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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 2
290 BROADWAY
NEW YORK, NY 10007-1866

MAR 17 1397

Robert 1., Callegari, Chief Class: EC-2
Planning Division -

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Wanamaker Builder

100 Penn Square East

Philadelphia, PA 138107-3390

Dear Mr. Callegari:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the draft
supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS) for the
Delaware River main channel deepening project. This review was
conducted in accordance with Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 7609 12 [a] 84 Stat. 1709), and the National
Environmental Policy Act. Since the proposed project would .
affect both EPA Regions II and III, this letter incorporates the
results of both Regional Offices’ reviews of the draft SEIS.

This project is being proposed in response to Congressional
Resolutions; the Army Corps of Engineers (ACE) is seeking an
exemption from the Section 404 permitting requirements, pursuant
to Section 404(r) of the Clean Water Act. Under Section 404(r),
the requirement to obtain a Section 404 permit is waived provided
information is presented in an EIS to demonstrate that the
effects of the discharge of dredge and fill materials, including
consideration of the Section 404 (b) (1) Guidelines, were
evaluated. With this in mind, this comment letter includes EPA’s
evaluation of the project’s consistency with the Section

404(b) (1) Guidelines. h

In 1990, the ACE proposed to widen and deepen the existing
Delaware River shipping channél. Under that proposal, the ACE
would have dredged a total of 50.1 million cubic yards (CY) of
material, with the channel requiring 6,156,000 CY annual
maintenance dredging. Based on a review of the project’s draft
EIS, EPA raised environmental concerns regarding incomplete
sediment analysis, designation of several environmentally
sensitive disposal sites, and inadequate information on public
water supply wells. The ACE coordinated closely with EPA to
correct these deficiencies and to ensure that our concerns were
addressed in the final EIS. As a result, a comment letter on the
final EIS withdrew our objections, based on the ACE commitment to
comprehensively evaluate a variety of environmental issues and
prepare site-specific environmental assessments for the upland
disposal sites, as part of the preconstruction, engineering, and
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design (PED) phase of the project. The draft SEIS discusses the
results of the completed PED studies.

The current federal channel depths restrict efficient use of both
present and future tankers, dry bilk carriers, and container
vessels., The recommended plan of improvement involves deepening
the existing navigation channel from 40 to 45 feet below mean low
water (MLW), with an allowable dredging over-depth of one foot.
The modified channel would follow the existing channel alignment
from Delaware Bay to Philadelphia Harbor and Beckett Street
Terminal, Camden, New Jersey, with no change in channel widths.
The plan also includes channel bend widenings, as well as partial
deepening of the Marcus Hook Anchorage to 45 feet.

The ACE now proposes to dredge 33.4 million CY ‘of material, plus
229,000 CY of rock, a reduction from the original proposal. The
45-foot channel would require approximately 6,007,000 CY annual
maintenance dredging. 1In the riverine portion of the project
area, dredged material would be placed in upland disposal sites.
A portion of the dredged material from the Delaware Bay section
of the project has béen designated for beneficial use purposes;
the rest of the material would go to the existing open water
site, Buoy 10, near the mouth of the Bay.

An interagency meeting was held by the ACE on February 7, 1997,
to answer outstanding questions about the project, and to present
additional information. Based on our review of the document and
the information obtained at this meeting, we offer the following
conmments.

Much of the dredged material from the Delaware Bay portion of the
‘project area was designated for beneficial use purposes. 1In
particular, wetland restoration sites have been proposed at Kelly
Island, Port Mahon, Delaware, and at Egg Island Point, New
Jersey. The tidal marshes in these areas had been impacted by
severe erosion. The proposed plan would dispose of the dredged
material behind a berm to allow the re-establishment of the salt
- marsh (Egg Island Point) or to manage the area as an impoundment
for waterfowl (Kelly Island). Approximately 225 acres of mostly
subtidal habitat would be restored to intertidal habitat.

Since the release of the draft SEIS, additional sampling of
channel sediments reveal a significant decrease in the amount of
silt that would be available for the Kelly Island restoration
site. Specifically, the quantity of silt has been reduced from
approximately 1 million cubic yards (CY) to 200,000 CY, with a
concomitant increase in the amount of sand. Based on this change
in available material, the ACE designed a new site plan which was
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presented at the aforementioned interagency meeting. The design
plan creates a sand berm using one geotextile tube to enclose the
site. The sand berm will provide more horseshoe crab habitat
than the original design.

Based on our review of this plan, it is unclear if the Kelly
Island site is to be managed as an impoundment or tidal marsh.
We would prefer that it be managed for salt marsh restoration, as
that would provide more valuable wetlands and coastal aquatic
functions and values. It is also not clear if the ACE, the U.S.
Fish & Wildlife Service (USF&WS), or the Delaware Department of
Natural Resources and Environmental Control will be managing
water levels. The final SEIS should include a management plan
for the new site design clarifying the environmental resource
management objectives for the site, identifying the responsible
agency, and containing a project schedule to achieve the stated
" goals. ' .

Results of modeling show that there are no expected impacts on-
oyster survivability or growth during normal or storm conditions
except possibly at Kelly Island during the month of August. The
final SEIS should include a contingency plan that will address
repairs to any breach or potential breach at the Kelly Island
site. With regard to the Egg Island Poirt site, we have no
concerns regarding its use as a wetlands restoration site. It is
understood that the ACE will implement a monitoring plan for both
sites to prevent impacts to nearby seed and leased oyster beds.
EPA requests the opportunity to review the operation and
maintenance manuals, which will include the monitoring plans.

The other beneficial use of the dredged material would be the
nourishment of Slaughter and Broadkill Beaches in Delaware. The
material would be placed in stockpiles less than 0.5 miles from
shore. This stockpiled sand will be made available for beach
nourishment purposes when the situation permits. Sand that
migrates from the stockpile sites will move predominantly
shoreward, providing nourishment for the beaches.

The draft SEIS contains a thorough analysis of the benthic
assemblages and the impacts of the project on these resources.
Both the Slaughter Beach and Broadkill Beach benthic communities
would be affected in the short- and long-term by use as sand
stockpile sites. The area of bay bottom and its benthic
communities that will be impacted is approximately 730 acres.
The Broadkill Beach site will change from a muddy sediment
habitat to a coarse sand habitat. At both sites, benthic
assemblages will be buried from emplacement of dredged material.
If the areas are used for future beach nourishment projects, the

1. The redesign of Kelly Island is described In Section 3.3.3.2 of this final SEIS, which
Includes a detailed management plan which stats environmentat resource management
objectives and a project schedule. As requested by the DNREC, this site will be contained by
a sand berm with a geotextile tube core. It will have water control structures for post-
construction wetland management and tidal flushing that allows for the exchange of fish and
other aquatic organisms. Within the structure, a 60 acre tidal Spartina alternafiora marsh is
expected to develop. The site will be managed by the DNREC. Properly constructed and
managed impoundments in the Delaware Estuary do not adversely impact important fish

_ species. Although fish diversity is slightly reduced within impoundments when compared to the
open estuary, total diversity is increased several times. A significantly greater variety of plants,
birds, mammals, and invertebrates can be supported in properly managed impoundments than
in almost any other wetlands.

In the Kelly Island project, an enclosed impoundment is believed to be necessary by the
DNREC to protect valuable and limited shellfish populations. Without dikes, the it is possible
that the fine grained material would be redistributed over the bay substrate impacting clam and
oyster beds, as well as any submerged aquatic vegetation that may be present, by increasing
turbidity. Fine grained dredged material which is pumped into an enclosed impoundment is
unlikely to escape in suspension and will settle to form a consolidated bottom suitable for
reclaimed emergent wetlands. Once filled and consolidated, the Kelly Island restoration will
revert to emergent wetlands, providing a diverse biological community that can be maintained
through water level management.

2. Due to the re-design of the Kelly Island, we no longer believe that an extensive contingency
plan for Kelly 1sland and monitoring program for oysters are necessary, as Corps will monitor,
repalr and maintain the Kelly Island wetland restoration area. However, the oyster beds and
lease areas will be sampled prior to project construction to develop baseline information. In the
unlikely event that a breach occurs at Kelly Island, further sampling will be done to access any
impacts. Please refer to Section 3.3.4.2.

3. During the Plans gnd Specification phase of this project, the economic viability of placement
of dredged material directly on the beach including Broadkill to reduce the amount of material to
be stockpiled will be investigated.
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repeated ‘disturbances could result in long-term impacts.

The ACE prepared a feasibility plan in September 1996 for shore
protection for Broadkill Beach that included beach £ill. The
final SEIS should address the placement of dredged material
directly on Broadkill Beach. This would reduce the amount of
material to be stockpiled, and eliminate the need for the double
handling of material and its associated environmental impacts.
If this is not feasible, other opportunities for beneficial uses
should be explored, including direct placement of sand on beaches
for shore protection, or placing more sand at the wetland
restoration sites.

The draft SEIS states that dredged material from the Delaware
River would be disposed of in existing federal disposal areas,
along with four proposed disposal sites, all of which are located
in New Jersey. Approximately 396 acres of wetland, dominated by
Phragmites australis, will be impacted on the four sites by the
disposal of dredged material. In order to minimize impacts to
wetlands/wildlife habitat in the upland dredged material disposal
areas, the ACE has developed a management plan, in conjunction
with the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
(NJDEP). Part of the plan entails dividing each of the four new
~disposal sites into cells and, through the use of water control
structures and contouring, manipulating the variety and type of
habitat that will occur. The ACE estimates a net increase from
this project of 200 acres of wetlands over the life of the
project as a result of the management plan. The ACE will also
purchase 372 acres of high quality wildlife habitat, including
some tidal marshes, which will be maintained as undeveloped land.
We concur with the ACE plan for the use of the upland dredged
material disposal sites.

The PED studies included follow-up sediment sampling that
indicates the sediments that would be disposed of at the upland
sites were compared to the NJDEP Residential, Non-Residential and
Impacts to Groundwater Soil Cleanup Criteria; additional biocassay
tests were performed on sediments that would be disposed of at
the beneficial use sites. These tests showed no toxicity or
biocaccumulation of any significance:; therefore, EPA continues to
believe that there will be no adverse impacts associated with the
disposal of sediments generated by the project.

At the time of the draft EIS, we expressed concerns about salt
water intrusion and possible impacts on drinking water quality
and aquatic ecosystems. One of the PED studies was a three-
dimensional hydrodynamic modeling of the Delaware Estuary to
evaluate potential changes in salinity and circulation patterns.
The study uses the CH3D-WES hydrodynamic model to investigate the

4. Comment noted. No response required.

5. Comment noted. No résponse required.

-~

6. Comment noted. No responsé required.
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impacts of the deepening of the navigation channel on water uses
and living resources. The model was verified with one year of
field data and data from the June-November 1965 portion of the
drought of record. The model successfully reproduced the drought
event and predicted that a maximum penetration of the salt line
of from 1.4 to 4.0 miles would result from the deepened channel
and a recurrence of the drought of record. N

Our review indicates that the predictive capability of the model

is very good. With the new channel in place, the EPA criteria

for chlorides and the New Jersey standards for sodium in drinking .
water will not be violated in the areas of water withdrawals for .
municipal needs. The computed chlorinity under most adverse

conditions will remain well below the current and projected

Delaware River Basin Commission (DRBC) water quality standards

for.designated locations for natural and regulated flow patterns.

Therefore, it appears that the water supply in Philadelphia,

among other uses, will not be adversely affected. Also, the

chlorinity standard established by the DRBC to protect the

Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer will not be exceeded.

Based on the model results, we concur. that the predicted
increases in salinity/chlorinity attributable to the channel
deepening will probably have insignificant impacts to drinking
water, ground water, and environmental resources.

In a related matter, the proposed project is located within the

New Jersey Coastal Plain Aquifer System, which has been

designated as a sole source aquifer (SSA), pursuant to the Safe

Drinking Water Act (SDWA). Based on our review, we do not ment ponse r uired
anticipate that this project will result in significant adverse 7. Com noted. No res| *q

impacts to ground water quality. Accordingly, the project
satisfies the requirements of Section 1424(e) of the SDWA.

In our comment letter on the final EIS, we requested that a

commitment regarding oil spill response be reflected in the

Record of Decision. The draft SEIS states that a Marine Spill

Analysis System has’ been developed by the ACE, NJDEP, USF&WS, and

the Environmental Systems Research Institute. We concur that - 8. Comment noted. No response required.
this system, and the response network in place, is adequate.

In conclusion, based on our review and in accordance with EPA
policy, we have rated this draft SEIS as EC-2, indicating that we
have environmental concerns (EC) about the design and monitoring 9. Additional information concernin
. g the design and monitoring plan for Kelly Island has been
plan for Kelly Island, and the stockpiling of sand at Slaughter included as part of this final SEIS in Sections 3.3.3.2 and 3.3.4. Concemln'; the stockpiling of

and Broadkill Beaches. Accordingly, additional information (2), nd "
as outlined in this letter, should be presented in the final SEIS sand offshore in the vicinity of Slaughter and Broadkill Beaches, additional investigations, as

to address these issues. We concur with the Section 404(b) (1) suggested, will be conducted as part of the Plans and Specification phase of this project.
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Guidelinds analysis which states that the proposed project is
consistent with the Guidelines.

I would like to commend the ACE for its extensive effort and
cooperative spirit in resolving EPA’s environmental concerns
about the project. I look forward to our continued coordination

in the subsequent phases of this project. 1In the interim, if you

have any questions, please call Deborah Freeman, of my staff, at
(212) 637-3730. :

Sincerely yours,

Robert W. Hargrove, Chief
Strategic Planning and Multi-Media Programs Branch

cc: J. Brady, ACE

.




INAEPLY REFER 10,

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Envi § Policy and Compliance
Custom House, Room 244
200 Chestnul Street

Philadelphia, P Ivania 19106-2904
ﬁarch , 1997

ER-96/816

Lt. Colonel Robert B. Keyser

District Engineer, Philadelphia District
U.S. Army Corpa of Engineers

Wanamaker Building

100 Penn Square East

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-3390

Dear Lt. Colonel Keyser:

The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Delaware River
Main Channel Deepening Project Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (DSEIS). The DSElS addresses modifications to the existing Delaware
River federal navigation channel between the Philadelphia / Camden waterfront
and southern extent of Delaware Bay. The proposed project involves activities
in New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Delaware.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) provided the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Philadelphia District (Corps) with numerous reports and
recommendations throughout the planning of this project. The most recent
reports include: a Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Section 2(b) Report,

dated June 1992; a Planning Aid Report on upland disposal sites, dated July
1995; and, a Planning Aid Report on beneficial use of dredged material, dated
August 1995. These reports identify numerous impacts on fish and wildlife
resources and related data gaps, and provide recommendations for additional
studies and methods to minimize impacts on fish and wildlife resources. The
most significant issues identified in the reports are: contaminants within the
dredge spoil; potential project-related adverse impacts on federally listed
gpacies; alterations in salinity and circulation patterne in the Delaware Bay
and River; mitigation of adverse effects to habitat due to upland disposal of
dredged material; habitat enhancement opportunities on upland disposal sites;
seasonal restrictions to protect anadromous fish and shorebirds; impacts on
benthic invertebrates from subtidal dredged material disposal; and, beneficial
use of dredged material such as wetland creation and beach nourishment.

The FWS and the Department believe that the DSElS adequately addresses many of
these issues, including contaminants, federally listed species, and most
concerns regarding mitigation of adverse impacts. However, the DSEIS does not
adequately address several issues of concern that relate to upland disposal
sites, wetland restoration, sand stockpiles, hydrodynamic and salinity
modeling and other issues, as detailed in the following section. We request
that the Corps give these concerns and recommendations further consideration
in completing the final SEIS.

DETAILED COMMENTS

Upland Disposal Sites

The Corps proposes to manage the four new upland disposal sites for the
enhancement of fish and wildlife habitat by managing water levels to retain
standing water, sequentially using these gites, and splitting the disposal




eites into management cells. However, the Corps does not address the
management of the nine existing upland disposal sites in the DSEIS. Section
204 of the 1992 Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) (P.L. 102-580)
authorizes the Corps to carry out projects for the protection, restoration,
and creation of aquatic and ecologically related habitats, including wetlands,
in connection with dredging for construction, operation, or maintenance of an
authorized federal navigation project. .

We understand that the Corps is hesitant to enhance wildlife habitat within
existing upland disposal sites, pursuant to Section 204 of the WRDA, because
of potential seasonal restrictions on disposal imposed by State and / or
federal natural resource agencies to protect fish and wildlife, particularly
threatened or endangered species. However, such restrictions are possible
under the existing management of these sites. Therefore, the Department
recommenda that the Corps pursue a Memorandum of Understanding with
appropriate State and federal natural resource agencies in order to minimize
the potential for temporal or spatial restrictions on dredge material disposal
for the nine existing upland disposal sites. The Department also recommends
‘that the Corps manage the existing upland disposal sites using the same -
methodology propcosed for the four new upland disposal eites. The Corps should
also consider partnerships with non-profit conservation organizations to share
the financial costs of managing the existing upland disposal sites for the
enhancement of fish and wildlife.

The DSEIS states that the new upland disposal sites would be committed to open
space/environmental uses after project completion in 2050. The Department
recommends that the Corps place conservation easements or deed restrictions on
all proposed new and existing upland disposal sites to ensure that these- areas
are protected as fish and wildlife habitat in perpetuity.

Wetland Restoration

The Corps propeoses to follow seascnal restrictions defined by the Delaware
River Basin Fish and Wildlife Management Cooperative to protect anadromous
fish and other finfish within the Delaware River and Bay. The Department also
recommends that the Corps avold construction of the Kelly Island and Egg
Island Point wetland restoration areas between April 1 and June 30 to avoid
adverse impacts on spawning horseshoe crabs and migrating shorebirds.

The Department understands that the proposed design for the Kelly Island
wetland restoration project has been modified to include a geotube buried
within a sand dike (+10 at mean low water) on the bayward side of Kelly
Island. Additionally, the modified design would have one weir instead of two,
as previously proposed, and would be managed as an impoundment. The final
SEIS should make it clear that the footprint for the Kelly Island project is
currently under the jurisdiction of the State of Delaware. Therefore, the
Department recommende that the final SEIS clearly identify the Kelly Island
design and the entity which will be responsible for management and maintenance
of the Kelly Island project. ~The Department is also concerned about the
stability of dredged material within a wetland restoration site that is
degsignated as an impoundment. The Department recommends that the Corps
coordinate with State and federal natural resource agencies to define
guidelines or etandards that would apply to the Kelly Island wetland
restoration site. The standards should include minimum areal coverage (e.g.,
S0 percent) of desirable, volunteer, native species that would be maintained
through the project life.

Conflicting information is presented in the DSEIS regarding the stability of
the crest elevation of the geotextile tubes. The Corps gtates that “the final
crest elevation achieved during construction will remain" (page 3-47).
However, the Corps also states that "as the tube slowly settles and
consolidates, the initial elevation of the crest achieved during construction

1. The nine existing Corps disposal areas are used for disposal of dredged material from
maintenance of the existing 40 foot project. These sites are vital for continued maintenance of
40 foot project and any long term use restrictions would jeopardize the maintenance of that
project. One existing disposal site, the Kilcoohook disposal area, is already being managed for
wildlife habitat by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. To enhance wildlife habitat within
remaining existing disposal sites, Section 1135 (b) of WRDA 1986 would be more applicable
then Section 204 of the WRDA 1992.

In order to conduct an investigation under Section 1135 authority, a non-Federal sponsor would
be required who is willing to provide 25% of the costs of implementation and assume full
maintenance responsibility. Any habitat improvements at exiting disposal areas would require
development of a Memorandum of Understanding, as suggested.

At this time, conservation easements or deed restrictions on existing or proposed sites cannot
be Imposed. This could be possibly be considered at a later time when the sites are reaching
their ultimate capacity.

2. As discussed in Section 3.3.4.3, construction of Kelly island and Egg Island Point will be
done in a phased, timed technique to avoid and minimize impacts to spawning horseshoe
crabs and migrating shorebirds. It would not be practicable to entirely avoid the period from
April 1 to June 30 because the filling of geotextile tubes is very time consuming and needs to
be done under favorable weather conditions, which occur in the spring and summer. However,
the present habitat at both wetland restoration sites consists of eroding peat banks that is not
suitable horseshoe crabs spawning habitat. In addition, shorebirds tend to feed on freshly
placed dredged material because of the food present, so the placement of new dredged
material will not adversely impact them.

3. The final SEIS has been revised to include the redesign of Kelly Island wetland restoration,

- which will be managed by the DNREC. The Kelly Island sand berm will be maintained by the

Corps of Engineers. The DNREC plans to manage Kelly Istand so that it will develop Into a
Spartina altenaflora marsh. Concerning the design, the Corps has adhered to Corps standards
and used standards from similar projects that have been constructed. Regarding, the species
that will be maintained through the project life, additional coordination will be done with the
agencies during the Plans and Specifications phase of the project.

4. Fill material composed of sand will consolidate very little after filling. In the Kelly Island and
Egg Island Point projects, the tubes will be filled with sand and so only minor consolitation of the
tube crest will occur after construction is completed. The final SEIS will be modified to explain
this. The consolidation of the existing bottom was accounted for in the design of the entire beach
and tube structure.
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will be reduced over time, and become half of the original height." The
Department recommends that this discrepancy be corrected in the final SEIS.
The Corps notes that "strong winter northwesterly winds may induce some
offshore-directed sediment motion,” but incorrectly discounts the potential
impact on oyseters (Crassostrea virginica) based on their virtual dormant
condition (page 9-13). Heavy sedimentation could smother oysters particularly
in the winter when the oysters' pumping rate is reduced and they are unable to
displace sediment. 1In addition, the Corps should consider other potential
impacts to oysters besides the interruption in filter feeding (page 9-14). A
ailt deposit of as little as 1 to 2 millimeters on the shells and other hard
surfaces at the oyster bars may inhibit the setting of oyster larvae. The
Department recommends that the Corps address this sedimentation issue in the
final SEIS.

The Corps' proposed contingency plan to determine the baseline condition of
the oyeter population, which could be used to detect a project-induced change,
will be complicated by the natural fluctuations in abundance, size, and
disease prevalence (page 9-21). Therefore, the Department recommends that the
Corps monitor turbidity and siltation as part of the contingency plan to
account for additional project-induced changes.

Kelly Island is part of the Bombay Hook National Wildlife Refuge. As such,
the Corps’ use of the Kelly Island site for dredged material disposal will
require a Special Use Permit from the Service, pursuant to the National
Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (80 Stat. 927, 16 U.S.C.
668dd-669ee). Application for a Special Use Permit should be made to the
Refuge Manager at the following address:

Refuge Manager

U.S. Fish and wildlife Service
Bombay Hook National Wildlife Refuge
2591 Whitehall Neck Rd.

Smyrna, Delaware 19977

{302) 653-9345

Sand Stockpiles

The Corps proposes to establish two sand stockpile areas to provide material
for beach nourishment at a later time. The proposal would result in the
burial of 730 acres of subtidal habitat, resulting in burial of the benthic
community and water quality degradation. In addition, since the sand
stockpiles would be dredged for beach nourishment, recolonization of these
areas by benthic invertebrates would be disturbed. For these reasons, the
Department does not consider subtidal sand stockpiles an environmentally
beneficial use of dredged material. We recommend reevaluation of the
potential for additional wetland restoration and direct beach nourishment in
order to avoid the adverse environmental impacts from sand stockpiles. At a
minimum, a portion of the dredged material should be evaluated for direct
beach nourishment at Slaughter Beach and Broadkill Beach in Delaware.

In further considering alternatives to sand stockpiling, the Department
recommends that the Corps consider linking federal projects that involve beach
nourishment and wetland creation (e.g., Oakwood Beach, Cape May Villas, Reeds
Beach, Maurice River in New Jersey and Lewes Beach, Broadkill Beach, Port
Mahon in Delaware) with the Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project to
engsure the economic feasibility of providing dredged material to these areas.
Direct beach nourishment or wetland restoration would eliminate double
handling of dredged material and would eliminate adverse impacts on 730 acres
of subtidal substrate, much of which provides high quality habitat for benthic
communities. Avoiding double handling of dredged material may also reduce
overall monetary costs of dredging the Delaware River and nourishing New
Jersey and Delaware beaches.

S. Since the distribution of the draft SEIS, the Kelly Istand wetland restorat has been
redesigned (See Response 3, above, and Section 3.3.3.2 of this SEIS), whi tly reduces
the possibility of silt escaping and reaching the oyster bed areas. The amount of silt being
placed In Kelly istand has been reduced from over 900,000 cubic yards to under 200,000 cubic
yards. The silt will be enclosed in a containment area by a sand berm with a geotextile tube
core for extra protection. The berm will not be overtopped except by the most severe storms
that are only expected to occur once in 100 years. The previous design would have allowed
tidal inundation with every tide. The revised design will allow tidal inundation, but only by
controlled outlet structures. The entire Kelly Island structure will be monitored and repaired
and maintained as necessary. The silt within the containment structure will be mixed with and
covered by an additional 500,000 cubic yards of sand which will become vegetated and will
provide an extra measure of protection. Because of all of the measures that are mentioned
above, it is extremely unlikely that nearby oyster beds and lease areas in Delaware would be
adversely impacted by silt escaping from the Kelly Island wetland restoration; and even more
unlikely that the oyster areas in New Jersey, which are more than 4 miles away. This
discussion has been added to Section 9.3 of this SEIS.

8. We no longer believe that a contingency plan for Kelly Island and monitoring program for
oysters is necessary due to the revised design. See Response 5, above, and EPA Response
2. :

7. The Corps of Engineers will apply for a Speclal Use Permit from the Refuge Manager at the
Bombay Hook National Wildlife Refuge for the construction of Kelly Island wetland restoration.

8. An Investigation of sand stockplle areas versus direct placement of sand material at
Slaughter and Broadkill Beaches will be considered in the Plans and Specifications Phase.

9. Consideration (i.e., the economic viability) of direct placement of sand materiat to the
beaches, as suggested would be addressed as Part of Plans and Specifications Phase.
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The WRDA of 1996 (P.L. 104-303) directs the Corps to place a greater emphasis
on the use of dredged material for beneficial uses including beach
nourishment. Section 207 of the WRDA of 1996 specifically allows the Corps to
select a disposal method that is not the least cost option if the incremental
costs are reaponable in relation to the environmental benefits. As stated
above, the Department recommends that the Corps avoid stockpiling dredge
material subtidally and use the materjal beneficially {e.g., beach nourishment
or wetland restoration), pursuant to Section 207 of the WRDA of 1996.

The Corps also proposes to dispose of maintenance dredged material from the
Delaware Bay at Buoy 10. For the same reasons as identified above, i.e.,
adverse impacts to benthic invertebrates, the Department recommends that the
Corpe reevaluate the beneficial use of this dredged material for beach
nourishment or wetland restoration.

According to the DSEIS, Site MS-19B has one of the highest quality benthic
communities among the 12 potential beneficial use sites and would be expected
to sustain greater adverse impacts due to the lower recovery potential of its
benthic macroinvertebrate comminity (page 8-20). However, the Corps concludes
that no significant differences were found between any candidate site and
background conditions in Delaware Bay that would preclude their selection as a
beneficial use site. No statistical analysis is presented in the DSEIS to
support the Corps' conclusion that no significant differences exist between
the candidate sites. However, the data presented in the DSEIS demonstrate
substantial differences between candidate sites particularly with the high
quality benthic habitats associated with MS-19B (selected as a sand stockpile
area). The variation in the Shannon-Wiener Index among candidate sites
between 0.34 and 3.19 is one indication that candidate sites support
communities of different diversity. Therefore, the Department recommends that
the Corps clarify and / or reevaluate the procedures used to select candidate
sites. The Corps should provide appropriate justification for selecting high
quality benthic sites (e.g., MS5-1SB) over low quality sites {e.g., NCM) or
reselect candidate sites.

Additionally, the DSEIS conclusion that there will not be significant effects
on the benthic resources -at the stockpiling areas ie unfounded (page 8~18).
The project is likely to have a significant effect on local benthic resources
at the stockpiling sites due to changes in the sediment composition and depth.
bDepth reductions from 8 feet to 3 feet would likely increase exposure to wave
energy making the bottom lese stable and consequently less habitable for some
benthic species. A more appropriate conclusion would be that the project
would not have a significant effect on the diversity of the benthic resources
of the Delaware Bay. The Department recommends that the Corps correct this
discrepancy.

Hydrodynamic and Salinity Modeling

The hydrodynamic and salinity modeling detailed in the DSEIS indicates that
the proposed changes in circulation and salinity as a result of the proposed
bDelaware River Main Channel Deepening Project would not result in any
significant impacts on organisms within the Delaware River or Delaware Bay.
This conclueion is based upon model results that have been verified with
existing data. The Department concure that the proposed project is not likely
to have an adverse effect on organisms.as a result of salinity or circulation
changes within the Delaware River and Delaware Bay based on the model results.
However, modeling results are not always consistent with actual results under
field conditions. Therefore, the Department recommends that the Corps
coordinate with the New Jersey Bureau of shellfisheries and the Delaware
Division of Fish and Wildlife to eatablish and implement a monitoring plan to
evaluate changes in water quality and oyster populations within the Delaware
River and Bay prior to, during, and following construction of the proposed
project. The Department understands that, without intensive monitoring,

10. The applicability of Section 207 of WRDA 1996 to sand stockpile sites will be explored in the Plans
and Specification phase.

11. For the wetland restoration sites (Egg Island Point, and Kelly Isfand), periodic nourishment will be
required at these areas during the S0 year project life. The sand maintenance material will be utilized
from the maintenance dredging of the 45 foot project. The silt material will be disposal at Bouy 10.

12. Table 8-8 (pg 8-13) of the DSEIS presents the statistical analyses to support the Corps'
conclusions. For example, all of the statistically significant differences in diversity measures (l.e., number
of species and Shannon-Wiener Index) were in the negative direction. That is total number of species,
and the Shannon-Wiener Index at the candidate sites were significantly lower than background. Of the
sites with higher diversity, no sites were significantly higher than background. The objective of the
analysis, which was stated on page 8-3 of the DSEIS, was to compare the 12 candidate sites to
background conditions of the Delaware Bay in order to determine if any benthic community attributes were
unique or exceptional that would preclude the use of a candidate site as a beneficial use site. Statistical
analyses were not performed between the sites because the goal of the analysis was not to select the
least favorable site among the twelve sites. Although there was wide variation between candidate sites,
the statistical analysis support the conclusion that none of the sites contained unique or exceptional
benthic communities compared to background conditions of the Bay. No candidate sites had statistically
higher diversity (as measured by number of species and Shannon-Wiener Index) than the background
conditions of the Delaware Bay (Tables 8-7 and 8-8). In addition, of the unique species found at a
candidate site, none were so important as to preclude the selection of a site for beneficial use (see page
8-4 of DSEIS). Variation in diversity measures exists between the candidate sites, however, no site
contained unique or statistically higher diversity than background conditions. MS-19B was the only
candidate site with a statistically higher bottom salinity than background conditions. Based on classic
specles and salinity graphs for estuarine environments, it is expected that sites with higher salinity will
support higher numbers of species, yet MS-19B did not support statistically higher diversity than
background. In addition, the higher percent abundance of equilibrium taxa can be attributed to one taxa,
the bivalve Tellina agilis, a ubiquitous high salinity taxa, common along the mouth of the Delaware Bay
{Maurer et al, 1974). Although it was concluded that MS198 supported the highest quality benthic
communtty of the 12 candidate sites, this conclusion can mostly be attributed to the high salinity of the
site. The benthic community at MS-19B was not unique or exceptional compared to background
conditions and therefore should not be precluded from selection as a beneficial site.

it should be noted that in addition to biological screening, the locations of the beneficial use sites were
selected based on economic considerations and if their locations would meet the intended objectives of
beneficial use. In the case of the sand stockpiles, the sand stockpile sites needed to be located within a
close proximity to the beaches so that beneficial use (i.e., access to sand material for future placement on
the beach could be achieved by State of Delaware) of the dredged material could be realized.

13. Please refer to EPA Response 3. The final SEIS will be changed to reflect that no significant Impact
will occur to either the diversity or overall populations of benthic resources in Delaware Bay due the use of
any of these sites as either wetland restorations or sand stockpiles.

14. Itis the view of the District that the hydrodynamic/salinity modeling demonstrates that the predicted
salinity impacts of the deepened channel are small enough to be considered negligible with respect to
water quality and living resources. The hydrodynamic/salinity modeling demonstrated the range of
potential salinity impacts due to the proposed deepening under a range of conditions, including a
recurrence of the drought of record, the typical “transition" period at the end of the spring high-flow period,
and also "average" inflow conditions. The use of the model to address concerns regarding salinity
distribution was viewed as the most appropriate approach to apply in this matter. This approach was
confirmed through coordination workshops held prior to and during the conduct of the modeling. In fact,

modeling is the gnly valid approach which permits a direct and objective assessment of salinity impacts
attributable to changes such as channel deepening. Even the most ambitious pre- to post-deepening

monitoring effort would not be able to unambiguously determine if observed salinity differences or oyster
population changes were the result of channel deepening, or as a result of some other cause. This is in

part due to the dynamic natural range in salinity at most locations throughout the est, and in part due
o the many variables other than salinity which affect the distribution and heatth of t‘r population.




attempts to link changes in water quality and oyster populationa to the
Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project may be inconclusive. Monitoring
would provide more reliable data to help identify any seignificant or
substantial impacts on water quality or oyster populations that result from
the project. Additionally, if no adverse impacts were observed on oysters,
the monitoring would be valuable in verifying the model. The Department also
suggests that the Corps coordinate the monitoring coincident with similar
attempts being undertaken by New Jersey and Delaware.

other Issuesg

The Department recommends that the Corps prohibit "economic loading" or barge
overflow, particularly in areas where dredged material has been determined to
be potentially toxic. Economic loading is a process where water pumped with
dredged material into the dredge hopper is permitted to flow over the sides of
the barge, resuspending potentially toxic material and increasing turbidity
and sedimentation.

The information presented in the DSEIS indicates that 16 species of benthic
invertebrates were so rare at the candidate sites that the sites are unlikely
to be an important or unique habitat for these species (Page 8-4). The
Department recommends that the Corps clarify whether these species are
themselves rare, unique, or important within the Delaware Bay or in other
major regional waterbodies (e.g., Chesapeake Bay).

Table 10-1 identifies the sensitive jolnt-vetch (Reschynomene virginica) as a
species under the jurisdiction of the National Marine Fisheries Service. This
species is under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
Additionally, the bur-marigold (Bidens bidentoides) is no longer a candidate
species and should be eliminated from Table 10-1.

The Department requests that copies of all monitoring reports and contingency
plans be sent to the Supervisor at the following address:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

New Jersey Field Office

Ecological Services

927 North Main Street, Building D-1
Pleasantville, New Jersey 08232
Taelephone: (609) 646-9310

SUMMARY COMMENTS

The Department 18 pleased that the Corps has addressed many of the concerns
previously identified by the FWS. However, we identify and seek resolution of
several significant outstanding issues of concern regarding potential project-
related adverse impacts on fish and wildlife resources. These issues include
management of existing upland disposal sites, wetland restoration design and
management, adverse effects of sand stockpiles on benthic invertebrates, and
additional monitoring to document impacts to oysters and further verify
hydrodynamic and salinity modeling. In order to resolve our remaining
concerns and fully minimize adverse impacts to fish and wildlife resources,
the Department recommends the following:

Enhance wildlife habitat on existing upland disposal sites.

Deed restrict or place conservation easements on all upland disposal
gites.

Avoid construction of wetland restoration sites between April 1 and June
30.

As an example of this “natural® variability, model data from RM 54 show that for Novi

2 s - ember 196¢-
simulation, salinity ranged between 6 and 17 ppt. For the same months with lon veraged monthly
inflow, salinity ranged between 1 and 9 ppt. Finally, during the April - May 1993 , salinity never rose

above O ppt. This represents a range of salinity from “fresh water” with 0 ppt safinity to “half-strenath®
seawater at 17 ppt. For perspective on the impacts of deepening, it shoulgl:e n'ote“z that at RMngtand
RM 54, both in the vicinity of productive oyster habitats, the hydrodynamic-salinity model predicts that
even the largest salinity change induced by deepening Is less than 1 ppt, with most changes typically in
the range of 0.1 t0 0.5 ppt. It is the view of the District that the large, natural variability of salinity
throughout the estuary renders the changes associated with deepening and sea level rise essentially a
negligible environmental impact, and further, that monitoring does not ideally lend itself to assessing
oyster population changes with regard to the effects of channel deepening.

The District coordinated findings from the salinity model with Rutgers University oyster researcher Dr
Eric Powell. Dr. Powell is a nationally recognized expert on oyster ecology, anlziycoy:cluded that the range
of safinity changes predicted by the mode! would pose no adverse Impact on oyster resources. [t is our
view that Dr. Powell's findings are valid and should be accepted as a reliable indicator of "no significant
impact” on oysters in the Delaware Estuary. In addition, in their letter of March 17, 1997, the EPA stated
that their review of the model indicates that its predictive capability was very good; and that, based on the
model results, concurred that the predicted increases in salinity/chlorinity attributable to the project will
probably have insignificant impacts to drinking water, ground water, and environmental resources. In
summary, we beiieve that the model is the best available tool to predict salinity changes, and additional
testing/monitoring is not necessary or practicable.

15. The Corps has been working with the Delaware Basin Fish and Wildlife Management Cooperative,
Fisheries Technical Committee to develop and acceptable plan for implementing economic loading of
barges and hopper dredges in the Delaware River. Based on the sediment quality data presented in the
SEIS, and additional high resolution, conger-specific PCB analyses, the current proposal is to implement
economic loading only below the Delaware Memorial Bridge. Based on the data collected to date, there
are no indications that intermittent increases in turbidity, resulting from economic loading in this portion of
the Federal navigation project, would have any adverse effects on aquatic organisms due to the release of

. chemical contaminants from the sediment.

16. In the examination of unique taxa collected at only one candidate site, 16 taxa were listed as .
extremely rare at the site (<2.0/m?) (pg. 8-4). The majority of these taxa were most likely rare in this study
because they were at the limit of their habitat. For example, species such as Pandora gouldiana, Tellina
tenella, and Pherusa affinis are found more commonly in marine shelf habitats than in tidal bay habitats.
Other species such as Paranaitis speciosa, Lysianopsis alba, and Podarke obscura are not uncommon in
Delaware Bay (Watling and Maurer, 1973). Additionally, some taxa were not sampled quantitatively with a
grab sampler (i.e., the decapods Ovalipes ocellatus and Pangpeus herbsii) or are most common on hard
substrates not sampled efficiently with a grab sampler (i.e., Idotea bathica and Aeginina longicornis). Two
taxa are genuinely rare in the Delaware Bay system, the gastropoda Bittium alternatum and the polychaeta

Phyllodoce groenlandica. Neither of these two species were collected at the proposed restoration sites or
the sand stockpile sites.

17. Concur.

- 18. Concur.

19. Please refer to Response 1.

20. Please refer to Response 1.

21. Please refer to Response 2.




Coordinate with State and federal natural resource agencies to define
guidelines or standards that would apply to the Kelly Island wetland
restoration site, including minimum areas coverage (e.g., 50 percent) of
desirable, volunteer, native species.

Address and monitor potential sedimentation impacts on oysters adjacent
to wetland restoration sites.

Avoid using eand stockpile areas and Buoy 10, but instead use dredge
material beneficially for beach nourishment or wetland restoration.

Clarify and/or reevaluate the procedure used to select candidate sand
stockpile sites.

Monitor water quality and oyster populations prior to, during, and
following dredging activities to verify salinity and circulation
medeling. -

The Department encourages the Corps to resolve the above-mentioned concerns
and incorporate these recommendatione in the final project design and the
Final SEIS. The Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will
continue to cooperate fully in an effort to resolve these concerns.

If you have any questions regarding these comments or require further
assistance on issues regarding fish and wildlife resources related to the
proposed project, including federally listed threatened or endangered species,
please contact the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service at the aforementioned New
Jersey address. .

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely,

e

Don Henne
Regional Environmental Officer

22. Please refer to Response 3.

23. Please refer to Response 5.

24. Please refer to Responses 8,9, 10, and 11.
25. Pleasa refer to Response 12.

26. Please referto Response 14.




ALY
e ® UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
}1!?_'*5 : | The Under Secretary for
o, i i Oceans and Atmosphere
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February 14, 1997

Mr. Robert L. Callegari

Chief, Planning Division

poAa, ‘Philadelphia District, COE
Wanamaker Bldg., 100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

Dear Mr. Callegari:

Enclosed are comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Projecz. We
hope our comments will assist you. Thank you for giving us an
opportunity to review this document. :

Donna S. Wieting
Acting Director
Ecology and Conservation Office

Enclosure




NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION (NOAA)
COMMENTS ON
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS)
FOR

DELAWARE RIVER MAIN CHANNEL DEEPENING PROJECT
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), NOAA has reviewed the
subject DEIS. We offer the following comments for your
consideration. Please contact Karen Greene at 908-872-3023 if

you have questions regarding these comments.

1.1.5.1 Section 7 Consultation

This section states that the NMFS has not responded to the
Philadelphia District's Biological Assessment of the impacts of
dredging on endangered and threatened species. This is
inaccurate. A Biological Opinion for all dredging projects
permitted, funded or conducted by the Philadelphia District Corps
was issued by the NMFS on November 26, 1996. Several copies of
this document were sent to the Corps.

1.1.2.2 Sand Stockpiles and 3.3.3.3 Underwater Berm/Sand
Stockpiles

We remain concerned about the impacts of sand stockpiling on the
benthic resources of Delaware Bay. The negative impacts of this
proposal are clear - approximately 730 acres of bay bottom and
its associated benthic fauna would be suffocated. The SEIS has
not adequately addressed the benefits of this proposal. As
stated in our letter dated March 1, 1996, the ecological trade-
offs associated with the loss of benthic fauna and the habitat
modification must be weighed against potential benefits. What
are the ecological benefits of this sand stockpiling?

In the future, if the sand stockpiles will be used for beach
nourishment, why can't the sand be placed directly on the beach
rather than in sand stockpiles? Both stockpile sites are located
in shallow water (-8.0 feet MLW).within 0.5 miles of the shore.
In fact, the Broadkill Beach sand stockpile area (LC-5) which
covers 230 acres is located 0.33 miles offshore. The Slaughter
Beach site (MS-19) covers 500 acres and is located 0.5 miles
offshore. 1In addition, we understand that the State of Delaware
would prefer to have the sand placed directly on the beaches.
Consequently, an explanation of why the sand cannot be placed
directly on the beaches in should be provided. ’

1. Concur. This section will be modified in the final SEIS,

2. Please refer to EPA Response 3. The ecological im, ili i
. pacts of sand stockpiling mainly occur when the
sDarlld is placed on the beaches. The sand stockpiles have been positioned close to the shoreline so that
elaware will be able to reach the sand using their dredging equipment and place the material on the
beach as needed. Once on the beach, the sand will provide habitat for horseshoe crabs and shorebirds.

3. The project economic benefit analysis indicated that the least cost 0|

ption is to place the sand material
at the sefected sand stockpile sites f<_>r future beach nourishment. During the Plans and Specification
phase, the economic viability of possible direct placement of sand on the beaches will be considered.




3.3.3.2 Wetland Restorations

Kelly Island Wetland Restoration Design

Pages 3-40 to 3-51 of the SEIS describe the proposed wetland
restoration plan for Kelly Island. Throughout the planning
process for these beneficial use projects, we have stressed that
any wetlands that are created or restored using dredged material
must receive daily tidal inundation. 1In our past comment
letters, we have expressed concerns about project designs which
restrict tidal flow. The plan proposed in the SEIS appears to
address sufficiently our concerns. However, at the interagency
meeting held on February 7, 1997, the Corps proposed a new
project design which would result in the creation of an
impoundment at Kelly Island. This revised design was developed
at a workshop to which NMFS was not invited. We cannot support
the creation of an impoundment from shallow water habitat of
Delaware Bay as a beneficial use of dredged material. While the
reduction on the use of geotubes proposed in the revised plan
could be considered a design improvement, the revised proposal
presents little benefit to the resources under our jurisdiction.
Although information on the management of the proposed
impoundment has not been provided for our review, we are
extremely concerned that the creation of the impoundment will
result in the loss of fishery habitat. As a result, we cannot
endorse the creation of an impoundment at Kelly Island. We
request that project plans be further redesigned to insure daily
tidal inundation of the entire site.

3.3.4.1 Monitoring

We request that copies of all monitoring reports be sent to the
NMFS Habitat and Protected Resources Division's Sandy Hook, New
Jersey and Oxford, Maryland field offices.

3.3.4.2 Contingency Plan for Kelly Island

We request that copies of the contingency plan be sent to the
NMFS Habitat and Protected Resources Division's Sandy Hook, New
Jersey and Oxford, Maryland field offices for our review.

3.3.4.3 Environmental Windows

Although the SEIS states that shortnose sturgeon uses the
Delaware Bay, little information is available to confirm this
statement. While anecdotal reports indicate that shortnose
sturgeon may have been caught in the bay in the past, no studies
have been done to assess their current use of the area. Without
additional studies, developing an environmental window

for shortnose sturgeon in the bay similar to the windows used in
the Delaware River is not possible. This lack of data should be
discussed in the final EIS.

4. Please refer to EPA Response 1. The redesign of Kelly Island is described in Section 3.3.3.2 of this
final SEIS. As requested by the Delaware Department of Natural Resources (DNREC), this site will be
contained by a sand berm with a geotextile tube core. It will have water control structures for post-
construction wetland management and tidat flushing that allows for the exchange of fish and other aquatic
organisms. Within the structure, a 60 acre tidal Spartina altemnaflora marsh is expected to develop. The
site will be managed by the DNREC. Properly constructed and managed impoundments in the Delaware
Estuary do not adversely impact important fish species. Although fish diversity is slightly reduced within
impoundments when compared to the open estuary, total diversity is increased several times. A
significantly greater variety of plants, birds, mammals, and invertebrates can be supported in property
managed impoundments than in almost any other wetlands.

5. Concur.

6. Concur.

7. The final SEIS will acknowledge that there is little information about the use of the Delaware Bay by
shortnose sturgeons.



This section of the SEIS does not discuss the use of the bay by
threatened and endangered sea turtles. The use of the bay by
these species is well documented, and a fairly well defined
environmental window for the presence of these species in the
area exists. In general, sea turtles can be found in the
Delaware Bay from June through November. Observer reports from
the Corps' maintenance dredging of the main channel support the
existence of this environmental window for sea turtles. This
information should be included in the final EIS.

Additional information on the presence of shortnose sturgeon and
sea turtles in project area can be found in the Corps' biological
assessment (Corps 1995) and the NMFS biological opinion (NMFS
1996) for dredging projects within the Philadelphia District. We
suggest that these documents be reviewed and the appropriate
information be incorporated into the final EIS.

10.0 Endangered Species Concerns

Under Table 10-1, Sensitive Joint-Vetch and Bur-Marigold are
listed as species under the jurisdiction of the NMFS. They are
under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

10.1.2.3, 10.4.2.4 and 10.5.2.3 Shortnose Sturgeon

On page 10-19, the seasonal restrictions prescribed by the
Delaware Basin Fish and Wildlife Management Cooperative (Coop.
1992 and Coop. 1994) are discussed as a management practice to
avoid impacting shortnose sturgeon during dredging in Delaware
River. The Corps should also comply with the terms and
conditions of the Incidental Take Statement in the district-wide
Biological Opinion (NMFS 1996). Although the Cooperative's
seasonal restrictions have been incorporated into the Biological
Opinion, there are several additional requirements that must be
followed in order to ensure compliance with the Endangered
Species Act.

The Chester-Philadelphia "pollution zone" is discussed on page
10-29 of the SEIS as limiting shortnose sturgeon's use of the
portion of the river in which the channel deepening will begin.
Water quality in this section of the river has improved in recent
years because of controls on non-point source pollution. As a
result, the use of this area by shortnose sturgeon has increased.
Although additional studies are needed to determine the extent to
which shortnose sturgeon uses this area, the Corps should not
assume that shortnose sturgeon use this only as a migratory
route.

in addition section 10.4.2.4 of the SEIS states that studies
conducted by Rutgers University did not identify any adult
sturgeon mortalities as a result of dredging operation in the
Delaware River between Philadelphia and Trenton. These studies
were conducted in the mid-1980's. In March 1996, three sub-adult

8. Concur. This information will be added to the final SEIS.

«9. Concur.

10. Concur. This will be corrected in the final SEIS.

11. Concur. The discussion on the "Incidental Take Statement" will be includ
ed in the final
as any other applicable requirements of the Biological Opinion. inal SEIS, as well

12. Concur. The final SEIS will include this information.

13. The final SEIS will be changed to include this information.




shortnose sturgeon were found in a dredged material disposal pool
on money Island, near the Newbold Island Range of the river.

Both a hopper dredge and a cutterhead pipeline dredge were using
the disposal site at the time the shortnose sturgeon. were found.

13.0 Assessment of Impacts Associated with Rock Blastinag

Although the SEIS adequately addresses the potential impacts of
rock blasting on most living marine resources, it should be noted
that the Biological Opinion issued by NMFS for dredging in the
Philadelphia District does not cover blasting. Based upon the

. location of the blasting in the Marcus Hook area, it is not
likely that sea turtles and marine mammals will be in the project
area. However, shortnose sturgeon may be found near Marcus Hook.
While the seasonal restrictions prescribed by the Cooperative and
included in our Biological Opinion are necessary to reduce
impacts to anadromous fishes, we recommend that the Corps
continue coordination with the NMFS to erisure compliance with the
requirements of the Endangered Species Act.

We continue to recommend that the Corps place the sand dredged -
from the lower portions of the deepening project on the beaches
rather than stockpiling the sand offshore. We look forward to
continued coordination with the Corps to resolve this issue as
well as any other remaining issues.

14. The Corps will continue to coordinate with NMFS, as necessary, to ensure compliance with
requirements of the Endangered Species Act.

15. Please refer to Responses 2and 3.
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- MEMORANDUM FOR: Donna Wieting
Acting Director, Ecology and Conservation
Office . ’
D i e (et T
FROM: Captain Lewis A. Lapine, NOAA
Director, National Geodetic Survey

SUBJECT: DEIS-9701-01--Delaware River Main Channel
Deepening Project

The subject statement has been reviewed within the areas of the
National Geodetic Survey's (NGS) responsibility and expertise and
in terms of the impact of the proposed actions on NGS activities
and projects.

All available geodetic control information about horizontal .and

vertical geodetic control monuments in the subject area ‘is

contained on the NGS home page at the following Internet World

Wide Web address: http://www.ngs.noaa.gov. After entering the )

NGS home page, please access the topic *Products and Services” : : -

ona o B P he meny item ‘Data Sheets " This mems item will No National Geodetic Survey monuments will be impacted by this project. "As built” blueprints and
allow you to directly access geodetic control monument hydrographic surveys will be provided to the National Ocean Service when the project is completed.
information from the NGS data base for the subject area project. )

This information should be reviewed for identifying the location

and designation of any geodetic control monuments that may be

affected by the proposed project.

If there are any planned activities which will disturb or destroy
these monuments, NGS requires not less than 90 days' notification
in advance of such activities in order to plan for their
relocation. NGS recommends that funding for this project
includes the cost of any relocation(s) required.

For further information about these monuments, please contact
John Spencer: SSMC3, NOAA, N/NGS; 1315 East West Highway:
silver Spring, Maryland 20910; telephone: 301-713-3169;

fax: 301-713-4175.

The text of this Draft Environmental Impact Statement indicates
that the proposed deepening of the Delaware River Channel from
the philadelphia/Camden waterfront to deep water in Delaware Bay




will affect the charted channel depth tabulations shown on
National Ocean Service (NOS) Nautical Charts 12304, 12311, 12312,
and 12313. The hydrography in the charted disposal sites along
the course of the river may also be impacted. The text of U.S.
Coast Pilot 3 referencing the Delaware River Channel may also
require amendment.

NOS will require “as built” blueprints and hydrographic surveys
from this U.S. Army Corps of Engineers project when completed so
that changes can be accurately detailed on future editions of
affected charts.

For further information about these charting activities, please
contact Howard Danley, NOAA, NOS, office of Coast Survey, N/CS28,
1315 East West Highway, Silver Spring, Maryland 10910.




Richard W. Blevins

NOAA/NOS Office of Coast Survey
Atlantic Hydrographic Branch

439 West York Street

Norfolk, VA 23510

January 9, 1997

Department of the Army

Philadelphia District, Corps of Engineers
Environmental Resources Branch
Wanamaker Building

{00 Penn Square East

Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

To Whom It May Concemn:

As of June 11, 1993 this office no longer processed Corps of Engineers (COE) permits and public
notices. Your office has been notified of this via mail and phone several times in an attempt to
inform you of this change. Please remove from your mailing list the address shown on the COE
mail I've return with this letter. The NOAA point of contact for this information is Sharon Tear.
She can be reached at:301-713-2737 Ext.127. If you have any questions, contact me at: §04-441-
6413. 1 will be more than happy to assist you.

Sincerely,

puiLecl Bl

Richard W. Blevins

1. Ms. Tear was contacted and she stated that she did not need to review the SEIS.



U. S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
REGION ONE

New Jersey Division Office
840 Bear Tavern Road, Suite 310
Trenton, New Jersey 08628-1019

Januar 2 1997 IN REPLY REFER fO:
Y ' .92
HEC-NJ

Mr. Robert L. Callegari

Chief, Planning Division

Department of the Army

Philadelphia District, Corps of Engineers
100 Penn Square East

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-3390

Dear Mr. Callegari:

This letter is in response to your request for comment and review
on the Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project Drafec
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.

Based on the information presented, there appears to be no
involvement with transportation facilities that would cause traffic
delays or interruptions, or impacts on roadways, bridges, etc.
Because there is no funding or federal approvals from the United
States Department of Transportation (USDOT), Section 4(f) of the
USDOT Act of 1966 does not apply.

We appreciate the opportunity to be a commenting agency on this
project and look forward to continuing our work together. If you
have any questions, please call Victoria Martinez (609) 637-4238.

Sincerely yours,

ivision Administrator

No response required.




United States Porest Northeastern Area 100 Matsonford Road
Department of Sexvice State & Private 5 Radnor Corp Ctr, Ste 200
Agriculture Forestry Radnor, PA_19087-4585

Pila Code: 1350

Date: January 6, 1997

Mr. Robert L. Callegari

Chief, Planning Division .
Department of the Army

Philadelphia District, Corps of Engineer
Wanamaker Building, 100 Penn Square Rast
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

Dear Mr. Callegari: . No response required.

Thank you for inviting comment on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project. You have
addréssed the issue of impact to the four disposal sites from hazardous, toxic
and radioactive waste in the dredged material. You have coordinated with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service in
addressing the issue of impact to species listed under the Endangered Species
Act, as well other species. I have no additional comments to offer.

Sincerely,

MICHAEL T. RAINS
Area Director




,:.'@}\
‘\&, ]/' United States Natural Resources Suite 101

= Department of Conservation 1203 College Park Drive
Agriculture Service Dover, Delaware 19904-8713

January 22, 1997

Robert L. Callegari

Chief, Planning Division
Environmental Resources Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Wanamaker Building

100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

Dear Mr. Callegari:

In response to your letter dated December 20, 1996, the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Delaware No response required
River Main Channel Deepening Project has been reviewed by NRCS

state conservation engineer, Ronald Gronwald. Attached is a copy

of his report.

Sincerely,

J
e ~

ELESA K. COTTRELL -

State Eonservationist
Attachm




NOW: Natural Resources Suite 101
722, United States Soil Conservation 1203 College Park Drive

kf/ Dopartment ol Sonservation  gervice Dover, DE 19904-8713

ENG - Review of Report on the Proposed Janvary 14, 1997
C.O.E. Delaware River Main
Channel Deepening Project

Subject

File code

Elesa K. Cottrell
State Conservationist
USDA, NRCS
Dover, Delaware

As requested, [ have reviewed the subject report. The Corp of Engineers proposes to deepen
the main shipping channel of the Delaware River from Philadelphia, PA to the Atlantic Ocean
from its presently maintained depth of 40 feet to a depth of 45 feet. The purpose of this
deepening is to allow larger, more efficient ships to use the river for commerce. Presently,
large oil tankers unload part of their cargo (lightering) into barges off of Big Stone Beach,
before proceeding upstream. The non-federal sponsor who will cost-share this project is the
Delaware River Port Authority. .
) No response required.
The major impact of this project to Delaware will be the disposal of the dredged material :
resulting from this project. Since the material dredged will be mostly previously undisturbed
river bottom, exposure of toxic material is not expected to be a problem. The Corp is proposing
to place 9.5 million cubic yards of dredge spoil (out of a total of 33 million cubic yards) in
Delaware as follows:

1.)  One million cubic yards of dredged material would be placed in each of two active
federal dredged material disposal sites located north and south of the east terminus of the
Chesapeake and Delaware Canal. No new upland disposal sites are proposed within the State
of Delaware. .

2) 1.8 million cubic yards of dredged material will be utilized in a 90 acre wetland

restoration at the Kelly Island site just north of Port Mahon. This site is at the mouth of the

Mahon River and will restore wetlands which have recently been destroyed by erosion. The

Corp proposes to use sand filled geotextile tubes to form a wave barrier and containment

structure. Dredged material would be used to raise the ground level within the containment to
. approximately high tide elevation to restore the tidal marsh.

3.) Two areas in Delaware Bay offshore of Delaware have been selected to receive an
underwater berm for the purpose of stockpiling sand for future beach replenishment. The
Broadkill Beach site is 0.3 miles offshore. The existing bottom elevation is -8.0 feet (8 fect




Elesa K. Cottrell

below mean low tide). It is proposed to stockpile 1.9 million cubic yards of sand by
constructing a berm to an elevation of -3.0 feet. The Slaughter Beach site is 0.5 miles offshore
and will receive 2.8 million cubic yards of sand by building a berm from elevation -8.0 feet to
an elevation of -3.0 feet.

From this report, I can see no impact on agriculture in Delaware as a result of this project. | : No response required.
do not see any concerns from an engineering standpoint regarding the spoil disposal activities
proposed within Delaware.

b

RONALD F. GRONWALD
State Conservation Engineer
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February 17. 1997

Robert L. Callergari

Chicf. Planning Division

L1.S. Army Engineer District, Philadelphia
100 Penn Square East

Philadelphia. PA 19107-3390

RE:  Delaware River Comprehensive Navigation Study
Main Channel Deepening Project

Dear Mr. Callegari:

The Office of Program Coordination of the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection has completed its review of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS; January 1997) prepared for the above referenced project. This review was conducted
pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act. The SEIS has been
prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to “provide additional information and
environmental analysis to address environmental concemns raised during review of the 1992
Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement™.

The Department has previously provided the USACE with comments on the proposed
project. In a May 29, 1992 letter from Lawrence Schmidt, the Department identified significant
concerns with the project, including:

(a) potential impacts to water quality and the USACE seeking a Clean Water Act Section
404(r) exemption from state issued Water Quality Certifications;

(b) sediment contamination issues and associated adverse environmental impacts;

(c} potential impacts of the channel deepening on salinity and current patterns in the
Delaware estuary;

(d) disposal/beneficial use options in Delaware Bay; and,

() potential impacts to Endangered/Threatened species.
Ina tuly 1, 1996 letter from Lawrence Schimidt reviewing preliminary draft sections of the Dralt
SEIS, concers were noted with respect to the methods used by the USACE to evaluate the bulk

sediment chemistry and elutriate data collected for the project. The use of additional anals ses
and evihration procedures was requested. In addition, the USACE had previously been provided




with a copy of the Department’s guidance manual “The Management and Regulation of Dredging
Activities and Dredged Material in New Jersey’s Tidal Waters™ (Draft - March 1996). It was
stated that the Department would use this guidance document in its regulatory and National
Envitonmental Policy Act reviews 10 evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the
proposed project.

Although the Draft SEIS addresses some of the concerns previously raised by the
Department, a number of issues have not been adequately addressed, and additional analyses are
needed to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project.

Sediment Quality Evaluations (Chapter 4

The Main Channel Deepening project has been divided into five reaches: Reaches A
through D are within the Delaware River, and Reach E is within Delaware Bay. It is proposed
that sediments dredged from Reaches A through D will be disposed of in nine “active” federal
uptand confined disposal facilities (CDFs) and four “new™ upland CDFs. Dredged material from
Reach E would be used for a variety of beneficial use projects. In general, the sediment quality
evaluations discussed in the Draft SEIS are not consistent with the Department’s draft dredging
guidance manual.

A series of sediment cores were collected within each project Reach (see Plates 5 and 6),
the bulk sediment chemistry data for the cores were grouped by Reach, and the mean value of
each parameter calculated. These mean values were then compared with various NJDEP soil
cleanup criteria to evaluate the potential impacts to human health associated with the disposal of
the dredged material in upland CDFs or its beneficial use.

A review of the data for heavy metals in Tables 4-2 and 4-9 shows that, although the
mean values for the following parameters for the indicated Reaches do not exceed the NIDEP
Residential Direct Contact Soil Cleanup Criteria, a number of individual sample values (as
indicated by the range of detected values) do exceed these criteria:

Antimony, Lead: Reaches A,B,.C,D
Arsenic: Reaches A, C
Beryllium: Reaches B,C,D
Cadmium, Selenium : Reaches A, B,C, D, E

Thallium: Reaches B, D

ES

1. The referenced guidance manual was released in draft form In March of 1996. The
greconstruct’ion, Engineering and Design Study that led to preparation of the Draft Supplemental
nv(ronmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) was completed in May of 1996. As such, all sediment
qugluty ana]yses pfesenteq in the DSEIS were completed prior to availability of the draft manual. The
Philadelphia District coordinated all of the sediment quality data presented in the SEIS with the New
Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) as it was collected. This data base was

developed over a period of approximately five years. The NJDEP has ne
- ver commented that
was unacceptable or did not comply with State requirements. at the data

2. The NJDEP draft guidance manual does not discuss how to evaluate bulk sediment data to
determine the potential for environmental impacts as a result of dredging operations. The
presentation in the DSEIS was developed by the Philadelphia District to facilitate a review by NJDEP
personnel, because previous submission of the complete data set resulted in no review at all. Based
on the complete set of bulk sediment quality data, the following number of individual samples had
actual concentrations that exceeded the NJDEP Residential Direct Contact Soil Cleanup Criteria for
the parameters listed:




Cadmium

RESPONSE 2 CON'T

As can be seen from the above presentation, less than 10 percent of the samples had concentrations
that exceeded the NJDEP Residential Standards for the parameters lead, arsenic, benzo (a) pyrene,
and benzo(b) fluoranthene. Likewise, less than 10 percent of Reach A samples for antimony and
samples from Reaches D and E for selenium had concentrations that exceeded these standards. A
more in-depth statistical analysis of the complete data sets for these parameters and Reaches would
not provide any additional information that would be of value to the evaluation, There are not enough
detections above the Residential Standards to suggest that the true means could possibly be above
the Residential Standards. The compliance requirements for achieving these standards include that
"No more than 10 percent of the soil samples, or one sample if two to 10 samples, inclusively, are
used, exceed the applicable soil cleanup standard.” (Site Remediation Program Cleanup Standards
for Contaminated Sites Proposed New Rules: N.J.A.C. 7:26D from the New Jersey Register,
Monday, February 3, 1992). As such, use of 10 percent seems appropriate.

With regard to cadmium, members of the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
Dredging Task Force have indicated to Philadelphia District personnel that the Residential Standard
for cadmium is being raised from 1 ppm to 37 ppm. The highest concentration of cadmium in 153
sediment samples collected from the Delaware River havigation channel was 5.24 ppm. Therefore,
additional analysis of cadmium data Is unwarranted, as concentrations are well below this higher
Residential Standard.

The parameters antimony, beryllium, selenium and thallium did have sample concentrations greater
than the Residential Standards in more than 10 percent of the samples for the Reaches identified in
the NJDEP letter. Material dredged from these Reaches would be thoroughly mixed during the
dredging operation, so it is believed that any areas with higher concentrations would be diluted to _

provide a mean concentration In the disposal area that is below the Residential Standards. Maximum
concentrations of antimony and selenium are an order of magnitude below the NJDEP
Non-Residential Standards. Even if there were pockets of material that approached these maximum
concentrations, it is inconceivable to think this could represent a health concern because people
would not come in contact with the material on a frequency that even approaches the assumptions
that were used to develop the standards. As discussed in the DSEIS, the elevated thallium
concentrations are believed to be the result of laboratory process during the first round of sampling.
Two subsequent rounds of sampling failed to reproduce the initial data, with all samples being well
below the Residential Standards. Maximum concentrations of beryllium were 1.5 ppm, which is only
slightly above the Residential and Non-Residential Standards of 1.0 ppm. These slightly elevated
levels would easily be diluted during the dredging operation. It is unlikely that any additional statistical
analysis of the data, or physical analysis of the proposed dredging would provide any information that
would be of use to this evaluation.




Likewise. the PAH data (Tables 4-5 and 4-14) show that individual samples from Reach B
slightly exceed the Residential Direct Contact Soil Cleanup Criteria for Benzo(a)pyrene and
Benzo(b)fluoranthene.

The use of mean Reach values to evaluate sediment contamination issues is not
inappropriate, as long as these mean values are representative of the actual parameter
concentrations present in the sediments to be dredged. The information provided in the Draft
SEIS is not sufficient to enable the Department to evaluate the appropriateness of using mean
Reach values. In addition, all of the sediments from a particular Reach will not be placed in one
upland CDF - the dredged material from various “sub-Reaches™ will be directed to specific
upland CDFs (see Plates 24 and 25). The presence of contaminated sediment “hot-spots” in
various Reaches of the project area may further complicate the Department’s evaluation of
dredged material disposal in a particular upland CDF or a proposed beneficial use. Additional
analyses are needed, as described below; these analyses were previously requested in the
Department’s July I, 1996 letter

The USACE must develop an appendix which includes all of the grain size, Tota)
Organic Carbon, heavy metal, and PAH bulk sediment chemistry data for each sediment sample
for the parameter/Reach combinations noted above. This should consist of a series of data tables
for each Reach, and include a statistical analysis of the distribution of the data for each parameter
within each Reach (i.e. mean, range, standard deviation, etc.). The sampling location and depth,
and the estimated volume of sediment to be dredged associated with each sample, should also be
cleatly identified. The USACE should also complete an evaluation of worst case sediment
concentrations {i.e. the highest parameter values recorded) for each parameter/sub-Reach
combination, analogous to that completed for the mean Reach values in the Draft SEIS, specific
to each upland CDF or proposed beneficial use designated for that sub-Reach.

A series of sediment cores were collected from each Reach and subject to elutriate
analyses; these samples were separate from those collected for the bulk sediment chemistry
analyses (see Plates 7 and 8). This data was then used “to predict contaminant levels that would
be liberated from sediment during dredging and disposal activities [emphasis added]" (Section
4.2, page 4-36). It was “concluded that dredging and dredged material disposal operations would
not significantly impact water quality within the Delaware River” (Section 4.2, page 4-39).

The elutriate test can be used to predict potential water quality impacts of the dredging
operation. However, when the dredged material is to be placed in an upland CDF - as proposed
for Reaches A through D - the modified elutriate test must be used to simulate and evaluate
potential impacts to surface water quality resulting from dewatering effluent discharges. Thus.
given the information provided in this chapter of the Draft SEIS, the Department cannot, at this
time, agree with the conclusion of the document that “disposal operations would not significantly
impact water quality”. This concern is discussed in more detail in Upland CDFs - Discharges to
Surface Water. : ,

Section 4.3 (page 4-42) discusses Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP")
analyses of twenty sediment samples. It is stated that “the TCLP test simulates pH changes that

3. A series of sediment cores collected in 1992 were evaluated using the modified elutriate test. The
report of this analysis has been previously provided to the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection. Data pertaining to the predicted dissolved concentrations of contaminants in effluent
discharged from an upland dredged material disposal site were presented in the draft SEIS because
this fraction is most available to aquatic biota, and it was the most comprehensive data set. In
addition to the predictive elutriate analyses, water column bioassays of channel sediments were also
run too directly assess any potential effects of the release of effluent from upland sites on aquatic
biota. In 38 separate tests, 100 percent survival was recorded for all species in the undiluted
sediment elutriate. These tests subjected aquatic organisms to more extreme conditions than would
be encountered during operation of a dredged material disposal site because there was no mixing of
the simulated effluent with river water, which would dilute contaminant concentrations. Based on the
data collected to date, there is no reason to believe that dredged material disposal operations would

4. The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection has repeatedly requested TCLP data’
from the Philadelphia District to facilitate review of potential impacts associated with dredging the
Delaware River navigation channel. NJDEP personnel indicated that this was what the Department
used to evaluate potential groundwater impacts. While the Phifadelphia District did not agree that

:‘CLE data was useful to the evaluation of dredged material, the data was collected and provided to
JDEP. :




sediments may experience when exposed to air and acidic rain in an upland disposal area, {so
the] data can also be used to evaluate potential groundwater and surface water impacts™. This is
an incorrect characterization of the applicability of the TCLP, and it should not be used to
evaluatc potential impacts to groundwater or surface waters resulting from the placement of
dredged material in an upland CDF. Concems regarding Potential impacts to these environmental
features are discussed in more detail in Upland CDFs - Discharges to.Surface Water and Upland
CDFs - Discharges to Groundwater, and in the Department’s draft dredging guidance manual. .

Sections 4.4.1 (page 4-44) and 4.4.2 (page 4-47) discuss bioassay and bioaccumulation
analyses of various sediment samples. The sediments used for these tests were collected using
grab samptes - not cores - and thus are not representative of the entire volume of sediments to be
dredged. Thus, the Department cannot agree with the conclusions of the Draft SEIS - based on
the results of these tests - regarding potential impacts to estuarine biota resulting from the open
water placement of the dredged material. Note, however, that if the Reach E sediments proposed
to be used in the wetland restoration project at Egg Isfand Point are greater than 90% sand, the -
Department will consider these sediments suitable for the proposed beneficial use, without
additional testing. :

Finally, given that construction of the proposed Main Channel Deepening project is
anticipated not bégin until the Year 2000, and will take four years to complete (Section 3.1.2.4,
page 3-5), the sediment quality data presented in the Draft SEIS - collected in the early-1990's -
may not be representative of the actual sediments to be dredged. In addition, maintenance
dredging of the project area wilt continue at least until the Year 2050. The USACE should thus
commit to the collection of additional sediment quality data just prior to the initiation of
construction (i.e. no later than six months), in order to verify project conditions are reasonably
consistent with those evaluated in the Draft SEIS. Likewise, a program of data collection for
maintenance dredging operations to the Year 2050.is also needed. The USACE should coordinate
the development and implementation of these data cotlection programs with the Department’s
Dredging Task Force. '

Hazardous Waste Investigations at the Upland CDFs

Section 6.1 of the Draft SEIS reports on the results of sampling and testing the existing
soils at the “new™ upland CDF sites. A sample from Site 17G exceeded the Toxic Characteristic
Leaching Procedure (TCLP) level for lead. In addition, samples exceeded the NJDEP Non-
Residential Soil Cleanup Criteria for benzo(a)pyrene at Site 17G, and arsenic at Site 15G.

5. It was determined that grab samples would be sufficient since bulk sediment testing di

that subsurface sediments contained higher levels of contaminants relative to the sm:lr?gcg{d {_\g:ashow
biological testing was conducted primarily at the request of the U S Environmental Protection Agency
an_d the State of Delaware. The concerns of these agencies have been addressed by this testing
With regard to beneficial use of dredged material at Egg Island Point, the material would be greatér
than 90 percent sand. As such, the method of sample collection should not be an issue.

6. The Philadelphia District has conducted bulk sediment analyses in three

not quntiﬁed any significant levels of contamination in project seyil?;ents. it isseS:Iri::yyt?\aartst:ir;d hes
condition will change in the short-term without a significant event such as a large chemical spill. The
District will periodically coflect additional data to monitor sediment quality. The frequency of this
monitoring has been discussed with the NJDEP Dredging Task Force. Additional cocrdination will
continue in the future.

7. Additional testing will be performed as part of the next phase, Plans and Specifications, around
the areas of concern. Specifically, soif in the vicinity of samples HTRW 7,10, and 13 will be tested
Any contaminated soll will be removed prior to construction.



An exceedance of the TCLP criterion for lead is indicative of a hazardous waste.
Subsequent statements in the Draft SEIS that characterize this finding as only a “minimal
exceedance” requiring “'no additional testing or remediation™ are misleading. If these svils ase
left in place, at a minimum a Declaration of Environmental Restriction (DER) will be required to
identify the location of the contamination. If the volume of contaminated soil is limited.
excavation and removal would be a preferable option from an environmental perspective.
However, the exact disposition of this situation would require additional evaluation of the
available data prior to a determination of the best course of action.

Note that DERs may also be required due to the above noted exceedances for arsenic and
henzo(a)pyrene if the contaminated soils are left in place.

Upland CDFs - Discharges to Surface Water

In general, the Draft SEIS does not evaluate or discuss potential impacts to surface water
quality resulting from dewatering effluent discharges from the proposed upland CDFs and
appears to assumne any such impacts will be minimal. The level of consideration given to these
potential impacts appears to be ized in the (page 4-32) that since “[i]n Reaches
A through D, material would be removed from the aquatic environment and placed in confined,
upland sites ... any adverse impacts to aquatic resources would be prectuded.” The Department
has previously noted the need for additional evaluation and discussion of the dewatering effluent
discharges from the upland CDFs (see the May 29, 1992 and July 1, 1996 letters from Lawrence
Schmidt). As noted above, the sediment quality evaluations completed to date cannot be used for
this purpose.

Control and monitoring of discharges from the upland CDFs were briefly discussed in
the February 1992 Final EIS, but were limited to discussions of suspended solids loading
Although other potential impacts to water quality were acknowledged (decreased dissolved
oxygen levels, increased levels of chemical contaminants), they were assumed to be insignificant.
Based on the Draft SEIS, the Department cannot conclude that these discharges will be in
compliance with federal and State Surface Water Quality Standards and will not result in
significant adverse impacts to surface water quality. The Draft SEIS must acknowledge the
importance of minimizing the dispersal of contaminants associated with sediment particles. It
also must acknowledge the need to control and monitor the dewatering effluent discharges from
the upland CDFs in order to avoid exceedances of narrative and numerical surface water quality
standards. The physical and biological effects of turbidity must be discussed separately from the
chemical and biological effects of contaminants associated with the dredged material. Detailed
plans for the control and monitoring of the discharges to surface waters from all upland CDFs are
needed.

Four “new” upland CDFs - Raccoon Island, Site 15D, Site 15G, and Site 17G - are
proposed for use in the main Channel Deepening project. Plates 20 through 23 show the
proposed discharge locations of the outfalls from these uptand CDFs:

8. The referenced statement on page 4-32 has been taken out of context. The stat

the comgarlz_r.on of bulk sediment data to the ERLs and ERMs developed by Long etearn(e(r:grges!;rs ©
These criteria reflect the potential for adverse effects on aquatic life due to exposure to sediment
contamlngnts. The statement indicates that in Reaches A through D sediment would be taken out of
the aquatic environment, and therefore these criteria are not directly applicable. The level of
contaminants in effluent discharged from a confined dredged material disposal area is much less
than what is contained in the sediments. The use of bulk sediment data to reflect effluent
concentrations of contaminants is misleading.

9. The DSEIS is intended to supplement the EIS prepared in 1992, as such

minimize repetit.ion of information. While statemerﬁs ?egarding the importanc:no?tt::r:iﬁi:i:; madeto
syspended sediments in effluent discharged from disposal sites and the need to controf effiuent
discharges were not included in the DSEIS, the Philadelphia District has always operated sites in a
manner that does minimize the release of suspended sediments. This information will be included in
the Final SEIS along with a discussion of the physical and biological effects that can resut.

10. The nine active upland CDFs are permitted by water quality certificates as o

| peration of those
sites is currently regulated by the State of New Jersey. The amount of effluent from the active sites
will not significantly increase our current practice. The increase in effluent is within the variations in




e Raccoon Island and Site 15D will discharge to Raccoon Creek
o Site 15G will discharge to Oldmans Creek
* Site 17G will discharge to an unnamed tributary of the Delaware River.

The discharge locations of the other nine, currently “active™ upland €DFs huave not been
identified in the Draft SEIS. Potential impacts to the surface water quality of these creeks
resulting from the upland CDF dewatering effluent discharges have not been discussed in the
Draft SEIS. The document also does not discuss the potential cumulative impacts resulting from
two upland CDFs discharging to Raccoon Creek. Finally, the Draft SEIS does not discuss
potential surface water quality impacts resulting from presumably increasing dewatering effluent
discharges from the nine “existing” upland CDFs due to the Main Channel Deepening project
and associated future increased maintenance dredging activities.

Section 6.3.3 (page 6-18) of the Draft SEIS discusses the habitat value of the four “new™
upland CDFs and adjacent areas (similar discussions of the nine “existing” uptand CDFs are not
inctuded in the Draft SEIS). The marshes of Raccoon Creek and Oldmans Creek have been
designated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as focus areas for needed protection
under the Atlantic Coast Joint Venture of the North American Waterfowl Management Plan.
These wetlands complexes have also been designated by the USFWS as priority wetlands under
the Emergency Wetlands Resources Act, and by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) as a priority wetlands under the Clean Water Act. In general, the wetlands associated
with the surface waters into which the dewatering effluent from the upland CDFs will discharge
have been described as having “exceptional value to fish and wildlife resources”. The Draft SEIS
does not discuss potential impacts to these wetlands resulting from the upland CDF dewatering
effluent discharges.

The Draft SEIS also includes an analysis of the mean Reach bulk sediment chemistry
data compared with the ERL/ERM criteria of Long et al. (1995) to evaluate the potential adverse
impacts to estuarine biota in the project area (see Tables 4-20 and 4-21). Use of the Long et al.
(1995) criteria is of some limited use in evaluating potential impacts to estuarine biota resulting
from dewatering effluent dischargés from the upland CDFs. A number of ERL were exceeded by
the mean Reach values:

s Arsenic - Reaches C, D
« Cadmium - Reach A

e Mercury - Reaches A, B, C,D

However, an analysis of the individual sample data (as indicated by the range of detections
reported in Table 4-2), show numerous exceedances of the ERL as follows: ‘

s Arsenic, Lead, Silver - Reaches A, B,C, D

11. Based on bulk and elutriate sediment analyses, and water column bioassays, there is no reason

to believe that the operation of dredged material disposal sites in the vicinity of Raccoon Creek

Oldmans Creek and their associated wetlands would have any adverse effect on fish and wildli'!e

resources that utilize these areas. The sediments in these wetland areas most likely have

mamir:ant concentrations that are at similar levels, if not higher, than what is found in channel
ments.

12. As previously stated, the use of ERLs and ERMs developed by Long et al. (1 995) to evaluate
potential impacts to aquatic resources from the discharge of effluent from confined disposal areas is
misleading. These criteria were primarily included in the SEIS to evaluate potential impacts of placing
material dredged from Delaware Bay in aquatic areas for beneficial use. In these areas aquatic
organisms would come in contact with the dredged sediment, which could resutt in biological impacts

. If contaminant levels were high enough. In up-river areas, where material would be removed from the

aquatic environment, these criteria are of limited value. It is unreasonable to equate bulk sediment
concentrations to concentrations that would be expected from effluent discharges. Again, standard
Philadelphia District procedures for operating dredged material disposal sites include control of weir
structures to minimize release of suspended sediments.



13.

14.

15.

»  Cadmium, Nickel - Reaches A.B,C.D.E
e Chromium - Reaches A, C

s Copper - Reaches A.B.C

» Mercury - Reaches A, B

e Zinc - Reaches B,D

In addition, individual samples exceeded the ERM for Mercury in Reach C, and Zinc in Reaches
A and C. This suggests that, unless the dewatering effluent discharges are controlled
appropriately, potential adverse impacts to estuarine biota could occur.

Finally, the Department notes that the Draft SEIS states that the USACE has received a
Clean Water Act Section 404(r) exemption from State issued Water Quality Certifications. The
scope of applicability of this exemption relative to the proposed Main Channel Deepening
project and other regulatory programs is not discussed in the Draft SEIS. Please provide this
Office a copy of the Congressional legislative language authorizing this exemption.

Upland CDFs - Discharges to Groundwater (Chapter 7)

In general, the evaluations of potential impacts to groundwater resulting from the use of
the thirteen upland CDFs proposed in the Draft SEIS are not consistent with New Jersey’s
Ground Water Quality Standards (N.J.A.C. 7:9-6) and the New Jersey Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NJPDES) regulations (NJ.A.C. 7:14A). Although the Draft SEIS includes a
summary of an evaluation of potential i diate and long-term impacts to the potable water
supplies of the Potomac-Raritan-Magothy (PRM) formation completed by the U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS), potability is not the sole focal point of the New Jersey Ground Water Quality
Standards (GWQS); additional groundwater resources are of interest in the project area. The
GWQS classifies ground waters as a function of their resource values, which include ecological
significance, surface water recharge, recreational use, as well as potability. Consequently, the
GWQS require that individual classifications of groundwater be protected for their total resource
value. In the project area, not only is degradation of the PRM formation an issue of concern, but
surficial ground water units of Quaternary and Tertiary age that overly the outcrop of the PRM
formation (including the Peansauken and Cape May hydrologic units) and which may recharge
surface water tributaries along the Delaware River, are also of concern.

The Draft SEIS evaluated potential impacts to ground water resources by comparison of
bulk sediment chemistry data with the Soil Cleanup Criteria in the Department's draft,Cleanup
Standards for Contaminated Sites (N.J.A.C. 7:26D). Notwithstanding the technical limitations
associated with applying the Impact to Ground Water Soil Cleanup Criteria to these activities

13. 404(r) Exemption: The Clean Water Act (33 USC 466 et Section :
The discharge of dredged or fill material as part of the construs:;qlor)ul ofa Fed:rgf ;g:q):ajit::essr;lgig:arﬁy
authorized by Congress, wpether prior to or on or after the date of enactment of this sub-section, is
nztd prohibited !?y or-otherywse subject to regulation under this section, or a State program apprO\;ed
:1 er th[s sectlon . This project was approved by Congress by Public Law 102-580 and therefore,
his section applies. This was confirmed by the letter from EPA commenting on the DSEIS, dated '
March 17, 1997. Portions of the Clean Water Act describing this section have been providei:i to the

gé:)sEP. A discussion of the Clean Water Act Section 404(r) exemption will be included in the Final

14. The District has demonstrated a proactive a itori

C pproach to groundwater monitoring at existin
drie(:ged rpatenal disposal areas. The District has performed several groundwaterginvestigatigns at
:ax ! |(r:|tg disposal sites in New ._Jersey and has concluded that disposal operations have a negligible
mpact on the groundwater regime in the immediate vicinity. Monitoring is continuing at National Park

disposal area, National Park, New Jersey. Results of these investigati
R g 2 estigations have bee
NJDEP Dredging Task Force, and to Mr. Roe on several occasiong. npresentedtothe

15. The District was attempting to make a com i i
1 prehensive analysis of the sediment data using all of
:E criteria provided by the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection. We were ungaware
t thg Department did not use the Impact to Ground Water Soil Cleanup Criteria for this type of
analysis. As stated above, additional groundwater analyses have been conducted for existing

dredged material di i
e ngor c: e sposal areas. These analyses were well received by the New Jersey Dredging




(including the lack of values for heavy metals), the Department has never used the soil cleanup
criteria for permit-decision making associated with the NJPDES regulations.

The Draft SEIS concludes that local and regional impacts to ground water associated
with the use of the proposed thirteen upland CDFs will be negligible. This conclusion was based
on the results of the USGS study showing minimal risk to potable water supplies in the PRM
formation, minimal contamination of the sediments to be dredged (based on mean Reach bulk
sediment chemistry data), and the presence of 20-40 feet of fine-grained dredged material already
in place at the upland CDF sites inhibiting migration of any contaminants which would be
teached from the dredged material from the Main Channel Deepening project. Notwithstanding
the limitations of the applicability of these factors/assumptions, they only represent issues of
consideration in the NJPDES-Discharge to Ground Water permitting process, and are not criteria
or a basis for exemption from compliance with the provisions of the New Jersey Water Pollution
Control Act (N.J.S.A. 58:10A) or the NJPDES regulations. Because the upland disposal of
dredged material represents a potential discharge of pollutants, it is subject to regulation pursuant
to the NJPDES regulations and the GWQS. For additional information on complying with these
regulations, refer to the Department’s dredging guidance manual (Draft - March 1996) and
contact John Roe of the Bureau of Nonpoint Pollution Control at (609) 292-0407.

Upland CDFs - Operation and Management

Section 3.2.3.1 (page 3-11) of the Draft EIS notes that “[o]ne of the primary goal(s] and
objectives for the four new [upland CDFs] is development, enhancement, and management of
wildlife habitat in between dredged material disposal events”. In general, this goal is supported
by the Department. However, the Department does have concerns about the dispersal of
contaminants associated with the dredged material into terrestrial and aquatic food webs via
biota which use or colonize the upland CDFs. Also, the Draft SEIS-does not discuss potential
operational and final habitat uses of the nine currently “active” federal upland CDFs.

It appears that, to the greatest extent possible, one cell within each “new” upland CDF
will be maintained in a ponded condition (with 1.5 to 3 feet of standing water) between dredged
material disposal “cycles” to provide open water and freshwater emergent habitat (Section
3.2.3.3, page 3-14). This management technique will also minimize recolonization of the upland
CDFs by Phragmites.

16._ The US Army Corps of Engineers is subject to permits required by Federal law. It is Corps
policy to restrict permit acquisition to those that are required by Federal faw. The NJDEPS-Discharge
to Ground Water permit is a State of New Jersey permit. As such, the Corps is not able to apply for
this permit. Based on the information presented above, the Corps believes it has provided state-of-the
art modeliing to evaluate potential impacts to groundwater as a resutt of operating dredged material

disposal sites along the Delaware River. This information is considered sufficient to address
groundwater concerns. ’

17. The sediment data was evaluated by WES (See Section 10.4.1.3), as well as the U S EPA and

* U S FWS. They did not believe that the level of contaminants In the dredged material indicated that

there was a concem over dispersal of contaminants into either the aquatic or terrestrial food webs.

The dredged material disposal sites are projected to be used for a period of 50 years. Final closure
plans prepared at this time would most likely be out dated at the end of this project.

18. Comment noted. No response required.



As noted above in Sediment Quality Evaluatigns. the Department has some concemns
about sediments within the project Reaches that may be contaminated at relatively higher levels.
It should not be assumed that all of the dredged material from a project Reach will be thoroughty
mixed when placed in an upland CDF, and can thus be fully characterized by using mean Reach
bulk sediment chemistry values. Further, Plates 24 and 25 show that dredged material from
specific portions of each Reach will be disposed of in particular upland CDFs: this operational
practice places into further question the validity of using mean Reach values to evaluate poteatial
adverse environmental impacts resulting from sediment contamination. Management of the
upland CDFs for habitat purposes should consider these concerns. In order to minimize potential
exposure of aquatic and tervestrial biota to contaminated sediments, it may be appropriate to
place “more contaminated” sediments into the upland CDFs first, so they are then covered by
“less contaminated” dredged material. providing a kind of de facto cap. Use of such an
operational procedure may also serve to minimize the potential discharge of contaminants to
surface and ground waters.

The Department’s Office of Mosquito Control expects that the proposed project will
compound current mosquito control problems associated with maintenance dredging operations
and the presence of standing water at the existing upland CDFs , which create mosquito breeding
habitat. Upland CDFs create a two-phased problem:

» During active dredging and disposal operations, which is of primary concern;

e When the upland CDF is “dormant”, the site becomes mosquito breeding habitat
following storm events.

Thus, control of mosquitoes at the upland CDFs requires a two-fold approach. During active
operations, breeding surveillance and pesticide applications may be necessary. “Dormant” upland
CDFs need to be physically d to enh their envirc I condition, making them
unsuitable for mosquito production. These management requirements must be coordinated with

the habitat development plans discussed above to ensure that the multiple objectives for the
upland CDF sites can be achieved. .

The 1992 Final Envirc I Impact S noted that dikes at some of the existing
upland CDFs must be raised to provide sufficient capacity for the 50-year life of the project.
However, Section 11.3.6 (page 11-20) states that no new construction will be needed at these
sites. This should be clarified, and if dike raising is needed, the possible environmental impacts
of raising the heights of these dikes should be evaluated; also see Upland CDFs - Capucity
Issues. In addition, Section 3.2.3.1 (page 3-11) states that at the four “new” upland CDFs, after
dewatering. dredged material from the Main Channel Deepening project will be used to
“upgrade” the dikes at these sites. Note that the Department currently requires that any material
to be used for dike construction at an upland CDF meet the Interim Residential Direct, Contact
Soil Cleanup Criteria. It is not clear from the data provided in the Draft SEIS that the dredged
material placed in the upland CDFs (or currently present in the nine “active™ facilities) will meet

‘l'zu "(l"l:; %':sm :l::t?v zrtaoc;if:d I;»en&t pr_actic;a?'l‘e fc')r dredged material disposal in these areas. it
" ) e river in this fashion. In addition, the large a '
disposal areas and hydraulic dispersement of material would preclude effectiveg ca;:?:gl)tfe?:rlsi:ues

20. The traditional methods to control mosquitos i i
0squitos is to drain the area where they are breeding or to
:ﬂ:tya %eggclcé:s. Both of these methods are cqntrary to the goals of maintaining wetlands og portions
s between disposal cycles. A biological control was recommended by the FWS using

- small fish to eat mosquito larvae. The appropriate fish species will be selected in coordination with

21. The proposed new and existing disposal areas, for the d j i i

| e \ eepening project will provided 50
of' capacity for dredging the river. No new construction will be needed at t:'uese sitgs however, y;i:.-ss
will be raised in the future to provide additional capacity for the maintenance dredgin'g. '

lDr:a:;gfed material from within the site§ Is utilized presently to raise dikes, and will continue to be used
3'( ® t_:tqre. If there is a NJDEP policy that requires testing of material that is rehandled on-site for
ike building, this has not been officially conveyed to the District. Corps dredging policy requires only

X\‘I:tlter Quality Certification to operate the disposal areas pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water

Additional sites would be needed for the existin j
0 C g 40 foot project, as stated. The new sites provide
capacity for the 45 foot project. With additional dike rasing at the new sites there is enoug: capacity

for the 45 foot .
existing sites, project for the next S0 years. This includes capacity at both the new sites and the




this requirement. Thus, additional testing of the dredged material to be used for dike construction
will be required by the Department. ’

A summary of the operational plans for the Raccoon Island upland CDF is presented on
page 3-19. The Raccoon Island area currently provides shoreline fishing access and has great
potential for development as a boat access facility (it is the former site of the Chester Ferry
terminal). This access will be eliminated under the present plan to fill over the existing road
(Route 534) which bisects the area and abuts the Delaware River, and the area immediately
adjacent to the shoreline. Boast access to tidal portions of the Delaware River is also currently
seriously limited. The USACE should contact the Department to discuss available options for
maintaining fishing access to the shoreline and developing boat access at the Raccoon Island site.
Potential options would have to consider the operational schedule for using the upland CDF and
methods to restrict public access to the upland CDF site proper.

Given the concems/issues noted above, additional coordination is needed between the
USACE, the Department’s Division of Fish, Game and Wildlife, and the NJDEP Dredging Task
Force to more fully develop operational and final closure plans for all of the upland CDFs along

“the Delaware River. Such coordination will also be needed in the future as the project is
implemented to ensure satisfactory operation and closure of the upland CDFs in order to
minimize potential adverse impacts to the environment and public health.

Upland CDFs - Capacity Issues (Chapter 2)

Section 2.2 (page 2-4/7) discusses the disposal capacity needed for each of the Main
Channe! Deepening Project Reaches. As noted in Upland CDFs - Operation and Management.
the dikes at both the “existing” and “new" upland CDFs apparently need to be raised to provide
adequate disposal capacity for the S0-year life of the proposed project.

In Reach A, the dikes at the existing National Park site will need to be raised beyond the
current height of 50 feet (although it is not clear that the dikes are presently at this height) to an
unspecified height to provide capacity for 6.5 million cubic yards (MCY) of dredged material.
The ultimate size and height of the National Park upland CDF should be identified and the
potential impacts of raising the dikes evaluated. However, notwithstanding the increase in dike
height at the National Park site, the Draft SEIS states that “a new site will be required for
disposal activities by the Year 2027 (page 2-5). Likewise for Reach B, the dikes at the
Pedricktown North and South upland CDFs and the Oldmans site must be raised. Further, the
fease at the Oldmans site must be extended beyond 1996; what is the status of this lease?
Notwithstanding the required increases in dike heights, a new site(s) would be required by the
Year 2030 to provide adequate capacity for the 50-year life of the project.

closure plans prepared at this time would most likely be out dated at th

22. Fishing access at Raccoon Island will be explored wi i '
Specification phase of the project plored with the NJDEP during the Plans and

23. The dredged material disposal sites are projected to be used for a period of 50 9ears Final

e end of this project.

24. Comment noted. No response required.

25. The current dikes at National Park are at elevation 30 and the final dike hei i i
] _ height will be at elevatio
50 feet. This would provided a capacity for 3.6 million cubic yards. Each dike raising is engineered

to prevent failure or instability. The Corps Is in the process of acquiri isposal
areas from Sun Oil Corporation. P quiring Oldmans No. 1 dis I



Contrary to the discussion noted above, Section 2.3.2.1 (page 2-12) states “[t}he vse of
existing federal and sponsor upland disposal areas ... provides enough capacity for all initial
dredging and S0 year maintenance”. And this statement appears to be contradicted in Section 2.7
(page 2-16), which states “{a]dditional dredged material disposal sites will be needed to
adequately handle dredged materiat from the existing Federal project [emphasis added] past the
{Yjear 2020." .

Tables 3-1 and 3-2 identify the estimated volumes of dredged material which will be
disposed of in each upland CDF. However, the Draft SEIS does not identify the estimated
disposal capacities of the four “new” upland CDFs, so it cannot be determined if there is
adequate disposal capacity for the estimated dredged material volumes. The USACE should
develop a table showing the estimated disposal capacities for all the proposed upland CDFs to be
used for this project, and then compare these capacities with the Reach volumes presented in
Tables 3-1 and 3-2. The USACE should identify potential disposal sites with capacity adequate
for the dredged material from all project Reaches and “sub-Reaches” (see Plates 24 and 25) for
the entire 50-year life of the proposed project.

Hydrodynamic and Salinity Modeling (Chapter 5)

The Department has previously noted significant concems regarding the potential
impacts of the Main Channel Deepening project on the salinity regime of the Delaware Estuary.
In particular, potential impacts 1o potable water supplies and shellfisheries were identified. The
Department also noted concerns with possible project-induced changes in current and circulation
patterns in the estuary.

The modeling completed for the Draft SEIS concluded that the proposed channel
deepening will not result in an exceedance of the current Delaware River Basin Commission

standard of 180 ppm chlorinity at River Mile (RM) 98. Given the validity of this modeling effort,

it appears that the Camden metro-area water supply wells will not be significantly impacted by
salinity intrusion in the Delaware River. However, the Department has the following
comments/questions on this modeling effort:

o It is not clear what level of water supply depletive use was incorporated into the
model. Given the extended life of the proposed project, at the very least Year 2020
depletive uses should have been considered.

The Draft SEIS concludes that a one foot rise in sea level, combined with the
proposed deepening project, could significantly impact the salinity regime of the
estuary. However, it states that accurate modeling of such a rise in sea level would
also require modeling the Chesapeake Bay-C&D Canal-Delaware estuary system,
“which is beyond the scope of this investigation” (Section 5.11.4, page 5-57). Until
this modeling is completed, the Department will continue to have concerns with the
potential synergistic effects of the Main Channel Deepening on future sea level rise.

26. Additional disposal sites would be needed for the existing 40 foot

project as stated. The new
sites provide capacity for the 45 foot project. With additional dike raisings at the new sites there is
enough capacity for disposal of the dredged material from the initial deepening to 45 feet and for

subsequent maintenance over the next 50 years. This incl i i iti
Shasequent m ye udes disposal capacity at both the exiting

27. The proposed four new upland disposal sites contain adequate capacity to handle the initial
dredging quantities as shown_ in Table 3-1 and the 50 year maintenance quantities shown in Table 3-
2. A delailed capacity analysis is available in Appendix C of the May 1996 Design Memorandum.

28. Comment noted. No response required.

29. The simulations to address the impacts of the proposed 45 foot channel were run with 1986
depletive uses, as determined by DRBC and provided to the Corps of Engineers for application in
these model runs. It is our view that it is not necessary to make additional model runs with projected

- higher depletive uses for a number of reasons. First, there is evidence from recent investigations by

USGS that the present DRBC chiorinity standards for RM 98 are overly conservative with respect to
possible impacts on PRM water quality in the Camden County area recharged by Delaware River
water. Further, it is reasonable to believe that there are many possible alternate drought management
strategies which could be investigated and implemented to conserve basin storage for optimal
repulsion of salinity/chlorinity in the vicinity of RM98 during drought conditions.

It is the view of the District that the hydrodynamic/salinity modeling performed to date adequately
demonstrates that the predicted salinity impacts of the deepened channel are small enough to be
considered negligible with respect to water quality and living resources. In addition, the District
believes that modeling of existing and potential future sea level conditions demonstrates that impacts
of such sea level rise on salinity distribution are comparably small and thus negligible. The use of the
terminology “significant impact on the salinity regime” in the EIS did not refer to any anticipated direct
effects of combined channel deepening and sea level rise. In fact, the reference to possible
“significant impacts on the salinity regime” was based on a speculative link between different sea
level rise effects at the east and west ends of the C&D Canal and possible impacts on flow transfers
between the two estuaries. The EIS does not state that such impacts are predicted.

In order fo put the model-predicted changes in salinity distribution due to deepening and sea level rise
into proper perspective, it is necessary to examine the range in salinity which occurs at representative
locations within the estuary over a wide range of time scales. Time series of salinity data for each
reference location show the variation of safinity over time scales which inciude the tidaf cycie (12.4
hours,) variations over periods of two to six months, and variations over periods with significantly
different inflow regimes, from drought to high-flow. Reference is made to EIS Tables 5-2 and 5-5,
which respectively present salinity range data for a recurrence of the drought of record (July through
November 1965,) and for the period July through November with monthly averaged inflows. In
addition, the simulation presented in EIS Section 5.11.3 documents salinity range data for a recent

high-flow period, April to May 1993,




As an example of this "natural” variabiiity, data from RM 54 show that for the July - November 1965
simulation, salinity ranged between 6 and 17 ppt. For the same months with long-term averaged
monthly inflow, salinity ranged between 1 and 9 ppt. Finally, during the April - May 1993 period,
salinity never rose above O ppt. This represents a range of salinity from “fresh water” with 0 ppt
salinity to "half-strength” seawater at 17 ppt. For perspective on the impacts of deepening and sea
level rise, it should be noted that at RM 54, the hydrodynamic-salinity mode! predicts changes of less -
than 1 ppt attributable to deepening and sea level rise. A similar, if less dramatic, pattern of salinity
variation over time occurs at locations throughout the estuary. It is the view of the District that the
large, natural variability of salinity at essentially all locations within the estuary renders the changes
associated with deepening and sea level rise largely a negligible environmental impact.

The District and WES utilized the most recent available bathymetric data to schematize the geometry
of the entire Delaware Estuary. These data included detailed shore-to-shore hydrographic surveys
from Trenton downstream to RM 37 (mouth of the Cohansey River) obtained by the Corps of
Engineers in 1992 and 1993. South of RM 37, the most recent NOS hydrographic survey data
obtained between 1975 and 1987 were used. The principal changes to the existing estuary
bathymetry resulting from this project will include those portions of the channel requiring deepening to
the 45 foot project depth, and those areas where beneficial use of dredged material wil result in
placement of dredged sediment to protect and restore presently eroding wetlands and beaches. The
Impacts of these changes to existing bathymetry have been addressed in the EIS, Section 3.3.




e It is not clear if the most recent available bathymetric data was used in constructing
the model. Also. the potential for further changes in the bathymetry of the bay s a
result of the Main Channet Deepening project was not discussed.

The Department’s Division of Fish, Game and Wildlife continucs to be concerned with
the potential adverse impacts of changes in salinity on oysters in the Delaware estuary. The Draft
SEIS concluded that the potential impacts to the overall productivity of the estuary will be
negligible. The modeling studies predict that salinities over the area occupied by natural oyster
seed beds (RMs 25 to 50) will increase from 0.05 to 0.3 ppt, and that the long-term location of
the 15 ppt isohaline (an important parameter for oyster production in the estuary) will shift “up to
1.7 miles” in a up-bay direction as a result of the proposed project. The Draft SEIS also notes
that salinity intrusion with a deepened channel would typically be “0.0 to 1.7 miles ahead of
existing channel salinities” during any particular period of the year.

The Division has consistently expressed concem that any shift in the salinity regime of
the estuary may negatively effect oyster production in the bay. Observed differences in oyster
populations of the bay may be a result of subtle differences in physical factors, such as salinity.
A shift in salinity patterns, as indicated in the Draft SEIS, could result in production limiting
impacts to the natural oyster seed bed known as New Beds, the most important bed to the oyster
industry of the estuary. The statement in the Draft SEIS that average salinity increases of up to
ppt will not effect the oyster populations of the bay is based on computer projections which have
not been substantiated by field studies; additional field data is needed to verify this conclusion.

In order to validate the modeling effort, the USACE should initiate a long-term
monitoring study of the hydrological features of the estuary and in situ oyster populations. This
program should establish baseline data at strategic points within the estuary prior to modification
of the channel, which will then be monitored for an extended period after the deepening. The
data collected during this monitoring program would determine whether the predictions of the
modeling effort were valid, and whether the projected subtle shifts in the salinity regime of the

estuary result in only negligible impacts to the oyster populations and overall productivity of the
Delaware estuary system.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Section 1.1.1.1 (page 1-2) states that “[iln order to minimize impacts to wetlands/wildlife
habitat in the upland dredged material disposal areas ... construction during sensitive times of
{the] year for wildlife species, such as nesting or migratory periods, will be avoided as much as
practicable” (also see Section 6.6.2.1, page 6-22). In order to clarify operational procedures, all
of these sensitive time periods should be clearly identified in one place/table in the Draft SEIS.

30. The hydrodynamic/salinity modeling has demonstrated the range of potential salini

to the proposed deepening under a range of conditions, including agrecur’::nce of ther:%:rg‘ﬁ? gt's e
record, the typical "transition" period at the end of the spring high-flow period, and aiso “average”
inflow conditions. The use of the model to address concerns regarding salinity distribution was
viewed as the mo§t appropriate approach to apply in this matter. This approach was confirmed
through coordination wc_:rkshops heid prior to and during the conduct of the modeling. In fact
modeling is the only valid approach which permits a direct and objective assessment of saliniiy
Impagts attributable to changes such as channel deepening or sea level rise. Even the most
ambitious pre- to ppst-deepening monitoring effort would not be able to unambiguously determine if
observed salinity differences were the result of channel deepening, as opposed to impacts due to
some other cause. This Is in large part due to the large natural range in salinity at most locations
throughout the estuary, as elaborated above in response to Comment 2.

The District coordinated_ﬁndings from the salinity model with Rutgers University oyster researcher Dr
Eric Powell.. I?r. Powell is a nationally recognized expert on oyster ecology, and concluded that the .
range of §ahmty changes predicted by the model would pose no adverse impact on oyster resources
Itis our view that Dr. Powell's findings are valid and should be accepted as a reliable indicator of "no.
significant impact” on oysters in the Delaware Estuary. Further, it is noted that the EPA. in a letter
dateq March 17, 1997, found the predictive capability of the model very good, and conc;:rred that
salinity changes induced by channel deepening will probably have insignificant impacts on drinking
water, ground water, and other environmental resources.

31. A Table showing all the environmental windows will be provided in the final SEIS,




Figure 10-1 shows the “greatest sensitivity” to bald eagle populations to be from mid-
December through mid-August. Sections 10.4.1.1 (page 10-20) and 10.5.1.1 (page 10-30)
discusses USFWS requirements to minimize potential impacts to the bald eagle in the project
area. In addition, the Department’s Endangered and Non-Game Species Program should be
contacted at least six months prior to the use of any of the proposed upland CDF sites. Bald
eagles have recently been identified in the project area, so the upland.CDF sites will have ta be
evaluated and examined in more detail immediately prior to.their use.

The Department continues to have some concerns regarding the potential impacts of
dredging on sea turtles. Section 10.5.2.1 (page 10-31) explains an arrangement for wrtle
observers to be present during dredging operations, apparently only to document mortality. Itis
recommended that this observer record all sightings of sea turtles and attempt to understand any
relationships with project area, feeding behavior, and/or timing of the sightings. This information
could be used to avoid continued deleterious impacts to sea turtles.

Ospreys (State-listed threatened) have been identified as potentially using the Raccoon
Island and 15D sites, and the pied-billed grebe (State-listed endangered) may inhabit the tidal
marsh adjacent to Site 15G (see Section 6.3.3, page 6-18). The northem harvier has been reported
in the vicinity of Egg Island Point. The New Jersey Natural Heritage Program the Department’s
Endangered and Nongame Species Program should be recontacted just prior to the initiation of
construction activities to identify any additional threatened or endangered species which may be
impacted by the construction and operation of the proposed upland CDFs.

Carex frankii, a sedge on the list of Special Plants of New Jersey, was identified on Site
17G (Section 6.2.5, page 6-11). In addition, the sensitive joint-vetch, Engelmann’s flatsedge, and
the bur-marigold were identified by the New Jersey Natural Heritage Program as potentialty
occurring at the four “new" upland CDF sites. The Department’s Endangered Plant Species
- program should be contacted regarding mitigation measures, if needed, to protect populations of
these plants which may be impacted by the proposed project (Phone Number: 609-984-1015).

Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material

The Draft SEIS makes a number of statements - in numerous sections of the document -
that the dredged material is “suitable for beneficial use”, essentially because contaminant levels
do not exceed various NJDEP soil cleanup criteria. For example, Section 3.2.5 (page 3-22),
discussing the final uses(s) of the upland CDF sites, states “[t]he material in these sites is suitable
for beneficial uses, and does not require any remediation after project life”. This appears to be
based on the dredged material meeting the Non-Residential Indirect Contact Soil Cleanup
Criteria (see Section 4.1, page 4-19). Given that the proposed upland CDF sites “will be
committed to an open spacefenvironmental uses [sic]” (Section 3.2.5, page 3-22), it may not be
appropriate to apply the Non-Residential Indirect Contact Soil Cleanup Criteria. In addition,
given the concerns raised under Sediment Quality Evaluations, it is not clear that all of the
sediments to he dredged will meet the various appropriate NJDEP soil cleanup criteria. Finally,

32. During the next phase of the project (Plans and S i i
, I pecifications) we will work closely with th
;er;onr}e agencies and provide coples of our detailed plans for review. We plan to cotliytact lheiws
5 DEP, Endangered and Non-game Species Program &t least 6 months prior to the construction
of the CDFs to insure that there are no additional endangered species concemns.

33. The observers do record all sightings of turtles and marin
ord 2 e mammals and any oth i
information. This information is sent to the National Marine Fisheries Service. Tr‘:e Dizgrz:etr::rri}?m

comply with the recommendations provided by the National Marine Fisheri ice i iologi
Assessment of the District's dredging projectz. arine Fisheries Service in the Biological

34. The District will contact the NJDEP just prior to the start of construction to identify any additional

35. The District will contact the Endangered Plant Species program to determine if any reasonable
and prudent measures can done to avoid and/or minimize impacts to this species.

3§. Ba§ed on thg data collected to date, the data evaluation provided in the SEIS and the additional
discussion provided in response to this letter, it is Corps contention that channel sediments meet
NJDEP Residential Soil cleanup criteria. ‘The Corps also contends that these sediments would not
be detrimental to fish and wildlife resources, or to human health. The U S Army Corps of Engineers,
Waterways Experiment Station, the U S Environmentat Protection Agency and the U S Fish and
Wildlife Service have concurred with these findings.



depending on the particular proposed beneficial use, the dredged material may have to meet
additional criteria (for exanple, engineering standards).

In New Jersey Waters, the USACE is proposing to beneficially use 2.6 MCY of sandy
dredged material to restore approximatety 135 acres of wetlands and provide shore erosion
protection. The proposed beneficial use site is part of the Egg Island State Wildlife Management
Area, and is very close to oyster beds (see Figure 3-3). It is noted in the Draft SEIS that the
construction of “protective structures to atlow for wetland restoration are challenging and may
be difficult to achieve™ (Section 3.3.3.1, page 3-39). In its Planning Aid Report - Beneficial Use
of Dredged Material (August 1995), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service discusses conducting a
pilot project to evaluate the proposed use of geotextile structures to construct the wetland
restoration areas. The Department also supports this call for a demonstration project.

If the Reach E sediments proposed to be used in the wetland restoration project at Egg
{sland Point are greater than 90% sand, the Department will consider these sediments suitable for
the proposed beneficial use, without additional testing. The USACE must submit additional data
to demonstrate that this 90% sand criteria will be met (also see Sediment Quality Evaluations). In
addition, given the potential for sediment transport onto these nearby oyster beds (see Figure 9-
1), it may be appropriate to actively revegetate the wetlands restoration area to provide a more
stable substrate, although this may adversely impact use of the area for horseshoe crab spawning.

Dredging of Berthing Areas (Section 4.5)

Section 4.5 (page 4-52) of the Draft SEIS discusses the dredging of berthing areas for
various industrial facilities and port terminals along the Delaware River; such dredging activities
were not previously discussed in the 1992 Final Envir I Impact St Dredging of
these areas is described as “{a]n associated feature of the {M]ain {C)hanne) [D)eepening project™
it is not clear if the USACE intends to dredge these berthing areas as a part of the Main Channel
Deepening project, or if they are to be conducted independently by the owners/operators of the
facilities.

A total of 16 sediment core samples were collected at seven of these berthing areas (see
Figure 4-1), consisting of the Beckett Street Terminal in Camden and six locations in
Pennsylvania; it is not clear if these are the only berthing areas which need to be deepened. In
addition, it is not clear if these samples wete collected consistent with the requirements of the
NIDEP draft dredging guidance manual. Section 4.5 discusses the results of bulk sediment
chemistry analyses of the sediment samples. The evaluation of this data was conducted similar
that for the channel samples, and suffer from similar limitations (see Sediment Quality
Evaluations).

The Department will require additional sampling and testing of all berthing areas
proposed to be dredged. depending on the volumes of materials to be dredged, the proposed
disposal location, degree of sediment contamination, and site specific characteristics. In addition.

37. Pilot Project at Egg Island Point. As part of the P&S i
. phase of the project, the Di
investigate the need for a pilot project at wetiand restoration sites. Prek ® Districtwilfurther

38. The sediments to be used to build Egg Isfand Point are i

i greater than 90% sand and data will be
prov:g!ed to demonstrate this. Page 9-4 of the report describes areas that are recommended for
planting because of possible scour, which was coordinated with NJDEP (Bureau of Shellfisheries
Endangered and Non-Game, and Land Use Regulation) and USFW$ personnel. '

39. The dredging of berthin
facilities. ane g areas will be conducted independently by the owners/operators of the

40. The seven berthing areas discussed i

] n the SEIS are the only areas that wou! i

::erreealsl:e tl':(:dbenems projected for deepening of the Delaware River main chan:e? r??\l:sr: :feepening
mpled prior to release of the NJDEP draft dredging guidance manual . "

41. The subject berthing areas were tested because these area wol| i

Id r i i
::gj:;t beTr;‘:ﬁ:;. As sucf:lt\t,‘ thte berthing areas are considered associatedefzg'tﬁrde: 2?%?2 ':rgo'posedo vad
deeper;Ing i m ‘t,he te tta.sting was to verify that the sediments are sufficiently clean to permit
contaminaﬁts psed on esting the Corps has concluded that there are no significant levels of
powiiiadibos ’:r;g b:l:; sediments, and that deepening of these areas can occur. The
U'S. Ay Com of Ergeny r:g r:-ldretas would be required to obtain the appropriate permits from the
o bty ooepe of En ?‘ meer saa he itate prior to dredging. If NJDEP required additional testing
ot reriiaiol ry permits, then it would be the owners/operators responsibility to




approval of the dredging and/or disposal activities in New Jersey may require a various permits
specific to each individual berthing area. Given the limited information provided in the Drafl
SEIS, the Department cannot concur with the statement that the “sediments with port facility
berthing areas are sufficiently clean to conclude that dredging and upland dredged material
disposal operations would not result in any significant environmental impacts” (page 4-77).

General Fisheries Concerns

The Department’s Bureaus of Marine and Freshwater Fisheries are concerned that
dredging activities and the placement of dredged material at the Egg Island Point site is done at
the proper time of the year and in accordance with the Delaware River Fish and Wildlife
Cooperative’s guidelines. Species of concern include

e  American shad and river herring (i.e. blueback, alewife) during their anadromous
spring spawning runs;

shortnose sturgeon on their down-river post-spawning movements into the
Philadelphia area;

striped pass on their spawning runs and in the Marcus Hook/Chester Island Area
(potential impacts to rock habitat).

Additional discussion of the dredging operations and more precise timing commitments are
needed to protect fisheries resources. :

Kelly Island Beneficial Use Site

Section 3.3.3.2 (page 3-40) discusses the construction and operation of a 90 acre wetland
restoration site at KeHy Island, in the State of Delaware. A geotextile tube structure similar to
that to be built at Egg Point Island will be constructed. However, wetland restoration activities at
Kelly Island will consist of the placement of 1.8 MCY of fine-grained material, not sand. The
Draft SEIS Appendix includes a number of Jetters from the State of Delaware Department of
Natural Resources and Environmental Control concering the placement of this fine-grained
material at Kelly Island, potential impacts to adjacent shellfish beds if the dredged material is not
adequately contained, and possible PCB contamination of the dredged material.. The State of
Delaware has expressed a preference for a sand barrier beach at Kelly Island, as opposed the
wetland restoration project included in the Draft SEIS.

.

42. The District will comply with the guidelines of the Delaware River Fish and Wildlife Cooperative.

43. 'The Kelly Island site has been redesigned to use a sand barrier with a geotextile tube core. In
addition, less than 200,000 cubic yards of silt will be placed at this site. The silt will be mixed with
sand, and the site will be monitored and maintenance of the sand berm will be perlo‘rmed‘as
necessary. Therefore, any possible impacts from silt escaping from the wetland restoration have been
greatly minimized and probably eliminated for oyster beds in New Jersey.

A study using high resolution, congener specific PCB methodologies was conducted on the
se§iments to be used for the Kelly Island ecosystem restoration project. The results of the study
indicate that there are no levels of PCBs in these sediments that are of concern to fish and wildlife
resources or human health. The State of Delaware has concurred with these findings.



44

45

The NJDEP also has similar concerns with the proposed use of the Kelly Island Site.
especially given the acknowledged difficultics in constructing the proposed geotextile tube
retaining structure (see Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material) Figure 9-2 shows “Areis
Potentially Impacted by Siltif [a) Breach Occurs at Kelly Istand™. The impact area extends into
New Jersey Waters, and may impact a number of oyster seed beds.

.

Finally, the USACE should complete an evaluation of the consistency of all aspects of
the proposed Main Channel Deepening project with the Final Comprehensive Conservation and
Management Plan of the Delaware Estuary Program. :

Attachment #1 includes a number of technical comments on the Draft SEIS.

Thank you for providing the Department the opportunity to review the Draft SEIS for
this project. If you have any questions, I may be contacted at (609) 292-2662.

Lawrence Schmidt
Director
Office of Program Coordination

¢. Richard Kropp, Land Use Regulation
Ruth Ehinger, Land Use Regulation
Andrew Gale, Land Use Regulation
Robert McDowell, Fish, Game and Wildlife
Andrew Didun, Fish, Game and Wildlife
John Roe, Non-Point Source Permitting
Rich DeWan, Point Source Permitting
Dorothy Guzzo, Historic Preservation
Joseph Miri, Water Supply
Bob Confer, Solid Waste
Teruo Sugihara, BEERA
Bemnie Moore, Engineering and Construction

44. The new design of Kelly Island, as described above, has been accepted by the DNREC. The
proposed design should not cause significant adverse impacts to the Delaware Bay environment.

45. The project is consistent with the Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan for the

Delaware E:Zstuary elaware Estuary Plan. 1996). A section will be added to the final SEIS to
address this.




ATTACHMENT #1 - TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIS

(1) Table 1-1, page 1-21: notes that the proposed main Channel Deepening project is in “Full
Compliance” with the Coastal Zone Management Act. Given the need for additional analyses
noted in the main body of the attached letter, the Department believes that this status should be
considered only “partial”. In addition. note that the previously issued New Jersey Coastal Zone
Management Program Consistency Determination was conditioned on the need for a number of
additional studies.

* (2) Table 3-1, page 3-6: includes at category “Killcohook No. 1 via Lehigh Ave.” for filling the
upland CDF. How is this opcration to be completed? What are the potential environmental and
other impacts associated with apparently laying a hydraulic pipeline for conveying dredged
material in Lehigh Avenue?

(3) Plates 24 and 25 show the “sub-Reaches™ within the project area and the associated upland
CDF or beneficial use site for the dredged material from each sub-Reach. However, a number of
segments of the project are colored “white" - i.e. no disposal/beneficial use location is identified.
Please explain/revise as appropriate.

(4) Section 5.11.2, page 5-48 and Table 5-5: states that in the oligohaline portion of the Delaware
estuary (0.5 - 5 ppt salinity), salinity will increase by 0 to 1.6 ppt, which is potentiatly a relatively
significant change when compared with existing ambient levels. What are the potential impacts
of such a change? .

(5) Table 6-4 shows existing and “after project” wetlands at the four “new” upland CDF sites. A
similar table should be developed for the nine “existing” upland CDFs. In addition, given that the
upland CDF sites will ultimately be “uplands”, will the proposed Main Channel Deepening
project, upon its “completion” in the Year 2050, essentially result in a net Joss of wetlands? What
measures can be employed to minimize and mitigate for any such loss of wetlands?

(6) Section 6.2.5, page 6-11: notes the presence of subsurface drainage tiles at proposed upland
CDE Site 17G. How will the presence of these drainage facilities affect the operation of the
proposed upland CDF?

(7) Section 6.6.1.2, page 6-22: briefly discusses a planned wetlands mitigation bank adjacent to
upland CDF Site 17G. The Draft SEIS should provide a more detailed discussion of this bank-
and evaluate the potential impacts of the use of Site 17G on this mitigation bank.

(8) Plate 13: shows some type of right-of-way across the southwestern section of the proposed
Raccoon Island upland CDF. What is the ROW?

46. It is the intention of this office to fully resolve NJDEP comments and obtain the NJDEP Coastal

Zone Management Compliance. Con j
the fiot report b corapatod. sequently, the project would be in full compliance with CZM

47. Lehigh Avenue only refers to th i
Pen iy y e north side of disposal area. No pipe will be placed on or near

48. No dredging needs to be done in the white.

49. The report has a mistake. The increase in salin

This correction will be made in the final SEIS. iy would be from 0o 0.6 ppt (See Table >9)

50.

existmeFrL‘::raagle';eml scenario of the upland dredged material disposal sites includes using the

Sxisting Feder wi?l :: n 'the rotation that aIIW{s leaving portions of the 4 new sites as wetlands. The

o i e trl‘p ;nds by 2050 and will be available for environmental/open space 372 acres

O o ity Wil ‘:: lo:eltt:laltérl:;clwng freshvtvater tidal marshes, adjacent to the upland éites will be
; . We are restoring 135 acres of high quality, ti

Island Point and protecting hundreds of additional acres from erosign.qwéngsz‘,t{::llta;\izt F99

measures, in addition to the management of the i i
measures, in @ ol oy agerrient of the u4r :::v sites as wetlands for the life of the project, will

51. The subsurface drainage tiles are only for draini
rai o
left in place, and will not effect the dispos'ayl operati'g::.'g eropland. They wil eiher be removed, or

52. 1 i i

32 d:tt:,rrr'r;i:teat;‘; ues: e?:: $spos3l area 17G and ponding of water for environmental enhancement will

Sugaests that secrms the wetland bapk area. Experience at our Delaware River disposal areas

o he eleva?lao% o rough dikes is minimal \r{hen ponding height is less than 10 feet. Potential

grx ndwathIQh o elvatlon anges to dlsposa! operation may enhance the viability of the wetland bank
s of the wetland bank wil! require a supply of water to maintain the viability of thi§

project. Itis the intent of the C its di i i
B ot b orps to operate its disposal operation at site 17G in cooperation with

53. The rights of way are for gas pipelines and electric line.



(9) Section 13.4.1, page 13-4: for the Marcus Hook anchorage area, states “{s]ince density and
diversity of fish species are Jowest during the winter months (I December to 15 March), limiting

54. On page 13-8, it is stated that monitoring studies will be conducted during blasting to insure that

blasting to this time period should minimize impacts to fish™. However, the fish studies the impacts are minimal. The design and results of these studies will be coordinated with the
summarized in Section 13.2 present only limited data concerning fish abundance and diversity appropriate resource agencies, including the NJDEP, PA Fish and Boat Commission, and NMFS
during the winter in this area. Additional studies of potential impacts of blasting on fisheries in ! ’
the Marcus Hook area may be needed. ‘
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State of Neto Jersey

Christine Todd Whitman Department of Environmental Protection Robert ¢ Sh:nn, Ir.

Covernor DrvistoMof PARKS AND FORESTRY Cemmissioner
HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
CN-1204
TreNTON, N.J. 08625-0404

TEL: (609) 292-2023

FAX: (609)984-0578
December 23, 1996
HPO-L96-29

Robert L. Callegari

ATTN: Environrmcncall Resources Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Wanamaker Building :

100 Penn Square East

Philadelphia PA 19107-33%0

Dear Mr. Callegari:

In accordance with 36 CFR Part 800: Protection of
Historic Properties, as published in the Federal Register on
2 September 1986 (51 FR 31115-31125j, I am providing
continuing Consultation Comments for the following proposed
undertaking:

No response required.

Delaware River Comprehensive Navigation‘study

Main Channel Deepening Project

Submerged and Shorelina Cultural Resource within
New Jersey Portions of the Area of Potential Effects
(APE)

Contipuing Section 106 Consultation

SUMMARY: Adequate effort has been invested in identifying
historic properties in New Jersey portions of the APE for
this proposed undertaking. . Two underwater archaeological
properties have been identified that are eligible for listing
in the National Register of Historic Places. The proposed
undertaking will have No Effect on these historic properties
if project activities are conducted in accord with the Army
Corps plan to establish a 200 ft buffer around each property
within which there will be no disturbance of river bottom
sediments.

it an ¥ i i m i " [
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These comments are in reply to: (1) Public Notice CENAP-
PL-E-97-01 requesting comments on the Draft Supplemental EIS,
and (2) your letter of December 16, 1996, requesting the New
Jergey State Historic Preservation Officer's (NJ SHPO's)
Section 106 comments regarding identification of historic
properties, assessment of effects for the proposed
undertaking, and review comments on the following report:

Dolan Research, Inc., and Hunter Research, Inc.

1995 ubmerged an horeline Cultural Resources
Investigations, Disposal Are and Selected Target
Locations, Delaware River Main Channel Deepening
Proj Delawa New enngylvania.
Submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Philadelphia. (HPO Accession # MULT AB81b)

In my opinion, the EIS and this report demonstrate that
adequate effort has been invested in (1) identifying historic
properties within New Jersey portions of the APE as currently
defined, and (2) planning to avoid adverse effects to
historic properties.

800.4 Identifying Historic Properties

I concur with your assessment, as formulated by Dolan
and Hunter, that the following two underwater archaeological
properties are eligible for listing in the National Register
of Historic Places:

1. The Steamboat Excelsior site in GLOUCHESTER COUNTY,
LOGAN TOWNSHIP, is eligible under Criteria A, B, and D.
It holds the remains of the 232 foot long, wooden hull,
three deck, side paddle wheel steamboat Excelsior that
was built in 1880, and burned and sank in 1892. It is
significant in the areas of commerce and transportation,
was the product of a significant builder, and has
potential to yield important new information regarding
maritime trade, recreation, and other commercial
activities of the late 19th century in the Delaware Bay
region.

2. The canal Coal Barge site in GLOUCHESTER COUNTY,
GREENWICH TOWNSHIP, is eligible under Criteria A, C,
and D. It holds the bow portion of a sectional canal
coal barge, a distinctive vessel type used for shipping
coal from the Eastern Pennsylvania coal fields to urban
locations along the Mid-Atlantic seaboard during the mid-
19th century. It is significant in the areas of pre-
Civil War era commerce and transportation, and it appears
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to be the sole surviving representative of a distinct
type of vessel.

A third historic archaeological property, one that is
potentially eligible, was recorded in proximity to the Egg
Island Point overboard disposal area in CUMBERLAND COUNTY,
DOWNE TOWNSHIP. This property, the Egg Island Point
lighthouse site, was not subjected to evaluative test
excavation because it lies outside of the APE as currently
defined.

800.5 Assessing Effects

The proposed undertaking will have No Effect on these
historic properties if project activities are conducted in
accord with the Army Corps plan to establish a 200 ft buffers
around them, within which there will be no disturbance of
river bottom sediments. :

Report Review Comments

The draft report is well organized, well written, and
clearly demonstrates that adequate effort has been invested
in identifying historic properties in New Jersey portions of
the APE. It is clear that this report has been prepared by
professional authorities in the subject of Delaware Bay's
submerged terrestrial and underwater cultural resources.
Appendices A and B, "Delaware Bay and River Shipwreck List,"
and "Major Shipyards of the Delaware River," are important
additions to the report and represent valuable resources for
future work. The report represents a major contribution to
our knowledge of this field as well as providing sound
recommendations for consideration of historic properties in
project planning. No substantive additions or corrections
are suggested.

Following are several minor points that should be
considered in finalizing the report:

p. 1-13, para 4, 1lst sentence; and p. 1-15, 2nd para, 1lst
sentence: Ames et al. (1987) is cited as a reference for
New Jersey, but it is identified as a document for
Delaware in the References Cited.

p. 10-4, para 1: Several matters of tense could be
changed to improve readability.
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Additional Comments

Thank you for requesting our comments on the DSEIS, the
technical report, the historic property identification, and
effects of this proposed undertaking. Please call Mike Gregg
of my staff at 609 633 2395 with questions.

Sincerely,

Dorothy P. Guzzo,
Deputy State Historic
Preservation Officer

DPG:MLG
MLG:C:\WD\96-6 {(and 97-531)

c: Michael Swanda, ACOE




1fousE OF REPRESENTATIVES
STATE OF DELAWARE
LEGISLATIVE HALL

DOVER, DELAWARE 10901

COMMITTEES
SIMRLEY A. PRICE AGRICULTURE.

nn. 2, BOX 120 EDUCATION
MILLVILLE, DELAWARE 10030 ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
HOME: 302.530-0738 ATALTH & NUMAN DEVELOPMENT
NOUSE OFFICE: 302-730-4351 June 19, 1997 LAND USE & INFRASTRUCTURE
HUDAE FAX: 302-730-2318 NATUNAL RESQGRCES
£-MAIL: SHPRICE@LEGIS. STATE.DE.US . TRANSPORTATION

Mr. John Brady

U.S. Army Corps Engineer District
100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

RE:  Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project
(Delaware, Pennsylvania, New Jersey)

Dear Mr, Brady,

I write to add my request for a public hearing to those of our Department of Natural
Resources and our Mobile Surf Fishermen and other concerned citizens. Iknow the importance
of the Channel Deepening Project and support the project. My concerns are with our local

industries and fisherpeople who are very concemed about the location of the dredging spoils.
I am positive that solutions exist for disposing of the dredging material that will be productive
rather than harmful to other populations and interests.

I do hope you will work with Delaware officials and residents for a solid solution.

Thank you. /)
~Shude b
Shirley A Price

State Representative
38th District

According to the Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National
Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR 1506.6 (c)) there are two criteria to use when deciding
whether or not to hold a public hearing:

1. Substantial environmental controversy concerning the proposed action or substantial interest
in holding the action.

2. Arequest for a hearing by another agency with 1unsd|ct|on over the action supported by
reasons why a hearing will be helpful.

During this current phase of study, the Corps met with conservation organizations in New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, and Delaware, including a public meeting at the Camden Aquarium on November
4, 1993, where both economic and environmental interests expressed their concerns so that the
Corps could consider them during this phase of study. The Corps is willing to continue to meet
with other groups and individuals to discuss specific issues in workshops.

Based on a decade-long study record, the Corps of Engineers does not consider that this project
is controversial. Over 325 copies of the SEIS were distributed, including copies to 36 libraries in
the area. In addition, over 2000 public notices were mailed, to make people aware of the

* availability of the SEIS. Only 1 state representative, 7 organizations, and 3 individuals requested

a public hearing. No agency with jurisdiction over the project requested a public hearing.
Delaware requested an informational public meeting. As a result, the Corps has met with a
number of fishing groups to discuss their concerns, and will continue to coordinate with this

_group to insure that no significant construction impact will occur to Delaware's aquatic resources.

The purpose of this Supplemental EIS is to reaffirm the conclusions that were drawn from the
Final EIS in 1992. The Corps believes that the topics that were left over from the 1992 EIS have
been answered both in study newsletters and in this document, and that a public hearing would
not provide additional substantial information.



STATE OF DELAWARE .
DEPLRTMENT OF NATUPAL .RCSOUﬂ(iﬁs AND ERVTRONMUN AL CORELOL
DIVISION OF SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION
B9 KiNGSE HIGHWAY
OFFICE OF T14E P.O. BOX 1401
nRECIOR DOVED, DL ewARE 18903 VBN ERNGLL . 102 TR0 AL

May 1. 1997

Robert L. Callegari

Chief, Planning Division

Philadelphia District

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers

100 Penn Syuare East

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-3390

RE:  Consistency Certification
Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project

Dear Mr. Callegari:

The Delaware Coastal Management Program (DCMP) has received and reviewed your
consistency determination for the above referenced project. Pursuant to National Oceanic & Atmospheric
Administration regulations (15 CFR 930), the DCMP concurs with your consistency determination for
the deepening of the Delaware River Federal navigation channel from a depth of 40 feet to 45 feet. The
DCMP certifies this project consistent with its program policies after review of the 1997 Draft ' -
Envirc tal Impact Stat t, post-informational studies, and conditions agreed to by the Corps of espon .
Engineers in their April 30, 1997 letter. Our concurrence will be based upon the restrictions and/or . Please refer tor se lefter dated 20 April 1997 in Appendix A.
conditions placed on any and all permits issued to you for this project.

This consistency certification in no way guarantees that the State of Delaware will contribute
funding to the non-federal sponsorship of this project. Due to the large scale of this project, the DCMP
requests that the Corps of Engineers hold an informational public meeting for the citizens of the State of
Delaware so that they may be aware of this project and understand its scope.

In regard to a need for a public heari
iy need for ofp‘:? n?i;lzlsease refer to the response to the Honorable Shirley A,

" The DCMP would like to thank the Corps for their coordination and cooperation in the review of
this project and we look forward to working with you in the future. If you have any questions regarding
this determination please contact me at (302) 739-3451.

Sincerely,

Sarah W. Cooksey, Administrator
Delaware Coastal Management Prograny
SWUAN
ce Secretary Christophe A.G. Tulou, DNREC

1 WOACONSIRMCEN 194096 018




STATE OF DELAwaAE
CEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESQURRES AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL
DIVISION OF SOtL AND WATER CONSERVATION
B9 KNGS HIGHWAY
OFPICE OF TWT P.O. BOX 1401
OIRECTOR DOvER, DELAWARE 19903 TELEARONE: (302) 739 - 34285

February 14, 1997

Mr. Robert L. Callepari

U.S. Army Corps of Engincers
Philadelphia District

Wanamaker Building

100 Penn Square Cast

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-3390

RE:  Federal Consistency Certification
Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project

Dear Mr. Callegari:

The Delaware Coastal Management Pragram (DCMP) bas received and reviewed the
Army Corps of Engincers’ federal consistency determination and the Janvary 1997 Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Delaware River Maih Channel Deepening
Project. Based upon the DUMP’s review of this project and pursuant to National Oceanic and
_ Atmospheric Administration Regulations, 15 CFR 930, the DCMP will be unable at this time to
provide the Army Corps of Engineers with final federal cunsistency concurrence duc to
additional information requiroments outlined in this letter.

In 1992, the DCMP granted conditional federa) consistency concurrence to the Army
Corps of Engincers for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Feasibility Stage of the
Delaware River Main Channel Deepening, The conditions of the concurrence were that
additiona) testing, assessments, and impact evafuations be conducted during the Pre-construction,
Engineering and Design phase of the preject and that at the end of this phase another consistency
deicrmination be submitted to the DCMP. In December of 1996, the DCMP received the Draft
Supplcmental Envi ta) Tmpact Stat to the original 1992 Environmental Impact
Statement along with the federal consistency determination for this phase.

The information contained within this 1997 Draft Supplemcntal Environmental impact
Statement is not sufficient for the DCMP to make an informed decision on whether or not this .
project is consistent with i(’s program policies. Specifically, the information and data that the
DCMP needs to evaluat: arc:

1. The final design and plans for the Kelly Island beneficia) use site;

2. The complctc and inal summary and analysis of the Mano-ortho, dye-ortho and coplanar - 1. A re-design of the Kelly Island was provided.

congener specific PCB's for the channel sed
2. Final report was provided.

P
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. Additions) infonnali&n regarding the potential for increased ercsion at Pea Patch Istand
iotcd with the deepening of the Main Channel,

. The methods and specific time of year that dredging is scheduled to occur, in efforts to
proteot Delaware's wildlife resources; and,

. The impacts of dredging upon the declining population of Atlanic Sturgeon in the Delaware
River.

Tn light of the informatiun requested above, the DCMP would.like to request a meeting
with the Corps to discuss the specific needs and informational requirements that need to be met.
Priot to such a meeting, more forma), detailed, and specific comments will be forwarded (o the
Corps.

Since this project is o large in size and that the information in hend is not yet completo,
the DCMP will defer it’s final consistency concurrence until this critical information is received.
At such time that the requested information is received, and adequate review time is provided,
the DCMP will make a final concurrence decision.

The DCMP would like 1o thank the Corps for their cooperation in working with us so far.
and we look forward towards achieving this project’s success together.

Sincerely,

it H Cat

Sarah W. Cooksey, Administrator
Delaware Coasial Management Plogram

SWesl

LNISCONSISWCLETOSBXTIE 018
1487

3. Corps model studies and results on the potential for |
i teps miode o o pot or increased er<.>slon at Pea Patch Island associated

4. Please refer to Section 1.1.9 and Table 1-1 of this SEIS. Specific information on the impacts of

dredgi . "
Inmsd&t n'gn o? (;t;e 3\r.lsa.dlng bird colony at Pea Patch' Island has been provided and is discussed In this SEIS

§. This information has been provided.




STATE OF DELAWARE
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
& ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL

DIVISION OF WATER RESOURCES
B9 KINGS HIGHWA Y. P.O. Box 14014
- N DovER. DELAWARE 18903

WETLANDS & SUBAQUEOUS LANDIS SECTION TELEPHONE (302) 739-4691
FACSIMILE (302) 739-3481

April 11, 1997

Mr. John Brady

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, PA 19107

RE:  Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project

Dear Mr. Brady:

In a Fax to this office dated January 24, 1997, you stated that, “The Corps does not intend to
apply for a 401 because we have an exemption under 404 (R)” I requested and have received an
opinion from the Delaware Office of the Attomey General regarding Section 404(r) of the Clean
Water Act (CWA).

To summarize, it is our position that section 404(r) specifically exempts qualifying projects from
the requirements of section 404 but not the requirement of section 401 of the CWA. The limited
nature of this exemption is also established in 33 C.F.R. §323.4(d) which provides that, “Federal
projects which qualify under the criteria contained in Section 404(r) of the CWA are exempt from
Section 404 permit requirements, but may be subject to other state and or Federal requirements”.

Unless this office is provided with irrefutable justification for why water quality certification is not
required, we will expect an application for a subaqueous lands permit and section 401
Certification for the above referenced project.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please feel free to call.

Sincerely,

[r\,) . (Z‘t b ’/ ‘h’? ;.-\( ~
William F. Moyer

Program Manager 1l

Wetlands and Subaqueous

Lands Section

Gorard 1., Expoits
Je B
Sarah Covdoaey
1 ausric Moyer
1 aue B

WINL e

o n28 Delaware’s good nature deprend2 sun gou!

A Section 401 water quality certification which Is tied direct| i
y to the section 404 permit, is not
qu:llere‘d based on the 404(r) exerpption, as explained in Section 1.2 of the SEISF.’eAs stated in
al -2 of the SEIS, all appropriate state and local permits will be obtained prior to

_ construction.



TELEPHONE. (302) 739 - 5688

STATE OF DELAWARE
DEPARTMENT OF STATE
DIVISION OF HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL AFFAIRS
HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
16 T=E GREREN
pover ® DE o 19901-3611 Fax (302) 739 5660

February 4, 1997

Mr. Robert L. Callegari

Chief, Planning Division
Environmental Resources Branch
Philadelphia District

Corps of Engineers

100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

ATIN: Michael Swanda
Dear Mr. Callegari:

I have received and reviewed the Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS). Based on my review
of this document, we believe there are no significant historic resources
within the Reedy Point North or South disposal sites, the proposed overboard
disposal site, the proposed wetland restoration site of Kelly Island or the
sand stockpiling locations near Slaughter and Broadkill Beaches. The
employment of these facilities will not any significant historic resources.
The proposed deepening of the main channel to 45 feet, pursuant to the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's (Council) regulations, will have
an adverse effect (36 CFR 800.9(b)(1) and {4)) on significant submerged and
terrestrial archaeological site data associated with the National Register
listed Fort Delaware; specifically, on that portion of Pea Patch Island owned
by the Corps. Significant historic archaeclogical data continually erode
from the unprotected shoreline due to high energy wave action. This is
especially apparent after storm events but also seen daily when large vessels
traverse the federal channel. The Corps has taken no action to remedy this
eroding shoreline problem which this Office identified in 1990. The proposed
channel deepening with its sloped sides, will effectively bring the federal
channel closer to the island; thereby, accelerating the erosion process. As
part of this project, following the Council's regulations (36 CFR 800.5(c) and
(e)), the Corps should develop and implement measures which will stabilize the
shoreline under its jurisdiction.

With the above cited adverse effect on Fort Delaware, we cannot concur with
your agency's "No Effect” determination. If you have any questions or wish to
discuss this matter further, please do not hesitate to contact me at your

See response letter dated July 2, 1997 In Appendix A.
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convenience. Thank you.

Sincerely,
A Feun—
Fay® L. gtocum

Archaeologist

cc: Jennifer Lukens, DNREC CZMP
Charlene Dwin-Vaughn, ACHP
Cara Blume, DNREC P/R
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RECREATION COUNCIL

February 14, 1997

Mr. Robert L. Callegari

ATTN: Environmental Resources Branch
U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers

Wanamaker Building, 100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-3390

Dear Mr. Callegani:

The Delaware Parks and Recreation Council was established by State Law to advise the
Director of Parks and Recreation, the Secretary of Natural Resources and Environmental Control
and the Governor on matters relating to the development, management and conservation of lands
within the State Park system. We have recently become aware that the Corps is evaluating a
project on the Delaware River that could have potentially devastating impacts on the State's
oldest Park - Fort Delaware State Park. To our knowledge this project, the deepening of the
Delaware River Main Channel, has ignored the increased erosion impacts likely to occur on Pea
Patch Island.

As you may be aware, the historic Island, with its Civil War era fortification (Fort
Delaware), historic seawall, and other archaeological remains, is listed on the National Register of
Historic Places. The State is currently updating the nomination and believes it is efigible for
National Historic Landmark status. Pea Patch’s heronry, a dedicated State Nature Preserve on
the northern end of the Island, provides critical habitat to thousands of wading birds , and is the
largest heronry north of Florida.

Last year, over 22,000 visitors came to Fort Delaware State Park from the Delaware City
ferry dock. This year a new pier at Fort Mott in New Jersey will open, and ferry service to the
Island from both Delaware and New Jersey will be instituted. With over 100,000 visitors in 1996,
tourists from Fort Mott are expected to over double last season’s visitation to the Island. The
expanded ferry service, together with over $500,000 in improvements to the historic fort over the
last several years, is rapidly transforming the Island into a regional tourist anraction generating
many new jobs in two states.

Deepening of the channel threatens to rapidly accelerate erosion that has been occurring
on the southeast end of the Island for over two decades. This portion of the Island, which is very
close to the channel, is owned by the Corps  The Corps has been aware of the erosion for many

The District has re-evaluated the potential for increased shoreline erosion on Pea Patch Island resulting
from the proposed deepening of the Delaware River Main Channel. This research analyzed various data
to determine 1), if deepening the channel would increase current velocities and head values, and impact
channel side-slope profiles, 2) if vessels using the deepened 45 foot channel would generate larger waves
than presently occur with the 40 ft. channel, and 3) if these predicted changes in current velocities, head
values, side-slope profiles and wave heights would detectably increase the shoreline erosion on Pea
Patch Island (see Appendix C).

Comparison of model-predicted current velocities for the 40 ft and 45 ft channel geometrics at Pea Patch
Island showed negligible velocity differences attributable to the deepened channel. It was thus concluded
that the channel deepening will have a negligible effect on current velocities and water levels at the
subject shoreline, and there will be no shoreline erosion induced or exacerbated by the channel
deepening.

The principal variables considered in the ship wave analysis included vessel shape characteristics, vessel
draft, vessel speed, sailing direction, and distance from the shoreline. The analysis assumed that
tankers, due to their size, speed, and number of transits, constituted the critical class of vessels for this
analysis. Further, based on data developed for the economic analysis of the proposed deepening, it was
assumed that the fleet distribution would be identical for the 40 and 45 foot channels, with vesseis simply
loaded five feet deeper. The results indicated that maximum wave heights at the shoreline of Pea Patch
Island would increase in the order of 4 per cent for the case of the design vessel loaded to a five-foot
greater depth. Thus it was concluded that the deepening project would not detectably increase the
existing shoreline erosion problem related to ship waves.

A review of existing shoreline profiles and hydrographic data adjacent to Pea Patch Island show that the
majority of channel depths are well below the proposed new dredging depth of 45 feet. Only minimal new
dredging in isolated high spots will occur in the vicinity of Pea Patch Island. This proposed work will not
significantly effect the existing channel side-slope profiles and will not result in a movement of the federal
channel closer to the island.

Based on the above analyses, it is the opinion of the Philadelphia District that deepening the channel to a
depth of 45 feet will not increase shoreline erosion on Pea Patch Island, and consequently, will not impact
significant cultural resources along the shoreline.

However, the existing erosion problem on the shoreline of Pea Patch Island is being addressed by the
Corps of Engineers and State of Delaware. In April 1997, the Corps met with the State of Delaware to
discuss and address the ongoing erosion problem. The State has retained a consulting firm to prepare
plans to stabilize the shoreline. Corps will participate in review of the plans. In addition, Corps has
requested construction funds as part of our maintenance of the existing 40 foot project. Close
coordination will be maintained with the State throughout the design and construction of the proposed
erosion plan.




Mr. Robert L. Callegan
February 14, 1997
Page 2

years, particularly since 1990 when eight gun carriages were retrieved from the eroding shoreline.
There have been ongoing conversations with the Corps, who have acknowledged this issue.

Failure by the Corps to address accelerating erosion of federal land is threatening the
balance of the Island, which is under State ownership. This erosion is now to the point where
Fort Delaware, the historic island and seawall, and other archaeological remains are in jeopardy.
The long term stability of the heronry is also threatened. A deepened channel, with resultant
larger vessels and increased wave action, will only worsen existing problems.

In light of continued Corps inaction to protect the historic resources on their 19 acres of
Pea Patch Island, as required under federai law, the State has started on its own to develop
construction documents to stabilize the shoreline. It is hoped that documentation of the gravity of
the curvent situation will result in appropriate action by the Corps. The success of this project,
however, is dependent upon a design that anticipates the increased wave action of a deepened
channel.

We request that a public meeting be held in order for the citizenry of Delaware and New

Jersey to understand the impacts of the deepening project on one of the region’s most important
historic treasures. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Eugede C. Robinson -
Chair

Charles Salkin
Mark Chura




Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection

Rachel Carson State Office Building
P.O. Box 2063
Harrisburg, PA  17105-2063
February 4, 1997

Policy Office

Mr. Robert L. Callegari

Chief, Planning Division

Philadelphia District, Corps of Engineers
Department of the Army

Wanamaker Building, 100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

Dear Mr. Callegari:
The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has reviewed

the draft supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS) regarding the Delaware
Main Channel Deepening Project. We have the following comments:

The'Departmenl's main concern regarding this project has been the potential for

increase in magnitude and upstream migration of salinity that could result, and the
possibility of a significant impact on Philadelphia’s water supply, the Potomac-Raritan-
Magothy aquifer, as well as increased problems to industrial users in Pennsylvania.

Sections of the SEIS that address these concerns inciude Chapter 5 and
Sections 7.1 and 7.2. In order to develop the information of Chapter 5, the Corps has
utilized a three-dimensional hydrodynamic model to predict changes in Delaware River
and Estuary salinity under various flow scenarios. These scenarios were coordinated
with the various water resources agencies of the Delaware River Basin.

The SEIS concludes that *deepening of the Delaware River navigation channel
will have a negligible effect on the recharge characteristics of the aquifer” and that
“although the proposed channel! deepening is predicted by the salinity model to
increase [river mile] 98 chlorinity with a recurrence of the drought of record, the
resulting 30-day average chlorinity will still be below the present standard of 180 ppm.”
Moreover, the SEIS points out "Philadelphia’s intake at the Samuel Baxter Treatment
Plant at river mile 110 is well upstream of [river mile] 98 where the chlorinity standard is
set.”

PADEP correctly observes that there are differences in predicted salinity response between the
3D hydrodynamic model used in the present study, and the 1D salinity mode! used by DRBC.
PADEP further states “it does not appear that the conclusions of the SEIS would be invalidated
by minor adjustments in salinity intrusion findings.” It is expected and reasonable that there are
differences between results from the two models. The District concurs with PADEP's
conclusion.




Mr. Robert L. Callegari -2- February 4, 1997

In recent discussion with the Delaware River Basin Commission (DRBC)
Operations Staff, who have independently modeled salinity changes resulting from the
proposed channel deepening using a different model, DEP determined that some
discrepancies still exist between modeling results from the DRBC's and Philadelphia
District’s salinity models. These discrepancies should be resolved. However, it does
not appear that the conclusions of the SEIS would be invalidated by minor adjustments
in salinity intrusion findings.

Therefore, this Department concurs with your final determination that the
proposed Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project is consistent with
Pennsylvania's Coastal Zone Management Program.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact William A. Gast, Chief of
the Division of Water Use Planning, DEP's Bureau of Watershed Conservation at
(717) 772-4048. ‘ ‘ :

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this proposal.

Sihce{ely,

D ol
Barbara A. Sexton
Director, Policy Office




Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
\ \ . -
\- Rachel Carson State Office Building

P.0. Box 8552
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8552
February 19, 1997

Bureau of Forestry 717-787-3444
Fax 717-783-5109

Robert L. Callegari
Environmental Resources Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Wanamaker Building

100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

PER reference na: 004992
RE: PNDI Review for Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project, Delaware and
Philadelphia Counties

Dear Mr. Callegari:

In response to your notice of January 3, 1997, our office has compared the referenced
site with the files of the Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory (PNDI) information system.
There are several confirmed and historic occurrences of rare, threatened and endangered
species adjacent to the project boundaries. In addition, Little Tinicum Island, a State Forest
Natural Area, is also of special concern due to its proximity to the main channel, proposed for
dredging.

The following confirmed occurrences of plant species have been documented on the
intertidal marsh of Little Tinicum Island.

Scientific Name, Common Name Date last observed State Status
Pluchea odorata, Shrubby Camphor-weed 1991 Endangered
Sagittaria calycina var. spongiosa, Long-lobed Arrow-head 1991 Endangered
Sagittania subulata, Subufata Arow-head 1991 Rare
Cyperus engelmannii, Engelmann’s Flatsedge 1991 Rare
Scirpus smithii, Smith's Bullrush 1991 Threatened
Heteranthera multifiora, Multifiowered Mud-plantain 1991 Endangered
Echinochloa walteri, Walter's Bamyard-grass 1991 Endangered

1. The Corps does not anticipate impacts to Little Tinicum Island, and will meet with personnel

- from the Bureau of Forestry to discuss

their concemns.
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The following confirmed occurrences of plant species have been documented within a
mile of the project boundaries.

Scientific Name, Common Name Date last observed State Status Type of Habitat

Amaranthus cannabinus,

Waterhemp Ragweed 1991 Rare Tidal Marsh
Eleocharis obtusa var. peasei, ’ :

Wright's Spike Rush 1982 Endangered Tidal Marsh
Zizania aquatica, Indian Wild Rice 1982 . . Rare Tidal Marsh

We recommend an on-site meeting with Bureau of Forestry personnel to determine the
locations of species of special concern in relation to disturbance associated with the project,
and an evaluation of hydrological changes potentially affecting the tidal area of Little Tinicum
Island. Please contact us at your convenience to schedule this meeting.

The following confirmed and historic occurrences of species under the jurisdiction of
the Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission have been documented within a mile of the project
boundaries.

Scientific Name, Common Name Date last observed State Status

Pseudemys rubriventns,-Redbelly Turtle 1985 Threatened
Rana sphenocephala, Coastal Plain Leopard Frog 1941 Endangered
Enneacanthus obesus, Banded Sunfish 1978 Uncommon

Please contact Andy Shiels at the Pennsylvania Fish and Bdat Comhission, Division of
Fisheries Management, 450 Robinson Lane, Bellefonte, PA 16823, (814)359-5113, for 2. The Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission reviewed the draft SEIS and did not find an
recommendations regarding recommendations for these species. o areas of concemn. Their letter is included in the final SEIS. y

The following confirmed and historic occurrences of species under the jurisdiction of 3. The Pennsylvania Game Commission reviewed the draft SE|IS and di -
the Pennsylvania Game Commission have been documented within a mile of the project glg?éﬁcant impacts to state endangered birds or mammals. Thelr letter ig’i:g:uadnet:'izatfeaggal
boundaries. .

Scientific Name, Common Name Date last observed State Status

Circus cyaneus, Northem Harmier 1991 i Rare
Asio flammeus, Short-eared Owl 1991 Endangered
Ixobrychus exilis, Least Bittem 1984 Threatened
Bartramia longicauda, Upland Sandpiper 1987 Threatened
Tyto alba, Barn Owl 1991 Rare
Cistothorus palustns, Marsh Wren 1991 Rare
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Robert L. Callegari February 19, 1997

Please contact Denver McDowell at the Pennsylvania Game Commission, Bureau of
Land Management, 2001 Eimerton Avenue, Harrisburg, PA 17110-9797, (717) 783-8743, for
recommendations for these species.

This response represents an up-to-date summary of the PNDI data files and is
applicable for one year. However, an absence of recorded information does not necessarily
imply an absence of species on-site. A field survey of any site may reveal previously
unreported populations.

PNDI is a site specific information system describing plant and animal species of special
concern, exemplary natural communities and unique geological features. PNDI is a
cooperative project of the Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, The Nature
Conservancy and the Western Pennsylvania Conservancy.

Legal authority for Pennsylvania's bioiogical resources resides with three administrative
agencies which are outlined in the enclosure entitled PNDI Management Agencies. If
information provided by the PNDI system is to be published in any form, the Inventory should
be informed at the outset and credited as the source. Please phone this office if you have any
questions concerning this response or the PNDI system. For future correspondence regarding
this project, please use the PER reference number above. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Dan Devlin
Chief
Resource Planning

James E. Tabor, DEP, CZM

Joseph A. Feola, DEP Southeast Regional Office

Mike McCarthy, USFWS

Mike Moore, Bureau of Topographic and Geologic Survey
New Jersey Natural Heritage Program

Delaware Natural Heritage Program

Earl Higgins, District Forester, District 17

Denver McDowell, PGC

Andy Shiels, PAFBC

Jenni Farber, PNDI-E




PENNSYLVANIA NATURAL DIVERSITY INVENTORY

MANAGEMENT AGENCIES

The statstony authority for Pennsyivania’s animals and planis resides with three separae
agenawes. The Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and Natural Resources has the
~onrsibility for management of the Commonwealth's native wild plants Tre Penansvivania Fish
Boat Comnission s responsible for management of fish, reptiles phibuans and aquane
arzanisms within the Commonwezlth. The Pennsvivania Game Commission Ras the rasponsibiliy
for managing the siate’s wild birds and mamumals,

Far infommaztion on current species status, pleass coasult the appropriate agency. Raoquests
far informaztion should be directed to:

Plasits and PNDI . aeneral Plant Program Manager
PA Department of Conservation and Natural Rasources
Bureau of Forsstry
Forest Advisorv Services
P.0O. Box 8332
Harnsburg, PA 17105-3332
(717) 7873234

FISH, REPTILES.
AMPHIBIANS, .
AQUATIC ORCA\lb\l\ Erdangerad Species & Hemperolog: Coordinator
Pannsylvania Fish & Boat Commussion
Burzau of Fishzries and Enginesring
430 Robinson Lanz
Belleforte. PA 16825
($13) 3395115

RIRDS and MAMNMALS Pennsy Ivanita Game Commission
Burezu of Wildlifs Management
2001 Elmerton Avznue
Harrisbueg. PA 17110-9797
(717) 787-3529

i on species listed under the federal Endangzred Species At of 1973 occurring in

a d Speciss Biologst
C.s. F\;‘\ and Wildlifs Service
315 Scuth Allza Serear, Suire 5322
State Co . PA 13301
(314) 2332000




COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
PENNSYLVANIA FISH & BOAT COMMISSION
Diviston of Fisheries Management
PO Box 356
Revere, PA 18953-0356

December 31, 1996

Department of the Army

Philadelphia District, Corps of Engineers
Environmental Resources Branch
Wanamaker Building, 100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3350

Dear Mr. Callegari:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement for the Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project. In reviewing the
sections that pertained to fisheries, I did not find any areas of concern. I was pleased that
efforts are being made to follow the blasting schedule established by the Delaware River
Basin Fish and Wildlife Management Cooperative to minimize impacts to fish. Likewise, it

is encouraging that the project will increase the acres of palustrine emergent wetlands.

Sincerely yours,

Michael Kaufmann
Area Fisheries Marfager

Fisheries Management Chief R. Snyder
Environmental Services Chief J. Arway

No response required.




ADMINISTRATIVE BURT AUS

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

PENNSYLVANIA
GAME COMMISSION

2001 ELMERTON AVENUE
HARRISBURG, PA 171109797

January 14, 1997

Mr. Robert L. Callagari

Chief, Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

Inre: Delaware River Main Channel Deepening
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Philadelphia, PA

Dear Mr. Callagari:

This is our response to the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project.

The document appears to adequetly address all issues except information concerning state
endangered or threatened species of birds or mammals. We recognize that state endangered or
threatened species of birds or mammals occur within the project area. However, we do not anticipate
any significant impacts to those species by the proposed action. Therefore, we have no objections
to the project as proposed. If project plans change or if additional information on endangered and
threatened species of birds or mammals become available, this determination may be reconsidered.

If you have any questions, please contact Tony Ross of my staff at (717) 783-5957.

Very truly yours,

Denver A. McDohwell, Chief
Division of Environmental
Planning and Habitat Protection
Bureau of Land Management

No response required.



MARYLAND Gffice of Planning

Purris N. Glendening Ronald M. Kreitner
Governor Director

January 6. 1997

Mr. Robert L. Callegari

Chief, Planning Division

Environmenta! Resources Branch

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

100 Penn Square East, Wanamaker iilding
Philadetphia, PA  19107-3390

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW
State Application Identifier: MD961231-1152
Project Description: Draft Supplemental EIS - Delaware River Main Channel Deepening

Project (see MD960916-0869)
State Clearinghouse Contact:  Bob Rosenbush

Dear Mr. Callegari:

This is to acknowledge receipt of the referenced project. We are providing notice of the project to State and local
public officials via The Intergovernmental Monitor for their information.

The applicant is requested to complete the enclosed form and return it to the State Clearinghouse upon
receipt of notification that the project has been approved or not approved.

Please be assured that all intergovernmental review requirements have been met in accordance with the Maryland
Intergovernmental Review and Coordination Process (COMAR 14.24.04).

Sincerely,

P

William &7 Carroll
Manager, Plan and Project Review

WGC:BR:mds

Enclosure

The project is not in Maryland, therefore no permits are needed.




MARYLAND Office of Planning

Parris N. Glendening Ronald M. Kreitner
Governor Director

MEMORANDUM

Please complete this form and return it to the State Clearinghouse upon receipt of notification that the project has been
approved or not approved by the approving authority.

TO: Maryland State Clearinghouse DATE:
Maryland Office of Planning _ (Please fil! in the date form completed)
301 West Preston Street
Room 1104
Baltimore, MD  21201-2365

PHONE: ( ) .

{Name of person completing this form.) (Area Code & Phone number)

State Application Identifier: MD961231-1152
Project Description: Draft Suppl I EIS - Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project (see
: MD960916-0869) ’ '

PROJECT APPROVAL

This project/plan was:

O Approved (] Approved with Modification dJ Disapproved

Name of Approving Authority: Date Approved:

FUNDING APPROVAL
The funding (if applicable) has been approved for the period of

. 199 to , 199 as follows:

State:
s

OTHER

O Funher comment or explanation is attached




Salem County Planning Board

96 - 98 MARKET STREET « SALEM, NEW JERSEY 08079

609-935-7510 Ext. 412
FAX: 609-935-8596

William Coles, Chairman Michact 1Y Reeves, Director

January 3, 1097

Mr. John Brady

Environmental Resources Branch

U. S. Army Engineer District, Philadelphia
100 Penn Square East

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-3390

RE: Supplemental EIS, Delaware River Main Channel-Deepening Project

Dear Mr. Brady,

The Salem County Planning Board staff has reviewed the Army Corps of Engincers
Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the dredging of the Delaware River
shipping channel. Our particular focus was the Salem County site labeled 15G, which
is a new disposal site in Oldmans Township on Oldmans Creek, and the continuing
use of existing disposal sites in Pedricktown and on Artificial Island. We also focused
on more general concerns of groundwater contamination, salt water intrusion, and
salinity levels that may affect oyster beds and aquatic life.

Areas of Concern:

Site 15G

The Salem County Planning Board supports your proposal to divide new sites into

cells and adopr a rotational disposal cycle that will result in a cell being used only

once approximately every five years. We also support other passive steps the ACE has

recommended for site management, such as protecting forest stands, creating ponding, 1. The Corps will not pursue permanent or intermittent pumping to maintain the water levels in the

and controlling water flow to maintain and/or provide quality habitats. We note the disposal cells, therefore pump noise levels will not be a concemn.
ACE's reluctance to use more aggressive, active steps, such as on-going pumping, duc

to cost factors, While we are not familiar with the economies of scale, should the ACE

decide to pursue pumping, we would have questions regarding pump noise levels and

hours of operation. Finally, we do have a concern regarding the preference to let
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nature “reclaim” the dredged sice “over time® once it is out of use, rather than the

agency taking immediate reclamation seeps.

Contamination of Groundwater, Specifically the Pedricktown Site

Based on ACE modeling and testing, it is stated that the material to be dredged and
disposed does not contain any significant levels of contamination, Further, it is
estimated that it will take at least 50 years for water to percolate through the dredging
and into the wells -~ with one exception: There is a cluster of wells near the existing

3. The cluster of wells near area Pedericktown consists of industrial supply wells for B.F. Goodrich and

Monsanto Companies. A groundwater Investigation and modeling study of Oldmans Disposal Area was

completed by Groundwater Technologies Inc. In 1996. This included the installation of monitoring wells
Pedricktown site where percolation into the groundwater could take place within and testing of soil and water. The final report conciuded that disposal area operations will not adversely
several years. However, the ACE's position is that since the dredged material most effect the groundwater regime in this area and recommended that the area continued to be utilized asa
likely will not contain contaminants, the accelerated percolation will not endanger the dredge material disposal site. Pedericktown Disposal area is located adjacent to area 15G and findings
groundwater. Are therc assurances that the dredged material already disposed on the from the study cover the surrounding area, including area 15G. Additional monitaring wells will be

~ Pedricktown site does not contain contaminants? Further, is there a plan for well installed at 15G to monitor this site.

monitoring to ensure safe groundwater supplies at the Pedricktown site?

Salinity Levels:

4. The comment references the zone from RM 43 to RM 50 and the oyster resources located therein.
levels on oyster seed beds located approximately between River Miles 43 and 50, and Figure 5-9 of the SEIS displays "Zones of Salinity" If' the estuary, and mdk_:ates RM 46 as the boundary )
2) the imprct of increased penetrat?gn upstrearr'n of the salinity range. il between the downstream Mesohaline (5 - 18 ppt salm}ty) and upstream Oligohaline (0:5 'f5 ppt) Zones.

is noted that one of the data save locations for the salinity modeling was at RM 43, which is both the
southern limit of Salem County and the approximate center of the Mesohaline Zone. RM 50 is adjacent t-
¥ the south end of Artificial Island. The next mode! data save point in the upstream direction Is at RM 54.
Therefore, it can be seen that zone from RM 43 to RM 50 of particular interest to the Salem County
Planning Board is effectively bracketed by model data save locations at RM 43 and at RM 54.

Our concern regarding salinity levels is two-fold: 1) the impact of increased salinity

The ACE data indicate the maximum impact on salinity will be a .1 ppt increase, and
that this will “not add significantly” to the salinity levels during normal flow, high
flow, or record draught. We remain concerned about the delicate balance required to
maintain these oyster seed beds, which have been carefully rejuvenated. The window
for error is quite small, and there is no indication of the confidence level used in ACE
testing models.

in order to put the model-predicted changes in salinity distribution due to deepening into perspective, it is
useful to examine the patural range in salinity which occurs within the RM 43 to RM 54 zone over a wide
The oyster beds between River Miles 43 and 50 are on the edge of the Oligohaline and range of time scales, notwithstanding the salinity zone nomenclature referenced in Figure 5-9. Time
Mesohaline zones, and we question whether shifting salinity levels and penetration series of modeled salinity data for each location show the variation of salinity over time scales which

may have a greater impact? The ACE test sites did not appear to include any test data Ml include:

between River Miles 43 and 50, where the zones change at River Mile 46.

. the 12.4 hour tidal cycle - salinity range typically about 3 to 4 ppt at RM 43 and about 4to §

The Salem County Planning Board and staff appreciates the opportunity to review the ppt at RM 54;

Supplemental EIS report. We commend the ACE for its thorough assessment of

environmental issues and recommendations to minimize impacts. . periods of up to six months - salinity range as much as 10 ppt at RM 43 and 9 ppt at RM 54
Sincerely, . . periods with significantly different inflow regimes - salinity range from below 5 ppt during

high-flow to 26 ppt during drought at RM 43 (a range of over 21 ppt), and 0 ppt during high-
flow and 17 ppt during drought at RM 54 (a range of 17 ppt).

/
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Rita Shade Simpson
Senior Planner recurrence of the drought of record (July through November 1965) and for the period July through
8 November with monthly averaged inflows. [n addition, the simutation presented in EIS Section 5.11.3
documents salinity range data for a recent high-flow period, April to May 1993.

Reference is made to EIS Tables 5-2 and 5-5, which respectively present salinity range data for a

For perspective on the impacts of deepening, it should be noted that at RM 43 and RM 54, the
hydrodynamic-salinity model predicts that even the largest salinity change induced by deepening is less
than 1 ppt, with most changes typically in the range of 0.1 to 0.5 ppt. It is the view of the District that the
large, natural variability of salinity at essentially all locations within the estuary renders the changes

i associated with deepening and sea level rise essentially a negligible environmental impact.

Please also refer to New Jersey Responses 36, 37, and 38.
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FAX: 3229814
Mayor & Council of New Castle / 220 Delaware Strect / New Castle, Delaware 19720-4816
December 230, 1996

Mr. Robert L. Callegari

Chief, Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Philadelphia District
Environmental Resources Branch
Wanamaker Building

100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

Ref: Public Notice #CENAP-PL-E-97-01
Dear Mr. Callegari:

on behalf of the City of New Castle, we wish to recognize
receipt of the referenced notice. The information will be posted
and comments will be forwarded to you by February 17th if there are
any.

In reviewing the 1list of Libraries where "The Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact" was sent, we noticed that the
local Library in New Castle was omitted. Would you kindly send 1. Two coples of the draft SEIS were sent to the New Castle Public Library on December 30, 1996.
appropriate information to:

New Castle Public Library

5th and Delaware Streets

New Castle, DE 19720
Thank you fcr your attenticn.

Happy Holidays!

Very truly yours,

W wd™

" Robert Wm. Martin,
City Administrator

RWM: jw

cc: Mayor and Council (via clip)
Ms. Sally Brown, Librarian

Callegari.Pub
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BOROUGH OF CAPE MAY POINT

POST OFFICE DRAWER 504 Malcolm C. Fraser
CAPE MAY POINT, NEW JERSEY 08212 Mavaor
(609) 884-5603 Craig Pilczuk

Commissioner
TELECOPIER

(609) 884-1732 l{mes Hapdley
Commissioner

January 3, 1997

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Philadelphia District

Wanamaker Building

100 Penn Square East

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-3390

Attention: Robert L. Callegari, Chief
Flanning Division

Subject: Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project
Policy Notice: CENAP-PL-E-97-01

We have reviewed subject Environmental Impact Statement and question why some of
the 33.4 million cubic yards of dredged material couldn't be delivered to the
offshore area of the Borough of Cape May Point. Our St. Peters Beach and Cape
Beach are currently under attack and washing out. These two beaches are at the
corner of the Cape May peninsula. 60,000 cubic yards would do wonders in holding
the fort until the Army Corps South Meadows Project construction gets underway
just after the turn of- the century. ' :

Cape May Point appears to lie closer to your dredged area than either Slaughter
Beach or Broadkill Beach in Delaware. 60,000 cubic yards is less than 0.2% of
your projected dredged sand. RSVP. .

Regpect e
v /}(7 A
.C. Ftaser, Mayor
cc - Carmen Zappile, Army Corps Engineers, Philadelphia

Congressman Frank LoBiondo
Borough Commissioners

The project economic benefit analysis indicated that the least cost option is to place the sand material at
the selected sand stockpile sites for future beach nourishment.



COUNTY OF CUMBERLAND
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
800 EAST COMMERCE STREET
BRIDGETON, NEW JERSEY 08302

(609) 453. 2178
FAX 453.9138

STEPHEN L. KEHS, AICP
ENCCUTIVE DIRECTOR

January 22, 1997

Mr. Robert Callegani. Chict
Planning Division
Environmental Resources Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Enginecrs
100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, PA. 19107-3390

Re: Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project
Dear Mr. Callegari:

My office has reviewed with great interest. the environmental impact statement associated
with the Channel Project for the Delaware River. The proposals for wetlands restoration that will
reduce erosion along the Bay are commendable and will probably enhance the environmental in-

tegrity of the area as habitat for a variety of plant and animal species. As part of our analysis, consideration was given to placement of sand material at Fortescue. However,

, . . ) jl the project economic benefit analysis indicated that the least cost option is to place the sand material at
We would like to make a suggestion. however, for another "beneficial use” sitc where the il the selected sand stockpile sites for future beach nourishment.
sandy, dredge material can provide important public benefits. As you know. Fortescue village in

Cumberland County is one of the largest Delaware Bay communities. It is home to the New Jersey
State marina and a sizeable fishing and recreation industry. One of the interests of local citizens has
been the restoration of the beach in Fortescue which used to be very large. Beach restoration would
enhance areas for horseshoe crab migration, shorebird habitat, and human use. Bcach improve-
ments would also provide a shot in the arm for the development of the tourism industry and rede-
velopment of the village in general.

In your environmental impact statement. you mention the proposed stockpiling of 4.7 mil-
lion cubic yards of material off the coast of Delaware for future beach restoration projects. We
would like to suggest that this material be dedicated to restoring the beach at Fortescue. There are
new and innovative techniques in use today that help to prevent the erosion of newly restored
beaches. ‘The development of this project would be a significant investment in the future of a
community that is looking for innovative ways to enhance its cconomy and protect its critical
environmental resources. (see attached ccotourism plan.)

I hope vou will consider this suggestion and move quickly to bring it to the table. Ttappears
that this opportunity may be the only way to make such a beach restoration projectaltordihle to a




small community such as Fortescue. My office will gladly work with vou to assemble the appro-
priate plans, educational materials, and other information needed to make this project a reality,

Thank you for vour consideration and your continuing interest in Cumbertand County. Please

let me know how we can proceed with this effort.

Sincerely vours,

(N

Stephen 1. Kehs
Director

cc. Senator Frank Lautenberg
Senator Robert Toracelli
Congressman Frank LoBiondo
Mayor Harry Wilson. Downe Township

"SK/slk
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A Vision & Implementation
Strategy For Economic -
Development & Conservation

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
CUMBERLAND COUNTY ECOTOURISM PLAN
February 1996

Introduction

Ecotourism is a new concept. It affords visitors the opportunity to enjoy the natural resources and
environment of an area without destroying them. It is easy to include all types of tourism under the
umbrellaof ecotourism but in the Cumberland County Plan, ecotourism includes only those activities
with a direct link to the natural environment.

Itis due in part to the dichotomy in Cumberland County between the need to preserve outstanding

natural resources while also promoting jobs and a healthier economy that many of the County's

businesses and citizens became interested in ecotourism. In November of 1993, County government

hosted an ecotourism workshop at the Brian Parent Center in Millville that began to frame some key

issues to be included in an ecotourism plan for the County. Cosponsored by the South Jersey Land

Trust, this workshop focused on seven topics that defined ways that government, the private sector.

the non-profit agencies, and citizens could promote an ecotourism program in Cumberland County.

They included the following themes: Making Ecotourism Work for Local Business: Managing:
Narural and Human Resources inan Ecotourism Program: Identifving Investment Needs for a Sound’
Ecotourism Program; Making Ecotourism Part of a Regional Tourism Program; Identifving Present

and Future Ecotourism Attractions; Marketing an Ecotourism Strategy for Cumberland County; and

Assistance from Conservation Agencies.

This Planbuilds onthe findings of that workshop. Itincludes ideas developed by the County Planning
Board and staff. and a'so includes concepts from other ecotcurism efforts around the County. region.
and nation.

Tourism and Ecotourism Today

According to the New Jersey Division of Travel & Tourism. the tourist industry is the major
component of the State's economy. Itaccounts for more than $17 billion in revenues. In Cumberland
Counry, that figure is fifuch’ more modest. More than $100 million was generated from sales in
restaurants. lodging, and recreation. This figure is small compared to Atlantic and Cape May
Counties. where tourism generated billions of dollars.

There are many examples of "ecotourism” in the region, although it is not always called that. Cape
May County has a very prosperous birding industry. More than 510,000,000 is spent in Cape May
County annually by birders. Bucks County, Pennsylvania recently began promoting its natural
resources in a document entitled "Eco Adventures -- Escape to the Nature and History of Bucks
County, Pennsylvania's Perfect Getaway." The New Jersey Divisions of Travel & Tourism; Fish,
Game, & Wildlife; and Parks & Recreation all publish excellent documents prométing a variety of
outdoor experiences.




The pnivate sector and non-profit organizations in Cumberland County have also been active 1n
ecotourism. The Natre Conservancy and the Natural Lands Trust are promoting ecotourism on their
propenties. The Delaware Bay Schooner Project is sponsoring many educational and natural resource
expeniences. Public Service Electric & Gas has taken an interest in the concept through its Estuary
Enhancement Program. Restaurants and gift shops are promoting river cruises and special lines of
apparel.

There are not many places, however, that have developed plans to promote and manage ecotourism.
A couple communities in North Carolina have assembled plans. There is an effort on the island of
Kaua'i, Hawaii to advance this concept in a planned way. While there may be other examples, they
were not located. These plans focus on several key themes: an inventory of resources, a marketing
and development program, resource management strategies, and public involvement.

Making a Transitlon to a Comprehensive Ecotourism Strategy for Cumberland County

The 1993 workshop provided the County with an excellent start toward assembling a plan. It
introduced the concept of ecotourism to a broad cross-section of the community. It generated many
good ideas and created a lot of enthusiasm. Yet the workshop focusedon themes and concepts which
needed to be put into a general planning framewark, as well as detailed strategies and recommenda-
tions. Toward this end, the County Planning Board established several tenets that members felt
should be part of the plan. First, the plan should focus on ecotourism themes that could be de veldpé:l
in the County. Second, the ynique destinations in the County that could be promoted should be
identified. Third, the plan should contain a good public involvement effort. The County Planning
Board recognizes that ecotourism is not for everyone. It will be welcomed in some areas and not in
others. With these broad tenets in mind, the County Ecotourism Plan focuses on six general themes
and four special places where ecotourism could be promoted and developed.

Cumberland County's Ecotourism Themes and Places

Each of the themes and places identified in the Plan has a range of development, marketing, and
. resource preservation needs. The Plan discusses those needs in detail and makes various recommen-
dations. The presentationthatis part of this Executive Summary is only an outline of that information,

-— Themes
Tracing the County's Maritime Heritage

Cumberland County was founded by seafarers. Many of the early towns and villages of the County
built the sloops and schooners that carried raw materials to market in Philadelphia and other urban
areas. Thereare many resources in the County that tell of this maritime heritage. Boat yards, maritime
museums, old schooners and villages, lighthouses, boat builders, and river tours could all be tied
together as part of a package to promote this theme. Many of these resources, however, have limited
or no public access. Facilities such as parking arcas, rest rooms, and good signage are lacking.
Consequently, it will take time to market this theme and build business enthusiasm forit. Only certain
resources, such as the Delaware Bay Schooner Project, could be marketed right away.

Boating Adventures in Cumberland County

For many years, Cumberland County has had some of the best boating opportunities in the region.
Recreational boating on the Maurice and Cohansey Rivers is popular. Boating on the Bav and some
of the smaller streams and creeks are common pastimes. There is a State marina at Fortescue and
many private marinas line the waterways of the County. These opportunities can easily be included
in_County promotional material. Some promotion is already occurring. The principal issue
associated with this theme involves resource protection. Ensuring that the waterways are not
overused is important for the existing marinas, businesses, and the environment. Educatonal
material stressing the proper use of these resources is important.

Premier Fishing, Hunting, Crabbing, and Trapping Opportunities-

There are fifteen (15) State owned natural areas in Cumberland County. Some of them are more
accessible than others. Some can sustain only limited accessibility. The Plan outlines those areas
where additional infrastructure might be needed to advance hunting, fishing, and crabbing opportu-
nities, The Bevan, Peaslee, and Heislerville Fish & Wildlife Management Areas may be able to
sustain greater levels of public access. The smaller F&WMAs along the Bay shore may not.
Nonetheless, there are a wide variety of potential improvements thatcan enhance fishing and hunting
in Cumberland County. -

The Heart of Fi armir.lg in the Garden State

Cumberland County is the number one producer of agricultural commodities in New Jersey. The
heritage of the farming industry is a long and varied one. But farming is more than just a pretty
landscape. It represents one-third of the county economy as well. By comprehensively marketing
the roadside stands, "pick-your-own,” and other farming operations in the County, the agricultural
industry and the farm lands can be protected. Farm vacations are -increasingly popular ways to
experience farm living. They also provide a 10 to 30 percent increase in farm income. (dmerican
Agriculturalist, September 1995). This is clearly a natural resource theme in Cumberland County
that could be promoted as part of an ecotourism program. -

Eifdiug, Biking, and Hiking: Passive Recreation

Cumberland County has a spectacular array of bird life. The migration of shore birds is unrivaled
in the continental United States. Raptors, songbirds, and water fowl are prominent among the bird
species of the County. .In Cape May County, birding is a big business. Approximately $10 million
dollars is spent annually by birders visiting the County. The construction ofboardwalks. nature trails,
and observation platforms can help to cnhance the birding industry in Cumberland: The Nature .
Conservancy has been a leader in promoting this effort. The Natural Lands Trust has excellent
facilities at its "Glades™ refuge in Downe Township. PSE&G, as part of its Estuary Enhancement
Program is also developing these types of facilities. By promoting this development on non-profit
and State owned lands, the birding theme is ane that can be easily and effectively farketed. Biking
and hiking facilities are lacking, however. There are very few trails where biking and hiking can occur
in a well managed and safe environment. These opponunities need to be developed.




Glass Making and Silica Sand .

Wheaton Village does an outstanding job telling the history of glass in Cumberland County. The
Village attracts more than 60,000 visitors annuaily and generates an estimated $8.000,000 in the
County economy. This story would be enhanced significanily if the history of the natural resource
cotild also be told. The rich silica sands found in the County are the reason the glass industry got its
start here. A heritage museum that explains the many uses of silica sand and makes a connection to
the glass industry would be a fine attraction for inclusion in an ecotourism program.

Places

Cumberland County’s Wild & Scenic Rivers

Portions of the Maurice River and its tributaries were included in the National Wild & Scenic River
systemin 1993. These waterwaysare spectacularexamples of unspoiled rivers particularly since they
are located in the most urbanized State in the nation. There are very few public facilities afong the
rivers that enable people who do not own land there to enjoy the resource. A conservation plan is
already in place for these waterways. The Ecotourism Plan recommends the development of such
things as welcome centers, interpretive loops, and park development to enhance the visitor
experience to this area.

Port Norris and New Jersey's Oyster Industry

Inthe late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, Port Norris was the "Oyster Capital of the World."
While this home grown description may have beenaslight exaggeration, settlers as early as the 1700s
recognized the rich harvest in oysters that could be found in the Delaware Bay. Many of the remnants
of this once thriving industry still exist in the Port Norris area. Oystermen. oyster boats, and oyster
shucking houses can still be found there. The Delaware Bay Schooner Project, throughthe restoration
of the 4./, Meenvald, and Commercial Township officials have been leading proponents of a
revitalized waterfront in Shetlpile and Bivalve. The Schooner Project has plans to restore many of
the old shipping sheds along the Maurice River. In conjunction with tours, trails, and special events
such as Bay Day, the Port Norris area should be a significant focus of the County's ecotourism efforts.

The Maurice River Natural Resources Center

For almost a year now, officials from Maurice River Township, the County, and the N.J. Division
of Fish, Game, & Wildlife have been discussing publicly the development of a major, state-of-the-
art Natural Resources Center inthe Township. The proposed Center would be an educational facility
that would allow visitors from all over the world to understand and appreciate the resources of the
Maurice River and Delaware Bay regions. Funding for this Center is being discussed through State.
private, and non-profit grant sources. This facility would be a tremendous attraction, the spin-off
effects from which would enhance retail, service, and other tourism businesses in the area.

Bridgeton, Millville, and Vineland: Ecotourism Destinations Tool

Much of what is_ presented in the Ecotourism Plan deals with the rural economy -- nature walks, bed
& break fast facilities, fishing, boating, and recreation. But, the cities of the County are where mast

-

of the services arg. Gas stations, motels. restaurants, and varous other shops are {ocated throughout
the downtowns of the County's urban areas. Chambers of Commerce are available to pramote the
connections of local business to ecotourism opportunities.

Implementing the Plan

Developing the Ecotourism themes and places in this Plan will take time. Itcannot. should not. and
will not happen overnight. There are roles for the public, private, and non-profit sectors to play in
this process. Here are more than 90 ideas that can move an ecotourism program forwvard.

38 Things County and Local Government Can Do

1. Conduct Marker Studies. Provide the documcntauon that cncouragcs the private sector to invest
in these concepts.
2. Promote Innovative Wastewater Treaiment Concepts. Wastewater management is necessary if
the rural towns and villages are to redevelop.
3. Develop a Targeted Loan Program. Provide low interest loans to ecotourism businesses.
4. Clean up Key Ecotourism Sites. Litter in the more remote rural areas is a big problem.
5. Organize Special Events and Festivals. Good examplesalready exist. The Commercial Township
Seafood Festival, the Peaches N' Cream Festival at Dutch Neck Village, Weakfish Toumamcnls,
Vineland Azalea Festival, and so forth all fit into an ecotourism theme.
6. Prepare Promotional and Marketing Material. An ecotourism guide could consolidate many of
the themes and places highlighted in the Plan.
7. Develop an Ecotourism Logo. This logo could be featured on publications. products, and other
material that promotes 2 Cumberland County ecotourism theme or place.
8. Erect Signage. Getting people to and from the ecotourism sites is important.
9. Establish an Ecotourism Advisory Committee. Oversigh and coordination of the program are
necessary. There are many ways this can be done. An advisory committee could help advocate for
ecotourism investments.
10. Improve Access 1o Ecotourisim Sites. Road access and public facilties are needed atalmostali the
existing or proposed ecotourism sites.
11. Training and Education. Everyone from the local resident tothe business person or public official
must be sensitive to the needs and wants of the prospective visitor if an ecotourism program is to be
successful. Education nd training can help advance the awareness of the resource base and provide
the technical, business, and vocational skills necessary to compliment the program.
12. Park Development. There are cumently no managed state or county parks in Cumberland.
Through parmerships with the State or the non-profit agencies the development of a State or County
Park could enhance ecotourism efforts and provide another great destination.
13. Amend local Ordinances. Local plans and land use regulations must accommodate ecotourism
needs and facilities.
14. Code Enforcement. Keep the community clean and attractive.
15. Educational Material. There is a code of ethics that ecotourists and ecodevelopers should follow.
Be sensitive to the natural resource base. Design with nature. [N
16. Produce a Funding Guide. Such a publication could list funding sources for prospective
ecotourism developments and projects.




17. Sponsor Workshops. Business planning, design, community development are all impornant

issues that can be topics of workshops.

18. Establish a Non-Profit Development Corporation. 1n conjunction with non-profit conservation
groups, chambers of commerce, businesses and other organizaitons, the County should consider
creating a non-profit corporation to finance ecotourism development.

{9.Establish a Databank and Network. Making the right linkages and connections will be important
to advancing an ecotourism program. .

20. Prepare Maps of Self-Guided Tours. These maps and audio cassettes would hel p visitors
appreciate the themes and places highlighted by the Plan.

21. Promote Development of an Urban Market. An urban farm market that would highlight the
cultural and ethnic diversity of the County could be a big redevelopment tool foran urban downtown.
By bringing more visitors to the area, the market for farm produce stands across the County would
be expanded. This facility would also make a direct ecotourism link between urban and rural
interests. - . '

22. Develop Bike and Pedestrian Trails. On County, non-profit, or State owned lands, bike and
hiking trails would be important ecotourism amenities.

23. Connections to the Region. The County should begin to market ecotourism experiences to major
tour operators throughout the region.

24. An Ecotourism Calendar of Events. This would link and coordinate activities and facilities.
25. Resource Protection Measures. ldeas such as establishing a conservation foundation to accept
gifts of lands; continuing the farm easement purchase program; providing local planning assistance:
preparing an owner's guide to resource protection; and promoting stream conservation will ail help

to protect the natural resource base of the County.

26. Provide an Avenue for Conflict Resolution. Working together and pulling in the same direction

helps make the most of financial and other resources.

27. Monitoring and Evaluation. The County should identify some benchmarks which will help to

monitor the success of an ecotourism program. )

28. Restroom and Visitor. Facilities. These are obviously important facilities that need to be

developed as part of a comprehensive ecotourism program. Perhaps public buildings could provide

these services until new facilities are constructed.

29. Regional Connections to Natural Resource Experts. Organizations such as New Jersey

Aquarium, the Philadelphia Zoological Society, the Audubon Society, and the N.J. Conservation

Foundation can provide good technical expertise.

30. Connections to the-New Jersey Coastal Heritage Trail. This trail, promoted and managed by the

National Park Service, provides excellent connections to the ecotourism attractions of the County.

31. Labor Force Training. Fitting the ecotourism industry to the skills of the local labor force is an

essential part of building the industry.

32. Identify Stakeholders and Public Involvement Process. Citizen, business, and general public

involvement in this Plan is essential to making it work. . )

33. Walking Tours of Glass Architecture. There are many homes, shops, etc. with outstanding glass

windows and doors that were manufactured in the County. Walking tours of the downtowns could

point out these interesting sights and enhance the awareness of the glass and silica industries.

34. Canoe Trails. Nustrate the best self-guided canoe trips through maps or brechures.

35. Municipal Flyers on Ecotourism. Municipalities should be encouraged to develop their own

promotional material on ecotourism. Some Cumberland County communities are doing this now.

-6-

36. Organize a Cumberland County Guide Assaciation. This organizauqn would offer cerified
training in hunting, fishing, crabbing, boating, and other ecotounsm experignces.
37, Publish a Directory of Sporting Clay Ranges. These facilities can draw a number of sports

enthusiasts to the County and region. ' .
38 Mosquito Comtrol. Targeted sites should be part of the County’s mosquito control areas.

30 Great Ideas for Local Business

1. Promoteand Develop Aquaculture. Aquaculture canbe an important part of the farming industry.
It can also be an interesting site for tourists. ) A n
2. Develop a Campground. There are few traditional tenting, or low impact campgrounds 1n

Cumberland County. ' A
3. Crab & Cook Days. Give people the chance to go crabbing and have their catch cooked at a focal

restaurant. '
4. Canoe Cruises. This is canoeing with a gormet touch. Gormet meals could be provided as part
of a canoeing adventure in the area. . . : .
5. Use afEcgatouri:m Logo. Once it is developed, the business community could use the logo 10
romote its ecotourism products or services. ' . ' .
l; Package Tours. Private operatorsare needed to make the connections with business. industry, and
other potential providers of ecotourism sites and services. - o ' )
7 Sil::a Heritage Facility. A muscum or heritage facility for the silica sand industry. This facility
could tell the story of glass sand in Cumberland County, offer tours, etc.
il home!
8. Bed & Breakfast Houses. Create a B&B in your own me! )
9. Kavak the Delaware Bay Wetlands. There ate almost a fimitless number of streams. guts. and
waten'vays to explore along the Delaware Bay coast. ) o ,
10. Establish an Ecotourism Travel Center. Anagency is needed to specialize in County ecolounism
adventures. ' ' .
!1. Fee Fishing. Old sand washes and other ponds and lakes might provide profitable fee fishing
cati icipaliti doing this.
locations. Land owners or municipalities could make money dt . ' '
12. Market local products with Ecotourism Themes. Thereisaline of clothing being marketed with
a Delaware Bay theme. :
13. Farm VacZn’ans. Through the County Agriculture Development Board and the Board of
Agriculture, this concept should be explored. o _ '
J:SgnBird Watching Tours.” Find new and better ways to capitalize on birders who are already coming
: : I )
to the County but not spending enough money! ‘ _
15. Nature by Night. Exploring nature at night brings outa new set of sights and soun
be arranged to star gaze or just enjoy the "night life.”
16. Bav Burgers, Maurice River Crabcakes, and Green
with local ecotourism themes.
17. Ballooning the Delaware Bay and Marshlands. There are many
the region that would provide opportunities for these types offours
18. Lighthouse Holidays. Dress the lighthouses up for the holiday scason. N
]9' "Rail - Bird Excursions.” This would take some investment, negotiation yllh thf: railroad, an
so;ne serious insurance coverage, but touring naturaf areas by rail would provide an interesting tnp
and provide alternative access to many of the remote areas in the County.

ds. Tours could
head Pies! Develop and market aline of food .

large facilties and air fields n




20. Work on A Fishing Boat, If farm vacations are for real, why not promote the chance to help catch
and clean fish? ’

21. Provide Better Land Connections for the Boating Public. For people visiting the area by beat.
there are very few places where they can find a day-slip, step onto land, and visit some of th;: other
tourism destinations in the area.

22. Aquatic Tours. Whale watching, lectures on aquatic life, or even bird watching by boat could
provide alternative sources of income for charter fishermen and other boaters.

23. Clam Shucking. Combining this experience with a dinner or river cruise could provide an
interesting tour package and fun for the day.

24. Boat Building Classes. Leam the craft from a vanishing breed of artisans.

25. The World's Largest Sandbox. A novelty for kids and adults. Build sand castles or just play in
a big pile of sand! Good idea for an area with plenty of the natural resource.

26. Electric motor boats in Sunset Lake. Tour some of the natural areas in the County in a craft that
is not as demanding as a canoe.

27. Develop a Model Farm. In conjunction with the 4-H and other groups a model farm could
highlight some of the agricultural assets of the County.

28. Lighthouse Tours by Boat. There are more lighthouses in the Delaware Bay than the Ship John
.:md Eas.t Point Lights. Tours by boat would give people a chance to see and photograph these
interesting structures.

29. Enhance the Holly Theme. Holly farming can be interpreted as an important part of the region’s
farming history. i
30. Crab Pins and Other Products. Pins and jewelry honoring the venerable horseshoe crab or other
ecological symbols could help promote the region's ecology and economy.

Ways the Federal and State Agencies Can Help

1. Develop the Wildlife Managemen.t Areas to Provide Better Ecotourism Opportunities. Accessand
other public facilities are necessary if these areas are to serve more effectively as attractive fishing,
crabbing, and boating destinations.

2. Construct a Natural Resource Center in Maurice River Township. Discussed previously.

3. Protect Delaware Bay Coast. The undeveloped reaches of the Delaware Bay Coast provide habitat
for many types of animals. These habitats form the natural resource base for an ecotourism program.
4. (State} Park Development. Inconjunction with the County or local government, some of the Jarger
government agencies-can help to fund park development in Cumberland County.

3. Providing Ecotourism Literature. State agencies can help to package literature that promotes that
county and other regions of the State as ecotourism destinations in a coordinated way.

6. Beach Restoration. Enhancing the beaches of the Delaware Bay shore can provide a boast to both
tourism.and shore bird habitat. .

7. Maurice River Dredge and Erosion Control Project. The mouth of the Maurice River needs to
be d:edged and the banks stabilized. This is important from both a habitat, cultural, and economic
-perpective, ‘

8. Develop Coastal Heritage Trail. Work with the National Park Service to add Cumberland County
sites to the Trail. . ‘ :

9. Streamline Regulation. This is important if the public facilities and amenities are to be provided
that can compliment an ecotourism program.

10. Develop Welcome Centers. Welcome Centers in the County would help draw ecotounsts and
other visitors to the region.

1 1. Implement the Watchable Wildlife and Teaming with Wildlife Programs. These programs. being
developed by the State, can provide well managed and funded interpretive experiences.

12. Protect the Horseshoe Crab. This venerable creature is being overharvested. it provides the
source of food for millions of migrating shorebirds and needs to be managed.

The Non-Prolit Agencies and their Roles in Ecotourism

Traditionally, the non-profit conservation organizations have been concerned only with environmen-
1l preservation. They have acquired land for permanent protection but have not gotten into the
economic side of the preservation equation. This perspective is changing through ecotourism. There
are several ways that non-profit groups can help. :

1. Act as Regional Marketing Advocates. For example, The Nature Conservancy is an international
organization that can help to market the Delaware Bay region. Other groups have contacts around
the nation that can help to promote ecotourism in the area.

2. Organize a Volunteer Pool. Managing an ecotourism program will be a full-time job. Volunteers
can help to staff events, sites, and manage land and property.

3. Develop Sites as Ecotourism Destinations. Many of the sites owned in Cumbertand County arg’
being transformed into sites for hiking, bird watching, and other ecotourism activities. :
4. Work 1o Createa Non-Profit Development Corporation. Assistance tothe County and the business
community can help promote anon-profitdevélopment corporation that can provide aiternative types
of funding opportunities.

5. Host Public Information Meetings. Many times, the actions of non-profit agencies can have
significant community impacts that need public discussion. Citizens should be invited to be part of
the non-profit agenda.

6. Parmers in Management. Non-profit organizations can be partners with the State, County, and
municipalities in managing lands set aside for conservation.

7. Comprehensive Ecotourism Advacates. Funding, permit streamlining, land management, market-
ing, dealing with payment-in-licu-of-taxes, and facility development are all important aspects ofa
comprehensive ecotourism program. Non-profit organizations can be advocates for more than just
land conservation.

8. Field Trips and Interpreiive Experiences. The Non-profit groups can belinks to other organizaitons
in the development and implementation of various types of field experiences.

9. Native American Interpretive Opportunities. Native American history and culture can play an
important role in explaining the use of nature's products in medicine, wood crafts, hunting, and other
aspects and traditions of the area.

Establishing Priorities

{tis very important thatan ecotourism program be developed inaway that serves the local community
first. Cumberland County residents should be able to enjoy the fishing, boéting. and other
recreational assets ofa well planned ecotourism program. Ecotourism is not just for the tourists. With
this in mind, many of the nature trails, park facilitics, boardwalks, and other amenities that would




serve the local community should be developed first. Some of these facilities are also the vasiest to
fund and implement.

County officials should also discuss ways to coordinate the development of the ecotourism program.
Several recommendations have been made. Either through a special ecotourism committee, the
existing Tourism Advisory Council, 3 non-profit development corporation. another existing agency.
or some combination of these options this coordination must be provided.

Marketing the ecotourism assets of the areamust begin slowly. It must be phased in to accommodate
new attractions and events as they are developed. Initially, a county marketing effort could focus on
birding, recreational boating, the Schooner Project, selected maritime sites, selected hunting and
fishing experiences, farm produce stands, the story of glass, and special events such as Bay Day. the
food festivals, and various other ecotourism activities.

In the long run, the Maurice River Natural Resource Center, the redevelopment of Port Norris/
Shellpile/Bivalve, an ecotourism business development program, park development, a comprehen-
sive marketing package. public access improvements, and resource protection efforts are of
paramount importance.

Summary : .

Ecotourism is here. It is happening today in Cumberland County. Small businesses, non-profit
organizations, and various gavernmental agencies are all exploring ecotourism themes and activities.
To expand on this progress, it is cssential that the lines of communication between business,
govemment, citizens, and non-profit organizations are kept open. [t cannot be emphasized enough
thatinan eraof declining Federal and State dollars, ecotourismactivities mustbe coordinated so there

is as linle duplication of effort as possible. The promise of ecotourism depends on business, -
environmental groups, non-profit organizations, government, and citizens working together.

Ecotourism is not the answer to all of Cumberland County's economic problems. [t is one answer.
It is one way to expand the economy, cteate jobs, and protect the natural resource base that is so
important to the area's quality of life.

Ecotourism in Cumbesriand County must always be viewed in its historic context. It was born out
ofaneedto find acommon agenda; one that would provide both economic development opportunities
and preserve the County's natural heritage. That is the mission of this Plan.




Oldmans
Robert L. Callegari Creek

Chief of Planning
U.S. Army Engineer District, Philadelphia WATERSHED ASSOCIATION
Wanam“er Buuding A NEW JERSEY NONPROFIT CORPORATION
100 Penn Square East

Philadelphia, Pa 19107-3390

Dear Mr. Callegari,
The Oldmans Creek Watershed Association is requesting a public hearing in reference to Ms DuBois was called and a copy of the DSEIS was sent to her, at her
the Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project Draft Supplemental Environmental request, on February 12, 1997. In addition to the eight 11brz'1r1es in

Impact Statement (SEIS). It is our opinion that the public in both Salem and Gloucester
Counties in New Jersey were not given sufficient information regarding the project to allow New Jersey that were initially sent copies of the SEIS, the following

them to comment within the allotted time period. There is only one source of information six libraries in New Jersey were sent copies on February 12, 1997:

regarding this report for the entire two county area, that being Rowan College in

Glassboro.SGloucester County New Jersey. No repositories for Salem County were listed LIBRARY COUNTY

in the SEIS. - -_—
Salem and Gloucester Counties will be receiving 89 % of the dredged material, over

286 million cubic yards, at eleven sites over the life of the project. The remaining dredged ‘B:lmex: Pul;li.ctl.i}:;ary Salem

material will be located at one site in Cumberland County, New Jersey, five sites in arneys Poln rary Salem

Delaware, and at a submerged site at buoy 10. Although there are no disposal locations in Woodstown-Pilesgrove Library Salem

the entire state of Pennsylvania, sixteen libraries there received copies of the draft SEIS. Swedesboro Public Library Gloucester

Only two of the eight New Jersey libraries receiving the report are located in counties that Paulsboro Public Library Gloucester

will be directly impacted by the dredging. James Johnson Memorial Library Gloucester

Since the burden of the dredge material is being placed mainly on Salem and Gloucester
Counties so should the information regarding this project. The courtesy of a response is
requested.

M TN
(iidtie 4250

Elaine DuBois
Secretary Oldmans Creek Watershed Association




Mr. Robert Callegari
Chief of Planning

U.S. Ammy Corps of Engineers, Phila. District
Wanamaker Building

100 Penn Square East

Philadelphia, Pa 19107-3309

WATERSHED ASSOCIATION

A NEW JEQIEY NONPROFIT CORPORATION

February 8, 1997

Dear Mr. Callegari, . . .

The Oldmans Creek Watershed Association has previously requested a public hearing to
discuss the Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project. This memo details our
questions, comments and concerns with the Project’s Draft Supplemental Environmental

Impact Statement. We would liketo restate our request for a public hearing to address

these issues. . . e .

1. Page 1-3 States that no additional testing or remediation of the CDF’s is required
because the NJDEP standards were only minimally exceeded. We are concerned that
the property owners of these dredge sites are not being held to the cleanup standards
set Emh by the State of New Jersey. . . . .

. Page 1-4 States that a cluster of wells near 15G will be impacted ina relatively short
time. Given that we know the arsenic levels found in soil at that location exceeds
NJDEP direct soil cleanup, that Thallium and Toxaphene levels in the dredge samples
exceeded NJDEP direct soil cleanup, that cadmium levels are very close to cleanup
standards how can you allow the continued use of these wells with no monitoring?

. Page 1-9 The shelifish survivability modeling was performed with set criteria. When
oyster survivability was effected the criteria used to perform the test was dismissed as
not being representative of what was likely to occur. This is not accepted scientific
procedure. . . o

. Page 1-28 Regarding the potential effects on humans: wells in the vicinity of 15G
will be impacted in several years, aesthetics certainly will be negatively impacted as we
will have seven 100 foot sludge mountains 275 acres wide in Salem and Gloucester
Counties.

. Page 2-6 States that with dike improvement the federal sites of Oldmans and
Pedricktown North and South can receive an additional 36.5 million cubic yards of
dredge. The chart on page 3-7 shows these sites as receiving over 57.5 million cubic
yards. How do you account for this discrepancy of over 21 million cubic yards?

. Page 2-13 States that this plan will preclude ACE from purchasing another disposal
site. However , as stated before, there is a significant amount of material (21 million
cubic yards) that is not being accounted for. Where will it be placed? .

. Page 3-3 Maintenance of the deepened channel is stated to produce 6 million cubic
yards per year of dredge material. Based on a 50 year maintenance, as stated, there
would be over 300 million cubic yards generated. Table 3-2 only accounts for disposal
of 289 million. Where will the remaining 11 million cubic yards be placed?

. Page 3-3 States benefits are based on maximum utilization of the channel and
utilization at high tide. Would benefits be more accurately determined by average
utilization? .

. Page 3-6 Table 3-1 is missing approximately one million cubic yards of dredge
material. Values in reach E do not add correctly. L .

. Page 3-7 The placement of 15-G and 15-D in table 3-2 is different than previous
chart, Are the associated quantities correct? .

. Page 3-8 Table 3-3 Needs to be clarified. It does not adequately show the sites that
will be receiving the initial dredge material.

In regard to a need for a public hearing, please refer to the response to the Honorable Shirley A.
Price, Delaware House of Representatives

"1. The sponsor of this project is being held to all State of New Jersey standards. During the pre-

construction phase, Plans and Specifications, additional testing at the proposed _d_re(_‘lging_ sites
will be performed in areas of concern, to ensure that potentially gontamlnated spu is ldenm'!ed.
Any soil found to exceed the regulatory levels will be removed prior to construction of the disposal

sites.

2. The cluster of wells near area 15G consists of industrial supply wells for B.F. Goodrich and
Monsanto Companies. A groundwater investigation and modeling study of Oldmans Disposal
Area was completed by Groundwater Technologies Inc. in 1996. This included the instaliation of
monitoring wells and testing of soil and water. The study concluded that disposal area operations
will not adversely effect the groundwater regime in this area and recommended that the area
continued to be utilized as a dredge material disposal site. Oldmans Disposal area is located
adjacent to the proposed area 15G and findings from the study cover the surrounding area,
including area 15G. As discussed in the SEIS, the mean concentration of thallium is elevated
because of the high quantification levels achieved in the first round of sampling. In two
subsequent rounds of sampling, 40 additional sediment samples show that the actual
concentration of thallium in channel sediments is less than 0.4 ppm, which is well below the
NJDEP Residential Surface Soil Standard of 2.0 ppm. Toxaphene was not detected in any of the
153 sediment samples analyzed. Using the very conservative method of including the
quantification limit in the calculation of the mean resulted in a mean that was above NJDEP Soit
Standards. Keep in mind that the mean concentration of toxaphene presented in the SEIS solely
represents the mean of the quantification limits, not any actual detections. As discussed on page
4-5 of the SEIS, laboratories are able to detect and estimate the concentrations of many
contaminants (including toxaphene) that are present below the quantification limits. Again,
toxaphene was not detected in this way in any of the 153 sediment samples analyzed. It is highly
unlikely that toxaphene is present in Reach B channel sediments. While the mean concentration
of cadmium is only slightly below the NJDEP Residential Surface Soil Standard of 1.0 ppm,
NJDEP personnel have indicated that they are in the process of revising this standard to 37 ppm.
This is well above any cadmium level detected in channel sediments. The concentration of
arsenic in one background sample collected in site 15G was 22 ppm, which slightly exceeds the
NJDEP Residential Surface Soil Standard of 20 ppm. This sample was also tested using the
USEPA Toxicity Characteristic Leachate Procedure (TCLP). The TCLP test indicates the
concentration of various contaminants that are likely to leach from the dredged material, which
could then potentially reach groundwater sources. The TCLP result for arsenic for this sediment
sample was that this metal was not detected. Again, there is no reason to believe that arsenic
would have any adverse effect on groundwater resources in the area as a result of using site 15G
for dredged material disposal. To further assure the local community that the groundwater will not
be impacted from the disposal operations at Site 15G, monitoring wells will be installed.



3. The shellfish survivability modeling was done using extreme storm events that have never
occurred so that the worst possible scenario could be examined (See Section 9.3.1.1). However,
when the data is interpolated to reflect “real world" storm events, no significant impacts are
expected. In addition, the amount of silt material that will be placed at Kelly Island has been
reduced from over 900,000 cubic yards to approximately 200,000 cubic yards mixed with
500,000 cubic yards of sand. The Kelly Island wetland restoration has also been redesigned so
that this silt material will be confined behind a sand berm with a geotextile core, in an area that
will only receive tidal flushing through an outlet structure. All of these actions will further
minimize any impacts of silt on shellfish resources. No silt material will be placed at Egg island
Point, and the shellfish survivability model indicated no observable effect on shellfish under an
extreme storm event.

4. Please refer to Response 2. Dredged material will not exceed 50 feet above existing
elevations. No sludge will be disposed of at any of the areas.

5. The chart on page 3-7 is correct. Approximately 21 million cubic yards of capacity exists
presently at Pedricktown Disposal areas. An additional 36.5 million cubic yards can be
accommodated by subsequent dike raisings.

6. Please refer to Response 5.

7. Table 3-3 represents the amount of materiat disposed at each site listed, not their capacity.
After disposition and management of the material, the volumes will decrease approximately 25
percent due to drying. There is adequate capacity at the disposal sites to provide for a minimum
50 years of dredging the river. -

8. Benefits are based on actual operating practices of deep-draft vesséls navigating the
Delaware River channel.

9. The amount of material disposed of at stockpile L-5 should be 1,953,518. This accounts for
the 1 million cubic yard discrepancy. This change will be made to the final SEIS.

10. The quantities are correct. Table 3-1 displays quantities for the initial dredging, while Table °

3-2 displays quantities for maintenance dredging over the 50 year project life.

11. Table 3-3 will be clarified in final report to show initial disposal use.




12. Page 3-11 Have there been any studies to show that temporary habitats, such as the
ones proposed , are of any value? Later in the SEIS we learn that the dredge material

has few nutrients and can not support a variety of plants. We also learn that these sites -

are not going to be planted. Of what value is this wetland and what wildlife will it be
attracting (except mosquitoes)?

13. Page 3-11 Assuming the quantities listed in table 3-1 and 3-2 and the bulked lift
thickness listed here site 15G, for example, would be elevated 78 feet. Added to its
current elevation of between 12-26 feet, which is due to previous dredging, at the end
of the project life we will have a 100 foot high pile of studge. I'm glad the Army Corps
of Engineers has abandoned its previous goal of maximizing storage capacities. (page
3-11 also).

14. Pages 3-12 Please note that the large number of CDF's in reach B is not “especially”
in New Jersey. It is only in New Jersey.

15. Pages 3-12 States that the four new CDF’s provide considerable habitat value as they
are. .

16. Page 3-12 While the USFWS recommends the use of active management to control
water levels it was deemed too expensive and therefore will not be done.

17.Page 3-15 Controlling Phragmites by grazing or mowing are not options because the
capacity and height of the CDF’s is of prime importance. Again, this contradicts earlier
statements regarding the ACE dedication to wetlands and wildlife (page 3-11). The
control of Phragmities will be extremely difficult if the projected water level of 0.5 - 3
feet is maintained. The waterfow! you are trying to attract to make these sites beneficial
prefer the same conditions that Phragmites prefers. (page 3-17).

18. Page 3-16 Is it reasonable to expect the cells in the four CDF's to naturally plant
themselves? Will these plants have time to grow enough for them to provide good food
and cover in a three to four year period? By the time things start to grow it would be
time to dump more dredge material on top.

19.Page 3-17 CDF 15G has interior drainage ditches. Plate 23 shows sluice out fall.
Do either of these drain directly into the creek. There are currently ditches on that
parcel that provides proper drainage of that section of the township. How will these be

- maintained and prevent runoff from entering directly into the creek?

20. Page 3-22 Dike construction will reduce the time a cell is left undisturbed so it could
be less than three years.

21.Page 3-23 Open water disposal of dredge material at buoy 10 coincides with
severely degraded benthos at that area, according to a chant in the Delaware Estuary
Management Plan. Why does dumping dredged material there have such an impact on
benthic communities but will not impact them in the beneficial sites?

22.Page 3-24 How did sites 15-G, 15-D, and Raccoon Island get past the cycle 3
analysis? These sites have all been recognized by the USFWS, the USEPA, or the
USDOI as nationally significant resources.

23.Page 4-183 Why would a laboratory that is testing for methylene chloride and acetone
use cleaners in their lab that contain these chemicals that could potentially contaminate a
sample? It not only raises questions regarding these particular tests but also indicates
poor laboratory practices that could bring all results into question. Retesting should be
performed for these eters

24.Page 4-20 States all 91 parameters tested for meet NJDEP impact to ground water
soil cleanup criteria. We wonder how this statement was made, as NJDEP establishes
impact to ground water soil clean up criteria for heavy metals based on site specific
parameters and no site specific analysis is referenced in this report. We are particularly
concerned with site 15G that has a cluster of wells that will be impacted in several
years. What documentation do you have from NJDEP?

25. Page 4-20 We are not satisfied with the Toxaphene explanation. Could you explain
this theory in more detail. With other chemicals we are assuming a “worst” case
scenario. Why do we abandon this with toxaphene?

12. Some of the "unmanaged” active disposal areas are described in the planning aid report
prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) which is attached to the DSEIS as
Appendix B-4 (page 18). The same species and conditions are expected to occur in the new,
managed disposal sites as in the shallow water areas at the National Park and Oldmans sites.
To insure the success of the wetlands, an operation and maintenance manual will be developed
that will provide detailed plans to establish wetland vegetation, control phragmites, and control
mosquitos. See section 3.2.3.5 in the final SEIS. This plan was developed in coordination with
the Corps of Engineers, Waterways Experiment Station (WES), NJDEP, FWS, and EPA. The
following description of existing CDF's is taken from the FWS report:

"The Service visited the National Park, Oldmans, Pedricktown North, Pedricktown
South, and Penns Grove disposal sites on April 12, 1995. The predominant cover type
on all of these sites is common reed. However, water collects in low-lying portions of
these sites, providing valuable habitat for a variety of wetland-associated wildlife
species. A large portion of the National Park site supports shallow water interspersed
with common reed and duck weed. Many species of birds were observed in this area
including American coot (Fulica americana), scaup, bufflehead (Bucephala albeola),
common merganser, mallard, Canada goose, great egret (Casmerodius albus), and
red-winged blackbird.

Several species were observed on a large shallow water area on the Oldmans site
including northern shoveler (Anas clypeata), approximately 100 scaup, ruddy duck,
northern pintail, Canada goose, greater yellowlegs (Tringa melanoleuca), and lesser
yellowlegs (Tringa flavipes). Additionally, the following species were observed at a
shallow ponded area adjacent to the Pedricktown North site: blue-winged teal (Anas
discors), bufflehead, mallard, scaup, black-crowned night heron (Nycticorax
nycticorax), green heron (Butorides striatus), and bank swallow (Riparia riparia). The
Pedricktown South site was predominantly common reed with some small areas of
black willow. . Red-winged blackbird and ring-necked pheasant (Phasianus colchicus)
were observed at this site.”

13. The bulked lift thickness does not equal the final lift thickness. After dewatering and drying
the final lift thickness is approximately 40% of the bulked thickness. The final elevation of the
disposal area will be about 70 feet mean low water.

14. The sentence will be changed to read “which has resulted in the current necessity forv three
CDF’s along the Delaware River in Oldmans Township, New Jersey. Oldmans Township
riverfront real estate lies entirely in Reach B.

15. Itis true that these proposed disposal areas provide considerable habitat value as they are; -
however, these areas are needed to construct and maintain the project. By implementing the
management system that will provide wetland habitat on portions of the disposal areas, by
purchasing an additional 372 acres of adjacent undeveloped area that includes some high quality
fresh water tidal marsh, and mairtaining this area in its natural state, and by restoring 135 acres
of intertidal wetlands at Egg Island Point, the overall wetland/ wildlife value in New Jersey will be
improved.

16. Please refer to Response 12. Partial control of water levels will be obtained with weirs and,
possibly, by diversions of water from the active side of the disposal area. An operation and
maintenance manual will be developed to address detailed management of the CDFs to achieve
the goal of establishing temporary wetlands on approximately half of their area. This manual will
develop a planting plan which should establish wetland vegetation, a plan to control phragmites
using herbicides, and a plan to control mosquitos, if necessary, using non-chemical methods. A
general description of a possible management strategy has been added to the final SEIS in
Section 3.2.3.5.



17. Phragmites control is difficult; however, there are a number of actions that can be taken.

The substrate that will make up the wetlands in the CDFs will be dredged material from the
bottom of the Delaware River and should not contain Phragmites rhizomes (roots). Phragmites
will not grow from seed in standing water a few inches deep, but will can grow from runners in up
to 2 feet of water (Thunhorst. 1993). Water levels will be maintained in the wetland portion of the
CDF by diverting water from the active portion of the CDF where dredged material is being
deposited. Therefore, the source of any invading Phragmites will be from the plants sending
runners from the edges of the wetlands. Phragmites along the edge of the wetlands will be
controlled by herbicides, if necessary.

18. An operation and maintenance manual will be developed to address detailed management of
the CDFs to achieve the goal of establishing temporary wetlands on approximately half of their
area. This manual will develop a planting plan which should establish wetland vegetation, a plan
to control phragmites using herbicides, and a plan to control mosquitos, if necessary, using non-
chemical methods. A general description of a possible management strategy has been added to
the final SEIS in Section 3.2.3.5.

19. The sluice outfalls will drain into Oldmans Creek. Interior drainage of the area will be
directed to the sluice locations. No impacts to local drainage will occur as a result of disposal
operations.

20. Depending on the final O&M plan for the sites, the undisturbed time for individual cells will be
approximately 3-4 years as stated, including dike raising and maintenance efforts.

21. The DSEIS in Section 9.2.3 states that there will be short term and long term impacts to
benthic resources due to burial by the sand stockpiles. However, as stated in this section, no
significant differences were found in benthic resources between candidate sand stockpile sites
and background conditions in Delaware Bay that preclude selection as beneficial use sites.
Therefore, no significant impact will occur to overall benthic resources of Delaware Bay due to
the use of these sites as sand stockpiles. In addition, the sand stockpile sites are expected to be
disturbed only every 5 to 10 years for beach nourishment, while the Buoy 10 site is disturbed
every year by the disposal of dredged material.

22. The management and development of the new upland disposal areas which will result in
portions being wetlands has been coordinated with the FWS, EPA, and NJDEP, and is generally
supported by these agencies (see comments letters of these agencies to the DSEIS). The

habitat that will be used for dredged material disposal has been described as “mostly poor quality
wildlife habitat and that once the construction process is over habitat will be enhanced through )
wetlands creation in the COFs..." (Kerlinger. 1397). The nationally significant resources are the
wetland/upland complexes that surround these areas, 372 acres of which will be protected by this
project.

23. The laboratories that analyzed Delaware River channel sediments used standard testing
methodologies and laboratory protocols. The laboratories and procedures are approved by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection. Various chemicals are required to conduct these tests. Methylene chloride and
acetone are commonly used in laboratory analyses. The chemical analyses tested channel
sediments for a Jarge number of chemical parameters, including methylene chloride and acetone.
Sediment samples are prepared in such a way that allows testing for various groups of chemicals
through one test procedure. If each individual chemical was tested separately, providing optimum
test conditions for each chemical, the cost would be prohibitive. If methylene chloride or acetone
were chemicals of concern, procedures would be adapted to insure that sample contamination
did not occur. This was not the case for the Delaware River investigations, and is not the
standard operating procedure for this type of sediment investigation.




26.

32.

Pages 4-21 - 4-31 New Jersey DEP impact to ground water soil cleanup criteria fail
to take into account contaminates that will be approximately 100 feet thick, as will be
the case at these CDF’s at the end of this projec.. Won't the thickness of the dredge
material magnify the impact contaminants, particularly heavy metals, will have on
ground water?

. Pages 4-21 - 4-34 Tables 4-9 to 4-20 Are all labeled * worst case mean”.

Could this be defined?

- Page 4-32 We are concerned with the thallium that was found in quantities above 2

ppm in thirty samples. Subsequent testing failed to reproduce these results. How are
the initial high levels being explained? The bottom line is that the mean is still elevated
and needs further investigation.

. Page 4-32 Since residential criteria were not meet in all cases, have deed restriction

been placed on these properties for future development? Specifically, thallium,
cadmium, PAH ideno (123-cd), 2,4-dinitrotoluene, N-nitrosodi-n-propylamine, and
Toxaphene do not meet residential criteria.

. Table 4-31 How were the “no detections” (ND) determined (for example,

significant concentration of N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine is sited at the Conrail berthing
with an ND listed)?

. Page 4-76 Three of four samples collected at the TOSCO refinery berth had thallium

level exceeding NJDEP non-residential standards. Mixing of this contaminant with
other less polluted soils will still pose a health risk as the NJDEP standards for thallium
are determined from practical quantification levels. The actual health based criteria is
lower.

Page 4-77 Table 4.31 The N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine concentrations in sediment

- samples taken at the Packer Avenue and Conrail facilities exceed the non residential

33

34.

3s.

36.

clean up criteria. How will this be addressed?

Page 5-2 Sites work that stabilized the location of 50 ppm isochlor. Subsequent
discussig’n is about the 250 ppm isochlor. Was the first a typo or have the standards
changed?

Page 5-7 states that this project assured that interested parties were given an

opportunity to participate. How did you assure that the interested public was included?

How were these events publicized?

Page 6-1 The evaluation on these upland sites seems rather ridiculous since there is all
ready a dredge thickness of approximately 12-30 feet. Much of the valuable wetlands
that existed was long ago filled in. It is very easy to understand why this land is
considered of low value. How additional dumping will improve these sites?

Page 6-2 Table 6-1 Lists chemical sampling and testing for hazardous, toxic and
chemical waste at the upland disposal sites. Please add a chart with the result from

-these samplings. Since these sites currently have dredge spoils to a thickness of 12-30

feet we are really testing old dredge material. Sample HTRW-13 in area 15G had
arsenic levels above NJDEP criteria. Sample HTRW-7 from site 17G had lead levels
above the federal regulations, and HTRW- 10 also at site 17G had levels of benzo (a)
pyrene above the NJDEP standard. Itis stated that there will be no remediation for
these sites. We would like documentation from both the USEPA and the NJDEP that
they are changing the standards for this project.

. Page 6-13 Table 6-3 Again demonstrates that Phragmities growth favors disturbed

conditions. Phragmites is also considered of low-moderate value. How then will a
sludge pile that is 100 feet high and has been regularly disturbed become moderate to
high value. Won't Phragmites dominate at the end of this project, when it no longer
will be controlled by flooding? Won't we end up with sites that are of less value to the
wildlife ?

. Page 6-13 Table 6-3 The table considers the inactive CDF's cells to be of equal

value as a nontidal marsh or woodlands. Based on evidence from the existing sites,
and the length of time it takes to develop a mature ecosystem, this area would better be

24. NJDEP does not include metals in their impact to groundwater fist. The amount of fined
grained material on site 15G will render the transport of heavy metals to the groundwater to a
negligible level. The cluster of wells near area 15G consists of industrial supply wells for B.F.
Goodrich and Monsanto Companies. A groundwater investigation and modeting study of
Oldmans Disposal Area was completed by Groundwater Technologies Inc. in 1996. This
included the installation of monitoring wells and testing of soil and water. The final report
concluded that disposal area operations will not adversely effect the groundwater regime in this
area and recommended that the area continued to be utilized as a dredge material disposal site.
Oldmans Disposal area is located adjacent to area 15G and findings from the study cover the
surrounding area, including area 15G. The statement on page 4-20 should have indicated that
channel sediments met NJDEP Impact to Ground Water Soil Cleanup Criteria for all tested
parameters that have established NJDEP criteria. This statement will be revised for the Final
SEIS.

25. Refer to the response for comment number 2. The worst case analysis developed for
presentation of the large volume of chemical data collected for this project is useful for putting in
perspective various parameters that were found in the channel sediments such as heavy metals,
PAHs and phthalates. It is difficult to have a valid concern for a parameter that was not detected
once In 153 separate tests, and is not known to be a contaminant problem in the Delaware
estuary. This analysis has been reviewed by a number of Federal and State agencies that are
familiar with the Delaware estuary and sediment contamination issues. Not one of these
agencies have raised toxaphene as a concern.

26. The fine grained silts and clays that will be placed in the dredged material disposal area will
continue to build a protective barrier that restricts flow of water from the surface to groundwater
sources. This barrier is already in place due to previous use of the site for dredged material
disposal.

27. In many cases a chemical parameter was not detected in the sediment sample, and the
laboratory reported the lowest quantifiable concentration that could be achieved with the test
procedure. To include these data points in the analysis, the reported quantification limit was
calculated into the mean, as if the chemical parameter had actually been present in the sediment
at that concentration. This made the evaluation very conservative, because it is unlikely that the
contaminant was present at that concentration. As stated in response to comment number 2,
laboratories are able to detect and estimate the concentrations of many contaminants that are
present below the quantification limits. As such, use of the quantification fimits in calculation of
the mean concentration for samples where the chemical parameter was not detected elevated the
true mean concentration. This is considered a worst case analysis because we know that the
true mean is elevated, and certainly can not be any higher than the reported value.



28. Thallium was not found in quantities above 2 ppm in thirty samples. During the initial
sampling event in 1991, 42 sediment samples were analyzed from Reaches A and B. Thirty of
these samples had laboratory quantification limits greater than 2 ppm, not actual detections.
Further investigations were conducted to resolve this issue. A second round of samples were
collected in 1992 and tested for thallium. Then, a third round of samples were collected in 1994
and tested for thallium. All of these additional samples had laboratory quantification limits or
actual detections of thallium below 0.4 ppm, which is well below the NJDEP standard of 2 ppm.
The high quantification limits, not actual detections, during the first sampling event are
responsible for the elevated means presented in the SEIS.

29. Toxaphene was not detected in any of the sediment samples collected within the navigation
channel or the seven port facilities. Ideno(123-cd)pyrene was not detected above the NJDEP
Residential Surface Soil Standard of 0.9 ppm in any of the sediment samples collected from the
navigation channel, or the samples collected from the port facilities. Five sediment samples were
collected from the Conrail berthing area. Ideno(123-cd)pyrene was detected in two of these
samples at concentrations of 0.10 and 0.16 ppm. The mean concentration at the Conrail facility
was presented as 0.95 ppm because the quantification limit, not an actual detection, for one of
the other three samples was 3.60 ppm. The highest detected concentration of ideno(123-cd)
pyrene from all samples was 0.53 ppm. N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine and 2,4-dinitrotoluene were
only detected in two samples collected from the Packer Avenue Terminal. The mean
concentrations presented for the Conrail facility are solely based on quantification limits, not
actual detections. A total of 80 samples (35 samples from the port facilities and 45 samples from
the navigation channel) were tested for these two parameters. With actual detections in only 2.5
percent of the samples (2 out of 80), there is no reason to suspect that these parameters would
contaminate sediments as a result of dredged material disposal operations. . The mean
concentration of thallium at the Tosco facility was 2.05 ppm. This concentration is 0.05 ppm
above the NJDEP standard of 2.0 ppm, a slight exceedence. As discussed in the response for
comment number 28, repeated rounds of sampling in the Delaware River navigation channe!
suggest that thallium concentrations in the channe! are below 0.4 ppm. Combining sediment
dredged from the Tosco facility in a dredged material disposal area with sediment from the
navigation channel would not result in sediment with a total thallium concentration of greater than
two ppm. Mean cadmium concentrations do exceed the current NJDEP Residential Surface Soil
Standard of 1.0 ppm at five of the seven port facilities. Mean concentrations ranged from 1.00 to
3.21 ppm. NJDEP personnel have indicated that they are in the process of revising this standard
to 37 ppm, which is well above sediment concentrations. Coordination is on-going with the
NJDEP. Itis not anticipated that they will require deed restrictions on dredged material disposal
areas to limit future development.

30. N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine was not detected in any of the five sediment samples collected at
the Conrail facility. The "ND" denotes that the listed contaminant was not detected in any of the
specified number of samples taken in an area. The mean concentration of 1.19 ppm presented
for N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine for the Conrail facility is the mean of the quantification limits for the
five samples. In the absence of any real data, this is all that could be presented. This value was
included in Table 4-33 because the mean of the quantification limits is above the NJDEP
Residential Surface Soil Standard.

31. Please refer to the response regarding thallium for comment number 29. We do not believe
that thaflium concentrations in sediments from the navigation channel or the port facilities will
pose any heatth risk after placement in the dredged material disposal site. This data has been
reviewed by Regions |l and Il of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and they indicated in
a letter dated 17 March 1997 "....EPA continues to believe that there wilf be no adverse impacts
associated with the disposal of sediments generated by the project”. Coordination is on-going

with the NJDEP.




32. As stated in the response for comment number 30, N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine was not
detected at the Conrail facility. This parameter was detected in two of the eight samples
collected at the Packer Avenue facility, at concentrations of 1.4 and 1.5 ppm. These were the
only two detections of this parameter out of 35 samples analyzed from the seven port facilities. In
the Delaware River navigation channel, 45 sediment samples were analyzed for
N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine. The parameter was not detected in any of these samples. Out of a
total of 80 samples, two samples, or 2.5 percent of the samples contained
N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine. This small number of detections is not sufficient to warrant concern
that N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine would be a contamination problem as a result of dredged material
disposal operations.

33. The investigation cited on page 5-2 evaluated the location and movement of the 50 ppm
isochlor. Present DRBC standards define the "salt line” as the 7-day average location of the 250
ppm isochlor. There have been and continue to be different chlorinity standards adopted to meet
different purposes. These are not typographical errors.

34, During the conduct of the final design, the notification of the study initiation was made to all
interested groups. In addition, newsletters were prepared and circulated. A mailing list, prepared
by EPA for the Delaware Estuary Program, was supplemented and used. In addition, a series of
open-invitation workshops was held during the course of the 3D salinity modeling effort to permit
coordination and comments on salinity and hydrodynamic issues.

~ 35. As described in Section 3.2.3 of the DSEIS, these sites will be subdivided so that about half

of each site will be managed as a wetland for 3 to 4 years between disposal events, which will
provide greater quality wildlife habitat than presently exists on these sites. This plan was
coordinated with the FWS, EPA, and NJDEP.

36. The sponsor of this project is being held to all State of New Jersey standards. During the
pre-construction phase (Plans and Specifications), additional testing at the proposed disposal
areas will be performed in areas of concern to ensure that potentially contaminated soil is
identified. Any soil found to exceed the regulatory levels will be removed prior to construction of
the disposal sites. As stated in the DEIS, all debris and sclid waste will also be removed from the
sites. A large volume of data relating to soil testing, is available in the District Office for review.

37. All of the dredged material disposal areas will become uplands as they are filled, as
described in Section 3.2.5 of the DSEIS. As stated in this section, the area will be committed to
open space/environmental uses. During the project life (S0 years) these areas will be managed
to provide wetland/wildlife values. It is likely that some or all of these areas will be developed
within the next 50 years if they are not used for this project.

38. Please refer to Responses 12 and 22.



classified with common reed. The active cells are rated equal to an agricultural or
common reed environment. Given the continued dredging disturbance, these areas
would more accurately be defined as ruderal. . .

39. Page 6-14 Table 6-3 States that wildlife movement through an active dredge site
will be higher than a ruderal or agricultural site. Please explain your rationale.

40. Page 6-16 Refers to the common reed as Phragmites communis. The correct name,
as used elsewhere in the text, is iti .

41.Page 6-17 Describes ruderal areas and states they are of low value and require many
years of weathering before normal succession can occur. Aren’t dredge sites ruderal
areas? Would these flooded “windows™ provide enough time to allow growth of a
variety of valuable plants? .

42.Page 6-18 -6-19 The federally listed endangered peregrine falcon, the federally
listed threatened bald eagle, the state listed endangered pied-billed grebe, and the state
listed threatened osprey are documented as using the wetlands adjacent to the CDF’s for
roosting and/or foraging. L .

43. Page 6-19 The United States Fish and Wildlife designated the wetland complex
including site 15 G a priority wetlands under the Emergency Wetlands Resource
Act. These wetlands and those surrounding site 15D and Raccoon Island have
numerous other Federal and state recognition including the USEPA under the Clean
Water Act, the USFWS under the NAWMP, and the USFWS under the Atlantic Coast
Venture. Why are these sites being allowed to be further degraded by continued dredge
material if théy have been identified as having national (and in the case of NAWMP,
international) significance? . .

44, Page 6-20 States that one half of the CDF's at any given time would be left alone for
3-4 year period. Dikes repair and maintenance will shorten this interval.

45. Page 6-21 The detailed management plan should be determined by the needs of the
people who are living at the end of the project.  As neighbors of the CDFs we would
prefer input on this project today versus leaving the problem to our children. .

46. Page 6-22 States that replacement of 4 acres of non-tidal marsh will be accomplished
easily on a temporary basis. What aboutlong term?

47.Page 6-24 48 acres of moderate-high value habitat will be lost.

48.Page 6-24 States that the overall habitat value for the 1612 acres purchased for
upland dredging will be of greater value during the 50 year life of the project than it is
currently. It will be ruderal and covered with Phragmites, both of which are of low
value. .

49. Page 7-1 States the Potomac-Raritan-Mogothy formation is the sole source aquifer for
the region. According to hydrology studies that were done by Woodward-Clyde for
the United States Army, the Cape May formation is also very important for the Penns
Grove, New Jersey area. Penns Grove lies adjacent to the south of Oldmans
Township, which includes site 15G, Oldmans 1, Pedricktown North and Pedricktown
South. We feel this is a significant omission due the fact that the Cape May formation
is much more shallow. Precipitation recharges the Cape May aquifer and can infiltrate
to the underlying formations in areas where confining clays are absent. We are
extremely concerned with ground water contamination, especially from heavy metals
arsenic, cadmium and thallium. . .

$0. Page 7-2 Again reference to NJDEP Impact to ground water soil cleanup is made.

" We need clarification in reference to heavy metals. . .

$1.Page 7-3 States that the potential environmental impact is not sufficient to preclude
expansion and continued use of the CDF's. What about the wells that are in close
proximity to 15G. . . .

52. Page 10-8 The bald eagle appears to be doing well in the entire Chesapeake Bay
Region, which includes the Delaware Bay. However studies by Jarman et al., 1993,
Steidle et al., 1991b, and Clark, 1991 sited in the Delaware Estuary Management Plan,
which focused on the population solely in the Delaware Bay paints a much different

39. Active upland dredge material disposal sites are mostly covered with common reed which
provides cover all year long. Ruderal areas are sparsely or unvegetated, and agricultural fields are
barren during portions of the year, and therefore provide less cover for wildlife movements.

40. Correction will be made in the FSEIS.

41. As described in Section 6.3.2.5 of the DSEIS, one of the characteristics of a ruderal area is
"excessively well drained”. These areas will have standing water. Also please see Response 18.

42. Please refer to Section 10 of the SEIS. Biological Opinions have been received from the
FWS and the NMFS which concluded that the project will not have significant adverse impacts
on Federally listed species. No species protected by State law will be significantly impacted by
this project.

43. Please refer to Resbonse 22.

44, Dike repair and maintenance will occur after the 3-4 period that the CDF will be managed as
a wetland.

45. Concur. Your comments on the management plan will be incorporated into the final plan.
46. Please refer to Response 37.

47. 48 acres of moderate to high value woodland habitat will be lost, but 620 acres of moderate
to high value wetland habitat will be gained (see Table 6-3).

48. Please refer to Response 22.

49. The wells in the vicinity of the site are located mainly in the middle and lower PRM aquifers.
The cluster of wells near area 15G consists of industrial supply wells for B.F. Goodrich and
Monsanto Companies. A groundwater investigation and modeling study of Oldmans Disposal
Area was completed by Groundwater Technologies Inc. in 1996, This included the installation of
monitoring wells and testing of soil and water. The final report concluded that disposal area
operations will not adversely effect the groundwater regime in this area and recommended that
the area continued to be utilized as a dredge material disposal site. Oldmans Disposal area is
located adjacent to area 15G and findings from the study cover the surrounding area, including
area 15G.

50. Metals are not listed in the NJDEP groundwater cleanup standards. 1t is an accepted fact
that metals will bind to fine grained materials. The thickness of fined grained material on site
15G will render the transport of heavy metals to the groundwater to a negligible level. The cluster
of wells near area 15G consists of industrial supply wells for B.F. Goodrich and Monsanto
Companies. A groundwater investigation and modeling study of Oldmans Disposal Area was
completed by Groundwater Technologies Inc. in 1996. This included the installation of
monitoring wells and testing of soil and water. The final report concluded that disposal area
operations will not adversely effect the groundwater regime in this area and recommended that
the area continued to be utilized as a dredge material disposal site. Oldmans Disposal area is
located adjacent to area 15G and findings from the study cover the surrounding area, including
area 15G. To further assure the local community that the groundwater will not be impacted from
the disposal operations at Site 15G, monitoring wells will be installed.

51. Please refer to Response 50.




picture. They give a nest failure rate for bald eagles of 44% . They state that 1h|s is one
of the highest in the country. These studies also found elevated levels of PCB's,
DDT's and it metabolites, and chlordane in peregrine falcon eggs from the estuary and
note that the osprey reproduction rate is almost 30% lower in the estuary than along the
Atlantic coast of New Jersey. L o

§3. Page 10-17 Although there are no known blue heron breeding sites within the dredge
disposal areas, the heron rookery on Pea Patch Island is well documented and will )
potentially be effected by dredge activities, channel blasting and wakes from the larger .
ships using the deeper channel and should be addressed. )

§4.Page 10-17 The state endangered Northemn Harrier also forages near site 15G.

55. Page 10-24 The pesticide toxaphene was omitted from the list of pesticides that were
found in the sediment samples. .

§6. Page 10-24 States that sediments containing 10 ppm total PAH could warrant
concern o our food chain. Could we have a chart added to those in section 40
showing mean concentrations for total PAH? We also need clarification on the
“dilution theory” that will reduce the concentration of PAHs in reach B to
approximately 0.2 ppm. For the statements made in this section to be accurate 1) 48 of
the 49 samples would have to be at or near 0 ppm and 2) all of the 10 ppm PAH
contaminated sediment from reach B woumld g%\ies to be mixed in the 6 CDFs versus the
a single CDF as previously delineated in the X . .

57. Pngg 10-2§ Aga'i)n we Wo)l'lld like documentation that the NJDEP is allowing the
thallium levels to be ignored. We also want to know if they agree with the statement
that there really isn't a concem until a contaminant approaches 5x the established
cleanup standards? .

§8. Page 10-26 Will the ACE specify in the request for quote what type of equipment a
contractor can use? . . . -

59, Page 10-30 How would one accomplish the task of muting construction vehicles?
Is this new stealth technology? .

60. Page 10-30 Has moving a nest been shown to be effective?

61. Page 10-31 What dredging would be done that is not in federal areas?

62. Page 12-2 The 1986 T/V Grand Eagle spill is not included in table 12-1. ‘

63. Page 12-7 The Coast Guard has demonstrated its ability to deal with oil spills up'to
80,000 gallons. With larger ships moving up the estuary, the likelihood of larger spills
further up the river closer to critical wetland habitat is increased. The Oil Spill :
Contingency Plan must include both the most probable and inevitable worst case
discharges.  The Coast Guard states that it does not have the resources to address even

11% of a worst case discharge. It is recommended that a portion of the proposed
savings be allocated to oil spill cleanup preparedness.

Thank you for assisting us to thoroughly understanding this complex document and its
impact on our watershed. Please feel free to contact us if we can be assistance. The
courtesy of a reply is requested.

Sincerely,

&Mb Thlolgm <

Elaine DuBois
Secretary-OCWA

52. The information cited about possible contaminant problems with bald eagle, peregrine
falcons, and ospreys is acknowledged in the SEIS in Sections 10.1.1.1 and 10.1.1.2. PCBs,
DDT and metabolites, and chlordane were not found in channel sediment samples collected from
Delaware Bay. In addition to the data presented in the draft SEIS, a more recent study of PCBs
has been completed by the Corps in the Delaware Bay. This study used state-of-the-art, high
resolution, congener specific techniques capable of detecting PCBs in the concentration range of
1 to 10 parts per billion. This study showed that PCB concentrations in channel sediments
ranged from O to 8.66 ppb from approximately Pea Patch island down through Delaware Bay.
These concentrations are below any level of concern. A study conducted by Arthur D. Little for
the Delaware Estuary Program sampled Delaware Bay surface sediments collected in shoal
habitats, and at stations that were often located in the mouths of tributaries to the Delaware River.
PCB concentrations in these shoal habitats, located close to the shoreline, were much higher
than concentrations found in the navigation channel. Concentrations in the vicinity of Detaware

‘Bay averaged 76.4 ppb. It is more likely that the bald eagle, peregrine falcon and osprey are

feeding on aquatic resources located close to the shoreline, as opposed to the middle of the bay,
and that contaminants are derived from these shoal sources. It is also reasonable to expect
sediment close to the shoreline to be more contaminated than sediment in the middle of the bay,
because contaminants are normally applied or discharged in upland areas, and subsequently
travel to nearby waterways. -

53. A section has been added to the final SEIS to evaluate possible impacts to the heron colony
at Pea Patch Island. it can be found in Section 10.4.3.6. No significant impacts are expected to
oceur. ' :

54. The wetland habitat that will be created at site 15G should benefit this species.

55. The pesticide toxaphene was not detected in any of the channel sediments.

56. The "worst case” mean concentration for total PAH in Reach B sediments is 7.65 ppm. This

“was derived by summing the mean concentrations of all individual PAHs. This value should be

considered highly inflated because PAHs were only detected in two of the 49 Reach B samples
evaluated. The majority of the values used in the calculation of the individual means were sample
quantification limits, not actual detections. As discussed in the response for comment number
27, each mean presented in the SEIS is elevated from the true mean because of the use of these
quantification limits. Summing a number of elevated means (in this case 16) increases the
conservative bias in this mean value for total PAH even more. With regard to the dilution theory,
without going through the mathematics, the point we were trying to convey is that PAHs were only
detected in two samples out of 49 samples. In the 47 samples where PAHs were not detected,
the true concentration of total PAH is most fikely close to 0. By mixing all of this material
together, as occurs in a dredged material disposal site, the resulting concentration of total PAH in
the mixture would be diluted to much less than 10 ppm.

57. Coordination is on-going with the NJDEP. A comment letter that addresses their concerns is
anticipated at the conclusion of this coordination.

58. The contractor will be allowed to utilize heavy construction equipment as needed. No
restriction will be placed on this equipment. The Corps will contro! the work limits and adjust
these limits as required by NJDEP.

59. Reference to muting is by distance or vegetation. No modification to equipment is
anticipated although the technology exists to mute the exhaust noise if it is deemed practical.

60. The present location of the peregrine falcon nest structure is being eroded away and will be
destroyed if it is not moved, even if the channel deepening project is not built. The NIDEP has
suggested an alternative location where the nest structure would be safe from erosion. [t is likely
that it will continue to be used by these birds.




61. Once the Federal channel is deepened to 45 feet, it is envisioned that the benefiting
terminals will deepen their berthing areas to a depth of 45 feet.

62. U.S. Coast Guard records do not have a vessel named Grand Eagle until after 1986. A
Coast Guard representative believes that a major oil spill occurred in 1985, and is likely to be the
one listed a 525,000 gallon spill in Table 12-1.

63. Same-size tankers as for the 40-foot existing channel, not larger tankers, will be navigating
the 45-channel. EPA in their letter 17 March 1997, concurred that the existing response network
Is adequate to handle spills.




February 8, 1997

Mr. Robert L. Callegari, Chief, Planning Division WATERSHED ASSOCIATION

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers A NEW JERSEY NONPRORI CORPORANION in regard to a need for a public hearing, please refer to the response to the Honorable Shirley A.
Wanamaker Building Price, Delaware House of Representatives.

100 Penn Square East

Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

Dear Mr. Callegari:

I am writing to reaci uest that a public hearing be held to consider the information set
forth in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement prepared in connection with the
proposed Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project.

I contracted Paul Kerlinger, Ph.D., a renowned environmental consultant, to review
the draft. His comments are attached. While his report was generally favorable of the EIS
there are numerous areas that still need to be addressed. As you requested, I am stating the
reasons why a public hearing should be held. They are to discuss the following:

1. Please refer to the responses for the specific comments on sediment and groundwater
contamination in the 8 February 1997 letter from Ms. Elaine DuBois, Secretary for the Oldmans
Creek Watershed Association.

1. The presence of several toxic substances including cadmium, thallium, PCBs and
pesticides and the possibility of ground water contamination and bioaccumulation.

2. Test wells and monitoring of the sites in the future.
2. Monitoring wells will be installed prior to construction of the CDFs.

3. Creating wetlands beneficial to shore bird, migrating birds, fish and wildlife.

3. Section 3 of the SEIS describes portions of the project that will benefit fish and wildlife

4. Enhancement and restoration of upland habitat around the CDFs and perms by
~ restoring vegetahon native to the DeYaware Valley. resources ) :
5. Construction of paths and look-out points for public ob tion of wildlife. 4. There is no active management planned for the upland and wetland habitat th_at is adjacent to
-~ on of paths and fook-out points for public observation of wiichre the CDFs and will be purchased as a result of the project. However, this area will be protected
I sincerely hope that we can discuss these issues and reach agreements that are from future development.
 beneficial to neighboring communities and residences, the river’s environment and the
greater Delaware Valley. 5. The construction of public access to dredged material disposal areas would not be done

Sincerely, because of safety concerns.

(oot Bt

Carole Brodkin, President
RD-1, Box 139A, Mullica Hill, NJ 08062
(609) 478-4800, FAX (609) 4784274
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The U. S. Army Corps of Engineers is proposing to establish several new sites to dispose
of dredged materia! from the Delaware River. Two of these sites are located near the mouth of

Raccoon Creek (site 15D and Raccoon Island) and one is near the mouth of Oldmans Creek (site

15G), Gloucester County, New Jersey. This review examines the Delawqre River Main Channel
Deepening Project (Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Delaware). Draft, Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement, U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District, January
1997. This EIS will subsequently be referred to as "the EIS" or "the document." Specifically
addressed were issues relating to the EIS assessment of impacts of activities at sites 15D, 15G,
and Raccoon Island on wildlife at and near those sites.

General Comment: I found it difficult to understand what was meant by the reference to four
“new” CDF sites early on in the EIS. [t was made clear later that the four "new" sites had been
dredge spoil disposal sites many years earlier. Much of the agriculture that is on site 15D has

been done on ald dredge spoil. Thus, this site is not a newly filled site. The Oldmans Creek site

was also filled historically.

Habitat Description and Assessment of Sites

The habitat descriptions given in the documents were generally accurate. Describing the
small amount of upland habitat at these sites as “moderate to higher" quality is somewhat

incorrect. Many of the tree species are invasive including Pawlonia (empress or princess tree) and

Ailanthus. However, the location of these sites (as stated in the document) makes them very
important for wildlife. The small strip of habitat(s) that border the river at the mouth of Raccoon
Creek is excellent quality and must be taken care of. A short distance inland it is degraded by
berm, dredge spoil, and intensive agriculture. The strips of forest are quite good for Neotropical
and other migrants as well as hawks and other birds. The entire area includes important stopover
habitat for various species of birds. However, agricultural uses, which dominates sites 15D and
15G, are generally lousy for most wildlife. 1t is the strips of trees and shrub-scrub and wet aeras:
that are important. The agriculture serves as a buffer, making these strips better than they would
be if they were found elsewhere.

General Description of Wildlife on the Sites

In general the wildlife descriptions are on target. However, the additional search of
relevant literature would have shown that the sites are important stopover sites for several types
of birds. Kerlinger and Palumbo (1991), Kane et al. (1993), and Boyle (1986) are important
citations that were not included (see below for complete citations). These involved intensive
studies and casual observations (by some of the state's experts) of the areas including more
complete lists of birds (breeding, wintering, migrating) than were included in the references sited.
However, they specifically stated that the old dredge sites were not great for wildlife. They did
find some grassland species (Bobolinks, Savannah Sparrows, and Northern Harriers) in the
agricultural fields during autumn migrdtion.

1. Comment noted. No response necessary.

2. As described in Section 6.2.1.2 of the SEIS, all of the areas that are proposed for the upland
confinement of dredged material were all used for this purpose in the past.

3. As shown in Table 6-3, the woodlands that exist in the upland sites as primarily rated as
moderate to high because they serve as wildlife movement corridors and not the species of trees
present.

4. The description of the existing habitat at the CDFs was based on an environmental
assessment prepared by Dames and Moore, Incorporated, an environmental consuiting firm that
was retained by the Corps of Engineers, as well as a planning aid report prepared by the FWS
which is attached as Appendix B-4. The New Jersey Department of Environmenta! Protection
(NJDEP), Division of Fish, Game, and Wildlife, and Natural Heritage Program; the U.S.

- Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service were contacted in the

preparation of this document. In the preparation of the SE!S, the habitat was described, and .
species that would characterize the area are listed. The list is not meant to be exhaustive.
Species that are protected by Federal and state law are described in Section 10.



EIS Coverage of Significant/Critical Adjacent Wildlife Habitat

Although the areas proposed for the actual CDFs are not prime wildlife habitat, the sites
are adjacent to some very high quality habitats. At Raccoon Island, a swamp forest that is a short
distance upstream from the proposed CDF is relatively intact and supports breeding and
(especially) migrating songbirds. Many of the latter are Neotropical species that are now the
focus of attention by state and federal agencies because many are experiencing population
declines.

Raccoon Creek upstream from the stream mouth and Route 130 is a world class migratory
stopover and late winter staging site for waterfowl, especially Black Ducks and Northern Pintails.
These birds also use the lower portion of Raccoon Creek, between the dredge spoil sites, but not
as much as farther upstream (all the way to the NJ Turpike). These populations exceed 50,000 to
60,000 Black Ducks and Pintails in aggregate in February and March. The marshes upstream
from (and to a lesser extent downstream) from Route 130 contain some of the best quality and
largest expanses of wild rice marshes in New Jersey. These wetlands are delicate and are
responsible for the waterfowl aggregations. In addition, many other species use the wetlands
upstream of Route 130 including egrets and herons (virtually year round). The egrets travel from
the Pea Patch Island colony downstream and are present all along the creek. Many raptors can be
found in this area (mostly in autumn through spring) including many Red-tailed Hawks and a few
Bald Eagles, Cooper's Hawks (state endangered species), and Great Horned Owls. These species
primarily use the fields and wetlands upstream from Route 130, although they also wander
downstream to the Delaware River. (See Kerlinger and Palumbo 1991 and Kane et al. 1993 for
more details regarding wildlife that use Raccoon Creek.)

The area designated as site 15G along the Oldman's Creek is also adjacent to very high
quality habitat. To the east of this site (just past the railroad tracks and Pedricktown Road) is the
Pedricktown Marsh, which is one of the finest birding sites in southern New Jersey. The reason

for its being great birding is the habitat. The marsh has long been known to attract large numbers
of migrating shorebirds, including several rare species (Boyle 1986). Kane et al. (1993) have
detailed what is present on this marsh and surrounding habitats, referring to the habitat as "one of
the very best examples of tidal marsh habitat." The marsh is also frequented by many other
species of birds during both breeding and migration seasons. For these reason it should remain
intact and undisturbed.

Although no construction or CDFs are planned for the prime habitats on Raccoon Creek
an Pedricktown Marsh (Oldmans Creek), there is a potential for disturbance because these sites
are directly adjacent. If done correctly the actual construction process and resulting CDFs should
have little impact on these critical habitats. There must be some assurance that disturbance will be
minimal. '

5. The value of the wetland compiexes that are adjacent to the proposed CDFs is described in

Section 6.3.3 of the SEIS. The nationally significant resources are the wetland/upland
complexes that surround these areas, 372 acres of which will be protected by this project.

6. Please refer to Response 5 above.

7. Please refer to Response 5 above.

8. Methods to minimize impact to nesting and migratory species are described in Section 6.6.2.1

of the SEIS. Construction of the CDFs will be avoided between April 1 and July 15, as
recommended by the FWS, as much as is practicable.




Endangered Species -

For the most part, endangered and threatened species (state and federal) will be unaffected
by the construction and operation of CDFs at the proposed sites. Few individuals of endangered
species use the sites, according to the EIS. This has also been found by independent observers
who have studied the Raccoon Creek and Oldmans Creek systems. Most usage by endangered
and threatened species has been upstream from the proposed CDFs. It is likely that an occasional
individual of an endangered or threatened species will wander into the areas, but not often.

The proposal to subdivide the CDFs and turn them into wetlands for waterfowl and

" shorebirds, as well as proposals to enhance habitat around the CDFs would likely be beneficial to
endangered and threatened species in several ways. By creating habitat that attracts shorebirds,
waterfowl, and songbirds, several species of hawks, including listed species like Bald Eagles,
Peregrine Falcons, Cooper's Hawks, and Osprey will also be attracted. Furthermore, species like
the NJ endangered Pied-billed Grebe will nest on dredge spoil ponds. There are several records
of its nesting on dredge spoil sites downstream from sites 15D, 15G, and Raccoon Island. Also,
Short-eared Owls (another NJ endangered species) nests in such situations. Thus, the proposed
habitat enhancements may provide better habitat for endangered and threatened wildlife than the
existing habitats. Again, this will depend on how well the plans are designed, executed, and
eventually how the CDFs are managed. .

Toxic Substances in Dredged Material and Wildlife .

The presence of several toxic substances (organic and inorganic) including cadmium,
thallium, PCBs and pesticides in Reach A and B is troublesome. Although they are reported to be
present at levels below or barely exceeding state and federal regulations, the possibility of
bioaccumulation is still present. This may be a problem because raptors in the area, such as
Peregrine Falcons and, possibly Bald Eagles, may be attracted to waterfow! and shorebirds that
are in tum attracted to the CDFs (and subdivided wetlands that will be created). However, this
may not be dangerous because most of the birds will be there for only a short period of time
(during migration) during which bioaccumulation is not significant. The presence of these toxins
is problematic, although according to the Corps report, the levels are very low and the chance for
human or wildlife to experience negative impacts is not present. These statements should be
weighed cautiously. ‘

Design and Placement of Berms

By adjusting berms to avoid high quality wetlands and some upland forest or shrub-scrub,
the engineers seem to be leaving some of the best habitat intact. These include the wetland areas
at the mouth of Raccoon Creek, which is very fine habitat. Basically, the berms at the Raccoon
Island site are proposed for most of the same places where they were placed years ago. At sites
15G and 15D, they ring the agricultural fields and some other areas that are rather poor habitat.
There seems to be little problem with the location of these berms. A suggestion regarding these

9. Comment noted.. No response necessary.

10. An operation and maintenance manual will be developed to address detailed management of
the CDF's to achieve the goal of establishing temporary wetlands on approximately half of their
area. This manual will develop a planting plan which should establish wetland vegetation, a plan
to controf phragmites using herbicides, and a ptan to control mosquitos, if necessary, using non-
chemical methods. A general description of a possible management strategy has been added to
the final SEIS in Section 3.2.35..

11. The bioaccumulation of toxic substances in dredged material is not expected to be a
problem. See Sections 4.4.2 and 10.4.1.3 of the SEIS,

12. In general the new berms will be placed inside the old berms. In many areas the old berms .
have tree cover on them which will be preserved. The berms will be sprayed with a herbicide, if
necessary, to minimize the risk of phragmites invasion. it would not be practicable to plant trées
on (hg new berms since they will be raised periodically throughout the life of the project. In
addition, the presence of trees on the berms will render them more permeable and make it more
difficult to hold water in the wetland. :



berms is that something be done to insure that they are not invaded by Phragmites. Such an
invasion would reduce the potential for making the sites attractive to wildlife. If plantings of
native trees is possible on the berms, it would greatly enhance the sites for wildlife, especially
migrating songbirds and hawks. It would also make the areas friendlier to resting herons and
egrets, as well as Ospreys and Bald Eagles that nest in the area. Arcane regulations in some areas
restrict tree placement on dams and detention/retention basins, which may make this proposal
impossible.

Disturbance of Wildlife During Construction and After Construction

Once the CDF's are constructed, disturbance to endangered and threatened species, as well
as other wildlife should be minimal. Very little in the way of human activity occurs at dredge
spoil containment areas after they are constructed. Thus, wildlife will be disturbed only rarely.

During construction there is more potential for disturbance. However, Peregrine Falcons
that nest on the Commodore Barry Bridge should not be negatively impacted. These birds are
adaptable to activities below them. This is the case in the Arthur Kill and other portions of the
Lower New York Harbor. Boats that stop or work under these bridges rarely disturb the birds
enough to make them take flight.

The few other individuals (Bald Eagles, Ospreys, etc.) that use the area occasionally may
be disturbed slightly. Disturbance will occur along the river bank where these species like to
perch to hunt and rest. Because there is ample habitat upstream and downstream for these
individuals, minor disturbance is acceptable. Midstream dredging and boat activity will not have
major negative impacts. Once the construction and dredging is completed, these species will
undoubtedly use the riverside adjacent to the new CDFs - if perch trees are not disturbed.

Prospects for Habitat Enhancement and Wetlands Creation

The EIS outlines two avenues for habitat enhancement that would be beneficial to wildlife.
The subdivision of the CDFs and creation of wetlands within them could provide significant
habitat for waterfow! and shorebirds that migrate through the area. Frequently CDFs become a
sea of Phragmites that is uscless to most wildlife. By designing the new wetlands so that the
water levels can be adjusted to avoid Phragmites invasion and provide a combination of open
water and exposed mudflats, the sites will prove to be exceptionally good for these birds and
other wildlife.

The enhancements of uplands adjacent to the CDFs to create forests and shrub-scrub
habitats has much promise. As with the CDFs, Phragmites can invade these aress as well,
rendering them of little importance to wildlife. If these areas become forests and shrub-scrub
habitats with 8 minimum of Phragmites, they will become important migratory stopovers for
songbirds and hawks. In addition, the edges, where exposed perches will become availabe, will
provide primary hunting areas for various species of songbirds and hawks.

13. The Corps of Engineer will coordinate with the FWS and NJDEP prior to construction to
make sure that Federal and state listed species will not be impacted, as described in Section
10.5 of the SEIS.

14. Please refer to Response 13, above.

15. Please refer to Response 13, above. Trees on and outside the old berms will be preserved.

16. Phragmites control is described in Section 3.2.3.5 of the SEIS.

17. No active management is planned for the upland areas that will be purchased adjacent to the
CDFs; however, as described in Section 6.6.2.2, these areas are expected to improve in habitat
value during the project life as woodlands mature and Phragmites and ruderal areas succeed into
more valuable habitats such as woodlands. Herbicide will be used on Phargmites areas is
necessary to protect the CDF's from invasion.




With both wetlands and upland enhancement proposals, care must be taken to insure that
they are done correctly and to avoid invasion by Phragmites. .

Literature Search and Review of Experts/Consultants in Area

The literature cited in the document was superficial. Several omissions were evident.
Oldmans and Raccoon Creek have been studied extensively by nonprofit environmental
organizations during the past decade, including the creek mouths and areas proposed for "new"
CDF. That these reports were not cited shows a lack of thoroughness by consulting biologists
and or agency staff whose work was cited.

The following reports detail the wildlife that use areas designated in the document as 15D,
15G, and Raccoon Island. The studies on which these reports are based were conducted by the
New Jersey Audubon Society, Cape May Bird Observatory, and New Jersey Conservation
Foundation using some of the leading naturalists in New Jersey. The principal investigators of the
first two reports have intimate knowledge of both Oldmans and Raccoon Creeks.

Kane, R., P. Kerlinger, and K. Anderson. 1993. Delaware River and Bay Tributaries Greenway
Project. Prepared by New Jersey Audubon Society for the New Jersey Conservation Foundation.
Franklin Lakes, NJ. .

Kerlinger, P. and J. Palumbo. 1991. A preliminary bird inventory of Raccoon Creek, Gloucester

County. Records of New Jersey Birds.

Also see: Boyle, W.J., Jr. 1986. A guide to bird finding in New Jersey. Rutgers University
Press. New Brunswick, NJ. - A review of Pedricktown Marsh (Oldmans Creek) shows that this
creek has a long and exceptional history of wildlife observation. See remarks on Pedricktown

Marsh above.

Overall Assessment of Project Impacts

The construction (reconstruction) of CDFs at sites 15D, 15G, and Raccoon Island as
stipulated in the US Army Corps of Engineers January 1997 EIS is not judged to entail major
environmental degradation that will impact upon endangered, threatened, or more common
wildlife. This judgement is made recognizing that the existing habitat where the CDFs will be
constructed is now mostly poor quality wildlife habitat and that once the construction process is
over habitat will be enhanced through wetlands creation in the CDFs and through uplands habitat
restoration adjacent to the CDFs. If these habitat enhancements are successful and if care is taken
to avoid wildlife disturbance during the construction process, the CDFs will provide significantly
better habitat than exists now at these sites. Furthermore, care must be taken to avoid disturbing
the very high quality habitat sites adjacent to these three proposed CDFs.

18. Please refer to Response 16.

19. Please refer to Response 4.

20. Construction of the CDFs will occur by utilizing material from within the disposal area to raise
the existing dikes. The alignment of the new berm will be interior of the existing berm. It is
unlikely that areas out side the CDF will be impacted by dike raising activities. Access roads will
follow existing roads to further minimize impacts.



PAUL KERLINGER, Ph.D.
31 Jane St. 14D
New York, NY 10014
(212) 691-4910 (fax - 989-3323)
email: pkerlinger@aol.com

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

Environmental Consultant, Author, and Speaker
*Provide expert testimony, field expertise, and research design to
industry and conservation organizations
*Provide innovative solutions to difficult environmental problems
* *Natural history and conservation writing
*Provide informative, technical, and entertaining programs to a variety of
audiences

Director of Research - New Jersey Audubon Society 1987-1994
*Developed first comprehensive conservation/ecology research
program for NJ Audubon
*Initiated and directed first statewide Breeding Bird Atlas for New Jersey
*Directed 1,000% growth in research funding
*Provided Expert testimony for NJ Attorney General's Office and US
Justice Department in wetlands and endangered species cases
*Served as liaison to corporate and government agencies involving
regional conservation issues and projects
*Designed and implemented ground breaking ecotourism research

network across the US and Latin America

Director of NJ Audubon's Cape May Bird Observatory 1987-1994
*Facilitated 400% growth of annual budget and 250+% growth in
membership and 1,500% growth in retail sales
*Renovated and expanded physical facility (300% increase in size)
*Supervised staff and volunteers (tripled)
*Developed college-level internship program involving students
in hands-on experience in research and conservation
*Secured funds to establish first Observatory Endowments
*Originated and Chaired campaign for new Center for Research and
Education on Delaware Bayshore (purchased property for new visitor center)
*Served as media spokesperson (newspapers, magazines, radio, and television)




PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

Assistant Professor - University of Southern Mississippi "~ 1985-1986
Taught Introductory Biology, Biostatistics, and conducted first
North American studies of Stopover Ecology of Neotropical migrants

Postdoctoral Fellow - University of Calgary 1983-1985
Conducted ground breaking research on bird migration and ecology

Assistant Professor - Clemson University, South Carolina 1982-1983
Field tested first Avian Migration Mobile Research Laboratory
for Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI)

EDUCATION

State University of New York at Albany Ph.D,, Biology 1982
: M.S., Biology 1981
State College of New York at Oneonta B.A., Biology 1976

PROFESSIONAL AND POPULAR PUBLICATIONS: Outstanding publication record in scientific and
popular literature - 50+ papers (published in 4 countries), 3 books, 40+ popular articles, 100s of technical

reports). List and samples available upon request.

BOOKS PUBLISHED:

Kerlinger, P. 1989. Flight Strategies of Migrating Hawks. Chicago University Press, Chicago, IL. pp. 374.

(a technical volume, reviewed in dozens of journals and magazines including Science)

Kerlinger, P. 1995. How Birds Migrate. Stackpole Press, Harrisburg, PA. pp. 250. (an informative and
popular volume) .

Kerlinger, P. 1997. The Hawk Migration Handbook. in prepm'atioh (a substantive volume for the lay
reader).

REFERENCES: A list of references from industry, academia, and, or the nonprofit conservation sector
(including agencies) are available upon request.




Delaware Mobile Surfishermen, Inc.
Kenneth Dodd, President

700 E. Laurel Street

Georgetown, De 19947

March 16, 1997

Mr. John Brady

Planning Divisgion

US Army Corps of Engineers
100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, Pa 19107-3390

Re: Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project Draft
Published January 1997 (Sand Stockpiling at Slaughter Beach
and Broadkill Beach Delaware)

Dear Mr. Brady:

Thank you for the opportunity to present some comments relative to
the project stated above.

The document is in itself a sizeable and impressive assimilation of
a wealth of information. You are to be commended for the
organization and detailed statements regarding the many and complex
studies made and referred to throughout.

Although there are many areas deserving of comment, we will limit
our concern to the sand stockpiling planned for Slaughter Beach and
Broadkill Beach. These particular locations are of primary concern
to commercial and recreational fishermen as well as supportive
related businesses of the Lower Delaware Bay. We are aware that
attention to any segment of the Delaware River will impact many
other, if not all, segments of the Delaware River and Bay Areas.

The proposal states that 4.7 million cubic yarda of dredged
material will be dumped 1/3 to 1/2 miles off of Broadkill Beach and
Slaughter Beach and that this stockpiling will reduce the MLW -8'
to a MLW of -3', smothering all beneath community (aquatic life) in
approximately 750 acres.There is no mention of the "coral Beds" at
these beaches. The sabellaria vulgaris (a lowly worm type)
continuously build and rebuild these so called "“coral beds" and
have probably been doing this for centuries. This form of marine
life will be threatened and possibly be smothered from sand either
dumped directly on the beds or from drifting from sand stockpiles.
These "coral beds" serve as a primary spawning, nursery, and
feeding area for both fin fish and shell fish populations. It is
difficult to rationalize that these particular high quality primary
fishing and crabbing locations for commercial and recreational
fisherman will be threatened and possibly be eliminated.

We agree with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service , Region 5, "Study
of Beneficial use of Dredged Material", a letter included in ACRE's
proposal, which states that "the use of sand stockpiles for the
disposal of dredged material cannot be considered "beneficial" in

In regard to a need for a public hearing, please refer to the response to the Honorable Shirtey A.
Price, Delaware House of Representatives.




terms of its effects on fish and wildlife." They (U.S.FP.W.S.)
further conclude that "the proposed disposal of dredged material in
sand stockpiles would adversely affect fish and wildlife resources
and that the use of sand stockpiles should be minimized or
eliminated". .

We the DMS, suggest that any "beneficial" use will not compensate
for the detrimental effect of stockpiling and therefore strongly
recommend that sand stockpiling be eliminated.

We further respectfully request that a public hearing be held
related to this project and that this special hearing be held at
the Biden Environmental Rducation Center located in the Delaware
State Park At Cape Henlopen.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely, :

Cou V)

Kenneth Dodd, President DMS

cc: Rep. George Carey
Robert Martin

As part of the Channel Deepening Project, the Corps of Engineers proposes to place
approximately 1.9 million cubic yards of clean sand approximately 0.33 miles offshore of Broadkill

-Beach (Site LC-5), and approximately 2.8 million cubic yards approximately 0.5 miles offshore of

Slaughter Beach (Site MS-19). The purpose of these sand stockpiles is to provide a source of
clean sand for future beach nourishment. The sites were chosen by examining their biological
characteristics, as well as economic and engineering constraints. Each of these sites were
sampled twice, in different years, to characterize their benthic communities. Although impacts
will occur to the local populations of benthic resources, as described in Section 8.3 of the SEIS,
no significant differences were found between any candidate site and background conditions in
Delaware Bay that would preclude its selection as a beneficial use site. Therefore, no significant
impact will occur to either the diversity or overall populations of benthic resources in Delaware
Bay due the use of any of the candidate sites as either wetland restorations or sand stockpiles.

The sand builder worms Sabellaria vulgaris, often referred to as "coral”, are relatives of the
bloodworms often used for bait; they are not reef-forming corals. Reef-forming corals all live in
warm shallow tropical marine environments. Sabellaria are members of the Class Polychaeta in
the animal Phylum Annelida, while reef corals are members of the different Phylum, Cnidaria.

The star coral, Astrangia danae occurs in Delaware Bay, and is found from Cape Cod to Florida.
It is our only shallow water, northern coral and is found on pilings rocks, and shells. It is subtidal
occurring from shallow depths to 36 meters. Limited tolerance for brackish water and turbidity,
plus lack of suitable attachments inshore, may account for its scarcity along most of the coast.
The star coral occurs in colonies that consist of low cuplike corallites, 5 - 6 mm in diameter,
united by a thin crust, or sometimes forming low branching groups several inches in across
(Gosner, K. 1978. A Field Guide to the Atlantic Seashore, Houghton Mifflin Co.). No star coral
was found at either Site MS-19 or LC-5.

Sabellaria are found from Cape Cod to Georgia, and are easily mistaken for corals. They live in
tubes constructed out of sand grains; these tubes often occur together in large enough numbers
to form reefs. Sabellaria also have a crown of threadlike structures which protrude from the open
end of the tube similar in appearance to the tentacles of reef corals(Burton, W. 1997. Versar, Inc.
Personal Communication). They grow to a length of one to two inches, usually on hard
substratum. They occur from lower intertidal to subtidal at shallow depths, including estuaries in
salinities above 15 ppt (Gosner.1978). They form productive aquatic habitats which provide food
for fish, which are attracted to the Sabellaria colonies (Tinsman, J. 1997. DNREC. Personal
Communication).

Effects on Sabellaria populations by the proposed sand stockpiling of dredged material, will likely
be very localized. Sabellaria are common in many areas of the east coast of the United States
and produce large numbers of planktonic tarvae which will soon recolonize any affected areas
with suitable habitat. ’

It is also unlikely that any significant populations of Sabellaria occur within the MS-19 sand
stockpile area. Of the 80 locations sampled, Sabellaria was collected at one site at rather low
concentrations. In addition, the substrates encountered at MS-19 were sands rather than the
hard substrates necessary for Sabellaria to establish themselves. The populations in Delaware
Bay are probably located in shallower water containing rocks, boulders, or stones in the
substrate, It is more likely that the sand worms would occur on site LC-5, which has more silt
and clay content in its substrate. However, none were found during benthic sampling.

Even though few (Site MS-19) or no (Site LC-5) Sabellaria were found at the sand stockpile sites,
they may still occur in these locations, since their distribution is “patchy”. Local fisherpersons
report that sand worms occur either in or near the sand stockpile areas. The Corps of Engineers
shares the concemns of the fishing public that no adverse impacts occur to important aquatic
resources and will investigate this question in the next study phase, Plans and Specifications.



In regard to a need for a public hearing, please refer to the response to the Honorable Shirley A.
Price, Delaware House of Representatives.

February 8. 1997

Robert L. Callegari

ATTN: Environmental Resources Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Wanamaker Building

100 Penn Square East

Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

Dear Mr. Callegari,

The Delaware Riverkeeper Network is concerned about the lack of a public hearing and the short time
period given for commenting on the Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project supplemental
EIS. Forty-five days is not enough time to allow the public to review, digest and prepare useful
comments on this very dense. technical and complicated 1 ' inch thick document. The given time
period is barely enough time for government personnel who are paid for such efforts. Our nation’s
environmental laws were written to protect the environment and the public. Public participation
requirements are essential for achieving this goal. Providing a time frame which is inadequate for

allowing the public to consider and comment on the proposal at hand. here the SEIS, is essentially the
same as denying the opportunity altogether. This fact is reinforced by the Delaware Estuary Program's
CCMP (Action W7, page 139) wherein it states that one measure of success of dredging in the
Delaware River is to have “an informed public on the continued maintenance and proposed dredging
process in the Estuary.” The Delaware Riverkeeper Network believes it is imperative that the comment
period be extended and a public briefing and hearing be held on the SEIS. The public must have a true
opportunity to participate in this public process.

1. Sediment cores were collected from the seven industrial facilities and port terminals that

At this time. Riverkeeper would also like to submit some preliminary comments on the SEIS. would benefit from the main channel deepening project. These cores were subjected to bulk
sediment analyses to quantify chemical contaminant concentrations in berthing area sediments.
1. Private docks and berths along the Delaware are a potential haven for toxics. Once the main A total of 35 sediments samples were analyzed.' The results of this investigation are presented in
channel of the Delaware River is dredged. channels to the private docks and berths will necessarily Section 4.5 of the SEIS. Berthing area sediments were similar to navigation channel sediments
have to be dredged to accommodate the larger ships. Such action is an unavoidable consequence of with respect to contaminant levels. Overall, test results suggest that sediments within port facility
the main channel deepening. Therefore the associated environmental impacts must also be studied, berthing areas are sufficiently clean to conclude that dredging and upland dredged material
considered and reviewed. Without this review, the EIS and SEIS cannot be said to have fully disposal operations would not result in any significant environmental impacts.

considered all associated environmental impacts and consequences of the project.




. The basic premise that the dredge is necessary to ensure that the Delaware River ports stay

competitive with other ports on the east coast has not been adequately analyzed or supported. It
seems to be a generally accepted premise, but one that is not documented. For example, what about
the fact that other nearby rivers have 50 foot channels - if competitiveness is the rationale, how can
we remain competitive with a 45 foot channel when other nearby ports are already at 50?

. Riverkeeper continues to be concerned about potential impacts to oyster beds - particularly the

acknowledged possibility of impacts resulting from sand stockpiling and restoration work
conducted on and around Kelly Island and Egg Island Point. While the SEIS acknowledges the
possibility of long-term, adverse impacts there is not a concrete plan in place for preventing these
impacts, only a promise of future monitoring and some unspecified contingency plan. Riverkeeper
feels the Corps response to these potential impacts is unacceptable.

. The Corps proposes to stockpile sand off skore for later reuse in beach renourishment projects. The

SEIS does not adequately justify the need for stockpiling and later reuse, double-handling, which
will result in repeated disturbance of local benthic communities and fisheries.

5. Riverkeepef is particularly concerned about proposed beneficial use site MS-19B to be used for

sand stockpiling. The SEIS describes site MS-19B as having “one of the highest quality benthic
community among the 12 potential beneficial use sites and would be expected to sustain greater
impacts due to the lower recovery potential of its benthic [ } community.” The SEIS then states
that in spite of this site’s “species richness,” and high ““abundance of equilibrium species ...
indicative of a stable, diverse, mature community,” because the background conditions of the site
are not significantly different from the rest of the Bay it may still be used for sand stockpiling.
Clearly this site is different from the rest of the Bay, that is why its benthic community thrives. The
Corps’ justification for using this site is not supportable by the evidence provided nor does it make
any sense. The site is home to a healthy benthic community with a high frequency of equilibrium
species. The site’s benthic community would suffer long-term, perhaps irreparable, impacts if the
site is disturbed for the proposed use. The site should therefore be removed from the list of
beneficial use sites.

6 A significant number of agencies, individuals and organizations raised concerns during the FEIS

comment period regarding the potential for alteration of the River’s salt line and intrusion into
upriver drinking water supplies. Through modeling the Corps has determined that there will not be
any impacts to drinking water aquifers from the movement of the salt line. According to experts,
the SEIS fails to provide the data which would allow others to verify the Corps’ findings and
conclusions. As a result, the public is unable to properly comment on this finding. Additionally.
what if the Corps is wrong? The SEIS fails to provide a plan for dealing with this very real

possibility.

. Dredging the shipping channet another five feet is going to impact the circulation patterns and
salinity line of the River. The SEIS indicates that these alterations will not be sigmﬁcant enough to
impact benthic invertebrates and fish. While other agencies, that lack the expertise to make sth
analyses, are willing to defer to the Corps on this point with the stipulation that the Corps monitor
the actual impacts in the future, Riverkeeper does not agree that we should be taking such a risk.

2. As for all Corps of Engineers projects, the 45-foot channel deepening has been subject to a
very rigorous technical, economic, and environmental review. The Corps' cost-benefit analysis in
the feasibility report was reviewed and approved by the Secretary of the Army and the Office of
Management and Budget prior to authorization by Congress. This procedure reflects the
longstanding detaited approach which characterizes Corps’ studies and the standard
independent review process. The benefit-cost ratio for the project is 1.4 to 1, with benefits
estimated to exceed costs on an average annual basis of $11.4 million per year over the 50-year
project life.

Each foot of additional depth adds to the competitiveness of the Delaware River ports. The
Corps applied a stringent optimization approach to determine that net benefits are maximized at
the 45 foot depth. Incremental benefits would continue to accrue at depths beyond 45.feet but at
a lower magnitude than incremental costs.

3. Please refer to USDOI Response 5. Since the distribution of the draft SEIS, the Kelly Island
wetland restoration site has been re-designed (See Response 3, above, and Section 3.3.3.2 of
this SEIS), which greatly reduces the possibility of silt escaping and reaching the oyster bed
areas. The amount of silt being placed in Kelly Island has been reduced from over 900,000 cubic
yards to under 200,000 cubic yards. The silt will be enclosed in a containment area by a sand
berm with a geotextile tube core for extra protection. The berm will not be overtopped except by
the most severe storms that are only expected to occur once in 100 years. The previous design
would have allowed tidal inundation with every tide. The revised design will allow tidal inundation,
but only by controlled outlet structures. The entire Kelly Island structure will be monitored,
repaired and maintained, as necessary. The silt within the containment structure will be mixed
with and covered by an additional 500,000 cubic yards of sand which will become vegetated and
will provide an extra measure of protection. Because of all of the measures that are mentioned
above, it is extremely unlikely that nearby oyster beds and lease areas in Delaware would be
adversely impacted by silt escaping from the Kelly Island wetland restoration; and even more
unlikely that the oyster areas in New Jersey, which are more than 4 miles away. This discussion
has been added to Section 9.3 of the this SEIS. Section 9 of the SEIS documents the analyses
performed to address impacts associated with proposed beneficial use sites. Specifically with
regard to oyster resources, our analyses indicate that the predominant direction of sediment
transport (essentially 100% sand) from the wetland protection and sand stockpile sites will be
landward and alongshore, away from the nearest oyster habitats. Further, concerns regarding
potential release of silt from Kelly Island have been addressed through a significant reduction in
the quantity of silt being placed there, as well as by the increased size of the protective sand dike
protecting Kelly Island.

4. Please refer to EPA Response 3 and NOAA Response 2. Although impacts will occur to the
local populations of benthic resources as described in Section 8.3, no significant differences
were found between any candidate site and background conditions in Delaware Bay that would
preclude its selection of as a beneficial use site. Therefore, no significant impact will occur to
either the diversity or overall populations of benthic resources in Delaware Bay due the use of any
of these sites as either wetland restorations or sand stockpiles. The ecological impacts of sand
stockpiling mainly occur when the sand is placed on the beaches. The sand stockpile sites
needed to be located within a close proximity to the beaches so that beneficial use (i.e., access to
sand material for future placement on the beach could be achieved by State of Delaware) of the
dredged material could be realized. Once on the beach, the sand will provide habitat for
horseshoe crabs and shorebirds.



We need to ensure that the data is correct before we act. Once the patterns have changed and the
benthic and fish populations have reacted. fulfilling agency requests that maintenance dredging be
halted and the channel be allowed to return to 40 feet will not be so easy, and it will necessarily
result in another habitat alteration that will once again impact our benthic and fish populations.

. Residents along the River are already subject to massive dredge spoil piles which have become
home to large phragmites populations. Pedrickstown is a prime example - dredge spoils piled up
50 feet from previous dredging efforts block the town’s historic view of the River. The SEIS
discusses spoil piles 100 feet high. A better plan has to be laid for the dredge spoils before this
project goes forward.

. Site 15G has been designated as priority wetlands pursuant to the Emergency Wetlands Resource
Act, and sites 15G. 15D and Raccoon Island have received wetlands recognition under other laws
including the Clean Water Act and the NAWMP. [t is wholly inappropriatc, and in contradiction
with our nation’s environmental protection laws, to allow these sites to be used as disposal sites for
dredge spoils. How can the Corps justify such action?

. There is a contradiction between the SEIS conclusion regarding the health of bald eagle populations
in the estuary as compared to the Delaware Estuary CCMP. The SEIS says the populations are
doing well, while the CCMP indicates they are still being impacted by toxics, along with other
important bird populations including osprey and peregrine falcons.

. What will the impacts of the project be on Pea Patch Island and its heronry? The SEIS does not
appear to address this question except indirectly by stating that no breeding areas are located in the
project.

The Delaware Riverkeeper Network. an affiliate of the American Littoral Society a not-for-profit

S. Please refer to USDOI Response 12,

8. Please refer to USDOI Response 14. It is the view of the District that the
hydrodynamic/salinity modeting performed to date demonstrates that the predicted safinity
impacts of the deepened channel are small enough to be considered negligible with respect to
water quality and living resources. The SEIS, Section 5, presents a summary of the most
significant findings of the hydrodynamic/salinity modeling. The modeling was performed over a
period of about two years during which periodic open-invitation workshops heid in order to guide
the focus of the modeling and to present results of work in progress.

There is evidence from recent investigations by USGS that the present DRBC chlorinity
standards for RM 98 are overly conservative with respect to possible impacts on PRM water
quality in the Camden County area recharged by Delaware River water. Further, there are many
possible altemate drought management strategies which could be implemented to conserve
basin storage for optimal repulsion of salinity/chlorinity in the vicinity of RM98 during drought
conditions.

7. Please refer to USDOI Response 14 and NJDEP Responses 36, 37, and 38. The

ble sclentific community recognizes that the existing circulation and salinity regimes
of the Delaware Estuary are highly dynamic, with large changes in flow velocity, flow direction,
and salinity occurring naturally in response to variations in fresh water inflow distribution, both in
time and space, wind, tides, and adjacent ocean boundary salinity. These changes occur over
periods as short as several hours, such as during storm events, over periods of 12.4 hours, the
duration of the average tidal cycle, and over periods of seasons and years. The modeling has
demonstrated over a wide range of hydrological conditions that the changes induced by channel

‘deepening are a small fraction of the natural dynamic variability in flow and salinity for the estuary,

and that no detectable adverse impacts will be associated with the proposed deepening.

organization, has been working since 1988 to protect and restore the Delaware River, its tributaries and

habitats. We request that the Army Corps of Engineers extend the comment period on the SEIS and 8. The Philadelphia District Is using dredged material for beneficial uses where ever possible.

hold a public hearing to allow all the residents of the watershed the time and attention needed to Consideration of beneficial uses has been investigated by the Corps. Beneficial uses o(dredged
thoroughly review and understand the proposed project. its impacts and the SEIS. material has been recommended in the Delaware bay where most of the dredged material is
sand. In the Philadelphia area of the Delaware River, the dredged material contains a higher
Yours since@ proportion of fine grained material and must be confined to prevent water quality degradation. The
District is exploring alternatives to the COFs, and in some cases has been successful. For
example, dredged material is being used to build a new runway at the Philadelphia Internationat
Airport. However, not all dredged material is suitable for construction because of differing

physical properties.
9. Please refer to Response 22 for Ms Elaine Dubois, Oldman's Watershed Association.

70 e Lo t— /

° 7ol Haee2
Maya K. van Rossum . Fred Stine
Executive Director . Project Coordinator

Jennifer Lukens, Delaware Coastal Management Program

Sarah Cooksey, Delaware Coastal Management Program

-Joe Paccoli, New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
James Walsh, Pennsylvania Dept of Environmental Protection

10. The draft SEIS acknowledges that there are still contaminant problems with bald eagles and
peregrine falcons in Sections 10.1.1.1 and 10.1.1.2, respectively. The USFWS has stated in
their Biological Opinion that this project is not likely to adversely effect federally listed species
under their jurisdiction. -

11. The proposed project is not expected to cause additional adverse impacts to the heronry at
Pea Patch island. A discussion has been added to the final SEIS in Section 10.4.3.6.




DELAWARE AUDUBON SOCIETY
Chapter of National Audubon
Box 1713. Wilmington. Detaware 19899
302-428-3959

February 11, 1997

Mr. Robert L. Callegari -

Attn: Environmental Resources Branch

U.S. Army Corp of Engineers

Wanamaker Building ) )

100 Penn Square East . In regard to a need for a public hearing, please refer to the response to the Honorable Shirley A.
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-3390 Price, Delaware House of Representatives.

RE: STATEMENT OF THE DELAWARE AUDUBON SOCIETY PERTAINING TO
THEDRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ON
THEDELAWARE RIVER MAIN CHANNEL DEEPENING PROJECT

(PENNSYLVANIA, NEW JERSEY, AND DELAWARE)

Dear Mr. Callegari:

The Delaware Audubon Society is a statewide citizen organization committed to the
conservation and protection of our natural world. We submit herewith, our concerns,
comments and questions on the Draft Supplemental Environmental lmpa(;t Statement for the

Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project (Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Delaware).

Our study of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Delaware River
Main Channel Deepening Project has revealed several areas where we believe the Corp has

not provided sufficient evidence to demonstrate their claims of no detrimental impact.

P. 1-4_Groundwater, section }.1.1.3, This section discusses the evaluation of potential

contaminant travel times from the proposed project disposal sites to nearby drinking water by

\\\\\\
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the United States Geological Survey. Their report determined the mean travel times for
groundwater from the new proposed disposal areas to reach any potential water suppty well is
in excess of 50 years, except for a cluster of wells near area 15G where the report states that
“travel time to these wells could be relatively short, perhaps on the order of several years™.
The Corp's conclusion to this reported concen states, “the new dredged sediments from the
45 foot project contain no harmful levels of contamination; so in the event that the water were

to reach the well from the disposal area, it would have no impact on water quality.

Dredged materials from Reach B will be deposited at site 15G as well as several other sites.
P_4-21 — 4-31, Bulk Sediment Analyses, section 4.1. The following is a list of all
contaminates found in bulk sediment samples within Reach B: Antimony, Arsenic, Barium,
Beryllium, Cadmium, Chromium, Copper, Lead, Mercury, Nickel, Selenium, Silver, Thallium,
Vanadium, Zinc, Aldrin, Dieldrin, Chlordane, Toxaphene, Endrin, Endrin Aldehyde,
Heptachlor, Heptachlor Epoxide, Endosulfan, DDT, DDD, DDE, Mirex, Methoxychlor,
Parathion. Malathion, Hexachlorocyclohexane (Alpha, Beta, Delta, Gamma (Lindane)),
Guthion, Demeton, PCB-1242, PCB-1254, PCB-1221, PCB-1232, PCB-1248, PCB-1260,
PCB-1016, Acenapthene, Naphthalene, Acenaphthylene, Anthracene, Benzo(a)pyrene,
Benzo(b)fluoranthene, Benzo(k)fluoranthene, Chrysene, Phenanthrene, Fluorene,
Fluoranthene, Benzo(a)anthracene, Benzo(ghi)perylene, Dibenzo(ah)anthracenem, Ideno(123-
cd)pyrene, Pyrene, Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, Butyl benzy! phthalate, Di-p-butyl phthalate,
Di-n-octyl phthalate, Diethy! phthalate, Dimethyl phthalate, Volatile Halogenated Alkanes,
Volatile Halogenated Alkenes, Volatile Aromatic Hydrocarbons, Volatile Chlorinated

Aromatic Hydrocarbons, Volatile Unsaturated Carbonyl Compounds, Volatile Ethers,

Phenols, Substituted Phenols, Organonitrogen Compounds, Chlorinated Aromatic

1. The cluster of wells near area 15G consists of industrial supply wells for B.F. Goodrich and
Monsanto Companies. A groundwater investigation and modeling study of Oldmans Disposal
Area was completed by Groundwater Technologies Inc. in 1996. This included the installation of
monitoring wells and testing of soil and water. The study concluded that disposal area operations
will not adversely effect the groundwater regime in this area and recommended that the area
continued to be utilized as a dredge material disposal site. Oldmans Disposal area is located
adjacent to proposed area 15G and findings from the study cover the surrounding area, including
area 15G. To further assure the local community that the groundwater will not be impacted from
the disposal operations at Site 15G, monitoring wells will be installed.

2. Sediments from Reach B were analyzed for all of the contaminants provided in this list, but the
majority of these contaminates were either not found or found in only one or two of the samples.
Heavy metals were frequently detected in Reach B sediments. Except for thallium, all of the
metals were below NJDEP Residential Surface Soil Standards. This means that the material is
suitable for use as "clean fill" for residential development, with regard to thallium, as discussed in
the SEIS the mean concentration is elevated because of the high detection levels achieved in the
first round of sampling, In two subsequent rounds of sampling, 40 additional sediment samples
show that the actual concentration of thallium in channel sediments is less than 0.4 ppm, which
is well below the NJDEP Residential Standard of 2.0 ppm. The only pesticide detected in Reach
B sediments was endosulfan, This contaminant was only detected in one of 49 samples.
Likewise, PCB-1254 and PCB-1248 were the only PCB's detected. These were again in anty
detected in one of the 49 samples. Several PAH"s were detected in Reach B, but in only two of
the 49 samples. There were similar results for phthalates, except for di-n-butyt phtaluate, which
was detected in 20 of 28 samples. The highest concentration of di-n-buty! phthalate detected in
Reach B sediments was 1.51 ppm, which is well below the NJDEP Residential surface Soil
Standards of 5,700 ppm. The remaining groups of volatile and semi-volatile organic
contaminants were primarily undetected in the entire river. This information is presented in
Section 4.0 of the SEIS. Based on the data it is concluded that Reach B sediments are clean
and would not have an adverse impact on water quality in the area. this conclusion is supported
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. With regard to the cluster of wells near site 15G.,
pleas refer to the response of comment 1.
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Hydrocarbons, Chlorinated Aliphatic Hydrocarbons, Halogenated Ethers, and Miscellaneous
Oxygénated Compounds. While all the average channel sediment concentrations were below
the NJDEP standards, except for the heavy metal thallium and the pesticide toxaphene, the
sum total of contaminates found in the sediment material to be dredged would most certainly
have a adverse impact on the quality of water found in the cluster of wells subjected to
leaching of water from dredged sediments. Have the private owners of these wells been
personally advised of the contamination to their drinking water the dredged material posses?
P.4-19. Each of these contaminates carries with it an additional lifetime cancer risk of either
1 of 1,000,000 or 1 of 100,000, depending on the contaminate. What is the cumulative
additional lifetime cancer risk associated with ingestion of above group of contaminates in
total? In light of irreparable damage to nearby drinking water supplies, we sui:mit that the
new proposed site 15G is unsuitable for disposal of dredged material and an alternate site

should be sought.

Historically, at both of these islands, horseshoe crabs have come ashore on the sandy beaches
to spawn. After the dredging in Reach E, the Corp plans to store dredged material at both
islands for later beneficial uses. Due to the CDF dike, used to prevent erosion of dredged
material, the sandy beaches necessary for spawning of the horseshoe crab may quickly

vegetate with marsh grass, making them no longer attractive to horseshoe crabs. The

horseshoe crab population has been declining steadily for a number of years. It is of utmost

importance that we do not do anything that will further stress the reproduction of this unique

species. The Delaware shore areas are the only areas in the world where horseshoe crabs

spawn. Any activity by man, which interferes with the horseshoe crab's natural breeding cycle,

3. Both the Kelly Island Site and Egg Island Point Site are wetland restorations; material will
remain at these sites and not be removed for other uses. The Kelly Island site has been
redesigned to provide much more spawning habitat for horseshoe crabs than presently exists at
this site (Please refer to Section 3.3.3. The designs for both Egg Island Point and Kelly Istand
were coordinated with the FWS, EPA and the respective state resource agencies.
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puts it at a greater risk. Not only are horseshoe crabs an important part of the migratory bird
lifecycle, they are also proving invaluable in medical uses for mankind. Medical research is
currently being conducted to uncover the full benefit the horseshoe crab offers man in his fight
against disease. The Corps' plans for storage of dredged material at these islands have a direct

negative effect on the ability of the horseshoe crab to continue its life cycle.

P._1-20 - 1-21, Relationship to Environmental Statutes, section 1.2. Finally, the Delaware

Audubon Society would like to understand the reasons why the Corp was granted an
exemption under Section 404(r) when Congress authorized the project in October 1992, The
Corp reports that all tests and findings represent negligible impact, if any, to the environment.
Therefore, why would an exemption from any section of the Clean Water Act be necessary

and permitted?

In conclusion, the Delaware Audubon Society feels that upon review of the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Delaware River Main Channel
Deepening Project (Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Delaware) there are sufficient reasons to
warrant a public hearing. The possible contamination of drinking water supplies and the
resuiting increased health risk posed to humans represents an issue the Corp must address
before any further development of this project can proceed. Therefore, we are requesting a

public hearing to address more fully our environmental concerns.

| /
>’ c/c/’\,%( ;’_(},(,

Leslie G. Savage
Board of Directors

4. Section 404(r) is a portion of the Clean Water Act, 33 USC 466 et seq. It exempts Federal
projects from obtaining a water quality certification if the project has been authorized by
Congress, and an environmental impact statement, that includes an evaluation of the Section
404(b)(1) guidelines, has been submitted to Congress before the actual discharge of dredged or
fill material in connection with the construction of the project and prior to either authorization or
appropriation of funds for the project. These conditions were met with the submission of the final
EIS in February, 1992 and subsequent authorization in October, 1992 as part of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1992. This was concurred in by EPA; see there comment letter
dated March 17, 1997.
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Senator Joseph Biden
Representative Michael Castle
Christophe Tulou

Sarah W, Cooksey




/> FORT DELAWARE SOCIETY

Founded 1950

P.O Box 553 « Delaware City. DE 19706 ¢ (302) 834-1630
February 13, 1997

Mr. Rohert L. Callegari

United States Army Corps of Engineers
Philadelphia District

100 Penn Square East

Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

Ref: Supplemental EIS For The Delaware River Main Channel
Deepening Project, January, 1997.

" Dear Mr. Callegari,

The . Fort Delaware Society is an all volunteer, not for profit,
organization that is dedicated to the preservation of Fort Delaware
as a historic site.

Fort Delaware is on the National Register of Historic Places.
It sits on Pea Patch Island in the Delaware River opposite
Delaware City, Delaware. Fort Delaware is the focal point of
Fort Delaware State Park. The fort and island are open to the
public from the last weekend in April to the last weekend in
September. Fort Delaware is a regional tourist attraction which
saw approximately 25,000 visitors last season.

In 1947, when Pea Patch Island was returned to the State of
Delaware by the Federal Government, the Corps of Engineers
retained title to approximately 19 acres on the eastern edge of
the island.

In the late 1960's, the riprap sea wall on Corps property
near the southeast corner of Pea Patch Island was hreached in a
storm and never repaired. Numerous requests for action by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers have resulted in inspections, but no
resolution, Likewise, attempts to have ownership of the parcel
transferred to the State of Delaware, or for a long term lease
arrangement to be established have been rejected because of the
impracticality of certifying the parcel to be ordnance-free.
The State of Delaware has indicated willingness to take the land
without such certification, since it had not been obtained for
the rest of the island.

Meanwhile, since the sea wall was breached, the island has
been eroding. Erosion is now caused by each storm and by the wake
of each passing ship in the main ship channel. The channel is
very close to the underwater banks of Pea Patch Island.

In regard to a need for a public hearing, please refer to the response to the Honorable Shirley A.
Price, Delaware House of Representatives.

Please refer to response to the Delaware Parks and Recreation Council.




In 1990, the accelerating erosion began to uncover several
cannon carriages that pre-date the Civil War and are helieved
to be the only known originals in existence. The Corps of
Engineers, mindful of Federal Law concerning the preservation
of historic artifacts, provided funding for the rescue and
preservation of the gun carriages.

At the same time, the Corps determined that the most
cost-effective way to protect the island from further erosion,
and thus protect other artifacts in the erosion area, was to
replace the riprap sea wall in its original location.

To date, the riprap sea wall has not been replaced or
repaired. The total loss of artifacts known to be in the eroded
area is unknown. We do know that a searchlight base has been
destroyed, and a building site, believed to be a blacksmith shop,
has also been destroyed.

The erosion is continuing and accelerating. If not arrested,
it will eventually threaten Fort Delaware itself.

We believe that deepening the main ship channel will further
undermine Pea Patch Island. Also, since larger ships will be
able to navigate upriver, we believe the larger wakes will be
harmful to Pea Patch Island.

We are disappointed to hear that the affects on Pea Patch

Island of the channel deepening project are not addressed in
the January, 1997, EIS.

We recommend that the Environmental Impact Statement be
expanded to cover the impact on all of Pea Patch Island, including
the historic areas. and the heronry on the north end of the island.

Unless ships are required to reduce speed when passing Pea
Patch Island, we recommend that the riprap sea wall on the
property still owned by the Corps of Engineers be restored in
its original location as soon as possible and prior to any channel
deepening. This action is necessary to prevent further distruction
of historic artifacts buried on Pea Patch Island.

‘We urge you to do whatever you.can to expedite corrective
action regarding the Pea Patch Island sea wall.

The Fort Delaware Society did not receive a copy of the
January, 1997, EIS. We learned of its existence indirectly through
others. We became aware of the February 17th deadline for comments
on January 29th, but we did not obtain your comment address until
February 12th. These comments have been hurriedly assembled. With
more time, we could be more specific.
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We would like to be kept informed of any future reports that
the Corps may issue relative to this project. Also, we would like
to be informed of any hearings or public meetings that may take
place with respect to the proposed Delaware River Main Channel
Deepening Project.

Very truly yours,

For the Officers and Directors of the Fort Delaware Society

‘/)1/1/’/’{(1% [ ﬁ‘ﬂt—""l-/

William E. Craven
Chairman of the Board
Fort Delaware Society

cc: Christophe A, G. Tulou, Secretary,
Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Control
State of Delaware
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March 11, 1997

Mr. John Brady

Planning Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Wanamaker Building

100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

Dear Mr. Brady:

I wish to express my thanks for the rapid forwarding of the Draft
Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project SEIS of January,
1997 and for granting us an extension on the comment period.

_ The publication is impressive in both size and content and it is
obvious that many individuals extended much concentrated effort to
produce the document. It is also obvious that the large scope of this
project requires an extraordinary attention to detail in all aspects of
planning and implementation.

Due to the size and complexity of the document as well as time
constraints we have restricted our comments to areas of our immediate
concern as a non-profit land conservancy dedicated to the preservation
of Delaware's prime coastal wetlands.

Pea Patch Island

At the present time, this Island is subject to severe erosion along
the shoreline adjacent to the main channel. The project construction
and associated increase in adjacent vessel activity is likely to accelerate
erosion. The Island is important as a historical site -- Fort Delaware,
and as the site of one of the largest Heron nesting areas on the East
Coast.

« The Pea Patch shoreline must be stabilized prior to
commencement of the project.

» Construction and dredging activities must not take
place during bird migration or nesting periods (March
through August).

In regard to a need for a public hurlng, please refer to the response to the Honorable Shlrley A.
Prbo Delaware House of Representatives.

1. The erosion problem on the shoreline of Pea Patch !sland is being addressed by the Corps of
Engineers and State of Delaware. The problem will be resolved prior to the construction of the
proposed deepening of the Delaware River Main channel to 45 feet.

2. Please refer to Section 10.4.3.6 which has been added to the final SEIS and discusses
potential impacts to Pea Patch Island. In addition, please refer to USDOI Response 2.
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Kelly Island

It is our understanding that the Kelly Island plan as outlined in the SEIS has
been modified. Our comments are therefore general in nature and perhaps are

being addressed in the new plan.

The site should be modeled to show shoreline changes
through time if no project is undertaken. The stated
erosion rate of 15' to 30' per year will not be sustained.

Prior to final project approval, the Geotextile tubes
must be thoroughly tested in all Delaware Bay
environmental conditions including thick sheet ice
being driven by northeast winds. Potential for
failure is great and repair potential is limited.

It has been our experience that disturbed sites and
wetland restoration sites adjacent to the Delaware Bay
grow the best phragmites mono-culture in spite of our
best efforts and intentions. The last thing Delaware
needs is another 90 acres added to our phragmites spray
program. Chemicals used to control phragmites will

also kill Spartina alternifiora.

The creation of 900’ of sand beach for horseshoe
crab utilization is not significant enough to justify
this project.

Sudden and catastrophic failure of the structure in
severe northeast driven storm conditions would cause
significant damage to adjacent benthic communities
including the oyster beds.

We request a cost benefit analysis of this project even
if changed from the description in the SEIS.

3. Historical surveys over more than 100 years, and more recently, aerial photography, indicate
that there has been persistent erosion at rates between 15 and 30 feet per year along Kelly
Istand. There has been no significant, recent diminution in this rate of erosion. There is no
“marsh shoreline erosion model" presently available that can predict future shoreline behavior
more acctrately than an extrapolation from over 100 years of data. The important point is that
valuable wetland resources at Kelly Island will continue to be lost, perhaps at an accelerated rate
under some projections of accelerated sea level rise, if no action is taken to protect these areas.
If no action is taken, the finite wetfand resources of the State of Delaware will continue to be
diminished.

4. The tubes will be buried in the sand under normal circumstances and are intended to act as a
redundant barrier in case of accelerated erosion. The exposed groins and peninsufa protection
may be partially exposed. The high strength material that will be utilized has been exposed to ice
conditions similar to the Delaware Bay and has performed well. In the case of a failure in an
individual tube, the redundancy of the design and maintenance commitment of the Corps to this
site will ensure that it will not greatly effect the integrity of the site. A field test is not practicle for
this work.

8. Please refer to the redesign of Kelly Island in Section 3.3.3.2 in the final SEIS. Phragmites will
be controlled within the wetland restoration by water level manipulations and spraying of
herbicides if needed. The salinity levels of the water in the site should help limit the establishment
of Phragmites. This site will be managed by the DNREC.

6. Please refer to the redesign of Kelly Island in Section 3.3.3.2 in the final SEIS. Approximately
5,000 linear feet of horseshoe crab spawning beach will now be provided.

7. The redesign of Kelly Island will greatly reduce the risk of catastrophic failure as described in
Section 3.3.3.2 of the final SEIS. In addition, please refer to USDOI Response 5.

8. The benefit-cost analysis for the project was conducted. The benefit cost ratio is 1.4 to 1, with
benefits estimated to exceed costs on an average annual basis of $11.4 million per year over the
50-year project life.
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At the present state of analysis and plan development as presented in the
SEIS. the Kelly Island project is unacceptable as a beneficial site.

Sand Stockpiles

There exists a plethora of contradictory comments and information
regarding sand stockpiles through the SEIS text and in the correspondence

appendix.

* MS-19 supported the highest quality benthic community

9. Please refer to USDOI Response 12,

9, of all potential stockpile sites. At this site 500 acres 10. Please refer to USDOI Response 12.
would be put under §' of sand -- about 2,858,300 cubic
yards. This in itself is a significant adverse impact. 11. Please refer to USDOI Response 12, NOAA Response 2, and EPA Response 3. The
referenced quantities represent an estimate of storm-related sand transport from the stockpiles
» L5 is identified as having a lessor quality benthic principally in the onshore and alongshore directions. Under existing conditions (in the absence of
10 community than MS-19; 230 acres of benthic the stockpifes), this storm transport undoubtediy still occurs, although possibly at a lower rate.
. community buried under 5' of sand -- 953,518 Storms acting on sandy (or muddy) bottom areas of Delaware Bay are a recurrent natural
cubic yards also represents a significant adverse phenomenon, and the benthic communities which inhabit these areas have adapted to the
impact. : dynamic nature of this habitat.
« Predicted single event sediment drift of 40,000 cubic 12. The impacts of the sand stockpiles on ﬁnﬁs_h are described in Section 9.2.4 of the SEIS. The
11. yards of sand are predicted ina 2 - 5 year storm. This '"?paﬂs are expected to be temporary and localized. :
;iiﬁsizn:’:‘;i :{l'::m adverse impact on adjacent 13. According to Dr. Robert Loveland, Department of Biological Sciences at Rutgers University,
) an expert on horseshoe crabs, the sand stockpiles should have no impact on the horseshoe
1 2 . . . ' . . crabs' ability to reach spawning beaches (Personal Communication, 22 April, 1997). The
. * Both areas are sites of high quality sportfishing activity. proposed sand stockpiles will not pose an impediment to horseshoe crab migration. The
. . . sediment to be placed at these sites consists of medium- to fine-grained sand which will be
13 * Sand stockpiles would be an impediment to shoreward shaped by waves and currents into a form which will resemble a natural sand shoal, of which
* horseshoe crab migration. there are many examples in Delaware Bay. The crest elevation of the stockpiles will be three feet
below the plane of mean low water, and thus will always be submerged. Further, wave and
» The amount of sand stockpiled appear to be excessive current action will flatten the side slopes of the original deposits such that no barrier to crab
when compared to Broadkill and Slaughter Beach movements will exist.
14. replenishment requirements,
. H ; T 14. The sand stockpiles are large compared to the short-term beachfill needs of Broadkill and
If there is a beach replenishment pan (or utilization Slaughter Beaches because the channel dredging, which is the source of the sediment, wil be
of these sand stockpiles), it must be incorporated into . . Th d will
the SEIS and be subject to evaluation as part of the accomplished more-or-less contlnuoysly over a perioq of approxnmatelly one year. The sand wi
15. ’ p be available thereafter for long term (i.e., S0 year) periodic beach nourishment of these two

entire project.

beaches.

16. The least costly option is to place the dredged material into the two sand stockpile sites. This
option has been incorporated into the overall economic evaluation of the project.

The State of Delaware will pump the sand from the sand stockpile sites to the beach. The cost to
pump the material from these stock pile sites will be incurred by the State.
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+ We request a cost benefit analysis of sand stockpiles
at these sites.

Due to the overall lack of justification for sand stockpiles in general and in
specific for these sites and considering the adverse effects of the stockpiles, they
are unacceptable as beneficial use sites.

17,

The high ecological value of the Delaware River and Bay Estuary System
has been well established on the local, regional and international level. The
estuary is one of few U. 8. areas designated as a RAMSAR site and also has the
unique distinction of being a site in the Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve
Network. We must make extraordinary efforts to insure that we do not damage
this highly significant area.

Although there is much information and data included in the SEIS, there
exist many contradictions and questions that must be addressed before project
approval and initiation. We request a public hearing to expand the project
comment forum.

Once again, thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Ko 4 et

Peter S. Martin
Field Ecologist

PSM/ssc
cc: Mr. Holger H. Harvey

16. Please refer to Response 8.

17. Please refer to NOAA Response 2.
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February 13, 1997

Robert Callegari

Environmental Resources Branch

US Army Cormps of Engineers ]
Wanamaker Building, 100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

Dear Mr. Callegari,

New Jersey Conservation Foundation supports the Federation of Gloucester County

Watershed Associations’ request for a public hearing on the draft supplémental EIS for the
iver Channel Deepening Project. ) )
Delawalr?eirl:ti vevhi(l:e four new g:edgeg spoil sites are proposed to be snuath in or on the border of
Gloucester County only one copy of the document was mac’!e7 gvmlablg ina G!ougesterl thsunt_v
library and none were made available in Salem County facilities. This made it di fﬁ;q tl or
citizens of the region to read and comment on the entire document. (FYI, there is a fairly new
ibrary in Mullica Hill.) L
Gloucess‘:::g::i‘.lﬁ ‘a\r)c \z)nied about the placement of proposgd site 15G on the marshes of the
Pedricktown Complex, one of the premier waterfowl habitats in the state as well a}: an important
migratory shorebird and raptor location. The New Je.rsey {\udubon .Soclety rated [; e erched
Pedricktown Complex as one of the most critical habitats m.‘he, entire Delaware Bay wa efrs
in their Delaware Bay and River Tributaries Habitat and Wildlife Inventory. An excerpt from
i i hed.
s sm%:cit:\a‘i:s very difficult to predict the effect of channel deepening on the Delawa;e' t
River’s salinity and circulation. Computer models are only as accurate as the data ?l{ll:ere - ul\i :le
their equations, and they rely very heavily on hman assumptions and hypotheses. There 1ts_al
precedent for a channel deepening project of this scope and we are concerned abou\tN potenh| .
unforeseen and deleterious effects on the Delaware Estuary and the Detaware Bay " a\;rs ed.
Finally, while the supplemental EIS addresses marny of the questions Arans;;! y ht e

Delaware Estuary Program’s Science and Techno_logy Adwsory Committee in 1992, t : ction
economic necessity of the channel deepening project still has not been proven to lcl)ur satisfa ! :)he.
What justifies such a huge expenditure of taxpayer dollars? Will the benefits really outweigl

costs?
Sincerely,
Harriet Honigfeld
Project Coordinator

in regard to a need for a public hearing, please refer to the response to the Honorable Shirley A.
Price, Delaware House of Representatives.

1. Additional copies of the draft SEIS were sent to three Gloucester County libraries and three
Salem County libraries on February 12, 1997. Please see response to comment from Ms.
Elaine Dubois, Oldman's Creek Watershed Association.

2. Areport by Dr. Kerlinger, one of the authors of the report that you have attached, reviewing
the draft SEIS Is attached to a comment letter from Ms. Carole Brodkin and is included in the
"Comment and Response" section of the SEIS. Dr. Kerlinger's report is generally supportive of
the proposed management of portions of the new CDFs, including site 15G, as
wetlands/wildlife habitat.

3. Although the Corps of Engineers would agree that it is “difficult” to accurately model the
hydrodynamics and salinity regime of the Delaware Estuary, it is generally accepted by the
scientific and engineering communities that appropriate numerical modeling is the only valid
method to assess the impacts of channel deepening on flows and salt distribution in the
estuary. In this regard, the Corps of Engineers has spent over a decade in the continuous
review and improvement of the CH3D (Curvilinear Hydrodynamics in 3 Dimenslons) numerical
model. This model incorporates the effects of tides, wind, fresh water inflows, estuary
geometry and bathymetry, and salinity at the ocean boundaries in order to compute water
levels, flow velocities in three dimensions, and salt distribution. CH3D is not the only model in
existence which could be used to evaluate the impacts associated with channel deepening.
However, it was judged to be the most appropriate model for this project.

After the model was developed, it was subjected to a series of verification runs in order to
assess how wel! the model was able to reproduce flows and salt distribution as measured over
several hydrologicatly different periods. Sections 5.9.1 through 5.9.3 of the SEIS document the
verification process, and demonstrate the ability of the modef to reasonably reproduce flows
and salt distribution under a range of conditions ranging from extreme drought to typical spring
high-flow periods. Following the discussion of model verification, the SEIS presents results of
various model runs comparing existing and deepened channels. It is the position of the Corps
of Engineers that CH3D represents the best analytical tool available with which to determine
salinity and hydrodynamic impacts assoclated with the proposed channel deepening. In
addition, please see USDOI Response 14.

4. As for all Corps of Engineers projects, the 45.-foot channe! deepening has been subject to a
very rigorous technical, economic, and environmental review. The Corps’ cost-benefit analysis
in the feasibility report was reviewed and approved by the Secretary of the Army and the Office
of Management and Budget prior to authorization by Congress. This procedure reflects the
longstanding detailed approach which characterizes Corps’ studies and the standard
independent review process. The benefit-cost ratio for the project is 1.4 to 1, with benefits
estimated to exceed costs on an average annual basis of $11.4 million per year over the 50-
year project life. '
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Oldmans Creek

. Pedrickiown Complex: The Pedricktown Complex is a site extending from the Defaware River east to Route 295
along the lower reaches of Oldmans Creek. The area consists of spoil banks at the river, arum, cattait and
Phiragmues marshes along Oldmans Creek. This site is well known and well reported as an endangered bird species
site, one of the premier waterfowl sites in the state, an important migratory shorebird site, and important raptor site.
It is also one of the very best examples of tidal marsh habitat in the entire study area. Site visits were made July 12,
September 6, October 3, October 31, November 8, and December 6, 1991, and January 10, February 6, February 13,
February 29, March §, April 4, April 8, May 8, May 27, and June 10, 1992.

The site is well known to the team and amply documented in Records of New Jersey Birds as an important bird site.
It is the home for an incredible population of muskrats. Resident birds inctude or have included in the past Pied-
billed Grebe (E). Com. Moorhen, Ruddy Duck, Great Homed Owl, Red-winged Blackbird, and Red-tailed Hawk.
Possible breeding species include Bald Eagle (E), on forested portions of the site, and N. Harrier (T) and Short-
eared Ow! (E) on the spoil banks near the river. Short-eared Owls (E) were present well into spring on the spoil
banks (Ward Dasey, 1990 pers. comm.). An impoundment on the spoil banks was a breeding site for Pied-billed
Grebe (E) and Ruddy Duck in the early stages of its formation. The impoundment on the spoil banks is used by
migratory waterfow} and also by shorebirds, and the spoil banks generally are an important wintering ground for
raptors, including the above mentioned species. The spoil banks are succeeding to Phragmites, smartweeds, cherry
and other small trees, mugwort and other disturbed area plants. Indigo Buntings and Red-winged Blackbirds nest in
the vegetation.

In the marshy portions east of Route 130, with their abundant food and extensive tidal flats, there is very heavy use
by migratory waterfowl and shorebirds. The largest concentrations of Northern Pintails in the state occur here in
February, with counts of these early migrants totaling 5 figures (Ward Dasey, Region 4 Editor, Records of New
Jersey Birds, Summer 1991; Shery! Forte, pers. comm.). Black Ducks occur in winter in the same numbers as well.
Clearly. this is an important Atfantic flyway site. Lesser numbers of Mallard, Am. Widgeon, and Green-winged and
Blue-winged teal also occur. Often the flocks of Green-winged Teal are very large. Shorebirds by the thousands
use the site as a stopover site for feeding and loafing during spring migration. Greater and Lesser Yellowlegs, and
Pectoral Sandpipers (100's to 1,000's of the three species) and smaller numbers of Least Sandpipers, Dunlin,
dawitchers. and species rare in spring such as Lesser Golden-plover and Ruff. are all wetl documented from the site.
The Pedricktown causeway is the scene of 100's of birders annually in April. because it is the Ruff capitol of the
East Coast. The RufT is an Eurasian species that recently colonized Alaska and possibly other locations in North
America. To see one of these rare birds in North America is a treat. At Pedricktown, up to 8 have been seen during
a single high tide (on one day) in April. Herons also use the site heavily for feeding and roosting during post-
breeding dispersal. Such sites are becoming a precious commodity.

As a Bald Eagle (E) recovery site, the area has good potential. Eagles have been wintering there and remaining into
spring in the late 1980's and early 1990's and nesting is a good possibility. The habitat and recreational values of
the place are so great that it ranks very high for acquisition and conservation measures: acquisition possibly of both
buffer and wetland, and conservation measures at the spoil banks. Spoil banks can, with management be converted
to waterfowl and shorebird habitats. Coordination between federal and state agencies is required to do this.

Botanical Description: The lower portion of the Pedricktown Complex (north of Route 130, to the river) is a reed-
overgrown spoilbank. The middle portion (Pedricktown marsh proper) is a wild rice/spatterdock dominated marsh,
with some arrow arum, pickerelweed, rice cutgrass, blue flag, water hemp, cattail, Phragmites, nodding tickseed
sunflower, and Polygonum spp.. including arrow-leaved and halberd-leaved tearthumbs, and p rose malt
Dikes and edges have buttonbush, indigo bush, and willows.

Twelve Great Egret were present on the site on September 6, along with scores of Bobolink in the wild rice. On
September 8, Stilt, Western and Baird's sandpipers were recorded on the Pedricktown spoilbanks by Ward Dasey.




On the October 31, 1991 visit. high water from the hurricane was over the road. On the marsh were Great Blue
Heron (T), 200 Green-winged Teal. 125 Black Duck. 30 Mallard. 30 Pintail. 7 Greater Yellowlegs, 42 Pectoral
Sandpiper. 9 Dunlin. 10 Ring-billed Gull. 10 Forster's Tem, and Herring Gull. Overhead rapiors included 10
Turkey Vulture and single Cooper's Hawk (1), Sharp-shinned |lawk, Peregrine Falcon (E). and Red-taited |lawk
One N. Flicker, 2 Carolina Wren, 2 Am. Robin, and White-throated Sparrow were in the wood fringe and 500 Red-
winged Blackbird were on the marsh.

‘Photographs were taken of this site on November 8, 199t. Two hundred-fifty Black Duck were on the marsh at
high tide with small numbers of other waterfowl.

Atlow tide on December 6, 1991, the birds present-were: 2 Snow Geese, 50 Riné-billed Gull, 4'Black Duck, and 2
Mallard.

On January 10, 1992, one hundred and fifty Tundra Swan, 500 Canada Geese, 100+ Black Duck. Sharp-shinned and
Cooper's (E} hawk, 6 Red-tailed Hawk, Northem Harrier (E), and 2 Am. Kestrel were found on site along with 335
Red-winged Blackbird. A large sign on Route 130 indicated 354 acres (some fill) were for sale, fronting on Route
130 (east side). Land is zoned AR, railway available (1-800-777-6444, ext 3051 - contact Ed Bailey).

On February 6, 1992, additional photographs of this site were taken. Present were 140 Tundra Swan, 1,200 Canada
Geese, 150 Mallard, 50 Black Duck, 12 Green-winged Teal, 20 Canvasback, Red-tailed Hawk, N. Flicker, and
Hairy Woodpecker. These species were noted casually during picture-taking; the entire site was not covered that

day. .

On February 13. 1992, with snow and ice. there were 40 Black Duck. 6 Com. Mc;ganser. ! Red-tailed Hawk. |
Herring Gull, 2 N. Flicker, | Carolina Wren, 10+ White-throated Sparrow, and a few (4) Am. Crow, as well as 2
Golden-crowned Kinglet.

On February 29, 1992, there were 300 Green-winged Teal in an impoundment on the spoil banks. This pool has
potential as a water-bird breeding site. - ’

On March 5. 1992, 140 Tundra Swans were on the marsh. along with 100 Green-winged Teal (on the spoil pool),
125 Am. Black Duck. 20 Mallard. 2,000 N. Pintail, and 2 Red-tailed Hawk. Four Killdeer were also on the marsh.
Am. Woodcock tracks were found on the spoil bank where Ward Dasey reported several on February 29, 1992
(pers. comm.). probably breeding birds. Thirty Ring-billed Gull were also on the marsh. Also seen were 1S
Mouming Dove, 2 Belted Kingfisher (spoil pool). Downy Woodpecker, N. Flicker, 2 Blue Jay, 2 Tufted Titmouse.
6 Carolina Wren. 3 Am. Robin, 2 N. Cardinal, Am. Tree Sparrow, 75 Song Sparrow, 5 Swamp Sparrow, 25 White-
throated Sparrow, Dark-eyed Junco. 675 Red-winged Blackbird. 350 Com. Grackle, and 6 House Finch. A (arm on
the north side of Harrisonville Road is for sale.

At low tide on April 4, 1992, a Golden Plover, several Greater Yellowlegs, and a Killdeer were on the flats. (Ward
Dasey reports that twice weekly counts in January and February of the visible portions of Oldmans Creek and
Raccoon Creek [including the Pedricktown Complex] indicated a total population for the 2 creeks of 20,000-30,000
N. Pintail, a number regarded as low for the region {Sheryl Forte. fide Ward Dasey).) Other birds present April 4,
1992, included 2 Turkey Vulture, Winter Wren, 3 Golden-crowned Kinglet, 3 N. Cardinal, 4 Carolina Wren, 30
Com. Grackle, 3 Rusty Blackbird, and a few Red-winged Blackbird. Also on the edges of the Marsh were 4 or §
singing White-throated Sparrow. At the Harrisonville Bridge were Greater Yellowlegs, Am. Kestrel, 6 Am. Black
Duck, N. Flicker. 3 Am. Robin, 3 Carolina Wren, 4 N. Cardinal, N. Mockingbird, and 2 Song Sparrow. No herps
were evident in the cold. There were also 20 female Red-winged Blackbirds in a migrant flock.

On the causeway Aprit 8, 1992 were Tundra Swan. 250 Snow Geese (overhead), Wood Duck, 350 Green-winged
Teal. 20 Blue-winged Teal. 2 Com. Moorhen, 2 Lesser Golden Plover, 250 Greater Yellowlegs. 235 Lesser
Yellowlegs. 200+ Pectoral Sandpiper, ! Ruff and | Reeve (Ward Dasey, et al.), 20+ Com. Snipe, 4 Ring-billed Gull,
3 Bam Swallow, 75 Red-winged Blackbird, and 2 Rusty Blackbird. Falling tide made shorebird counting difficult.
There were probably more birds. Many muskrats were in view.




A visit to the causeway in the rain on high tide May 8, 1992 produced 5 Snowy Egrets, Killdeer, 2 Lesser
Yellowlegs. Reeve, Com. Snipe. 3 Laughing and 3 Great Black-backed gufl. 20 feeding Forster's Tern, 3 Purple
Martin, Yellow Warbler, and 2 Red-winged Blackbird. Muskrat houses were many.

Photographs were taken of the marsh from the Pedricktown Causeway on May 27, 1992. With the height of the
vegetation, no waterbirds could be seen.

On the visit June 10, 1992, snapping turtle, woodchuck, opossum, and muskrat were on site. Resident birds that day
included Great Egret, Willow Flycatcher, E. Kingbird, Wood Thrush, Am, Robin, Carolina Wren, N. Cardinal, Red-
winged Blackbird, N. Oriole, Com. Grackle, and on the edges, Yellow Warbler and Com Yellowthroat, Mourning
Dove, and N. Mockingbird.

Lower Oldmans Creek, lower Raccoon Creek, and Delaware River complex. During the winter and early spring
(January through March) a massive concentration of waterfow] occurs in this complex. Maximum counts of N.
Pintail and Am. Black Duck have been as great as 60,000 and 20,000 respectively. The peak seems to occur in late
February. In mild winters, N. Pintail overwinter. At this time the waterfowl| may be feeding on gastropods that
dwell in the benthic part of the wild rice fields. These c ations are thr d by oil spills in the Delaware
River, which would affect the tidal portions of these creeks. 1t is in the wild rice fields cfose to Route 130 that these
waterfowl are feeding. Many of these birds foaf or rest on the river when the tide precludes foraging in the creeks.
(Sheryl Forte, Ward Dasey, pers. comm.)

Conservation: Priority 1,3.4.5.6.7.10,11.13,14,15 - Score = 11. The Pedricktown Complex is one of the most
important sites in the region. With federaf and state endangered species. with critical migrant populations. and
abundant food. it is a critical migratory and wintering stopover site for many species. It is adjacent to and partly
includes large federal holdings (Department of the Army). It is threatened by a 350 acre development parcel (see
above) on Route 130 and by an extension of the farge industrial complex at Pureland. It has good access from the
causeway of Pedricktown Road and boat access could be established. It gets very heavy birding use from January to
May, and also is utitized by hunters, fishermen, and trappers. Probably the greatest need is to ensure the integrity of
the upland buffers around the site, which can be partly done by CAFRA. But the best outcome would be to acquire
the large 350 acre fill for sale at Route 130 and let it undergo succession. The area between Route 130 and Route
295 requires buffer protection. Cooperation between federal and state agencies is necessary to convert the
Phragmites spoil at the mouth of the creek into useful habitat. One impoundment created during dredge deposition
is usefu) waterbird habitat. Since the river needs to be dredged periodically for navigation. there will be a
continuous supply of spoil habitat that can be made beneficial for N. harrier (E), Short-eared Ow! (E). herons,
various waterfowl, and rails. A bination of acquisition and g is required for this site.

. Qldmans Creek: (From Route 295 to New Jersey Tumpike between Route 602 Salem and Route 602 Gloucester
County). This portion of Oldmans Creek is forested along the banks at the back of private properties. mostly farms
and some developments which appear to be sold-off portions of existing farms. Thus far, the farm properties, which
often extend to the creek, have protected the forest corvidor along the creek. There is little access to the creek
except at the few road crossings. Site visits were made on July 12, September 6, October 3, December 6, March S,
1991, and January 10, February 13, April 4, May 8, and June 10, 1992.

Within this section of Oldmans Creek at Route 551 on the Gloucester County side of the creek is a marsh of cattail
and arrow arum used by Great Blue Heron (T), Great Egret and Red-winged Blackbirds. There is a tributary on the
Gloucester side between two peach orchards. The forest belt preserves the water quality of the stream. The best
hope for this linear habitat is probably that both sides remain in farming.

Botanical Description: Where Route 551 crosses Oldmans Creek, the corridor forest includes red oak, scarlet oak.
red ash (Fravinus pensylvanica), sour gum, and black cherry, with a dense understory of arrowwood, Virginia
creeper, wild grape (Viris riparia), silky dogwood, Japanese honeysuckle, and poison ivy. An open floodplain
meadow here has a cover of tearthumbs (Polvgonum sp.), stiligrass, jewelweed, arrowhead, and bur-marigotd




THE GRADUATE COLLEGE OF MARINE STUDIES. LEWES DE 19958

JONATHAN H. SHARP, PROFESSOR
(307) 6484259 (OFFICE)

(302) 6454007 (FACSIMILE)
INTERNET: jsharp dfudel cdu

February 7, 1997
Mr. Robert L. Callegari
Chief, Planning Division )
Environmental Resources Branch
Department of the Army
Philadelphia District, Corp of Engineers
100 Penn Square
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

Dear Mr. Calegari:

1 received the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Delaware
River Main Channel Deepening Project after I retumed from my Christmas vacation. [ have not
had sufficient time to study this large document and hence cannot render adequate comment on it.
1 request a longer review period for comments.

1 also request that the Corps hold an interactive discussion with the local community on
the entire project. Despite many public presentations and meetings open to the public, there has
been precious little opportunity for the public to interact by receiving coherent information and
being able to ask questions that receive direct responses.

I have tried to review earlier aspects of this project and have commented on some of
these. [ realize that the Army Corps of Engineers has probably done all the proper legal moves
required for project review. However, this project has not received the necessary local review for
the community of knowledgeable and concerned citizens to be confident that the project does not
pose significant environmental threat. My professional responsibilities involve research and
teaching in environmental science. However, I have dedicated many hundreds of hours in the past
half decade to public involvement on the Delaware Estuary through the Delaware Estuary
Program where I was previously Chairman of the Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee.
Although the Corps sat on the Delaware Estuary Program Management Comumittee, there was
little real interactive participation. [ would characterize the Corps presence as either quietly
watching or presenting long detailed uninformative barrages of project details and being unable or
unwilling to answer any questions directly. )

1 have not seen evidence that comments that [ sent earlier to the Corps have been
addressed, have been answered, or have had any impact. I sent comments on the original EIS on
behalf of the Delaware Estuary Program and comments to those involved with the 3D model on
behalf of an ad hoc group of physical oceanographers and modelers.

.‘

In regard to a need for a public hearing, please refer to the r se ;
o o e ey esponse to the Honorable Shirley A

1. Dr. Sharp was notified that the comment period had been extended.
2. Numerous meetings were held with local communities.

3. In late 1992, during the early stages of the final design efforts, the Corps made a presentation
to the Delaware Estuary Committee on the study scope, work efforts, schedule and completion.
For the salinity modelling efforts portion of the study area, six workshops were held by the
Philadelphia District, to which interested persons were invited to participate in the scoping, -
development and review of model results. Dr. Sharp as well as all interested parties were invited

to these workshops.

4. Responses to Dr. Sharp’s comments on the original EIS are contained in the 1992 Feasibility
Report. Concerning the 3-D modelling, Dr. Sharp attended initial 3-D modelling meeting heid in
July 1992 as well as the academic and private-sector investigators working on Delaware Estuary
hydraulics and physical oceanography. There was useful discussion on several aspects of
Delaware Bay circulation and salinity at the meeting. Attendees at this meeting were invited, by
coordination letters, to participate in all subsequent workshops on the salinity modeling held at the
Philadelphia District offices between 1992 and 1995.

Dr. Sharp's criticism of the modeling approach adopted by the Corps of Engineers for the
Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Study was noted. Many of the issues raised by Dr.
Sharp were addressed in a December 1993 letter from Dr. Billy Johnson, the principal
investigator for the Corps Waterways Experiment Station (WES) modeling, to Dr. Sharp. The
letter documented some of the reasons for selection of the CH3D model, and included an offer to

. further discuss these matters either by phone, or by visiting Dr. Sharp's office for a personal

briefing. Dr. Sharp did not respond to Dr. Johnson's letter, nor did he attend any subsequent
workshops on the modeling. The District and WES continue to believe that the modeling
performed for the proposed deepening represented a significant and serious commitment by the
Corps of Engineers to comprehensively address questions and issues related to the proposed
channel deepening.



letter to Robert Callegari - p 2

I now serve as Chairman of the Board of Directors of the Partnership for the Delaware
Estuary which is a non-profit group dedicated to assist in the public input in implementing the
Delaware Estuary Management Plan. The Partnership has a diverse Board of Directors
representing conservation organizations, regional planning organizations, industry, academic
institutions, and local governments. Since the Partnership Board has just formed and has such a
diverse background, 1 cannot represent this group with any opinions on the Deepening Project.
However, 1 feel confident that I can represent the Partnership in calling for a more open review,
discussion, and interaction by the Army Corps of Engineers with the local community before
actual construction starts.

Again, I request that a more open forum be planned for interactive review and discussion
of the project. '

Sincerely, . _ /
V/L.Lﬁff [('//;/L//’
Jonmﬁé! H. Sharp

Profijsor of Oceanography
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" February 18, 1997

Mr. Robert L. Callegari )
Attn: Environmental Resources Branch
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
‘Wanamaker Building

100 Penn Square East

Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

Maritrans Inc. (*Maritrans”) transmits herewith the attached comments on the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement ("DSEIS*) prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers-Philadelphia District (the *Corps”) for the proposed Delaware River Main Channel
Deepening Project (the "Project”). The Project genenally provides for the deepening of main
channel of the Delsware River from its existing depth of 40+ feet to 45+ feet. These comments
are submitted in response to the Corps’ Public Notice of the svailability of the DSEIS dated

January 3, 1997}

As you may know, Maritrans is a Philadeiphis-based maritime company which transports
petroleum by barge and employs spproximately 500 people. Maritrans owns and operates tugs
and barges which carry petroleum in the Philadelphia harbor, the Delaware River and Bay, and
along the U.S. Atlantic and Guif coasts. Locally, Maritrans serves the refineries located along the
Delsware River and knows the dynamics of the Delaware Valley refining industry. Maritrans'
barges lighter (i.e., partialy unload) crude oil tankers at the mouth of the Delsware Bay, which
then proceed to the refineries along the Delaware River and off-load. Most importantly,
Maritrans is a member of the Delsware River Port community, and wants the Ports of
Philsdelphis and Camden to succeed. .

! - Aswas confirmed with you in a letter from our attorneys dated February 7, 1997,
the end of the comment period for the DSEIS is February 18, 1997, rather than the February 17,
1997 date listed on the Public Notice, due to a federal holiday falling on February 17, 1997.

Mr. Robert L. Callegari

February 18, 1997
Page -2-

Maritrans has engaged the firm of Manko, Gold & Katcher to assist us in this matter
you know, thcy have submitted several Freedom of Information Act ("FOIA") requests to the A
Corpg to review docutpenmion associsted with the Project. Although documentation has been
supphez! by the Cpl?l in response to the FOIA requests, we do not believe that all records
responsive to the prior FOLA request have been made available by the Corps for review.
Therefore, by letter dated February S, 1997, our attorneys have filed an administrative appeal of
the Corps’ FOIA responses. In addition, our sttorneys have also recently submitted additional
FOIA requests to the Corps, to which we are currently waiting for a reply. We reserve the right
:::npplananthueeomnnwhhmyinfomaﬁontbnwiﬂbeprovidedtou:bytheCorpuin

Vlhmkwaordnoppommty' to submit these comments,

b ) fime-

Enclosure




COMMENTS TO THE
DELAWARE RIVER MAIN CHANNEL DEEPENING PROJECT
DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Submitted by Maritrans, Inc.
Yebruary 18, 1997

INTRODUCTION

By Public Notice No. CENAP-PL-3~07-01 dated January 3,
1997, the Philadelphia District of the United States Army Corps
of Engineers (the "Corps®) gave notice of the completion of a
Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement dated January
1997 (the "DSEIS") for the Delaware River Main Channel Deepening
Project (the "Project"). The Public Notice also stated that the
DSEIS was being circulated to public and private organization for
their review and comment. Included within the DSEIS circulated
for public comment was a section entitled "Section 404(b) (1)
Evaluation.”

The Project proposes to modify the depth of the
existing naviqﬁtion channel from 40 to 45 feet at mean low water
from Delaware Bay to Philadelphia Harbor and Beckett Street
Terminal, Camden, New Jersey. The Project includes no changes in
existing channel widths, excepting for channel bend widenings.
The Corps estimates that the Project would create 33.4 million
cubic yards of dredge material for initial project construction,
with an additional 229,000 cubic yards of rock removed from the
channel by blasting and mechanical methods in the vicinity of
Marcus Hook, Pennsylvania. The Corps also estimates that the
annual amount of maintenance dredging of the 45 foot channel
would be 6,007,000 cubic yards, increased from the current
4,888,000 cubic yards for the 40 foot channel, for a net annual
increase of 1,119,000 cubic yards of dredged'material.

A key component of the Project is the provision for the

disposal of the significant amount of dredged material the




Project will create. The Project includes the creation of four

new dredged material disposal sites located on upland/wetland

areas in New Jersey.

Maritrans, Inc. ("Maritrana®) is a Philadelphia-based

maritime company which transports petroleum by barge and employs

approximately 500 people. Maritrans owns and operates tugs and

barges which carry petroleum in the Philadelphia harbor, the

Delaware River and Bay, and along the U.S. Atlantic and Gulf

coasts. Maritrans’ barges lighter (e.g., partially unload) crude

0il tankers at the mouth of the Delaware Bay, which then proceed

to the refineries along the Delaware River and off-locad.

Locally, Maritrans knows the dynamics of the Delaware Valley

refining industry as the single largest lighterer in the Dalaware

Bay. Most importantly, Maritrans is a member of the Delaware

River Port community; and wants the Port of Philadelphia and

Camden to succeed.

Maritrans’ comments on the DSEIS are divided into the

following two sections.

(A) ~The Corps Has Oversstimated the Benefits of
the Project, and Therefors Failed to Properly
Consider and Evaluate the No Build
Alternative.

(B) The DSEIS Minimizes the fmpact the Four
Proposed Upland Disposal Facilitites will
have on the Environment.

II.  conmeTs
A. The Corps Has Overestimated the Benefites of the
Project, and Therefore Pailed to Properly Consider and
Evaluate the No Build Alternative.
1. Regulatory Background.
Pursuant to Section 102 of the Nafional Environmental
Policy Act ("NEPA"), environmental lmpaét statements prepared for
major federal actiona must include a description of alternatives
to the proposed action. 42 U.S.C. § 4322(C)(iii). The
regulations developed pursuant to NEPA state that the section
discussing alternatives "is the heart otrthe environmental impact
statement;" 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14. These regulations further
require that agencies must "rigorously explore and objectively
evaluate all reasonable alternatives,” "include reasonable
alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency," and

"include the alternative of no action.” Id, at § 1502.14(a), (c)

. and (d). Similarly, the guidelines developed pursuant to the

Section 404 regulatory program (the "Guidelines"™) of the federal
Clean Water Act require a finding that there is "no practicable
alternative" to a proposed discharge of dredged or fill material
in waters of the United States which would have less impact on
the aquatic ecosystem. 40 C.F.R. § 230.10(a). Therefore, for
major federal projects involving the discharge of dredged or £ill
material into waters of the United States, NEPA regquires that
aqencies."rigorodsly explore and objectively evaluate all
reasonable alternatives,” and the Guidelines require a showing

that there is "no practicable alternative to the proposed




discharge which would have less adverse impact on the aquatic

ecosysten. "

As noted above, included within the DSEIS circulated
for public comment was a section entitled "Section 404(b) (1)
Evaluation." The inclusion of this section in the DSEIS is
required by Section 404(r) of the federal Clean Water Act, which
specifically exempts from Section 404 regulation "(t)he discharge
of dredged or fill material as part of the construction of the
Federal project specifically authorized by Congress . . . if
information on the affects of such discharge, including
consideration of the guidelines developed under subsection (b) (1)
of this section, is included in an environmental impact statement
for such a project." 33 U.S.C. § 1344(r). Likewise, the Corps
own regulations specify that "[{a]lthough the Corps doas not
process and issue (Section 4045 permits for its own activities,
the Corps authorizes its own discharges of dredged or fill
material by applying all applicable substantive legal
requirements, including public notice, opportunity for public
hearing, and application of the section 404(b) (1) guidelines."

33 C.F.R. § 336.1(a).

With respect to the Project, both the dredging of the
main channel, which includes the mechanical excavation of rock
near Marcus Hook, and the filling of wetlands to creats new
dredged material disposal sites, require the consideration of
alternatives pursuant to NEPA and the Guidelines. However, the

Section 404 (b) (1) Evaluation contained in the DSEIS only

¢ nstders the dredged muterial disposal sjites, and not the
¢recd,ing of the main channel. The following comments on the
Corp’s evaluation of the No-Build Alternative are therefore
submitted pursuant to the consideration of alternatives required
by NEPA and the Guidelines, as purportedly included in the
Section 404(b) (1) Evaluation found within the DSEIS circulated
for public comment.
2. An Accurate Benefit-Cost Analysis of the Project

Demonstrates Its Estimated Costs Exceed Its

Anticipated Benefits.

a. Intreduction.

In a document dated March 1996 and attached hereto as

Exhibit "A," Maritrans critiqued the benefit-cost ratio found in
the Project Feasibility Report.' The Corps estimates that the
reduction in crude oil lightering caused by the Project will
generate 79% of the Project’s purported benefits. However, the
report attached as Exhibit "A" demonstrates that the growth in
crude oil imports has not occurred as anticipated by the Corps,
and will not occur in the future at the levels projected by the
Corps. Therefore, a more accurate estimate of the benefit-cost

ratio for the Project is 0.43, well below the "break even" ratio

! In its Design Memorandum for the Project dated May 1996,
the Corps slightly adjusted its estimate of the annual benefits
and costs of the Project, but kept tha benefit to cost ratio at
1.3 to 1.0. The Design Memorandum does not address the comments
madg herein regarding the -Corps’ analysis of the benefit to cost
ratio. 4
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refineries appears to be based, in part, on a projected 3.2%

of 1.0, and therefore insufficient to make the Project
annual increase in crude oil imported into the United States.

economically sound.?

This percentage increase approximates the increases in crude oil

b. The Corps Grossly Overstates the Growth in
Crude 011 Imported for Use by Delaware River

Refineries.

imports on a patjonal level primarily because imported crude oil

) has replaced domestic crude oil as a refinery feedstock, and not
As described in the attached Exhibit "A" there are

because of increased demand. Unlike the national situation, the

several errors in the Corps’ benefit-cost calculations. First,

Delaware Valley refineries which purportedly will benefit from

the Corps grossly overstates the growth of crude oil to be

the Project already run on 100% imported crude oil, so there can

imported for use by the refineries located along the Delaware

be no increase in imported crude oil based upon its use as a

River, particularly in the early years of the Project. In making

replacement to domestic crude oil.

its projections of growth of imported crude oil, the Corps did ‘
Based on these factors, the proper escalator for crude

not consider that, during its study period, Delaware Valley

o0il imports into the Delaware Valley refineries after 1995 is

refineries were running at or close to full capacity. : -
0.8% annually, rather than the Corps’ estimate of 2.7% annually.

Significant increases in crude oil volumes as projected by the

a. The Corps Used a Lightering Rate to Compute
Project Benefits That Is in Excess of the

Corps would require eithar substantial new rétinery capacity
Actual Lightering Rate.

(which would require the construction of additional refineries

The second error in the Corps’ calculation of the

costing $1 billion plus each), and/or increasing capacity by

benefit-cost ratio for the Project was its use of a lightering

technological improvements to existing ra!iqerleé (which, as

rate of 40¢ per barrel in computing benefits from reduced

acknowledged by the Corps’ consultant, could only increase

lightering. Actual lightering costs charged by Maritrans are

capacity modestly). There are no significant refinery capacity

proprietary. For the period between 1992 through 1994,

expansions planned for the Delaware Valley refineries, and in

inclusive, the actual weighted average for lightering costs was

fact, recent sales of three refineries were concluded at a price -
: less than 40¢ per barrel. Howaver, the COrps_used the 40¢ per

equal to only 5 to 15% of their replacement cost.

barrel lightering figure to obtain an estimate of benefits which

In addition, the Corps’ estimated current annual

were greater than what would be achieved.

increase of 2.7% in crude oil imports into the Delaware Valley

3 At a benefit-cost ratio of 0.43, every $1.00 spent
results in 43¢ worth of benefit.
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million projected in the Corps’ calculations to be required from

Q. In Computing Project Benefits, tha Corps
Overestimated the Amount of Crude 0il That Is
currently Lightered.

all Project beneficiaries. Further, Maritrans believes that the

Corps has ignored the required costs associated with "benefits"

In its estimates of Project benefits, the Corps assumed

accruing to non-petroleum users, which costs are associated with

that 31% of the crude oil coming into the Delaware Bay is

iant cranes and huge marshalling areas needed for su -
lightered. g 9 9 per

Based on Maritrans’. lightering records for the period
container ships.

of 1992 to 1994, the proper figure for the percent of crude oil

f. The Corps Incorrectly Assumed the Project
Would Result in a Time BSavings to the

Delaware Valley Refineries From a More

Efficient Lightering System.

lightered is 29%. This actual number, which is lower than

estimated by the Corps, would also reduce the purported benefits

accruing from the Project. The Corps incorrectly calculated that the Project will

.. The Corps Has Overestimated the Number of
Refineries Purportedly Benefitting From the
Project, Thereby 8ignificantly Exaggarating
the Project’s Benefits.

result in time "savings" to the refineries by creating a more

efficient lightering system, which savings the Corps calculated

would result in benefits of $1.7 million annually. The Corps’

In determining the purported benefits of the Project,

methodology mistakenly assumes that the same lightering system
the Corps has overstated the number of benefitting refineries,

will exist after the completion of the Project as existed before,

thus overstating very significantly the lightering benefits of

particularly with regard to the number of Maritrans’ lightering

the Project to Delawars Valley refineries. The Corps has stated

vessels. Since lightering demand will be reduced by so
variously that five or six refineries would benefit from the g 9 ¥y some

percentage (which Maritrans estimates at 20%), Maritrans will be

Project. Maritrans believes that only three refineries would

forced to reduce its lightering fleet by 20%, or one vessel unit.

benefit; namely, Coastal-Eagle Point, Sun-Fort Mifflin, and Sun-

The ratio of iighterinq needs versus lightering vessels will

Hogg Island.

: therefore remain the same, and no “"aefficiencies" will
The Corps also grossly understated the hookup costs to

materialize.
be encountered by the rafineries to access the deepened main

g. The Corps Overstated the Purported Benefits
of the Project to Non-Petroleum Containing
Vessels.

channel created by the Project. Although not included in its

corrected benafit-cost ratio, the estimated hookup cost
The Corps has also concluded that the Project will not

attributable to the Tosco refinery (formerly B.P. Marcus Hook)
induce increased tonnage into the Ports of Philadelphia and

and Sun’s refineries (e.g., for deepened private channels and

Camden, a statement which is not disputed, due in part to the
docks, etc.) are in the $73 million range, far more than the $23
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limited depthsrot southern hemisphere ports and the need for

vessels to be able to transit the Panama Canal. With regard to
the trade in scrap metals, the Corpé projected that 11% of the
Project benefits would be associated with increased scrap trade
because the sérap ports in Turkey can receive vessels with up to
70 foot drafts. After checking fhg drafts of the six scrap-
receiving ports in Turkey, along with five other scrap processing
countries, it was determined that only one of the six ports in
Turkey had a draft of 65 feet. Out of all the scrap ports in the
world, the Corps must have based the entire benefit of the
Project attributable to increases in tha trade of scrap metals to
this one port in Turkey. The benefit assigned by the Corps to
any increases in scrap trade is therefore obviously overstated.
h. The Benefit-Cost Ratio for the Project Is
Less Than 1.0, Making the Project
Bconomically Unsound.

: Therefore, as shown by the calculations contained in
Exhibit "A," the growth in crude oil to be imported 1nt9 the
Delaware Valley has not materialized and will not materialize in
the future to justify a $300 million plus project. The actual
ratio of combined benefits to petroleum and non-petroleum cargos
to the costs of the Project (not including more accurate and
higher costs for refineries to hockup to the Project) is
estimated at 0.43, well below the "break even" ratio of 1.0, and

thus, insufficient to make the Project economically sound and

worthwhile.

3. The Corps’ Economic Analysis Has Ignored
Adverse Impacts to the Local Econoemy Created
by the Project.

In the documents prepared by a consultant to the Corps
with regard to the Project, the Corps’ cohsultant investigated
the effect on the local economy from the reduction in lightering
caused by the Prpject. In this report,’ entitled "DRPA
Organization, Financial Capacity and Financing Options for Local
Sponsor Cost Sharing and Local Impacts of the Delaware River Main
Channel Deepening Project" (Draft) (December 28, 1995), the
Corps’ consultant assumed that there would be no change in the
volume of transported cargos with or without the Project.

Another assumption the Corps’ consultant censidered in

this report was "who will be affected by the cost savings that

. résult from the reduction in lightering." 1In determining who

would be affected by a reduction in the demand for lightering
services, the report stated the following:

If the present practice is that the
recipients of lightered cargoes pay
the full costs of the lightering,
then a reduction in lightering is a
- reduction in costs for the firms
whose cargoes are lightered less.
Thus, in one view, the savings,
which are really the avoided costs
of lightering, are just a transfer
of income from the lightering firms
(barges and tugs) to the firms
paying for the transportation of
the cargoes. i
would probably be a small negative
effect on the economy of the region
because the lightering firms spend
mexre of their receipts in the
xeaion than do the firms whose
In another
view, and one which is adopted for

11




this analysis, the lightering
firms’ incomes will not be affected
because they will adjust their
prices on the balance of their
services to restore their incomes
to the levels prevailing before the
reduction in lightering. The
savings in transportation costs
will affect the firms that no
longer have to pay for lightering
or shipping their cargoes, such as
oil refineries and containerized
shipping companies. (emphasis
added) . :

(A copy of the title pagé, table of contents, and the specific

section of this report containing the section quoted above is
attached hereto as Exhibit "B.")

The analysis as quoted above recognizes the possibility
of a negative effect on the regional economy created by the
Project due to a reduction in the demand for lightering services.
The report did not adopt this analysis, however, but instead
assumed, unrealistically, that after completion of the Project
lightering firms such as Maritrans would increase their
lightering prices on the "balance of their services to restore
their incomes to levels prevailing before the reduction in ,
lightering." (It is interesting to note that the Corps has not
considered, as a "cost" attributed to the Project, an increase in
prices for lightérinq services as upon the completion of the
Project, as this analysis suggests would occur.) The assumption
made in this analysis is unrealistic given the market for
lightering services, and shows that the Corps analysis has
ignored adverse impacts to the local economy created by the
Project. This situation further calls into question the validity

12
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of the economic analysis performed by the Corps in support of the
Project.
4. The Project Is Not Needed on the Basis
of a Reduction in the Potential for o0il
8pills During Lightering.

Section 12 of the DSEIS concerns oil spill
coordination/contingency planning. This section generally
describes the Philadelphia Area 0il Spill Contingency Plan and
its adequacy for different slze spills in the Delaware River.
This section of the DSEIS acknowledges that the current main
shipping channel of the Delaware River is "safe,™ with "few oil
spills occurring in the waterway." DSEIS at 12-6. Similarly,
the Final Environmental Impact Statement prepared for the Project
states at page 99 that lightering transfer accidents in the
Delaware River "occur at a rate one-half of the national average
of 8 accidents per 1,000 transfers." The Corps also estimates
that the national averagae for lightering spills is about 32
gallons.

However, the DSEIS implies that there are a large
number of oil spills occurring during lightering in the Delaware
River, by reporting that a Coast Guard representative stated that
"there are approximately 600 spills reported annually. This
number includes spills from lightering operations as well as
smaller incidents such as recreational boaters reporting an oil
sheen on the river." DSEIS at 12-6. The DSEIS thereafter
incorrectly states that the Project will reduce the likelihood of

oil spills because of the expected reduction in lightering
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operations. (Both the Corps and Maritrans aéree that the same
number of vessels will be lightered after completion of the
Project as are currently lightered, but each vessel will be
lightered less.) As shown on the chart below, the lightering
conducted by Maritrans in the Delaware River for the last seven
years indicates an extremely safe and practically spill-free
operation.A In fact, according to these records, only five
gallons of crude oil have been spilled into the Delaware River
from Maritrans’ lightering operations during a time period where
Maritrans lightered over 668 million barrels of crude oil.
(Since one barrel contains 42 gallons, the total gallons
lightered by Maritrans over this time period is over 28 billion
gallons.) Therefore, the statement found in the DSEIS that the
Project is exp?cted to reduce the "likelihood of oil spills” does
not acknowledq; the facts, shown by existing data, that
iightering operations do not currently cause oil spills in the
Delaware Rivef; ) 7 ’ '
MARITRANG’ LIGHTERING RECORD
IEAR AMOUNT LIGHTERED AMOUNT SPILLED

1990 106,000,000 bbls.* ~-0-
1991 96,000,000 bbls. 5 gallons
1992 96,000,000 bbls. -0-
1993 98,000,000 bbls. -0-
1994 ' 95,000,000 bbls. -0~
1995 92,300,000 bbls. -0-
1996 84,800,000 bbls. -0~

* One barrel contains 42 gallons.

In fact, the Project will, in all probability, increase

the likelihood that a major oil spill will occur, since the Corps

estimates that large tankers, which historically have been a
source of major oil spills, containing more crude oil will
navigate directly to the Delaware Valley refineries. This
situation could be worse, from an oil spill planning perspective,
than the current system because the Corps admits in the DSEIS
that, although the Coast Guard believes that the current oil
spill plan is adequate to respond to the maximum most probable
discharge, it is inadequate to respond to the worst case spill
A deepened Delaware River main channel created by the Project
may, in fact, increase the probability that a worst case spill
could occur.

B. The DSEIS Minimizes the Impact the Four Proposed Upland
Disposal Facilities Will Have on the Environment.

1. The Corps Incorrectly Concluded That the
Contaminants in the Delaware River Sediments Do
Not Pose Any Environmental Risks. .

In the DSEIS,'the Corps concluded that the
environmental risks associated with the contaminants in the
dredged sediments are relatively low and that the disposal of
these sediments in the proposed dredged material disposal
facilities should not present a significant concern. In reaching
this conclusion, the Corps compared the mean levels of
contaminants in the channel sediments with the New Jersey
Department of Environmental Protection’s ("NJDEP") Residential
Direct Contact Soil Cle;nup Criteria and NJDEP‘s Impact to Ground
Water Soil Cleanup criterin. From its analysis, the Corps
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groundwater.

reasons.

The Corps’ conclusion is flawed for a number of

First, the Corps used mean concentrations when

L e T

Soil Cleanup Criteria.

standards for heavy metals.

material disposal facilities.

River sediments are minimal.

Vet

e e e

e

determined that the mean concentration of sediment contaminants
were, with two exceptions (cadmium and selenium), below NJDEP’s
Residential Direct Contact Soil Cleanup Criteria, and were,
without exception, at levels below NJDEP’s Impact to Ground Water
From this comparison, the Corps concluded
that the contaminants in the sediments do not posa any
environmental risks and that disposal of these sediments in the

proposed dredged material disposal facilities would not impact

analyzing sediment quality data instead of the actual
concentrations of contaminants detected in the sediment samples.
This analysis masked any hot spots or concentrations of
contaminants in the Delaware ﬁiver channel sediments.
the Corp’s analysis of the sediment contaminant‘s impact on
groundwater relied upon NJDEP criteria which do not contain any
Therefore, the Corps failed to
examine the impact that heavy metal contaminants in the sediments
will have on groundwater when the sediments are placed in dredged
Finally, the DSEIS did not
consider a recent study which concluded that sediment
contaminants have a significant impact on the environment.
Accdrdingly, the Corps must re-evaluate its conclusion that the

environmental risks posed by the contaminants in the Delaware

pp.

17-19.

Cleanup Criteria.

Exhibit "C" attached hereto compares NJDEP’s

the sampled dredged sediments.

benzo (k) fluoranthene, and benzo(a)anthracene.

The Corps Ignored the Environmental Risks
Posed by Contamination in the Delaware
River Channel Sediments by Using Mean
Concentrations in its Analysis of
Sediment Quality.

In analyzing sediment quality data to determine whether
upland disposal of the dredged Delaware River sediments would
pose any environmental risks, the Corps used mean concentrations
rather than the actual concentrations detected in the sediments.
By using a mean concentration for its analysis, the Corps
successfully disguised many hot spots of contamination found in
The data provided in the DSEIS
demonstrates that, for a number of samples from all five reaches

of the Delawars River which the Corps investigated, the levels of

contaminants exceeded NJDEP’s Residential Direct Contact Scil

Residential Direct Contact Soil Cleanup Criteria with the maximum
concentration of certain contaminants detected in the sediments

from each of the five reaches as reported by the Corps in the
DSEIS. (NJDEP’s Residential Direct Contact Soil Cleanup Criteria
were published in the April, 1994 NJIDEP Site Remediation News at
The Criteria are attached hereto as Exhibit "D".)
From this comparison, it is apparent that the sediments contain

significant levels of antimony, arsenic, beryllium, cadmium,

lead, selenium, thallium, PCBs, benzo(a)pyrene,

found in these hot spots in the Delaware River channel may

significantly impact the environment when these sediments are

The contaminants




dredged and disposed of in dredged material disposal facilities,

Accordingly, the Corps must reevaluate its conclusion that the

dredging and dispo;al of Delaware River sediments will not impact

the environment in light of these hot spots in the channel.

b. The Corps Pailed to Consider the Impact that
Heavy Metals Present in the Delaware River
Bediment Will Rave on Groundwater When the
Sediments are Disposed of in a Dredged
Material Disposa) Facility.

The Corps’ conclusion that the disposal of the dredged

material will not have an-impact on groundwater is flawed because

NJDEP has not yet calculated cleanup criteria for heavy metals.

The Corps based its conclusion upon a comparison of the mean

contaminant concentrations found in its sinplas with NJDEP’s
These criteria do
Exhibit "D" at pp.'17-19 (noting in footnote H that impact to

Impact to Ground Water Soil Cleanup Criteria.

groundwater values for inorganics will ba develcped based upon

site specific chemical and physical parameters). Therefore, with

respect to the impact of heavy metals on groundwater, the Corps’

comparison is meaningless. The proposed dredged material

disposal facilities are in close proximity to recharée areas for

potable water supplies serving southern New Jersey communities.

In the DSEIS, the Corps did not evaluate whether heavy metals in

the dredged material would pose a risk to qfound water and,

therefore, improperly concluded that the heavy metals in the

sediments will not have an impact on groundwater and drinking

water supplies when the dredged material is disposed of in the
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disposal areas. Accordinqu, the Corps must evaluate whether
the heavy metals which are present in the Delaware River
sediments will impact groundwater when they are placed in the
proposed dredged material disposal facilities.
‘c. A Recent Study Demonstrates that the Delaware
River Sediments Contain 8ignificant Levels of
Contaminants which Pose Serious Environmental

In reaching its conclusion that the environmental risks
posed by contgmihants present in the Delaware River sediments are
minimal, the DSEIS did not reference a recent study which
demonstrates that the contaminants present in Delaware River
sediments have a significant impact on the environment. A June
4, 1994 study entitled "Distribution of Chemical Contaminants and
Acute Toxicity in Delaware River Eatuary Sediments," completed by
Arthur D. Little for the United States Environmental Protection
Agency and the Delaware River Basin Commission concluded that
acute sediment toxicity i{s more widespread throughout the
Delaware River estuary than previously believed. (The executive
summary of this report is attached hereto as Exhibit "E") The
study found that amphipod mortality rates exceeded 50% when
exposed‘to sediments from certain areas in Reaches A, B and C.
The study found high levels of heavy metals, PCBs, pesticides and
their metabolites, (including dieldrin, DDT, DDE, and DDD) and .
polyaromatic hydrocarbons in sediments from Reaches A and B. The

study concluded that PCBs, DDT and related pesticides are far

more widespread in the Delaware River than previously believed.
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The DSEILS makes no mention of these studies and, indeed, seems to
draw a contrary conclusion.

As the Corps noted in the DSEIS, contaminants in the
sediment can impact the environment in a variety of ways. First,
turbidity at the point of dredging and in the areas where the
dredged sediments ara discharged can degrade water quality as the
contaminants leach into the water from the suspended sediments.
DSEIS at 4~1. Second, tha contaminants in the sediments and/or
released into surface waters may bg ingested by plants and
animals and bioaccumulate in the food chain. DSEIS at 4-1 to 4-
2. Finally, the contaminants can impact groundwater quality as
they leach from the sediments in the upland disposal areas.

DSEIS at 4-1 to 4-2. By using mean levels of contaminants,
rather than the actual levels sampled, and by ignoring published
studies, the Corps has seriously underestimated the environmental
risks posed by Project and by the disposal of dredged material in
the proposed disposal facilities.

2 :?:.535231::5::’::igyr:i:':.:I.::::°§:.:g.a From

Reaches A, B, C and D.

In the DSEIS, the Corps did not sufficiently evaluate
whether contaminants from the dredged materjial could
bioaccumulate. As discussed in the preceding section, it is
clear that there are significant levels of contamination present
in the dredged material found in all reaches of the Delaware
River to be affected by'tﬂe Project. Although the Corps

performed a bioaccumulation study on sediments from Reach E, the
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Corps did not perform a bicaccumulation study for Delaware River
sediments from Reaches A, B, C, and D. The Corps concluded that
study of these sediments was not necessary because these
sediments would be removed from the aquatic environment and
disposed of at an upland disposal facility. However, the Corps
failed to consider that the contaminants present in the sediments
will be bicavailable for uptake by plants and animals both during

the dredging process and after the dredged sediments are placed

.in a dredged material disposal facility. Given that a number of

endangered and threatened species, including the bald eagle and

the peregrine falcon, use the Delaware River estuary for

' breeding, nesting and feeding, the Corps needs to fully evaluate

whether the contaminants from sediments in Reaches A, B, C and D
will impact local wildlife thorough bioaccumulation. The
biocaccumulation studies performed on sediments from Reach E are
not useful for evaluating the impact of contaminants in sediments
from Reaches A, B, C and D because these sediments contain higher
levels of contaminants than sediments in Reach E due to their
proximity to historically heavily industrialized areas.
Contaminants from the Delaware River sediments can be
released into the local environment and mada biocavailable by the
Project in a number of ways. First, when the sediments are
initially removed from the river bottom, the dredging activities
will cause some of the sediments to become suspended in the river

water. Contaminants can then leach from the suspended sediments

into the water and are bioavailable in the local environment.
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Second, when the dredged sediments are depcsited in the

rehandling basin, the sediments are again suspended in the water

and contaminants will leach from the sediments into the waters of

the rehandling basin. These contaminants would then be

bicavailable and may have a significant impact on the local

environment in and around the rehandling basin. » /

Third, when the sediments are placed in an upland

disposal facility, contaminants would be released whenever water

comes into contact with the dredged sediments. Runoff from the

facilities will contain contaminants leached from the sediment

.and will impact surrounding surface water bodies. Several of the

proposed dredged material disposal facilities have adjacent tidal

marshes and streams that are of exceptional value to fish and

wildlife resources, and that may be adversely affected by runoff

from the disposal facilities and by changes in water quality.in

‘the rehandling basin. .

Finally, the Corps intends to rotate disposal

activities at the four proposed upland disposal facilities in

order to create temporary wetlands in the areas which are not in

use. These temporary wetlands will exist directly on top of the

dredged material. The Corps expects that these temporary

wetlands will provide a habitat for local wildlife. The

contaminants present in the sediment may leach into the ponded

water created on top of the dredged material and will therefore

be bioavailable.

In sum, the Corps’ conclusion that a bicaccumulation
study of the contaminants present in sediments from Reaches A, B,
c, and D is not necessary because these sediments will be removed
from the aquatic environment is incorrect. Despite disposal in
dredged material disposal facilities, these sediments contain
significant levels of contaminants and these contaminants will
have a significant impact on the aquatic environment both in the
area of the dredging activities and in the areas surrounding the
disposal facilities. Therefore, the Corps has incorrectly
concluded the contaminants found in the dredged material will not
have any impact on the natural environment.

Cc. The DBEIS Does Not Adequately Address the Net Loss of
Wetlands That Will Occur as a Result of the Four
Proposed Upland Disposal Pacilities.

1. There Will Be a Met Loss of Wetlands in New Jarsey
From the Proposed Project.

Thé Corps proposes to build four upland disposal
facilities in southern New Jersey which it acknowledges will
result in the destruction of 396 acres of existing wetlands
currently present at these sites. In the DSEIS, the Corps
recognizes that portions of these sites provide an exceptionally
valuable habitat for Qildlifa. The'Corps, however, does not

propose any permanent replacement of wetlands to mitigate for the

loss of 396 acres of wetlands in New Jersey.’

3 The Project does include a proposed "wetland restoration
project"”. at Egg Island Point, New Jersey, a site at which the
Corps proposes to place geotextile tubes filled with dredged
material to protect the shoreline and create conditions in which
wetlands may form. According to the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service’s Planning Aid Report dated August 1995, the
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dumping of additional dredged materijal.

Although the Corps has proposed to create wetlands In addition, these ponds

mitigation banks on the fringes of the four sites, these wetlands are not a permanent mitigation measure because, presumably, at

mitigation banks are not intended to mitigate for the Project’s some point in time, each disposal site will be full of dredged

adverse impacts to the existing wetlands. Instead, the Corps has material and will dry. Accordingly, the Corps has not adequately

proposed that these wetlands mitigation banks be created to addressed the impact that the loss of this wetlands habitat will

generate revenue for the local sponsor of the Project. The have on the wetlands resources in New Jersey.

2. Acquisition and Use of S8ite 17G as a Dredged
Material Disposal Bite Would Reduce Wetlands
Restoration in Southern New Jersey.

creation of these banks will generate "credits" which will be

sold by the local sponsor to mitigate for the destruction of

other wetlands filled by construction projects unrelated to the A privately owned wetlands mitigation bank is currently

Project. restoring 200 acres of wetlands for a mitigation bank within the
proposed dredged material disposal site the Corps identified ag
Site 176.

have been recognized by the United States Fish and Wildlife

Therefore, the wetlands mitigation banks cannot be

counted as mitigation for the adverse wetlands impacts created by

the Project.

The areas adjacent to and on the perimeter of Site 17G

Presently, the only wetlands replacement project

proposed by the Corps in New Jersey is the creation of temporary Service as exceptional value areas and include tidal marshes

shallow water wetlands on top of the dredged material disposal along the Woodbury Creek. Several endangered species, including

facilities.

The Corps has proposed creating subcompartments in the bald eagle and the peregrine falcon, utilize these areas for

nesting and feeding. In addition, several speclies listed on

each of the four dredged material disposal areas. The Corps

intents to rotate its use of the subcompartments and intends to NJDEP’s protected list, including the osprey, the great blue

heron, and the american bittern, nest and feed extensively in the

allow temporary ponds to form on top of each subcompartment while

it is not in use. areas in and adjacent to Site 176G.

Although the Corps believes that these

The Corps apparently intends to displace the private

temporary ponds will result in a net increase of wetlands, these
temporary ponds will be periodically destroyed every several wetlands mitigation bank’s efforts to create a privately-owned

years over the life-span of the disposal sites by tha repeated wetlands mitigation bank and replace it with a dredged material

disposal facility of approximately 300 acres in size. The Corps’

proposed wetland restoration project "may adverselyrimpact oyster
beds through increased turbidity and sedimentation.” There is
no correspondence in the DSEIS from the United States Fish and

Wildlife Service indicating acceptance and approval of Egg Island
Point project.

proposed .use of Site 176 would not only displace the currently

approved, privately operated 200 acre wetlands mitigation bank,
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puzt it wouwis algo preclude the pianned restoration and creation

of additional acres of wetlands along tha Woodbury Creek and

other nearby tributaries of the Delaware River. 1In the DSEIS,

the Corps does not consider the significant impact that the

siting of an upland disposal facility at Site 176 would have on

wetlands restoration efforts in New Jersey.

D. The DSEIS Does Not Address the Impact That Disposal of

Out-of-Region Dredged Material at the Pour Proposed
Upland Disposal Facilities Will Have on the
Environment.

To finance the $100 million local share of the

Dgepeninq Project{'the Corps has proposed that the Delaware River

Port Authority ("DRPA") acquire and operate the four proposed
upland disposal facilities. The disposal capacity for each of
the four sites is designed to accommodate dredged material in
excess of the material generated by the deepening of the Delaware
River. This excess capacity can be used for disposal of dredged
materials from pfivate users or from out of the region. The
Corps has prepared a Business Plan for the Non-Federal Sponsor
Cost of the Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project (the
"Business Plan") which sets forth its proposal that DRPA issue a
bond backed, in part, by revenues'generated from tipping fees
(the fees charged to private or out-of-region users who are
allowed to dump at the site) to purportedly raise a portion of
the funds necessary to both operate the upland disposal sites and
fund a portion of the local share of the Project. The balance of

the revenue to back the bond would come from the DRPA entering

the wetlands mitigation banking business on certain of these

sites.

As a significant source of revenue, the Business Plan
relies on the annual disposal of 500,000 cubic yards of material
dredged from areas other than the Delaware and Schuylkill
Rivers.* This represents more than half of the material that the
Business Plan estimates will be disposed of annually at the
proposed dredged material disposal sites. The.Business Plan
contemplates that some of this material will come from the Ports
of New York and New Jersay.

Recent sampling performed by the New York District of

the Corps indicates that at least two thirds of the sediment for

‘ The first indication in the Business Plan that DRPA had
to rely on the annual disposal of 500,000 cubic yards of material
dredged from areas outside the region is found in a December 22,
1995 letter to the Corps from its consultant, The Greeley-
Polhemus Group. (The December 25, 1995 letter is attached hereto
as Exhibit "F.") 1In this letter, the consultant notes that the
then -current draft of the Business Plan supported a bond issue of
$38 million, with a shortfall of over $70 million. The methods
described in the letter "for fixing some of the problem" were
identified as follows:

We discovered that, by doubling DRPA’s
capacity, increasing inflows by 500,000 cubic
yards/year, and raising fees by a factor of
five, we can easily close the gap.

Obviously, there are many possible
permutations that can satisfy the objective.
We can discuss these further after you have
read the report.

Thereafter, future versions of the draft Business Plan
contained an unsubstantiated assumption that DRPA could generate
revenues from the disposal of 500,000 cubic yards of dredged .
material generated outside the region, including from the Ports
of New York and New Jersey.




the Ports of New York and New Jersey are Category III sediments.

See September 1996 Dredged Material Management Plan for tha Port

of New York and New Jersey prepared by the New York District of

the Corps at 1-2, to 1-3 (hereinafter referred to as "Dredged
Material Management Plan"). Category III sediments are not
suitable for ocean disposal becausa they contain significant
levels of contaminants. The contaminants found in Category III
sediments from the Ports of New York and New Jersey include,
among other things, dioxins, heavy metals (including cadmjium,
mercury, and lead), PCBs, pesticides and polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons. Category I and II sediments contain much lower
concentrations of these contaminants and are suitable for ocean
disposal. Therefore, it would not be cost-effective for the
Ports of New York and New Jersey to disposa of these cleaner
sediments at the proposed dredged material disposal sites
associated with the Project because of the high transportation
costs associated with moving the large volume of dredged
material. More likely, the Ports of New York and New Jersey
would use the proposed dredged material disposal sites associated
with the Project for the disposal of highly contaminated Category
III sediments.

In the Dredged Material Management Plan, the New York
District of the Corps stated that Category III materials must be
disposed of at a facility with a liner and a storm water
collection and treatment facility to ensure that surface water

and ground water were not impacted by contaminants. ODredged
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Material Management Plan at 5-1. Neither the Business Plan, nor
the DSEIS, makes any provision for the construction of a lined
dredged material disposal facility or for storm water management
at any of the four proposed dredged material disposal facilities.
Although tha DSE1S prepared by the Corps concludes that
the disposal of dredged material at the DRPA sites will not
significantly impact the environment, the DSEIS is premised on
the assumption that only dredged material from the Delaware River
will be disposed of at these sites. The DSEIS does not consider
the adverse environmental impacts that would result from the
disposal of contaminated dredged material from the Ports of New
York and New Jersey or from other out-of-state ports (e.g.
paltimore) which do not want to dispose of contaminated dredged

material within their own state.
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" MARITRANS INC.

MARITRANS IS A PHILADELPHIA-BASED MARITIME
COMPANY TRANSPORTING PETROLEUM BY BARGE.
IT WAS INCORPORATED IN 1928 AND EMPLOYS
APPROXIMATELY 500. '

MARITRANS OWNS/OPERATES TUGS/BARGES WHICH
CARRY PETROLEUM IN PHILADELPHIA HARBOR,

DELAWARE RIVER: | DELAWARE RIVER AND BAY, AND ALONG THE U.S.
45' CHANNEL PROJECT

ATLANTIC AND GULF COASTS.

MARITRANS SERVES DELAWARE VALLEY
(PHILADELPHIA AREA) REFINERIES AND KNOWS
THE DYNAMICS OF THE DELAWARE VALLEY
REFINING INDUSTRY.

CRITIQUE OF U.S. A MARITRANS' BARGES LIGHTER, I.E. PARTIALLY
~ CORPS OF ENGINEERS UNLOAD, CRUDE OIL TANKERS AT MOUTH OF
PROJECT FEASIBILITY REPORT ' DELAWARE BAY WHICH THEN PROCEED TO
AND BENEFIT TO COST RATIO DELAWARE VALLEY REFINERIES AND OFFLOAD.

' a _ MARITRANS IS A MEMBER OF PORT COMMUNITY
PREPARED BY MARITRANS INC. AND WANTS PORT OF PHILADELPHIA TO SUCCEED.
MARCH 1996 '
MARITRANS HAS ANALYZED ARMY CORPS OF
ENGINEERS' ("COE") ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF
45' CHANNEL PROJECT AND CONCLUDED THAT THE
GROWTH IN CRUDE OIL IMPORTS HAS NOT




REFINERIES WOULD BENEFIT FROM THE PROJECT,
WHICH TOGETHER WITH MINIMAL NON-PETROLEUM
BENEFITS DO NOT JUSTIFY THE $329 MILLION

PROJECT COST.

MARITRANS INC.
CRITIQUE OF
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
BENEFIT/COST RATIO
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COE INCORRECTLY ASSUMED THAT . COE INCORRECTLY CALCULATED PROJECT
INCREASE OF CRUDE IMPORTS INTO U.S. WILL INCREASE EFFICIENCY OF LIGHTERING
WOULD APPLY TO DELAWARE VALLEY SYSTEM BY $1.7 MILLION ANNUALLY WHEN
‘REFINERIES . IN FACT THERE WILL BE NO SUCH BENEFIT. 21

COE PROJECT BENEFITS CORRECTION $1 .. IV.NON-PETROLEUM ASPECTS OF PROJECT ....

COE USED LIGHTERING RATE OF 40¢/BARREL CONTAINERS

IN COMPUTING LIGHTERING BENEFITS FROM

PROJECT WHEREAS ACTUAL RATE SHOULD BE SCRAP TRADE
35.5¢/BARREL .

COE'S BASE CASE ASSUMPTION OF THE .
PERCENTAGE OF CRUDE OIL LIGHTERED IS V. MARITRANS' PROJECTED ACTUAL BENEFI-

TOO HIGH CIARIES AND BENEFIT/COST RATIO

COE PROJECT BENEFITS CORRECTION #2 .. VI.RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

COE OVERSTATES THE NUMBER OF BENEFIT- VII.OVERALL CONCLUSIONS
TING REFINERIES AND THUS SIGNIFICANTLY

OVERSTATES THE LIGHTERING BENEFITS TO

THE DELAWARE VALLEY REFINERIES

COE PROJECT BENEFITS CORRECTION #3...
COE HAS INCORRECTLY STATED THAT USE OF

REQUIRED DOUBLE-HULL TANKERS WILL
REQUIRE DEEPER CHANNEL




I. COE'S PROJECT COST DATA

*TOTAL COST PER 1992 COE $278,293,000
FEASIBILITY REPORT

*TOTAL COST IN 1992 WHEN COE
SUBMITTED ITS REPORT TO 102ND $294,931,000
CONGRESS

*CURRENT TOTAL COST (ASSUMING
ORDINARY INFLATION) :

FEDERAL SHARE $218,773,000
NON-FEDERAL SHARE $110,818,000
TOTAL COST $329,591,000

COE ANNUALIZED PROJECT COST
(UNINFLATED-BASED ON
$278,000,000) : $32,113,000

PAYMENT OF NON-FEDERAL SHARE
(CONGRESSIONAL INTENT)

HOUSE PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE STATED:

"The Committee believes that the non-federal
cost of the Channel should be funded by water
transportation users, not surface

transportation users."

SINCE COE PROJECTS 79% OF BENEFITS ACCRUE TO
DELAWARE VALLEY REFINERS, THIS SUGGESTS THAT
THEY SHOULD BEAR 79% OF $110 MILLION NON-
FEDERAL COST. MARITRANS' ANALYSIS SHOWS THAT
BENEFITS TO REFINERIES DO NOT JUSTIFY SUCH
PAYMENT BY THE REFINERIES OR ANYONE ELSE OR
THE $218 MILLION FEDERAL COST.
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1I. COE'S ANALYSIS OF PROJECT BENEFICIARIES

OIL REFINERIES (79%)
VESSELS > 40 FEET DRAET $25,430,000
VESSELS < 40 FEET DRAFT 8,390,000

COAL (1%) | 311,000
IRON ORE (IMPORTS) (1%) 475,000
SOUTH JERSEY PORT CORP. (12%)

SCRAP - 4,917,000

COAL : 160,000
CONTAINERS (7%) 2,895,000

TOTAL ANNUAL BENEFITS $42,578,000
TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS $32,113,000
COE BENEFIT/COST RATIO 1.34

CONTAINER 7.0%

COAL 20%

ORE 1.0%

COE'S BENEFIT COST ANALYSIS CONTAINED IN ITS 1992
FEASIBILITY REPORT IS THE BASIS ON WHICH CONGRES€
AUTHORIZED PROJECT.
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III. ERRORS IN COE'S BENEFIT/COST ANALYSIS: PIRA ENERGY GROUP STATES THAT FOR THE
MARITRANS HAS UNCOVERED A NUMBER OF ERRORS PERIOD 1995-2000, REFINERY RUNS FOR
IN COE'S BENEFIT/COST ANALYSIS WHICH DELAWARE VALLEY REFINERIES WHICH RELY ON
REDUCES THE BENEFIT/COST RATIO TO FOREIGN CRUDE ARE "LIKELY TO BE FLAT."
MATERIALLY LESS THAN 1.0, THUS RENDERING
THE PROJECT ECONOMICALLY UNSOUND. SOURCE: PIRA ENERGY GROUP

ERROR #1

GROWTH OF CRUDE OIL IMPORTED INTO COE'S CLAIMED-
BENEFITTING DELAWARE VALLEY REFINERIES IS GROSSLY
OVERSTATED:

e COE'S JUSTIFICATION FOR ENTIRE PROJECT BASED
ON SUBSTANTIAL PROJECTED INCREASE IN CRUDE
IMPORTS, WHICH WOULD MEAN INCREASED LIGHTERING
(COSTS OF WHICH THE 45' CHANNEL WOULD
PRESUMABLY REDUCE) .

IN COE'S 1992 REPORT, COE'S CONSULTANT
PROJECTED FRONT-END LOADED ANNUAL CRUDE OIL
IMPORT GROWTH AS FOLLOWS:

1989 1995 3.9%/YEAR
1996 - 2000 2.7%/YEAR
2001 2005 1.428%/YEAR
2006 - 2015 1.383%/YEAR
2016 - 2030 0.638%/YEAR
2030 - 2055 - 0.398%/YEAR

ACTUAL IMPORT VOLUME GROWTH (1987 THRU JULY
1995) WAS .76%/YEAR.

SOURCE: AMERICAN PETROLEUM INSTITUTE DATA




. *COE INCORRECTLY ASSUMED INCREASE OF CRUDE
ALL WERE SOLD AT A PRICE EQUAL TO IMPORTS INTO U.S. WOULD APPLY TO DELAWARE VALLEY
5-15% OF THEIR REPLACEMENT COST. REFINERIES.
THE BRITISH PETROLEUM PHYSICAL
PLANT JUST SOLD FOR $75 MILLION. IN MAY 1995 LETTER, DEFENDING 1992
ITS REPLACEMENT COST WOULD BE PROJECTIONS, COE STATES CRUDE IMPORTS INTO
APPROXIMATELY $1.5 BILLION. U.S. HAVE INCREASED 3.2% ANNUALLY.

IF REFINING IN THE DELAWARE VALLEY IS A WHILE CRUDE IMPORTS INTO U.S. HAVE INCREASED
GROWTH INDUSTRY, MAJOR OIL COMPANIES WOULD BY ABOUT 3.2%/YEAR, MOST HAS MERELY REPLACED
NOT HAVE VIRTUALLY GIVEN AWAY THESE THREE DOMESTIC CRUDE AS SOURCE OF REFINERY RUNS.
REFINERIES! :
DELAWARE VALLEY REFINERIES ALREADY RUN ON 100%

THE RECENT PURCHASER OF ONE OF THESE FOREIGN CRUDE, SO ONLY PROJECTED GROWTH
REFINERIES HAS CLOSED IT, HARDLY AN : (.8%/YEAR) COMES FROM INCREASE IN CONSUMPTION,
INDICATION OF FUTURE GROWTH IN CRUDE OIL WHICH IS EXPECTED TO BE MODEST.
IMPORTS. _

. OTHER FACTORS LIMITING CRUDE OIL IMPORTS INTO
BASED ON FOREGOING, PROPER ESCALATOR FOR DELAWARE VALLEY REFINERIES?:
IMPORT VOLUMES AFTER 1995 IS .8% ANNUALLY.
IT IS SLIGHTLY MORE THAN WITH 1987 THRU 1995 COMPETITION FROM IMPORTED REFINED
ACTUAL FIGURE, AND IS SAME AS ACTUAL ANNUAL PRODUCTS .
REFINERY CAPACITY INCREASE.?

REFINERIES HAVE LIMITED STORAGE
CAPACITY.

2 THE ACTUAL FUTURE GROWTH RATE OF CRUDE OIL INTO THE
DELAWARE VALLEY REFINERIES COULD BE LOWER THATN .8% ANNUALLY,
BECAUSE THE CLOSED REFINERY REFERRED TO ABOVE REPRESENTED 16.5% ‘Projected growth of .83%/year does not take into account the .
OF DELAWARE VALLEY REFINING CAPACITY. closure of one major Delaware Valley refinery (See p.10).
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COE'S PROJECT BENEFITS CORRECTION #1

ORIGINAL COE BENEFIT/COST RATIO (PAGE 3)
CORRECTED TO REFLECT ACTUAL CRUDE OIL IMPORT RATE
IN 1995 AND .8% ANNUAL ESCALATOR OF CRUDE IMPORTS
THROUGH LIFE OF PROJECT (SEE PAGES 5-11).

REFINERIES
VESSELS > 40 FEET DRAFT $17,727,000
VESSELS < 40 FEET DRAFT 6,020,000

COAL 311,000
IRON ORE 475,000

SOUTH JERSEY PORT CORP.
SCRAP 4,917,000
COAL 160,000

CONTAINERS 2,895,000
TOTAL BENEFITS $32,505,000
TOTAL COSTS $32,113,000
BENEFIT/COST RATIO(corrected) 1.01




IRROR #2 )

THE EXTENT OF THE COE'S CONSULTANT'S ERROR IN
PROJECTING CRUDE OIL IMPORTS TO COE-CLAIMED COE USED LIGHETERING RATE OF 40¢/BARREL 1IN
BENEFICIARY REFINERIES IS SHOWN IN THE COMPUTING LIGHTERING BENEFITS FROM PROJECT,

. FOLLOWING TABLE: WHEREAS ACTUAL RATE IS LESS THAN THAT NUMBER.

COE BENEFICIARY REFINERY CRUDE VOLUMES DUE TO SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS AND REFINERY
(MILLIONS SHORT TONS/YEAR) CONSOLIDATION/ECONOMIES, MARITRANS' LIGHTERING
A RATE TO REFINERIES IS NOW LESS THAN THAT
COE PROJECTION . NUMBER, NOT 40¢/BARREL USED BY COE IN 1992

" YEAR | PROJECTION | ACTUAL* ERROR - REPORT.

1987 35.7 - ACTUAL LIGHTERING COSTS, I.E. MARITRANS RATES
1988 - 35.7 - DURING MORE RECENT PERIOD NOT REFLECTED IN
1989 37. 36.1 . | LIGHTERING COST DATA USED BY COE SHOW THAT IN
1950 39, 3670 : | EACH OF THE YEARS 1992, 1993 AND 1994, THE

: ACTUAL PER BARREL COST WAS LESS THAN
1991 40.5 36.9 . 40¢/BARREL. ‘

1992 42. 36.7
1993 e T PROPER FIGURE FOR COMPUTING LIGHTERING COSTS

: . A _ IS NOT 40¢/BARREL, BUT A NUMBER LESS THAN THAT
1994 45. 37.2 : REPRESENTING THE ACTUAL WEIGHTED AVERAGE FOR
1995 47. 38.0 . THE PERIOD 1992-1994.

(7 mos.) - (projected)

*SOURCE: AMERICAN PETROLEUM INSTITUTE

THE PROPER VOLUME FOR BASING FUTURE
PROJECTIONS IS 1995 PROJECTED ACTUAL OF 38.0
MILLION S.T./YR.




ERROR #3 8 COE PROJECT BENEFITS - CORRECTION #2

THE COE'S BASE CASE ASSUMPTION OF THE PERCENTAGE CORRECTED TO REFLECT PROPER GROWTH IN VOLUME OF
OF CRUDE OIL LIGHTERED IS TOO HIGH. IMPORTED CRUDE OIL (SEE PAGES 5 - 11) AND
' CORRECTED FOR PER BBL. LIGHTERING COSTS (SEE
« THE COE USED A BASE CASE ASSUMPTION OF 31% AS PAGE 13) AND PERCENTAGE LIGHTERED (SEE PAGE 14).
THE PERCENTAGE OF CRUDE OIL LIGHTERED.

. REFINERIES
THE ACTUAL PERCENT LIGHTERED WAS: VESSELS > 40 FEET DRAFT $15, 059, 000

VESSELS < 40 FEET DRAET 6,020,000
COAL 311, 000
IRON ORE 475,000

SOUTH JERSEY PORT CORP.
SCRAP 4,917,000
COAL 160,000

1992 31.4%
1993 29.1%
11994 28.9%

SOURCE: MARITRANS' LIGHTERING RECORDS

» CONTAINERS 2,895,000
e THE PROPER FIGURE FOR PERCENT OF CRUDE OIL TOTAL BENEFITS $29,837,000

S 29%.
LIGHTERED I TOTAL COSTS $32,113,000

BENEFIT/COST RATIO (corrected) 0.93




ERROR #4

COE OVERSTATES THE NUMBER OF BENEFITING
REFINERIES AND THUS OVERSTATES VERY SIGNIFICANTLY
THE LIGHTERING BENEFITS OF THE PROJECT TO THE
DELAWARE VALLEY REFINERIES.

A. NUMBER OF BENEFITTING REFINERIES:

IN 1992 REPORT, COE STATED SIX REFINERIES
WOULD BENEFIT.

IN 1995 LETTER, COE ADMITTED FIVE REFINERIES

WOULD BENEFIT.

CHARLES ZEIEN AND ASSOCIATES ("CzZA")
CONCLUDED IN 1993 THAT ONLY THREE, (POSSIBLY
FOUR) REFINERIES WOULD BENEFIT.

SINCE 1993, ONE CZA-IDENTIFIED REFINERY
BENEFICIARY (SUN - FT. MIFFLIN) STOPPED
LIGHTERING DUE TO SOURCE OF CRUDE OIL ( BUT
RECENTLY RESTARTED), AND A SECOND (BP-MARCUS
HOOK, NOW TOSCO)CONFIRMED IT CANNOT USE
PROJECT BECAUSE OF HIGH HOOK-UP COSTS.

TOSCO HAS CLOSED THE FORMER BP REFINERY.

THEREFORE, ONLY THREE REFINERIES WOULD
BENEFIT FROM 45' CHANNEL (COASTAL-EAGLE
POINT, SUN - FT MIFFLIN, AND SUN-HOG ISLAND)
NOT SIX AS STATED BY COE.

LIGHTERING BENEFITS

COE RECENTLY STATED "LIGHTERING REQUIREMENTS
WOULD BE REDUCED BY WEIGHTED AVERAGE OF 42%."

IN 1992 REPORT, COE STATED LIGHTERING WOULD
BE REDUCED BY 33%.

MARITRANS HAD CZA ANALYZE ALL VESSELS
ACTUALLY CALLING IN 1992 ON REFINERIES WHICH
COE HAS IDENTIFIED AS PROJECT BENEFICIARIES.
CZA COMPUTED ACTUAL NUMBER OF BARRELS
LIGHTERED WHICH WOULD BE AVOIDED WITH 45'
CHANNEL.

CZA CONCLUDED THAT SAME NUMBER OF VESSELS
WOULD ARRIVE REGARDLESS OF CHANNEL DEPTH.
VESSEL SIZE NOT DETERMINED BY RIVER CHANNEL
DEPTH, BUT BY DEPTH AT BIG STONE BEACH
ANCHORAGE (WHERE VESSELS ARE LIGHTERED), AND
OTHER FACTORS SUCH AS CRUDE LOT SIZE AND
FOREIGN PORT DEPTHS.

COE GROSSLY UNDERSTATES HOOK-UP COSTS:

> SUN AND TOSCO'S HOOK-UP COSTS (E.G.,
PRIVATE CHANNELS/DOCKS, ETC.) ARE ESTIMATED
$73 MILLION, FAR MORE THAN $23 MILLION
PROJECTED FOR ALL PROJECT BENEFICIARIES BY
COE IN 1992 REPORT.

> MARITRANS BELIEVES THE COE HAS IGNORED
ASSOCIATED COSTS FOR NON-PETROLEUM USES SUCH
AS GIANT CRANES AND HUGE MARSHALLING AREAS
NEEDED FOR SUPER CONTAINER SHIPS.




BASED ON CZA'S STUDY AND SUBSTANTIAL HOOK-UP |} COE'S PROJECT BENEFITS CORRECTION #3
COSTS, AND TOSCO REFINERY CLOSING MARITRANS

CONCLUDES THAT LIGHTERING WOULD BE REDUCED B CORRECTED TO REFLECT PROPER GROWTH IN VOLUME OF

ONLY 20%°‘. IMPORTED CRUDE OIL (SEE PAGES 5 - 11) AND
CORRECTED FOR PER BARREL LIGHTERING COSTS AND
PERCENTAGE LIGHTERED (SEE PAGES 13 - 14) AND

CORRECT NUMBER OF BENEFITTING REFINERIES (SEE
PAGES 16-18).

REFINERIES '
VESSELS > 40 FEET DRAFT $10,539,000
VESSELS < 40 FEET DRAFT 2,444,000

COAL (EXPORT) 311,000
IRON ORE 475,000

SOUTH JERSEY PORT CORP.
SCRAP 4,917,000
COAL 160,000

CONTAINERS 2,895,000
TOTAL BENEFITS 21,741,000
TOTAL COSTS 32,113,000
BENEFIT/COST RATIO(corrected) 0.67

tMaritrans maintains that in the event TOSCO refinery
reopens, it will not benefit from project because of h}.gh hook-up
costs.
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WHILE COE APPARENTLY DID NOT INCLUDE THE CONCEPT
IN THEIR BENEFIT/COST RATIO, COE HAS INCORRECTLY
STATED THAT USE OF DOUBLE-HULLED TANKERS AFTER
2000 WILL REQUIRE DEEPER CHANNEL.

« DOUBLE-HULL TANKERS ARE BEING BUILT TO CARRY
SAME AMOUNT OF CARGO AS SINGLE-HULL TANKERS AT
SAME OR LESS DRAFT. (OBVIOUSLY, WORLD'S NAVAL
ARCHITECT'S UNDERSTAND NOT ALL WORLD'S PORTS
CAN BE PERMANENTLY DEEPENED FOR DOUBLE HULLS.)

MARITRANS' ABOVE POSITION IS SUPPORTED BY COE'S
CONSULTANT IN 1993 REPORT, CITING LLOYD'S
SHIPPING LIST GREEN TANKER GUIDE. -

ERROR #5

THE COE INCORRECTLY CALCULATED THAT DEEPENING THE
CHANNEL WILL RESULT IN TIME "SAVINGS" TO THE
REFINERIES FROM THE LIGHTERING SYSTEM OF $1.7
MILLION ANNUALLY, WHEREAS THE PROJECT AS
ENVISIONED BY THE COE WILL RESULT IN NO SUCH
ACTUAL SAVINGS.

THE COE'S METHODOLOGY MISTAKENLY ASSUMES THE
SAME LIGHTERING SYSTEM WILL EXIST AFTER THE
PROJECT AS BEFORE, PARTICULARLY THE NUMBER OF
MARITRANS LIGHTERING VESSELS.

SINCE LIGHTERING TO THE BENEFITTING REFINERIES
"WILL BE REDUCED 20% BY THE PROJECT (SEE P.18),
MARITRANS WILL BE FORCED TO REDUCE ITS
LIGHTERING FLEET BY 20%, OR ONE VESSEL UNIT.

BECAUSE THERE WILL BE LESS LIGHTERING VESSELS
IN THE LIGHTERING SYSTEM, THE COE'S "EFFICIENCY
SAVINGS" WILL NOT MATERIALIZE, SO COE'S
PROJECTED SAVINGS OF $1.7 MILLION PER/ANNUM IS
INCORRECT. )




IV.NON-PETROLEUM A iiils

‘T PROWECT CONTAINERS

IN MAY 15, 1995, LETTER TO UELAWAL'E RIVER PORT

AUTHORITY, COE STATED THAT:

"THE CORPS' 1992

FEASIBILITY REPORT ANALYSIS CONCLUDED THAT THE
CHANNEL DEEPENING WILL NOT INDUCE INCREASED
TONNAGE INTO THE PORT (EMPHASIS SUPPLIED) ."

COE'S 1892 STUDY PROJECTS THAT CONTAINER
TRAFFIC WILL RECEIVE ONLY 7% OF PROJECT
BENEFITS. COE CONFIRMED IN ITS MAY 15, 1995
LETTER, THAT THE SOURCE OF THIS 7% NUMBER WAS
DELAWARE RIVER PORT AUTHORITY.

BASED ON ITS ANALYSIS OF CONTAINER TRAFFIC

DEVELOPMENTS, CZA PREDICTS THAT CONTAINER
INTERESTS WILL NOT BENEFIT FROM PROJECT:

MOST OF PRESENT CONTAINER LINES OPERATING IN
DELAWARE RIVER ARE IN NORTH/SOUTH TRADE WHICH
WILL CONTINUE TO USE <40' DRAFTS DUE TO NATURE
OF TRADE, I.E. LIMITED DRAFTS OF SOUTHERN
HEMISPHERE PORTS AND NEED TO TRANSIT PANAMA
CANAL.

NO MAJOR EAST/WEST OPERATOR WITH <40' DRAFT

VESSELS NOW STOPS IN PHILADELPHIA. CHEAPER TO
STOP IN NEW YORK AND DISTRIBUTE BY TRUCK TO
PHILADELPHIA THAN STOP AT BOTH PORTS

LARGER, DEEPER DRAFT CONTAINER SHIPS BEING
BUILT FOR EAST/WEST TRADES (EUROPE TO U.S. E
COAST), WILL BE LESS LIKELY THAN EVER TO ST
IN PHILADELPHIA. BIGGER SHIPS MUST STOP A’
FEWER PORTS/SPEND MORE TIME AT SEA TO BE
ECONOMICAL.

NEW, LONGER EAST/WEST TRADE - S.E. ASIA TO U.S.
EAST COAST VIRTUALLY CERTAIN TO BYPASS
PHILADELPHIA FOR SAME REASONS.

SCRAP TRADE

COE PROJECTS SOUTH JERSEY SCRAP TRADE WOULD
RECEIVE 11% OF PROJECT BENEFITS BECAUSE
TURKEY'S SCRAP PORTS CAN RECEIVE VESSELS WITH
UP TO 72' DRAFTS.

CZA CHECKED PORT DRAFTS IN SIX SCRAP-RECEIVING
PORTS IN TURKEY AND 5 OTHER SCRAP-PROCESSING
COUNTRIES AND FOUND ONLY ONE OF SIX PORTS IN
TURKEY HAD DRAFT OF 65°'.

COE ASSIGNED ENTIRE SCRAP BENEFIT TO THAT ONE
65' PORT OUT OF ALL THE SCRAP PORTS IN THE
WORLD.

THE COE SCRAP BENEFIT FIGURE IS OBVIOQUSLY
OVERSTATED, BASED ON THE FOLLOWING DATA FOR
1995 FROM THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE.




COAL

IN MAY 15, 1995, LETTER TO DRPA, THE COE
STATED: "COAL BENEFITS (CONRAIL), ANOTHER MINOR
BENEFIT CATEGORY, ARE NO LONGER CLAIMABLE

gg:?%gmfgs?m: BECAUSE CONRAIL HAS MOVED ITS COAL OPERATIONS
: TO BALTIMORE." ‘

(1/1/95 - 9/30/95)

CZA ASSUMES THAT MINIMAL BENEFIT TO SJPC FROM
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce COLOMBIAN COAIL IMPORTS WILL CONTINUE.

DESTINATIONS NO. SHIPMENTS TONNAGE
OVER 3000 T. .

Turkey 3 68,267
Korea 209,845
India 43,457
Venezuela 43,591
Japan 21,124
TOTALS 14 386,284

Shipments to Korea and Japan must traverss Panama Canal, so 45'
Channel offers no benefit. :

Veneszuela's and India's receiving ports are less than 40°, so 45’ Channel
offers no benefit

Turkey, with less than 18% of scrap exports, has become a minor
destination for scrap from Philadelphia.

Turkey's one deep water receiving port, to which South Jersey Port Corp.
and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has ascribed al| scrap exports, is
irrelevant to 43° Channel Cost/Benefit analysis.




V. MARITRANS' PROJECTED ACTUAL BENEFICIARIES VI. RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

BENEFIT/COST RATIO » THE METRO MACHINE PROPOSAL FOR USING THE FORMER

REFINERIES PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD WOULD NOT BENEFIT
FROM A DEEPER RIVER CHANNEL, NOR WOULD IT BE

VESSELS > 40 FEET DRAFT $10,539,000 '
VESSELS < 40 FEET DRAFT 2,449,000 AFFECTED BY THE CURRENT 40' CHANNEL.

FAST SHIPS, A NEW OCEAN TRANSPORT CONCEPT, HAS
SUBTOTAL see--.-912,988,000 DESIGN DRAFT OF 35', AND THUS CAN USE THE

'
NON-PETROLEUM EXI STING 40' CHANNEL.

COAL 0 * AMERIPORT DOES NOT DEPEND ON A 45' CHANNEL.
IRON ORE 475,000

SOUTH JERSY PORT CORP.

SCRAP 141,610

COAL 160,000

CONTAINERS 0
SUBTOTAL. . $ 766,610

TOTAL BENEFITS $13,764,610

TOTAL COSTS $32,113,000

BENEFIT/COST RATIO(correcged) 0.43




vII. OVERALL CONCLUSIONS

THE GROWTH IN IMPORTED CRUDE OIL TO JUSTIFY
THIS $329 MILLION PROJECT HAS NOT MATERIALIZED,
AND WILL NOT MATERIALIZE IN THE FUTURE.

THE MINIMAL PROJECT BENéFiTS TOATHE DELAWARE
VALLEY REFINING INDUSTRY WOULD ACCRUE TO ONLY
THREE OIL REFINERIES, NOT SIX.

" NON-PETROLEUM BENEFITS (ASSUMED BY COE TO BE
ONLY 21%) ARE MUCH LESS THAN PROJECTED, AND IN
ANY EVENT ARE INSUFFICIENT TO MAKE THE PROJECT
ECONOMICALLY SOUND, I.E., BENEFIT COST RATIO IN
EXCESS OF 1.0.

RATIO OF COMBINED PETROLEUM AND NON-PETROLEUM
BENEFITS TO COSTS OF THE 45' CHANNEL PROJECT IS
.43, WELL BELOW 1.0, AND THUS INSUFFICIENT TO
MAKE PROJECT ECONOMICALLY SOUND.

THE EXPENDITURE OF APPROXIMATELY $329 MILLION
IN FEDERAL AND NON-FEDERAL FUNDS COULD BE
BETTER USED TO CREATE ADDITIONAL PERMANENT JOBS
AND OTHER ECONOMIC BENEFITS IN CONNECTION WITH
OTHER PORT OR AREA PROJECTS.
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Once it is constructed. the improved navigation channe! will benefit local businesses through
transportation cost savings. Deeper draft vessels. which can hold more cargo. will now be able to navigate
the 43-foot channel. The increased efficiency of transporting commodities (by allowing more fully laden ships
to transit the waterway and by reducing costly light-loading procedures in the Delawarc Bay reach of the
channel) will result in annual cost savings estimated by the Corps of Engineers of $40 1 million (1995 price

levels).

The analysis assumes that there will be no change in the volumes of ransported cargoes under without

and with project conditions (the basis of the Corps™ Project Feasibility Analvsis) Another assumption
involves who will be affected by the cost savings that result from the reduction in lightering. One ¢ffect of
reduced lightering would be a reduction in the demand for lightering services. If the present practice is that
the recipients of lightered cargoes pay the full costs of the lightering. then a reduction in lightering is a
reduction in costs for the firms whose cargoes are lightered less. Thus, in one view. the savings. which are
really the avoided costs of lightering, are just a transfer of income from the lightering firms (barges and tugs)
to the firms paving for the transportation of the cargoes. [n this view there would probably be a small negative
effect on the economy of the region because the lightering firms spend more of their receipts in the region than
do the firms whose c#goes are lightered. In another view, and one which is adopted for this analvsis. the
lightering firms™ incomes will not be affected because they will adjust their prices on the balance of their
services to restore their incomes to the levels prevailing before the reduction in lightering. The savings in
transportation costs will affect the firms that no longer have to pay for lightering or shipping their cargoes.
such as oil refineries and containerized shipping companies.

In order for these transportation savings to have any effect in the regional economy. some assumptions
have to be made regarding what is done with them. One possibility could be that 100 percent of the savings

would be passed on in wages and salaries to the employees of the firms with the reduced costs. This would
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be an unlikely occurrence. however. because the managers of these firms would be motivated to do other
things with the savings. Thev mighi pass some of the cost savings on to the firms™ owners/shareholders
(perhaps as increased dividends), many of whom live outside of the region. [t is also possible that the cost
savings would result in some additional capital expenditures which undoubtably would have components that
would have to be purchased from outside of the region. There are no data which one can use to predict with
precision how any specific firm will treat cost savings. Based on experience in dealing with firms’ and
houscholds™ expenditures in the region over many vears. and based on some plausible reasoning regarding the
locations of the owners of firms. the location of capital equipment producers. and other factors. our analy'sis
has assumed that 50 percent of the cost savings (or $20.1 million)* would find its way into increased
household expenditures in the region. This would come from increased incomes in the form of higher firm
proprictor camings. sharcholder dividends. and employvee wages at firms experiencing the savings
54  Economic Impacts (Qutputs)
5.4.1 Construction

Table 5-2 summarizes the direct and indirect effects over the lour-vear construction phase of the

deepening project on industries in the three-state region in terms of emplovment. total wages paid. and the

total value of output produced (total sales). Input-output tables. one for the Federal share of the construction )

costs ($199 miilion) and one (or the non-Federal share of the construction costs ($97.8 million) describe the
effects in the State of New Jersey (where the dredging firm and disposal sites are located). These tables are
in Appendix C. .

The channet deepening project will have a significant annual impact on the area economy during the
four-vear construction phase. Direct and indirect employment totals 1,475 jobs, wages are more than $53

million and output is valued at approximately $105 million. Multipliers (the ratio of total direct and indirect

2 Oxher, ah ive ways were prop for g p cost savings (such as $.08 per barvel of oil shipped through
the Delaware Main Channel) but the question remains conceming how much or what percentage of the savings will impact the regional
economy. .
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WITH THE MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVELS DETECTED
IN EACH OF THE REACHES OF THE DELAWARE RIVER

COMPARISON OF NJDEP’S RESIDENTIAL DIRECT CONTACT SOIL CLEANUP CRITERIA
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Future Land Use: A Key
Consideration In Remedy
Selection

By: Lance R. Miller. Site Remedistion Program

Future land use is one of the most important cnlem
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mance of the remedy and determining how much addi-
tional cost society is wnllmg to pay for penmnem remedies
versus equally p ve P

Only afier consideration of these policy issues is it
possible to tum to site spesi iderations for establish
g what the future
{and use will be ll the site is of ¢ritical |mpomnr.e Itis
also a decision that the person remediating the site, be that
the responsible party, devel

that must be conndered when establishing the
dard and y to be impl data
site. However, fumre land use is most effectively consid-
ered after two broader policy decisions are rendered.
These policy decisions are defining “how clean is clean?”,
and d how, or whether, to impl a prefer-
ence for permanent remedies. These two policy i issues
blish the fr: rk for making site specific deci

The answer to the question “how clean is clean?” is
based on the level of risk which will, as a matter of policy,
be appropriate at a site after remediation is completed.
Once this risk reduction goal is established. different land
use iderations may be i d into the develop-
ment of remediation standards through ideration of

d

8 cannot make alone.

The community in which the contaminated site is
located must be involved in this decision, and, in order to
be effective, involvement must occur early in the process.
This will allow the investigatory work and the evaluation
of alternatives to be based on the future land use scenarios
for the particular site. To do otherwise risks the possibility
that the i igatory and evaluation pr may have to
be redone if the communiry’s plans for the site have not
been addressed. .

When government is conducting a publicly funded
remediation it must work with the community to determine
their plans for the property after remediation. In these

exposure scenarnios. Different lmd nses result in different

it is likely that the property wili be the major
asset 1o offset the public funds which were expended.

, future land use decisions are important to the
agency conducting the remediation as well as the commu-

pathways as well as d Theref
durstions, lhus varying remediation standards !I'm may be
appropriate based upon land use. nity itself.
The d to establish a pref for p

remedies and the degree to which the preference will be
enforced is also of critical importance since it will define
the scope of remedies to be considered at a contaminated
sne The policy issues that need to be conndend in

¢ ing such a prefi include the technical perfor-
]}
Contents

1f both the state or federal government and the local
community can agree on the future land use, then, gener-
ally, remediation will proceed undaunted. However, in
situations where there is disagreement, negotiations arc
required. [f a compromise is not resched through negotia-
tions, the final decision must rest with the governmental
agency that is paying for the cleanup. Of course any
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BER on the Del ® - 12

Revisions to the Soil Cl p Criteria 1l

remedy sclected by that
agency must be
ive of h
health md:he :.':,‘.:m. Printed on 100%
ment. However, the Recydabh
ency must al

.8 muho:v’:luch Pnper....
money it is willing to
pay for the remediation PLEASE
of an individual

4 site. RECYCLE

Innovative Technologles for ISRA Sttes .......... o 13

per, prospective landowner or .

'>

(TCPA) information, mannas. schools wasie storage sites.
docking facilities. airports, navigational aids, hospital
clean-up strategies, location of boom, booming strategies,
types of boom, who to contact, how much boom 1s neces-
sary, who deploys it, what the currents are, who owns the
property, and how 1o acce.'s the area. Eventually, the
mode! will even be able to predict the movement of oil
over water.

It is anticipated that by spring of 1994, an expanded,
improved prototype of the plan will be computerized and-
operational. Future plans include mapping the enure nver

shoreline and the outer coastal areas, and d ping a

Use of lnnoﬁétive
Technologies For
Remediation of ISRA Sites

By: Paul C. Kurisko, Bureau of Environmental Evaluation
and Risk Assessment

P.L. 1993, ¢.139 (S5-1070) was signed into law in June,
1993 Thns new law ded the Envir | Cleanup

working model for use not only in the case of an ail spill,
but also for use in planning, bird migration, and coastal

mapping.

Revisions to the Soil
Cleanup Criteria

By: Barry Frasco, Hazardous Site Science Element

Soil Cleanup Criteria were frst published in the April
1993 issue of the Site Remediation News (Volume $,
Number ). Since this publication, there have been
toxicity factor changes as well as the identification of

putational and typographical errors for several con-
taminants. These changes and corrections have been
incorporated into a revised Soil Cleanup Critenia list which
is attached to the back of this newsletter.

_ Thirty eight (38) criteria encompassing 31 contami-
nants are affected. The majority of ch are to the
impact to gr soil ¢ p criteria. S (16)-
criteris have increased, 19 criteria have decreased and

“criteria for 2.4-/2,6-dinitrotoluene (mixture) have been

added. Please refer to the footmotes contained in the Soil
Cleanup Criteria list for more detail. ’

Notwithstanding, where the criteria are based on

hu.mln health u'nplcu. the Department slnll still conslder
when establishi

cleanup levels. 'mu. along with other sne-specuﬁe factors,
including background conditions, may result in site-
specific cleanup levels which differ from the listed soil
cleanup criteria. Therefore, the soil cleanup criteria shall
not be assumed fo represent approval by the Department of
any remedial action or to represent the Department’s
opinion that a site requires remediation.

To obtain additional copies of the Sail Cleanup
Criteria list, please contact your case manager or the
Hazardous Site Science Element at (609) 633-6801.

env

R y Act (ECRA) and renamed it as the Indus-
mul Site Recovery Act (ISRA). Since ECRA was passed
in September of 1983, over 2000 cases have been issued
Full Compliance Letters or Negative Declarations. Of
these cases, however, only 11 have been remediared with
the use of either Innovative or Altemative (I/A) technolo-
gies. This article will cutline the status of the State’s
regulatory measures which affect the use of /A technolo-
gies on ISRA sites; address the starus of the use of VA
technologies in the New Jersey ISRA program, and show
how the NJ ISRA program compares with the EPA
Superfund program nationally.

DEPE has promulgated two major rules for the Site
Remediation Program which effect ISRA cases and impact

the use of I/A technologies for diation. They are:
«+ Procedures for Department Oversight of the
Remediation of C d Sites. NLAC
7:26C
¢ Technical Req for Site Remediati
NLAC 7:26E

A third rule was proposed in February, 1992, but it has
not yet been promulgated. This proposed rule was the
Cleanup Standards for Contaminated Sites for soil. DEPE
will work with the Envi I Risk A and
Risk M Study C i pursuant
to P.L. 1993 ¢.139, to develop a new proposal for Cleanup
Standards that will be consistent with the new ISRA
legislation.

Allhough the Cleanup Standards will be the basis for
the d ion of site cl levels which /A remedia-
tion technologies must meet, the Technical Requirements
will play 8 major role in technology selection.

Wliched

The use of VA technologies for site diation will
be an important factor b p remedies are the
first order of preference for dy selection. Per

dies includ theuseof tr hnol
gnes such as ch lorb ologica! to meet the

determined site cleanup Ievels, ar reuse of the contami-
nated material. The determination of an appropriate I/A




Soil Cleanup Criteria (mg/kg)
(Last Revised — 2/344)

This listing represents the combination of Tables 3-1 and 7-1 from the Dep of Envir | Pr and Energy's
February 3, 1992 proposed rule entitled mmmmmm N.J.A.C.7.26D, withnoted corrections based
upon errors identified by the Department during or subsequent to the comment period as well as new toxicological information
obtained since the rule proposal. Please refer 10 the respective footnotes for more deml Notwnhsundmg where the following
criteria are hased on human health impacts, the Dep shall sl ider en pacts when establishing site
specific cleanup criteria. This along with other site speclﬁc factors including background conditions may result in site spe:nﬁc
cleanup criteria which differ from the criteria listed below. Therefore, this list shall not be assumed to represent approval by
the Department of any remedial action or to represent the Department’s opinion that a site requires remediation.

Note: Material bracketed {thus) is deleted and material underlined thug is added.

Non

Recidontial Recsidential

Impact to
Direct Contact Ground water
Soil Cleanup Sail Cleanup
Contaminant CASRN Criteria(a)b) Criteriath}
Acenaphthene 83-32-9 3400 10000 (c) 100
Acetone 67-64-1 1000 (d) 1000 (d) 150] 100(¢)
Acrylonitrile 107-13-1 1 s 16)
Aldrin 309-00-2 0.040 017
Anthracene 120-12.7 10000 (¢c) 10000 (c)
Antimony 7440-36-0 14 340
Arsenic 7440-38-2 2 () 20¢e) 12 (0] 20¢e)
‘Barium 7440-39.3 700 47000 (n)
Benzene 71-43.2 k] 13
3,4-Benzofluoranthene (Benzo(b)ﬂuonmhene) 205-99-2 0.9 4 ] 89 (i)
Benzo(s)anthracene 56553 0.9 4
"Benzo(a)pyrene (BaP) 50-32-8 0.66 () 0.66 (f)
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 207-08-9 09 4
Benzyl Aleohot . 100-51-6 10000 (c) 10000 (c)
Beryllium 7440-41-7 1(H) 1(DH
Bis(2-chloroethyl) ether i 111444 0.66 () 3
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl) ether 396138-32-9 2300 10000 (¢)
Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 117-81-7 49 210

h hane (Dichlorot hane) 75-27-4 IS 111(g) 122 ) 46 (g)
Bromoform 75-25-2 86 370
Bromomethane 74-83-9 79 1000 (d)
2-Butanone (MEK) 78.93.3 1000 (d) 1000 (d)
Butylbenzy! phthalate 85-68-7 1100 10000 (c)
Cadmium 7440-43-9 1 100
Carbon tetrachloride 56-23-5 2 (k) 4 (k)
4-Chloroaniline 106-47-8 230 4200
Chlorobenzene 108-90-7 37 680
Chloroform 67-66-3 19 (k) 28 (k)
4-Chioro-3-methyl phenol (p-Chloro-m-cresol) ~ $9-50-7 10000 (c) 10000 (c) 100
Chlotomethane - 74.87-3 520 1000 (d) 10
2-Chlorophenol 95-57-8 280 5200 150] 10 ()
Chrysene 218-01-9 .9 40 500
Copper 7440-50-8 600 (m) 600 (m) (h)
Cyanide 57-12-5 1100 21000 (o) (h)
44 DDD(pp -TDE) : 72-54-8 3 12 [100] 50 ()
4£-DDE 72-55-9 2 9 [100) 50 (i)

Direct Contact
Soil Cleanup

Soil Clesnup Criteris (mg/kg)‘
tLast Revised — 2/3/84)

Contaminant CASRN
44-DDT 50-29-3
Dibenz{a h)anthracene 53.70-3
Dibromochioromethane (Chlorodibromomethane) 124-48-1
Di-n-buty! phthalate 84.74.2
Di-n-octyl phthalate 117-84-0
1.2-Dichlorobenzene 95-50-1
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 541.73-1
1, 4-Dichlorobenzene 106-46-7
3,3-Dichlorobenzidine 91-94-1
1,1-Dichloroethane 75-34-3
1,2-Dichloroethane 107-06-2
1,1-Dichloroethene 75-35-4
1,2-Dichloroethene (trans) 156-60-3
1,2-Dichloroethene (cis) 156-59-2
2 4-Dichlorophenol 120-83-2
1.2-Dichloropropane 78-87-5
1.3-Dichloropropene (cis and trans) 542.75-6
Dieldrin 60-57-1
Diethy) phthalate 84.66-2
2.4-Dimethy! phenol 105-67-9
Dimethyl phthalate 131-11-3
2.4-Dinitrophenol 51.28-3
Dinitrotoluene (2,4-/2.6- mixture) 25321-14-6
Endosulfan 115-29-7
Endrin 72-20-8
Ethylbenzene 100-41-4
Fluoranthene 206-44.0
Fluorene 86-73-7
Heptachlor 76-44-8
Hexachlorobenzene 118-74-1
Hexachlorobutadiene 87-68-3
H hi yclop di 71414
Hexachloroethane 67-72-1
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene ' 193-39-3
Isophorone 78-59-1
Lead 7439-92-1
Lindane 58-89-9
2-Methylphenol 95-48-7
4-Methylphenol 106-44-3
Methoxychior 7243-5
Mercury 7439-97-6
4 Melhy|-2-pmtmme(MlBK) 108-10-1
Methylene chloride 75-09-2
Naphthalene . 91-20-3
Nickel 7440-02-0
Nigobenzene 98-95-3
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 86-30-6
N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine 621-64.7
PCBs (Polychlorinated biphenyls) 1336-36-3
Pentachlorophenol 87-86-3
Phenol 103.95.2

Non
Residenrial
Direct Contact Direct Contact

Soil Cleanup Soil Cleanup
Cm:mmm Cnnmmm
1100} 500(+)

0-66 U] 0466 0] 1500} 100 (j)
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[ 24 100
10000 (c) 10000 (c) 50
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Soil Cleanup Criteria (mg'kg)
(Last Revised — 2/3/84)

Non
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Residential Residential tmpact to

Direct Contact Direct Contact Grouod water

Soil Cleanup Soil Cleanup Soil Cleaoup DiSUibUﬁOﬂS 0(
Pyrene 129-00-0 1700 - 10000 (¢} 1500] 100(3) Chemical
Selenium 778249-2 63 3100 (n) M) .
Silver 7440-22-4 110 4100 (n) ™) Contaminants and
Styrene . 100-42-5 23 97 100 . R
1,1.1.2-Tetrachloroethane 630-20-6 170 o0 1 Acute Toxicity in
1,1.2.2-Tetrachloroethane 79-34-5 34 70 (k) 1 De|aware Estuary
Tetrachloroethylene 127-18-4 4 (k) 6 (k) 1 ) K
Thaltium . 7440-28-0 20 2(0 (h) Sediments
Toluene 108-88-3 1000 (d) 1000 (d) 500
Toxaphene 8001-35-2 0.10 (k) 0.2 (k) {100] 3@ (i) -
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 120-82-1 68 1200 100
1.1,1-Trichloroethane . 71-53-6 210 1000 (d) $0
1,1.2-Trichloroethane 79-00-5 22 420 |
Trichloroethene (TCE) 719-01-6 23 54 (k) 1
2,4.5-Trichlorophenol 95.95-4 5600 10000 (c) 50
2,4.6-Trichlorophenol $8-06-2 62 270 1501 10 (O
Vanadium 7440-62-2 370 7100 (n) (h)
Vinyl chloride 75014 2 ] 1 10 Gy Submitted to U.S. EPA and
Xylenes (Toul) , 1330-29-7 a0 1000 (d) . 10 i : . Detawars River Basin
Zinc . 7440-66-6 1500 (m) -1500 (m) M) - o : ’ Commission

.
(s) criteria are health based using an incidental i i posure pathway except where noted below
(b) criteria are subject to change based on site spectﬁc factors (e.g.. aquifer classification, soil type, natural background,
environmental impacts, etc.)
(c) health based criterion exceeds the 10000 mg/kg maximum for total organic contaminants
(d) health based criterion exceeds the 1000 mg/kg maximum for total volatile organic contaminants
(e) cleanup standard proposal was based on natural background
(f) health based criterion is lower than analytical limits; cleanup criterion based on practical quantitation level
(g) criterion has been recalculated based on new toxicological data .
(h) the impact to ground water values for inorganics will be developed based upon site speclﬁc chemical and phynul
. pxnmelen
(i) original criterion was mconmly calculated and has been recalculated

G) typographical crror

Helder J. Costa'
Theodor C. Sauer'?

June &, 1994 .

(k) criterion based on inhalation exp pathway which yiclded 8 more stringent criterion than the incidental - 'Arthur D. Litile, Inc.
exposure pnhw:y : Acom Park
() new ion d d using methodology in the basis and bgckgmmd document Cambridge, Massachuselts

{m) criterion based on ecological (phytotoxicity) effects 02140-2390

(n) level of the human health based criterion is such that
basis is recommended

(o) level of the criterion is such that evaluation for p ial acute exp hazard is ded

(p) criterion based on the goal that children should be exposed to the minimal amount of lead that is practicable and is

reflective of natural background as altered by diffuse anthropogenic pollution. Criterion ponds to both a medi

value for urban land which has not been impacted by any local point source of lead and a 90th percentile value for
similar suburban land

(q) criteria was derived from 8 model developed by the Society for Envi t Geochemistry and Health (SEGH) and
was designed to be protective for adults in the workplace

(r). Insufficient information available to calculate impact 1o ground water criteria

luation for ial envi irop on a site by site

"Battelle Ocean Sciences
397 Washington Street

Duxbury, Massachusetts
. = : 02332

- . Reference 42376 00
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Executive Summary

Arthur D. Liale, Inc., performed a study in support of the following Delaware
Estuary Program (DELEP) objectives:

*  To determine spatial distributions of acute sedimeat toxicity throughout the
estuary

To compile and supplement existing data on toxic chemical contaminant
concentrations in sediment, biota, and water

»  To identify causative associations between chemical contaminants and acute
sediment toxicity

The study objectives were addressed through two separate but related tasks.
Historical data relevant to the DELEP study area were compiled for sediments and
biota; data of acceptable quality were not available for water. In order to supplement
the historical data and fill important data gaps, sediments were collected at 16
stations along the Delaware River and in Delaware Bay. Sediments were tested for
acute toxicity to amphipods, and analyzed for a comprebensive suite of toxic
chemical contaminants. Sediment from one of the Delaware River stations was used
for a 28-day bioaccumulation test to assess the bioavailability of sediment-bound

' organic chemical contaminants.

Sampling Design

The field sampling program featured a design smategy intended to (1) provide

extensive spatial representation along portions of the Delaware River potentially
influenced by industrial dnd municipal point and noapoint soitrces of pollutants and
(2) include sampling stations within the Delaware Bay that could serve as reference
stations that reflect baseline conditions in the estary. A total of four sampling areas,
or "reaches” were established: Reach A spanning the Delaware River between River
Mile 115 (Torresdale, Pennsylvania area) and River Mile 95 (south of the Walt
Whitman Bridge); Reach B spanning the Delaware River from River Mile 95w - -
River Mile 80 (Marcus Hook); Reach C spanning the Delaware River from River
Mile 80 o River Mile 60 (south of Pea Parch Island and north of the Chesapeake and
Delaware Canal); and Reach D encompassing the mid-bay portion of the Delaware
Bay from Stony Point, New Jersey, to Egg Island Point, New Jersey.

Analytical Approach

The laboratory portion of this study consisted of static acuts toxicity testing, a
laboratory bicaccumulation test using field-collected sedimeats, and chemical
characterization of field-collected sediments and organisms from the bicaccumulation
test. A Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAP;jP) was developed for this study. The
QAP;P prescribed the methods 10 be used for all measurements, including quality

KLAZET DABCLIECRA FMLA/TA

Arthur D Little

Exscutive Summary (continued)

cz:gol measures, and esuablished data quality objectives that were used to assure data
quality. '

Composited sediment samples, representing the upper 2 cm at esch sampling station,
were tested for acute toxicity (10-day static test) using amphipods, Ampelisca abdita,
as representative benthic organisms. Separate aliquots of all sediment samples were
analyzed for a comprehensive suite of environmental conaminants: polynuclear
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), including alkylated PAHs, polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs) as specific congeners, priority pollutant chlarinated pesticides, priority
pollutant metals, sulfide, total organic carbon, and grain size distribution.

Additional sediment representing the upper 10 cm of the sediment column was -
collected at Station 7 within Reach C (River Mile 70) for a 28-day bioaccumulation
test. Two benthic marine species were used in the bicaccumulation test: the
p.olychnete worm Nereis virens and the bivalve clam Macoma nasuza. Organism
tissue samples were analyzed for the organic contaminants targeted in this study to
document bioaccumulation.

Results and Conclusions
Spatial distribution of acute sediment toxicity
This study greatly expanded the spatial characterization of sediment toxicity within

the estuary. Acute sediment toxicity appears to be more widespread throughout the
Delaware Estuary than previously indicated. Amphipod monality exceeded 50

Tpercent in two staons within Resch A, two within Reach B,-one within Reach Cy.i-oo. .

and one intended “reference® station within Reach D. ' Among-station differences in
re?!imed toxicological varisbles (morality to amphipods) were examined statistically
using ANOVA and post-boc pairwise comparison tests. Statistically significant acute
toxicity was measured at four stations within sampling Reaches A and B, which
correspond to the most highly urbanized and industrislized portion of the estuary.

Associations of contaminant distributions with acute toxicity in sediments

Contaminant concentrations in sediments were compared against sediment effects
levels that have been shown to adversely affect benthic marine organisms. The No
Observed Effects Level (NOEL)/Probable Effects Level (PEL) of MacDonald (1992),
the Effects Range-Low (ER-L)/Effects Range-Median (ER-M) of Long and Morgan
(1990), and recendy published EPA Sediment Quality Criteria (EPA, 1993) were
considered. Chemical contaminants that exceeded the lower effects valves, Le., -
NOELs or ER-Ls, were analyzed for correlation with toxicity across all stations. The
following observations suppon our conclusions regarding chemical contaminants and
sediment toxicity: s .







The Greeley-Polhemus Group, Inc.

105 South High Street
West Chester, Pennsylvania 19382

{610} 692-2224

December 22, 1995

Mr. Stan Lulewicz

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Philadelphia Distict

100 Penn Square East, Wanamaker Building
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

RE:  Preliminary Draft Business Plan

Dear Stan:

1've enclosed four (4) bound and one (1) unbound copies of the Preli inary Draft of the B
Plan. Conceptuaily, the Busi Plan is plete, but we are at a point where we need to make some
decisions regarding our strategy for covering the debt service on the $100 million non-Federal share of project
costs. Given its status as a “working document”, we expect to cantinue researching and consulting with you
and your staff to ensure that we have 3 solid plan for DRPA to review.

At this point, the DRPA plan consists of two producing business ¢l ts that look favoreble:

DRPA ownership of four dredged-shaserial di ites with disposal capacity of
17 million cubic yards. ’ B

. Wetland mitigation bank operations with 510 acres of land.

The other elements we considered - sale of sand an rock, and re-use ?I' dried dredged material for
landfill cover and other uses, do not appear (o be viable because of transportation costs.

Based on our first-cut at the Plan, with conservative or cautious estimates and assumptions related to

utilization of costs and prices ($1.00 to $2.00 per cubic yard), the capacity of the disposal areas is filled in 22

years. Also, the mitigation areas are fully utilized st $150,000/acre in eight (8) years. At this point, after our
“first-cut”, we have a shortfall and can only suppert |bon§i issue of $38 million. The bond shortfall is
approximately $74 million when we rely only on thése sources.

The transportation and handling costs appear to limit the range of p ly i d for
dredged material to five miles from the disposal sites. The rock, according to Chuck Woods at U.S.GS., is
probably Wissahickon Schist with little value. It would probably be good for airport runway substrate, but
timing is wrong and other Corps sources will apparently be used,

We think it is probably a good time t0 have s brain-storming session, to see where we are:

. Does the plan look promising concéptually?® L
. What areas do we want to tin
. .-'A <
Several issues affect the disposal area revenues direitlys thiesize of sites, the $/cubic yard charged; and the

mix of disposal area vs. wetland mitig These are issues that are best resolved face-to-face.

1g4appdit the full $100 million?

Mr. Lulewicz
Page Two December 22, 1995

) The big problem is the capacity of the sites. Initially, we were anticipating the excess capacity of the
four sites 1o be around 50 million cubic yards (based on analysis of information in the Feasibility Study)
Increasing the capacity from your current estimate of 17 million cubic yards is one method for fixing some
of the.pmbl:m, This could be done by raising dikes, acquiring additional contiguous sites, and/or changing
E\e mix och:isp?sal and wetland mi!igm'on at the sites (i.c., is there some optimum mix that will maximize our

an's revenue p ial?).

 Perhaps we might want to recommend in the Plan that DRPA acquire the A D. Company site and make
DR]?A into areg [ poly. Raising disposal fees is her way to fix the revenue need, but there are
obvx'ous limitations. What will the Corps pay when current contract arrangements are for $1.25/cubic yard?
Equity from the states is 8 possibility as well as charging other project beneficiarics, but these ideas need to
be well thought out and discussed first.

) At this point, we have described the Plan and taken a cut at balancing the budget (sort of like President
Chplon fnd the House o_f Representatives) but the budget is not balanced yet and we aren’t sure how much
to liberalize our costs (or if it matters), or what to do with the site capacity issue, and some other assumptions.

In order to explore the shortfall, we have developed Section 7.0 in the 3 i
. ] N y . report to look at some options.
What is the shortfall? What price do we have to charge to cover the total debt requirement? And, howﬂvonld
changes to some of the constraints we face work to balance ot budget?’

Anir ing analysis p d in Section 7.0 varied some of the important disposal parameters
(capnc‘lty, price, ?.nd ml}ows) to see if the shortfall can be climinated. We discovered that, by doubling
DR:PA s capacity, increasing inflows by 500,000 cubic yards/ycar, and raising fees by a factor of five, we can
e_asnly close the gap. Obviously, there are many possible permutations that can satisfy the objective. We can
discuss these further after you have read the report.

i Al_though we arc using Section 7.0 now to test the feasibility of the Business Plan and for the purpose
of discussing where we are with you, this analysis will later support the recommended plan.

We would like to get wge!heu soon as bl to ;‘ our h. I think this Business Plan
¥ Ld 3 g it Pl
has the potential to be a powerful d aswe i to ! alternativ d 1
ot res kP €S an cxpand our technical

Thanks for your help. Have a Happy Holiday!

Very truly yours,
The Greeley-Pothemus Group, Inc.




IN MAKING ITS PROJECTION OF CRUDE IMPORTS, COE W , SOURCE: COE'S CONSULTANT'S 1993 RZIPORT®
IGNORED RESULTING NEED FOR VERY SUBSTANTIAL

NEW REFINING CAPACITY TO MEET COE'S IMPORT LOCAL REFINERIES CAN INCREASE CAPACITY
PROJECTIONS - MODESTLY BY TECHNOLOGICAL IMPROVEMENTS.

. USING THE COE'S ORIGINAL PROJECTIONS,
GROWTH ASSOCIATES ESTIMATES THAT FOUR
(4) NEW 150,000 BBL REFINERIES (COST
$1.5-2.0 BILLION EACH)OR $6-8 BILLION
WOULD HAVE TO BE BUILT TO MEET COE'S
FORECASTED CRUDE OIL IMPORTS (FIRST ONE
WOULD HAVE OPENED IN 1990 AND THE SECOND
IN 1994). ‘

USING THE 1995 ACTUAL FIGURES AS A BASE,
BUT RETAINING THE COE'S GROWTH IN
IMPORTS, WOULD REQUIRE ONE NEW REFINERY
WHICH MUST OPEN IN 1997.

THIS $6-8 BILLION COST WAS NOT INCLUDED
IN COE'S BENEFIT ANALYSIS. THEREFORE,
IF COE'S IMPORT FIGURE IS CORRECT, ITS
PROJECT COST FIGURE IS UNDERSTATED BY
$6-8 BILLION. -

IF ACTUAL 1995 IMPORTS ARE USED, BUT
RETAINING THE COE'S GROWTH IN IMPORTS,
THE PROJECT COST IS UNDERSTATED BY $1.5-
2.0 BILLION.

IN FACT, DELAWARE VALLEY REFINERIES ARE
RUNNING AT OR CLOSE TO FULL CAPACITY.

SOURCE: COE'S CONSULTANT'S 1993
REPORT.! -

SIGNIFICANT INCREASES IN CRUDE VOLUMES
PROJECTED BY COE WOULD REQUIRE
SUBSTANTIAL NEW REFINING CAPACITY (SEE
GROWTH ASSOCIATES' ESTIMATE ABOVE).

SOURCE: COE'S CONSULTANT'S 1993 REPORT.

CLAIMED BENEFITTING REFINERIES' ACTUAL
PRODUCTION CAPACITY INCREASED AT ABOUT

. .8% ANNUALLY FOR THE PERIOD 1984- JULY
1995. THIS DID NOT REQUIRE CONSTRUCTION
OF ANY NEW REFINERIES.

SOURCE: 0il and Gas Journal, Annual
Refining Capacity Survey

NO SIGNIFICANT REFINERY CAPACITY
EXPANSIONS PLANNED FOR DELAWARE VALLEY
REFINERIES. (ANY SUCH EXPANSION WOULD
LIKELY FACE PROBLEMS UNDER TITLE V OF THE
CLEAN AIR ACT.) ' A

THREE REFINERIES (ATLANTIC, CHEVRON AND
BRITISH PETROLEUM) HAVE RECENTLY BEEN
SOLD.

‘The COE's consultant on the channel deepening project also
did a later study for the COE on deepening Big Stone Anchorage.
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RESPONSES TO MARITRANS' LETTER DATED FEBRUARY 18, 1997 ‘

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS CONTAINED IN SECTION II- SECTION A (1.).
Response to 1. Regulatory Background Pages 3-5.

The Final Interim Feasibility Report, dated February, 1992
contains a discussion of alternatives, including the "no builad"
alternative, as well as a Clean Water Act Section 404 (b) (1)
analysis, as required.

Responses to Comments Raised in Exhibit "A" :Delaware River: 45°
Channel Project, Critique of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Project Feasibility Report and Benefit to Cost Ratio, Prepared By
Maritrans, Inc., March 1996. and reiterated in Maritrans Letter,
February 18, 1997, Section II-Section A(2.), A-H Pages 5-12.

RE: ERROR #1 (Pages 5-11)

Recent actual historic tonnage of total crude o0il imports through
the port calibrates closely with the DRI/McGraw-Hill projections
in the Corps 1992 feasibility report. The Waterborne Commerce
Statistics data for actual total crude o0il imports through the
port in 1995,is 55.675 million tons. Also, the Corps applied
tonnage figrues only for the specific subset of benefitting
refineries in the economic analysis. The tonnage closely matches
the Maritrans estimate, so there is not a projection error by the
Corps. This compares closely to the DRI/McGraw-Hill 1995 estimate
of 56.96 million tons. Thus, the projections are not overstated
and the historic tonnage refutes the need for two refinery
openings (1990 and 1994) to handle this tonnage.

Six facilities will benefit from the channel deepening with the
deepening of their berths. This includes the Tosco refinery was
re-opened in May 1997. The Corps anticipated a moderate increase
in throughput capacity during the 50 year project life to handle
the ultimate level of projected tonnage; this is considered
reasonable through either implementation of a long-term capital
investment program or future technological improvements.

RE: ERROR #2 (Page 13)

The per barrel lightering rate could not have been overestimated
as stated since Maritrans provided the Corps with the rate.
Maritrans also provided a lower 1lightering rate during the
recent extensive coordination effort with the Corps. This rate
was incorporated into the Corps updated benefit analysis.

RE:ERROR #3 (Page 14)
The percentage of lightering was established through ‘

coordination with the oil companies. Also, the difference between
the Corps' 31% and Maritrans' 29% is relatively minimal and would




not affect project justification.
RE: ERROR #4 (Pages 16-18)

. There has been consolidation of refinery facilities in the study
area. After the consolidation, which included Sun 0il purchasing
the Atlantic Pipeline (BP) and Chevron refineries in
Philadelphia, and Tosco purchasing the British Petroleum refinery
at Marcus Hook, a total of six refinery locations are still
expected to benefit. This determination involved a combination of
discussions with the refineries and consideration of present and
future tanker characteristics and operations for both with and
without the proposed channel deepening. Tosco corporation
purchased the BP Marcus Hook refinery and temporarily shut it
down in January 1996. currently, Tosco is completing, in 1997, a
$60 million upgrade and is reopening the facility under a new
name, the Trainer refinery. The large magnitude of this capital
investment clearly verifies Tosco's intent to continue refinery
operations in at least a similar manner to BP's. Tosco has
affirmatively indicated in recent discussions with the Project
Sponsor, that it believes that it will benefit from the proposed
project. Charles Zeien and Associates in its work effort for
Maritrans, assumed that only three refinery locations could
benefit. The Corps disagrees with this assessment.

Associated costs for these six o0il refinery facilities (estimated
at about $20 million) have been included in the Corps benefit-
cost analysis. The estimated associated costs for all project
beneficiaries were based on interviews conducted by the Corps or
Corps consultant, updated hydrographic surveys at the berths,
rock surveys at Sun 0il and Tosco (formerly BP) berths, and cost
data prov1ded by the beneficiaries. This information or data was
used in estimating the associated costs for each of the
beneficiaries. -

Lightering requirements will be reduced by a weighted average of
42%. For example, a 55 foot sailing draft tanker into Big Stone
Anchorage will be able to reduce lightering requirements by 33%
(the percentage to which Maritrans may be referencing from the
Corps 1992 feasibility report). However, 50 foot sailing draft
tankers, will reduce lightering requirements by 50%, and 45 foot
sailing draft tankers by 100%. The weighted average is 42%.
Regarding tankers size, the Corps has conservatively applied the
same tanker fleet mix over the project life. If the Corps had
projected larger tankers, benefits would be greater for the
proposed channel deepening project.

RE:ERROR #5 (Page 21)

This position appears to have evolved from the coordination
meeting that was held with Maritrans in early 1996. At that
meeting, it was indicated to the Corps that Maritrans intends to
reduce its lightering fleet if there is a 45 foot channel. If
this should occur, other lightering companies, in the long run,



marketplace to assure that the most efficient lightering
procedure continues to take place. The Corps' evaluation of
project benefits incorporates this expectation.

could be expected to serve as an alternative resource in the .

NON-PETROLEUM ASPECTS OF PROJECT BENEFITS (Pages 22-25)

The Corps anticipates that container and dry bulk commodities
will benefit from the deeper channel. The Corps feasibility
study, applying detailed data directly provided by the Delaware
River Port Authority (which involved coordination with shippers
and nationally recognized consulting experts), included the
introduction of post-Panamax container vessels for East-West
trade routes through the port as a result of significant landside
investments to include the Regional Intermodal Transfer Facility
and the use of double-stacking by the three major railroads.
Local port officials and shippers also support the result that
steel scrap, iron ore, and coal imports will benefit from the
deeper channel.

The Corps did conservatively assume that no induced tonnage would
be incorporated into the economic analysis for the channel
deepening. The potential for induced tonnage is very significant,
however, and would result in additional project benefits, which
have not been claimed.

Scrap tonnage services Turkey through the available deep-water
port. Scrap tonnage to Turkey has dropped in recent years and the
updated benefit analysis has incorporated this factor. However,
conversely, the Korean trade route was conservatively not
included in the benefit analysis. Although the shipper believed
that a shift from the present Panama Canal route to the Suez
Canal route with largest chartered vessels is very possible. This
would result in additional project benefits which have not been
claimed.

RECENT DEVELOPMENT (Page 27)

To reiterate, the Corps, applying Delaware River Port Authority
data anticipates that container vessels will benefit from the
channel deepening.

OVERALL CONCLUSION (Page 28)

Maritrans position of a 0.43 benefit-cost ratio is based on a

drastic set of cumulative pessimistic assumptions including:

only 50% of the beneficially impacted refineries can be

included, and no scrap or container benefits are realized. The

Corps does not agree with these pessimistic interpretations of

the port's existing and future cargoes and vessel utilization.

The extensive investigation process included input from shippers,

the Delaware River Port Authority, pilots, and the nationally .

recognized economic consulting firm, DRI/McGraw-Hill. Data from
this investigation was placed into the Corps conservative benefit




methodology; the 45 foot project is assessed to be economically
justified.

RESPONSE TO SECTION II-SECTION A (3.), PAGES 11-12.

Once constructed, the 45 foot channel will benefit the local
community through transportation cost savings promoting port
competitiveness. The existing Delaware River Federal navigation
project, which provides for a 40-foot channel, restricts
efficient movement of both present and future tankers, dry bulk
carriers, and container vessels. These conditions result in
significant light loading and lightering costs and vessel delays.
The oil refineries, container, and bulk cargo facilities along
the Delaware River handle more than 70 million tons of cargo
annually. This sector of the regional economy generates $3.5
billion dollars in revenues, more than $1 billion in wages, $150
million in state and local taxes, and more than 30,000 jobs. The
Delaware River port system is the last major East Coast port to
consider improving its channel. Deepening the Delaware River
main channel from 40 to 45 feet is essential to guarantee the
future competitiveness of the local region's port facilities.

The referenced December 1995 report provided a generalized
analysis of the possible local and regional impacts of the
channel deepening.' The analysis from this consultant report was
not used in the benefit analysis for the project. The 1ightering
rate provided directly by Maritrans to the Corps was applied in
the analysis.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS IN SECTION II-SECTION A (4.), PAGES 13-15

The potential reduction of o0il spills with the 45 foot channel
deepening, although a positive project aspect, was only addressed
qualitatively and was not included as part of the benefit
analysis to determine project justification. In their letter of
March 17, 1997, the EPA concurred that the Marine Spill Analysis
System that has been developed by the Corps, NJDEP, USFWS, and
the Environmental Systems Research Institute, as well as the oil
spill response network that is in place, are adequate.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS IN SECTION II-SECTION B (1.), PAGES 15-16

Cadmium and thallium were the only two contaminants detected in
channel sediments that had mean concentrations above New Jersey
Residential Surface Soil Standards in some reaches. Mean
concentrations of selenium were below Residential standards in
all reaches. See responses to the following comments.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS IN SECTION II-SECTION B (1.) paragraph a,
PAGES 17-18 :

Mean concentration of sediment contaminants along with the
detection range were provided in the DSEIS as a means of
displaying the results of a large sampling effort that produced a
voluminous data set. The New Jersey Soil Cleanup Criteria were



used as a means of placing the sediment data in perspective
because the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection has
indicated that they use the criteria for this purpose. The
compliance requirements for achieving these standards indicate
tat the arithmetic mean of the concentrations of the contaminant
in all soil samples in the area of concern is to be used for
comparison to the standard (Site Remediation Program Cleanup
Standards for Contaminated Sites Proposed New Rules: N.J.A.C.
7:26D fro the New Jersey Register, February 3, 1992). There is no
established procedure for evaluating sediment data. The data
included in the DSEIS was also reviewed by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency and the U.S. fish and Wildlife Service. These
agencies have concurred with the conclusions reached in the
DSEIS.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS IN SECTION II-SECTION B (1.) paragraph b,
PAGES 18-19

There are no Federal bulk sediment standards for evaluating
impacts to groundwater. As part of the sediment quality
investigations presented in the DSEIS, the bulk sediment data was
compared to the NJDEP impact to groundwater soil cleanup
criteria, again as a means of placing the data in perspective.
All available standards were used, which did not include heavy
metals. In addition to the chemical data collected for this
project, the District has undertaken studies of the potential
impact that dredged material disposal may have on groundwater
resources (See Section 7 of the DSEIS). These studies have not
identified any significant concerns relative to groundwater
contamination.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS Iﬁ SECTION II-SECTION B (1.) paragraph c,
PAGES 19-20

The Final SEIS includes additional data that compares the PCB
results generated by the Arthur D. Little study with PCB
concentrations in the navigation channel. This information is
presented in Section 4.6 of the Final SEIS. This data was
collected at the request of the Delaware Department of Natural
Resources and Environmental Control. While other contaminants
were adequately addressed by the data presented in the DSEIS, a
concern was expressed that PCBs should be evaluated using new
state of the art high resolution techniques. As can be seen in
Section 4.6, concentrations of PCBs in shallow water areas of
the river are much higher than concentrations in the navigation
channel. This is likely due to the fact that the navigation
channel is regularly maintained, and contaminants have not been
allowed to accumulate in the sediments over time. These results
serve to confirm the previous conclusion that channel sediments
are clean. In addition to the bulk sediment analyses, bioassays
were run using channel sediments. No mortality was observed in
any reach of the river. The amphipod Hyalella azteca was used
as one of the test organisms.




RESPONSES TO COMMENTS IN SECTION II-SECTION B (2.), PAGES 20-23

Bioaccumulation tests were run on Reach E sediments because
sediment from Delaware Bay will be placed in the aquatic
environment for various beneficial uses. These tests were run at
the request of several Federal and State resource agencies.

These agencies did not request biocaccumulation tests on sediment
that would be removed from the river and placed in dredged
material disposal sites. 1In accordance with Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act, the District prepared Biological
Assessments to evaluate the potential 1mpacts of the project on
Federally threatened and endangered species, including the bald
eagle and the peregrine falcon. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service responded by preparing a Biological Opinion. The Service
concurred with the District's position that the proposed project
would not 1mpact the bald eagle or peregrine falcon. As part of
their opinion they stated: "Results of chemical analyses provided
within the BA indicate that contaminant loads in the sediments
are low. The mean and range of contaminant concentrations were
provided for each reach of the proposed project area. Mean
contaminant concentrations fell within ranges considered to be
background for soils and sediments in New Jersey. Maximum
concentrations that exceed background appear to be in isolated
samples, and are, therefore, limited in spatial distribution.
Additionally, no demonstrable acute toxicity or bioaccumulation
of sediment-associated contaminants were demonstrated in
laboratory tests." .

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS IN SECTION II-SECTION C (1.), PAGES 23-25

The management of the new CDFs has been supported by the FWS,
EPA, and NJDEP(See comment letters to the DSEIS). Most of the
ex1st1ng wetlands in the proposed CDFs are poor quality
phragmites marsh. Please see the following responses: Oldman's 7
Responses 15, 22, and 37. 1In regard to mitigation banking, the
Corps is not bulldlng any mitigation banks as part of this
project. The sponsor is investigating the possible use of
mltlgatlon banking on land adjacent to the CDFs that they will
own in order to generate revenue. Before these banks are
constructed, they would need to receive approval from the NJDEP,
and would need to demonstrate that it is beneficial to the
wetland/wildlife habitat of the area.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS IN SECTION II-SECTION C (2.), PAGES 25-26
The private mitigation bank is located adjacent to this proposed
CDF. We will not impact the ongoing private wetland mitigation
bank efforts. As described in the SEIS, the management of the
CDFs as wetlands will be generally beneflclal to most wildlife
species.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS IN SECTION II-SECTION D, PAGES 26-29

As a possible revenue source, the disposal of out-of-region



dredged material at the proposed sites it being evaluated by the
sponsor. The concerns that are raised in this section are being .
evaluated by the Delaware River Port Authority to see if this

option is environmentally and economically viable. The current

plan presented in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

does not include use of the dredged material disposal areas for

disposal of material dredged from places other than the Delaware

River. Additional regulatory review and permitting would be

required if the sponsor chose to pursue this option.




%Raccoon
Creek

WATERSHED ASSOCIATION
Ffebruary 11, 1997

Mr. Robert L. Callegari,
ATTN: Environmental Resources Branch
U. 5. Army Corps of Engineers
Wanamaker Building
100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390
Via Certified Mail

RE. Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project - Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement .

Dear Mr. Callegari.

on behalf of the Raccoon Creek Watershed Association, Inc., a non-
profit New Jersey Corporation, I am requesting that a public
hearing be held to consider the information set forth in the
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement prepared in connection
with the proposed Delaware River Hain Channel Deepening Project.

As you requested, the reasons for our‘ request that a public
hearing be held, in detail, are:

1. To discuss the impact of the creation of the four upland sites
on surrounding uplands and wetlands. .

2. To discuss the specific nature of the adverse environmental
impacts which have not been avoided ‘but allegedly have been
"minimized." . :

3. To discuss the details on the impacts to water quality that
will be created by the project.

4. To discuss and obtain information on the impact of the
disturbance and release of toxic substances deposited in the
dredged material over the years by, among others, Monsanto Co.,
Bridgeport; DuPont, Deepwater, Salem County; BP Exploration and
011, 1Inc., Trainer Pa.; Mobil 0il, Paulsboro Refinery, Greenwich
Twp.; Franklin Smelting and Refining, Philadelphia; Coastal Eagle
Point O4il Co.. How will the ‘disturbed toxins affect the water
quality of the Raccoon Creek and the Delaware River, and the users
of the sites where the dredged material will be deposited, human,
animal and plant? How will the contaminants be measured? What
containment measures will be implemented? PCBs, DDT and industrial
solvents no longer in use, and substitutes for DDT such as
malathion and other organophosphate pesticides will be able to

In regard to the request for a public hearing, please see res; i i
Delaware State Representative. 9% ple ponse fhe Honorable Shirey Price,

1. Impacts of the construction of the four new C i fetai i
PO gty , DFs are discussed in detail in Sections 10,32,

2. The Philadelphia District believes that the nature and extent of afl impacts that are expected to

chcitér as a result of this project have been adequately discussed in the final EIS (1992) and this

3. Chemical and geotechnlcalr lhvestigatiéns conducted durin, j

. g the PED phase of project
de\{elopment have supported the feasibility level conclusion that project constructign ]and
maintenance would not have an adverse impact on water quality. These investigations are
presented in Sections 4 and 7 of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.

4. A hgzardws., toxic and .radioactive waste (HTRW) investigation was performed on the four
new disposal sites. No evidence was uncovered to suggest that any of the sites have been used
for industrial purposes, or that any HTRW has ever been generated, disposed of, stored or
treated at any of the sites. Several localized areas of concern were tested and ln;licated minor
exceer{ance of cleanup criteria. The areas were selected based on the presence of solid waste
or d_ebns in the vicinity. In addition background tests were performed in non-debris areas.
During tr!e pre:construction phase (Plans and Specification) additional testing at the proposed
dredge sites will be performed in areas of concem to ensure that potentially contaminated soil is

Identified. Any soil found to exceed the regufatory levels wil i i
the e oy S0 eg ry | be removed prior to construction of

Bulk sediment testing in Reach B (the reach of the river that includes Raccoon Creek) di
identlfy. contaminant concentrations that would be of concern to aquatic or terrestrial t':i)o?a“., ?ztgh
resolutpn PCB tests showed that PCB concentrations in the sediments are extremely low in
compansop to what is found in shallow water shoal areas of the river. The highest detected
concentration of PCBs was 0.15 parts per million, which is well below the New Jersey residential
standard of 0.49 parts per million. Pesticides including DDT and malathion were not detected in
the sediments. Water column bicassays did not show any mortality to aquatic organisms.
Pursuapt to the Federal Endangered Species Act, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reviewed
the sediment data and concluded that the proposed dredging and dredged material disposal plan
wc:uldrinn: :mlve an gdverse effect on endangered species including the bald eagle and the
:ﬁd egw hatac m ratom:eres ar:z ralmaet:d with booaccumulauon.of contaminants, egg shell thinning



Mr.

Robert L. Callegari,
ATTN: Environmental Resources Branch
February 11, 1997

Page 2

migrate up the food chain from the sediment introduced into the
wetlands causing eggshell thinning, low hatching rates, etc. of
endangered species currently nesting in the area, including
waterbirda, eagles and other raptors, that might move into. the new
dredge-fill areas. Biological and aquatic test results of the . .
proposed project to be discussed in detail, 5. Section 1.2.1 has been added to the final SEIS to discuss the effects of the project on the

Delaware Estuary Plan.

.5 S. To discuss the effect of the planned dredging on the 25-year
. estuary restoration and protection plan supported by the governors X
of Pennsylvania, New Jersey and Delaware on September 19, 1996. 6. A report by Dr. Kerlinger reviewing the draft SEIS is attache”d to a.comment letter from Ms.
Carole Brodkin and is included in the "Comment and Response” section of the SEIS. Dr.

Kerlinger's report Is generally supportive of the proposed management of portions of the new

6. To discuss the findings of reports commissioned by local and
state environmental organizations prepared by NJ Audubon and Paul

Kerlinger, Ph.D., ornithologist and former director of the NJ CDFs as wetlands.
Audubon Society’s Cape May Bird Observatory evaluating the tecti
6, condition of the Raccoon Creek, its wetlands and uplands, and the 7. Coordination is on-going with the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection

diversity of wildlifte 1living on the creek, especlally in the
vicinity of the proposed new dredge sites, and the effect on them
of creating new dredge sites and adding to existing sites. NJ
Conservation - Foundation and NJ Audubon Reports consider the
location of the proposed new dredge sites as especially important
for preservation.

regarding the scope of water quality monitoring that will be required in association with operating
the dredged material disposal areas.

8. Phragmites exists in portions of all the new CDFs. It will be controlled with herbicides. This
description has been added to Section 3.2.3 of the final SEIS.

7. 7. To discuss stream monitoring results on the Raccoon Creek. 9. Direct withdrawal of Delaware River water for municipal drinking water supply occurs

upstream of River Mile 98, at about RM 110. At RM 98, the Delaware River Basin Commission

8. To discuss the introduction of non-native species, such as

phragmites, into existing wetlands areas of the Raccoon Creek (DRBC) has established standards for maximum allowable 30-day average ct'llorini!y, presently
8 where they do not now exist as a result of the dredging and set at 180 ppm. It is the zone at and upstream of RM 98 that the Delaware River directly
o filling.

recharges the PRM aquifer underlying the Camden (NJ) metropo]itan area. Historic heavy
withdrawal of ground water in this area has depressed the potentiometric surfape as much as
100 feet below sea level, reversing the natural hydraulic gradient between the river and the
aquifer.

9. To discuss the impact on drinking water drawn from the Delaware
River to service municipal and individual supplies.

Sin ely yours,

The salinity model investigation demonstrated that even under a recurrence of the drought of ]
¢ %A,;/u( ' record, ctI:IZsrinity at RM 98 does not exceed the DRBC standard. It is concluded that there lel be
no adverse impacts on fresh water supplies, either direct withdrawats or ground water supplies,

accompanying the proposed channel deepening.

J NN A. LAUGHL
sident, Raccoon Creek Watershed Association, Inc.




Mr Robert L Callegari FEB 13, 1997
Planning Division

Dept of the Army

Philadelphia District of Engineers

100 Penn Square East

Philadelphia. PA 19107-3390

Dear Mr Callegari,

The Delaware River and Bay Shoreline Council has received a copy
of the praft Supplements Comprehensive Impact Statement,Delaware
Navigation Study, Main Channel Deepening, January 1997. We thank
you for this opportunity to explain why we oppose the deepening
of the Main Delaware River Channel.

The Shoreline Council began it's work in 1972 as a citizen's
resource committee of the First State Resource, Conservation and
Development Program, Department of Agriculture. We have continued
since 1988 as an independent council operating with the following
major goals:

1). to promote public awareness and environmentally sensitive
land use policies so as to protect and improve water quality
of rivers and bays in Delaware,

2). to encourage public access to water-based recreation and
shorelines.

3). to provide opportunities for exchange of information among
citizens and public agencies.

In recent years the Delaware River has been "hailed as one of
the world's top water guality success storys". This has been the
result of three and one half decades of extreme effort by national,
regional and state authority. And in addition, substantial
investments from local governments, the general public and private
industry.

puring the past six years, the national, regional and state
governments focused on developing a Comprehensive Management Plan
(CCMP Sept 1996) for the Delaware Estuary to build consensus by
citizen participation and local government input. It's purpose
will be to further enhance river guality and protect natural
resources. It envisions achieving a sustainable society for
future generations. We know the Corps of Engineers has been a
part of this endeaver, as has been the Delaware River and Bay
Council. .

Despite all this astounding support and progress, tremendous
challenges still lie ahead. Such as-decades of unregulated
discharges into the river that have left heavy metals, volatile
organic chemicals and other chronic toxicity in bottom sediments.
However, major efforts are now underway to control and remedy
new discharges. 1In 1992 the Delaware River Basin Commission
established a common set of water quality goals for the ‘estuary.




A Toxic Action Plan is now adopted within the CCMP which has
already included the development of a detox model to assess the
effect of toxic pollutants on the acheivement of water quality
criteria to protect human health and prevent chronic impacts

on aquatic life. With all this conscientious effort how can the
Corps possibley propose to operate a major project of the sheer
magnitude of the main channel deepening project under an exemption
on water quality certification? The channel dredging imposes

an inherently severe impact on the river and it's resources
through redistribution of the bottom sediments, disturbance within
the water column and impact along shorelines where silt is
deposited. Further more, we have not seen any evaluation of
environmental impacts or increased safety issues on the presence
of supertankers within the river channel.

Another clear deficiency in your EIS is not addressing actions
needed to protect historic Ft Delaware on Pea Patch Island.

Fort Delaware is located within yards of the existing ship channel.
The island is presently subjected to severe erosion due to surge
from the existing ship traffic. Larger and heavier ships will
require the Corps to build expensive jettys. You should be aware
that Ft Delaware is on the list of National Historic Sites. I am
sure that you personaly admire the historic naval military value
of Ft Delaware. As a State Park it hosts over 25,000 visitors a
year.

These are some of the concerns of the Delaware River and Bay
Council in reviewing the Corps EIS draft on the Main Channel
dredging proposal. There are many people who have not yet received
your proposal. It would seem appropriate at this time to call a
public meeting. ’

Thank you for your kind attention-

RV
Leah Roedel é\ _%
Delaware River & LA QMZLQ.&,
Bay Council

6 Crestfield
Wilm. DE 19810

1. Please refer to Delaware Audubon Society Response 4. Sediment contamination with the‘
Federal navigation channel and port facility berthing areas that would benefit from the deepening
project has been intensively studied over the last several years. Testing has im::luded bulk and
elutriate analyses, water column and whole sediment bioassays, bioaccumulatlo_n test_, aqd most
recently high resolution, congener specific PCB analyses. The results of these mveshgahons are
presented in Section 4.0 of the SEIS. To date, there has been no indication that dredging §nd
dredged material disposal operations would have and adverse effect on aquatic resources in the
Delaware River estuary. This conclusion is supported by the U.S. Envjronrpenta| P!’Otecllon
agency, the U.S. Fish and Wildiife Services and the National Marine Fisheries Service. In )
additions, while the project is exempt from water quality certification, the states of Penpsylvama,
New Jersey and Delaware did evaluate sediment contamination concern as part of {heq Coastal
Zone Management Program consistency reviews. These State consistency determinations are

required for project construction.

2. Please see response to Ms. Elaine DuBois, Oldman's Creek Watershed Association
Response 63.

3. The erosion problem on the shoreline of Pea Patch Island is being aqdressed and will be
resolved by the Corps of Engineers and Delaware DNREC as an issue independent of the

proposed Main Channel Deepening.

In regard to a need for a public hearing, please refer to the response to the Honorable Shirle A
Price, Delaware House of Representatives. P e
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tir. wobert L. callegari,

_ JF am writing Lo you to reguest Lhe army Corps, of
tnpineers hold o public meeting to ¢isvecuss the jssues con-
cernig. the bLraft supplemently chvironmental Impact Stictement
for the welaware River pain Chunnel Decpening jroject.

1 would like to see copies of the vraft supplemental im-
ract statement in some of our locul libraries, such ar the
Lloucester County and west Do thord Liberies. | have con-
cerns regarding the safty of of this highly contaimanated
drodeed moterial and itz impact on the tround water,

une of the areas that is listed for disposal for the
dredged material is the Pedricktown wouth and North sited
also a new proposed site is listed ut 156, on the southern
border along Oluldmnn's Creek.a report was put out by the
ew Jersny nudubon Society fou Lhue hew Jersey Conservation
Foundation entitled the DiLaWnde Bnl ol RIVER 1RibULARLES
LREENWAY FHOJLCT. L1t gtates, "ihe }edricktown Lomples is o
site extending from the belaware river east to noute .y nlong
the lower reaches of Qldman's Creek, The site is well knowny
and well reported ag an weendary; ered bird species site, one

of the rremier waterfowl sites in the state, an iaportent wisra-

sho;ubird sites, and important raptor site,lt is also one of
the very best examples of tidal marsh habitat in the entire

dy area. 1t is the home for an
muskrats.vwith federal and state endangered species, with
critical migrant populations, and abundant food, it is a

incmedible population of

critical migratory and wintering stopover site for many
birds.It is threatened by a 350 acre developement parcel
on route 130.The best outcome would be to acquire the
larpge 359 acre fill for sule at Route 130 und 1ot it under

. [
£0 succession,n

//u,,f.,w,

Flaine Nelser
N0 3 Bai7y Rti13c

PRI A

Sw edeshers N T £

1. Please see response to Ms. Elaine DuBois, Oldman’s Creek Watershed Association. Six additional

libraries In Gloucester and Salem counties were sent copies of the draft SEIS.

2. The District has evaluated the potential for groundwater contamination from the disposal ares along
the Delaware River and found the impact to be negligible. Models and investigations were conducted at
National Park and Oldman’s Disposal Areas and concluded that disposal operations will have a negligib!
effect on the groundwater in the vicinity of these areas. The proposed Site 15G is located adjacent to
Oldman’s Disposal area. The material to be disposed of is not "highly contaminated. In fact the materia
is essentlally considered “clean” as measured against state and federal standards. This determination i
supported by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (See comment letter dated March 17, 1997.

B 3. Please refer to Response 2 for the New Jersey Conservation Foundation,

In regard to a need for a public hearing, please refer to the response to the Honorable Shirtey A.
Price, Delaware House of Representatives. -
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= oLeEt w1l Stoeet,
cricstown, NJ nt

i

breioonot L, Gallegard

attn: pnviromental Resourees Branch,
U.3. Army Corns of tngineers,

wannamker tuiding, 100 ¥Fenn Square basy,
rnilaa:lpnhiadelphia, ra.l9%107-3390

vear hr Cipl  ari:

Living in the area wnich will receive most of the
disposal material I fe:]1 that a Public dearing should

be feld.

Pennsylvania and Delawre state will not be receiving

& great amo.nt of disposal material,

fou have covered the Librar)es of Pennsylvania Delaware
and North Jersey but not South Jersey.(Bridgtons

Missing a. e the foilowing:

City of Salem,120 west Broadway,Salem,NJ
PennsGrove-Carneys fPoint Library, PennsGrove,NJ
Woodstown-PllesgroveLibrary, 14 Schoolland,Woodstown, NY
Elmergx Public Library,South Main St,Elmer,NJ

Swedesboro Public Library,42 Kings Highway,Swedesboro,NJ
Paulsboro Library, Off Broad St, Paulsbor, NJ

#as it an oversite not covering our libraryes in South
Jersey.

we have a RIGHT TO KNOW the d-tails of the snolls to

be dumned on our arears,

Sincerly,

F / M‘JL(&)} . /{’xlc/ut'( A

Hamilton G.Pedrick Jr.

Please see response t
libraries in Gloucester

o Ms. Elaine DuBols, Oldman's Creek Watershed Association. Six additional
and Salem counties were sent copies of the draft SEIS.




James S. Zimmerman
363D Bay Ave., Slaughter Beach
Milford DE.. 19963
February 12. 1997

US Army Corps of Engineers
Wannamaker Bldg

100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390

Attention: Mr. Robert Callogori, Environmental Research Branch
Subject: Delaware Bay Channel Dredging & Dune Replenishment

Dear Sir.,

| am writing on behalf of several interested residents of the Slaughter Beach community. It is our
understanding, through reports in the local newspapers, that the COE is preparing preliminary
plans and justifying the deepening of the navigation channel in the Delaware Bay and River.
Obviously, for economic and environmental purposes, we are totally in agreement with this
initiative.

Our particular local interest is in the proposed rebuilding of the dunes, along the bay shore. We are
interested in any of the following activities which may commence:

o Timing of planning, authorization, funding and implementation of the dredging & dune
replenishment.

o Newsletters (please put me on your distribution list for further dissemination within the
community).

o Public hearings (Please advise in advance. so interested citizens may attend).

o Anything that would be newsworthy or requiring grass-roots support--for our citizens.

I want to assure you that our interest is positive, that we are very favorably in support of this
worthwhile expenditure of Federal and State funds. In other words, we want to help in the process
if there is anything we can do. Please advise your initial schedule of pursuit. I can be reached via
internet: JimZimmie@AOL or by fax or phone: 302-422-3213. Thanks for your interest.

Sincerely,

363D Bay Ave. Slaughter Beach. DE. 19963

The sand material from the proposed project will be stockpiled offshore in the vicinity of Slaughter Beach
Sand from this site, will be directly placed on Slaughter Beach by the State of Delaware. This office and
State of Delaware will keep you abreast of any future efforts.



John C. O'Herron, 11
220 Washington Street

Mount Holly, New Jersey 08060-1646
Voice and facsimile (609) 261-0711; e-mail JOHERRON@VOICENET.COM

February 15, 1997

Mr. John Brady

Environmental Resources Branch
Department of the Army

Philadelphia District, Corps of Engineers
Wanamaker Building, 100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107-3390

Re: U.S.A.C.O.E. 1997. Draft supplemental environmental impact statement. Delaware
River comprehensive navigation study. Main channel deepening project.

Dear Mr. Brady:

At long last, | have reviewed the above-referenced document. The document contains
much material that I could, and probably should, remark upon. However, my time for that is
limited and I will restrict my comments to the federally endangered shortnose sturgeon
(Acipenser brevirostrum).

The basic information (i.e. original research material) that was utilized in the document
regarding shortnose sturgeon in the Delaware Estuary is not only dated (studies ended in
1987), but also does not reflect the current circumstances of shortnose sturgeon occurrence.
The organic pollution of the Delaware Estuary has become less and less of a problem since the
last shortnose sturgeon studies were conducted and the area of the ‘Philadelphia pollution
block’, so ofien referenced, no longer prevents the passage of fishes; in fact it is good fish
habitat on a year-round basis in many places. To be succinct, today's watery world of the
tidal Delaware River and Bay is not that of the 1980’s - not for sturgeon, not for us. Our
understanding of Delaware Estuary shortnose sturgeon is quite limited, because those studies
in this system are so few. Also, it is erroneous to assume that the behavior of shortnose
sturgeon in the Delaware Estuary is wholly comparable to that of this species in other systems
due to differences in latitude and system characteristics. Hence, it is necessary to learn (learn
anew, not extrapolate from dated, non-targeted, geographically removed studies) about the
seasonal movement patterns of shortnose sturgeon in the middle and lower estuary. The
studies conducted in the upper estuary (essentially the tidal Delaware River upstream of
Marcus Hook) can only hint at what occurs elsewhere in the estuary. To date, no one has
resolved, or even touched upon, the temporal and spatial occurrence aspects of shortnose

O’HERRON BIOLOGICAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING

On November 26, 1996 the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) issued a “Biological Opinion* for
all dredging projects permitted, funded, or conducted by the District, including the channel deepening
project. The Opinion stated that dredging projects within the Philadelphia District may adversely affect
sea turtles and shortnose sturgeon, but are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any
threatened or endangered species under the jurisdiction of the NMFS for dredging activities within the
District. The draft SEIS was reviewed by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
the parent agency of the NMFS. Please refer to their comments and NOAA Responses 11, 12, and 13.
In addition, Mr. O'Herron's letter was sent to the National Marine Fisheries Service for review, in light of
his concems. NMFS responded (Karen Green, Personal Communication, February 24, 1997) that:

1. The Delaware Basin Fish and Wildlife Management Cooperative's restrictions on dredging
were sufficient to protect the shortnose sturgeon.

2. The behavior of juvenile shortnose sturgeon is still not known.

3. The finding of the "Biological Opinion™ are valid. If their recommendations are followed, there
will be no jeopardy to this speclies. However, consultation may be reinitiated if conditions change, or the
take authorized by the Incidental Take Statement is exceeded.

4. Additional studies of the age structure and sex ratios of shortnose sturgeon populations in
the Delaware River, feeding habits, and areas of significant habitat would provide insight into the behavior
of this species in the Delaware River, especially the juveniles. However, these studies are not required
under the terms of the Biological Opinion; they are considered conservation recommendations.




J. Brady 02/15/97 continued. Page 2 of 7.

sturgeon young (young-of-the-year and older juveniles) in the Delaware Estuary. The
protection of this life stage(s) is critical to the survival of the population. There is every
reason (o believe that these young are to be found along the freshwater side of the oligo/
mesohaline transition boundary within the federally maintained navigation channel. This puts
the young at considerable risk, especially since they likely occur on a seasonal basis in the
vicinity of Marcus Hook where both dredging and blasting are planned to occur.

Some basic aspects of shortnose sturgeon behavior have not been fully exposed in the
document. Shortnose sturgeon is the only federally listed endangered species that is virtually
restricted in its occurrence to the federally maintained-navigation channel and associated
comparable depths from Trenton to below the Walt Whitman Bridge. I have received
anecdotal accounts from commercial fishermen that shorinose sturgeon also inhabit the deeper
waters (read navigation channel and anchorage areas) within the lower estuary. Certainly I
questioned such reports as they may suffer from misidentification with the juvenile Atlantic
sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrhynchus) that are often abundant in the lower estuary. However,
shortnose sturgeon do frequent the lower estuary and occurrence within the deeper waters is
consistent with their behavior elsewhere in the estuary. With this information, one must
recognize that the proposed dredging project will impact a great deal of shortnose sturgeon
habitat in one fell swoop, and then again and again as needed to maintain the proposed
additiona! five feet of project depth. We now know that adult shortnose sturgeon can be
entrained by hydraulic dredges (incident of 1996 in the Trenton-Roebling area), and so, all life
stages in the immediate vicinity of dredging activity are potential entrainees. What other
federal or state protected species within the Delaware Estuary will endure such impact to
members of its population and disruption to its habitat when, truly, so little is known about its
occurrence from Philadelphia to the sea (yes, they do enter coastal oceanic waters without a
problem). How does one protect the young, one of the critical early life history stages for
which precious little is known from any system? Where and when are the young in the
Delaware Estuary? 1 have provided an educated guess, but without reproducible field
documentation it is only a surmise and when dealing with an endangered species that is not
enough upon which to base any project.

The shortnose sturgeon of the Delaware estuary are very frequently found in
aggregations ranging in numbers of a few to thousands (in this latter occurrence, greater than
50% of the adult population may be present) of individuals. Such aggregation behavior is also
known of shortnose sturgeon from other systems. The predisposition to occur in aggregations
makes a large number of individuals vulnerable to negative impacts at any one place or time.
So much so, that when one encounters a dead shortnose sturgeon the first question to ask is,
“How many others?”, and not, “Were there any others?".

My more specific comsments are directed to the page(s) of occurrence:

Page 1-17. Section 3. Shortnose Sturgeon
The recommended dredging windows of the Delaware Basin Fish and Wildlife Management
Cooperative (DBF&WMC) were not designed to protect shortnose sturgeon, rather they are
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1. Brady 02/15/97 continued. Page 3 of 7.

better geared to protecting more fully-anadromous species such as American shad (Alosa
sapidissima), river herrings (Alosa spp.), and striped bass (Morone saxatilis). -The reasons as
to why the dredging restrictions do not protect shortnose sturgeon are:

1. Dredging (hydraulic and bucket), blasting, and overboard disposal can be conducted vear-
round from the Delaware Memorial Bridge (River Mile 68.7) at Wilmington, Delaware to the
mouth of Delaware Bay/Atlantic Ocean (River Mile 0.0); thusly, there are no protective
measures in place there for shortnose sturgeon. This area frequently encompasses the
oligo/mesohaline transition boundary (presumed location of the young), the position of which
is governed by the interplay of seasonal and tidal influences. Atlantic sturgeon sampling
efforts in the general vicinity of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal (River Mile 58.6) during
recent years have produced a number of shortnose sturgeon as well. This is not unexpected
since shortnose sturgeon have an historic occurrence in the middle and lower estuary.

2. Hydraulic dredging is prohibited only from mid-May to mid-June from the Delaware
Memorial Bridge to upstream beyond the terminus of the proposed depth increase.
Unfortunately, adult shortnose sturgeon and the oligo/meschaline transition boundary are
present during the remainder of the year when unrestricted hydraulic dredging is permitted.
Blasting is permitted here from 1 December to mid-March, a period when the
oligo/mesohaline transition boundary shouid be well-displaced downstream from the Marcus
Hook area (ca. River Mile 79.5) and when most adult shortnose sturgeon should be in the
Florence-Trenton, New Jersey (ca. River Miles 121-133) vicinity or in the lower estuary.
However, the wintertime occurrence of young and adult shortnose sturgeon between Cherry
Island Flats (River Mile 73.5) and Little Tinicum Island (River Mile 85.5) has never been
assessed and no assumption can be made that shortnose sturgeon will not be present during
blasting operations at Marcus Hook. Marcus Hook is centered in the suggested area and the
involved distance is comparable to that covered by shortnose sturgeon overwintering in the
upper estuary. However, the overwintering dynamics of shortnose sturgeon in the Marcus
Hook area may be different - no one knows.

Page 10-16 and 10-17. Section 10.1.2.3 Shortnose Sturgeon

Paragraph #1. The shortnose... The field data that was utilized to author 4 biological
assessment of shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) population in the upper tidal
Delaware River: Potential impacts of maintenance dredging was gathered prior 1985 and,
though informative in many regatds, is not wholly relevant to the impacts of navigation
dredging from Philadelphia to the sea upon shortnose sturgeon. It is a useful document, when
connected with later work, for considerations of dredging impacts upon shortnose sturgeon
from Philadelphia to Trenton. The great improvement in tida] Delaware River water quality
since 1986-87, as measured by dissolved oxygen concentrations, obviates some of the thought
contained in that document. To be exact, the document is somewhat out-of-place and out-of-
time.

Paragraph #2. Shortnose sturgeon spawn... In actuality, spawning activity in the Delaware
may occur as early as late March and extend into the first week of May. There is considerable
year-to-year variability and in some years environmental factors (current played against
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temperature) may confound successful spawning. When this happens, the unspawned fish
leave the spawning grounds and absorb the ova over the course of many months. Needless to
say, annual recruitment levels are variable in response to ambient conditions on the spawning
grounds.

Paragraph #3. Shortnose sturgeon range... With the advent of the Delaware Estuary
Program, it is correct to consider all areas of the Delaware Watershed that are flowed by the
tide as being the ‘Estuary’. This even includes areas of appreciable gradient, a hundred or so
miles from the sea, where purely freshwater backs-up on the high tide and the presence of
oceanically-derived salts is more of a theoretical consideration than an analytical fact.
Therefore, what is true is that the greatest proportion of an watershed system’s shortnose
sturgeon population occurs on the freshwater side of the oligo/mesohaline transition boundary.

Paragraph #4. Sampling by... Yes, we did locate a dense and populous overwintering
aggregation of shortnose sturgeon in the federal navigation channel within the Trenton area
during Winter 1985-86. Moreover, this occurrence has been reliably predictable on an annual
basis. This information does not speak of the remainder of the population, which is at least
equally important, that could just as easily occur at the same dense and populous levels in the
federal navigation channel where project deepening is proposed. The problem with this
paragraph is that it directs attention away from the proposed project area, does not address the
meaningfulness of the calculated numbers of overwintering individuals versus calculations of
the adult population size, and fails to ask as to where the remainder of the population is. I will
ask that, “Where is the remainder of the population during the wintertime?”. It has not been
studied and so it is not known. ) .

Paragraph #5. In the... The cited Hastingé (1983b) document should be reread. Hastings

had cited some works by Dadswell and Dadswell et al. regarding the Saint John River, New
Brunswick, Canada, but concluded that a downstream movement in August would seem to be
precluded by the pollution block. He did state that catches in the Duck Island area were
consistently high in Fall, 1983, but feli off in the winter after November and indicated that the
population begins to Jeave the area for the winter. He did not say where to, as we did not
have a clue to the actualities, but stated that the use of ultrasonic telemetry should provide
information on this problem. It was not until December,; 1984, that we began to get clear
evidence that shortnose sturgeon were overwintering in the upper tidal Delaware River. Later,
through the use of gillnet sampling and telemetric observations, we were able to demonstrate
the existence of highly populous, dense overwintering populations in discrete areas. These
overwintering aggregations can become so well-defined that gillnets set mere meters away will
not recover a single individual. This was why it appeared that the shortnose sturgeon migrated
from the Duck Island area in the wintertime.

According to the best information available (remember, field work stopped in 1987),
immediately after spawning shortnose sturgeon speedily migrate into the Philadelphia area
(certainly at least slightly below the Walt Whitman Bridge at River Mile 96.8) where they
move about very little and then, in a matter of days (few individuals) and weeks (most
individualis), to a few months (few individuals), return to the Duck Island area (Florence-
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1. Brady 02/15/97 continued. Page 5 of 7.

Trenton). Up until 1986-87, the pollution block was pretty much in place, but since that time
there has been no persistent pollution barrier to the passage of fishes through the Philadelphia
area. The movement patterns of shortnose sturgeon during the 1990’s and beyond is likely
quite different from that observed during the 1980°s when most of the population was
pollution-focked into the wpper tidal Delaware River. With that in mind, shortnose sturgeon
occurrence within the federal navigation channel from Petty Island (River Mile 103) to the sea
may be far more persistent than earlier imagined.

Page 10-18. Section 10.3 Section 7 Consultation

The biological assessment of impacts to shortnose sturgeon as a result of the proposed channel
deepening project used dated material that is out-of-place and some of its assertions are
incorrect. Furthermore, that assessment cannot speak to the occurrence of shortnose sturgeon
young. It is more than likely that the young are negatively impacted (this connotes negative
impact to the entire population and lessens its’ survivability) by routine maintenance dredging
conducted from the oligo/mesohaline transition boundary to upstream. The proposed project
will require dredging in the presumed area of greatest young shortnose sturgeon occurrence
for an extended period of time. The impact will be chronic and acute. A no impact
conclusion is inappropriate until the temporal and spatial occurrence of these young has been
clearly documented and it is demonstrated that the project can be accomplished without
jeopardy to the species. Loss of an indeterminate number of young constitutes jeopardy to the
species, until such time as provisions to safeguard the young are put in place. It is impossible
to conduct this project with a lack of knowledge regarding the whereabouts of the young and at
* the same time guarantee no negative impact/jeopardy to the Delaware Estuary’s shortnose
sturgeon population.

Pages 10-19 and 10-20. National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)

Paragraph #1. In September... The document A biological assessment of shortnose
sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostoum) population in the upper tidal Delaware River: Potential
impacts of maintenance dredging is, for the larger part, wholly inappropriate for addressing
the impacts to be realized from the proposed Philadelphia to the sea navigation channel
project. Please see my prior comments under Page 10-16 and 10-17. Section 1.2.3 Shortnose
Sturgeon: Paragraph #1.

Paragraph #2. Second sentence. The area,... This statement was appropriate 10 and more
years ago. However, in recognition of the removal of the pollution block since that time it is
now without basis and incorrect. Within the past ten years, shortnose sturgeon have been
captured well-within the Philadelphia area between River Mile 103 at Petty Island and Fort
Mifflin, Pennsylvania at River Mile 91 during late May. At the present time, there is no
reason to think that many shortnose sturgeon, along with multitudinous other fish, do not
utilize the federal navigation channel in the Philadelphia area during the summer months.

Paragraph #2. Third sentence. South of... Al else being equal, shortnose sturgeon
occurrence should lessen not as one passes south of Wilmingion, but rather as the distance
within saline water increases from the oligo/mesohaline transition boundary, a seasonably
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variable boundary. The very infrequent occurrence of young should be expected on the
seaward side of the transition boundary. .

Paragraphs #3. Although ... and #4. The Philadelphia... The dredging restrictions are
not protective of shortnose sturgeon within the proposed project area. Please see my prior
comments under Page 1-17. Section 3. Shortnose Sturgeon.

Page 10-29. Section 10.4.2.4 Shortnose Sturgeon

Sentences #1-4 and #6. Please refer to all of my prior commentary as regards these
sentences.

Sentence #7. Shortnose sturgeon in the upper Delaware Estuary have demonstrated a strict
affinity to the federal navigation channel and comparable depths, as previously discussed
herein. If this behavior holds true, even in part, within the middle and lower estuary, then the
dredging project will also acutely impact shortnose sturgeon habitat on a large scale.

Sentences #8 and #9. Firstly, the dredging did not encompass the area between Philadelphia
and Trenton, rather it was a small stretch (River Miles 129.1 to 130.5) of federal navigation
channel in the Duck Island and Perriwig Ranges between Bordentown and Trenton that also
included the dredging of the PSE&G Mercer Generating Station’s barge bay (River Mile
130.4). The studies by Rutgers did not identify any shortnose sturgeon remains for any one of
a number of reasons. Yes, it is very possible that no shortnose sturgeon were entrained by the
hydraulic cutterhead dredge that was working the study area. However, we only observed 12
fish (white perch, Morone americanus, and catfish, Ameiurus/Ictalurus spp.) over the course
of 50 days. We thought that to be peculiar, considering that the entrained species were two of
the most populous fishes in the study area (in the upper estuary as well), are benthically-
oriented and not fast, powerful swimmers. Possibly the negatively buoyant victims sank in the
pumped slurry and only a few of them rose to the surface upon decomposition. Keep in mind
that the observations were conducted from 15 September through 3 December, a time when
fish activity goes from high to low, but not so low as to prevent relatively rapid escape
movement. During the period of dredge spoil observations, we also captured more shortnose
sturgeon away from the working dredge than we did near it, suggesting their active avoidance
of the device. Until February-March, 1996, when two dead aduit shortnose sturgeon were
found in the Biles Island dredge spoil disposal area (River Mile 130.5) there seemed to be no
reason since 1983 to think that adult shortnose sturgeon would, or could, not avoid a hydraulic
dredge. During the wintertime, shortnose sturgeon are unpredictably capable of sudden and
rapid movement even though metabolic rates are lowered during the winter months. Although
shortnose sturgeon are relatively fast and powerful swimmers, that is apparently not enough to
protect them from hydraulic dredge entrainment and our thinking must be realigned to
acknowledge that fact.

Page 10-31. Section 10.5.2.3 Shortnose Sturgeon
The dredging restrictions are not protective of shortnose sturgeon within the proposed project
area. Please see my prior comments under Page 1-17. Section 3. Shortnose Sturgeon.
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In conclusion, it is my opinion that the gaps in knowledge regarding the temporal and
spatial occurrence and use of the Delaware Estuary, from Philadelphia to the sca, by all free-
swimming life stages of shortnose sturgeon are as massive now as they were a century ago.
Routine navigation channel maintenance dredging has likely been impacting shortnose sturgeon
young since the advent of hydraulic dredging on the freshwater side of the oligo/mesohaline
transition boundary. The dredging has certainly created and destroyed shortnose sturgeon
habitat; not a mixed blessing since the shortnose sturgeon’s affinity to the deepest water
available in a given area subjects them to chronic negative impacts from dredging. The
presentations within the above-referenced draft supplemental environmental impact statement
that indicate no impact/jeopardy to shortnose sturgeon as a consequence of the proposed
channel deepening or that suggest the protective efficacy of the DBF&WMC dredging
restriction are ill-founded at best; because they are based upon a lack of knowledge, rather
than upon facts that are consistent with the present day environmental conditions/quality of the
Delaware Estuary. The gaps in knowledge need to be resolved in order to satisfactorily ensure
that the proposed project will be conducted in such fashion that the rare (extremely so, relative
to the other fishes of the Delaware Estuary) and endangered shortnose sturgeon remains
protected from negative impacts that will destroy its young and reduce its numbers thereby
jeopardizing this species’ continued existence.

Sincerely yours,

/""'John C. O’Herron, It

att:  Qualifications statement.
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John C. O'Herron, 11
220 Washington Street
Mount Holly, New Jersey 08060-1616
1-609-261-0711

QUALIFICATIONS STATEMENT

Over twenty years experience with fishes of New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Delaware. Published
authority on the biology and ecology of the federally endangered shortnose sturgeon in the Delaware
River estuary. Advisor to state and federal agencies on issues involving shortnose sturgeon and other
fishes. Has conducted investigations of water quality, ichthyoplankton, fish, benthic invertebrates.
wetlands, and terrestrial and aquatic habitats. Designed mitigation projects for wetland and aquatic
habitat losses. Conducted studies of impacts of hydraulic dredging upon shortnose sturgeon. Has
monitored and written about the impacts of bucket dredging upon water quality. Within the past
fourteen years, have conducted over twenty field studies in the Delaware River system in which fish.
invertebrates, water quality, and/or aquatic habitats were the major topics. Within the last three years
has co-authored three publications for the EPA’s Delaware Estuary Program regarding fish, habitat,
_and/or toxic substances; the most recent being A Scientific Characterization of the Delaware Estuary.

Education:

Rutgers University, The Graduate School: Master of Science, Biology, 1976.
Widener College: Bachelor of Science, Biology, 1975.

PMC Colleges: Bachelor of Science, Business Administration (Economics), 1969.

Experience; .
1993 to present. O'Herron Biological and Environmental Consulting.

1988 to 1993. ]
T. Lloyd Associates: Assistant director of a firm that conducted aquatic and terrestrial field studies,

evaluated biological conditions for environmental impact and assessment statements, performed
literature surveys, and advised individuals and agencies at all levels in both the public and private
sectors.

1974 to 1976 and 1980 to 1987. .

Department of Biology and Center for Coastal and Environmental Studies, Rutgers University:
Instructor and Graduate Research Assistant. Conducted research on the biology and ecology of
shortnose sturgeon in the Delaware River; duties included responsibility for daily operations, budget,
personnel, maintenance, and reports. Conducted water quality sampling and analysis for the Batsto
River pilot study. Lectured general ecology course. Instructor of laboratory sessions for general
biology and general ecology courses. Verified identifications and documentation of herbarium
specimens.

" 1977 to 1980. :
Esschem Company, Division of Sartomer Industries, Inc.: Shift Production Supervisor. Directed
production and maintenance personnel of a multi-million doflar firm in the production of highly

specialized resins.

Affiliations (Professional, Institutional and etc.):

Academy of Natural Sciences of Philadelphia Ecological Society of America
American Fisheries Society New Jersey Academy of Sciences
American Littoral Society New Jersey Audubon Society

Delaware Riverkeeper Network (Board of Trustees)  Philadelphia Botanical Club
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4595 Painted Sky Road
Reading, PA 19606
June 26, 1997

Mr. John Brady

U.s. Army Corps of Engineers
District 100

Penn Square East
Philadelphia, PA 19107-33%0

RE: Dredge Dumping in the Del. Bay
Dear Mr. Brady: . .

Our names are Mr, Edward & Theresa Maciejewski, and ovr son & daughter,

Mark & Michele Maciejewski. We are writing to yan in repnard:s to the dumplng
tdea iuto the Del. buy ofor Del. water ways. We are a few of the thousands
whom believe this 1s a extreemly unwise choice on your part. My family are
current recreational fisherman of the Del Bay water ways; and have been for
many, many years; & want it to stay that way for years to come. We, as well
as the signed enclosed names, feel this plan to proceed with dumping into
those water ways would be a horrible injustice to those water ways, the
natural wild life that lives there, & the overall consideration for the
environment involved.

We do purpose ay alternative method to your dumping plan. We purpose that
you dump intctW¥ields far away from the water ways. The benefits are a plus
to the soil over time and will not harm the ecological cycle.

1 have always thought the Army Cerps of Engineers were of extreem, upmost .
intelligence, however after reading the article in the "Fisherman" magazine

of the May 29, 1997 issue, page 8; 1 (as well as others), have some doubt & Please refer to response to the Delaware Moble Surf Fishermen
question your logic behind this so called, "idea" to dump into Del. Bay waters.

We mean, who ever heard of taking mud & sludge from one body of water and
dumping it into another body of water that is vibrant, and full of natural,
1iving, wildilife; anyone knows that if you were to dump into the Del. water
ways, ie) the Bay, you are going to KILL the natural, living, eco-cycle. It's
not good for any water life form in the Reef beds. This is a natural breeding
grounds for ALL kinds of water life in Deleware area, and surrounding water ways.

We, the enclosed list of names STRONGLY encourage you to reconsider your choice
of dumping sites. Thank You for your time and consideration in the particular .
matter.

Sincerely,

/A

dwards Maciejewski

- ,
Pand T Sy eeropada

Mr. Mark Maciejewsid

(see enclosed sheets for others whom disagree with your choice of dump site)
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JUNE 14, 1997

DEAR A Brects,

As a fisherman of forty plus years, | am concerned about the proposed
Delaware River Main Channel Deepening Project.
After reading an article in the Fisherman magazine about the dredging and
dumping in the Delaware Bay and what it would do in the future to The
Coral Beds, I would like to voice my opposition to this project.

There is no doubt that this will have disastrous effects on the natural chain of
animal life in the Bay, not only for the recreational fisherman , but for the
commercial fisherman as well.

I am extremely opposed to this project and I believe that as necessary as the
dredging of the canal is, it should continue in the trench off Cape May and
not dump the sledge into the Bay. Please consider the surrounding
enviroment and what it will do to our future. This project will result in the
destruction of ecological stability.

I appreciate you taking the time to investigate and consider all alternatives
and hope a satisfactory solution can be found for all involved and that the
solution will be ecologically and economically sound.

Please preserve our future.

Sincerely

. ek

/¥ £ ey 195,
M/ DL Jovs 5

oo kox 553

Please refer to response to the Delaware Moble Surf Fishermen.




To: Senator Joseph Biden Jr, Senator Wm Roth Jr, and Representative
Michael Castle

From: Delaware Mobile Surf-Fisherman and concerned Citizens

Re: Delaware River Main Channel Deepenind Project (Delaware,
Pennsylvania, New Jersey)

Lead Agency: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, District Philadelphia.
Bnvironmental Resources Branch (215) 656-6555

c/o John Brady
U.S. Army Corps Engineer District
100 Penn Square East
Philadelphia, Pa 19107-3390

Honorable Sirs:

You are asked to investigate the above project and give
consideration to our request.

We the undersigned request that any sand stockpiling related to
dispersal of dredged material from the deepening of the Delaware
River Main Channel not be dumped and stockpiled off of or near the
water areas of Slaughter Beach and Broadkill Beach. '

This area is know as "The Coral Beds." These beds are a primary
feeding and spawning area for both fin fish and shell fish.

Our main concern is the adverse effect of the dumping of over 4
million cubic yards of sand/dredged material (according to the ACR)
on approximately 750 acres off of these beaches.This material will
smother all aquatic life on which fin fish and other aquatic life
feed. BEnvironmentally, this decision does not appear to be sound.In
addition, this could seriously affect commercial and recreational
fishing and other related business enterprises in the Lower
Delaware Bay. Tourism could also be aeffected.

This material will also reduce the mean low water level of 8' to a
mean low of 3'(according to ACE).

We would like to request a public hearing on this project so our
questions and. concerns can be addressed.The Biden Environmental
Educational Center, Cape MHenlopen State Park {8 a suggested
location for this meeting. .

“Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Please refer to response given to Delaware Mobile Surf Fishermen to their letter dated
March 16, 1997. :
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Thomas Zimmerman
11 £ Edinburgh Dr
New Castle. DE 19720
Tel (3002) 328-1320

John Brady

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers District
100 Penn Square East

Philadelphia. PA 10107-3390

May 3. 1997

Dear Mr. Brady.

Atter reading the April 3. 1997 issue of The Fisherman. | felt obliged to wmd
express my concerns about the proposed Delaware River Main Channel Deepening
Project. As an avid recreational surf fisherman I am concerned about the effect the
dredging will have on the "The Coral Beds" and the surrounding environment. There is no
doubt that this will have disastrous consequences on the natural chain of animal life in the
Bay, but it could also have substantial economical significance for commercial fishermen.

I am extremely opposed to this project and [ believe that while maintenance
dredging may be necessary, it should continue in the trench off of Cape May.
Unfortunately, I feel that too often there is little thought given to the long term effects of
our present actions. This project will result in the destruction of ecotogical stability
because we insist on looting the future for the sake of present convenience.

I appreciate vou taking the time to investigate other alternatives and look forward
to a satisfactory solution for everyone involved. I trust that the solution will be an
ecologically and economically wise decision.

Sincerely,

s B3

Thomas G. Zimmerman

ce: Senator Joe Biden
Senator Bill Roth
Congressman Michael Castle
The I'isherman

Please refer to response to the Delaware Moble Surf Fishermen.
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Please refer to response to the Delaware Moble Surf Fishermen.



April 29, 1997

Dear Mr. Brady

As a longtime Delaware resident and an avid Delaware Bay recreational
fisherman, | find the proposal for the dumping of the Delaware River and Bay dredging
spoils into the area known as the “ Coral Beds “ totally unacceptable!

Frankly, | don’t know how the Delaware officials who are in charge of protecting
our natural resources, could even consider this area as a viable dumping site.

This area is historically a prolific breeding ground and harbor of refuge for every
species of fish and shellfish that inhabits the Delaware Bay.

Not only would this function, as it now exists, be virtually brought to an end, but
the contaminants in the spoils, ( such as PCB’s ), would be distributed throughout the
entire Bay.

I think | can speak for other Delaware Bay fishermen when | say that we have no
intention of allowing this atrocity to take place!

Please give this matter your utmost attention.

Sincerely,

cc: (J;[\NQM: ly Qf..«..\

K. kaufman
J. Brady
Gov. Carper

Sen. Roth
Sen. Biden
Con. Castle

Please refer to response to the Delaware Moble Surf Fishermen.




June 21, 1997

13 Lawndale Ave
Morristown, NJ 07960-3512

Robert L. Callegari

- U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Philadelphia District
100 Penn Square East
Philadeiphia, PA 19107-3390

Re: Pea Patch Island, Delaware River
Dear Mr. Callegari,

Regarding the above referenced-subject,- what is the status of including Pea Patch Island
in a revision of your-January.1997 released Environmental Impact Statement on.
dredging of the Delaware River? - My-understanding is that the Corps of Engineers is
also responsible for a seawall on the southeast.comer of the island which.was damaged
by a storm in the 1960s-has-caused continuous-erosion-on the-island. Can this-berepaired
as part of the Delawaye dredging project?

It is understood that the Delaware River-dredging is-important to the my of the

—Peolaware Valley-Foit.Delaware and Pea Patch Island are a proud heritage.of the-
Delaware Valley Regipn-as-wéll-as-a wonderful natural wildlife area- Consideratien, in
my opinion, should bgf given to these historic and natural res5&rpes.‘_

Your earliest response is appreciated.

Sincerely,

>

Michael Pietsch

Please refer to response to Delaware Parks and Reéreation Council.
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Fort Delaware survival threatened

by government river-deepening proposal

PEA PATCH ISLAND, DELAWARE RIVER--A recent channet dredging proposa! by the U.S. Army Cz-0s of Engineers will
sound the death-knell of Pea Patch Island --and Fort Detaware--according to Fort Delaware Socien Chairman Wiltiam E.
Craven, and the Corps does not appear to be listening.

In January, 1997, the philadelphia District, Corps of Engineers, released an Environmantal Imp2:: Study (EIS) favorable
to a Corps proposal to dredge and deepen the main shipping channel of the Delaware River, tc z..ow larger ships to reach
the ports of Wilmington and Philadeiphia. The proposal never addressed the environmental imp22t on Pea Patch 1stand
and Fort Delaware, which lie just a few hundred yards from the channe! and are suffering sericus shore erosion from ship
wakes. According to Craven, the Saciety, though in constant contact with the Corps about the I1s:and’s erosion problems,
was never notified of the €1S, to give them time to comment. No public hearings were heid.

In the 1960’s a riprap seawall on the southeast corner, the only part of the Istand still "owned" tv the Corps of
Engineers, was breached by a storm, allowing for a 30-year process of erosion to begin. Accorc:~g to Craven, the Society
and the State of Delaware have been asking the Corps to repair or replace the wall ever since in spite of
acknowiedging the problem and it's solution, the Corps has refused to do anything. Subsequen: :~1p wakes and storms
have eroded the shore so severely as to destroy several artifact sites and now threaten to eat 2« 2v the island until the
Fort itself is exposed. .

“The total loss of artifacts known to be in the eroded area is uvnkncwn," Craven remarked in a rezent letter to Robert L.
Cailegari of the Corps’ Philadelphia District. "We do know that a searchlight base has been des:-=ved, and a building site,
believed to be a blacksmith shop, has also been destroyed."

Craven asked Callegari to not close the EIS, but expand it to include Pea Patch Island, Fort De:zsare, and the Island's

heranry at the opposite end, the largest such heronry north of Florida, which would also be threzzened. He also called
upon the Corps to repair/restore the seawall, which should prevent further problems.

WILL YOU HELP?

Call or write your Senator or Congressman and ask him/her to help force the Corps of Enginesrs to do the right thing:

- include Pea Patch Island in their Environmental Impact Study

- repair/restore the seawalt

Then write to Robert L. Callegari and tell him the same thing. The address is U.S. Army Co-2: 2f Engineers,
Philadelphia District, 100 Penn Square East, Philadelphia, PA 19107-3390. For further informz- == call the Society at

(302)834-1630.

61597 F40:13 AN
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