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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. Army Engineer District, Baltimore 
Planning Division 
2 Hopkins Plaza 
Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
        --------------------------- 
         Official Business 



Weaver Shoal, Isle of Wight Shoal,  and or Shoal A proposed for future borrow.  Future use of Shoal B also possible.  
Borrow Areas 2, 3, and 9, Ebb Shoal, and Great Gull Bank currently or previously used for borrow for Ocean City or Assateague Island.

Borrow Area 9

Ebb Shoal

Little Gull Bank ?

Continental Shelf off MD: Offshore Shoals in Ocean City Vicinity

2 Miles

Ocean City

USACE/MD DNR 
Atlantic Coast of MD 

Project

Assateague 
Island

Enclosure



Honorable Andy Harris 
United States Congress 
Salisbury Office 
212 West Maint Street, Suite 204B 
Salisbury, MD 21801 

   

     

Honorable Benjamin Cardin 
United States Senate, Baltimore Office 
100 South Charles Street 
Tower 1, Suite 1710 
Baltimore, MD 21201 

  Honorable Chris Van Hollen 
United States Senate 
111 Rockville Pike 
Rockville, MD 20850 
 

     

Governor Larry Hogan 
State of Maryland 
Office of the Governor 
100 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

  Senator James Mathias Jr. 
Maryland State Senate, 38th District 
James Senate Office Building, Room 216 
11 Bladen St. 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

     

Delegate Mary Carozza 
Maryland House of Delegates, 38C 
House Office Building, Room 203 
6 Bladen Street 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

   
 

 
 

   
Worcester County Commissioners 
Worcester County Government Center 
1 W. Market Street, Room 1103 
Snow Hill, MD 21863 

 
 

   
 

 
Mayor Rick Meehan 
Town of Ocean City 
301 N. Baltimore Avenue 
Ocean City, MD 21842 

   
Ocean City Council 
Town of Ocean City 
301 N. Baltimore Avenue 
Ocean City, MD 21842 



American Sportfishing Association 
1001 North Fairfax Street, Suite 501 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
 

  Assateague Mobile Sportsfishermen Association  
8801 Bald Eagle Rd 
Berlin, Maryland 21811 
 
 

Atlantic Coast Sport Fishing Association  
[email only] 
 
 

   

Chincoteague Island Charter Boat Association 
[email only] 

   

Garden State Seafood Association 
212 West State Street 
Trenton, New Jersey 08608 
 

  Bonnie Brady 
Long Island Commercial Fishing Association 
P.O. Box 191 
Montauk, N.Y 11954 
 

Martin Fish Company 
12929 Harbor Road 
Ocean City, Maryland 21842 
 

  Maryland Charter Boat Association 
4874 Patience Place 
Huntingtown, MD 20639 
 

Maryland Watermen’s Association 
[email only] 

  Robert Brown Sr 
Maryland Watermen's Association 
1805A Virginia Street 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
 

National Association of Charterboat Operators 
PO Box 1070 
Hurley, MS 39555 
 

   

Ocean Pines Angler's Club  
[email only] 
 

  Ocean City Marlin Club  
[email only] 
 

Ocean City Reef Foundation  
[email only] 
 
 

  Southern Connection Ocean City  
[email only] 
 

The Recreational Fishing Alliance  
P.O. Box 3080 
New Gretna, NJ 08224 
 

   



Coastal Conservation Association Maryland 
PO Box 309 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
 

   

Cristina Carollo 
TNC 
[email only] 

  Joe Fehrer 
TNC 
[email only] 

Kelly Leo 
TNC 
[email only] 

  Kate Wilke 
TNC 
[email only] 

     

     

     

     

     
 

     

     



U.S. Coast Guard Fifth District 
Commander (de) 
431 Crawford St., Suite 603 
Portsmouth, VA 23704 
 

  U.S. Coast Guard 
610 South Philadelphia Avenue 
Ocean City, MD 21842 
 
 

Postmaster 
Ocean City Post Office 
7101 Coastal Highway 
Ocean City, MD 21842‐9998 
 

   

Ms. Kimberly Damon‐Randall 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
US Department of Commerce 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930 

  Karen Greene 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
James J. Howard Marine Sciences Laboratory 
74 Magruder Rd. 
Highlands, NJ 07732 

Keith Hanson 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Annapolis, MD) Field Office: 177 Admiral Cochrane Drive, 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
 

  Mike Luisi 
Mid‐Atlantic Fisheries Management Council 
800 North State Street, Suite 201 
Dover, DE 19901 
 

     

Ms. Deborah Darden 
Assateague Island National Seashore 
7206 National Seashore Lane 
Berlin, MD 21811 
 

  Mary Foley 
U.S. Geological Survey 
5522 Research Park Drive 
Baltimore, Maryland 21228 
 

Ms. Genevieve LaRouche 
Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

  Michaela Noble 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
Department of the Interior 
1849 C Street, NW (Mail Stop 5538) 
Washington, DC 20240 

Doug Piatkowski 
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management 
Division of Environmental Assessment 
45600 Woodland Road, VAM‐OEP 
Sterling, VA 20166 

  Gary Vietzke 
National Park Service 
Northeast Regional Office 
200 Chestnut Street, 5th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19106 

     

Odessa Armstrong 
Natural Resource Conservation Service, USDA 
339 Busch's Frontage Road, Suite 301 
Baltimore, MD 21401‐5534 
 

   



John Forren 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103‐2029 
 

  Shawn Garvin 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106 
 

Barbara Rudnick 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelpia, PA 19103‐2029 
 

   

     

Alana Duerr Ph. D 
U.S. Department of Energy 
[email only] 

  Jeffrey Gebert 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District 
[email only] 

     

Robert Baldwin 
Department of Natural Resources & Environmental Control 
89 Kings Highway 
Dover, DE 19901 
 

  Laura Herr  
Department of Natural Resources & Environmental Control 
89 Kings Highway 
Dover, DE 19901 
 

Indian River Marina, DE Seashore State Park 
Indian River Marina 
Delaware Seashore State Park 
39415 Inlet Road, Rehoboth Beach, DE 19971 
 

   

     
 

Frank Piorko 
Maryland Coastal Bays Program 
8219 Stephen Decatur Highway 
Barlin, MD 21811 
 

  Kate Charbonneau 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Commission 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
1804 West Street 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Mr. Elder Ghigiarelli 
Wetlands and Waterway Construction Program 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
1800 Washington Blvd 
Baltimore, MD 21230 

  Andrew May 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
1800 Washington BLVD 
Baltimore, MD 21230‐1708 
 



Elizabeh Hughes 
Division of Historical and Cultural Programs 
MD Historic Trust 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville, MD 21303‐2023 

  David Blazer 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
 

Ms. Lori Byrne 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building, E‐1 
580 Taylor Ave 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

  Thomas O'Connell 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
 

Mark O'Malley 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes Office Building 
580 Taylor Ave 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

  Richard Ortt 
Maryland Geological Survey 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
2300 St. Paul Street 
Baltimore, MD 21218‐5210 

Tony Redman 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Bldg., B‐3 
580 Taylor Ave. 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

   
 

David Craig 
Maryland Department of Planning 
301 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, MD 21201‐2365 
 

  Ms. Linda Janey 
Maryland Department of Planning 
301 West Preston Street, Suite 1101 
Baltimore, MD 21201‐2305 
 

     

     

 
 

   

     

     



Development Review and Permitting 
Worcester County Government Center 
Environmental Programs 
1 W. Market Street, Room 1306 
Snow Hill, MD 21863 

  Worcester County Environmental Programs 
Worcester County Government Center 
1 W. Market Street, Room 1306 
Snow Hill, MD 21863 
 

Worcester County Emergency Services 
Worcester County Government Center 
1 W. Market Street, Room 1002 
Snow Hill, MD 21863 
 

  Berlin Branch 
Worcester County Library 
220 North Main Street 
Berlin, Maryland 21811 
 

Ocean City Branch 
Worcester County Library 
10003 Coastal Highway 
Ocean City, Maryland 21842 
 

  Ocean Pines Branch 
Worcester County Library 
11107 Cathell Road 
Ocean Pines, Maryland 21811 
 

     

Engineering Department 
Town of Ocean City 
301 Baltimore Avenue 
Ocean City, MD 21842 
 

  Planning and Community Development 
Town of Ocean City 
301 Baltimore Avenue 
Ocean City, MD 21842 
 

     

     
 

 
 

   
 

 
 

   
 

     



























From: David Blazer -DNR-
To: Spaur, Christopher C CIV USARMY (US)
Cc: Piatkowski, Douglas; Callahan, Justin B CIV USARMY CENAB (US); Michael Luisi -DNR-; Angel Willey; Lynn Waller

Fegley; George ODonnell -DNR-
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Re: Handouts for Fishermen"s Meeting on 4/27/2018
Date: Monday, May 07, 2018 6:35:15 PM
Attachments: AC_DNRfishermenMtngText04202018.docx

Chris,

We had our meetings with the commercial (about 10 waterman) and recreational fisherman’s groups (about 35
fishermen) on April 27 and introduced the idea of the Beach replenishment project that we discussed.  Obviously all
of the folks in attendance are very concerned about the potential impacts of the project while also appreciative of
being asked their thoughts early in the process.

Both groups wanted to take some time to think about the proposal and organize their thoughts as a group.  They are
interested in learning more about the project and they asked many questions that I didn’t have the background
information to answer. These are a few of the questions they had:

1.        What data exists on each of the sites?

2.       Is there any data on the impact from the previous borrow areas?

3.       Both groups said the southern most site ( I believe Bass Grounds) was a good area where they fish and
shouldn’t be considered.

4.       Are there artificial reefs near these sites?

5.       Are there other sources other than these and why did these get picked as the four to consider?

I will be sending the public notice and your contact information to the representatives of the groups (I will cc you)
so they can follow up with you regarding more details of the project.  Can I email and share these attachments you
sent me previously with them ( i used them for notes but did not handout at the meeting) ?

If there is anything else I can help with, please let me know.

 Dave

On Fri, Apr 20, 2018 at 1:28 PM, Spaur, Christopher C CIV USARMY (US)
<Christopher.C.Spaur@usace.army.mil <mailto:Christopher.C.Spaur@usace.army.mil> > wrote:

        Dave
       
        Above attached. 
       
        Big picture.  We need input from fishermen on relative value of the 4 shoals as fishing grounds.  Basically, is
Bass Grounds (Shoal B) still too valuable to borrow from?  Are Weaver, Isle of Wight, and A still acceptable?
(Dredging would be conducted with guidelines and constraints to maintain shoals).  Could they help us identify
commercial/recreational vessels that fish these waters and how we can coordinate with them to get input? 
       
        Handouts contain background information on project and offshore shoals just in case it's needed.  You could
skip or minimize coverage of that as best suits.
       

mailto:david.blazer@maryland.gov
mailto:Christopher.C.Spaur@usace.army.mil
mailto:douglas.piatkowski@boem.gov
mailto:Justin.Callahan@usace.army.mil
mailto:michael.luisi@maryland.gov
mailto:angel.willey@maryland.gov
mailto:Lynn.Fegley@maryland.gov
mailto:Lynn.Fegley@maryland.gov
mailto:george.o"donnell@maryland.gov
mailto:Christopher.C.Spaur@usace.army.mil

MD DNR Fishermen Meeting		April 27, 2018

Atlantic Coast of Maryland Shoreline Protection Project

Offshore Shoals in Federal Waters - Sand Sources Through 2044

[bookmark: _GoBack]U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, MD Department of Natural Resources



USACE, BOEM, and MD DNR are preparing an environmental assessment for proposed dredging of sand from offshore shoals in federal waters to ensure compliance with environmental laws.  Public notice recently issued.  EA preparation requires input from fishing interests. 





Project Information



· Ocean City beach engineered to provide coastal storm damage reduction (wave protection) from a 1% annual chance (“100 year”) storm.  Beach requires periodic nourishment (sand placement) to maintain coastal storm damage reduction.  Beach of great recreational economic importance.



· Project cost-shared between federal government (USACE) and state of MD (DNR).  Authorized until 2044.  



· Offshore shoals utilized as sand source.  Have large volumes of suitable sand that can be economically obtained.  Expected over time that sand from multiple shoals in state and federal waters would be utilized. 



· From 1988 through 2018 under combined federal and state efforts: 14,600,000 cubic yards of sand placed on Ocean City beach.



· Since 2002 on average, beach renourished with 871,000 cubic yards of sand every 4 years



· Most recent renourishment completed in December 2017.  Next renourishment scheduled in 2021, however could occur sooner if severe storm event.



· Assuming placement every 4 years in future, renourishment expected in 2021, 2025, 2029, 2033, 2037, and 2041.  Assuming future borrow volume same as average since 2002, then need 5,226,000 cubic yards of sand for six renourishments.  



· Future renourishment placement frequency and sand volume need could differ depending on storms.



· Through 2017, sand for project has been dredged from offshore shoals in state waters.   Nearby sources in state waters now exhausted.  Next renourishment would borrow from offshore shoals in federal waters.








Borrow Plan Developed in 2008 for Through 2044



· USACE/Minerals Management Service[footnoteRef:1]/MD DNR prepared an environmental impact statement in 2008 that contained borrow plan for obtaining sand from offshore shoals in federal waters.   [1:  MMS now BOEM.] 




· Four shoals selected based on engineering and economic considerations: Weaver, Isle of Wight, “A,” and “B” (Bass Grounds, First Lump).  These shoals contain >100,000,000 cubic yards of sand suitable for beach.



· Commercial and recreational fishermen contacted for 2008 plan to determine fishery value of these four shoals.  Shoal B determined to have high fishery value (has artificial reef area), and rejected as sand source unless its fishery value declines.  Weaver, Isle of Wight, and Shoal “A” determined acceptable sources from fishery perspective.



· Plan includes dredging guidelines/constraints developed with input from representatives from NMFS, USFWS, and scientific/engineering experts to provide a means to dredge from any individual shoal that would maintain its habitat value over the long-term (Table).  



· These dredging guidelines/constraints originally developed in 2002 for dredging of Great Gull Bank to provide sand for Assateague Island restoration.  Post-borrow bathymetric survey in 2003 verified that dredging was conducted in accordance with guidelines/constraints and that shoal crest height and overall character maintained.





Ongoing and Future Efforts



2008 plan required that fishery value of these four shoals be reassessed in future to determine whether dredging for borrow could occur from each.  This meeting part of that effort.



Engineering investigations determining where sand of suitable grain size occurs at Isle of Wight and Weaver Shoals.  Delineation of proposed borrow areas on those shoals that considers guidelines/constraints being developed.



Will need to coordinate with engineering/scientific experts regarding details of guidelines/constraints to see if modification needed.



Will be coordinating with government agencies and the public to get input on proposed dredging plan.



Anticipate release of draft environmental assessment in Fall 2018.



Action Items – This Meeting



Need input from fishing interests to determine relative value of Weaver, Isle of Wight, Shoal A, and Shoal B as fishing grounds.  Need to verify whether determination made in 2008 still holds: 1) Shoal B should not be dredged in near future because of high value, and 2) Weaver, Isle of Wight, and Shoal “A” acceptable as sand sources because of less fishery value. 





What ports do commercial fishing vessels that fish these offshore shoals off MD originate from? 





What other commercial and recreational fishermen groups or individuals should we contact?  







Questions or information?  Contact Christopher Spaur by email at Christopher.c.spaur@usace.army.mil, or telephone at 410-962-6134








DREDGING PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL GUIDELINES 





		Spread out impacts among all shoals to be dredged



		Limit total volume removed from any individual shoal to minor proportion of shoal (<5%)



		Avoid artificial reefs (B only)



		Avoid crest



		Seek to preferentially dredge sand from downdrift or updrift sides*



		Dredge thin uniform thickness (<10 feet) from a large area 



		Dredge no deeper than ambient seafloor depth 













*May not be where suitable sand occurs though.  Need to evaluate whether practicable.






Background Information– Offshore Shoals Existing Conditions 

· >20 large offshore shoals off MD within 15 miles of shore out to 70 feet depth

 

· NE/SW orientation



· Relief off seafloor 15 to 50 ft



· Individual shoal area <1 sq mi to >10 sq mi



· Total area >75 sq mi



· 2 to 7 miles long



· ~1 to 2 miles wide



· Water depth on crest 12 to 45 feet



· Total sand volume >1.2 billion cubic yards



· Sand dollars, moon snails, surf clam can occur in abundance on the shoals 



· Sand lance fish occur in abundance on shoals, and schools of fish congregate on shoals at times



· Shoals fished commercially for whelk (conch) and sea bass.  Formerly surf clam fishing grounds



· Shoals fished recreationally for tuna, dolphin, shark, marlin, sea bass, sea trout, bluefish, striped bass





1



        Let me know if you have any suggestions or questions about these.  If it'd be useful, I could attend meeting or
participate by phone.
       
        Thanks for your help,
       
        Chris
       
       
       
       
       

--

 <Blockedhttp://www.maryland.gov/>

 <Blockedhttps://www.facebook.com/MarylandDNR/>   <Blockedhttps://twitter.com/MarylandDNR>

dnr.maryland.gov <Blockedhttp://dnr.maryland.gov/>

Dave Blazer

Director, Fishing and Boating Service

Department of Natural Resources

580 Taylor Ave., B-2

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

410-260-8281 (office)

443-676-7208 (cell)

david.blazer@maryland.gov <mailto:david.blazer@maryland.gov> 

Click here <Blockedhttp://www.doit.state.md.us/selectsurvey/TakeSurvey.aspx?
agencycode=DNR&SurveyID=86M2956#>  to complete a three question customer experience survey.

mailto:david.blazer@maryland.gov


From: Blair, AaronM
To: Spaur, Christopher C CIV USARMY (US)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Atlantic Coast MD Shoreline Protection EA
Date: Thursday, May 10, 2018 6:23:12 PM

Dear Mr. Spaur,

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) received the public notice from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Baltimore District (USACE) regarding the proposal to dredge offshore shoals in federal waters to obtain
sand for the Atlantic Coast of Maryland Shoreline Protection Project (project).  USACE prepared an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) in 2008 evaluating four shoals in federal waters and is preparing a supplemental
Environmental Assessment (EA) documenting findings of the re-evaluation to ensure compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act. EPA greatly appreciates USACE alerting us to the re-evaluation and considering scoping
recommendations.

*       The EA should provide context for the study area, other efforts being performed in the area, communication
planning, etc.
*       Alternatives analysis should include the suite of activities or solutions that were considered and the rationale
for not carrying these alternatives forward for detailed study.  Please feel free to reach out EPA to discuss
Alternatives moved forward to detailed study.
*       Please indicate in the EA what permits will be sought and required from the State and Federal governments.
*       We recommend the EA include discussion of preferred and alternative dredging equipment for the project and
the benefits and limitations of each.  Rationale for selection should be provided.  Hydraulic methods may reduce
vessel support, reduce emissions, and minimize wildlife strikes, however may be associated with increased
sedimentation and therefore impacts to benthic communities. EPA suggests consideration to methods and best
practices to limit sediment/sand dispersion during the activities.
*       Please consider including an analysis of shoal movement, growth, reduction with current shoreline processes,
whether shoals can sustain additional dredging as a source of material for beach nourishment.
*       It is recommended that an updated evaluation of current habitat for birds, fish and invertebrates (such as
annelids, mollusks, and crustaceans) be included along with anticipated impacts and avoidance, minimization,
mitigation and monitoring measures. Please include any impacts the proposed actions may have on herpetofauna
including any avoidance and minimization measures.
*       As stated in our August 27, 2007 letter on the Draft EIS, maintaining shoal profile is important to allow current
functions of the features in the offshore system and effectively maintain long term functions for marine life.
*       Please indicate if it is anticipated that the project will lead to creation of habitat for species such as the Piping
Plover or Diamondback Terrapin and if monitoring of these or other species will be conducted.
*       Please summarize previous shoreline efforts and any lessons learned.  In nearby areas, the presence of
additional sand within the nearshore system was anticipated to lead to the formation of offshore sand bars which
would dissipate wave energy. Have offshore sandbars formed since the additional sand was incorporated into the
nearshore system? Please describe how any offshore sandbars formed may influence the construction of the
shoreline features of this project.
*       The study should evaluate and discuss secondary and cumulative impacts, as defined by CEQ (40 CFR 1508.7
and 1508.8), of the proposed actions. Impacts may be positive or adverse (see CEQ 1997- “Considering Cumulative
Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act”).
*       As you may be aware, the Mid-Atlantic Ocean Data Portal (MARCO) is an Interactive ocean mapping tool. It
includes data layers of fishing grounds, recreational areas, shipping lanes, critical habitat areas, and energy sites,
among others. The portal is a collaboration among federal agencies including NOAA, BOEM, the Coast Guard, the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Department of Defense, EPA, as well partners from nonprofit organizations and
the private sector. We recommend this tool be used as part of the EA analysis.  The MARCO website is:
Blockedhttp://portal.midatlanticocean.org/ocean-stories/every-map-tells-a-story/
<Blockedhttp://portal.midatlanticocean.org/ocean-stories/every-map-tells-a-story/>

mailto:blair.aaronM@epa.gov
mailto:Christopher.C.Spaur@usace.army.mil


Thank you for coordinating with EPA on this project.  We look forward to working with you as more information
becomes available.  Please let me know if you have any questions on the recommended topics above.  Please
provide a copy of the EA to EPA when it is available for review.

Thank you,

Aaron

_______________________________

Aaron Blair
Physical Scientist

U.S. EPA Mid-Atlantic Region 3
Environmental Assessment and Innovation Division
1650 Arch Street

Philadelphia, PA 19103

215-814-2748



1  MFR ‐ USACE, BOEM, MD DNR Fishermen’s Meeting 

 
Memorandum for the Record 
 
Minutes:  Meeting between USACE and DNR Staff and Ocean City Area Fishermen, July 10, 
2018, 630‐8 PM.  Ocean City Marlins Club, West Ocean City, MD.  
Subject: Atlantic Coast of MD Project – Offshore Shoal Dredging and Fishing Ground Value, 
Ocean City Inlet Navigation Concerns 
Agency (Participant):  USACE (Chris Spaur, Justin Callahan, Tony Clark); DNR (Dave Blazer, Steve 
Doctor); BOEM (Doug Piatkowski [listening capability only]) 
 
0  USACE staff, DNR staff, and fishermen introduced themselves.  CS requested that all present 
sign sign‐in sheets.  16 people signed sign‐in sheets in addition to MD DNR participants.  One 
reporter from the “Maryland Coast Dispatch” newspaper attended.  Two fishermen introduced 
themselves as commercial fishermen, and the remaining fishermen were split between charter 
boat and recreational.  CS stated that meeting would be organized in three parts: overview of 
proposed borrow plan, discussion of fishery value of the offshore shoals being considered as 
borrow sources, and then open discussion on navigation concerns in Ocean City Inlet vicinity.1 
 
1  CS provided overview of project status and 2008 borrow plan with updates (attached slide 
handout).  During the presentation on the 2008 borrow plan and project status, multiple 
fishermen asked questions regarding the plan and other alternatives.  Several notable questions 
and responses are provided below.   
 
Question:  Why not dredge the flat plain (desert) areas of the seafloor rather than the offshore 
shoals?  Answer:  Sea floor plains sands are thin (several feet or less) and then typically 
interbedded with other sediments not suitable for the beach (gravel and mud).  Conversely, 
shoals are almost entirely gradually moving undersea dunes.  Additionally, shoal sand is of grain 
size highly compatible with Ocean City beach. 
 
Question:  Where does the sand placed on the Ocean City beach go?  Answer: The Ocean City 
beach is an engineered beach and the character of the ocean and coastal bays shorelines are a 
consequence of combined impacts of natural processes and engineering.  Sand is dredged from 
offshore shoals and deposited by USACE on Ocean City beach.  Then natural processes 
transport sand southward along the beach and into the Coastal Bays in the inlet vicinity and 
also then on the growing ebb shoal off northern Assateague Island.  USACE dredges sand from 
the inlet vicinity and the ebb shoal and places sand on Assateague Island south of the ebb 
shoal.  From there, natural processes carry sand southward along Assateague Island.  (This topic 
was covered more thoroughly in subsequent discussion of USACE navigation projects in 
vicinity.)  
 

                                                            
1 Meeting minutes are organized into three sections accordingly, although in reality questions and discussion 
overlapped back and forth on these topics at different times during the meeting. 
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Question: Is data available to show what happened to sea life in state waters where dredging 
has been conducted?  Answer: USACE hasn’t conducted biological monitoring of the seafloor 
following dredging off MD.  However, USACE has taken multiple bathymetric surveys over time 
so changes in seafloor bathymetry are known.  Biological monitoring of comparable dynamic 
sandy substrates has been conducted elsewhere on the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts.  These studies 
find that bottom life generally recovers to pre‐dredging conditions within several years ‐ 
provided the post‐borrow substrate remains sandy with good water quality and minimal change 
in depth.  Under the borrow plan, dredging guidelines and constraints would serve to maintain 
sandy substrates with depth changes not enough to affect bottom life.  No long‐term impacts to 
water quality would occur.  So, bottom life would be expected to recolonize the dredged shoals 
within several years following dredging.  Because of these findings elsewhere, no biological 
monitoring following dredging was proposed in the 2008 borrow plan.  However, bathymetric 
monitoring to ensure that shoal integrity was maintained over time is proposed. 
 
Question: Could coarser sand or finer sand be put on the Ocean City beach?  What would the 
consequences be?  Answer: Coarser sand or gravel is more resistant to erosion, but would 
cause the beach to get steeper over time, increasing wave energy that bathers would be 
exposed to, making it perhaps more dangerous.  Gravel is less desirable from a recreational 
perspective in that it’s harder to walk on, and sand is part of beach character that draws 
tourists and keeps Ocean City an economic success.  Finer sand would get washed away more 
quickly.  So to meet the needs of Ocean City, USACE strives to place sand that’s the same as the 
engineered beach that’s there now.  However, USACE does place coarser sand at several 
locations along the beach where erosion is most severe – “hotspots.”   
 
Question: Is USACE considering impacts of projects on Delaware beaches?  Answer: USACE 
Baltimore District maintains Atlantic Coast of MD (Ocean City) and Assateague Island Projects 
while USACE Philadelphia District is undertaking projects on Delaware beaches.  The two 
districts are in contact with each other, but dredging and beach work is arranged by each 
district separately. 
 
Question: Could dredging be undertaken with a time of year restriction that would better 
protect fish, as fishing “turns off” during dredging?  In particular, could dredging be done when 
rockfish aren’t present?  Answer: USACE can’t put sand on the beach from Memorial to Labor 
Day because that would interfere with summer beach season.  Sea conditions are roughest in 
winter, limiting work, although some beachwork is done then.  So, much of the work ends up 
being done in fall and spring. 
 
2  JC stated that the Ocean City beach is part of an authorized USACE project and will be 
maintained.  USACE has to obtain sand from somewhere for the project.  CS said that borrow 
plan from 2008 identified multiple shoals because of uncertainty over how their future value as 
fishing grounds might change, uncertainty over total sand needs which would be affected by 
storms, and to allow dredging to be done in accordance with 2008 guidelines and constraints 
which would limit dredging from any one shoal to less than 5% of its total volume.  Borrow plan 
developed in 2008 determined that Shoal B (Bass Grounds) was not suitable from a fishery 
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impact perspective, and wouldn’t be used unless its value as fishing grounds decreases.  
Instead, it identified several offshore shoals as the best sources: Isle of Wight Shoal, Weaver 
Shoal, and Shoal A.  Based on economic considerations and situation where future storms 
aren’t more severe than past, then USACE could get all needed sand from just Isle of Wight and 
Weaver Shoal and dredge in accordance with 2008 borrow plan dredging guidelines and 
constraints. 
 
CS asked whether USACE should avoid dredging Shoal B (Bass Grounds)?  Or, has its value as a 
fishing ground changed such that it could be dredged instead of or in addition to the other 
shoals?  Multiple participants stated that Bass Grounds is an important fishing area, particularly 
because of the artificial reefs there, and that it shouldn’t be dredged.  CS noted that 
presumably fishing value is in part dependent upon artificial reef.  Because that’s permanent, 
then presumably fishing value will remain high in future. 
 
Cs asked whether Isle of Wight Shoal, Weaver Shoal, or Shoal A are of particular importance 
from a fishery perspective?  SD and one fishermen noted that Isle of Wight Shoal has 
concentrations of striped bass seasonally, is a good fishing area, and is the tallest of the shoals.  
They’d prefer that USACE instead dredge Weaver Shoal and or Shoal A.  
 
4  CS presented a quick overview of USACE projects and studies in the inlet vicinity.  Then, an 
open discussion was then held to address navigation concerns.  In this, USACE staff responded 
to various questions regarding conditions in the inlet vicinity.  Numerous questions focused on 
whether USACE could make increased use of accumulating sand near harbor, inlet, and ebb 
shoal for Ocean City or Assateague and therefore improve navigation while reducing need for 
dredging offshore shoals.  USACE staff stated that volume of sand that can be moved from 
these sources is not enough to meet needs of Ocean City, and that cost of getting sand from 
these sources to Ocean City is higher than getting sand from offshore shoals because of smaller 
dredge that is used in inlet vicinity.  Additionally, sand from accumulating sources inside the 
inlet is often finer than the sand on the Ocean City beach.  Sand from the ebb shoal has a wider 
variety of grain sizes. 
 
5  In summary, general opinion expressed by fishermen was that they'd rather USACE doesn't 
dredge offshore shoals, but the proposed borrow plan seemed to be carefully thought out.  
They would agree with dredging Weaver Shoal and Shoal A as the least‐harm options.   
 
 
CS emailed out copies of draft MFR for review on July 18, 2018 to USACE, BOEM, and MDDNR 
participants.  CS received no comments.   
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    PUBLIC NOTICE    

 

Atlantic Coast of Maryland Shoreline Protection Project 

Draft Finding of No Significant Impacts and Environmental Assessment:   

Offshore Shoals in Federal Waters as Sand Sources 
 
ALL INTERESTED PARTIES: The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District (USACE) and the 

Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM), in partnership with the Maryland Department of Natural 

Resources (MD DNR), have prepared a draft Environmental Assessment (EA) and a Finding of No 

Significant Impact (FONSI) for proposed dredging of offshore shoals in federal waters to obtain sand for the 

Atlantic Coast of Maryland Shoreline Protection Project.  USACE and MD DNR place sand on the beach of 

Ocean City, generally every four years, to reduce risk of coastal storm damage.  The next sand placement 

event is anticipated by the year 2022.  USACE anticipates dredging an average of approximately 1,070,000 

cubic yards of sand from offshore shoals each future sand placement event.   

 

USACE and BOEM prepared an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in 2008 evaluating four shoals in 

federal waters on the Outer Continental Shelf as sand sources for the project: Weaver Shoal, Isle of Wight 

Shoal, Shoal A, and Shoal B (also known as Bass Grounds) (Enclosure).  The project has not utilized any of 

these four offshore shoals as borrow sources yet because sufficient sand was previously available from 

sources in nearby state waters.   

 

The draft EA updates findings of the 2008 EIS.  Weaver Shoal is recommended as the sand source for the 

next nourishment cycle and up to two additional cycles.  Dredging would be conducted following constraints 

to minimize long-term impacts to offshore shoal habitats.  Bathymetric surveys would be conducted to assess 

shoal conditions and plan dredging each cycle.  In the future, sand needs would be reassessed, and sand would 

be dredged through 2044 in accordance with the 2008 EIS.   

 

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), USACE and BOEM have prepared this 

draft EA and evaluated potential effects on the human environment.  Resource agency and public input was 

incorporated into the recommended alternative.  All applicable environmental laws have been considered.  

Changes in impacts from what was described in the 2008 EIS would be minor and not result in significant 

effects.   

 

USACE and BOEM request comments regarding the draft EA and FONSI within thirty days of the date of 

this notice.  For federal and state agencies receiving a copy of this notice, we request that you provide 

comments concerning your responsibilities.  The draft EA and FONSI are available at the USACE website: 

http://www.nab.usace.army.mil/oceancity  The documents are also available in the following Worcester 

County, MD, public libraries for review: Berlin Branch, Ocean City Branch, and Ocean Pines Branch.  

Comments can be submitted electronically to: christopher.c.spaur@usace.army.mil.  Written comments can 

be sent to: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Attn: Christopher Spaur, Planning Division, 10th Floor, 2 Hopkins 

Plaza, Baltimore, MD 21201.  If you have any questions, please contact Christopher Spaur by telephone at 

(410) 962-6134 or by email at the address above. 

 

 

 

Daniel M. Bierly, P.E. 

Chief, Civil Project Development Branch 

Planning Division 

August 19, 2019

http://www.nab.usace.army.mil/oceancity
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Distributing Draft FONSI & EA for Public and Agency Review 

Printed copies of the NOA were mailed out to those individuals/agencies/organizations with 
ground mailing addresses on the mailing list that had been used for the initial notice of intent to 
prepare an EA, except for updates as provided below.   

Government Agency Representative – Updated Names & Addresses  
MDE had personnel changes since the earlier intent to prepare EA notice, and so NOAs were 
instead mailed to other contacts with had assumed their responsibilities. 

Ms. Denise Keehner, Program Manager 
Compliance Program 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
1800 Washington Blvd 
Baltimore, MD 21230 

Ms. Heather Nelson, Deputy Director 
Compliance Program 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
1800 Washington BLVD 
Baltimore, MD 21230‐1708 

Tribal Coordination 
Of the 23 public notices sent to Tribes announcing intent to prepare an EA, two had responded.  
NOAs announcing availability of the draft FONSI & EA for review were mailed to these two 
respondees. 

Susan Bachor 
Delaware Tribe of Indians 
P.O. Box 64 
Pocono Lake, PA 18347 

Chief Lee Lockamy 
Nansemond Indian Tribe 
1001 Pembroke Lane 
Suffolk, VA 23434 

eMail Distribution 
The NOA was emailed on 19 August 2019 to numerous entities for which mailing addresses 
were not available, including surfing clubs and shops, The Nature Conservancy, and commercial 
and recreational fishermen.  The NOA was also emailed on 19 August 2019 to some agency 
personnel who had requested to be informed by email (DOE) as well as some of the agency 
personnel that participated in the study from BOEM, MD DNR, and USACE. 



Table:  Public NOA – Draft FONSI & EA:  Email Distribution List 
info@ocsurfclub.org  Ocean City Surf Club 
chair@oceancity.surfrider.org  Surfrider  Foundation  
vicechair@oceancity.surfrider.org  Surfrider  Foundation  
ChaunceySurf@aol.com  Chauncey's Surf Shop South 
selt@comcast.net  Endless Summer Surf Shop 

kate.wilke@tnc.org  TNC 
kleo@tnc.org  TNC 
jfehrer@tnc.org  TNC 
cristina.carollo@tnc.org  TNC 

david.blazer@maryland.gov  MD DNR 
steve.doctor@maryland.gov  MD DNR 

douglas.piatkowski@boem.gov  BOEM 

alana.duerr@ee.doe.gov  DOE 

Jeffrey.A.Gebert@usace.army.mil  USACE 
Jason.R.Peters@usace.army.mil  USACE 

capt.montyhawkins@gmail.com  Ocean City Reef Foundation  
lindajcharters@verizon.net  Chincoteague Island Charter Boat Association 
info@nacocharters.org  National Association of Charterboat Operators 
patiencesportfishing@comcast.net  Maryland Charter Boat Association 
info@marylandwatermen.com  Maryland Watermen’s Association 
smitty3894@aol.com  Atlantic Coast Sport Fishing Association 
info@ocmarlinclub.com  Ocean City Marlin Club 
waltboge@gmail.com  Ocean Pines Angler's Club 
Greenfluke@optonline.net  Long Island Commercial Fishing Association 
Linda.Nasko@state.de.us  Indian River Marina, DE Seashore State Park 
Jill.DeFelice@state.de.us  Indian River Marina, DE Seashore State Park 
Blaise.Belfiore@state.de.us  Indian River Marina, DE Seashore State Park 
info@asafishing.org  American Sportfishing Association 
information@ccamd.org  Coastal Conservation Association Maryland 
davidsikorski@ccamd.org  Coastal Conservation Association Maryland 
frank.bonanno@gmail.com  Coastal Conservation Association Maryland 
jDepersenaire@joinrfa.org  The Recreational Fishing Alliance 
gcaputi@joinrfa.org   The Recreational Fishing Alliance 
captadam@karenannii.com  The Recreational Fishing Alliance 
rickmarks@gardenstateseafood.org  Garden State Seafood Association 



 
U.S. Coast Guard Fifth District 
Commander (de) 
431 Crawford St., Suite 603 
Portsmouth, VA 23704 

   
American Sportfishing Association 
1001 North Fairfax Street, Suite 501 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
 

 
U.S. Coast Guard 
610 South Philadelphia Avenue 
Ocean City, MD 21842 
 

  Odessa Armstrong 
Natural Resource Conservation Service, USDA 
339 Busch's Frontage Road, Suite 301 
Baltimore, MD 21401‐5534 
 

 
Assateague Mobile Sportsfishermen Association  
8801 Bald Eagle Rd 
Berlin, Maryland 21811 
 

  Robert Baldwin 
Department of Natural Resources & Environmental Control 
89 Kings Highway 
Dover, DE 19901 
 

David Blazer 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
 

  Walt Boge 
Ocean Pines Angler's Club  
 

Bonnie Brady 
Long Island Commercial Fishing Association 
P.O. Box 191 
Montauk, N.Y 11954 
 

  Robert Brown Sr 
Maryland Watermen's Association 
1805A Virginia Street 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
 

Ms. Lori Byrne 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building, E‐1 
580 Taylor Ave 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

  Merrill Campbell 
Southern Connection Ocean City  
 

Honorable Benjamin Cardin 
United States Senate, Baltimore Office 
100 South Charles Street 
Tower 1, Suite 1710 
Baltimore, MD 21201 

  Cristina Carollo 
TNC 
 

Delegate Mary Carozza 
Maryland House of Delegates, 38C 
House Office Building, Room 203 
6 Bladen Street 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

  Kate Charbonneau 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Commission 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
1804 West Street 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

 
Chincoteague Island Charter Boat Association 
 

   
Coastal Conservation Association Maryland 
PO Box 309 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
 

David Craig 
Maryland Department of Planning 
301 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, MD 21201‐2365 
 

  Ms. Kimberly Damon‐Randall 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
US Department of Commerce 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930 



Ms. Deborah Darden 
Assateague Island National Seashore 
7206 National Seashore Lane 
Berlin, MD 21811 
 

  Alana Duerr Ph. D 
U.S. Department of Energy 
 

Joe Fehrer 
TNC 
 

  Mary Foley 
U.S. Geological Survey 
5522 Research Park Drive 
Baltimore, Maryland 21228 
 

John Forren 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103‐2029 
 

  Shawn Garvin 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III 
1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106 
 

Jeffrey Gebert 
USACE, Philadelphia District 
 

  Mr. Elder Ghigiarelli 
Wetlands and Waterway Construction Program 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
1800 Washington Blvd 
Baltimore, MD 21230 

Karen Greene 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
James J. Howard Marine Sciences Laboratory 
74 Magruder Rd. 
Highlands, NJ 07732 

  Keith Hanson 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Annapolis, MD) Field Office: 177 Admiral Cochrane Drive, 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
 

Honorable Andy Harris 
United States Congress 
Salisbury Office 
212 West Maint Street, Suite 204B 
Salisbury, MD 21801 

  Monty Hawkins 
Ocean City Reef Foundation  
 

Laura Herr  
Department of Natural Resources & Environmental Control 
89 Kings Highway 
Dover, DE 19901 
 

  Governor Larry Hogan 
State of Maryland 
Office of the Governor 
100 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Elizabeh Hughes 
Division of Historical and Cultural Programs 
MD Historic Trust 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville, MD 21303‐2023 

   
Indian River Marina, DE Seashore State Park 
Indian River Marina 
Delaware Seashore State Park 
39415 Inlet Road, Rehoboth Beach, DE 19971 

Ms. Linda Janey 
Maryland Department of Planning 
301 West Preston Street, Suite 1101 
Baltimore, MD 21201‐2305 
 

  Ms. Genevieve LaRouche 
Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Kelly Leo 
TNC 
 

  Mike Luisi 
Mid‐Atlantic Fisheries Management Council 
800 North State Street, Suite 201 
Dover, DE 19901 
 



Rick Marks 
Garden State Seafood Association 
212 West State Street 
Trenton, New Jersey 08608 
 

   
Martin Fish Company 
12929 Harbor Road 
Ocean City, Maryland 21842 
 

 
Maryland Charter Boat Association 
4874 Patience Place 
Huntingtown, MD 20639 
 

   
Maryland Watermen’s Association 
 

Senator James Mathias Jr. 
Maryland State Senate, 38th District 
James Senate Office Building, Room 216 
11 Bladen St. 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

  Andrew May 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
1800 Washington BLVD 
Baltimore, MD 21230‐1708 
 

Mayor Rick Meehan 
Town of Ocean City 
301 N. Baltimore Avenue 
Ocean City, MD 21842 
 

   
National Association of Charterboat Operators 
PO Box 1070 
Hurley, MS 39555 
 

Michaela Noble 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
Department of the Interior 
1849 C Street, NW (Mail Stop 5538) 
Washington, DC 20240 

  Thomas O'Connell 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
 

Mark O'Malley 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes Office Building 
580 Taylor Ave 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

  Richard Ortt 
Maryland Geological Survey 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
2300 St. Paul Street 
Baltimore, MD 21218‐5210 

Doug Piatkowski 
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management 
Division of Environmental Assessment 
45600 Woodland Road, VAM‐OEP 
Sterling, VA 20166 
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Table Summarizing Initial Coordination and Consultation Up to EA Public Release 
 
 
 
  



 

SUMMARY OF COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION EFFORTS FROM PUBLIC NOTICE 
ANNOUNCING EA PREPARATION TO JUST PRIOR TO PUBLIC RELEASE OF DRAFT EA 

 

Coordination and consultation with government agencies and interested organizations for the 
proposed action was undertaken in 2018 by USACE during preparation of the draft EA.  The 
table below presents a summary of these efforts.  Because BOEM was a cooperating agency, 
substantial interagency coordination occurred following establishment of this relationship.  The 
table includes only notable USACE/BOEM coordination efforts following cooperating agency 
establishment.  The table also excludes emails between USACE and other agencies concerned 
with minor details of scheduling meetings and comparable non‐policy activities.  

 

Table A: Summary Record of Coordination Undertaken During Preparation of Draft EA.  
Asterisk indicates copy of document provided in this EA. 

 

 
Date  Person/Agency 

External to USACE 
Mode of 
Contact 

Summary 

Jan 30, 
2018 

Chris Guy, 
USFWS 

Email and 
phone 
conversation 

Discussed potential level of USFWS 
involvement in study with Michele Gomez and 
Chris Spaur.  USFWS would not be best agency 
to undertake coordination with commercial 
and recreational fishermen.  Seabird 
information has increased for the area via 
investigations conducted for potential offshore 
wind projects.  That could be something 
USFWS could assist with. 

Mar 16, 
2018 

Doug Piatkowski, 
BOEM 

email  Doug answered email from CS regarding 
appropriate BOEM contact and NEPA 
procedures. 

Mar 27, 
2018 

Alana Duerr, 
DOE Offshore 
Wind Lead 

email  Requested notification when draft EA is 
posted. 



Date  Person/Agency 
External to USACE 

Mode of 
Contact 

Summary 

Apr 3 & 
6, 2018 

Dave Blazer, 
DNR Fisheries 
Service 

Email and 
phone 
conversation 

CS inquired whether DNR Fisheries Service 
could coordinate with commercial and 
recreational fishermen regarding offshore 
shoal importance as fishing grounds.  Dave 
informed CS that DNR has upcoming meeting 
on 4/30 with commercial and recreational 
fishing groups and could introduce project to 
those groups and then share feedback with 
USACE.  Would figure out best path forward 
accordingly. 

April 10, 
2018* 

Mailing list of 
elected officials, 
government 
agencies, 
libraries, 
organizations 

Printed mail, 
email, 
District 
website 

USACE sends out EA preparation notice to  

April 19, 
2018 

Ocean City 
Dispatch  

Newspaper   Article on the supplemental EA associated with 
the Atlantic Coast (Ocean City) Project 

Apr 23, 
2018* 

Geoffrey Wikel, 
Chief, Branch of 
Environmental 
Coordination, 
Division of 
Environmental 
Assessment, 
BOEM 

Letter  Letter to Dan Bierly, USACE.  BOEM accepts 
invitation to be cooperating agency with 
USACE in preparation of EA and other 
environmental compliance documents.  BOEM 
would like to be included on all 
correspondence to other federal and state 
agencies concerning this project.  Doug 
Piatkowski will be BOEM contact. 

Apr 23, 
2018* 

Myra Barnes, 
MD Dept of 
Planning 

Letter  Response to USACE EA preparation initiation 
letter.  MD DOP is forwarding notice to other 
agencies for review 

April 27, 
2018 

Dave Blazer, MD 
DNR and 
Commercial and 
Recreational 
Fishermen’s 
Groups 

Meetings 
(MD DNR 
“Coastal 
Commercial 
Fisheries 
Forum”) 

Introduced Atlantic Coast of MD beach 
replenishment project at April MD DNR 
meetings with commercial (about 10 
waterman) and recreational fisherman’s 
groups (about 35 fishermen).  All in attendance 
concerned about the potential impacts of the 
project, but also appreciative of being asked 
their thoughts early in the process.  Both 
groups said Bass Grounds was a good fishing 
area and shouldn’t be considered.  Members 
had many additional questions and will contact 
USACE. 



Date  Person/Agency 
External to USACE 

Mode of 
Contact 

Summary 

May 1, 
2018 

Richard Orrt, 
Director and 
State Geologist 
Maryland 
Geological 
Survey 
Department of 
Natural 
Resources 

email  To Justin Callahan.  MGS has been working 
with BOEM for the last 4 years reevaluating all 
of the offshore shoals in the Ocean City 
vicinity.  Can work with USACE to determine if 
this data of use for project. 

May 2, 
2018* 

Tony Redman, 
MD DNR 

Letter  Response to USACE EA preparation initiation 
letter.  Expressed concerns and 
recommendations regarding fishing use of 
offshore shoals.  Fall dredging can impact 
striped bass fishing.  Spiny dogfish are in area 
waters from November through May and are 
of commercial interest.  Evaluate whether or 
not shoal removal could impact wave energy 
reaching shoreline.  Inlet has a shoaling 
problem.  Could beach nourishment work be 
done in manner that would also provide 
solution for inlet shoaling? 

May 2, 
2018 

Karen Greene, 
NMFS, Habitat 
Conservation 
Division 

email  Provided information to CS on EFH impacts 
assessment process.  EFH designations have 
changed for a number of species since 2008 
and there has been some additional research 
done on the value of offshore sand ridges.  As a 
result, conservation recommendations 
provided in 2008 may not be the same ones 
NMFS might recommend now.  Keith Hanson in 
Annapolis MD office will be NMFS 
representative for this project. 

May 3, 
2018* 

Karen Greene, 
NMFS, Habitat 
Conservation 
Division 

Letter  Response to USACE EA preparation notice 
covering Magnuson Stevens Act (EFH impacts), 
FWCA, and ESA.  Provided information on 
which species are in area and for which species 
the area constitutes designated EFH.  USACE 
should consult with NMFS regarding impacts to 
EFH and prepare an EFH impacts assessment.  
Provided list of ET spp which may be present, 
and information on Section 7 consultation 
process. 



Date  Person/Agency 
External to USACE 

Mode of 
Contact 

Summary 

May 7, 
2018 

David Sikorski, 
Director CCA MD 

email  Would like more information on beach 
nourishment activities.  Impacts on sport 
fishing access and existing fish habitat is a 
concern. 

May 7, 
2018 

Monty Hawkins, 
Ocean City Reef 
Foundation 

email  To CS stating that Bass Grounds is still 
important fishing area.  Would like additional 
materials to physically expand artificial reef 
work.   

May 7, 
2018* 

Dave Blazer, MD 
DNR 

email  To CS.  Provided summary of April 27th 
fishermen’s meetings topics discussed and 
questions. 

May 8, 
2018 

Keith Hanson, 
NMFS / Doug 
Piatkowski, 
BOEM 

Conference 
Call 

Preliminary discussion on how to proceed with 
EFH impacts assessment.  USACE to provide 
NMFS with 2008 EIS and older coordination 
records.  NMFS will review previous 
documents.  Will schedule additional 
conference calls to figure out details of effort 
required to meet Magnuson Stevens Act.   

May 8, 
2018 

Keith Hanson, 
NMFS 

email  USACE should review MAFMC policies and 
recommendations on non‐fishing activities 
(essentially broad conservation 
recommendations). 

May 10, 
2018* 

Aaron Blair, 
USEPA 

email  Responded to USACE EA preparation notice.  
Provided list of topics EA should cover.  USACE 
should utilize MARCO online tool. 

May 19, 
2018 

Jeff Browning, 
BOEM 

email  Provided status information on MD and DE 
WEAs. 

May 19, 
2018 

Rick Kubiak, 
Angler’s Club 
and Ocean City 
Reef 
Foundations 

email  Requested CS for public meeting with 
fishermen. 

May 21, 
2018 

Colin Candle, 
Ocean City 
Marlin Club 
President 

Phone Call  Requested CS for public meeting with 
fishermen. 

May 23, 
2018 

Keith Hanson, 
NMFS 

email  CS sent copy of draft report providing 
information on bathymetric change at Great 
Gull Bank from 1999‐2008. 



Date  Person/Agency 
External to USACE 

Mode of 
Contact 

Summary 

May 30, 
2018 

Keith Hanson, 
NMFS 

email  Provided summary of recent discussions he’s 
had internal to NMFS.  Still waiting to discuss 
project with Northeast Fisheries Science 
Center.  Stated that new studies as outlined in 
the May 3, 2018 letter will be necessary.  Will 
need to have further conversations on details. 

June 1, 
2018 

Angle Willey, 
MD DNR to 
Coastal 
Commercial 
Fishermen 

email  Sent out email following up on Coastal 
Commercial Fisheries Forum with additional 
information on proposed USACE borrow 
action.  Requested input from fishermen on 
relative value of candidate shoals and 
assistance contacting other fishermen who fish 
those waters. 

June 12, 
2018 

Brandi Carrier, 
BOEM 

email  Provided BOEM guidelines to EB and CS 
regarding cultural/historic resource surveys 

June 12, 
2018 

Keith Hanson, 
Karen Greene 
NMFS/ Doug 
Piatkowski, 
BOEM 

Conference 
Call 

CS, MG, Tarrie Ostrofsky discussed EFH impacts 
assessment and possible studies suggested by 
NMFS in May letter and email.  Species list for 
EFH document ultimately determined by EFH 
text description, but use online and document 
maps to aid identification of species to include.  
USACE will re‐forward prospective list to NMFS 
for review.  New document should reference 
2008 assessment, but needs to reflect changes 
and stressors project would cause.  Regarding 
studies, discussed using BOEM MD WEA as 
representative.  Need to compare and contrast 
WEA with candidate shoals to 
determine/demonstrate whether adequate.  
NY District does surf clam surveys pre‐
dredging.  Need to consider surf clam 
population and fishery.  NMFS will look into 
information they have. 

June 15, 
2018 

Keith Hanson, 
NMFS 

Email.  To CS.  Discussed how to approach NMFS 
“Other Trust Resources” impacts evaluation. 

June 26, 
2018 

Catherine 
McCall, MD DNR 

email  From CS.  Provided information on 
coordination efforts for EA. 



Date  Person/Agency 
External to USACE 

Mode of 
Contact 

Summary 

June 28, 
2018 

Keith Hanson, 
NMFS 

email  CS sent list of proposed species to be covered 
in EFH impacts assessment and identified 
proposed changes (additions and deletions).  
New assessment would effectively be 
addendum to EFH impacts assessment 
previously provided in 2008 EIS.  List included 
19 bony fish spp, 13 cartilaginous fish spp, and 
2 molluscs.   

July 10, 
2018*  

  Public 
Meeting 

USACE and MDDNR had public meeting in west 
Ocean City at request of fishermen concerned over 
potential impacts of future dredging of offshore 
shoals in federal waters.  Had 17 attendees.  
Reviewed proposed borrow plan, discussed 
whether shoals proposed for borrow (Isle of Wight, 
Weaver, A) have notable value as fishing grounds 
such that we should not use any of shoals in near 
future.  Two fishermen expressed that they’d 
rather not have Isle of Wight Shoal dredged as 
seems to an area with rockfish concentrations.  
Additionally, discussed turbidity produced by 
dredging that fishermen observed muddies the 
water, and how dredging turns borrow area into a 
biological desert.  Fishermen requested use of sand 
in inlet area for Ocean City as that is navigation 
problem anyway.  General opinion was that they’d 
rather we don’t dredge offshore shoals, but that 
proposed plan seemed to be carefully thought out.  
Also discussed navigation concerns in harbor and 
inlet and ongoing USACE projects and studies in 
vicinity.  

July 12, 
2018 

Keith Hanson, 
NMFS 

email  Reviewed USACE proposed list of species to be 
covered in EFH impacts assessment as per June 
28th email.  KH suggested several modifications 
to cartilaginous spp list.  Atlantic angel shark 
should include all life history stages.  Don’t add 
shortfin mako shark as new species.  Add little 
skate as new species.   

July 12, 
2018 

Stephen 
VanRyswick, MD 
DNR 

email  SVR provided MGS report of study area 
completed in 2015 and clarified data sources 
used in making bottom map.  Additionally, SVR 
noted that areas proposed for dredging are 
outside of areas containing fine fractions. 



Date  Person/Agency 
External to USACE 

Mode of 
Contact 

Summary 

July 23, 
2018 

Steve Doctor, 
MD DNR 

Email   To CS.  Will look into relative value of offshore 
shoals from fishing perspective.   

July 23, 
2018 

Chris Vaccaro, 
NMFS 

email  To TO.  Provided example analysis from NAP to 
use as potential guide in evaluating ET spp 
impacts. 

August 
7, 2018 

Steve Doctor, 
MD DNR 

email  To CS.  No official DNR position on which 
offshore shoals to dredge/not dredge.  
However, feedback to him has been consistent 
that Isle of Wight and B are of high value and 
would be better not to dredge. 

Aug 13, 
2018 

Stephen 
VanRyswick, MD 
DNR 

email to CS  Reviewed bathymetric change maps from 
USACE desktop analysis for Great Gull Bank for 
1999 to 2008 and considered implications for 
dredging guidelines.  Minor erosional change in 
central area of crest.  Apparent scour along SE 
side of the shoal field may reflect lack of severe 
storms over that time period that would have 
promoted southerly roll of shoal.  Absent 
severe storms then growth could be to SW as 
indicated by figures.  Short term migration 
patterns may not always be indicative of long‐
term trends.  Dredging guidelines still likely 
suitable. 

Aug 14, 
2018 

Sara Calcinore, 
USEPA 

email to MG  Provided guidance on how to address air 
quality impacts of offshore dredging project.  A 
general conformity determination required for 
OCS federal waters if adjacent land area is 
maintenance or non‐attainment.  

Aug 27, 
2018 

Sara Calcinore, 
USEPA 

email to CS  Because Sussex County DE is designated as 
marginal nonattainment for the 2008 ozone 
NAAQS, both the onshore and offshore activity 
for sand placement in Sussex County should be 
evaluated to see if the emissions resulting from 
this activity exceed the general conformity 
thresholds in 40 CFR 93.153 

Aug 29, 
2018 

Doug Piatkowski, 
BOEM 

emails w CS  Reviewed project construction information.  
Because dredge transit and pump‐out points 
are located off MD not DE, determined 
estimating emissions from in‐water work not 
needed.  Instead, focus emissions estimate 
only on on‐beach work. 



Date  Person/Agency 
External to USACE 

Mode of 
Contact 

Summary 

Aug 30, 
2018 

Brian Hooker, 
BOEM 

Email to DP  Not aware of good data for federal waters 
covering horseshoe crab harvest locations or 
abundance.  Contact ASMFC plan coordinator 
for possible further scientific information. 

Sept 5, 
2018 

Valerie Gray, 
DNREC 

Email from 
AM 

Provided update on air pollutant emissions 
estimate from beach work in DE. 

Sept 6, 
2018 

Jennifer Holmes 
/ DNREC 

Email to AM  Inquired about Atlantic Coast Project and 
possible need for CZM consistency 
determination review. 

Sept 7, 
2018 

Jennifer Holmes 
/ DNREC 

Email to JH  CS provided general information on Atlantic 
Coast Project. 

Sept 11, 
2018 

Sara Calcinore, 
USEPA 

Email to AM  USEPA recommends using MOVES for air 
pollutant emissions, but CARB spreadsheet can 
be used as well.  Include equipment list and 
CARB assessment in EA to support that project 
below NOx and VOC thresholds for general 
conformity. 

Sept 14, 
2018 

Valerie Gray, 
DNREC 

Email to AM  Can’t provide an official concurrence 
statement regarding air quality without copy of 
EA.  Based on calculations AM provided, DNREC 
agrees that emissions appear not to trigger 
conformity as the amounts are well below the 
thresholds. 

Sept 14, 
2018 

Jennifer Holmes, 
DNREC 

Email to CS  Can’t find DNREC CZM consistency 
determination for the Atlantic Coast of MD 
Project.  Baltimore District should conduct a 
federal consistency determination.  Provided 
submission requirements for a determination 
review.  



Date  Person/Agency 
External to USACE 

Mode of 
Contact 

Summary 

Sept 20, 
2018 

Keith Hanson, 
NMFS 

Conference 
Call 

Keith provided information to CS and AM on 
status GIS data for offshore shoals with regard 
to highly migratory species, commercial fishing, 
and discussed demersal fish of potential 
concern.  Data available show tunas, sandbar 
shark, dusky shark, sand tiger shark, Atlantic 
angel shark in area, but no strong association 
with offshore shoals.  Commercial fishing 
activity has moved further offshore and north 
away from the shoals in recent years.  2009 is 
most recent year for which large surf clam 
fishing activity occurred in offshore shoal area.  
Since that time, activity has moved further 
north to NJ and Massachusetts, and offshore.  
Substantial adverse impacts to surf clam 
fishery unlikely.  Areas between shoals seem to 
be more important for horseshoe crabs than 
shoals themselves.  Check on time of year that 
MD WEA data for longfin squid egg masses is 
presented.  Longfin squid do lay eggs on sand, 
KH will forward information.  NMFS prefers 
that Fall dredging be avoided as discussed 
previously. 

Sept 25, 
2018* 

Kimberly 
Damon‐Randall, 
NMFS 

Letter  From DB of USACE.  Determination that formal 
consultation re‐initiation not warranted. 

Oct 1, 
2018 

Jennifer Holmes 
/ DNREC 

email  Jennifer emailed AM and confirmed receipt of 
CZM USACE consistency determination.  
Submission is complete and 60‐day review 
period has begun. 

Oct 2, 
2018 

Jennifer Holmes 
/ DNREC 

email  Jennifer emailed AM and said that DCMP is 
seeking to have CZM notice run in Sunday’s 
Delaware State News, The News Journal, and 
DNREC Public Notice website. 

Oct 22, 
2018 

Craig Koppie / 
USFWS 

email to CS  Final PAR will be sent to USACE pending 
signature which may take a few days. 

Oct 24, 
2018* 

Jennifer 
Anderson, NMFS 

Letter to Dan 
Bierly 

Concur with Sept 25, 2018 letter stating re‐
initiation not required regarding ET spp. 



Date  Person/Agency 
External to USACE 

Mode of 
Contact 

Summary 

Nov 2, 
2018 

Jennifer Holmes 
/ DNREC 

email  Jennifer emailed AM.  Revised estimate of air 
pollutant emissions based on 95,000 yd3 beach 
placement is now completed, and 60 day 
review period for CZMA consistency 
determination concurrence begins today. 

Nov 14, 
2018 

Troy Nowak / 
MHT 

Phone Call  Ethan Bean (USACE) spoke with Troy Nowak 
(MHT) regarding technical specifications of the 
pipe to be used for pumping sand onto the 
beach at Ocean City. Also discussed was 
possible survey methodology and 
specifications to be used to ensure that no 
cultural resources are affected due to pipe 
placement.   

Nov 15, 
2018 

Stephen 
VanRyswick, MD 
DNR 

email  SVR provided information on mud substrates in 
state waters.  MGS studies found that muds 
near shore were very soft/unconsolidated and 
likely highly mobile during high energy events 
and due to high wave energies nearshore.  
Nearshore mud bodies contain active benthic 
communities but do not contain the cold water 
corals often correlated with "live bottom" coral 
habitats. 

Nov 21, 
2018* 

Genevieve Pullis, 
USFWS 

Letter  Provided Planning aid Report.  USFWS 
concludes that sand dredging at the proposed 
shoals would have a no impact to endangered 
species under USFWS jurisdiction, and 
negligible impacts to migratory bird foraging 
areas and anadromous fish that reside in 
waters of the project area. 

Dec 4, 
2018* 

Troy Nowak, 
MHT 

Letter to 
Ethan Bean 

Provided MHT recommendations to USACE to 
conduct work to identify historic properties in 
MD (multiple temporary pipeline routes) 
where adverse effects possible.  Target pre‐
installation side scan sonar surveys to identify 
objects and areas for avoidance. 



Date  Person/Agency 
External to USACE 

Mode of 
Contact 

Summary 

Jan 3, 
2019* 

Kimberly Cole, 
Administrator / 
DE Coastal 
Management 
Program 

Letter to 
Andrew May 

DE CMP conditionally concurs that USACE 
Atlantic Coast Project is consistent to the 
maximum extent practicable with the DE 
program.  Project reviewed by multiple 
divisions of DNREC (including Division of Air 
Quality).  Conditional concurrence subject to 
verification of whether piping plover are 
nesting in project site.  In that event, further 
coordination with DNREC required. 

June 21, 
2019* 

Matthew 
Grunewald, 
District 
Archeologist / 
USACE Mobile 
District 

Letter  SEARCH, Inc. completed cultural resources 
investigation of Isle of Wight and Weaver 
Shoals.  Remote sensing data and 
archaeological analyses do not reveal the 
presence of potential submerged cultural 
resources. 

July 30, 
2019 

RL Lockamy / 
Nansemond 
Nation 

Email from 
USACE (EB) 

Informed Chief Lockamy that USACE would 
conduct an underwater survey of the sand 
borrow areas in coming months and USACE 
would forward results and recommendations. 

Aug 6, 
2019 

RL Lockamy / 
Nansemond 
Nation 

Email from 
USACE (EB) 

Informed Chief Lockamy that USACE draft 
report covering recent Phase I underwater 
survey for archaeological resources available 
for review. 
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Table Summarizing Coordination and Consultation Following EA Public Release 
 

 
 
 



Table: Summary Record of Coordination and Consultation Undertaken During and Following 
Public Release of Draft EA.  Asterisk indicates copy of document provided in this EA. 

 

Date  Person/Agency 
External to USACE 

Mode of 
Contact 

Summary 

Aug 19, 
2019* 

Mailing list of 
elected officials, 
government 
agencies, 
libraries, 
organizations 

Printed mail, 
email, District 
website 

USACE sends out draft EA notice of availability 

Aug 21, 
2019 

MD Dept of 
Planning 

Letter to 
USACE (sent 
by email) 

Acknowledged receipt of EA NOA.  NOA 
forwarded to multiple MD agencies. 

Aug 29, 
2019* 

Lou Chiarella / 
NMFS 

Letter from 
USACE (DB) 
(sent by 
email) 

Informed NMFS that USACE and BOEM have 
prepared an EFH impacts assessment for the 
proposed action.  Assessment contained within 
draft EA recently sent out for public/agency 
review.  The proposed action will adversely 
impact EFH for benthic invertebrates and 
demersal fish.  However, project incorporates 
appropriate mitigation measures and 
accordingly complies with provisions of 
Magnuson Stevens Act. 

Aug 30, 
2019 

Ocean City 
Dispatch  

Newspaper   USACE ran advertisement with public notice 
announcing availability of draft EA for public 
review. 

Aug 30, 
2019 

Jennifer Holmes, 
Valerie Gray / 
DNREC 

Email from 
USACE (CS) 

Provided copy of public notice announcing 
availability of draft EA for public/agency 
review.  They had been accidentally omitted 
from August 19th distribution list. 

Aug 30, 
2019 

Jennifer Holmes 
/ DNREC 

Email to 
USACE (CS) 

Forwarded information to Kristi Lieske of DE 
Coastal Management Program. 

Sept 3, 
2019 

Kristi Lieske / 
DNREC 

Email to 
USACE (CS) 

Acknowledged receipt of draft EA.  Provided 
additional potential DNREC contacts. 

Sept 3, 
2019 

Doug Piatkowski 
/ BOEM 

Email to 
USACE (CS) 

Provided cooperating agency comments on 
draft EA.  (Comments and USACE/BOEM 
responses contained in separate table). 

Sept 5, 
2019* 

Diana Purnell, 
President / 
Worcest County 
Commissioners 

Letter  Commissioners appreciate project, but oppose 
dredging of Shoal B (Bass Grounds) because of 
its importance to sportfishing industry in 
county. 



Date  Person/Agency 
External to USACE 

Mode of 
Contact 

Summary 

Sept 6, 
2019 

Steve Doctor /  
MD DNR 

Email from 
USACE (SC) 

Provided clarification on differences between 
Atlantic Coast of MD versus Assateague LTSM 
Projects 

Sept 9, 
2019* 

Brandi Carrier / 
BOEM 

Email to 
USACE (EB) 

Concurs with findings of Phase I investigation 
of Weaver and Isle of Wight Shoals. 

Sept 
17, 
2019* 

Barbara Rudnick 
/ USEPA, NEPA 
Program 
Coordinator 

Letter to 
USACE 

Provided comments on draft EA.  (See separate 
table for USACE/BOEM responses). 

Sept 
24, 
2019* 

Lou Chiarella / 
NMFS 

Letter to 
USACE 

Provided comments on draft EA.  Requested 
incorporation of Mid Atlantic Fishery 
Management Council policies on beach 
nourishment into project plans as appropriate.  
Provided three EFH conservation 
recommendations.  (See separate table for 
USACE/BOEM responses). 

Oct 1, 
2019* 

Myra Barnes / 
MD Office of 
Planning, 
Clearinghouse 

Letter to 
USACE 

Provided three comments from multiple state 
agencies on draft EA.  (See separate table for 
USACE/BOEM responses). 

Oct 23, 
2019* 

Troy Nowak / 
MHT 
Underwater 
Archaeologist 

Letter to 
USACE 

MHT looks forward to future coordination to 
protect historic properties as appropriate and 
help facilitate project. 

Oct 24, 
2019 

Keith Hanson / 
NMFS 

Email from 
USACE (CS) 

Provided status report.  USACE/BOEM working 
on letter responding to NMFS Sept 24 
comments. 

Oct 25, 
2019* 

Carrie Traver / 
USEPA 

Email from 
USACE (CS) 

Provided USACE/BOEM responses to USEPA 
comments.  Offered to further discuss if 
desired. 

Oct 30, 
2019 

Brian Hopper / 
NMFS 

Email 
exchange (CS) 

Sea turtle protective measures are only 
required during the April‐Nov time period. 



Date  Person/Agency 
External to USACE 

Mode of 
Contact 

Summary 

Nov 7, 
2019* 

Lou Chiarella / 
NMFS 

Letter from 
USACE (DB) 
(sent by 
email) 

Provided USACE / BOEM response to Sept 24, 
2019 letter.  MAFMC beach nourishment 
policies were developed after the 2008 EIS.  
These policies were considered in preparing 
the 2019 EA.  The project incorporates 
appropriate mitigation measures.  USACE will 
adhere to NMFS conservation 
recommendations regarding hydraulic 
dredging practices.  USACE will conduct 
bathymetric monitoring.  Extensive biological 
information is available regionally to 
characterize marine life.  USACE, BOEM, and 
NMFS would consider the need for biological 
monitoring in the future when planning future 
dredging and coordinating with stakeholders. 

Nov 8, 
2019 

Keith Hanson / 
NMFS 

Email to 
USACE (CS) 

Purpose of EFH conservation recommendation 
#1 (term/condition for hydraulic draghead 
operation) is to protect fish in water column 
from entrainment.  That would reduce value of 
water column habitat. 

Nov 15, 
2019* 

Karen Greene / 
NMFS 

Letter to 
USACE (DB) 

Letter responded to USACE Nov 7, 2019 letter.  
Reviewed and reiterated major discussion 
points, plus provided additional information 
regarding benthos that could be detected.   

Nov 19, 
2019* 

Keith Hanson / 
NMFS 

Email from 
USACE (CS) 

CS sent Keith email following up on earlier 
phone conversation regarding EFH impacts 
consultation to confirm discussion points.  
NMFS is requiring higher resolution seafloor 
mapping, and would like higher level of 
mapping of Weaver Shoal.  NMFS is concerned 
about Shoal B in future.  USACE would need to 
consult with NMFS regarding EFH impacts in 
future prior to dredging other shoals.  EFH 
impacts consultation completed for proposed 
Weaver Shoal dredging. 

Nov 19, 
2019* 

Keith Hanson / 
NMFS 

Email to 
USACE (CS) 

Keith acknowledged receipt of email 
summarizing phone conversation.  USACE 
should do post‐dredging surveys of Weaver 
Shoal to collect bathymetry and backscatter.  
Higher resolution mapping of other shoals 
would facilitate future EFH impacts 
consultation. 



Date  Person/Agency 
External to USACE 

Mode of 
Contact 

Summary 

Nov 20, 
2019* 

Keith Hanson / 
NMFS 

Email from 
USACE (CS) 

CS forwarded Keith information on 
bathymetric data collection by USACE.  USACE 
will increase resolution of future bottom 
surveys.   
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 United States Department of the Interior 
 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
 

 Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 

http://www.fws.gov/chesapeakebay 

 

 

 

November 21, 2018 
 
 
Mr. Daniel M. Bierly, P.E. 
U.S Army Corps of Engineers 
Chief, Planning Division 
Baltimore District 
2 Hopkins Plaza 
Baltimore, Maryland  21201 
 

Re:  Atlantic Coast of Maryland Shoreline Protection Project 
 
Dear Mr. Bierly: 
 
Enclosed is the Planning Aid Report in support of the Service’s Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. Section 661 et. seq.) for the subject study. In accordance with 
the scope of work, dated June 2018, it contains information on the baseline environmental 
conditions, effects of the project, and suggestions to improve project outcomes. If you need 
further information regarding this project review, please contact Craig Koppie at 410/573-4534 
or craig_koppie@fws.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Genevieve LaRouche 
Field Supervisor  
 
cc:  Christopher Spaur, USACE, Baltimore District Planning Division, Baltimore, MD 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The Baltimore District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is conducting a re-evaluation 
of their 2008 Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (FSEIS) for the Atlantic 
Coast of Maryland Shoreline Protection Project. Ten years has lapsed since the FSEIS was 
written making it necessary to assess any potential changes to baseline environmental 
conditions since that time; including National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review. 
USACE proposes to dredge sand from off-shore shoals located in Federal waters in accordance 
with the recommended plan identified in the 2008 FSEIS through the end of the authorized 
project life in 2044. Sand replenishment obtained from borrow sources is an ongoing need 
necessary for coastal flood and shoreline protection from storms for the town of Ocean City, 
Maryland. Presently, sand extraction has occurred solely from nearby shoals in state waters. 
These borrow areas can no longer provide the necessary volume of sand anticipated in the 
upcoming years. The 2008 FSEIS estimated between 6,800,000 and 15,000,000 cubic yards of 
sand will be needed to provide coverage for the years 2010 to 2044. It is anticipated that 
dredging sand from shoals in Federal waters would be undertaken in the next beach 
nourishment cycle scheduled to occur in 2022. 
 
This Planning Aid Report provides information on the baseline environmental conditions, 
effects of the project alternatives, and potential measures to improve project outcomes. It is 
based primarily on re-examining published literature and more recent communications with 
Federal and state agencies regarding current information on fish and wildlife resources 
occurring at off-shore shoals. It is submitted in accordance with provisions of the Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) and Anadromous 
Fish Conservation Act (16 USC 757a-757g; 79 Stat. 1125), as amended. 
 
 

BASELINE ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 
 

The study area encompasses shoals located in Federal waters located 7 to 11 miles offshore of 
Ocean City in Worcester County, Maryland. Four shoals have been identified and are proposed 
for future sand acquisition. The shoals include Weaver Shoal, Isle of Wight Shoal, Shoal A, 
and Shoal B (Figure 1). These shoals were selected for their high volumes of available sand 
that could be economically dredged for long-term beach re-nourishment projects. Shoal B also 
has suitable sand but was identified to be of high value to recreational and commercial 
fisheries. Accordingly, the 2008 FSEIS recommended that Shoal B only be used if its fishery 
value declined. 
 
Also described in the 2008 FSEIS, the shoals have a northeast/southwest orientation with up to 
tens of feet of relief off the seafloor, with gentle side slopes and a wide flat crest area. They are 
maintained by ocean waves and currents. In areas adjacent to the shoals, water depths reach 
approximately 60 feet. Water depths are lower over the shoal’s crest (tallest relief) and range 
from 18 to 24 feet below the surface.
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The most common bottom-dwelling species associated with the offshore shoals in terms of 
frequency of occurrence are species such as, haustorid amphipods, isopods, bivalves, and 
polychaete worms. Benthic megafaunal species occurring on the shoals and adjacent seafloor 
include lobed moon snails (Polinices duplicatus), whelks (Busycon spp.), starfish, and various 
crabs and shrimp (USACE, 2008). 
 
Along with a variety of finfish species and sea turtles, marine birds and sea ducks are known to 
utilize near and off-shore shoals for foraging. Densities of sea birds that utilize outer shoals 
have not been adequately determined, due to difficulties in monitoring birds at far distances 
from the coast. Subsequently, sea ducks utilizing off-shore habitat are not detected by Mid-
Winter Waterfowl Surveys which are conducted throughout the Chesapeake Bay during the 
winter months. Numerous species of marine birds feed on plankton and small fish at the 
surface and in the water. Sea ducks are bottom-feeding, and dive to obtain benthic prey. 
 

  
 
Figure 1.  Off-shore shoals of the Continental Shelf (orange boundary line denotes the 3-mile 
distance inclusive of State waters from Ocean City, MD). Proposed sand borrow sites are 
outside the boundary (FSEIS, 2008). 
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Sea ducks, such as surf scoters (Melanitta perspicillata) will dive beneath the surface (15 
to 20 foot zone) to forage for benthic species (A. Berlin, USGS, pers. comm.). Both 
pelagic birds and sea ducks are mostly migratory occurring offshore in the fall and winter 
months. Overwintering species of marine birds include northern gannets, grebes, 
cormorants, gulls, loons, sea ducks (notably scoters), murres, and many others (Table 1). 
Spatial abundance and frequency of marine birds and sea ducks are variable depending 
on environmental factors which include water temperature, changes in atmospheric 
conditions, and shifts in prey abundance.  
 
Since the preparation of the FSEIS (2008), additional studies have been conducted which 
is helping to increase our knowledge on marine bird occurrence on the Outer Continental 
Shelf. These include studies funded and conducted by BOEM (2009, 2017), TNC (2010), 
Goyert et al. (2015), and NOAA (2018). Goyert et al. (2015) investigated marine bird 
occurrence along the Delmarva Peninsula by shipboard survey and modeling from 2012 
through 2014. BOEM (2017) funded studies on three species of marine diving birds, red-
throated loon (Gavia stellata), surf scoter, and northern gannet (Morus bassanus), along 
the New Jersey to North Carolina coastline. These three bird species were found in 
relatively large numbers and generally associated with shallow inshore waters with only 
limited use of Federal off-shore waters during migratory periods (spring and fall). Using 
satellite telemetry, researchers detected seasonal high use areas by waterfowl at the 
mouths of the Chesapeake and Delaware Bays with the highest diversity and abundance 
in the winter months. 
 
Detection of sea birds at the outer shoals were limited due to the small sample size of 
marked birds tracked in the study. However, a general conclusion coming from the 
BOEM studies (2017) is that distance from shore is the most common predictor of marine 
bird abundance with abundance decreasing further offshore. Based on foraging behaviors 
of diving ducks observed along shoals found closer to the shoreline, it is thought that 
outer shoal “crests” found on the Outer Continental Shelf may also provide some forage 
benefits to marine birds.  
 
Aerial sea duck monitoring surveys were conducted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (Service) from 2001 to 2003. The study area included the coastline from Maine 
to Florida southward and eastward to shoals in state and Federal waters. Low-altitude 
flights followed transects to outward distances of 10 nautical miles (M. Koneff, USFWS, 
pers comm.). Water birds such as common loon, red-throated loon, and northern gannet 
were observed at shoals in Federal waters, however, the results of the survey(s) did not 
reflect any correlations to species population numbers, frequency, or spatial abundance 
since the monitoring surveys were extremely limited. 
 
A geospatial tool was recently developed to aid in predicting relative densities of marine 
birds likely to occur on the Outer Continental Shelf when sufficient monitoring survey 
information is available (NOAA 2018). This computer application relies on input of 
available survey effort along with other layers that collectively predict relative densities. 
Through this mapping tool, numerous species of sea birds were identified as having the 
potential be found in Federal waters of the Continental Shelf.   
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Table 1. List of Migratory Birds Potentially in the Project Area. 
Arctic Tern (Sterna paradisaea) 
Common Scoter (Melanitta nigra) 
Black‐legged Kittiwake (Rissa tridactyla) 
Bonaparte's Gull (Chroicocephalus philadelphia) 
Bridled Tern (Onychoprion anathetus) 
Brown Pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis) 
Common Eider (Somateria mollissima) 
Dovekie (Ale alle) 
Great Black‐backed Gull (Larus marinus) 
Herring Gull (Larus argentatus) 
Common Loon (Gavia immer) 
Common Tern (Sterna hirundoCory's) 
Cory's Shearwater (Calonectris diomedea) 
Double‐crested Cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus) 
Leach's Storm‐petrel (Oceanodroma leucorhoa) 
Manx Shearwater (Puffinus puffinus) 
Northern Gannet (Morus bassanus) 
Least Tern (Sternula antillarum) 
Long‐tailed Duck (Clangula hyemalis) 
Parasitic Jaeger (Stercorarius parasiticus) 
Pomarine Jaeger (Stercorarius pomarinus) 
Razorbill (Alca torda) 
Red Phalarope (Phalaropus fulicarius) 
Red‐breasted Merganser (Mergus serrator) 
Red‐necked Phalarope (Phalaropus lobatus) 
Red‐throated Loon (Gavia stellata) 
Ring‐billed Gull (Larus delawarensis) 
Roseate Tern (Sterna dougallii) 
Royal Tern (Thalasseus maximus) 
Sooty Tern (Onychoprion fuscatus) 
Surf Scoter (Melanitta perspicillata) 
White‐winged Scoter (Melanitta fusca) 
Wilson's Storm‐petrel (Oceanites oceanicus) 
Reference: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Information and Planning System; 
8/01/2018(http:// www.fws.gov/chesapeakebay/endspweb/ProjectReview/Index.html) 
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FUTURE WITHOUT THE PROJECT 
 
Without the offshore dredging project, shoals would remain similar to existing conditions 
found today. However, we anticipate that the demand will continue to be high for sand 
extraction needed for beach nourishment projects for years to come due to climate 
change and more frequent and severe seasonal coastal storms.  
 
Under the no action alternative, the project would be conducted following findings of the 2008 
FSEIS and sand would be dredged for the Atlantic Coast Project from any combination of the 
offshore shoals - Isle of Wight Shoal, Weaver Shoal, and Shoal A for the next beach nourishment 
cycle. Shoal B would not be dredged as its fishery value relative to the other shoals would be 
assumed not to decline. Updated information regarding environmental conditions and fisheries 
would not be sought or utilized to further select among these three offshore shoals or further plan 
the sequence of dredging from the candidate shoals. Dredging would be implemented in 
accordance with the dredging guidelines and constraints presented in the 2008 FSEIS without 
further review to determine whether modifications to the dredging constraints would be 
appropriate. 
  

EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
 

ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES 
 
Within the project impact area, no federally proposed or listed endangered or threatened 
species under the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s jurisdiction are known to exist. 
Transient species such as red knot (Calidris canutus) and piping plovers (Charadrius 
melodus) could migrate through the action area but would not be impacted since these 
species do not forage on open waters. However, listed species under National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) jurisdiction do occur in the project area, with sea turtles being 
of particular concern because they are vulnerable to impacts from dredging. NMFS 
prepared a Biological Opinion in 2006 that included mandatory measures to mitigate 
risks to sea turtles. USACE and NMFS are coordinating separately regarding concerns 
over listed and federally proposed species under NMFS jurisdiction. 
 
ANADROMOUS FISH CONSERVATION ACT 
 
Offshore shoals provide habitat for a variety of benthic species which are also food 
sources for macro fauna such as finfish and shellfish. Studies have indicated that many 
types of fish including striped bass (Morone saxatilis), concentrate near shoals during 
spring, summer, and fall months. Conversely, species diversity and abundance was less 
during the winter when they leave the area to migrate for warmer waters (Slacum et al., 
2010). Striped bass, an anadromous fish, are ecologically and economically important to 
the Chesapeake Bay region. Nursery and grow-out areas for juveniles include the 
Chesapeake Bay, Atlantic coastline, and use of near and far shoal areas located along the 
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Maryland’s Eastern Shore. According to Maryland Department of Natural Resources, 
striped bass frequent Shoal B where artificial reef habitats have been created (FSEIS, 
2008). Impacts to striped bass and other fish would be minimal since no dredging is 
proposed at this shoal. 
 
FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT 

 
Effects to benthic species from any alternative would have temporary impacts to benthos 
found directly at the dredge site. Even though benthic species would be removed during 
sand excavation, populations would likely recover from physical disturbances in one 
years’ time (FSEIS 2008).  
 
It is well known that marine birds and waterfowl utilize coastal bays and other shallow 
areas for nesting and foraging throughout the year. They also migrate to concentration 
areas in southern latitudes especially, the mid-Atlantic region during winter months. 
Marine birds and sea ducks have become a more recent topic of environmental concern 
over the past decade due to increased demand for off-shore wind development (FSEIS, 
2008). Thus far, based on limited monitoring, data suggests that there have been no 
discernable concentrations of sea ducks or marine birds at the proposed dredge sites. 
 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
The project was authorized initially by Congress under Section 501(a) of the Water 
Resources Development Act of 1986 (Public Law 99-662) based on the Report of the 
Chief on Engineers, dated September 29, 1981. In 1989, Congress, under Public Law 
101-101, Section 104, dated September 29, 1989, modified the previous authorization to 
authorize the Secretary (of the Army) to construct hurricane and storm protection 
measures based on the District Engineer’s Post Authorization Change Notification Report 
dated May 1989. 
 
Under this authorization, the USACE has been dredging sand from nearby borrow areas 
for many years to implement hurricane and storm protection measures at Ocean City, 
Maryland. The current borrow areas are exhausted so alternate sources must be located. 
Large quantities of sand are available from off-shore shoals in Federal waters which can 
be utilized for future shoreline protection. The 2008 FSEIS estimated dredging impacts at 
7 square miles of the total seafloor spread out over the life of the project to the year 2044. 
The best available information on spatial distribution and abundance of water birds and 
sea ducks at shoals on the Continental Shelf is lacking, or significantly limited. However, 
numerous species of pelagic birds and sea ducks could potentially occupy off-shore 
shoals (USFWS IPAC, 2017). Currently, spatial distribution and abundance for most of 
these species cannot be determined because of limited survey data up to this point. Using 
the best available science, the Service believes that some level of temporal impacts would 
likely occur but would be minimal, based in part, on the following:  
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 Project impacts to benthic species at Weaver Shoal, Isle of Wight Shoal, and 
Shoal A would be directly impacted at the footprint, but temporal; 
 

 Anadromous fish are migratory and are lower in numbers during fall/winter 
months; 
 

 Turbidity of the water column during dredging would be short term since residual 
sand particles would fall out more quickly than organic substrates;  
 

 The proposed dredging sites are located approximately 9.5 miles away from 
documented high-use coastal and bay areas favored by waterfowl concentrations 
and sea ducks during fall and winter months when dredging would occur; 
 

 Marine birds and sea ducks are mobile; they can fly to and from areas where 
disturbances occur or prey species have shifted.  
 

In conclusion, sand dredging at the proposed shoals would have a no impact to 
endangered species (where the Service has jurisdiction), and negligible impacts to 
migratory bird foraging areas and anadromous fish that reside in waters of the project 
area. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
 CORPS OF ENGINEERS, BALTIMORE DISTRICT 

2 HOPKINS PLAZA 
BALTIMORE, MD 21201 

Mr. Lou Chiarella  
Assistant Regional Administrator for Habitat Conservation  
National Marine Fisheries Service  
U.S. Department of Commerce  
55 Great Republic Drive  
Gloucester, Massachusetts  01930  

Dear Mr. Chiarella: 

     In accordance with the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act 
(MSA), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District (USACE), and Bureau of Ocean 
Energy Management (BOEM) have prepared an Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Impacts 
Assessment for proposed dredging of offshore shoals in federal waters to obtain sand for the 
Atlantic Coast of Maryland Shoreline Protection Project by the year 2022.  The project places 
sand on the beach of Ocean City, generally every four years, to reduce risk of coastal storm 
damage.   

     The EFH impacts assessment is contained in a draft Environmental Assessment (EA), and is 
an addendum to an earlier EFH impacts assessment prepared in 2008.  The USACE and BOEM 
assessment reaches the same finding as the 2008 assessment.  The proposed action will adversely 
impact EFH for benthic invertebrates and demersal fish species.  However, the project 
incorporates appropriate mitigation measures focused on maintaining the offshore shoals as 
habitat over the long-term.  Accordingly, in light of this balance between meeting sand needs of 
Ocean City and conducting dredging utilizing long-term habitat maintenance constraints, the 
project complies with the provisions of the MSA.  The proposed action is essentially the same as 
was described in the 2008 EFH impacts assessment.  Mitigation measures were formulated in 
coordination with John Nichols (now deceased) of the National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS).   

     USACE distributed a public notice dated 19 August 2019 announcing availability of the draft 
EA for agency and public review.  Christopher Spaur of my staff has been in email contact with 
Karen Greene and Keith Hanson of NMFS regarding initiation of EFH consultation, and 
coordinated with Ms. Greene and Mr. Hanson at inception of preparation of the current 
(addendum) draft EFH impacts assessment.  The draft EA and EFH impacts assessment are 
available electronically at http://www.nab.usace.army.mil/oceancity.   

August 29, 2019
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     If you have any questions, please contact Christopher Spaur by email at 
Christopher.c.spaur@usace.army.mil or by telephone at 410-962-6134. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel M. Bierly, P.E. 
Chief, Civil Project Development Branch 
Planning Division 

CF:   
Karen Greene, New England/Mid-Atlantic Regional EFH Coordinator, NOAA Fisheries 
Keith Hanson, Marine Habitat Resource Specialist, NOAA Fisheries 













DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, BALTIMORE DISTRICT 

2 HOPKINS PLAZA 
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND  21201-2930 

Mr. Louis A. Chiarella  
Assistant Regional Administrator for Habitat Conservation 
Greater Atlantic Regional Fisheries Office 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA  01930-2276 

RE:  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District, and Bureau of Ocean Energy 
Management - Atlantic Coast of Maryland Shoreline Protection Project 

Dear Mr. Chiarella, 

     The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District (USACE), and Bureau of 
Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) have reviewed the Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) 
conservation recommendations provided by your office on September 24, 2019, 
regarding activities proposed as part of the Atlantic Coast of Maryland Shoreline 
Protection Project (project) off the east coast of Maryland.  The proposed USACE 
borrow sites are offshore shoals on the outer Continental Shelf (OCS) with dynamic 
sand substrates, and lack sessile slow-to recover benthic plant or animal communities. 
Post-borrow, shoal geomorphic integrity would be maintained, and the exposed shoal 
substrate would still be sand.  

As described in the 2008 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and 
subsequent 2019 Environmental Assessment (EA), the mitigation suite developed for 
the project was based on recommendations from resource agencies (BOEM, National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), US Fish and Wildlife Service, Maryland Geological 
Survey), academic experts, and relevant published research findings to reduce overall 
change in shoal morphology and avoid/minimize related impacts to biological resources.  
(References of particular relevance include:  https://www.boem.gov/Non-Energy-
Minerals/OCS_Study_MMS_2011.aspx; https://www.boem.gov/ESPIS/5/5575.pdf; 
https://www.boem.gov/ESPIS/5/5199.pdf).  This mitigation suite includes the following 
measures: 

 Dredge no more than 5% of the total volume of any shoal.
 Avoid the shoal crest (within 500 feet of the peak line).
 Dredge evenly and thinly (generally no more than several feet) over a wide area

(maximum removal thickness in one nourishment cycle would be 10 feet).
 Dredge no deeper than ambient depths of the adjacent sea floor.

November 7, 2019
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Implementation of this mitigation suite represents a conservative approach to 
minimize EFH impact concerns, one that is feasible only given the relative size and 
density of sand ridges offshore of the Delmarva Peninsula.  During project planning and 
engagement efforts with the commercial and recreational fishing community, USACE 
and BOEM evaluated four different OCS borrow area alternatives and screened out 
specific locations given fisheries concerns voiced by stakeholders.  Weaver Shoal was 
selected as the priority borrow area because using that sand source posed less 
potential impact to fisheries, while also being cost effective.  Impacts to EFH in the 
vicinity of Weaver Shoal will be minimized by adopting the above mitigation suite.   

USACE and BOEM find that the proposed action as described in the 2019 EA 
already incorporates appropriate mitigation measures to minimize impacts to habitat 
and marine life.  NMFS’ September 24th, 2019 letter recommends additional mitigation 
measures based upon the 2015 Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council’s (MAFMC) 
policies on beach nourishment, and provides Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Conservation 
Recommendations.  The MAFMC's policies and additional EFH Conservation 
Recommendations described in the NMFS letter are not applicable to all offshore 
dredging projects, and should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.  USACE and 
BOEM find that many (but not all) of the MAFMC policies on beach nourishment 
referenced in the September 24th, 2019, letter are already effectively incorporated into 
the proposed action as described below: 

#1.  Avoid sand mining in areas containing sensitive fish habitats (e.g., spawning 
and feeding sites, hard bottom, cobble/gravel substrate, shellfish beds).   

     The most sensitive natural fish habitats in the vicinity are live bottoms, which occur in 
intershoal areas (sometimes called swales) where compact muds outcrop or subcrop.  
Intershoal areas were considered and rejected as sand sources in the 2008 EIS.  
Artificial reefs in the vicinity are valued by recreational fishermen and were also 
avoided.  There are no known Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC) within the 
proposed borrow area.  As previously stated, extensive outreach with NMFS and 
stakeholders of the commercial and recreational fishing community occurred during 
project planning (both in 2008 EIS and 2019 EA) to develop the appropriate 
avoidance/minimization/mitigation measures relative to habitat structure and productivity 
of each shoal alternative.  This collaborative effort to engage local fisherman as well as 
incorporate findings and recommendations from relevant research publications and 
benthic surveys resulted in a borrow area design that avoids sensitive fish habitat, 
avoids risk of geomorphologic change, and maximizes short term recovery potential.  
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#2.  Avoid mining sand from sandy ridges, lumps, shoals, and rises that are 
named on maps.  The naming of these is often the result of the area being an 
important fishing ground.   

     See above response.  Though Weaver Shoal is a named sand shoal complex, the 
proposed dredging plan avoided higher valued fishing grounds on other OCS shoals 
based on stakeholder feedback.  The dredging mitigation suite will mitigate risk of long-
term impacts by maintaining overall shoal morphology and integrity.   

#3.  Existing sand borrow sites should be used to the extent possible.  Mining 
sand from new areas introduces additional impacts.  

     All sand borrow sites previously dredged for the project in MD state waters proximal 
to the placement location for this project are depleted.  The project intends to utilize 
Weaver Shoal for both initial construction and up to two nourishment intervals over the 
next 10+ years (when the 5% volume constraint of the current mitigation suite is 
anticipated to be reached).  After that, USACE will select one of the other candidate 
OCS sand shoal sources.  

     The Ocean City Inlet ebb shoal is regularly dredged to provide sand for Assateague 
Island under the separate USACE Long-Term Sand Management Project.  The 2008 
EIS investigated making substantial increased use of the ebb shoal, but that alternative 
was rejected by the National Park Service based on concerns over potential impacts to 
Assateague Island.  The 2019 EA considered making some increased use of the ebb 
shoal for Ocean City as authorized under the Assateague Island Long-Term Sand 
Management Project.  However, Ocean City did not support this, and cost and 
engineering factors render the ebb shoal less suitable for beach nourishment than OCS 
offshore shoal sands. 

#4.  Conduct beach nourishment during the winter and early spring, when 
productivity for benthic infauna is at a minimum.   

     Section 3.4 of the 2019 EA presented a summary of some pros/cons of 
implementing additional time-of-year restrictions.  (summer is economically 
unacceptable to the Town of Ocean City; winter/early spring is more difficult and 
dangerous for dredging and placement work).  Coordination with NMFS was undertaken 
regarding this issue in spring and summer 2018.  As stated by NMFS in their 
September 24th 2019 letter, seasonal restrictions for NOAA - Trust fishery resources are 
not necessary for this project and would not result in substantive avoidance and 
minimization of impacts.   
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#5.  Seasonal restrictions and spatial buffers on sand mining should be used to 
limit negative impacts during fish spawning, egg development, young-of-year 
development, and migration periods, and to avoid secondary impacts to sensitive 
habitat areas such as SAV.   

     See response to comment #4 above.  Additionally, all of the borrow area has been 
mapped and determined to lack SAV, live bottom, or artificial reef habitat. 

#6.  Preserve, enhance, or create beach dune and native dune vegetation in order 
to provide natural beach habitat and reduce the need for nourishment.   

     The project includes a recreational beach backed by a vegetated dune 
approximately 7 miles long.  Implementation of this selected alternative will reduce risk 
of coastal storm damage to Ocean City, while also maintaining the vegetated dune and 
recreational beach.  The frequency of nourishment is based on the sustainability of 
these features and capability of providing risk reduction benefits over time.  

#7.  Each beach nourishment activity should be treated as a new activity (i.e., 
subject to review and comment), including those identified under a programmatic 
environmental assessment or environmental impact statement.   

     Each nourishment event associated with a federally-authorized and funded Coastal 
Storm Risk Management project is considered operation and maintenance of the design 
template.  Though the current NEPA document and associated consultations consider 
future nourishment events in the analysis, USACE and BOEM agree that new 
information may need to be considered prior to future nourishment events.  USACE and 
BOEM will evaluate each individual event prior to construction and consider whether 
new information may result in changes to the impact conclusions.  If supplemental 
documentation is warranted, the appropriate document will be prepared, and made 
available for review and comment. 

#8.  Bathymetric and biological monitoring should be conducted before and after 
beach nourishment to assess recovery in beach borrow and nourishment areas.   

     Pre- and post- bathymetric and biological monitoring studies of the beach and 
borrow area areas to assess recovery following borrow actions have been conducted 
extensively throughout the Atlantic coast over the past 40+ years.  Based on the results 
of short-term studies, benthic species diversity and abundance generally recover within 
1-4 years depending on project location, borrow area design, depth of dredging, and
suite of mitigations in place.  Additionally, BOEM-funded research has established that
physically dominated systems, such as Weaver Shoals, are dynamic and subject to
frequent storm perturbations that result in biological changes.  Though short-term pre- 
and post- monitoring efforts capture immediate changes to the system from dredging,
they do not provide the full context of change given naturally-occurring and storm-driven
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change in physically dominated systems.  USACE and BOEM do not agree with the 
recommendation for pre- and post-borrow short-term biological monitoring.  USACE and 
BOEM agree to conduct pre-construction and post-construction bathymetric surveys. 

#9.  The effect of noise from mining operations on the feeding, reproduction, and 
migratory behavior of marine mammals and finfish should be assessed.   

     Noise effects were considered in the 2019 EA in Section 5.1.6 and found to not be a 
substantial concern.  BOEM is a leading federal agency in evaluating the implications of 
sound on marine resources.  A summary of current research related to this topic can be 
found in BOEMs recent “Ocean Science” publication at:  https://www.boem.gov/Ocean-
Science-2019/.  A relevant research publication is located 
at:   https://www.boem.gov/ESPIS/5/5361.pdf. 

#10.  The cost effectiveness and efficacy of investments in traditional beach 
nourishment projects should be evaluated and consider alternative investments 
such as non-structural responses and relocation of vulnerable infrastructure 
given projections of sea level rise and extreme weather events.   

     The EA documents continuing efforts to meet the sand needs of the project in a cost-
effective, engineeringly sound, and environmentally sensitive manner.  USACE and 
BOEM in the 2008 EIS considered multiple sand sources in the Ocean City vicinity, 
including the mainland, the coastal bay bottom, and the ocean seafloor, the latter 
including both shoals and non-shoal seafloor (2008 EIS, Sections 4 and 5).  (USACE 
and BOEM selected the four candidate OCS offshore shoals that were then re-
evaluated in the 2019 EA.)  Structural alternatives, such as groins and offshore 
breakwaters, were considered in initial project NEPA efforts in the late 20th century, but 
rejected in favor of the current project, which relies on beach nourishment. 

     Project sand needs with respect to accelerating sea-level rise were given 
consideration in a separate USACE document, "Atlantic Coast of Maryland Shoreline 
Protection Project, Cost and Schedule Risk Analysis Report,” completed in February 
2019.  Observed trends in sea-level indicate that the project will continue to require 
higher beach berm elevations.  It should be noted that Ocean City will become 
increasingly vulnerable to bayside flooding, which this project was not designed to 
prevent.  Renourishment intervals could be affected by storm activity, but adequate 
sand is available from the candidate OCS shoals.  

     The following responses are provided to specific EFH conservation 
recommendations outlined in NMFS’ September 24th 2019 letter: 
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#1. Hydraulic dredging dragheads should not be turned on/activated until the 
head is at or near the bottom and should be turned off/deactivated prior to being 
lifted through the water column.

     This term/condition is a standard procedure for hopper dredging operations for this 
project to minimize risk of entraining sea turtles, Atlantic sturgeon, and other fish 
species of interest.  The NMFS 2006 Biological Opinion prepared for this project, in 
accordance with Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation requirements, 
explicitly requires this between April 1 and November 30 of any calendar year in its non-
discretionary “Terms and Conditions” (with additional detail provided in “Monitoring 
Specifications for Hopper Dredges”).   

#2.  A physical and biological monitoring plan for all offshore shoals/borrow 
areas should be developed to more accurately determine impacts to shoal 
habitat.  The objectives of the monitoring should include documenting 
bathymetry, grain-size distribution and potential infill rates, as well as biological 
responses of the system including fish and invertebrates (infauna and epifauna), 
to quantify recovery and document whether the actual impacts to EFH are within 
expected limits.  Monitoring should occur before and after each dredging event 
(e.g., every four years).   

  See prior response to MAFMC recommendation #8.   

     Extensive research evaluating short-term implications of offshore dredging activities 
is summarized in the following BOEM publications: https://www.boem.gov/OCS-Study-
BOEM-2015-012/; https://www.boem.gov/ESPIS/5/5268.pdf.  There is only minor 
uncertainty pertaining to the nature of potential EFH impacts to Weaver Shoal.  Short-
term impacts are well described in the analysis of potential impacts to EFH in the 2008 
and 2019 NEPA documents.  Past research by BOEM and others clearly documents 
short-term reduction in species abundance and diversity following dredging, but 
recovery typically occurs within 1-4 years following completion, assuming general 
avoidance and minimization measures are conducted.  Short-term biological monitoring 
of offshore borrow areas in physically dominated systems (such as Weaver Shoal) fails 
to properly contextualize the natural change common to longer time scales, as well as 
even more frequent seasonal and storm-driven change.  BOEM has recently completed 
a multi-year study at Canaveral Shoals, FL that addresses this topic 
(https://opendata.boem.gov/BOEM-ESP-Ongoing-Study-Profiles-2017-FYQ3/BOEM-
ESP-NT-14-x14.PDF (Final Report is anticipated in spring 2020).  Additional monitoring 
off the New Jersey coast is also proposed by BOEM (see http://www.boem.gov/MM-19-
02/).  If funded, results would be directly applicable to management of OCS sand ridges 
offshore of MD. 

     Pre- and post- surveys of the borrow area will be conducted by USACE and required 
by BOEM to assess the volume of material dredged.  The same is true for any proposed 
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future use.  These surveys will help document the physical response of the shoal based 
on implementation of the mitigation suite.  Based on existing literature, it is assumed 
that if the shoal morphology is maintained, dredging depths are not excessive, post 
dredge sediments are similar to pre-dredge environment, etc., then biological recovery 
will occur.  If future surveys invalidate any existing assumptions regarding shoal 
geomorphic response, then USACE and BOEM will coordinate with NMFS and other 
agencies and experts to develop a long-term monitoring strategy.   

#3.  Prior to any [future] dredging of Isle of Wight Shoal, Shoal A or B, detailed 
biological information characterizing the distribution, abundance, biomass, 
production and diversity of fish and invertebrates around and on the shoals 
should be collected.  Fishery-independent surveys should be conducted and 
sampling should occur throughout the year to evaluate temporal differences in 
shoal communities.  Fishery-dependent surveys may also be useful for evaluating 
project effects.  The information should be shared with us and should be used to 
analyze potential adverse impacts for future dredging. 

     As described in the 2019 EA, the Isle of Wight, Shoal A, and Shoal B will not be 
considered for dredging for at least 10 years.  At the point in time Weaver Shoal is 
dredged to its 5% maximum, and the other shoal complexes are being considered for 
dredging, USACE, BOEM and NMFS will collaborate with stakeholders of the 
commercial and recreational fishing community to develop an appropriate survey 
methodology that characterizes the distribution, abundance, biomass, production, and 
diversity of fish and invertebrates around and on the shoals.  Previous applicable 
research conducted in the general area will be considered to avoid duplication of effort 
and refine investments around remaining data gaps.  

     If you have questions or would like to discuss our responses, please contact  
Mr. Christopher Spaur by email at christopher.c.spaur@usace.army.mil or by phone at 
(410) 962-6134.

Sincerely, 

Daniel M. Bierly 
Chief, Civil Project Development Branch 
Planning Division 

cc: 
Keith Hanson, NMFS Annapolis, MD, field office 
Doug Piatkowski, BOEM, Sterling, VA 
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Spaur, Christopher C CIV USARMY CENAB (USA)

From: Keith Hanson - NOAA Federal <keith.hanson@noaa.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, November 20, 2019 10:59 AM
To: Spaur, Christopher C CIV USARMY CENAB (USA)
Cc: Piatkowski, Douglas; Callahan, Justin B CIV USARMY CENAB (USA)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Re: Atlantic Coast Project - Borrow Areas Bottom Mapping

Single beam?!  Well that's surprising!  I'm quite surprised it's not multibeam, which is much more common these days.  
Both collect bathymetry and backscatter, but multibeam is typically more accurate (when compared or ground‐truthed 
to video transects/photographs). 
 
 
Basically, habitat happing and delineation is the key.   
 
Whether that is done with:  
(a) single beam OR multibeam backscatter and bathymetry; in addition to 
 
(b) sidescan sonar; 
(c) grab samples/sediment grain size; and 
(d) video transects and photographs  
 
 
We are just looking for a complete "picture" of what is there.   
 
Keith  
 
On Wed, Nov 20, 2019 at 10:50 AM Spaur, Christopher C CIV USARMY CENAB (USA) 
<Christopher.C.Spaur@usace.army.mil <mailto:Christopher.C.Spaur@usace.army.mil> > wrote: 
 
 
  Keith 
   
  Re‐sending FYI, below has information on cultural/historic resources bottom mapping that we've done to date 
of Weaver and Isle of Wight Shoals, typical past beachfill contract requirements, plus intentions for future.  
   
  Chris 
   
  ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
  From: Bean, Ethan A CIV USARMY CENAB (USA)  
  Sent: Wednesday, November 20, 2019 9:23 AM 
  To: Spaur, Christopher C CIV USARMY CENAB (USA) <Christopher.C.Spaur@usace.army.mil 
<mailto:Christopher.C.Spaur@usace.army.mil> > 
  Subject: RE: Atlantic Coast Project ‐ Borrow Areas Bottom Mapping 
   
  The cultural survey used a duel frequency side‐scan sonar at 100 foot intervals. They collected data at 600kHz 
and 1600Khz, and processed/mosaicked the 1600 kHz data. The survey report notes that this had a resolution of 0.15 
m/pixel (0.5 ft./pixel).  
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  Ethan 
   
   
  ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
  From: Callahan, Justin B CIV USARMY CENAB (USA)  
  Sent: Tuesday, November 19, 2019 1:30 PM 
  To: Spaur, Christopher C CIV USARMY CENAB (USA) <Christopher.C.Spaur@usace.army.mil 
<mailto:Christopher.C.Spaur@usace.army.mil> > 
  Cc: Piatkowski, Douglas <douglas.piatkowski@boem.gov <mailto:douglas.piatkowski@boem.gov> >; Bean, Ethan 
A CIV USARMY CENAB (USA) <ETHAN.A.BEAN@usace.army.mil <mailto:ETHAN.A.BEAN@usace.army.mil> > 
  Subject: RE: Atlantic Coast Project ‐ Borrow Areas Bottom Mapping 
   
  Chris, 
   
  Please see the attached PDF for a typical post‐borrow survey performed by the beachfill contractor.  These have 
historically been single beam hydro surveys with transects at 200' intervals, which is pretty low resolution by today's 
standards. 
   
  Here's the post‐borrow survey requirement from the specifications for the last contract: 
   
  "1.5.4.2 Post Borrow Surveys: At the conclusion of the project the Contractor shall provide to the Contracting 
Officer detailed hydrographic surveys of the complete borrow areas, plus the area enclosed within a distance of 200 feet 
beyond the boundaries of the borrow areas, to the scale and accuracy of the Contract Drawings. The survey drawing 
shall be produced in AutoCAD 2015 format, set to true scale in the MD State Plane Coordinate System (NAD83), and 
shall be provided in digital form. Soundings shall be included in a layer called "XSOUNDINGS." Depth contours shall be 
delineated and included in a layer called "XCONTOUR." The limits of the borrow area and a MD State Plane Coordinate 
grid shall be shown as on Sheet B‐101 of the Contract Drawings. The post‐borrow survey shall be furnished to the 
Contracting Officer no later than 14 days after completing dredging operations. Payment for the post‐borrow survey 
shall be made as indicated in Paragraph MEASUREMENT AND PAYMENT, herein." 
   
  We can rework this spec to get the resolution NMFS is looking for if necessary. 
   
  See Ethan for the particulars on the cultural survey. 
   
  Justin Callahan, PMP 
  Project Manager 
  Civil Project Management Branch 
  Programs & Project Management Division 
  Baltimore District, USACE 
   
  CENAB‐PPC, Room 10‐F‐04 
  2 Hopkins Plaza 
  Baltimore, MD  21201 
  410‐962‐6693 (office) 
  443‐509‐4636 (mobile) 
   
   
  ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
  From: Keith Hanson ‐ NOAA Federal [mailto:keith.hanson@noaa.gov <mailto:keith.hanson@noaa.gov> ]  
  Sent: Tuesday, November 19, 2019 12:32 PM 
  To: Spaur, Christopher C CIV USARMY CENAB (USA) <Christopher.C.Spaur@usace.army.mil 
<mailto:Christopher.C.Spaur@usace.army.mil> > 
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  Cc: Piatkowski, Douglas <douglas.piatkowski@boem.gov <mailto:douglas.piatkowski@boem.gov> >; Leasure, 
Charles W CIV (USA) <Charles.W.Leasure@usace.army.mil <mailto:Charles.W.Leasure@usace.army.mil> >; Callahan, 
Justin B CIV USARMY CENAB (USA) <Justin.Callahan@usace.army.mil <mailto:Justin.Callahan@usace.army.mil> > 
  Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] Re: Atlantic Coast of MD Project ‐ EFH Impacts Consultation 
   
  Hi Chris, 
   
  Thanks for the email.   
   
  I will add that we still believe post‐dredging survey(s) of Weaver Shoal are worthwhile, and could be fairly 
straightforward since the technology to collect bathymetry and backscatter is likely onboard any survey vessel. 
   
  Furthermore, and in addition to high resolution mapping of the future/candidate shoals, such as Shoal B (Bass 
Grounds), delineating the habitat (and different bottom types) would also facilitate an efficient consultation.  Benthic 
habitat types throughout the project area should be accurately delineated and mapped through the use of acoustic data 
(multibeam bathymetry and backscatter, and side‐scan sonar), sediment grain size analysis, and visual imagery.  It is 
particularly important to identify and delineate complex, sensitive habitats that are more vulnerable to project impacts.   
   
   
  Thanks, 
  Keith 
   
   
  ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
  From: Spaur, Christopher C CIV USARMY CENAB (USA)  
  Sent: Tuesday, November 19, 2019 12:00 PM 
  To: Keith Hanson ‐ NOAA Federal <keith.hanson@noaa.gov <mailto:keith.hanson@noaa.gov> > 
  Cc: Piatkowski, Douglas <douglas.piatkowski@boem.gov <mailto:douglas.piatkowski@boem.gov> >; Leasure, 
Charles W CIV (USA) <Charles.W.Leasure@usace.army.mil <mailto:Charles.W.Leasure@usace.army.mil> >; Callahan, 
Justin B CIV USARMY CENAB (USA) <Justin.Callahan@usace.army.mil <mailto:Justin.Callahan@usace.army.mil> > 
  Subject: Atlantic Coast of MD Project ‐ EFH Impacts Consultation 
   
  Keith 
   
  I'm sending this email as a follow‐up to make sure I've got proper record of what we discussed on the phone 
today, plus summarize what we covered in brief related emails.  NMFS and USACE/BOEM recently exchanged letters 
regarding impacts to EFH of proposed dredging of Weaver Shoal.      
   
  NMFS is requiring higher resolution seafloor mapping moving forward on projects because scale of upcoming 
cumulative impacts to Continental Shelf is increasing (wind energy, sand borrow, etc.).  NMFS has concern over impacts 
to biogenic substrates in particular which require higher resolution data for identification.  USACE should reference 
recent investigations on biogenic substrates in the mid‐Atlantic in the current EA.  However, other than for some shell 
material, Weaver and the candidate offshore shoals are generally unlikely to have biogenic substrates because of their 
sandy dynamic character.  Artificial reefs would have fouling organisms comparable to live bottoms. 
   
  It would be appropriate to double‐check how USACE has mapped bathymetry of Weaver Shoal to determine 
resolution of bottom features revealed.  If detailed substrate information exists, it could be added to EA.   
   
  Of the four candidate shoals, NMFS concerns are greatest for future borrow on Shoal B (Bass Grounds).  Its 
apparent habitat value is presumably combination of its size/relief plus presence of artificial reef.   
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  In the future, when USACE is proposing to dredge Isle of Wight Shoal, Shoal A, or Shoal B, USACE will need to 
engage in formal consultation with NMFS regarding potential EFH impacts.  Advance mapping of seafloor at high 
resolution would facilitate completion of that consultation in a timely manner. 
   
  The exchange of letters, emails, and this phone conversation serve to complete EFH impacts consultation for 
proposed dredging of Weaver Shoal. 
   
  Thanks for your efforts.  Please email me back to let me know if it's an accurate record.  If not, please identify 
anything I typed up inaccurately. 
   
  Chris 
   
   
   
 
 
 
‐‐  
 
Keith M. Hanson 
Marine Habitat Resource Specialist 
NOAA Fisheries 
Greater Atlantic Region 
Habitat Conservation Division 
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0  Preface 

This essential fish habitat (EFH) impacts assessment is an annex of the document entitled “Atlantic 
Coast of Maryland, Shoreline Protection Project, Offshore Shoals in Federal Waters as Sand 
Sources for Ocean City, Supplementary Environmental Assessment (EA).”  The EA is being 
prepared in 2018 to update and evaluate the potential effects of dredging offshore shoals located in 
the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) for the Atlantic Coast of MD Project.  US Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) and Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) prepared an 
environmental impact statement (EIS) in 2008 recommending four offshore shoals on the OCS as 
future sand sources for the Atlantic Coast of MD Project.  The 2008 EIS contained a thorough EFH 
impacts assessment.  This 2018 EFH impacts assessment updates the 2008 EFH impacts 
assessment, and serves as an addendum to that document.  The 2008 EFH impacts assessment was 
contained in Annex D of the 2008 EIS.  The 2008 EFH impacts assessment is incorporated by 
reference into this 2018 document.  This 2018 addendum utilizes the structure of the 2008 
assessment to allow for ready comparison to the 2008 document.   

I  Identification of Species of Concern 

The 2008 EFH impacts assessment and various National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) online 
information documents and maps were reviewed in 2018 to generate a preliminary list of species 
and life history stages for which the OCS area of interest may constitute EFH in 2018.  This 
preliminary list was provided to NMFS staff for review.  NMFS staff made some changes to the 
list and determined that the EFH impacts assessment for the supplementary 2018 EA should 
consider a total of 34 species (19 bony fish species, 13 cartilaginous fish species, and 2 mollusc 
species).  Life history stages varied from one to multiple depending on species.  Project impacts to 
EFH for many of these species had been previously considered in the 2008 EFH impacts 
assessment (Tables C1 - C3).   

In coordination with NMFS in 2018, it was determined that the EFH impacts assessment 
addendum for the supplementary EA should initially re-consider all the species that had been 
previously assessed in the 2008 EFH impacts assessment.  However, if conditions and effects had 
not changed for any previously assessed species, then the 2018 addendum need not provide a new 
detailed impacts assessment for those individual previously assessed species.  The 2018 EFH 
document would need to assess impacts for all species and or life history stages not evaluated in 
2008. 

NMFS in their list of species to be assessed in 2018 deleted several species that had been included 
in the 2008 assessment: Atlantic cod, winter flounder, and scalloped hammerhead.  Deletion of 
those species from the 2008 assessment would not change overall findings or management 
implications.  Additionally, NMFS staff noted that surf clam populations offshore of Delmarva 
have declined as regional ocean temperatures have warmed.  However, NMFS recommended 
retaining surf clam on the list of species for 2018.   
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Atlantic Coast Project physical activities1 as described in the 2018 EA that would impact EFH are 
consistent with the 2008 assessment, although the 2008 assessment did not specify that Weaver 
Shoal would be the first OCS shoal to be dredged by 2022.  Since 2008, there has been a 
substantial increase in knowledge of the OCS.  Species ranges and density distributions have 
changed in some cases, and EFH designations have changed.  The 2018 supplementary EA is 
structured to provide a brief summary of the state of knowledge from 2008 followed by a 
summary of new information with changes identified by topic.  The general picture that emerges 
is that while minor change in physical and biological conditions have occurred, implications of 
this information to the proposed action (which strives to meet the sand needs of Ocean City while 
maintaining offshore shoal habitats) is still consistent with the content and findings of the 2008 
EFH impacts assessment.  No changes were identified in 2018 which would invalidate the 
findings for any individual species of the 2008 EFH impacts assessment that are also on the 2018 
species list recommended by NMFS.   

Generally, fisheries management has become more sustainable and populations have become 
more stable (previously many species were overfished and fishing was unsustainable) (NOAA, 
2017).  While this improvement in fishery management means the implications of habitat impacts 
are more important, no management decisions were made in 2008 based on any populations being 
in an overfished condition at that time.  Instead, dredging guidelines and constraints were made 
with a long-term perspective presuming that shoal habitats were important and would remain 
important. 

Accordingly, it was determined that the previous 2008 impacts assessment adequately assessed 
project impacts for all species and their life history stages it considered that are also on the 2018 
NMFS species list.  Based on the rationale above, this 2018 impacts assessment provides detailed 
consideration only of new species and or life history stages for which impacts of the proposed 
action were not assessed in 2008.  Other species and life history stages previously evaluated are 
not re-evaluated.   

II  Description of the Proposed Action 

A description of the proposed action is provided in Section 2 of the EA.   

III  Evaluation of Effects of the Proposed Action 

Analysis of project effects upon species of concern requires a consideration of species natural 
history, environmental conditions that impact population, and the broad range of potential human 
activities that impact the population.  Tables C1-C3 provide each species scientific name and 
geographic management group.  Because information needed to analyze impacts to these species is 
generally summarized in gray literature (which summarizes findings from primary literature), those 
gray literature summary documents are generally referenced in this assessment.   

1 Quantification of project volume to be dredged has been revised, however the impacts envisioned do not differ from 
those reported in 2008 EIS.   
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A  Bony Finfish 

Bluefin, Yellowfin, Albacore, and Skipjack Tuna 
These tunas are highly-migratory pelagic species, which share similar habits and ecology, 
although they may differ in seasonal geographic distribution, migration and habitat preferences for 
given life stages.  Large adult tunas are fast, powerful cruisers, able to make rapid, long-distance 
migrations.  Befitting their high activity levels, they are opportunistic predators and generally 
prefer warm surface waters with abundant dissolved oxygen concentrations.  Aggregations of 
tunas are composed of similarly sized individuals, which may include multiple tuna species, with 
groups comprised of the largest individuals making the longest journeys.  Tuna frequently prey 
upon smaller baitfishes and squid, but generally exhibit opportunistic, size-dependent feeding 
behavior, with little reliance on specific prey items.  Common predators of juvenile and adult tuna 
include toothed whales, swordfish, sharks and other tuna (NMFS, 2006; NMFS, 2009). 

More specific information, including anticipated project impacts, on each of these species and the 
relevant life stages is provided below.    

Albacore Tuna (juveniles) 
Background Information 
Albacore tuna is a circumglobal oceanic species.  In the western Atlantic, albacore range from 
45°N to 40°S.  Albacore undergo extensive horizontal movements (NMFS, 2006).  Table C4 
presents habitat preference and fishery status information. 

Proposed Action Effects 
The proposed action is located within NMFS-designated, mapped EFH for juvenile Atlantic 
albacore (NMFS, 2009).  However, because juvenile albacore prefer waters deeper than the 
proposed borrow areas, as well as the species’ pelagic and opportunistic feeding habits, the 
proposed action is unlikely to have a significant impact on juvenile Atlantic albacore individuals.  
Juvenile albacore are not demersal or known to associate with any particular substrate, therefore 
temporary disturbance of the substrate and localized suspension of sandy sediments during 
dredging is unlikely to cause significant impacts to their EFH.   

Atlantic Bluefin Tuna (juveniles) 
Background Information 
Atlantic bluefin tuna range from 0° to 55° N in the West Atlantic (Brazil to Labrador).  Young-of-
the-year begin movements from the Gulf of Mexico and Florida Straits in schools to juvenile 
habitats thought to be located over the continental shelf between 34° N and 41° W, in the summer 
and further offshore in the winter (NMFS, 2006, 2009).  Table C4 presents habitat preference and 
fishery status information.   

Proposed Action Effects 
The proposed action is located within EFH for juvenile Atlantic bluefin tuna, which includes 
waters off North Carolina, south of Cape Hatteras, to Cape Cod (NMFS, 2009).  Due to the 
juveniles’ pelagic and opportunistic feeding habits and the ability of the larger size classes of 
juveniles to easily avoid project activities, the project is unlikely to have a significant impact on 
juvenile Atlantic bluefin tuna individuals.  Juvenile Atlantic bluefin are not demersal or known to 
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associate with any particular substrate, therefore temporary disturbance of the substrate and 
localized suspension of sandy sediments during dredging is unlikely to cause significant impacts 
to their EFH.   

Skipjack Tuna (juveniles and adults) 
Background Information 
Skipjack tuna are circumglobal in tropical and warm-temperate waters.  In the western Atlantic 
skipjack range as far north as Newfoundland and as far south as Brazil.  Skipjack tuna are an 
epipelagic and oceanic species and may dive to a depth of 260 m during the day.  Skipjack tuna is 
also a schooling species, forming aggregations associated with hydrographic fronts.  Adult 
skipjack tuna EFH in the Atlantic includes pelagic waters of North Carolina from Cape Lookout 
to Cape Hatteras, and New England from Connecticut to the mid-coast of Maine.  Juvenile 
skipjack tuna EFH in the Atlantic includes areas off of Georgia, South Carolina, and North 
Carolina to Maryland, and from Delaware to Cape Cod and the southern east coast of Florida 
through the Florida Keys (NMFS, 2006, 2009).  Table C4 presents habitat preference and fishery 
status information. 

Proposed Action Effects 
The proposed dredging action is within designated EFH for adult skipjack tuna.  The proposed 
action is outside, but within approximately 20 miles, of mapped juvenile EFH (NMFS 2009).  Due 
to their pelagic and opportunistic habits and strong swimming ability, the project is unlikely to 
have any significant impact on adult or large juvenile skipjack tuna individuals.  Adult skipjack 
tuna are not demersal or known to associate with any particular substrate, therefore temporary 
disturbance of the substrate and localized suspension of sandy sediments during dredging is 
unlikely to cause significant impacts to their EFH.  The proposed action, including temporary 
secondary effects such as localized turbidity, will not occur within or affect juvenile skipjack 
EFH.   

Yellowfin Tuna (juveniles) 
Background Information 
Atlantic yellowfin tuna are circumglobal in tropical and temperate waters.  In the western Atlantic 
they range from 45°N to 40°S.  Yellowfin tuna is an epipelagic, oceanic species, found in water 
temperatures between 18° and 31°C.  It is a schooling species, with juveniles found in schools at 
the surface, mixing with skipjack and bigeye tuna. Larger fish are found in deeper water and also 
extend their ranges into higher latitudes.  Juveniles are found nearer to shore than are adults.  
Juvenile yellowfin tuna EFH on the Atlantic coast extends from the mid-east coast of Florida and 
Georgia to Cape Cod (NMFS 2006, 2009).   

Proposed Action Effects 
The proposed dredging action is within designated EFH for juvenile yellowfin tuna (NMFS 2009). 
However, due to the juveniles’ pelagic and opportunistic habits and the ability of older age classes 
of juveniles to easily avoid project activities, the project is unlikely to have a significant impact on 
juvenile yellowfin tuna.  Juvenile yellowfin are not demersal or known to associate with any 
particular substrate, therefore temporary disturbance of the substrate and localized suspension of 
sandy sediments during dredging is unlikely to cause significant impacts to their EFH.   
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Atlantic Mackerel (eggs, juveniles) 
Background Information 
The 2008 EIS provided background information on Atlantic mackerel adults.  That information is 
generally applicable to juveniles.  Table C4 presents information on fishery status and egg and 
juvenile occurrence.  Northeast Fisheries Science Center’s MARMAP program collected 
ichthyoplanton tow survey data from April through August, 1977-1987.  The greatest regional 
abundance of eggs, by far, occurs from May to June, north of the project area, from New Jersey to 
New England (Studholme, et al., 1999).   

Proposed Action Effects 
The proposed action is located within the spawning range of Atlantic mackerel and within 
geographic proximity to areas that may be defined as EFH for mackerel eggs, according to 
NOAA’s online EFH Mapper (NOAA, 2018) and MAFMC and NFMS (2011).  While some 
Atlantic mackerel eggs may become entrained if dredging is conducted in spring, eggs are 
unlikely to be concentrated in project area bottom waters because eggs generally occur at greater 
depths (Table C-4).  Furthermore, the project area appears comprise only a minor proportion of 
the regional Atlantic mackerel egg population, and direct impacts to eggs are anticipated to be 
minor.  Only minor, temporary turbidity is anticipated to be generated during dredging because 
the offshore shoals contain minimal silts or clays, and suspended sands will rapidly settle from the 
water column.  Accordingly, indirect impacts that could result to eggs from turbidity are also 
anticipated to be minimal.   

The proposed action is located within areas that may be defined as EFH for juvenile mackerel 
(MAFMC and NFMS 2011).  While juvenile mackerel may be present year-round, juvenile 
abundance during the fall, winter and early spring is greatest further offshore, in depths greater 
than those of the proposed borrow areas.  Due to the limited temporal and spatial overlap of the 
project with juvenile habitats, as well as juveniles’ pelagic habits, the project is unlikely to have a 
significant impact on juvenile mackerel individuals.  Because all life stages of mackerel are 
pelagic water column feeders, and the proposed dredging would impact primarily bottom 
organisms, the proposed dredging is unlikely to have a significant effect on Atlantic mackerel 
prey availability.  Juvenile Atlantic mackerel are not demersal or known to associate with any 
particular substrate, therefore temporary disturbance of the substrate and localized suspension of 
sandy sediments during dredging is unlikely to cause significant impacts to their EFH.   

Yellowtail Flounder (eggs) 
Background Information 
The 2008 EFH impacts assessment provided general background information on yellowtail 
flounder.  USACE previously assessed impacts to larval yellowtail flounder in the 2008 EFH 
impacts assessment, and that assessment has not changed.   

Data show that the southern New England fish make limited migrations eastward during the 
spring and summer and westward during the fall and winter because of seasonal changes in 
temperature.  Spawning occurs from March through August at temperatures of 5-12 °C.  By 
March and April, eggs appear on the continental shelf off New Jersey and Long Island, on 
Georges Bank, northwest of Cape Cod, and on Browns Bank off Nova Scotia.  The distribution 
and abundance of eggs expanded in southern New England in May (Johnson, et al., 1999).  Table 
4 presents fishery status and habitat preference information. 
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Proposed Action Effects 
Effects on eggs differ somewhat from those presented in the 2008 EFH impacts assessment for 
larvae because eggs appear less likely to be present than larvae.  While some yellowtail flounder 
eggs may be entrained if dredging is conducted in spring, eggs are unlikely to be concentrated in 
project area bottom waters because eggs generally occur at greater depths (Table C4) and the 
project activities would occur near the southern limit of the yellowtail flounder’s range.  Thus, 
minimal numbers of eggs would be anticipated to be entrained.  Only minor turbidity is 
anticipated to be generated during dredging because the offshore shoals contain clean sand with 
minimal silts or clays.  Accordingly, indirect impacts that could result to eggs from turbidity are 
also anticipated to be minimal.  Long-term water quality conditions would not be impacted.  
Impacts to prey are irrelevant to eggs.  In summary, minimal direct or indirect impacts to 
yellowtail flounder eggs or habitat are anticipated. 

B. Cartilaginous Finfish

The 2008 EFH impacts assessment noted that there are many aspects of shark life history and 
habitat associations that are unknown.  That status of knowledge is generally still applicable 
today. 

Common Thresher Shark (all life history stages) 
Background Information 
The common thresher shark is cosmopolitan in warm and temperate waters. It is found in both 
coastal and oceanic waters, but is more abundant near land.  Thresher sharks are livebearers, 
giving birth to litters of four to six pups, which measure 137 to 155 cm total length at birth.  The 
thresher shark is capable of regional endothermy thus providing a physiological advantage over 
ectothermic prey species.  Thresher sharks, regardless of life stage, are pelagic predators that hunt 
swimming prey in the water column.  It feeds on invertebrates such as squid and pelagic crabs as 
well as small fishes such as anchovy, sardines, hakes, and small mackerels. Common thresher 
shark EFH designation for all life stages are combined and are considered the same.  In the 
Atlantic, this includes localized areas off the mid-east coast of Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, 
and the Gulf of Maine, and from North Carolina through Cape Cod (NMFS, 2009).   

Proposed Action Effects 
The proposed dredging activity is within designated EFH for all life stages of the species (NMFS, 
2009).  However, due to the pelagic habits and relatively large size and strong swimming ability 
of thresher sharks at all life stages, they can easily avoid the project area and the project is 
unlikely to have any significant impact on the species.  They are not demersal or known to 
associate with any particular substrate, therefore temporary disturbance of the substrate and 
localized suspension of sandy sediments during dredging is unlikely to cause significant impacts 
to their EFH.   

Dusky Shark (juveniles/adults) 
Background Information 
The 2008 EFH impacts assessment assessed impacts to neonates/early juveniles.  The 2008 EFH 
impacts assessment provided background information that is also applicable to juveniles/adults.   
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Only limited life history information applicable to the stage of juvenile/adult is available.  Young 
dusky sharks and juveniles use Continental Shelf waters off Virginia and Massachusetts (NMFS, 
2009). 

Two separate EFH areas are designated for neonates (young-of-year) and juveniles/adults, and the 
proposed dredging would occur within both designated EFH areas.  In 2009 NMFS revised the 
designated EFH areas, and also revised the life stage designations (increasing the cutoff between 
neonates and juveniles to 121cm total length).   

Proposed Action Effects 
The findings presented in the 2008 EFH impacts assessment for neonates/early juveniles are 
applicable to juveniles/adults.  Dusky shark may be present during dredging on the offshore shoals 
that takes place during warmer months and into the fall, however juveniles because of their ready 
mobility should easily be able to avoid any direct negative impacts.  Because the species moves 
out of the Maryland coastal ocean during colder months, it is unlikely that any dusky shark would 
be present during dredging taking place during colder months.  No detrimental indirect impacts to 
the dusky shark population are expected because of the relatively small area to be impacted 
compared to the range of the species and the ready availability of comparable habitat on the mid-
Atlantic bight continental shelf, and because any impacts to the foodweb are expected to be 
insignificant and temporary.  The proposed action would essentially have no effect on project area 
waters, and thus no impact on dusky shark habitat.   

Smooth Dogfish (all life history stages) 
Background Information 
Smooth dogfish are one of a complex of three smooth dogfish species that are difficult to 
differentiate.  They are demersal, occurring in at or near the bottom of bays and nearshore coastal 
waters.  They frequently occur at depths less than 60 ft, but are encountered down to 660 ft or 
deeper (NOAA, 2018).  Smooth dogfish are migratory in response to changes in water 
temperature.  They primarily congregate between southern North Carolina and the Chesapeake 
Bay in the winter.  In the spring, they move along the coast when bottom water warms up to at 
least 6 to 7 °C, and returning to their offshore wintering areas as temperatures drop.  Smooth 
dogfish can tolerate a range of temperatures from 6 to 27 °C.   

Smooth dogfish are viviparous, bearing litters of 4 to 20 pups, which are roughly 34 to 39 cm 
when born.  In Great Bay and Little Egg Inlet, New Jersey, newborn young-of-year smooth 
dogfish predominantly occur from May through June, but may continue to occur throughout the 
summer.  Subadults and adults were rare in inshore waters.  Estuaries and tidal tributaries are 
believed to be critically important summer nursery habitats for young-of-year smooth dogfish 
within the Mid-Atlantic Bight (Rountree and Able 1996). 

In New Jersey, young-of-year smooth dogfish fed primarily on shrimp, polychaetes and small 
crabs (Rountree and Able 1996).  Adult and subadult smooth dogfish primarily feed on large 
crustaceans, consisting mostly of crabs, but also rely heavily on American lobsters.  In the New 
England waters during the spring, smooth dogfish feed on small bony fish, including menhaden, 
stickleback, wrasses, porgies, sculpins, and puffers.  In Delaware Bay, young smooth dogfish fed 
on invertebrates with larger sharks shifting to large crabs and teleosts (NOAA, 2017, 2018).   
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Specific EFH areas have not been designated for any individual life stage of smooth dogfish.   

Proposed Action Effects 
Based on the species life history, the project will not affect neonate smooth dogfish, which prefer 
inshore, estuarine nursery waters.  Later life stage may occur within the project area.  Because 
smooth dogfish is demersal, direct and indirect impacts could be of concern.  Juveniles and adults 
should be sufficiently mobile to avoid direct impacts.  Individuals could be more vulnerable to 
direct impacts of dredging during cold water conditions when they are sluggish.  However, 
because smooth dogfish tend to move offshore during these conditions, it is unlikely that 
substantial numbers of individuals would be present.  The project will result in the temporary 
elimination of benthic and infaunal organisms within the immediate dredge footprint, some of 
which would likely be prey items for adult and larger juvenile smooth dogfish.  However, because 
comparable habitats and prey are abundant on the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS), smooth dogfish 
individuals would be expected to shift to other suitable foraging habitats and should not be 
adversely impacted by the project.  Bottom habitat in the dredged area, although remaining sandy, 
would otherwise differ from pre-dredge conditions in having greater local bathymetric relief of up 
to several feet in dredge furrows versus the pre-project flat surface.  The surface would become 
flat again in character over time as waves and currents rework the substrate and fill in furrows.  
This local bathymetric relief change would not be anticipated to impact smooth dogfish. 

Spiny Dogfish (juvenile, adult) 
Background Information 
Spiny Dogfish is a coastal shark with a circumboreal distribution.  There are populations of spiny 
dogfish on the continental shelves of northern and southern temperate zones throughout the world.  
They move northward in the spring and summer and southward in the fall and winter, with a 
preferred temperature range from 7.2°C to 12.8°C.  In the winter and spring, Atlantic spiny 
dogfish are located primarily in mid-Atlantic waters, but also extend onto southern Georges Bank 
on the shelf break.  In the summer, they are located further north in Canadian waters and move 
inshore into bays and estuaries.  By autumn, dogfish have migrated with high concentrations in 
Southern New England, on Georges Bank and in the Gulf of Maine.  With the exception of large 
mature females, spiny dogfish school by size, and are rarely seen alone, nearly always occurring 
in groups.  Although they are a relatively large fish, spiny dogfish are considered relatively weak 
swimmers (NMFS, 2007).   

In surveys, juveniles have been captured between depths of 11-500 m, with the majority found 
below 50 m, while adults have been found from 1-500 m.  During fall surveys, the depth range for 
juveniles was from 11-400 m, with most found below 40 m, and the range for adults was from 11-
400 m (NOAA, 2018).  Seasonal inshore-offshore movements and coastal migrations are 
thermally induced.  Spiny dogfish prefer full salinity seawater and do not ascend estuaries.  They 
are typically demersal, but can occur throughout the water column, from nearshore shallows to 
offshore shelf waters.  Spiny dogfish are ovoviviparous.  Most young are born on offshore 
wintering grounds from November to January, but newborn pups are sometimes taken in the Gulf 
of Maine or southern New England in early summer.   

Spiny dogfish in the western Atlantic are voracious feeders, with a diet composed (by weight) of 
fish (54%) of their diet and mollusks (27%), albeit with a high degree of variability.  Schooling 
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pelagic fishes such as herring, sand lance, mackerel, and menhaden are heavily consumed, but 
benthic species are also eaten as are squid, jellyfish and ctenophores (Burgess 2002).  Spiny 
dogfish migrate vertically in the water column, feeding on forage fish that move toward the 
surface at night and on prey organisms near or on the bottom during the day.  Juveniles (<36 cm) 
feed more heavily on squids and euphausiids than sub-adult (36-79 cm) dogfish, which consume 
more fish.  The largest (>80 cm) animals are primarily piscivorous.  Their diet appears broadly 
related to abundance trends in some of their major prey items (e.g., herrings, Atlantic mackerel, 
codfishes, hakes, and squid).  They show preference for soft substrates suitable for epifaunal and 
infaunal prey (MAFMC and NFMS 2014).  

Northeast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC) spring trawl survey data indicate relatively low 
abundance of both juveniles and adults within the project area, with far greater numbers occurring 
near the outer shelf.  The winter trawl survey data only indicates presence/absence, although the 
concentration of positive trawls appears sparse within the proposed dredge area, and greater 
further offshore, implying greater abundance out on the shelf (NMFS, 2007).  BOEM (2017) 
reports that NEFSC bottom trawl surveys in the MD Wind Energy Area (WEA) caught spiny 
dogfish in the spring when it was the seventh most common species captured.  

Specific EFH areas have not been designated for spiny dogfish life history stages. 

Proposed Action Effects 
Because spiny dogfish is demersal, potential impacts warrant scrutiny.  Based on NEFSC trawl 
data, juvenile and adult spiny dogfish are unlikely to occur within the proposed dredge areas 
except during the winter and spring.  Because they are weak swimmers, it is possible that dredging 
could result in direct impact (mortality) of some juvenile and/or adult spiny dogfish, particularly 
during the winter and early spring when spiny dogfish would most likely be present and water 
temperatures cold and the fish sluggish.  The project will result in the elimination for several years 
of benthic and infaunal organisms within the immediate dredge footprint, some of which may be 
potential prey items for spiny dogfish.  However, given the very broad range of potential prey and 
availability of other suitable foraging habitats, it is anticipated that spiny dogfish would forage in 
adjacent non-impacted areas.  While the project has the potential to directly impact spiny dogfish 
individuals and indirectly impact their prey base, the project is not expected to significantly 
impact spiny dogfish population, habitat, or prey availability.  Available data suggest that the 
project area supports only a relatively small proportion of the population, seasonally.  Bottom 
habitat in the dredged area, although remaining sandy, would otherwise differ from pre-dredge 
conditions in having greater local bathymetric relief of up to several feet in dredge furrows versus 
the pre-project flat surface.  The surface would become flat again in character over time as waves 
and currents rework the substrate and fill in furrows.  This local bathymetric relief change would 
not be anticipated to impact spiny dogfish. 
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Clearnose, Winter and Little Skates 
Background Information 
These three species are relatively small (less than 1m total length) with benthic habits.  They do not 
school and are generally solitary.  Some species are more migratory than others.  All three species 
occurs on soft bottoms along the continental shelf, but also on rocky or gravelly bottoms.  They 
feed on infaunal, epibenthic and demersal prey.  The New England Fishery Management Council 
(2018) determined that none of the skate species of interest to this EFH impacts assessment are 
overfished nor is overfishing occurring.  

BOEM (2017) reports that while skates occurred in photographic survey imagery, these three 
species of skate could not be reliably distinguished from other skates or each other on 
photographic surveys in the MD WEA.    

NMFS has provided EFH source documents for all three, in NOAA Technical Memoranda 
NMFS-NE-174, -175 and -179, all prepared by Packer, et al. (2003), and referenced herein.  These 
memoranda were used to provide more specific information, including anticipated project impacts, 
on each of these species and the relevant life stages, as detailed below. 

Clearnose Skate (juvenile, adult) 
Background Information 
The clearnose skate is the most abundant inshore skate in the mid-Atlantic inshore waters from late 
spring to early fall (Robins et al., 1986).  North of Cape Hatteras, it moves inshore and northward 
along the continental shelf during the spring and early summer, and offshore and southward 
during autumn and early winter when water temperatures cool to 13-16Ԩ.		During winter, the 
densest concentrations of juveniles and adults occurred on the continental shelf out to the 200 m 
depth contour, with juveniles concentrated from Cape Hatteras to the Delmarva Peninsula, and 
adults overlapping, but extending north up to the Hudson Canyon, with the heaviest 
concentrations from Delaware Bay to Cape Hatteras.  In spring juveniles were concentrated 
inshore from the Delmarva Peninsula to south of Cape Hatteras, with scattered numbers on the 
continental shelf, out to the 200 m contour.  In summer, small concentrations were found mostly 
inshore from Cape May to Cape Hatteras.  Small numbers of adult clearnose skate were 
concentrated inshore from Long Island to Cape Hatteras in the fall (Packer et al., 2003).   

The clearnose skate feeds on prey including polychaetes, amphipods, shrimp, crabs, bivalves, 
squids, and small fish such as soles, weakfish, butterfish, and scup.  It is regularly preyed upon by 
sharks, such as the sand tiger (Packer et al., 2003).  

NEFSC seasonal trawl survey data show juvenile clearnose skate only present within the proposed 
dredge areas in large numbers during the summer and fall.  Adults may be within the project area 
year-round, but tend to concentrate further offshore during the winter (Packer et al., 2003).    

Proposed Action Effects 
Juvenile clearnose skate do not appear to be present within the OCS in the project vicinity in 
significant numbers during winter or spring.  Juvenile and adult skates are good swimmers and can 
easily avoid disturbance from dredging activities when water temperatures are warm.  Juveniles 
are prevalent during the fall, although water temperatures are likely to remain high enough during 
this time to allow effective avoidance.  When bottom water temperatures are cold, individuals may 
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be sluggish and more vulnerable to direct impact (injury or mortality).  Consequently, if dredging 
occurs during the late winter or early spring, direct impacts to adult clearnose skate may occur, as 
they may be present and have somewhat reduced ability to evade the dredge.  That said, the project 
area does not appear to be of critical importance to the species, or support large concentrations of 
individuals.  The project is therefore not expected to significantly directly impact the species. 

The project will result in the temporary destruction of benthic and infaunal organisms within the 
immediate dredge footprint, including various potential prey items for skate species.  However, 
the sandy shoals of the proposed dredge area are not believed to be particularly valuable foraging 
areas for skates, and skates are expected to shift to other suitable foraging habitats during dredging 
activities and until the time that benthos recolonize, and should not be adversely impacted by the 
project. 

Being adapted for benthic life, they are tolerant of sedimentation and often partially bury 
themselves as a means of concealment from predators.  As such, they are not expected to be 
vulnerable to indirect effects from incidental turbidity or sedimentation within the project vicinity, 
either at the dredge or beach nourishment sites. 

Bottom habitat in the dredged area, although remaining sandy, would otherwise differ from pre-
dredge conditions in having greater local bathymetric relief of up to several feet in dredge furrows 
versus the pre-project flat surface.  The surface would become flat again in character over time as 
waves and currents rework the substrate and fill in furrows.  This local bathymetric relief change 
would not be anticipated to impact skates. 

Winter Skate (juvenile) 
Background Information 
Winter skate is common inshore south of Cape Cod along the US Atlantic coast during the winter 
(Robins et al., 1986).  Winter skate appear to undertake seasonal movements, especially in the 
southern part of its range, moving shoreward in autumn and offshore in summer.  In winter, 
juveniles were found from Georges Bank to Cape Hatteras, out to the 200 m depth contour.  
In spring they were also found from Georges Bank to Cape Hatteras, and were concentrated 
nearshore throughout the Mid-Atlantic Bight and southern New England.  Comparatively few 
were present in summer, with concentrations on Georges Bank and around Cape Cod.  Winter 
skate abundances in the fall were not as high as in the spring.  In the fall they were collected from 
Georges Bank to the Delmarva Peninsula and were again concentrated along Long Island, 
southern New England, around Cape Cod, and on Georges Bank.  Winter skate generally ranges 
from the shoreline to 371 m, although it is most abundant at depths less than 111 m.  NEFSC 
seasonal trawl surveys captured juvenile winter skate within the proposed dredge areas in large 
numbers only during the winter and spring (Packer et al., 2003). 

Winter skate prey includes polychaetes, amphipods, decapods (crabs, shrimp), isopods, bivalves, 
and fishes.  Fish are especially important in larger winter skate, and other items include razor 
clams, smaller skates, eels, alewives, blueback herring, menhaden, smelt, sand lance, chub 
mackerel, butterfish, cunners, sculpins, silver hake, and tomcod.  Winter skate is preyed upon by 
sharks, other skates, gray seals, and gulls (Packer et al., 2003). 
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Proposed Action Effects 
If dredging occurs during the late winter or early spring, direct impacts to juvenile winter skate 
may occur, as they are more likely to be present and may have somewhat reduced ability to evade 
the dredge.  Juvenile and adult skates are good swimmers and can easily avoid disturbance from 
dredging activities when water temperatures are warm.  However, when bottom water 
temperatures are cold, individuals may be sluggish and more vulnerable to direct impact 
(mortality).   

Being adapted for benthic life, they are tolerant of sedimentation and often partially bury 
themselves as a means of concealment from predators.  As such, they are not expected to be 
vulnerable to indirect effects from incidental turbidity or sedimentation within the project vicinity, 
either at the dredge or beach nourishment sites. 

The project will result in the temporary destruction of benthic and infaunal organisms within the 
immediate dredge footprint, including various potential prey items for skate species.  However, 
the sandy shoals of the proposed dredge area are not believed to be particularly valuable foraging 
areas for skates, and skates are expected to shift to other suitable foraging habitats during dredging 
activities and until benthos recolonize the area, and should not be adversely impacted by the 
project. 

Bottom habitat in the dredged area, although remaining sandy, would otherwise differ from pre-
dredge conditions in having greater local bathymetric relief of up to several feet in dredge furrows 
versus the pre-project flat surface.  The surface would become flat again in character over time as 
waves and currents rework the substrate and fill in furrows.  This local bathymetric relief change 
would not be anticipated to impact skates. 

Little Skate (juvenile) 
Background Information 
Little skate occurs from Nova Scotia to Cape Hatteras and is one of the dominant members of the 
demersal fish community of the northwest Atlantic.  It occurs year-round over almost the entire 
range of temperatures recorded for this area.  Little skate make no extensive migrations, although 
it moves onshore and offshore seasonally with temperature changes.  It also moves north and 
south with seasonal temperature changes along the southern fringe of its range (Packer et al., 
2003).   

Generally the most important prey for little skate are invertebrates such as decapod crustaceans 
(including crabs, shrimp), amphipods, and polychaetes.  Isopods, bivalves, hydroids, and fishes 
are also eaten.  Fishes that are eaten include sand lance, alewives, herring, cunners, silversides, 
tomcod, and silver hake.  Juveniles and adults are preyed upon by sharks, other skates (including 
winter skates), bony fishes (including cod, goosefish, sea raven, longhorn sculpin, bluefish, 
summer flounder), gray seals, and rock crabs (Packer et al., 2003). 

NMFS-NE-175, (Packer et al., 2003) includes detailed information regarding NEFSC seasonal 
trawl survey data for little skate.  Based on those trawl data, juvenile little skate are present within 
the proposed dredge areas year-round.  However, they appear to occur in greatest numbers, by far, 
during the spring.  Trawl data indicate that they tend to migrate north of the project area during 
the summer and fall, and further offshore during the winter.   
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BOEM (2017) reports that Little Skate was one of the seven most abundant species captured in the 
MD WEA in NEFSC bottom trawl surveys in Spring.  These captures presumably included 
juveniles. 

Proposed Action Effects 
Juvenile and adult skates are good swimmers and can easily avoid disturbance from dredging 
activities when water temperatures are warm.  However, when bottom water temperatures are 
cold, individuals may be sluggish and more vulnerable to direct impact (mortality).  If dredging 
occurs during the late winter or early spring, direct impacts to juvenile little skate may occur, as 
they are more likely to be present and may have somewhat reduced ability to evade the dredge. 

The project will result in the temporary destruction of benthic and infaunal organisms within the 
immediate dredge footprint, including various potential prey items for skate species.  However, 
the sandy shoals of the proposed dredge area are not believed to be particularly valuable foraging 
areas for skates, and skates are expected to shift to other suitable foraging habitats during dredging 
and until benthos recolonize the area, and should not be adversely impacted by the project. 

Being adapted for benthic life, they are tolerant of sedimentation and often partially bury 
themselves as a means of concealment from predators.  As such, they are not expected to be 
vulnerable to indirect effects from incidental turbidity or sedimentation within the project vicinity, 
either at the dredge or beach nourishment sites. 

Bottom habitat in the dredged area, although remaining sandy, would otherwise differ from pre-
dredge conditions in having greater local bathymetric relief of up to several feet in dredge furrows 
versus the pre-project flat surface.  The surface would become flat again in character over time as 
waves and currents rework the substrate and fill in furrows.  This local bathymetric relief change 
would not be anticipated to impact skates. 

C. Molluscs

Longfin Inshore Squid (eggs). 
Background Information 
Longfin inshore squid (longfin squid) is a schooling species, and is distributed in continental shelf 
and slope waters from Newfoundland to the Gulf of Venezuela, and occurs in commercial 
abundance from southern Georges Bank to Cape Hatteras.  The 2008 EFH impacts assessment 
assessed impacts to juvenile and adult longfin squid, and the finding of that assessment has not 
changed.  The scope of this assessment is limited only to longfin squid eggs – a life stage that was 
not previously assessed. 

Longfin squid spawn from late spring to early summer in the Middle Atlantic.  Longfin squid eggs 
are laid on hard bottom substrates in 50-60 cm wide clusters composed of hundreds of capsules.  
Egg masses are commonly attached to rocks and small boulders on sandy/muddy bottom and on 
macroalga and seaweeds.  The eggs are demersal, are generally laid in waters less 50 m deep, and 
are found at temperatures of 10-23°C.  Females may lay multiple clutches over a period of a few 
weeks.  Development time varies from 10.7 to 26.7 days, depending on water temperature.  Most 
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eggs are spawned in May, and hatching occurs in July.  Larvae that hatch from the eggs are then 
planktonic and pelagic near the surface(Jacobson, 2005). 

Interestingly, although the proposed action area is now designated EFH for that species life 
history stage (MAFMC and NMFS, 2011), BOEM (2017) did not find these egg masses to be in 
OCS waters of the MD WEA, but did find them offshore in OCS waters of NY and VA 

NMFS has provided an EFH source documents in NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS-NE-
193, prepared by Jacobson (2005), and referenced herein as such.  Based on information in that 
document, the project is unlikely to overlap with longfin squid spawning and egg-laying activity, 
spatially or temporally.  Literature indicates that longfin squid eggs require firm substrate, which 
should not be significantly present in the relatively homogenous, sandy shoal areas.  Likewise, 
dredging is not likely to significantly overlap with squid spawning season.  However, Jacobson 
(2005) points out that egg and larval stages need additional study, stating “Human impacts may be 
significant on sandy bottom habitats used by inshore longfin squid for their eggs.  However, little 
information is available on egg habitat locations, seasonal occurrence, sediment characteristics, 
and depth or water chemistry.”   

Proposed Action Effects 
In the event that dredging were to extend into late May, so as to coincide with the initiation of 
squid spawning, and that suitable substrate was actually present within the project vicinity, it is 
possible that impacts to longfin squid eggs could occur.  It was not determined in preparing this 
assessment whether the absence of longfin squid eggs for the MD WEA documented by BOEM 
(2017) characterizes the area in most years or was result of sampling during an unusual time.  If 
substantial numbers of squid eggs did occur in the shoal vicinity on adjacent live bottom materials 
off the shoal, then smothering of egg masses via incidental sedimentation could occur locally. 

Bottom habitat in the dredged area, although remaining sandy, would otherwise differ from pre-
dredge conditions in having greater local bathymetric relief of up to several feet in dredge furrows 
versus the pre-project flat surface.  The surface would become flat again in character over time as 
waves and currents rework the substrate and fill in furrows.  This local bathymetric relief change 
would not be anticipated to impact longfin squid. 

IV  Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Dredging will be conducted utilizing constraints that would mitigate impacts to offshore shoal 
geomorphic integrity, and thus maintain shoal long-term habitat value (EA, Table 2-1).  Shoal 
bathymetry will be monitored over time and shoal geomorphic response to dredging evaluated.  
Fishery and ecological values of shoals will be periodically reassessed, and the dredging plan 
reformulated (shoal selection, dredging constraints) if there is substantial change. 

NMFS, in coordination with USACE conducted during preparation of the EA, suggested 
considering a time-of-year (TOY) restriction on dredging during Summer and Fall.  (Instead, 
preferentially dredging in in Winter and early Spring).  NMFS made this suggestion because the 
Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council (MAFMC) recommends winter/early spring as an 
optimal time for dredging from an environmental and fisheries perspective as productivity of 
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benthic infauna is at a yearly minimum, and spring migrants have not yet arrived from southerly 
and offshore waters.  (Winter diversity is somewhat lower, comprised of limited year-round 
resident species plus some northerly species that have migrated south into the area).  However, 
because the area to be dredged in this project and elsewhere in the region constitutes a small 
portion of comparable OCS habitats, it is not clear that this would meaningfully reduce 
cumulative threats to aquatic life.  BOEM (2013), in a review of dredging impacts, found that 
benthos largely recover within several years to pre-project conditions on sandy substrates.  
Dredging in Winter is limited by rough seas and hazardous conditions.  Dredging in Winter and 
early Spring could potentially pose greater risk of physically destroying demersal fish that are 
sluggish due to cold water temperatures.   

V  Federal Agency’s Views Regarding the Proposed Action  

The updated EFH impacts reaches the same finding as the assessment conducted in 2008.  The 
proposed action will adversely impact EFH for benthic invertebrates and demersal fish species for 
which the impact area constitutes EFH.  However, the project incorporates appropriate mitigation 
measures focused on maintaining the offshore shoals as habitat over the long-term.  Accordingly, 
in light of this balance between meeting sand needs of Ocean City and conducting dredging 
utilizing long-term habitat maintenance constraints, the project complies with the provisions of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act, as amended.    

Impacts upon EFH for those species and their life history stages previously assessed in 2008 
remain the same in 2018.  The additional new species and life history stages assessed in this 
addendum lead to the same management implications already included as dredging constraints 
that would serve to mitigate impacts to offshore shoal habitat.    

Because stress of fishing on populations is currently better managed than in 2008, importance of 
habitat as factor controlling species population health has increased compared to 2008.  However, 
the dredging constraints presented in 2008 were not founded on fishery status of any of the species 
considered, but were instead focused on long-term maintenance of shoal habitat.  Accordingly, the 
vision of the 2008 EFH impacts assessment which strove to maintain offshore shoal habitats while 
also providing sand for Ocean City is maintained. 

BOEM (2018) identifies species of concern for bottom impacts that have require relatively rare 
types of habitats for one or more life stages and those with limited mobility during one or more 
life stages.  Biggest potential concern of this updated assessment is that there are benthic and 
demersal species and life history stages identified in 2018 for which the project area was not 
identified to be of particular concern in 2008.  A possible major concern would also be if any new 
species or life history stage strongly dependent upon shoals (such as for forage or 
congregation/migration).  While investigations completed since the 2008 EFH impacts assessment 
continue to support considering the shoals to be important Continental Shelf habitats, no new 
information has been identified that indicates any of the EFH analyzed species are strongly 
dependent upon offshore shoals.  Conversely, species that are pelagic, highly migratory, and 
derive their food over a broad region were anticipated to be of little concern in 2008, and that 
conclusion remains in 2018.  The offshore shoals lack highly structured habitats, other than for the 
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artificial reef at Shoal B.  Concerns of impacts to such habitats which could be stock limiting for 
structure-oriented species thus do not apply to the proposed action. 

Impacts of greatest concern would be upon the additional benthic and demersal species life history 
stages assessed in this document.  Neither of the new bony fish species for which new life stages 
were considered (Atlantic mackerel eggs and yellowtail flounder eggs) are demersal.  The four 
species of tuna assessed in this document that were not assessed in 2008 are pelagic and impacts 
are likely to be negligible.  Of the six species of cartilaginous fish newly assessed, five are 
demersal (smooth dogfish, spiny dogfish, clearnose skate, little skate, winter skate).  While direct 
impacts to individuals of these species may occur, it is not anticipated that there would be 
concentrated numbers of individuals present.  While dredging would eliminate benthic foraging 
opportunities following dredging for several years, there is abundant comparable foraging 
opportunity available elsewhere on the OCS.  

Perhaps the biggest concern would be if longfin squid egg masses were present in substantial 
numbers because they are of limited mobility.  While the area is designated EFH, sampling has 
not recorded these being present (BOEM, 2017).  And time of year of dredging (between Labor 
and Memorial Days) would tend to minimize impacts.  

Impacts to Atlantic albacore juveniles were assessed in accordance with direction from NMFS to 
consider this species.  However, it is unlikely that the project area should be considered EFH for 
this species juvenile life history stage based on its general occurrence at greater depth. 
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Table C-1:  NMFS list of bony finfish species by life history stage to analyze, 2018

Tally
Species common 
name

Scientific name Geographic Management Group Eggs Larvae
Juve-
niles

Adults

1 Albacore Tuna Thunnus alalunga Atlantic Highly Migratory, Mid-Atlantic X
2 Atlantic butterfish Peprilus triacanthus Greater Atlantic Region, Mid-Atlantic Species X X X
3 Atlantic mackerel Scomber scombrus Greater Atlantic Region, Mid-Atlantic Species X X X
4 Atlantic sea herring Clupea harengus New England X X
5 black sea bass Centropristus striata Greater Atlantic Region, Mid-Atlantic Species X X X
6 bluefin tuna Thunnus thynnus Atlantic Highly Migratory, Mid-Atlantic X
7 bluefish Pomatomus saltatrix Greater Atlantic Region, Mid-Atlantic Species X X X
8 cobia Rachycentron canadum State X X X X
9 king mackerel Scomberomorus cavalla South-Atlantic X X X X

10 monkfish Lophius americanus New England & Mid-Atlantic X X
11 red hake Urophycis chuss New England X X X
12 scup Stenotomus chrysops Greater Atlantic Region, Mid-Atlantic Species X X
13 skipjack tuna Katsuwonus pelamis Atlantic Highly Migratory, Mid-Atlantic X X
14 Spanish mackerel Scomberomorus maculatus South-Atlantic X X X X
15 summer flounder Paralicthys dentatus Greater Atlantic Region, Mid-Atlantic Species X X X X
16 windowpane flounder Scopthalmus aquosus New England X X X X
17 witch flounder Glyptocephalus cynoglossus New England X X
18 yellowfin tuna Thunnus albacares Atlantic Highly Migratory, Mid-Atlantic X
19 yellowtail flounder Pleuronectes ferruginea New England X X

Orange = new spp for area since 2008 assessment
Yellow = new life history stage for area since 2008 assessment
Pink = new designation since 2008



Table C-2:  NMFS list of cartilaginous finfish species by life history stage to analyze, 2018

Tally Species common name Scientific name Geographic Management Group Eggs Neonate
Neonate / 
Juvenile

Juvenile
Juvenile / 
Adults

Adults
All

1 Atlantic angel shark Squatina dumerili Atlantic Highly Migratory Species, Shark X
2 Atlantic sharpnose shark Rhizopriondon terraenovae Atlantic Highly Migratory Species, Shark X
3 common thresher shark Alopias vulpinus Atlantic Highly Migratory Species, Shark X
4 dusky shark Charcharinus obscurus Atlantic Highly Migratory Species, Shark X X
5 sand tiger shark Odontaspis taurus Atlantic Highly Migratory Species, Shark X X
6 sandbar shark Charcharinus plumbeus Atlantic Highly Migratory Species, Shark X X X
7 tiger shark Galeocerdo cuvieri Atlantic Highly Migratory Species, Shark X
8 smooth dogfish* Mustelus canis Atlantic Highly Migratory Species, Shark X
9 spiny dogfish Squalus acanthias Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council X** X**

10 clearnose skate Raja eglanteria New England X X
11 winter skate Leucoraja ocellata New England X
12 little skate Leucoraja erinacea New England X

Orange = new spp for area since 2008 assessment
Yellow = new life history stage for area since 2008 assessment

*Smoothhound shark complex, Atlantic stock
**Further divided into male and female subcategories



Table C-3:  NMFS list of mollusc speciesby life history stage to analyze, 2018

Tally Common name Scientific name Geographic Management Group Eggs Larvae Juveniles Adults

1 Longfin inshore squid Loligo pealei* Greater Atlantic Region, Mid-Atlantic Species X X X

2 Atlantic surf clam Spisula solidissima Greater Atlantic Region, Mid-Atlantic Species X X

Yellow = new spp or life history stage for area since 2008 assessment

*(Former name Loligo pealeii ; revised name Doryteuthis pealeii ) 



Table C‐4:  Bony fish habitat preferences

Species Common 
Name Fishery status

Regulated EFH 
Life History 
Stage Habitat Substrate Depth m Depth ft Water Temperature C

Water 
Temperature F

Reported 
Months/ 
Seasonality of 
Occurrence References

Albacore tuna Not overfished, not 
subject to overfishing 
(2016)

Juveniles Pelagic N/A (pelagic cruisers) Surface waters between 
50 and 2000m isobaths

Surface waters 
between 160 and 
6,600ft isobaths

Between 15.6 and 
19.4C

between 60 
and 67F

NOAA, 2009

Bluefin tuna Overfishing status 
unknown; not subject 
to overfishing (2017)

Juveniles Pelagic N/A (pelagic cruisers) Surface waters between 
the 25 and 200 m 
isobaths

Surface waters 
between the 80 and 
660ft isobaths

Warmer than 12C warmer than 
54F

YOY recruit late 
June to August

NOAA, 2009

Juveniles Pelagic N/A (pelagic cruisers) no info no info no info (same as 
adults?)

no info (same 
as adults?)

YOY recruit in 
mid‐Atlantic in 
late summer 
(approx?)

NOAA, 2009

Adults Pelagic; associate 
w/ convergences, 
hydrographic 
discontinuities

N/A (pelagic 
cruisers); associate 
w/birds, sargassum 
and drifting objects, 
whales, sharks and 
other tunas

no info no info Range from 20 to 31C; 
optimum 27C

Range from 60 
to 88F; 
optimum 81F

temperature‐
dependent 
(>15C)

NOAA, 2009

Yellowfin tuna Juveniles Pelagic N/A (pelagic cruisers) Surface waters Surface waters NOAA, 2009
Yellowtail 
flounder

Overfished; subject 
to overfishing (2017)

Eggs Pelagic, near 
surface, along
continental shelf 
waters

N/A (planktonic) Range 10‐750 m (most 
30‐90 m)

Range 30‐2,500 ft 
(most 100 ‐300 ft)

Range 2.0‐15C Range 36‐59F Mid‐March to 
July, peaks in 
April to June
in southern 
New England

Johnson, et 
al. 1999; 
NMFS‐NE‐
140

Eggs Pelagic N/A (planktonic) Range: 10‐325 m, most 
from 30‐70 m; depth 
varies w/season, egg 
diameter, thermocline

Range 30‐1,100 ft 
(Most from 100‐230 ft)

Collected at 5‐23C, 
highest abundance 
from ~ 7‐16C with 
range related to 
season

Collected at 41‐
73F, highest 
abundance 45 ‐ 
61F

Highest 
abundances in 
May, June in ‐ 
Mid‐Atlantic 
region.

Studholme, 
et al. 1999; 
NMFS‐NE‐
141

Juveniles  Pelagic; shift from 
planktonic to 
swimming and 
schooling @ ~ 30‐
50mm; reach 50‐
80 mm in ~ 2 
months in mid‐
Atlantic; 20 cm 
after 1 yr

N/A (pelagic cruisers) Varies seasonally.
Fall: offshore, most 
abundant ~ 20‐40 m 
(range: 0‐320 m); 
Winter: 50‐70 m; Spring: 
dispersed in
water column, but 
concentrated 30‐90 m;.
Summer: most 20‐50 m, 
(range from 0‐210
m).

Most abundant by 
season ‐Fall: 65‐130 ft; 
Winter: 165‐230 ft; 
Spring: concentrated 
100‐300 ft; Summer: 65‐
165

Found from 4‐22C, 
most at 10C. Offshore 
distribution
changes seasonally as 
average temperature 
ranges increase

Found 41‐73F, 
most at 50F

Year‐round; 
Larvae 
transition to 
juveniles in Jun‐
Aug (c. 2 mos. 
of age)

Studholme, 
et al. 1999; 
NMFS‐NE‐
141

Not overfished, not 
subject to overfishing 
(2014)

Overfished; subject 
to overfishing (2018)

Skipjack tuna 

Atlantic mackerel



Table C-5: Occurrence of skate juveniles and adults in Mid-Atlantic.
Information presented pertinent to estuarine and coastal ocean waters.  

Common 
Name

 Depth (m) Depth (ft)

Water 
Temper-
ature C

Water 
Temper-
ature F Salinity References

Clearnose 
1-33 m, most 7-15 m

3-110 ft, most 20-50
ft 8-20C 46-68F

Range > 12 ppt, 
most at >22 ppt.

Packer et al., 
2003

Little 

Greatest abundance in 
Spring<9 m depth, 
Summer and Fall 
greatest abundance >9 
m

Greatest abundance 
in Spring<30 ft depth, 
greatest abundance 
Spring-Fall> 30 ft 2-15C 36-59F

Range >15 ppt, 
mean 32 ppt

Packer et al., 
2003

Winter Most abundant 0-110 
m, Winter 33-113 m 

Most abundant 0-360 
ft, Winter 110-370 ft -1 to 19 C 30 to 66F Range 15-35 ppt

Packer et al., 
2003
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Other NMFS Trust Resources:  Arthropods and Fish 

Consultation with NOAA Fisheries may also be required if the proposed action results in adverse 
impacts to other NOAA-trust resources, such as anadromous fish, shellfish, crustaceans, or their 
habitats as part of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.  Assessments of selected NOAA-trust 
resources that are known to occur or may occur within the Area of Interest (AOI) are listed below.  
Occurrence information for these species was based in part on records of NEAMAP, NEFSC 
and VIMS Chesapeake Bay Multispecies Monitoring and Assessment Program trawl surveys.  
Spatial data for those survey programs was viewed on UNESCO's Ocean Biogeographic 
Information System (OBIS) website:  OBIS (2018) Ocean Biogeographic Information System. 
Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of UNESCO. www.iobis.org  

FISH 
Herring, Shad and Menhaden 
Herring, shad and menhaden (Clupeidae) are anadromous species, meaning that they spend 
the majority of their adult lives at sea and return to lower-salinity waters in the spring to spawn.  
Most of the juveniles migrate downstream during their first year of life.  Two species of herring, 
two species of shad, and one species of menhaden occur within the project area.  Alewives 
(Alosa pseudoharengus) are most abundant in the mid-Atlantic and northeastern states.  
Blueback herring (Alosa aestivalis) are found from Nova Scotia to northern Florida and are most 
abundant in Chesapeake Bay and further south.  American shad (Alosa sapidissima) range from 
the St. Lawrence River in Canada to northern Florida.  Hickory shad (Alosa mediocris) range 
from Cape Cod to Florida, with highest abundances occurring from New York southward.  
Atlantic menhaden (Brevoortia tyrannus) is found in coastal and estuarine waters from Nova 
Scotia to northern Florida.  All five species are pelagic (free-swimming in the water column, not 
benthic), aggregate in schools, and are highly migratory, making seasonal migrations up and 
down the coast as well as spawning migrations into freshwater and back to the sea after 
spawning (NOAA 2018).  For the purposes of this assessment, all five species are reviewed 
together, due to their similar life histories, habits and potential for project-related impacts.  

Alewife and blueback herring, collectively referred to as “river herring”, and American shad are 
managed by the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC) under the Interstate 
Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for Shad and River Herring (NOAA, 2018).  Large catches of 
these species have occurred historically in the ocean off the mouth of Chesapeake Bay by the 
mackerel fishery (Shepherd, 1986).  Management measures to better address bycatch of river 
herring in other fisheries are under consideration (NOAA, 2018).  River herring (alewife and 
blueback) serve as prey for important recreational and commercial species, such as cod, 
haddock, and striped bass (NOAA, 2018).  The Atlantic menhaden fishery is managed by the 
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission's (ASMFC) Atlantic Menhaden Management 
Board, which tracks and regulates harvest under Amendment 2 to the Interstate Fishery 
Management Plan for Atlantic menhaden. 

The project is not expected to adversely affect herring, shad or menhaden populations.  Due to 
the life history of these species, only larger juveniles and adults would be expected to occur 
within the proposed offshore dredging areas.  Given their pelagic habits, it is unlikely that 
dredging would entrain or otherwise significantly impact individuals of these species.  NEAMAP-
Mid Atlantic fall otter trawl survey data from 2007 to 2014 found minimal biomass values for all 
five species within the general project area (MARCO 2018).  Considering the groundfishing gear 
used in the NEAMAP surveys, it indicates that dredging of the offshore borrow areas is unlikely 
to significantly affect these species.  
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American eel  
American eel (Anguilla rostrata) has an unusual life history among regional finfish.  A facultative 
catadromous spawner, some eels may spend most of their lives in marine waters, but it is 
thought that they generally most of their lives within estuaries and fresh water tributaries, but 
adults migrate to open ocean waters to spawn.  Spawning migration can occur over a wide 
timeframe, dependent upon the waterbody of origin, temperature and other factors, which are 
not well-understood (Verreault, et al.).  Adults undego physiological changes in preparation for 
migration, including storing of fat reserves, changes to their eyes and swim bladders, 
degeneration of their digestive system and a characteristic color change to a "silver phase".  It is 
believed they spawn en masse in the vicinity of the Sargasso sea, a subtropical gyre within the 
northern Atlantic, and they are believed to die after spawning.   Eels have distinctive larval 
(leptocephalus) and postlarval ("glass eel") phases, which are both planktonic, laterally 
compressed, and almost completely transparent.  These planktonic forms migrate vertically in 
the water column, using currents to migrate into inshore waters.  As they transition from a 
planktonic stages and migrate into estuaries, they transition further into juveniles ("elvers") that 
more closely resemble their adult forms.  Further development and inshore migration may take 
years, before sexual maturation is complete. 

The oceanic life stages of eels remain poorly-understood.  However, recent evidence from 
eastern Canadian eel populations indicates that adults undergoing spawning migration remain 
near the bottom, least during the day, while crossing the continental shelf enroute to their 
spawning areas (Béguer-Pon, M. et al., 2015).  They do not feed during migration.  If dredging 
for the project occurs during the fall or early winter, some adults may be transiting through the 
project area.  Given the paucity of detailed information about this phase of their lifecycle, there 
is insufficient information to document the likelihood or severity of any impacts that may occur.  
Nevertheless, it seems that migrating adults would be able to simply areas of active dredging 
activities and unlikely that adverse impacts would occur.  A review of occurrence information in 
OBIS found very few records of American eels in NEAMAP and NEFSC trawl surveys. 

Striped Bass 
Striped bass (Morone saxatilis) coastal migratory stocks are managed under a fishery 
management plan developed by the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission.  The Atlantic 
coast stocks are anadromous, spawning in spring in fresh and brackish estuarine waters, with 
peak activity in the mid-Atlantic occurring from mid-April through mid-May.  Females that 
originate in the Chesapeake Bay, Delaware River and Hudson River, undergo seasonal, post-
spawning migrations ranging from North Carolina to Nova Scotia.  Males often remain in 
estuaries much of the year.  Striped bass are omnivorous, feeding on a variety of invertebrates 
and fish species, particularly menhaden and river herring.  Recreational fishing on the coastal 
migratory stocks occurs year round, with peak activity occurring during the spring and fall 
migrations.  Commercial fisheries are conducted seasonally (NOAA, 2013).  

The project is not expected to adversely affect striped bass populations.  Due to the life history of 
this species, only sexually mature adults would be expected to occur within the proposed 
offshore dredging areas.  Given the species’ relatively large adult size and pelagic habit, it is 
unlikely that dredging would entrain or otherwise significantly impact individuals of these species.  
NEAMAP-Mid Atlantic fall otter trawl survey data from 2007 to 2014 found low striped bass 
biomass values within the general project area (MARCO 2018).  Considering the groundfishing 
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gear used in the NEAMAP surveys, it indicates that dredging of the offshore borrow areas is 
unlikely to significantly affect this species.  

Red Drum 
Red drum (Sciaenops ocelatus) are divided into two management areas or stocks along the 
Atlantic coast, a northern stock (from New Jersey to North Carolina) and a southern stock (from 
South Carolina to Florida).  The stock units are based on differences in life history traits and 
information from genetic and tagging studies indicating red drum rarely move between the two 
regions.  The historic distribution of red drum on the Atlantic coast is from Massachusetts through 
Florida, though few fish have been reported north of the Chesapeake Bay in recent years.  
Juveniles are most abundant in estuarine waters and inlets, while fish older than age four inhabit 
deeper waters.  The adult fish migrate seasonally, moving offshore or south in the winter and 
inshore or north in the spring. Spawning occurs at night in inlets and nearshore waters during the 
summer and fall. (NOAA, 2013).  

Due to the life history of these species, only sexually mature adults would be expected to occur 
within the proposed project areas.  Given the species’ relatively large adult size and pelagic 
habit, it is unlikely that dredging would entrain or otherwise directly impact adult individuals of the 
species.  In “Atlantic Sciaenid Habitats: A Review of Utilization, Threats, and Recommendations 
for Conservation, Management, and Research” Odell, et al. state, in part: “A more immediate 
threat to red drum adult habitat is the mining of sand for beach nourishment projects.  Associated 
risks include burial of hard bottoms near mining or disposal sites, contamination, and an increase 
in turbidity and hydrological alterations that could result in a diminished habitat…”  These risks, 
while applicable to some nourishment activities along the Atlantic coast, do not appear to be a 
significant concern for the proposed project.  The material to be dredged is coarse and sandy, 
with no known contamination issues.  There are no notable hardbottom habitats identified within 
the vicinity of either the borrow areas or beach nourishment reaches.  Disturbances to nearshore 
forage species for red drum resulting from beach nourishment activities are expected to be 
temporary and minor.  The project area lies near the northern limit of the species’ functional 
range and appears to be of minor significance to the overall northern stock population.  For these 
reasons the project is not expected to adversely affect red drum. 

ARTHROPODS 
Blue crabs  
Blue crab (Callinectes sapidus) throughout its range is an important component of estuarine 
ecosystems.  Blue crabs are opportunistic benthic predators and scavengers, and their diet may 
include a wide range of taxa including bivalves, crustaceans and fish.  Blue crabs occupy 
diverse habitats throughout their life history, including an estuarine adult phase and a pelagic, 
planktotrophic larval phase that develops in coastal waters.  The estuarine adults and juveniles 
range from Brazil to New England and are extremely adaptable to a broad range of 
environmental conditions.  The blue crab supports important commercial and recreational 
fisheries throughout much of its range, and has been harvested since pre‐colonial times.  In the 
1950’s, the Chesapeake Bay region represented almost 80% of the national landings. This 
figure has fallen since then, and during the period of 2000-2009, the Chesapeake Bay 
represented only 34% of the national landings. However, there is some evidence of an increase 
in importance of the Chesapeake region, averaging roughly 42% of national landings in 2008 & 
2009, according to the most recent interagency regional stock assessment.  Maryland, Virginia 
and the Potomac River Fisheries Commission are the management jurisdictions for blue crab in 
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Chesapeake Bay. The three jurisdictions all are signatories to the 1997 Chesapeake Bay Blue 
Crab Fishery Management Plan. (UMCES 2011). 

In Chesapeake Bay, the full life cycle of blue crab makes use of the coastal ocean, submerged 
aquatic vegetation, oyster reefs, salt marshes, and unstructured shallows and benthos. The 
larval stages are restricted to a narrow range of temperature and salinity that is characteristic of 
tropical to sub-tropical oceanic waters.  Female C. sapidus mature and mate throughout the Bay 
before migrating to the higher salinities of the estuarine mouth.  Mating and migration starts in 
the late summer and fall after the molt to maturity, and a large percentage of mature females 
congregate in the lower Bay or over-winter along the main stem of the Bay. Females 
constrained in their migration by low winter temperatures arrive on the spawning grounds during 
the following spring and throughout the summer.  Spawning generally starts in mid-May and 
continues through early September, from the mouth of the York River to the Virginia Capes.  As 
eggs develop, females migrate from the spawning ground to the Virginia Capes and out onto the 
inner continental shelf.  Crab larvae are released from mature egg masses in high salinity water, 
where they persist in the coastal zone.  Following settlement as megalopae, small juvenile crabs 
disperse northward and into subestuaries to forage, utilizing structured environments that 
provide refuge from predators and cannibalism.  (MD Sea Grant 2010) 

Males generally remain within the estuaries and rivers for their entire lives.  Female blue crabs 
do not typically venture far offshore, although a few have been documented travelling significant 
distances along the coast.  Generally speaking however, offshore coastal shelf waters are not 
significantly used by postlarval blue crabs.   A review of occurrence information in OBIS found 
very few records of blue crabs in NEAMAP and NEFSC trawl surveys in the project vicinity, and 
the project is likely to have negligible impact to adult blue crabs.  After being released near the 
mouth of estuaries, early larval stages of blue crabs are planktonic, and may spend time in 
entrained in offshore waters.  However, because blue crab spawning within our region occurs 
primarily during the summer, the project is likely to have negligible impact upon larval stages of 
the blue crab.   

Horseshoe Crab 
Horseshoe crabs (Limulus polyphemus) are a migratory marine arthropod found along the 
Atlantic coast from northern Maine to the Yucatan Peninsula and the Gulf of Mexico.  The 
Delaware Bay supports the largest spawning horseshoe crab population in the world.  Little is 
known about the status of the horseshoe crab population.  Limited time-series of horseshoe crab 
population data make it difficult to assess its status.  However, the 2013 stock assessment 
update indicates horseshoe crab abundance remains stable in the Delaware Bay region (New 
Jersey through coastal Virginia).  Horseshoe crabs are managed under the Interstate Fishery 
Management Plan (FMP) for Horseshoe Crab (1998) and its subsequent addenda (Addenda I-
VII) (ASFMC 2018). 

Adults either remain in estuaries or migrate to the continental shelf during the winter months.  
Spawning generally occurs from March through July, with the peak spawning activity occurring 
on the evening new and full moon high tides in May and June (Shuster and Botton, 1985).  
Juveniles hatch from the beach environment and spend the first two years in nearshore areas 
(ASFMC 2018).  Per the FMP, 74 percent of the total number of horseshoe crabs caught in 
bottom trawl surveys compiled by the Northeast Fisheries Center were taken in water shallower 
than 20 meters and 92 percent were caught at depths less than 30 meters.  Migration from 
beaches where horseshoe crabs have been tagged vary from a few kilometers in Florida to 
almost 34 kilometers in Massachusetts (Shuster, 1982).  Horseshoe crabs remain dispersed over 
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the continental shelf and on bay bottoms (e.g., Delaware Bay and Chesapeake Bay) for most of 
the year (Botton, 1995). 

Since the 2008 EIS was completed, BOEM has supported substantial efforts to compile 
previously collected data and undertake new investigations in the MD Wind Energy Area (WEA) 
(BOEM, 2017), located a few miles further offshore from the proposed borrow areas.  Trawl 
sampling of the outer continental shelf, including the mid-Atlantic Bight, is conducted annually by 
NOAA-NEFSC in the spring and fall.  Horseshoe crab wasn’t among the most abundant 
organisms captured in NEFSC bottom trawls over the period 2003-2012 or in a trawl survey of 
the MD WEA conducted in June/July 2008.  However, visual sampling of epifauna conducted in 
July 2013 did record horseshoe crab as being among the most common organisms (BOEM, 
2017).  

NEAMAP-Mid Atlantic fall otter trawl survey data from 2007 to 2014 shows that horseshoe crab 
biomass is greater within the proposed sand borrow areas, relative to the MD WEA further 
offshore (MARCO 2018).  These trawl catch records, and the proximity of the proposed sand 
borrow areas to the mouth of Delaware Bay, indicate that the proposed project may have at least 
a temporary impact on horseshoe crab populations within the region.  However, the limited 
population information currently available makes it difficult to quantify any such impact.   

If the offshore shoals occur along a concentrated migration route of this species into or out of 
Delaware Bay, then this could potentially be an important consideration regarding time of year 
for dredging.  Potential presence of this species in commercial numbers on Great Gull Bank was 
previously identified as a concern when dredging for Assateague in 2002 was being planned.  
Coordination with NMFS was undertaken to further investigate this topic.  Information on 
horseshoe crab concentration areas and migration corridors on the OCS is limited.  However, 
because the candidate shoals are more than 25 miles from the mouth of Delaware Bay and the 
entrance into the bay from the OCS is more than 10 miles wide, it was determined to be unlikely 
that a substantial portion of the horseshoe crab population could occur on Isle of Wight, 
Weaver, A, or B Shoals when dredging is being conducted.  While horseshoe crabs could be 
destroyed in substantial numbers during dredging, given the stable status of the fishery in the 
mid-Atlantic region, and the temporary nature of the potential project impacts, it is unlikely that 
this would have an adverse impact to the horseshoe crab population.  If additional information 
becomes available regarding horseshoe crab population dynamics, it may inform future 
management decisions, and suggest management practices, such as time-of-year restrictions, to 
minimize potentially-adverse effects. 
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Other Trust Resources – Miscellaneous Bivalve Shellfish 

There are several species of bivalves that are listed as "other trust resources" and/or have managed 
fisheries.  Note that the NMFS checklist of "other trust resources" includes the ambiguously‐named 
"quahog".  It is unclear whether this is meant to refer to the ocean quahog (Arctica islandica) or the hard 
clam (aka "northern quahog"; Mercenaria mercenaria), but we assume the latter given that ocean 
quahog and the Atlantic surfclam (Spisula solidissima) are managed as a joint fishery.  Because ocean 
quahog may potentially occur within the project vicinity, it is included below.   

Ocean Quahog (Arctica islandica) ‐ Generally prefers shelf waters deeper than 80 feet, which is deeper 
than the borrow sites.  The 2017 stock assessment suggests that there is currently a northward trend in 
overall stock distribution, or at least a declining commercial fishery, in the quahog's range south of New 
Jersey.  The inshore limit of their distribution appears to be limited by the 60° F bottom isotherm in the 
summer months.  Most are found at depths of 80‐200 feet.  The ocean quahog's habitat distribution in 
the southern portion of its range, including the project area, is such that the project is expected to have 
negligible impact on the species' stock.  Interesting side note ‐ quahogs are slow‐growing, slow‐
recruiting and there is evidence that these are among the longest‐lived bivalves known.  Stock 
assessments suggest that 16% of the individuals in the Delmarva region are over 100 years old, and 
commonly reach twice that age.  One is suspected of having lived to 225 years. 

Blue Mussel (Mytilus edulis) ‐ On the east coast of North America, the blue mussel extends from 
Labrador to Cape Hatteras, and it is common throughout the North Atlantic and Mid‐Atlantic Regions.  It 
is most common in the littoral to sublittoral zones of oceanic and polyhaline to mesohaline estuarine 
environments.  Blue mussels are semi‐sessile epibenthic bivalves that are anchored to a secure 
substrate, or attached to other mussels.  (Newell, 1989).  It therefore seems unlikely that the sandy 
shoal areas would be significant habitats for the species.  A review of occurrence information in OBIS 
found that while Mytilus spp. in more northern areas extended offshore, their distribution within the 
Delmarva region was confined to nearshore waters, and none were documented in the offshore waters 
around the sand shoal areas.   

Eastern oyster (Crassostrea virginica), hard clam/Northern quahog (Mercenaria mercenaria), and 
softshell clam (Mya arenaria) ‐ These three bivalve species are characterized by an inshore, euryhaline 
estuarine distribution, within the Delmarva/Chesapeake region.  As such, they are unlikely to occur in 
offshore waters and the project is expected to have negligible impact on these species.  Oysters are 
essentially confined entirely within the estuaries and tidal rivers.  Hard and soft clams are not expected 
be present in significant numbers as far offshore as the proposed dredge areas (although a congeneric 
species, Mercenaria campechiensis, may occur further offshore than M. mercenaria).   While some hard 
clams and softshell clams may occur in the sublittoral and littoral waters near the beach, these species 
are adapted to withstand episodic turbidity and sedimentation, and the project is therefore not 
expected to significantly impact individuals that may be present in proximity to the beach nourishment 
activities.   
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MDE Water Quality Certification 
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Maryland Board of Public Works Wetlands License 
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Matthew M. Grunewald, RPA June 21, 2019 
District Archeologist 
USACE, Planning Division Mobile District 
CESAM-PD-EI 
109 St. Joseph Street 
PO Box 2288 
Mobile, Alabama  36608 
 
Re: Management Summary  

Cultural Resources Investigation for the Atlantic Coast Shoreline Protection Project, Outer 
Continental Shelf, Isle of Wight and Weaver Shoals, Offshore Ocean City, Worcester County, 
Maryland 

 Contract W91278-15-D-0046, Task Order W912PP19F0011 
 
Dear Mr. Grunewald, 
 
SEARCH recently completed the Phase I maritime remote-sensing survey for the referenced project.  
This work was conducted for the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Baltimore District which is 
proposing to provide beach nourishment to Ocean City, Maryland through the year 2044 to reduce the 
risk of coastal storm damage. USACE is now evaluating the potential effects that may result from 
borrowing sand from two shoals, Isle of Wight and Weaver Shoals, in federal waters.  The USACE Mobile 
District is providing technical expertise and contract oversight to the Baltimore District for this endeavor.  
The USACE contracted SEARCH of Pensacola, Florida, to conduct the remote-sensing investigation to 
identify the location of any shipwrecks or other potentially significant submerged cultural resources 
which may be adversely affected by dredging activities (Figure 1).  
 
SEARCH completed remote-sensing operations on June 1, 2019.  The survey was conducted on favorable 
weather days between May 30 and June 1, 2019, and followed methodology guidelines established by 
BOEM and the USACE Performance Work Statement.  Equipment for the work included a differentially 
corrected global positioning system, a cesium marine magnetometer, a side-scan sonar, and subbottom 
profiler.  Survey line spacing was maintained at 30-meter (m) (100-foot [ft]) intervals.  At remote-sensing 
target locations possibly indicative of potential submerged cultural resources, additional perpendicular 
lines were run at 7.6-m (25-ft) intervals to delineate the boundaries of the possible resource. 
 
SEARCH has completed initial data processing and analysis, consisting of magnetic data contouring and 
review of raw side-scan sonar and sub-bottom profiler imagery.  SEARCH identified no remote-sensing 
targets within the Area of Potential Effects (APE) that are indicative of potential submerged cultural 
resources.  SEARCH recommends cultural resources clearance for the APE, as the remote-sensing data 
and archaeological analyses do not reveal the presence of potential submerged cultural resources.  
SEARCH will continue analysis of remote-sensing data to add and finalize recommendations and prepare 
a more in-depth draft report for your review.  Should you have any questions or comments at this time, 
please do not hesitate to contact me or Jeff Enright (Project Manager). 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Joseph Grinnan, MA, RPA 
Maritime Principal Investigator 
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Figure 1.  Project Location Map. 



Pipeline Engineering Background Information for Cultural Resources 
Impacts Assessment 
 
Typical practices involved in deployment and retrieval of the pipeline (subline) through which 
sand is pumped between the dredge and the beach are useful for more detailed consideration of 
potential impacts to any cultural/historic resources that could be present.  For the Ocean City 
project, the contractor chooses where the sublines are placed.  Before pumping operations are 
commenced, the contractor must first place a subline.  The subline runs perpendicular to the 
shore out to a depth where the dredge can safely navigate.  Typical dredges on past projects have 
required a depth anywhere between 25 and 30 feet.  This corresponds to 2,000 to 3,000 feet 
offshore.  The subline is composed of welded steel pipe, typically with a diameter between 30 
and 36 inches.  Lengths of pipes vary, but are typically between 350 and 750 feet long.  The 
contractor employs a special barge to place the pipe.  The contractor caps the first pipe on either 
end and fills it with air so it floats.  The barge maneuvers the pipe so that the landward end is 
close enough to the shore so that onshore equipment can grab it and pull it onto the berm and 
secure it.  Once the first pipe is placed, the workers on the barge successively weld additional 
sections of pipe until the desired length is reached.  Throughout the operation, the subline is still 
filled with air and floats on the surface of the water.  At the end, the contractor attaches a floating 
flexible pipe with a buoy.  The flexible pipe will be connected to the dredge during pumpout 
operations.  Once the contractor has welded all the pipe lengths and attached the flexible pipe, 
the subline is filled with water so that it gently sinks to the seafloor.  Once placed, the subline 
filled with water does not move around on the seafloor.  At the end of the project, the contractor 
blows the water out of the subline so that it floats again, and disassembles the pipe.   
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Larry Hogan, Governor Robert S. McCord, Secretary 
Boyd Rutherford, Lt. Governor • Sandy Schrader, Deputy Secretary

October 23, 2019 

Christopher Spaur 

Planning Division 

Maryland 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

MARYLAND HISTORICAL TRUST 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District 

10th Floor, 2 Hopkins Plaza 

Baltimore, Maryland 21201 

Re: Atlantic Coast of Maryland Shoreline Protection Project - Offshore Shoals in Federal Waters as 

Sand Sources 

Dear Mr. Spaur: 

The Maryland State Historic Preservation Office, the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) understands the U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) have prepared 

a Draft Environmental Assessment and a Finding of No Significant Impact for proposed dredging of 

offshore shoals in federal waters as part of the Atlantic Coast of Maryland Shoreline Protection Project. 

The project will involve dredging every four years beginning by 2022 and continuing until 2044. Each 

dredging episode will involve extraction of approximately 1,070,000 cubic yards of sand from federal 

waters for placement on Ocean City beaches to reduce risk of coastal storm damage. 

MHT would be pleased to offer guidance at the request of USACE and BOEM in support of this project 

related to protection of historic properties off Maryland's Atlantic Coast for activities in federal waters, 

and continue to provide comments and recommendations in accordance with Section 106 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act and the Maryland Historical Trust Act,§§ SA-325 and SA-326 of the State Finance 

and Procurement Article for future ancillary activtties on state lands and in state waters. 

We look forward to future coordination related to protection of historic properties as appropriate and/or 

desired to help facilitate this important project. 

Thank you for providing this opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Ethan Bean (U 

Daniel Bierly 

Maryland Historical Trust • 100 Community Place • Crownsville • Maryland • 21032 

Tel: 410.697.9591 • toll free 877.767.6272 • TTY users: Maryland Relay • MHT.Maryland.gov 



Comments Received from BOEM (Prepared Aug 2019) and USACE Responses

# Page Section BOEM Specific Comments USACE Response
1 Annex A; Page 

93 of PDF
Fed Consistency 
Determination

Conditional Concurrence Statement:  Recommend incorporating 
commitment related to coordinating new piping nesting sites with 
DNREC, Division of Fish and Wildlife.

Concur.  Added new sentences to FONSI, EA endangered and threatened 
species text (Sections 4.4.5 and 5.3.5), and Conclusion (Section 8) 
regarding historic Piping Plover nesting on Fenwick Island, unlikely 
possibility that Piping Plover would nest within the project beach 
placement areas within MD or DE, but need for USACE to coordinate 
with USFWS, DNREC, and MD DNR in case of nesting.

2 Annex A; page 
103 of PDF

Tribal Historic 
Preservation Letter

Recommend discussing tribal correspondence in more detail in the 
main report.

Concur.  Added new paragraph near end of Section 7 summarizing 
coordination efforts from initial tribal response (to EA preparation notice) 
through public release of draft EA.  

3 Annex A; page 
117 and 119 of 
PDF

Maryland Historic 
Trust Letter

This letter describes pre-installation survey responsibilities for pipeline 
corridors that is not entirely consistent with main report.  It emphasizes 
requirements for Side Scan Sonar as well as review and interpretation 
of data by qualified marine archaeologist.  Recommend confirming that 
compliance with these requirements.

Reviewed with EB.  Didn't identify any main report text needing revision 
from this comment.  USACE will adhere to recommendations in MHT 
letter (side scan sonar surveys of pipeline corridors and review of data).  
Also the letter states that the data can be reviewed by a USACE staff 
archaeologist, with MHT support utilized on an as-needed basis. 

4 Draft FONSI, 
Page 1

First Paragraph It is important to note that this FONSI will be specific to the Corps.  
Though it is appropriate to reference our role as a cooperating agency, 
we will prepare our own FONSI closer to the date of the lease request.

Concur.  Made revisions accordingly.

5 Draft FONSI; 
page 5

Paragraph 5 The text only references coordination with NMFS.  Recommend 
adding USFWS as it relates to USFWS Coordination Act. 

Concur.  Made revisions accordingly.

6 Executive 
Summary; Page 
ES-1

Paragraph 3 Reference BOEM’s cooperating role in the 2008 EIS. Concur.  Made revisions accordingly.

7 Executive 
Summary; Page 
ES-1

Paragraph 5 Spelling.  Replace “Forecast” with “Forecasted” Concur.  Made revisions accordingly.

8 Executive 
Summary; Page 
ES-2

Paragraph 1 Spelling.  Replace “coordinate” with “coordinated” Concur.  Made revisions accordingly.

9 Executive 
Summary; Page 
ES-2

Paragraph 4 Rewrite the sentence beginning with “The EA determined that….” 
Suggest the following:  “The EA determined that the installation of 
screening on the hopper dredge dragheads to mitigate the risk of 
encountering Munitions of Explosive Concern (MEC) may reduce the 
ability to observe take of federally listed sea turtles.  This potential for 
unobserved take was not analyzed in the 2008 EIS and it is assumed 
that further unobserved take may occur.”

Would rather retain definition of "take" in executive summary for the 
many readers likely to read only FONSI and executive summary (it's not 
defined in FONSI), although definition omits harrassment as that is not 
applicable.  "Take" otherwise somewhat nebulous in meaning and 
confusing.  Seeking to meet responsibility to make sure we fairly inform 
public/agencies of changed information and concerns.  Having an 
informed public/agencies will help keep all parties aware/alert to required 
mitigation practices to minimize risk to sea turtles.  

10 Page 2-2 Last Sentence Spelling.  Replace “mitigational” with “mitigation.” Concur.  Made revisions accordingly.

e1plxcwl
Cross-Out



11 Page 5-7 5.3.2; Direct Impacts; 
second to last 
sentence

Consider a different word choice for the following “destroyed in large 
numbers.”  This statement implies ‘significant impacts’ however, these 
impacts are short term and recoverable.

Concur that clarification needed regarding "significant" impacts.  Added 
additional sentence at end of paragraph clarifying that those impacts were 
a principal reason for 2008 EIS preparation.  

12 Page 5-9 First line Recommend replacing “injured or killed” with “non-lethal or lethal” Concur partially.  Modified text in first sentence, but instead moved terms 
"injure or kill" to later in the paragraph in interest of keeping readership 
clearly informed of concerns being weighed/balanced.

13 Page 5-9 Third line Replace “typically” with “may” Concur.  Made revisions accordingly.
14 Page 6-1 Second to last Line Replace “permit” with “lease” Concur.  Made revisions accordingly.
15 P. 8-1 2nd para Modify last sentence to “Dredging would permanently remove xx 

cubic yards of sand from the offshore shoals, but offshore shoal 
geomorphology and associated habitats would be maintained.”  (added 
by CS from EA pdf file which has comments recorded)  

Concur, made revisions accordingly, utilized 6,105,000 cubic yard 
estimate from Section 2.  

16 P. 8-1 3rd para Modify middle sentence to “One potential concern could be if surf 
clam populations adequate to support substantial commercial fishing 
activity become established on one or more of the candidate shoals.”  
(added by CS from EA pdf file which has comments recorded)  

Concur.  Made revisions accordingly.

17 P. 8-1 3rd para Update sentence:  “USACE is committed to surveying temporary 
pipeline routes …”  (added by CS from EA pdf file which has 
comments recorded)  

Concur.  Updated sentences with EB to "USACE is committed to 
surveying temporary pipeline routes in MD waters prior to deploying 
pipeline and dredging.  A Phase I archaeological investigation of Weaver 
and Isle of Wight Shoals conducted May 30th to June 1st, 2019, did not 
document any potential submerged cultural resources.  Dredging the 
Weaver and Island of Wight Shoals will have no effect on historic 
properties.  USACE would conduct Phase I archaeological investigations 
of Shoals A and B on the OCS prior to any dredging."



Letter dated 10/1/2019, sent electronically

Tally 
Number

Comment 
Date

MD Source Comment USACE/BOEM Response and EA Revisions

1 10/1/2019 Dept of Planning 
(State 
Clearinghouse)

MHT determined that project will have “no effect” on 
historic properties.  Federal and or state historic 
preservation requirements have been met.

Sections 5.4.1 and 6.0 updated to include "no effect" determination referencing 
MD letter.

2 10/1/2019 Dept of Planning 
(State 
Clearinghouse)

MD DNR stated that time-of-year restrictions on dredging 
offer additional protection for offshore habitats and 
endangered species.  USACE may want to reconsider this 
moving forward.

Section 3.4 of 2019 EA presented summary of some pros/cons of implementing 
additional time-of-year restrictions.  Coordination with NMFS was undertaken 
regarding this issue in Spring and Summer 2018 and determined that time-of-
year restrictions would not result in substantive avoidance and minimization of 
NOAA trust fishery resources.  (Summer is economically unacceptable to the 
Town of Ocean City; Winter/early Spring is more difficult and dangerous for 
dredging and placement work).  While December - March dredging would pose 
least risk to sea turtles, it is believed that utilization of the required reasonable 
and prudent measures have substantially reduced risk.  

3 10/1/2019 Dept of Planning 
(State 
Clearinghouse)

MDE provided a list of practices applicable to on-land 
construction (including sand placement on the beach) 
that would minimize risk of contaminants and air 
pollutants into the environment, as well as managing 
solid waste produced.  

One MDE comment regarding above-ground petroleum storage tanks is 
applicable to sand placement on the beach.  (The remainder of the MDE 
comments have limited if any applicability to dredging or beach nourishment).  
Placement of sand on the beach in MD (Ocean City) and DE was outside the 
scope of this EA, other than that the EA did include consideration of air pollution 
produced from beachwork in DE.   USACE construction specifications require 
contractors doing beach work to provide a fuel and hazardous liquid storage 
facility which includes a berm an impermeable liner to prevent leakage.   
Construction specifications are prepared for each beach nourishment action.  No 
below-ground fuel storage tanks would be utilized.  As this topic is outside of the 
EA purview, no revisions were made to the EA. 

MD Dept of Planning (State Clearinghouse) Comments and USACE/BOEM Responses

e1plxcwl
Cross-Out



Letter from: Letter date:
NMFS 24-Sep-19

Tally 
Number

Comment Response and EA Revisions

See separate USACE/BOEM letter to NMFS dated 7 Nov 2019



Comments Received from USEPA and USACE/BOEM Responses USEPA Letter dated 17 Sept 2019.
(Note:  USEPA comments originally contained in text of letter.  USACE excerpted and numbered comments)

Tally # USEPA Comment USACE/BOEM Response Final EA Revisions
1 Prior to selection of next sand source, recommend 

public and agency outreach and documentation in an 
EA or EIS.

Concur to preparing new NEPA document if substantial change in conditions occurs.  Otherwise, USACE believes that it can effectively 
coordinate and plan future dredging in an environmentally sensitive manner without need to routinely prepare additional NEPA documents.  
For the Assateague LTSM Project, USACE has held occasional meetings with NPS and other resource agencies since 2004 (frequent meetings in 
initial years, then less frequently in subsequent years) to plan dredging and placement at multiple sites in the Ocean City Inlet vicinity.  This 
informal coordination approach has proved adequate to ensure the LTSM Project is conducted in an environmentally sensitive manner without 
additional formal NEPA efforts.  USACE envisions an equivalent informal approach for the Atlantic Coast Project, and USACE intends to 
coordinate informally with BOEM, NMFS, and MGS regarding findings of ongoing bathymetric monitoring and implications for future OCS 
dredging (as per EA Sections 3.6 [Recommended Alternative] and 8.0 [Conclusion]).  

Adding statement to Executive Summary (ES-2, Paragraph 2) regarding this additional new informal coordination as not 
mentioned there:  "USACE will coordinate monitoring with BOEM, NMFS, and MGS. In the future, the value of Weaver Shoal, 
Isle of Wight Shoal, Shoal A, and Shoal B as fishing grounds will be re-assessed in making decisions over which offshore shoal to 
dredge."  Also adding statement "USACE would prepare additional NEPA documents and conduct public and agency 
coordination in the event conditions change substantially" to same paragraph, as well as Sections 3.6 and 8.0.

2 Put 2008 EIS on NAB website  Concur.  The 2008 EIS was incorporated by reference in the 2019 EA, although  unfortunately not posted online during public/agency review 
period.  USACE posted 2008 EIS on 24 Sept 2019; document will remain posted for up to several months.  

None (other than this response)

3 Recommend that following next dredging cycle, USACE 
revisit potential alternatives that would avoid impacts 
to shoals, including additional non-shoal sand sources 
(including dredge disposal sites such as Norfolk Ocean 
Disposal and Dam Neck Ocean Disposal), heavily 
impacted or created shoals (such as the ebb shoal), 
modification of dredging methods, enhanced 
stabilization methods, modifications to the beach, or 
other alternatives.

Concur in the event conditions change substantially and a supplemental NEPA document is prepared.  USACE and BOEM in the 2008 EIS 
considered multiple alternative sand sources in the Ocean City vicinity, from the mainland to the ocean seafloor, including both shoals and non-
shoal bottom (Sections 4 and 5).  This ultimately resulted in selection of the four candidate OCS offshore shoals re-evaluated in the 2019 EA.   
The 2008 EIS investigated making substantial use of the ebb shoal (independent of the LTSM project), but that alternative was rejected by NPS 
at that time based on concerns over potential impacts to Assateague Island.  The 2008 EIS did not consider utilizing dredged material now 
placed at the Norfolk and Dam Neck Ocean Disposal Sites.  USACE considers economic, engineering, and environmental factors.  Substantial 
volumes of sand generated from dredging in the mouth of Chesapeake Bay vicinity are used beneficially on shorelines, including Virginia Beach.  
Material dredged from the Cape Henry Approach Channel, which consists predominantly of sand (75% to 88% sand in 2017 testing) is not used 
beneficially, however, and is disposed of at the Dam Neck Ocean Disposal Site which lies about 10-12 miles one way from that channel.  (This 
channel is a component of the Baltimore Harbor & Approach Channels Project).  Ocean City is approximately 100 miles away from Cape Henry 
Channel, about 10 times the distance of the Dam Neck Site.  Transporting Cape Henry Channel material this increased distance would 
substantially increase costs, probably rendering Ocean City economically infeasible as a placement site under the Baltimore Harbor & Channels 
Project.  The non-federal sponsor (Maryland Port Administration) would bear any additional costs beyond that of the federal standard 
placement site under the Baltimore project.  Under the Atlantic Coast of MD Project, MD DNR could conceivably choose to pay this additional 
transport cost to bring the Cape Henry Channel material to Ocean City.  However, Cape Henry Channel material has substantially greater silts 
and clays than material dredged from OCS offshore shoals off Ocean City, making Cape Henry Channel material less suitable for the Atlantic 
Coast of MD Project.  

None (other than this response)

4 Discuss how the beach nourishment policies of MAFMC 
were considered or incorporated

Concur.  (Note:   USACE and BOEM considered the 2015 MAFMC policies in preparing the 2019 EA [see Annex B], and discussed the MAFMC 
policies with NMFS in Summer 2018.)  MAFMC policies date from 2015.  The candidate OCS offshore shoal sand sources and geomorphic 
dredging constraints re-evaluated in the 2019 EA were derived (with minor exceptions) from the 2008 EIS, and had been previously developed 
in collaboration with NMFS, other resource agencies, and academic experts. Several of the policies are applicable to dredging in the OCS.  Of 
these, it should be noted that USACE did avoid sensitive fish habitats in developing the recommended plan of the 2008 EIS.  Slow to recover live 
bottom habitats, which occur in inter-shoal areas, were avoided.  The offshore shoals are comparatively dynamic and lack sensitive, slow to 
recover benthos.  USACE and BOEM did not re-investigate other non-shoal seafloor sand sources for this EA.  Other potentially applicable 
MAFMC policies were not applied in the 2019 EA  because the Atlantic Coast of MD is an authorized project founded on use of OCS offshore 
shoal sand sources, the 2008 EIS adequately considered use of other sources, and the recommended plan of the 2019 EA (and 2008 EIS) 
incorporates dredging constraints to mitigate habitat impacts.  Additional discussion of this topic is provided in the USACE/BOEM response to 
NMFS (separate chart in this annex).  

None (other than this response).  Separate response to NMFS addresses this topic in greater detail.

5 Data regarding horseshoe crab congregation areas and 
migratory corridors would be helpful for this project

Concur.  EA Sections 3.4 and 3.6 identified the information need for horseshoe crab distribution on OCS.   (It is more likely a concern closer to 
the mouth of Delaware Bay than on OCS offshore shoals of this project, as stated in Section 3.4 of EA).  Also, protected species observers on the 
dredge (for sea turtles and whales) could record horsehoe crab and any notable bycatch to inform future dredging decisions.  Project crew on 
the beach could record if substantial numbers of entrained organisms are being pumped up onto the beach.

Revising Section 2.1 to include need for protected species observers to record notable bycatch.  Revising EA Section 3.4 by 
adding additional information on proximity of candidate shoals to Ocean City Inlet and MD coastal bays, and clarify that 
impacts of dredging at different times of year (winter/spring versus fall) are unclear for horseshoe crab.  Revising Section 3.6 to 
reference Section 3.4.

6 Biological monitoring should also be conducted to 
evaluate dredging impacts

Do not concur.  There are no unique circumstances associated with the Project that warrant additional monitoring based on documented 
concerns that the dredging operation may result in significant post dredge environmental impacts.  The sand source selection process 
(described in the 2008 EIS) selected the offshore shoals because they have abundant sand, but also because they lack sensitive, slow to recover 
benthos.  Conversely, USACE avoided areas between shoals because these have thinner sand deposits (even some exposed compact muds) and 
can support live bottom communities that are slow to develop and recover.  

None (other than this response).  Separate response to NMFS addresses this topic in greater detail.

7 Provide detailed discussion on how benthic recovery 
was forecasted.

Concur.  Pre- and post- bathymetric and biological monitoring studies of beach and borrow area areas to assess recovery have been conducted 
extensively throughout the Atlantic coast over the last 40+ years, including substantial BOEM-funded research.  Based on the results of these 
short-term studies, it is generally concluded that species diversity and abundance on sandy bottoms recovers within 1-4 years depending on 
project location, borrow area design, and suite of mitigations in place.  The 2008 EIS documents consideration of avoiding areas between shoals 
that can support live bottoms on the OCS in the vicinity.  Mobile sands of the OCS offshore shoals do not support long-lived immobile benthos.  

None (other than this response).  Separate response to NMFS addresses this topic in greater detail.



8 Explain how sand needs with sea-level rise were 
evaluated, and whether increased severe storm 
frequency impacts on sand needs considered

Concur.  Project sand needs with respect to accelerating sea-level rise were given consideration in a separate USACE document, "Atlantic Coast 
of Maryland Shoreline Protection Project, Cost and Schedule Risk Analysis Report," completed in February 2019.  Observed trends in sea-level 
indicate that the project will continue to require higher beach berm elevations. Cumulative increase to the total project cost of placing more 
beachfill during each of the remaining contracts is estimated to be approximately 2%. It should be noted that Ocean City will become 
increasingly vulnerable to bayside flooding which this project was not designed to prevent.  Renourishment intervals could be affected by 
storm activity and funding availability, increasing the cost of individual renourishment contracts (if not funded separately under PL 84-99).   The 
original project design estimated an erosion rate of approximately 175,000 CY/year and a renourishment interval of four years. This rate takes 
into account erosion due to routine storm activity. In the 21st century, the project has been renourished almost every four years with beachfill 
ranging between 740,000 and 930,000 CY, and the erosion rate has not varied greatly. It is important to keep in mind that extraordinary 
damage due to significant storm events are funded separately and do not contribute to the total project cost. The project has seen an uptick in 
the number of significant storm events over the last decade, so we expect that it is likely that this trend will continue. Increases to total project 
cost (if repairs are not funded by PL 84-99) could be significant at somewhere around 3% per occurrence.  

None (other than this response)

9 Reconsider time of year restrictions, measures to 
incentivize species to leave the area, prevent 
entrainment, or other measures to limit impacts as 
additional information about faunal use becomes 
available.

Concur.  USACE/BOEM anticipate that through informal interagency meetings conducted to plan dredging each nourishment cycle, new 
information will be brought forward and considered fairly.  Also see response to Comment 5. 

See comment #5 response.

10 Provide status of consultation with Chief Lee Lockamy 
of the Nansemond Nation.

Concur.  USACE sent two emails to Nansemond Nation, but didn't receive response.  Will update coordination record in EA Annex A.  

11 Cumulative impacts analysis should consider impacts 
from combined continued and planned use of shoals 
along Gulf of Mexico and Atlantic Ocean Coasts.

Do not concur.  The 2008 SEIS and 2019 EA considered cumulative impacts to Delmarva Peninsula as the region comprises a coastal 
geomorphic compartment.  Alongshore sand transport diverges north/south, respectively, from about the DE/MD boundary, and naturally ends 
at sinks at the mouths of Delaware and Chesapeake Bays.  Ocean coastal storm risk management projects that utilize beach nourishment 
between Wallops Island, VA, and Cape Henlopen, DE, could potentially be linked economically or engineeringly; this has previously been given 
preliminary consideration by USACE.  USACE attempts to capture information on coastal project sand use at the national scale through the 
Coastal Systems Portfolio Initiative (http://navigation.usace.army.mil/CSPI/Default.aspx).  CSPI could be utilized for a rough cumulative impacts 
assessment nationally.  However, there are numerous CSPI data gaps related to timeliness of information updates.    

None (other than this response)



Letter dated 9/5/2019

Tally 
Number

Comment
Response

1 Avoid dredging in the vicinity of Shoal B (Bass Grounds) 
as this could have negative effect on sportfishing 
industry in the county.

2008 EIS and this 2019 EA acknowledge consistent concerns expressed by 
fishermen about Shoal B (Section 3.2 and Section 8.0 of 2019 EA, and Section 
4.3 of the 2008 EIS).  If Shoal B continues in the future to have higher relative 
fishing value than the other three shoals under consideration, then no dredging 
would occur on Shoal B.  Dredging would be proposed on Shoal B in future only 
if it was determined to be of less value as fishing ground than other candidate 
shoals, and then dredging would avoid artificial reefs on Shoal B.  Dilemma is 
that relative value of any shoal as fishing ground can change over time.  Weaver 
Shoal is proposed for the next beach nourishment cycle, and up to two 
additional cycles.  After that, to maintain geomorphic integrity of Weaver Shoal 
other sources would need to be selected instead. 

Annex A:  Comment Received from Worcester County
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Appendix J 

 

USACE Offshore Shoal Dredging - Response Monitoring 

Great Gull Bank 

 

 

 

Great Gull Bank was dredged in 2002 to obtain sand for the Short-Term Restoration of Assateague 
Island Project using guidelines/constraints almost identical to those proposed to obtain future sand 
from OCS shoals for Ocean City under the Atlantic Coast of MD Project.  This appendix contains 
a monitoring report prepared to preliminarily evaluate Great Gull Bank response to 2002 dredging.  
The report serves to meet commitments made in the 2008 EIS, and provide information requested 
by BOEM for this EA to assess and forecast impacts of future proposed dredging of OCS shoals.   
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Great Gull Bank – Bathymetric Changes from 1999-2008 

Introduction 
Bathymetric change at Great Gull Bank was characterized over the period of 1999 – 
2008 using several data sources.  Sand was dredged from a large borrow area on the 
southeast side of the shoal in 2002 to restore Assateague Island National Seashore.  
Bathymetric changes on the shoal were anticipated to reflect combined impacts of 
dredging and natural processes.  This characterization was conducted to help inform 
dredging from offshore shoals in federal waters for the USACE/MD DNR Atlantic Coast 
of MD (Ocean City) Project. 

Other dredging for borrow also occurred on Great Gull Bank in 1998 and 2002, however 
those were substantially smaller volumes.  Those other borrow areas and effects were 
not explicitly considered in this examination1. 

Background 
Great Gull Bank is an offshore shoal located 4 to 5 miles east of Assateague Island in 
the Atlantic Ocean.  The shoal covers an area of approximately 1,980 acres.  Maximum 
length and width are about 20,000 feet and 6,000 feet respectively.  The shoal contains 
56,000,000 yd3 of sand (USACE, 2001).  USACE (2008) reviewed scientific studies of 
offshore shoals off MD.  The shoals have a NE/SW orientation caused by high energy 
storm waves/currents generated by Nor’easter storms.  The shoals show a general 
regional pattern of S/SE migration over the years.  MMS (2010) classified the SE side of 
Isle of Wight, Weaver, and Shoal A as the leading edge of those shoals.  Pendleton and 
others (2017) determined that offshore shoal migration patterns differ regionally off the 
MD coast with those being N of the Ocean City Inlet generally showing a net southerly 
migration, whereas offshore shoals S of the inlet generally show a net southeasterly 
migration. 

Great Gull Bank was selected in 1998 as the source of sand to restore the geologic 
integrity of Assateague Island to compensate for sediment starvation caused by the 
Ocean City Inlet jetties.  Consistent with the restorative purpose of the Assateague 
restoration project, dredging guidelines and constraints were developed in 2001 to 
mitigate dredging impacts such that the geomorphologic integrity of Great Gull Bank 
would also be maintained.  A borrow area 321 acres in size was selected on the 
southeast side of the shoal (USACE, 2001).   

USACE (2008) provided information on bathymetric changes at Great Gull Bank 
between 1998 and 2003 to determine whether borrow of 1,800,000 cubic yards of sand 

1 In 1998 for the Assateague Island National Seashore emergency project, approximately 134,000 cubic yards of 
sand were dredged from a borrow area located immediately northwest of the crest in the southern portion of Great 
Gull Bank.  Impacts of that dredging in comparison to 1995 bathymetric data were characterized in the USACE 
(2008) (Appendix B2).  95,000 cubic yards of sand were also dredged in 2002 for Assateague State Park prior to the 
2002 dredging conducted for the national seashore.  The 1998 emergency dredging and 2002 state park dredging 
were not considered in this current analysis.   
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in 2002 had been done within the assigned borrow area and in accordance with the 
dredging plan’s mitigation guidelines.  Dredging was planned to be spread out widely 
within the borrow area and to not remove more than several feet of sand from any one 
spot.  These mitigation guidelines had been developed to ensure that dredging did not 
degrade shoal long-term geomorphologic integrity.  The USACE (2008) determined that 
dredging had been conducted as planned.  USACE (2008) contained a comparison of 
bathymetric data sets for Great Gull Bank for the years 1999 and 2003 and found that 
Great Gull Bank appeared to be migrating SE over that period.   

Methods 
Bathymetric data sets suitable for the purpose of characterizing change on the shoal 
(within and outside of the 2002 borrow area) and in adjacent areas were identified and 
compiled in GIS (Table 1).  Three of the data sets had been collected by USACE 
contractors, and were stored in USACE electronic files.  One of the data sets was 
obtained from NOAA and was downloaded from the worldwide web.    

Table 1: Bathymetric Data Sets 
Bathymetric 
Survey Date 

Data Source Notes on Resolution 
and Quality 

Bathymetric 
Survey Purpose 

1999 USACE Contractor Bathymetric Multibeam 
Data 

Pre-dredge 

2002 USACE Contractor Data set degraded.  
Only contours available 

Immediate Post-
dredge Conditions 

2003 USACE Contractor Bathymetric Multibeam 
Data 

Post-dredge 

2008  NOAA Contractor Bathymetric Multibeam 
Data 

Regional Mapping 

The bathymetric data sets include multibeam ocean bottom surface elevations along 
long stretches of the seafloor.  The 1999 and 2003 dataset include similar resolution 
point elevation data converted into a 10 foot square raster surface for geospatial 
analysis using ESRI’s ArcGIS 10.5.1.  NOAA’s 2008 regional ocean bottom surface 
mapping effort has higher vertical and horizontal accuracy than preceding data and was 
readily available as a raster surface.  A major constraint of this analysis was being able 
to examine immediate post-dredge conditions in great detail due to the low resolution of 
available contour data for the 2002 post-dredge survey.  The study team could not 
immediately locate the higher resolution original survey carried out by USACE 
contractors.  

In order to analyze processed survey data, ocean bottom raster surfaces were projected 
into the same projected coordinate system (Maryland State Plane NAD83) and vertical 
datum (MLLW) and all datasets were examined in feet for both vertical and horizontal 
units.  Datasets were examined using the Raster Calculator tool to subtract the absolute 
value of newer raster surveys from preceding raster survey data (e.g. Abs |”1999 
Survey”| - |”2003 Survey”|).  This was conducted to examine changes observed in the 
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surveys for 2002 (immediate post-dredging), 2003 (1 year post-dredging), and 2008 (6 
years after dredging) from baseline pre-dredging conditions established by the 1999 
survey.  Additionally, analysis was extended to examine continuing change in ocean 
bottom morphology driven by natural processes by comparing the 2003 survey (1 year 
post-dredging) to the 2008 survey (6 years post-dredging) using the same methodology 
previously discussed.   

In preparing the comparison maps, masks were placed that reflect the extent of the 
1999 survey to hide any data outside of the limits of the comparison.  Areas of elevation 
loss are represented by reds, while elevation gains were represented by greens.  A 
change of -1 to +1 feet was determined to be insignificant and was not assigned a color 
(was transparent in the comparison maps).  Consequently, in the comparison maps, 
bathymetry from the baseline shoal survey from which the comparison is made (i.e., 
1999 or 2003) is displayed, reflecting that there was no change from the baseline 
survey conditions for that comparison (i.e. there is data there that is being shown as 
clear).    

Findings 
This analysis illustrates changes in the ocean bottom over time before and after 
dredging activities had taken place on the shoal.  Bathymetric maps produced for all 
years available (1999, 2002, 2003, and 2008) show the shoal as a readily identifiable 
bathymetric feature with a defined crest.  The shoal in each year is oriented SW/NE.   

Between 1999 and 2003, as well as 1999 to 2008, the shoal crest appears to have 
remained generally constant in depth below the surface, although with both local 
increases and decreases.  The maximum change seems to have been a local loss of 
about 5 feet. 

Change within the borrow area from 1999 to 2003 presumably was driven primarily by 
the dredging action.  The SW portion of the 2002 borrow area on the SE side of the 
shoal showed a pattern of continued loss of elevation through 2008.  While this would 
be the work of natural processes, the dredging of this area may have created local 
conditions favoring increased scour.  Conversely, the SW corner of the borrow area 
shows a gain in elevation from 1999 to 2003 with this trend continuing to 2008.  This 
presumably reflects net SW movement of the shoal consistent with the pattern for 
offshore shoals south of the inlet (Pendleton et al., 2017), with the movement rate and 
direction impacted by the borrow action in 2002.  Future bathymetric monitoring of the 
shoal would contribute to verifying whether modeling of dredging impacts by MMS 
(2010) and BOEM (2015) match patterns of change at Great Gull Bank.  
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Appendix K 

 

Sand Quantity Needs Estimate - Supplementary Information 

 

 

BOEM requested that USACE revisit past sand volumes borrowed to update forecast future sand 
volume requirements.  This information is needed to meet BOEM permitting requirements.  This 
appendix provides supplementary information beyond the summary presented in the EA main 
body. 
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Volume of Sand Remaining on OCS From 2008 EIS Forecast  
 
The 2008 EIS provided a minimum and maximum sand needs forecast from the offshore shoals 
based upon beach volume placement records.  Minimum sand needs were estimated based on 
project performance in 2002 and 2006 as volumes placed in those years were distinctly less than 
placement volumes in the years 1998 and earlier, and better fit the general down-ward trend of 
beach sand needs observed to that time (Table 1-1).  Utilizing 2002 and 2006 beach volume 
placement records which average 800,000 cubic yards placed every four years, the 2008 EIS 
estimated a minimum future total need through the end of the project authorized life in 2044 of 
6,800,000 cubic yards of sand.  Based on project performance over the longer period 1992-2006, 
the 2008 EIS estimated a maximum sand need of 15,000,000 cubic yards through 2044.  The 
2008 EIS allowed for about one percent sand loss while at sea and then at Ocean City subtidally 
below -20 feet (depth of closure).  The 2008 EIS did not account for sand placed on the beach 
outside of the construction template that was not measured.   
 
Since the 2008 EIS, combining the years 2010, 2014, and 2017, borrow actions placed 2,717,000 
cubic yards of sand on Ocean City beach measured within the construction template (Table 1-1).  
Assuming that an additional 10 percent greater volume than the contract volume was placed on 
the beach but not measured in the construction template, then approximately 2,989,000 cubic 
yards was dredged from offshore sources in state waters in the combined years 2010, 2014, and 
2017.   
 
Subtracting the 2,989,000 cubic yards estimated to have actually been dredged from the 2008 
EIS minimum and maximum needs forecasts results in the total volume remaining through 2044 
of offshore sand being a minimum of 3,855,300 cubic yards and a maximum of 12,055,300 cubic 
yards.  However, because no sand has yet been dredged from offshore shoals in federal waters, 
the entire balance of sand identified in the 2008 EIS remains available for dredging from OCS 
sources with respect to the need to maintain offshore shoal habitat values while still meeting 
Ocean City sand needs.   
 
 
Isle of Wight Shoal – Sand Engineering Qualities 
 
Borrow area I was further divided into sub-areas IA and IB, with IA containing sand of greater 
suitability than IB.  Sand from sub-area IA could be dredged and placed on Ocean City beach 
without blending.  Approximately 940,000 cubic yards would be available to -40 feet within IA 
alone.  Approximately 8,900,000 cubic yards of beach-suitable sand could be obtained from IA 
alone without blending if dredging was conducted to -60 feet. 
 
 
MEC/UXO Screening - Potential Borrow Implications 
 
The 2008 EIS did not address impacts of MEC/UXO measures on geology.  Dredging with 
screens to exclude MEC elsewhere along the US coastline where sand resources contained 
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substantial gravel or shell has caused the relative concentration of these coarse materials to 
increase at the surface with repeated dredging because the MEC screen prevents large particles 
from being dredged.  The possibility that repeated dredging of a particular borrow area off MD 
could cause a coarsening of the substrate left behind was identified as a concern by BOEM.  The 
substrates of Borrow Areas 2, 3, and 9 within state waters were repeatedly dredged, but this 
problem did not occur.  This was apparently because the fraction of gravel and shells prevented 
from being dredged by the screen that accumulated on the surface was insignificant from an 
engineering perspective.  Thus, assuming that the findings of dredging on Borrow Areas 2, 3, 
and 9 would apply to OCS offshore shoals, there would be no need to avoid dredging the same 
borrow area in repeated cycles.  However, it was determined that future monitoring would verify 
whether this is occurring.  If coarsening of the substrate remaining at the surface following 
dredging does occur, then guidelines/constraints to minimize this problem would need to be 
developed.   
 
 
 



Forecasting Future Sand Needs
Table:  Ocean City Beach Sand Placement History

Year
Contract 

Volume* (cubic 
yards)

Estimated 
Volume 

Dredged** 
(cubic yards)

Project 
Constructed 

by Notes

1988 2,260,000
2,486,000 MD Initial beach re-establishment

1990 2,199,000
2,418,900 USACE Initial beach re-establishment

1991 1,623,000
1,785,300 USACE Initial beach re-establishment

1992 1,592,000 1,751,200 USACE Severe storms
1994 1,245,000 1,369,500 USACE
1998 1,290,000 1,419,000 USACE
2002 745,000 819,500 USACE
2006 932,000 1,025,200 USACE
2010 909,000 999,900 USACE
2014 902,000 992,200 USACE
2017 906,000 996,600 USACE

Total 1988-2017 14,603,000 16,063,300 MD & 
USACE

Includes initial beach re-
establishment

Total 1990-2017 12,343,000 13,577,300 USACE Entire USACE placement 
from offshore sources

Total 1992-2017 8,521,000 9,373,100 USACE Post initial beach re-
establishment

Total 2002-2017 4,394,000 4,833,400 USACE
Total 2010-2017 2,717,000 2,988,700 USACE

Greatest 1988-2017 1998 2,260,000 2,486,000 MD
Greatest 1992-2017 1992 1,592,000 1,751,200 USACE
Greatest 2002-2017 2006 932,000 1,025,200 USACE
Greatest 2010-2017 2,010 909,000 1,025,200 USACE

Least 1988-2017 2002 745,000 819,500 USACE
Least 1992-2017 2002 745,000 819,500 USACE
Least 2002-2017 2002 745,000 819,500 USACE
Least 2010-2017 2017 902,000 992,200 USACE

*On beach as per construction template field measurements, 1990-2017.  1988 volume 
     assumed to also be measured on beach.
**Assuming 10% extra dredged placed on beach but not measured



Forecasting Future Sand Needs
Table:  Ocean City Beach 2018-2044 Sand Need Forecast

Metric

Contract Volume 
Measured* (cubic 

yards)
 Estimated Volume 

Dredged** (cubic yards) Notes
Total 1992-2017 8,521,000 9,373,100 Assumes engineered beach establishment 

completed in 1991.

Average Yearly 1992-2017 327,731 360,504 Average yearly following initial beach re-
establishment, thus counts each 
placement and non-placement year from 
1992 forward.  1992 is Year 1.

Forecast future average per 4 years 
based on annual yearly average 1992-
2017

1,310,923 1,442,015 Note that this differs from actual average 
per every 4 years because placement in 
2017 occurred after 3 years.

Forecast need 2022, 2026, 2030, 
2034, 2038, 2042

7,865,538 8,652,092

Total 1999-2017 4,394,000 4,833,400 Assume change in conditions starting 
1999 between 1990s and earlier and 
2000s and later.  No sand placed in 2000 
or 2001.  So, total includes 2002 through 
2017

Average per placement event, 2002-
2017

878,800 966,680 Placements in years 2002-2017

Average Yearly 1999-2017 231,263 254,389 Average yearly following 1998 beach 
renourishment, thus counts each 
placement and non-placement year from 
1999 forward.   Year 1999 is year 1. 

Average per 4 years, 1999-2017*** 925,053 1,017,558

Forecast need 2022, 2026, 2030, 
2034, 2038, 2042

5,550,316 6,105,347

*On beach as per construction template field measurements, 1990-2017.  1988 volume 
     presumed to also be measured on beach (however, did not confirm with MD).
**Assuming 10% extra dredged placed on beach but not measured

***Separate 1990s from 2000s as sand needs in 90s were generally greater.  
Consider beach nourishment volume each placement as having covered period of years since the previous placement.

Then volumes placed from 2002-2017 actually provided sand on the beach for the years 1999-2017 inclusive, 19 years total.  
It's 19 years instead of 20 years total because sand placement in 2017 occurred after 3 years rather than 4 years.   



Forecasting Future Sand Needs

Table:  Determination of Beach Placement vs Shoal Volume Available for Dredging

2008 SEIS 
Forecast 
Volume 

Need: 2010 ‐ 
2044 (yd3)

Re‐
assessment: 
Dredge 
Volume 
Needed to 
Produce 2008 
Beach Volume 

Minimum 6,800,000 7,480,000
Maximum 15,000,000 16,500,000
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Appendix L 

 

Air Pollutant Emissions Estimate 

 

 

DNREC required that select air pollutant emission quantities be estimated to verify that they would 
not violate de minimis thresholds.  This appendix contains the estimate calculations as submitted 
to DNREC. 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

1  Appendix L, Air Quality 

Air Quality Impacts – Emissions Estimate 
 
Introduction 
 
A portion of the Atlantic Coast Project involving beach renourishment lies within Sussex County, 
Delaware, which is designated as being in marginal non‐attainment for 8‐hour ozone.  Vessels would not 
operate within one mile of the Delaware state boundary, and therefore were not included in the 
emissions assessment.  (The majority of project beach renourishment activities would occur within 
Worcester County which is not in nonattainment of that ozone standard).  
 
Methods 
 
1  Compile equipment list and operating details in Sussex County.  
 
Renourishment actions to maintain the Atlantic Coast of Maryland project will not exceed 95,000 cubic 
yards within Delaware, for any given event (typical renourishment actions in Delaware, for this project, 
are less than half this amount).  To estimate emissions, production rates for past beach nourishment 
actions over the life of this project were used.  That rate is 20,000 cubic yards per 12‐hour workday, thus 
a maximum effort would be 5 workdays, or 60 work‐hours (20,000 c.y. x 5 = c. 95,000 c.y.).  The 
following detailed list of equipment and total hours of operation for this work was estimated based 
upon contracting information from prior beach nourishment efforts at the project site: 
 

 3 Caterpillar D7E Dozers, each dozer operating full‐time for a total of 60 hours in Sussex County. 
Diesel.    

 3 Caterpillar 966K Wheel Loaders, each loader operating full‐time for a total of 60 hours in 
Sussex County. Diesel. 

 1 Caterpillar 336E or 336F Excavator, operating full‐time for a total of 60 hours in Sussex County. 
Diesel 

 1 Amphibious Survey Vehicle (a.k.a. the CRAB), operating part‐time for a total of 30 hours in 
Sussex County.  This vehicle is powered by a 3054 CAT diesel engine. 

 1 Generac MLT4200 Mobile Light Tower, operating part‐time for a total of 30 hours in Sussex 
County. Diesel. 

 1 Ford F‐250 XLT 6.7L V8 Diesel 4WD Crew Cab Long Box, operating part‐time for a total of 30 
hours in Sussex County. 

 
2  Identify emissions estimate model.  At the suggestion of DNREC, the California Air Resources Board’s 
“CARB” spreadsheet calculator (v.7) was used to estimate emissions, based upon engine type, power, 
age and hours of operation.  The calculator can be found at: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/ordiesel/ordas_ef_fcf_2017_v7.xlsx 
 
The following conservative (worst‐case) assumptions were used in this assessment: 
 

 Model Year ‐ 2008 (10 years old) 
 Accumulated hours on equipment ‐ 10,000; per constructionequipment.com, this is the median 

life expectancy for dozers, loaders and excavators in the >20,000 lb class, such as these 



 
 

2  Appendix L, Air Quality 

 Load Factor ‐ 0.5; this value is comparable, if conservative, with the recommended values listed 
in the CARB worksheet for the applicable offroad construction equipment, such as “rubber tired 
loaders” (0.36), “crawler tractors” (0.43), and “excavators” (0.38)) 

 
If more reasonable assumptions are made about the equipment (i.e. Five years old with only 5,000 
engine‐hours, and using actual load factors of 0.36‐0.43), the resultant emissions estimates drop by 
more than half.   
 
Results 
 
The following details the spreadsheet output values, based on engine brake horsepower and other 
factors, for all project equipment and resulting total values for NOx & THC: 
 
7 x Cat(r) C9.3 ACERT diesels (3 dozers, 3 wheel loaders, 1 excavator), each @400 BHP, for 60 total hours  
  NOx = 7 x 33.1 kg = 231.7 kg 
  THC = 7 x 3.8 kg = 26.6 kg 
 
1 x 3054 CAT diesel @ 130 BHP for 30 hours  
  NOx = 5.8 kg 
  THC = 0.6 kg 
 
1 Isuzu 4LE2TAGV‐03 diesel @40 BHP for 30 hours 
  NOx = 3.1 kg 
  THC = 0.3 kg 
 
1 Ford 6.7L V8 diesel @450 BHP for 30 hours 
  NOx = 18.6 kg 
  THC = 2.1 kg 
 
GRAND TOTALS FOR ALL POWERPLANTS FOR ENTIRE PROJECT: 
  NOx = 259.2 kg (570 lbs) 
  THC = 29.6 kg (65 lbs) 
 

Discussion 
 
Based upon the above assessment, the anticipated emissions of ozone precursors from construction 
equipment for the entire Sussex portion of the project will be no more than 570 lbs of NOx and 65 lbs 
of THC (VOCs).  So even with extreme “worst case” assumptions, the estimated emissions are orders of 
magnitude below the thresholds for requiring a General Conformity determination (i.e. roughly 0.29% of 
the 100‐ton annual threshold for NOx, and 0.07% of the 50‐ton annual threshold for VOC).  Therefore, a 
General Conformity determination is not required. 
 
 


	App A - NEPA Coordination
	AC_AnnxAOct2019_(needsUpdating).pdf
	AC_PrelimFinalAnnxsOct2019
	AC_drftAnnxsNADaug2019
	AC_drftAnnxsNADfeb2019




	App B - Agency Consultation
	App C - EFH Impact Assessment
	App D - CZMA
	App E - MDE WQC
	App F - MDBPW Wetlands License
	App G - Delaware Permits SP-WQ
	App H - Cultural Resource Coordination
	App I - Comments on Draft EA
	App J - Off Shoal Dredge Response
	8ACEA_AnnxB_GrtGullBnkMaps.pdf
	OceanCity_GGBComparison
	OceanCity_Change
	OceanCity_FiveYear


	App K - Sand Volumes
	App L - Air Pollutants DE Beach



