey ;
and great blue heron, will be hard pressed to find ,

4

new nesting sites in the densely developed bay rf%io.~
if this sanctuary disappears, as it easily may. “ ‘~,

Formerly a horseshoe of land open to the east, * .-.
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New view of Bay
comes from high
above the Earth
By Ksrf lhdcmahifr

A new image of theUacsapcakewatershedhaa
~ ~ togsffwq ken from h.mfmds of
mdsa tfassky ●MJcornprrlcrcnfsanccrLit idcn-
tifica ●lf major fand uses in the 64,000-aquarc-
EUS drainage baahrdown to a fractionof an ac=
rnaizs.

N h not a photograph,but a mass of mors than
H multi .~ qu.lva. w &pice
siredominant land MS in a 25.8- by-25.8 meter
~ (~ughfyOne-sixth of an aas).

Stored on a computer at the BPA*a Clmaa-
~ BSY ~Wam Ms, users w look at the
& wa~ or smaller chunks to locate
-m forut&andsuburbandcvclopmcmtain
a apscif-- area.

W Gcsapcsks BayProgramLand Usc Data-
oaas idcntitka ●divitm so small that officials
wrxc at firstqtumpcdb whal appsarcd to trc a
Duvify J“”wbamscd ialan slttmg in the water near
Norfolk. Tlrcy zoomed in for a cloacr look.
‘h was~inty in one end and aquarc at the

dicr,” Sal Lswia Linker. modciirrg coordinator
ior tfasEPA’s Bay Program Office. “It happened
ro bs in ffw middfe of tfas shipping charnel. It
mmsd out to bc a frsightcr.”
Onh computer, uacsacan zoom in and locate

rhc rcffccting pads on !hc mall in Washington,
m the IWOcorrcmtc ribbons that makeup the Bay
Rid outaids Annapolis.

k ~iant aerial photas, the maps reveal fo-
rratcd ndgca acpatatcrf by agricultural valicys.
Ihsas are urban rxratcrawith api&r-wcb net-
- of ma-dathatisad out of them into icsa-
- aprawlcd rfcvr,lo mcnt which, in turn, ta-

tuzra into farmland an forcsta. “You tin really
rdf ths interaction between the land and the peo-
oIc,” Linker aaid.

‘flat databaac’s main purpoac, though, ia to im-
rawc the acamscy of the Bay Program’s Wa-
+ Model. llrat computer model is uacd to
cstimalc the amounl of nutrients flushed into the
Bay from diffcrcrst parta of the watcrahcd. Such
mfcamation help managcra put together nutricnt

f+$ase sea MAPS — page 8

Risingfiom the depths:
Plan would use dredged sediment to rebuild island for Bay wildlife

By Karf Blankenship

THE rcmainaof whatwss once Pop]arb-landtoday
riseabovethe waters of the Chrwqsxkc Bay only in frag-
mented bits and piecza. Some remnants arc mounds of
nearly barren soil 1sss than an acre in size.

Only a century ago, il was an aclivc farming communi-
ty. The island was more than 7CCIacres in size. By Ihc
t940s, it had shrunk to a third of that, but it still served as
a rctrcal for prcsidcrrts Franklin D. Roosevelt and Harry
S. Truman. What’s icft totals tcsa than I(XIacres.

Gone with lhc land arc the farms and the sc!tlcrs. But
while the rcmnwrt islmsrfshave lost much of their value to
humans, the same can’t ix aaid of the wildlife that inherit-
ed thcm.

““tlscy’rc valuable simply bccauss they arc islands,”

,. .,.

said John Gill, a bioIogist with the US. Fish and Wildlife
Scmicc. “They are iaolatcd from human disturbance and
they suppxt many fewer prcdatora.”

In tfrcpast two dcudca, they have been a haven for cm.
tain birda, inchding great biuc bcrons and baid c@.s.
Now, to make the site even mom valuable for wildlife,
plans arc in the works to make Poplar island again rise
above the waves.

In what proponents consider a win-win proposal, slate
and federal agcrscics are planning to rcbuiid the island
with sediment dredged from shipping channcis. Evcntual-
Iy, Ihcy crrvision a nclwork of wetlands and uplands that
would provirfcmore than l,GOOacrca of wiidlifc habitat.

The idea is championed by the Bay Program and a wide
arrayof stale and fcrkxal agcncica, as wcl I as cnvironmcn-
tai groufx+,commercial irrtcrcsts,and iocal land owners.

Propnncnts bclicvc (hc multimiliion dollar project,

Pleass aee HAND — page 6
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ISLAND –from page I

would bccomc a showcase for the nation
as the Iargcat attempt 10 usc dredge mate-
rials for habitat construction. “We’re basi-
cally looking at the stuff aa a rcaourcc as
oppoacd 10 a waste by-product of drcdg-
in~” Gill said.

II could also srrlvc a major pmblcm for
the Maryland Port Administration. The
port of Ballimorc gcncraksabout 85,000
jobs ●nd bdwccrr S1 billion and $2 billion
in ccarornic activity annually.

But kcc ing it compctilivc requires that
ahi@rtg~anrrcls bc drcd$cd so they rc-
oum deep craoo~ for giant frcightera.
Each year, ,an catrmatcd 3.2 milfion cubic
yards of acdimrmt is dredged in Mary-
Iand’a Bay and harbor channels. During
the aacxttwo dccadca, the port administra-
tion cs(imata that mote than 90 million
mbx ardawill bc drcdgtxf fromall cJtart-
ncla ~1 amvc tfac Port of Baltimore, in-
duu sane in Virginia and the C&D

Ftn~n~ waya to get rid of that acdimcnt
is i~m-~y dlm~k.lhcp adminia-
~tmn ~Jmfs a 75 million cubic yard
sbortfal m storage capacity over the next
w dcurdcs.

Rcwurcc agarcies and msvironmental
groups have often. opposed dumping
dredge matcrlal back mto the Bay bccauac
of conccm about its impact on bottom
habkata. Though abouI a million
cubic yards of “open water” disposal still
takes place in Maryland walma, the port
adminrs(ration has increasingly sent much
of fhc dredged material to Hart-MUlcr Is-
land, a containment site near the frcad of
the Bay. Bul tbal site may bc filled by
1998. Harf-Miller haa long been corrtro-
vcraial with marrylocal residents, mrdofti-
a“afado not cnwsion building another fa-
alily of that sise.

Aa onc altcmativc, oftkials arc turning
to lbc idea of using the dredged material
to rebuild small islands, wetlands, and
ntfrcrhabdata — a concept dubbed %crw-
ficial usc.-

Ilsc conccpl was cnrkmscd regionally in
a C3rcsapmkc Bay Ecusystcm Manage-
ment agrccmmt rccorstl sigrrcd by more

(than two dozen fcdcra agcnciw, which
called for “assuring the hcrtcficial usc of
clean dredged material to support fish, mi-
gratory watcrfowt, and other wildtifc habi-
tat in the Bay.” Tbc Army Corps of f3rgi-
nccm, which pays for much of the
drcdgin~ is the Icad agency on fhc com-
mitment.

Whh such broad support for the benefi-
cial usc concept, the port administration
has put plan dovclopmcnt for tic Poplar
Island fropf on a “fast IIC*” which

a year-and-a-half, asid Fra# Hamorm
could a low constrrrclion to bc in in ●bout

manager of harbor dcvclopmcnt for (hc
@ administration. “We’ve got a lot of
sup~rt for this site,” hc aaid. “11’aa good
prqcct from an cnvironmcntsl pcrapcc-
live.”

U~f)~ttthecortccpt that Gill helped
to devise, a acrics of three rfikca wouId bc

built to roughly corrapond with the his- In addition to providing habitat inaidc
torical “footprint” of Poplar Island. One- tfac dike, Gill said restoring Poplar Is-
by-one, those dikes would k fiUcd during land’s historic shape will offer mom pro-
thc next dccsdc with dredged material. tcction for Ihc adjaccrtt Poplar Harbor.

brsidc the corrlainmcnt site, the scdi- “’t%e old timcra tell mc that in the old
mcnt would Ix sculpted 10 form a variety days, that covc suppurtcd quite a bit of
of habitats: ncrmancrdlv flooded subtidal crass.” Gitl said. “We’re horrirm— k fact
areas, low ~arahcs, hi~h marahcs, pools, - ; ‘wc rc cxpcclirrg — that if wc ‘mn rmon-

fimrrc the islandrivrrlc~, small
beach mlanda, and
uplanrls. About 70
pcrccnt of Ihc re-
stored area would
bc wctlanda, and
about 30 pcrccnt
would bc.uplands.

Many
rimwould bent It.Tlrc

mardrcs would bc
breeding

r
unda

for f~ an water-
fowl. Small aandy
islands within the
dikcd area would
bc crated as habi-
tat for last tc~
which arcabout to
bc listed aa a
thratcncd Spccica
in Maryland. With
a dcclinin

Jamount of bca
around the Bay,
75 pcrccnt of tbc
least h-ns in the
stale now nc5t on

Much of the island systernj
it is anticipated would be a
sanctuary for colonial
waterbirds, such as herons
and egrets.

top of buildings
with flat, pcbb!c-covcrcd roofs.

Much of the island systcm, it is antici-
pated, would bc a sanctuary for colonial
watcrbir&, such m herons and c ta.
While Ifrmc birds — “rwhich live m ar~c
cotonica — have had stable populations m
rccctrt years, they have gradually keen
crowded into fewer, but Iargc(, colonies.
Thai makes thcm more srssccptiblc to dis-
ease, predation, and cataatro~lc impacts
from tornadocaor SIOIMS.

“That crowding is an ecological threat
to thcm~ said Dave Brinkcr, colonial wa-
Icrbird project icadcr wilh the Maryland
Dcparfmcnt of Natural Rcaourcca. Tfrc
ncw island, hc aaid, will “give mom op-
Portrrniticsto pmvidc more nesting silts.”

A number of lhoac spcciw had flour-
iahcd on the remnant rstands in rcccrst
ycara, Iargcly bmatrsc of the lack of prcd-
atora. But tbcir numbers have gradually
dcclincd as the islands eroded and the
trcca used for nesting gave way to advanc-
ing water.

71rc port administration and tfrc Bay
Program rcccntly arrarrgcdto ground 10
scrap barges aa a brcakwa(cr around the
island most uacd by the birds to stcm fur-
ther cravion. Thc idea is to pmtcct a rem-
nant bird population to speed the coloniza-
tion of tbc rebuilt island. ‘If tbcrc’s no
tradition Icft,” Brirrkcraaid, “it could take
a while to attmct tfrcbirds back.”

But Brinkcr has no doubt the projccl
will succmd. “It’s sort of Iikc, you build
it, and Ihcy will mme.”

llrc ncw habitat would bc protcctcd
from cmaion by the rtikc built 10 contain
the drvdgc material. When rmmplctcd,
though, opcninga would h crcatcd in the
dike to allow water to flow in and out.

bi%k in(o the
shape of a kidney,
that grass will
come back. Tlrat’s
going to have ob-
vious benefits 10
all the crabc and
aU fhC fmh aaao-
ciatcd with grass
bcda.”

If arsmaaful,
the tactic may &.
put to work for
some of tbc Bay’s
other vanishing is-
lan& A study
done for Urc
USFCWVSshowed
that since colonial
times, 12 of 35 is-
lands in fhc mid-
dle portion of the
Bay along tbc
Eaatcm Shore had
d~appcacd cntirc-
Iy as the rcdt of
croaion cauacd by
risirm water Icvcla

over the past ccntrrry.The i;tal amount of
land lost was 10S00acscs.

B~tmcficial uac is also more cx-
pcrraivc than more convcntionat options.
Disposing of the malcrial into deep por-
tions of lhc Bay is relatively incxpcnsivc,
though it raises cnvironmcrrtalcorrccrrra.

Even dkpoaal at Hart-Miller Island is
far Icaacostly. Harf-MiUcr mat about S60
million to budd. Its corrtainmcntdikca riac
28 feet above tbc water surface and cn-
CIOSCa 1,100-acre disposal area which can
hold afxna 70 million cubic yards of
dredged material.

Beneficial usc site+ which smk to re-
store wcllanda and low-lying uplands, cars
barely rise above USCwaler. so the tow
dikes around Poplar Island will hold only
about 11 million cubic yards of dredged
material even though they witl enclmc an
area almcd as Iargc aa Hart-MiUcr. And
bmamc of the setting and the typca of
dikes nccdcd at Poplar Island, construc-
tion coats would bc almost the same while
storing only a fraction of the material.

In addition, Poplar Island — Iomtcd
south of Kent laland — is about 20 roil=
farfhcr from the dredged shi ing cJran-

Tncfa than Hart-fWUcr.* a ru c of thumb,
Hamona Said transporting dredged acdi-
mcnt costs dmul 10 ants pm cubic yard

~nto$4SmiUion inadditionalmata ovm
r mile. ‘fhal trarralatcsto about S40 mil-

tbc projmt’a Iifc.
“Sorneorrc has got to pay for that,”

Hamorrs aaid. Also, the projcd doca not
come CIOSC10 handtirsgall the pt’s dk-
poaal nccda. Itwill bavc 10 continue
marching for more places to dispoac of

tbc malcrial.
‘But,” Hamons added, “when you have

an cnfranccmcnt projccf that is making a
posilivc contribution to the biological sys-
Icms OUIin Ihc Chcaapcakc Bay, that’s a
value too. It’s not as easy 10 calculate as
some others, but tha! also has to bc part of
your mnsidcration.”

In fact, it is somclhing that is being in-
crcaaingly considered nationwide. A push
toward bcrscficial usc ia ~aining momen-
tum as port administrahorra across the
muntry arc faad with similar difficulties
in locatin placa to put rfrcdgcd matcri-

8“afa. Tbc mtotr ●dministration baa cdab-
iishcd a federal intcragcracy task force to
study dredging iaaua, and port authorbics
arc asking thatit rccommcnd making bcn-
cfti ucc of dredge matcriafa ● frriorby.

Gcnc4affy, the C%Ipaof Enginccta —
whicir paya for dredging ~ is srrfrposcdto

LZ E ;%%%%z;p$
fbcaponaoro~* ~gram, rssua yfhcl~

#*mW’”’ - not *omcalfrng Opfin the corps an
requirethan to makeuptfacdiffctena.

Scnafoas frooa Vibgmia ●nd Maryland
arc accfdng firnda that wiU bcfp pay for
Po@arIsland md otftcrhabitat restoration
actwitica which fbcy say will help &mon-
stratc the cnvirmrmcntal vafuc of using
dredged materials.

“Ilrcrc’s a growing rcmgnilion that in-
slad of dumping Ihrs stuff overboard, it
should bc put 10 an crrvironmcntally bcnc-
ftial usc when tfrc stuff u clean and you
can do something CISCwith it,” aaid Cbar-
lic Stck, an aids ro Scn. pard Sarbancs of
Maryland who haa advocatmf that such al-
Icnrativc uacs bc encouraged by the fc&r-
al govcmmcnt.

Sarbarrcs has introduced a bill, also
backed by Scna. Chuck Robb and John
Warner of Vir inia and Barbara Mikulski

fof Maryland, I at would pmvidc $30 mil-
lion to !hc corps as a pilot program 10 de-
sign and construct habitat projects related
to tbc Bay in Maryla~ Virginia, and
Pcrmaylvania. Tlrc mcaaurc, part of the
Water Raourccs Dcvclopmcnl Acl, was
cxpcctcd to pass in cd October.

“K’
pz;:g+$?”;;x l%%%

=ofthc~nctit.%said GiU, is that the
bcncfMal usc concept has allowed ●gen-
cica which historical y aqrrarcdoff against
cacb other — and often worked at cross-
ptsrpoacs— to begin working side-by-aide
on cmaliv~ solutions.

“At a hmc when the govcmmcnt was
sprmding millions of dollars to rcaIorc
Chaapmkc Bay rcaourca, rcducc non-
point sorrrct pollution, ●nd rcducc acdi-
mcnt foadinga, that aamc govcmmcnt was
dumping 1 to 2 miUion cubic yards of
dacdgcd acdimcnt over the sidca,” Gill
said.

“Rather than butting hab wc — lhc
crrvironmcntal advisory agcncica — wcnl
10 the corps and the port and aaid ‘why
don’t wc try to support CYwsapcake Bay
Program goafs and give you a placcmcnt
site by pursuing beneficial usc opportuni-
tits?’

“’l%cy bought into il. At prcscrrt, it
accma 10bc tbc way to go.”

,,. ,
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Beneficial Use Projects Create A “Wh-Wh’9
By Helen D. Bentley

T

he Port of Baltimore proudly

touts that it is one of the few
United States ports that has a

50-foot channel leading directly into its
terminals.

All of the highways leading through
the Chesapeake Bay to the Patapsco
River must be maintained constantly to
prevent any interruption to the ftow of
the giant behemoths coming out of U.S.
graving docks and down shipways, as
well as the world’s shipyards. Today,
these vessels transport cargoes in
amounts they would never have trans-
ported in the past — football field size
quantities.

So we are working hard to empha-
size the need to secure Federal funding
for beneficial use projects. It is more
difficult these days because of the chal-
lenges to develop affordable and envi-
ronmentally sound means of disposing
of material dredged from those ship

#p.

.“_: ‘4
Wur or S&mom - POPUR LsLAno amlnaALlax PRoJrcT

Tha@acemant ofdradged rnatarfaleanre-
storePeptarlatand,makingItapositivehabitat
forthe Chesapeake Bay.

MAY 1995

channels. New sites must be developed
in the near future.

The hottest project on the table for
funding at the moment is the Poplar
Island Beneficial Use Project, This tiny

, chain of pieces of Poplar Island, to-
gether with the sister islands of Coaches
and Jefferson, sits in the Chesapeake
Bay directly opposite Talbot County. It
will become a nonentity over the next
decade or two if steps are not taken to
preserve it. This is where the Port of
Baltimore enters — we can save this
rapidly eroding group of tiny island seg-
ments, restoring the area to its original
size and at the same time provide a
home for the placement of material
dredged from shipping channels.

[t’s a win-win situation all around,
which is why the Poplar Island project
has developed support from a diverse
range of interest groups. The total cost
of the project, including construction,
operation and transportation costs will
exceed $100 million over 15 years.

Congressional assistance is vital to
secure the Federal funding needed ($50-
$55 million) and Maryland’s Congres-
sional delegation is working with the
Maryland Port Administration and De-
partment of Transportation staffs to
make it happen.

Not only is the port facing environ-
mental challenges for disposal sites, but
also the challenge to plan affordable
projects —doubly difficult in this tough
era of budget cutting on Capitol Hill.

We expect the good fairy to wave its
wand on the Port of Baltimore because
both Port and political officials are well
aware of the importance of the cargo to
the economy of the entire state.
Decisionmakers are equally aware of
the value of the 350,000 containers of
precious cargo that move to and from
Dundalk Marine and Seagirt Terminals
and South Locust Point.

This importance to the entire state
cannot be underestimated. Today, the
Port’s economic impact generates
87,000 jobs, an estimated 45,000 held

6

by Maryland residents. A total of 18,051
are direct jobs; 6,625 are induced jobs
(support local purchases made by di-
rer+jobs); and there ma total of 62,500
jobs indirectly related to activities at
the Pofi.

Revenue impact from the Port re-
sulted in earnings of $1.3 billion for
firms in the maritime sector.

We are also asking for Congressional
action on other channel-related projects.
These include:

McxMcation to Tolchester Channel
S-Turn: This difficult-to- navigate
turn needs straightening immediately.
Brewerton Extension Channel: De-
signs must be updated for the uncom-
pleted portion of the deepening and
widening of the Brewerton Channel-
Eastern Extension ($750,000).
C&D Canal: Funds are needed for
the stabilization of the shoreline at
Sandy Point ($1.5 million).
Chesapeake and Delaware Canal
Study: Continuing studies of naviga-
tional improvements to the C&D Ca-
nal, improving the Reedy Point Flare,
and relocation of the Arnold Point
Anchorage to Howell Point
($1 12,000),
Of)eration and Maintenance Dredg-
ing: Congress is being asked to
appropriate funds for our routine
dredging activities, an essential part
of the total picture. Baltimore
Harbor ($14 million), C&D Canal
($17.5 million).
In Congress, we are working hard to

emphasize the need to secure benefi-
cial use project funding. Current facili-
ties for the disposal of dredged materi-
als are nearing capacity, and unless a
solution is found, as early as 1996 or
1997 we may have to reduce mainte-
nance dredging and delay new dredg-
ing work. And that is something I —
and anyone who knows the vitality pro-
vided by the Port of Baltimore — do ,!
not want to see happen. ‘ *9
Helen D. Bentley is a maritime con-
sultant and former Congresswoman.

PORT OF BALIIMORE
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this@rn ithad’&mrded amimga
multitudeof ag@leq many with a

!%3 ? ~;?”?+ ??**r. ..’...,. ..’,

‘ISLAND:.Sand’i!lr~dgedfix
‘FromP@e l,B

‘“m

%’s a gtve-and-take” we’ti ‘@h@ \

k

‘:’;4

to work with eveqybody: satd TII*” )
Slawinskt, the Maryland Port Ad-,
mirds@ation’s environmerita.1 tid
governmental affatrs cbordiizati... i
‘That’s the untcnieness of this moi- #
a“

. -,..

“Lively, thrashing sithation’ “

Numbers —
dredgedmaterJT;E!ytiTh:
ished Poplar Island — ~ SW fluid
as engineers,biokglstsaridshipping”
Int.emstqnegotite the detdls. ~.:

Ws still in a lively, thrE@@stG “i
uation,” said Nick Carter, a.flsherlesx
biologist tith tie Mmyland Depart-:.
ment of Natural Resmyces. -mf 1...
imaglnewewlll *tieldiu16f”

. ‘. --~l!-+-”~-’.~compromise.”” ~,
To ,flate,a .qwgh:p@ine hqs

% i
ti -t ~d @ P-. W.,.,d..
work thjswa~ ~ .-x‘,~ ...+.+

“The”appmaehes ‘to”J%ltlm@e’s’
harbor arechxk?ed eaeh++ir tea”
maximum deptli-of50 f=% ~~tf \ ,,
the maMermnce necesamy ,,, ...!
ships moving through theport~” ‘ ““
a.ki-ut3,000 if them a year. -

Dredged material would be taken”
$J.TIG ~d tippers would like to
hSV@ lotsof i.qdands because that@ ~ge souti cm the Chesapeake’ .w~dp m- _ matisl in-,

Baysnddepoalted lntheareaofl%p-.” ~tie~~,
lar Iskmd. WEdl.ldV buikitm?UD
and I.Ink@ the island”renmanti-in~ ~~d-tioi -own
a single land mass of 820 ~Jl,370 .,,. .
acxea. “”:“”“” :~dwtik% Include how much

The re-created island wm.ddbe-’. ~+~ w@d W “~~ ~d how
come a mix of uplands, which are,:.’ h#I ~d ** it w~d @ S~ek~ at
relativ@w~d@,mdwet-’”_-,’
lands, the marshy” tidal areas that~, Th& deeistons wffl determine
support so much ofthe bay’sfragile, the projed’scust and duraticm,mid
ecologies,particularlybird life.How;,.StiweyE. Brown,who k the Poplar
m~fiwof~ l~dtlll being worked Is@ndproject,pmager in the by

. . . C&paofEn@lmrs.
“Environmental interests’ want, “Pmbhary price estimates for

l&s ofwetlands, which are beif.erfor.; the_ which ccnddtake nine to
b#-ds, turtles and other bay Me. En-;;, 20 years, xapge frwn $39 million to
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%eIif$%ylife. : ~“’ ‘“ -.
I Qv@*”next 20 years, the I@ry-
; landP&@hk&tm tion expects to’
~Pq”~~O,~on:ti 40 million’cubic
: Yardi”d’kmdtitl.silt dredgedfrom

fer@sAld qxuqle&
In:k~,j190% ‘a,Democraticclub !

+ss @ilt h ]&&50tl’S Island,And
Pre6idehts.Frapklin D. Roosevelt
.=d .~,.? Truman bbth made
tripa~~ islagdafoi hunting,M-
jng’k@rec@a@n. ‘.

‘.~i the’ -tion jiojecr,
an -,y!w, a’*_’tid
‘“M dajappear,saidLee,Cro&ett of’
the~ational Oceanic an! Atmos-
phdcAdini&tration. -“”-~

\ .

~ridti ~e’jdsn to ‘re~d tie i$-
lan~ half d the 1,100 atiea Will’be
wet.la+a @d hdf%dl be,+evateil 10
to 30 f~t or moreandwillbe pknt-
“edwith -; such= pinea, that
iyjically prow on islands @,the
CkWe+!@BaYO’ ‘“ “ ‘ ~ ;:.”

‘llkforestswill @@de,&fepeat+,
ingareas f~suchbiida aaherona,’
eagles and snowyegrets, ‘&idJohn’
Gillofthe U.!%Fishandwil~e Ad-’
-~~ . ,.’”” . ,-,, ,,

With fiy bay “kh&ia steadily
erodingaivay, habitat* dowdy&
appear&, forcingbirds.@the main-
Iana wherethey are ~der pressure
from Peo#e and”natural predatora,.
he said.

The port adn&ismtion’s practice
of dunipingdredgedxf)oib into btly
wa@ra‘hisbein-tritiiisedby envi-
ronmentalists, who say the siltAnd
aagdsmother oyster and clambeds
,@ damageWdermitervegetation.

me propmalto qse PoplarIakind,,
: bycontra@, hiiabackingfromaWh

grow as the Chesapeake Bay Foun-”
,@ati the .Alliance for tbe Chesa-
peake Bay, the Mary~d Water-
man’s~Assodation, the Marylaql

‘ saltwater SoortiM Aaadation and
the Ma@iniChaier“i@at.Aa$&ia-
tion as well as atate and federal
Sgen+a. ,-\

“Itbaan unprfxedented coaIition ,
~t has found an innovative solution
to’anagging problem inthebay~
&Rod Coggin, s@&aman forithe
bay fol@ation. .,,

!,
“It may not be the best,@itit+l

butit’sapretty goodonetorea@rd
somehabitatandrestore somewet- “
lands: he Said.
: Rmdingforthe$50mlllionpr*”
@t iS not Settled. ‘Origidlyj the
federalgovernmqlt was to pay 75
-tofthecost, butitistmwun-
likely that funds will be available
from the Republk.zmhtrolled.Con-

The port administration is now
-“-k-for the *,
I+rtaaid. ::

,,
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‘tDredgingUp,
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M
ytiahave a wayof

,. spreadingwhenpeople -
,i wantsomethingreally
J. badly.Thushas the myth

developxlthat ifthe Port of ~:
J Jlsltimoregeta itawayandturns
.37 millioncubicyatdSofdredge
‘spoil intoa rock-lined,I,IO@acre
; .Mandm the middleofChtiaapeake
;:Bay;the.ieaultwillsomehow* a
.: handsomekcreation oflost bay

glory.
t Tht’s whatfederalandatate
“ authoritiesare hintingas they

rush to sell the proposedPoplar
,. Island%abitst restoration

project,”which in fact is a
~ “dredge+ofl “dumpin a wild and

., .,, ,,. ‘i
.:.>4,

,.. ” ,r..~.
~$ :-4 J

,.,. ;; i

‘“w~h4+:F~c~dn.*p,ar g,a,
,.,.,.

,

iklt‘:. .

A’

? alreidv IkautifulAce.$“

%“
s’
*, “IfI set m@4fu; as anarbiter
%.ofbeauty,”saidCarter, “f
~ ~~>t b~d it this way.But

f
: wildlifedoesn’tcare: he added,
: “and I think it will solve some

~. serious oroblems.”

Ne~s stories&is springwhen
the project first popped up
suggested the objective of the $50
millionto $100miUionprojectis
to “restorea vanishingislandin
the middleofCh+peske Bsyto
its **f-the-century aiqe.”

In fact;the objeqtiveis to finda
hsndy:placeto dump barge-loads
of silt, aand and mtyk that are
sucked @tii@ly from the
Mrbor afirosches to Bsltiore to
keep the “6@nels dedp enough
for bigcommercialships.

The 2%@ile-longislandthat
the Port ofBaltimore,Cqia of
Er@eera, U.S.Fish& WiMlife
Service,state Departmentof
NaturalResourcesanda hostof
other governmentagencieswant
to see builtwould,aaidtilck
Carter, a DNRbiologistfamiliar
with the project,‘lookvaguely
likea largecrescent: but not at
alllikethe originalisland,which
borethe stampofnature inall its
timelessirrezularitvo

,,.. .

Whe C&pat&i&@3t&.ZiI>..*

!’lid &“ji&iGii&iiieiiSMh &iii

:oftbeprojecL ‘;, !,: ...
Standingonthe squishygiiitmd;’

ofa myeet-smellingCoaches
Islandniarah,Gi describedhiS

vidonof@dayto comewhenthe .
@eat, rdAxed crescent island
wouldbe done.A@ing offits
atony front, facingthe northerly
s@zQsthat,bavepcked Poplar
for centuries,he described
Underyva@rstgukt.irea to attract )
rockiiahand--on the back,
man-madec@m@a&r&ting tidal
llow~oabroaditiar@plsnt6dih ‘
]OWkUld _ andfullofbirds
midmuskratsandpwkr crabs.

I
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Carter’sis a welcome

dispassionatevoicein the
one-sidednondebateover the
PoplarIsktnd,Project,which
eveWoneseemsto favor
wholeheartedly.Byallofficial”
accountsPoplaris a ‘Svin-win”
situ@ion”inwhichthe port, the
ducks,fishandbwdsallprofit,as
doowgersofadjacentislandsthat
fordecadeshsvebtien erodedby
punuqelingsfromweaterly ~
storms.

The Poplsr,Roject’saimis to
builda huge,crescent-shaped,
stondacedbsrrier just weatof
westber-beatenCoachesand.
Jeffer$on tida. l~would tkiflect
the snqiehtWlineaof Pop@
Iskid, we original,mtursl
barrkr, ~ch incolonialtimes
measuredmore than 1~000acres
but hqstied awayto just a few
muddyreinnants.

Aqdoid@to the plan,the front
half ofthe newislandbehinda
lo-foot monolithicrockface
wouldbe highgroundsupporting
trees whilethe backhalfwouldbe
lowmarshfor duckssqd
shorebirdaand little fishes.
Behindthat, sea grasseswould
growma broad,protectedbayas
theydidbeforethe o@nsl Poplar
washedaway.

The barrier islandalsowould
pro@t privsteJeffersonIsland,
an 18-acremarshytract ownedby
a groupofWashington-area
dessbda whoseclubhokseis

%ntinidly imperiIedbywindand
tide;s$d larger coaches,owned
bya Pbilad#phiswaterfowl
hunter.Also,it’wouldprotect
TdghmspIsland,a substantial
Waterman’scommunitythree
milesto the east.

Butmostly,oncethe rock
,..

have6xJoxi doti the CorDS likely.Howabout innovative,“’
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NOTICE
OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

POPLAR ISLAND RESTORATION

The Baltimore District of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(CQE) issued a Notice of Intent in the Federal Register,
February 6, 1995, .to prepare @n Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) to assess,jhe environrpental effects .of
using dredged materiai .to enlarge Popiar i isiand. The
‘project would restore, Poplar ,ialand to. its approximate

,; +..::. :,: \c(,,. size in 1647; titereby addirrg qpproximateiy 1,000 acres of
%W~.CYL ‘“~r wlidiife trqbi~t in the lJpppr ‘Qbeeapeake Bay, The’COE

Jnvitea ,Jnter.e@ri ,agenolearwganizationa, and ihdivid-
‘IIal$ io+,publip $ooplnj ~@ng @+wbrnj@omjrients or
!/suggestions orijh6 nqirojuneti issuesflr recommended

$ISIXPA d thi8$iSi:, ,e.ihtil~~~ping mee~ngsareto-be,
~heidasloiiow$:. :jw,I& i@;Il ,zP!.,., .,,, ,.. .’.c L,-; ;..’r, t ;,-. :, ., ~

iF6tiruary 21j1995~:sJ0 Pti): I-4 8ch&i
; , .:4; , :~’:~.i: (J~i~” }~:t ?.%:(j k’:

v%+ :.,.,.,! ~f’i5k~iLt Oil/ kri~ Ltii.if.dh)l + I j~l: \\3\j., !?:%,{.WVJ’4;..:
~lFebr~a~”~,t, ,,, ~ ~r~,. ,(:, ,-6 ~ ~ ~1* ~~~$)” ‘~-~ i.,. . ..1 .“ ,’ @ ,-,1 $-. .

“ The ~o meetings wiii be ‘identicei “in format and are
.>.i{:- ..~:;f~. . . .:. . ‘being heid ,to”provide eqtiai opportunities’ for residents
.,.W.i.}lk oti both ‘the’; Eastern and Western Shores of the.,. ,. ..

: Chesapeake Bay to take pari in the pubiic involvement;.:s<.::s.,.;:.. .,:..,
program.

...

OFFICE OF

imp?Qkqmtl
Published by

THE CAPITAL-GAZETTE NEWSPAPERS, INC.

HOLDER OF CONIRAcT FOR ANNE ARu NDEL COUNTV ADVERTISINO

,,,,J: :;,,,,
.:,

CERTIFICATEOF PUBLICATION

$-Annapolis, Md., _ --/-E--* 19-K’ l,.

We hereby certify, that the annexe -------------- . . . . l;,,,:,::,:

~Comments may be p;esented at the ‘meeting or sent to n~---.--------------~the foiiowing address: ,, .
------------ --- -

1, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Popiar island Restoration Study f

----- ----------------------- -------------------

Attn: CENAB-PL-PC ;
P.O. Box 1715 __________ —----------- _-------- —_____ ----------—

‘“ Baltimore, Maryiand 21203-1715#,.’ ,,,:.

I
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1
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List of Preparers

Carol Anderson-Austra

Joe Berg

Daniel M. Bierly

Cedric A. Bland

Jane Boraczek

Stacey Brown

Wesley E. Coleman

Richard Connelly

Peggy Derrick

Jeff Elseroad

Barbara J. Grider

Jack Gurley

Landscape Architect
USACE, Baltimore District

Project Scientist (Wetlands)
EA Engineering, Science, and Technology, Inc

Civil Engineer
USACE, Baltimore District

Civil Engineering Technician
USACE, Baltimore District

Project Scientist (Fisheries, Ichthyoplankton)
EA Engineering, Science, and Technology, Inc.

Civil Engineer, Study Manager
USACE, Baltimore District

Oceanographer
USACE, Baltimore District

Project Scientist (Benthic Macroinvertebrates)
EA Engineering, Science, and Technology, Inc.

Project Scientist (Plankton, Water Quality)
EA Engineering, Science, and Technology, Inc.

Project Scientist (Water/Sediment Quality)
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Editor
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Charles Leasure

Dave Ludwig

Jeffrey A. McKee

Mark Mendelssohn

Ed Morgereth

Robert Newman

Robert Pace

Frank Pine

Michael R. Snyder

Christopher Spaur

Brian Walls

Realty Specialist
USACE, Baltimore District

Project Scientist (Vegetation Resources)
EA Engineering, Science, and Technology, Inc.

Project Scientist (Wetland Ecology)
EA Engineering, Science, and Technology, Inc.

Ecologist
USACE, Baltimore District

Biologist
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Civil Engineer
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Civil Engineer
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Coastal Engineer
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