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ANNEX A, PART 7

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY COORDINATION

The following is a list of key correspondence, meetings, and other communications with a brief
description of the action or response to the topics addressed.  Several of the regular monthly team
meetings are also listed.  Team meetings were attended by representatives from the Corps and
project sponsors - Ocean City, NPS, DNR, and Worcester County, as well as by technical experts
presenting information and interest group representatives.  Topics addressed and actions taken at
the meetings listed are examples of the tasks accomplished at each team meeting.  Compliance
coordination activities, such as Federal Register notices, are highlighted in the list.  Copies of
compliance documents are included as part of this Annex.  Copies of other correspondence and
records included in the list, as well as comments made by citizens at public meetings, are not
included, but are available from the Baltimore District Corps of Engineers.

July 6, 1996 Signing ceremony for the Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement, attended by 
project sponsors, Senator Sarbanes, and representatives of other 
Congressional staffs.
Action/response:  Following the ceremony, sponsors and other attendees 
discussed the importance of the project

July 17, 1995 Letter from the Minerals Management Service (MMS) of the U.S. 
Department of the Interior to the DNR Boating Administration requesting 
information on the study and providing information on the MMS’ 
responsibilities and work efforts in the Ocean City area.
Action/response:  Coordination between the project team and MMS 
continued in the form of a letter and information from the DNR, phone 
conversations between MMS and the project team, and a working meeting 
on October 8, 1996.

Aug 17, 1995 Letter from MDNR Boating Administration responding to the MMS letter 
and providing information on water resource problems in the Ocean City 
area.
Action/response:  A number of documents pertinent to the study were 
forwarded to the MMS.

Dec 1, 1995 E-mail message to Corps from Dr. James Fraser, Virginia Polytechnic 
Institute and State University regarding habitat requirements of the 
piping plover population.  Dr. Fraser explained that nesting and foraging 
habitat and a vegetation-free connection between the two areas is key to 
plover success.  He suggests that overwash events should be adequate to 
maintain those conditions.  He also recommended several publications as a 
source of additional information
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Action /response:  Suggestions and information provided by Dr. Fraser 
were considered in the design of the restoration project.

Dec 4, 1995 Study Team meeting to introduce team members, to review the status of 
tasks underway and CERC work efforts, and to discuss the goals, 
alternatives for the Assateague Island restoration.  Possible 
objectives/perspectives/considerations included short or long-term effects, 
restoration of sediment supply, restoration of barrier island function, and 
the target completion condition and date.
Action/response:  Team members were directed to begin developing 
objectives for Assateague Island restoration.

Dec 13, 1995 Letter to the Corps from the Oregon State University Department of 
Fisheries and Wildlife responding to a request for comments on restoration 
of Assateague Island.  The writer, who had done plover research for 
several years on Assateague, provided information on plover habitat and 
answers to specific questions pertaining to the plover population and 
project alternatives.
Action/response:  Information from a number of sources was considered 
and incorporated into the study process.

Jan 4, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and Mark Homer who 
manages the DNR Hatchery at Piney Point.  Mr. Homer provided 
information on shellfish populations in the Ocean City area as well as 
recommending other contacts for additional information.
Action/response:  It was agreed that the study team and Mr. Homer 
would maintain contact, especially concerning the siting of wildlife habitat 
islands in the coastal bays.

Jan 12, 1996 E-mail message from John P. Loegering, graduate student at Oregon State 
University.  Mr. Loegering formerly studied the Assateague Island plover 
population and was responding to a question about the effect of increased 
island width on plover chicks.
Action/response:  Mr. Loegering’s suggestions were considered during 
design of the Assateague Island restoration.

Jan 17 , 1996 Study Team meeting to review status of study tasks, to identify goals and 
objectives for Assateague restoration, determine alternative restoration 
solutions, and discuss publ ic involvement plan.
Action/response:  After reviewing and discussing lists of possible goals 
and objectives prepared by the four project sponsors, the team agreed on a 
goal and a draft list of objectives.  The goal: to restore Assateague Island 
to mitigate for ongoing adverse impacts caused by past Corps projects.
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Jan 24, 1996 COORDINATION LETTER announcing the initiation of the feasibility 
phase of the study was sent from Baltimore District to approximately 80 
agency representatives.
Action/response:  Agencies responded by providing information relevant 
to the study area and by identifying POCs for the project.

Jan 31, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and Andy Moser, FWS, 
regarding the inclusion of several species (roseate terns and seabeach 
amaranth) in the Biological Assessment.  Mr. Moser recommended contact 
with and provided the names of several scientists who are involved with 
both species.
Action/response:  Information noted.

Jan 31, 1996 Letter from Baywatch acknowledging their participation in the study.
Action/response:  Baywatch representatives were an important source of 
information and served as meeting participants and informal reviewers 
throughout the study.

Feb 5, 1996 E-mail message from Anne Hecht, FWS piping plover expert, to Corps 
biologist regarding maintenance of plover habitat on Assateague Island.  
Topics addressed in her message included the migration of the erosion-
prone area southward on the island and the frequency of overwash 
necessary to prevent vegetation from becoming established and disrupting 
plover habitat.
Action/response:  The study team did research to determine the likely 
future changes in the island without the project.

Feb 5, 1996 Meeting with Coastal Bays Focus Group, which included approximately 20
representatives of natural resource management agencies and the coastal 
bay interest group.  Purpose was to begin interaction between technical 
experts and citizen groups, review study status, identify problems and 
opportunities, determine information needs and availability, and 
recommend project actions.
Action/response:  Focus group representatives participated throughout the
study process.

Feb 7, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and Andy Moser, FWS.  Mr. 
Moser advised that the Biological Assessment should discuss the impacts 
on habitat of both seabeach amaranth and the roseate tern.  Because there 
is a proposed plan to reintroduce seabeach amaranth on the north end of 
Assateague Island, impacts on its recovery should be addressed.  He 
recommended Dave Brinker as a source of information on the roseate tern 
and stated that the only in-depth work required for the Biological 
Assessment would be on the piping plover.
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Action/response:  Mr. Moser’s recommendations were followed.  Mr. 
Brinker and Mr. Tindall were contacted and provided information on bird 
populations and the presence of seabeach amaranth on Assateague Island.

Feb 7, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and Mr. Dave Brinker, 
Maryland Heritage Program, regarding roseate tern population on 
Assateague Island.  Mr. Brinker explained that roseate terns found in the 
area are probably late migrants stopping to rest.  He indicated that the 
project should not have a negative impact on the terns because there are 
many other resting areas.
Action/response:  Information noted.

Feb 7, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and Andy Moser, FWS, 
reporting Dave Brinker’s view that roseate terns need not be included in 
the Biological Assessment, however, they should be included in the EIS.
Action/response:  Following recommendations, the Biological Assessment
under preparation by Corps biologists is focused on piping plover and 
seabeach amaranth.

Feb 8, 1996 COORDINATION LETTER announcing the initiation of the feasibility 
phase of the study was sent from Baltimore District to  Congressional 
representatives and other government office holders.
Action/response:  Congressional representatives have shown support for 
the project.  The study manager made a study presentation to Senator 
Mikulski during a visit to Assateague Island in May 1996.

Feb 8, 1996 Letter from Maryland Board of Public Works Wetland Administration 
regarding the availability of data useful to the study.
Action/response:  The study team received data from individuals and 
agencies identif ied by the Wetlands Administration.

Feb 9, 1996 Meeting with Corps managers to define problem statement for Assateague 
Island restoration, discuss long-term objectives, prioritize objectives, 
identify project baseline, identify alternatives, and begin alternatives 
evaluation.
Action/response:  The discussion resulted in a clearer definition of the 
draft objectives.

Feb 15, 1996 Study Team meeting to discuss study funding, and to review status of and 
future actions for plan formula tion, hydraulics, geotech, environmental, 
economics, and real estate tasks.
Action/response:  Discussion resulted in decisions regarding Assateague 
alternative plans, dune heights to be modeled by WES, and most promising
offshore shoals as material source.  The Assateague project component 
received additional emphasis to meet the accelerated schedule.
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Feb 20, 1996 COORDINATION LETTER announcing the initiation of the feasibility 
study mailed to Senators Mikulski and Sarbanes, Governor Glendening, 
and Representative Gilchrest.
Action/response:  Information on the study has been provided to state and
Federal legislators on a regular basis.

Feb 20, 1996 LETTER FROM MARYLAND HISTORICAL TRUST  in response to 
the Baltimore District’s initiation efforts on behalf of cultural resources in 
the study area.  The Trust provided guidance on necessary cultural 
resource actions and maps showing locations of inventoried historic 
properties and archaeological sites and surv eys in Worcester County.
Action/response:  Appropriate cultural resources surveys were completed 
by a qualified professional archaeologist.  Sonar investigations of the 
offshore shoals indicated no cultural resources.

Feb 23, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and Mr. Wayne Tindall, 
Maryland Natural Heritage regarding the proposed recovery plan for 
seabeach amaranth on Assateague Island.  The amaranth recovery project 
is being led by Ms. Nora Murdock, FWS, who is surveying the island for 
existing plants and working to determine which of several genetic 
populations to reintroduce.
Action/response:  Ms. Murdock provided a copy of the amaranth recovery
plan and the information was incorporated into the project design.

Feb 23, 1996 Letter from NMFS/NOAA commenting on the need for care in disturbing 
highly sensitive or ecologically productive sites and offering available data 
for the project area.
Action/response:  Communication with NMFS/NOAA, as well as with 
many other natural resource management agencies was on-going 
throughout the study.

Feb 24, 1996 Letter from Ocean City resident, Mrs. Edward T. Smith, regarding the 
negative impacts of dredging in the shallow coastal bays.  Mrs. Smith feels 
that sedimentation in the bays keeps large boats out and protects “this 
fragile area.”
Action/response:  Planning and coordination meetings have included much
discussion regarding the necessity, desirability, and practicality of dredging 
the back bays.  Boaters generally support this dredging; however, the 
Corps is not authorized to dredge non-channel areas.  As a result, 
environmental concerns have not been addressed in depth.

Feb 29, 1996 NOTICE OF INTENT (NOI) IN FEDERAL REGISTER .

Feb 1996 First Newsletter distributed.
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Action/response:  A number of comment cards were returned with 
requests for names to be placed on the mailing list.

Mar 5, 1996 E-mail memo to Study Manager from Corps biologist rega rding 
conversation with Mr. George Ruddy, FWS, about impact evaluation for 
offshore shoals.  Mr. Ruddy indicated that enough general information 
was available to evaluate the impacts of mining the shoals for material for 
the immediate restoration of Assateague Island.  In Mr. Ruddy’s opinion, 
more biological data might need to be collected if the shoals were to be 
periodically mined for long-term restoration.
Action/response:  In concurrence with Mr. Ruddy, a decision was made 
that additional data on the shoals was not needed for the immediate 
restoration.

Mar 8-9, 1996 Delmarva Coastal Bays Conference, sponsored by a number of businesses, 
agencies, and organizations, addressed preservation of the coastal bays 
watersheds. The conference was attended by approximately 300 individuals
and representatives of coastal interest groups, including six Corps members
of the OCWR study team.  Study manager presented OCWR as part of a 
group discussion.
Action/response:  Participation in the conference provided an opportunity 
for study team members to gather information and to discuss with many 
other interested individuals issues relating to the coastal bays.

Mar 14, 1996 Study Team meeting to review project status, results of CERC simulations,
and findings of cultural investigations on offshore shoals.
Action/response:  Future actions were identified as preparation for the 
first public workshop, determination of a final borrow site, and selection of 
habitat restoration sites in the coastal bays.

Mar 18, 1996 Letter from the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) 
regarding the Corps’ coordination letter to the Governor’s office, MDE’s 
continuing participation in the Ocean City Water Resources Study and 
MDE’s new status as a participant in the National Estuary Program,
Action/response:  Study team coordinated with MDE throughout the 
study.

Mar 22, 1996 CORRECTION TO NOI appears in Federal Register.  Correction 
explained the accelerated schedule of the Assateague Island project 
component and that programmatic EIS addressing general impacts of the 
overall project would be prepared first, followed by a separate 
supplemental EIS addressing the remaining project components.
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Mar 25, 1996 Letter from the Worcester Environmental Trust endorsing the request of 
Mrs. Edward T. Smith (in her letter of 24 February) and asking that her 
views are considered “when contemplating future work in the Coastal Ba ys
area.”
Action/response:  Large-scale dredging of coastal bays was not given 
strong consideration in the study for economic as well as environmental 
reasons.

April 9, 1996 Briefing on Assateague Island restoration for Worcester County 
Commissioners, by Study Manager and Project Manager.
Action/response:  The County supports the restoration project and 
requested that the short-term restoration be completed on an accelerated 
schedule.

April 12, 1996 Copy of letter from Worcester County to Senator Mikulski identifying the 
urgent need for restoration of the northern end of Assateague Island and 
requesting assistance in accelerating completion of the portion of the study 
addressing the short-term restoration of the island.
Action/response:  The OCWR study manager met with Senator Mikulski 
during the Senator’s visit to Assateague Island in late May 1996.

Apr 16, 1996 Letter (copy) to EPA from Mr. Ray Nornes, commercial dredging 
contractor, offering his assistance in studying problems in the coastal bay 
area caused by a combination of strong winds and low tide conditions.
Action/response:  Information noted.

April 17, 1996 Assateague Focus Group meeting in Annapolis, Maryland.  Meeting 
purpose was to compare and evaluate potential solutions for the immediate 
restoration of Assateague Island.  Emphasis was on determining the 
objectives of both the physical and environmental scientists and biologists 
and facilitating discussion betwee n the two groups.
Action/response:  After discussion by both groups, the physical/structural 
group identified a prioritized list of alternative solutions.  The 
environmental/biological group did not come to consensus; however, group
members were asked to review and rank potential alternatives on their own
and to send responses to Corps for incorporation into an evaluation.

April 22, 1996 Study Team meeting to review the draft list of potential “without project” 
future conditions on Assateague Island and to discuss the associated 
environmental and economic conditions.
Action/response:  Team selected the “without project” future scenario in 
which a breach would occur.

April 24, 1996 Meeting with representatives of various stakeholder groups to provide 
information on the project and to identify ideas, issues, and concerns 
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regarding the project. Individuals invited to attend the informal meeting 
included representatives of commercial and recreational fishing inter ests, 
tourism, neighborhood associations, state and county planning boards, state
and city engineers, environmentalists, and real estate developers.
Action/response:  Meeting participants identified a range of interests and 
concerns that reflected their perspectives.

May 9, 1996 First public information workshop held in Ocean City to provide 
information on the four project components and project status and to 
gather ideas on interests, issues, and concerns regarding the project.  Ma ny 
meeting participants appeared to focus on the lack of a plan to improve 
recreational boating conditions by dredging the coastal bays.
Action/response:  Although dredging the coastal bays was not a project 
component, questions asked by attendees were answered and their 
comments noted.  In addition, comments by the public encouraged the 
study team to revisit the problems of recreational boaters.  The newsletter 
that was prepared following this meeting responded to specific questi ons 
and statements made at the meeting.

May 13, 1996 Letter from Carolyn Cummins of the West Ocean City Association 
outlining the response of that organization to the May 9 public workshop.  
Priority issues were the sedimentation of the bays and channels, the loss of 
commercial fishing vessels in the area (because of navigation problems), 
and economic factors governing Corps policy.
Action/response:  Based on the comments of participants at the public 
workshop and in this lette r, a draft of the subsequent newsletter was routed
for review to Carolyn Cummins of the West Ocean City Association for 
review and comment. The purpose was to ensure that questions raised at 
the meeting were adequately addressed.  Ms. Cummins provided a number 
of  valuable suggestions that were incorporated into the revised newsletter.

May 15, 1996 Letter to the Corps from Maryland House of Delegates member Charles 
McClenahan requesting consideration in accelerating the short-term 
restoration of Assateague Island.
Action/response:  The Assateague Island short-term restoration portion of
the study is being completed on an accelerated schedule.

May 15, 1996 Letter to the Corps from the Oregon State University Department of 
Fisheries and Wildlife providing comments on alternatives developed by the
study team for material placement for the Assateague short-term 
restoration and information on maintenance of piping plover habitat.
Action/response: Information from a number of sources was considered 
and incorporated into the study process.
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May 20, 1996 Letter from Senator Mikulski to the Corps regarding the need to protect 
the north end of Assateague Island.
Action/response:  Response letter was sent stating that the Corps 
understands the need to protect Assateague Island and that they are fast-
tracking that portion of the project.

May 21, 1996 Phone conversation between  study manager and chief building official of 
Ocean City regarding the b enefits of using material dredged from private 
canals to construct bay islands for wildlife habitat.
Action/response:  The concept of using material dredged from various 
areas of  the coastal bays by state, county, city, and private entities to be 
placed in a common area that would be developed into wildlife habitat has 
strong support.  The site would be developed under the guidance of the 
Corps and other regulatory agencies and provide a win-win solution to a 
bay-wide problem.

May 21, 1996 E-mail memo from Corps biologist to study manager regarding phone 
conversations with Ms. Pat Schrawder of Baywatch and Mr. Phil Hager of 
Worcester County as well as other sources of information.  Ms. Schrawder 
offered to provide information on recreation areas, bathymetry of the 
coastal bays, and possible placement sites for dredged material islands.  Mr.
Hager was providing leads for information on the airport flyway.  Digitized
information on the NPS boundary was being ob tained and Corps structural 
and sediment specialists were providing opinions on the benefits of creating
dredged material placement islands in shallow areas of the coastal bays.
Action/response:  Ms. Schrawder provided useful information including 
aerial photos.

May 23, 1996 Letter from the West Ocean City Association to the Corps regarding the 
need to “repair the emergency situation” in the area of the Route 50 bridge 
and Ocean City Inlet.  The letter states that rocks placed around  the pilings 
of the bridge have narrowed the channel and caused increased water 
velocity and sedimentation.  The result is limited navigability for larger 
boats and unsafe conditions for small boats.
Action/response:  The problem identified in the letter was the subject of a 
limited investigation by the Corps and the State Highway Administration.  
The findings were that navigation through the bridge requires alert 
attention to the conditions but is not considered a hazard to navi gation.  
The current velocities are not unusual for a channel near an inlet.  The 
Corps is running a model of the currents in the area, however, and could 
make recommendations for improvements.

May 24, 1996 Letter from the community of Harbor Island regarding navigation problems
in the vicinity of the Route 50 bridge.
Action/response:  See response above.
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May 29, 1996 On-site briefing for Senator Mikulski by Study Manager.  Specific topic 
was the Assateague Island restoration.
Action/response:  Senator Mikulski strongly supports the project.

June 12, 1996 Briefing for the Assateague Coastal Trust on the Assateague Island 
restoration
Action/response:  The Assateague Coastal Trust appreciated learning 
about the project and being part of the public participation.

June 14, 1996 Steering Committee meeting, including representatives of the Corps, Ocean
City, NPS, DNR, and Worcester County, met to review study progress and
discuss the plan formulation process.
Action/response:  The Steering Committee identified the recommended 
level of mitigation for the Assateague Island short-term restoration.  It was 
decided that restoring the volume of material lost since 1965 would be 
appropriate mitigation, however, based on cost and benefit information 
outlined in the decision matrix tables (included as part of Section 5 of the 
main report), restoring a volume of material less than the 1965 amount, 
based on environmental considerations, would be ade quate mitigation.

June 21, 1996 Message from Corps to West Ocean City Association requesting review of 
draft information to be included in second newsletter.
Action/response:  Comments were provided and incorporated into the 
newsletter.

June 24, 1996 E-mail message from Corps biologist to Dr. Leatherman, University of 
Maryland, regarding the selected alternative for the Assateague Island 
restoration and requesting his comments.
Action/response: Message was part of the continuing information-sharing 
process among the study team and scientists/experts in fields related to the 
study.

June 24, 1996 E-mail message from Dr. James Fraser to Corps biologist suggesting that 
vegetation removal be addressed as part of the long-term management 
strategy for Assateague Island.
Action/response:  The following e-mail message on June 26 responded to 
Dr. Fraser’s suggestion.

June 26, 1996 E-mail message from Corps biologist to Dr. James Fraser, regarding the 
reluctance of the NPS to include vegetation management as part of the 
long-term restoration plan for Assateague Island .
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Action/response:  The dialogue among the study team and outside 
scientists/experts concerning post-construction management of the site 
ultimately resulted in development of a monitoring and management plan 
for the Assateague Island restoration.

June 26, 1996 E-mail message from Corps biologist to Ms. Anne Hecht, FWS, regarding 
the varying heights of Assateague Island during t he past 30 years. Also 
excerpted was a message to Ms. Laurie McGiver (contractor preparing 
piping plover report) providing information on the effects of placing 
material to the proposed height of 3.3 m NGVD.
Action/response:  Message was part of the continuing information-sharing
process among the study team and scientists/experts in fields related to the 
study.

July 1, 1996 Memo regarding phone conversation between Corps economist and 
commercial  fishing interests on use of the  offshore shoals.
Action/response:  Conversation was a preliminary inquiry into the 
potential effects on commercial fishermen that would result from dredging 
the offshore shoals.  After further phone calls, meetings were set up by 
DNR staff to discuss impacts on the shoals and the preferences of 
fishermen.

July 2, 1996 E-mail message from Dr. Lenore Fahrig, Carleton University, Ottawa, 
Canada, to Corps biologist regarding the effects of barrier island overwash 
frequency on vegetation distribution.
Action/response:  Information provided by Dr. Fahrig was incorporated 
into the report.

July 8, 1996 Study team meeting to discuss Assateague Island restoration and review 
the plan formulation process for the short-term restoration, discuss the 
selection of the preferred plan, and get input on how dune elevation, 
placement, configuration, or construction times might be used to optimize 
the preferred plan.
Action/response:  Agreement was reached on critical dune height, 
maintenance, and monitoring details.

July 9, 1996 E-mail message from Dr. James Fraser to Corps biologist regarding the 
likelihood of managing the Assateague site to control vegetation and 
offering research assistance.
Action/response:  Information and offer of assistance considered.

July 10, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and Mr. John Foster, DNR 
artificial reef program coordinator, regarding meeting to be held with reef 
experts and Oceanside Fisheri es Advisory Committee (commercial 
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fishermen) to discuss mining sand from offshore shoals for Assateague 
Island restoration.
Action/response:  Meetings with commercial fishermen and DNR 
representatives were scheduled for September 11, 1996.

July 10, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and John Nichols, NMFS, 
regarding restrictions on the use of hopper dredges on the offshore shoals.  
Informal consultation and possibly a formal Section 7 Endangered Species 
consultation would be required if use of hopper dredges is proposed.  In 
addition, there is a May - November time of year restriction for hopper 
dredging.
Action/response:  The Corps study team began researching equipment 
needs for mining the offshore shoals.

July 25, 1996 Focus group meeting held in Annapolis to discuss offshore sand shoal 
sources for Assateague restoration.  Discussed DNR’s position on which 
shoal could be utilized.  DNR will determine preference.  Decided to 
exclude shoals B and C as sources because of value to commercial 
clammers.  Discussed, but came to no agreement on, potential mitigation 
measures for recreational fishery.  Discussed potential dredging schemes.  
NMFS noted that consultation will be required regarding potential sea 
turtle and whale impacts if hopper dredge is used.
Action/Response:  Decided to schedule meetings with commercial and 
recreational fishermen to discuss proposed project and consider need for 
mitigation.

July 29, 1996 Memo to Corps from NPS providing preliminary outline of monitoring and 
mitigation program for the Assateague short-term restoration project.
Action/response:  The NPS provided a draft program to be presented at a 
focus group meeting on September 12.

July 29, 1996 Plan Formulation Meeting held with Corps Division to review study status 
and Quality Control Plan and address critical issues.
Action/response:  Decision was made to pursue the restoration of 
Assateague Island under Section 111 of the River and Harbor Act of 1968, 
since it will most likely be authorized by the Water Resources Development
Act of 1996.

July 31, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and John Nichols, NMFS, 
who is to develop a list of pros and cons for offshore shoal site selection.  
Mr. Nichols will also consult with other NMFS personnel on sea turtles 
and whales in the Ocean City area.
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Action/response:  Message was part of the continuing information-sharing
process among the study team and scientists/experts in fields related to the 
study.

July 31, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and Mr. Bill McInturff, DNR,
manager of several Wildlife Management Areas (WMA) in the coastal bay 
area, regarding restoration plans for the WMAs.
Action/response:  A visit was scheduled for the Corps biologist to visit the
WMAs and review potential restoration sites.

Aug 5, 1996 E-mail message from F. Phillip Wirth, III, graduate student at University of
Maryland on the Eastern Shore, to Corps biologist, regarding the 
development of fish habitat and the development of dredged material 
islands for bird habitat.
Action/response:  Information noted.

Aug 7, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and John Nichols, NMFS, 
regarding his recommendation to prepare a Biological Assessment for use 
of the offshore shoals in order to provide some protection from litigation.  
The Assessment should include use of hopper dredges and any other 
vessels, and size, speed, and number of beach-to-shoal trips of vessels.  
Turtle species to discuss include Kemps-Ridleys, Leatherback, and 
Loggerhead.  Whale species to discuss include Right, Menke, and 
Humpback.  Concerns are alleviated if hydraulic dredging is used or if 
dredging occurs at other times of the year than April through November.
Action/response:  A Corps biologist was tasked with preparation of a 
Biological Assessment.

Aug 9, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and Mr. George Ruddy, 
FWS, regarding Ocean City area turtle populations and the use of hopper 
dredges; grain size of material used to create habitat islands; location of 
dredged material islands; and use of the offshore shoals by commercial 
fishermen.
Action/response:  Information noted.

August 1996 Approximately 500 copies of the second Newsletter distributed.
Action/response:  The newsletter received positive comments from the 
public.

Aug 20, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and John Nichols, NMFS, 
regarding Mr. Nichol’s comments on island and wetland creation.  Mr. 
Nichols will provide comments.
Action/response:  Message was part of the continuing information-sharing
process among the study team and scientists/experts in fields related to the 
study.
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Aug 20, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and Mr. Marcel M. Montane, 
Virginia Institute for Marine Science, regarding the design of dredged 
material placem ent island, the depths of shallow water for small fish, and 
the need to avoid impacts to SAV.
Action/response:  Message was part of the continuing information-sharing
process among the study team and scientists/experts in fields related to the 
study.

Aug 20, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and Ms. Laurie Silva, NMFS, 
regarding background information on use of dredging offshore shoals, 
potential impacts to nesting and migrating turtles, and possible actions to 
reduce liability and meet legal requirements.
Action/response:  Project information was provided to Ms. Silva.

Aug 21, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and Mr. Bill Lake, Ocean 
Pines Association, regarding potential parcels to be used for salt marsh 
restoration.
Action/response:  Information noted.

Aug 27, 1996 Study team meeting to discuss monitoring and mitigation plan for 
immediate restoration of Assateague.
Action/response:  Group discussion resulted in some changes to the draft 
plan and identification of matters that remained unresolved, such as 
monitoring of  vegetation, predation by foxes, and invertebrate 
populations.

Aug 22, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and Mr. Ed Ambrogio, EPA, 
who indicated his objection to the idea of filling healthy SAV beds to create
wildlife habitat islands.  Mr. Ambrogio felt that filling marginally healthy 
SAV bed might be acceptable if mitigation were done.
Action/response:  Information noted.

Aug 22, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and Mr. Bill McInturff, DNR,
regarding the extent and importance of recreation in Isle of Wight Bay.
Action/response:  Information noted.

Aug 22, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and Mr. Brooks Clayville, 
NCRS, regarding NEP interest in assisting habitat restoration component 
of project by locating forested wetland sites to restore.
Action/response:  Project information was provided to Mr. Clayville.

Aug 23, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and Mr. John Nichols, NMFS,
regarding request for site specific information for habitat island creation.  
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NMFS is concerned about loss of/disturbance to summer flounder and hard
clam habitat, as well as recreation impacts.
Action/response:  Information on the sampling program developed by Mr.
Philip Wirth, University of Maryland graduate student, was provided to 
Mr. Nichols.

Sept 5, 1996 Letter to Corps from Mr. Ray Nornes, commercial dredging contractor, 
regarding his endorsement for the use of geotubes on Assateague Island.
Action/response:  Information noted.

Sept 11, 1996 Two meetings with headboat captains and representatives of commercial 
fishing interests in Ocean City area held at the White Marlin Club in West 
Ocean City.  Meeting purpose was to present the project status and discuss
the impacts of using Little Gull and/or Great Gull shoals as a sediment 
source for the Assateague restoration.  Headboat captains expressed a 
preference for dredging the back bays and ebb shoal for restoration 
material rather than either offshore shoal.  They stated that smaller boats 
(including headboats) fish near Little Gull because it is closer to shore.  
After the meeting, several individuals stated that dredging on either shoal 
would have little effect on them, because they usually fish in between the 
shoal and the shore.  Commercial fishing representatives stated that 
dredging either shoal would have little impact on commercial fishing 
interests.
Action/response:  Based on input from many sources, including these 
meetings, the decision was made to remove material from Great Gull shoal 
for the short-term restoration of Assateague Island.

Sept 12, 1996 Focus group meeting with project sponsors and piping plover experts to 
determine details of sediment placement for the Assateague Island short-
term restoration; review a draft monitoring and mitigation program; and 
discuss options for sources of  borrow material.
Action/response:  Consensus was reached on placement amount, location, 
configuration, and construction times for restoration of the island; 
comments were provided on the draft monitoring and mitigation plan.  The 
groups had no objections to the use of Little Gull or Great Gull shoals as 
sources of borrow material.

Sept 18, 1996 E-mail message to Corps from Mr. Dave Brinker, DNR, providing 
recommendations for location, configuration, and materials to be used in 
construction of wildlife habitat island.
Action/response:  Information will be incorporated into the site selection 
process for dredged material island created for wildlife habitat.
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Sept 19, 1996 E-mail memo from Dena Dickerson at WES providing information on 
presence of turtles in Delaware Bay and the possibility that dredging after 
mid-September might be acceptable to NMFS.
Action/response:  Information noted.

Sept 24, 1996 Phone conversation between Corps biologist and Ms. Danielle Algazi, 
EPA, regarding process for steering documentation through EPA and 
Federal Register.  Five copies should be sent to EPA and EPA will place 
NOA in Register.
Action/response:  Information noted.  EPA specialist contacted for 
guidance in Federal Register process.

Sept 24, 1996 Letter to Corps from Mr. Lee W. Williams, director of Assateague Point 
Home Owners Association, endorsing further investigation of the use of 
geotubes for the Assateague Island restoration.
Action/response:  Information noted

Sept 25, 1996 E-mail memo with information from Mr. Carl Zimmerman, NPS, regarding 
his view that presence of sea turtles in Assateague area is not sufficient to 
interrupt project.  Mr. Zimmerman suggests contact with NMFS for 
specific numbers of turtle strandings/ mortalities.  He believes that 
strandings in area are primarily a  result of seasonal fishing intensity.
Action/response:  Information noted.

Sept 25, 1996 Informal  presentation at a meeting of the Mid-Atlantic Chapter of the 
Maryland Saltwater Sportfishing Association.  A member of the DNR 
Department of Fisheries coordinated and participated in the meeting.  
General information on the four project components was presented, with 
detailed information provided on the Assateague Island restoration and 
possible use of offshore shoals as a restoration sediment source.  Corps 
representatives also informed the group that, based on input from other 
fishing interests, the Corps was investigating the possibility of addressing 
sediment-related navigation problems in the back bays.  A question and 
answer period following the presentation provided an opportunity for a 
discussion.  No major objections were made to the use of either Little or 
Great Gull shoals.
Action/response:  This audience agreed that using Great Gull shoal as a 
source of  sand for the short-term restoration of Assateague Island was 
somewhat preferable to the use of Little Gull.

Sept 27, 1996 E-mail message to Corps biologist from Ms. Anne Hecht, FWS 
Endangered Species Biologist, regarding assessment of restoration project 
impacts on foraging ecology of Assateague Island piping plovers.  Ms. 
Hecht requested comments on the “very rough cut at a draft memo”.  The 
draft recommends that an evaluation of the impacts on plover foraging 
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ecology be completed as part of the Assateague Island restoration project 
in addition to the monitoring and mitigation plan under preparation by the 
NPS.  The suggestion was that a study to estimate critical factors in the 
process of plover brooding on the north end of the island be completed 
before and after implementation of the immediate restoration.  Factors to 
be estimated include the availability of various plover foraging habitats; 
plover brood habitat use, time budgets, and foraging rates in various 
habitats; and arthropod abundances.  Ms. Hecht suggested that two years 
of pre-project field data be collected and that post-project data collection 
begin 3 or 4 years after project construction.
Action/response:  Mr. Chris Spaur, Corps biologist, provided comments 
on Ms. Hecht’s draft memo, including suggestions that the memo 
emphasize the value of the study to Endangered Species Act compliance, 
and the importance of coordinating with other studies in order to minimize 
redundancy.  A monitoring plan for invertebrates will be developed by Ms. 
Hecht.

Sept 30, 1996 Memo to Corps from NPS providing a revised monitoring and mitigation 
plan for Assateague short-term restoration project.  The revised plan 
incorporates the comments of Focus Group members, and other reviewers 
at the September 12 meeting.
Action/response:  This document is an interim final plan providing 
information on tasks to be completed to maintain plover habitat 
and to repair any breaches in the dune.  Additional information regarding 
funding and responsibility for tasks are to be determined.

Oct 9, 1996 E-mail memo regarding an October 8 coordination meeting between Corps 
study team members and representatives of the Mineral Management 
Service (MMS), which manages resources such as oil, gas, and minerals, 
that occur on the Outer Continental Shelf.  The meeting was a step in the 
process of developing a Memorandum of Agreement in order for the Corps
to use sand from Great Gull Bank for the Assateague Island immediate 
restoration at no cost.
Action/response: Corps team members met with the Acting Program 
Director of the Office of International Activities and Marine Minerals and 3
members of his staff to discuss the status of the project and how the EIS 
would address use of and impacts to offshore shoals for the Assateague 
Island short-term restoration.   It was agreed that portions of the EIS would
be submitted to the MMS in draft form to insure that environmental and 
NEPA-related questions were adequately addressed and that questions 
from the MMS were answered.

October 17, 1996 E-mail from Dave Brinker of DNR Heritage and Biodiversity Conservation
Program regarding tiger beetles on northern Assateague.  Discussed desire 
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to limit beach disturbance north of 3 km south of inlet to provide refugium 
for tiger beetle.
Action/Response:  Information noted.

October 18, 1996 Information received from MMS regarding MMS standards for 
EISs.  These standards are used by MMS to support negotiated agreements
for offshore borrow areas.
Action/Response:  Corps biologist sent E-mail back indicating that MMS 
standards looked compatible with Draft EIS with the exception of MMS 
requirements for calculating air emissions.  Air emissions aren’t calculated 
because the project is expected to be exempt from such considerations 
because it is temporary in nature.

October 18, 1996 E-mail received from USFWS commenting on draft Monitoring and Action
Plan.  Comments focused on decision-making authority , performance 
indicator no. 3 for which an elevation has not yet been determined, and 
Piping Plover predator (i.e., fox) management.
Action/Response:  Information noted.

Nov 4, 1996 COORDINATION LETTER TO MARYLAND HISTORICAL 
TRUST, providing a copy of the Phase I archaeological report to partially 
fulfill requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act for the Ocean 
City Water Resources project.  The letter summarized the four project 
components and (1) concluded that no cultural resources would be affected
in the Assateague Island restoration project area; (2) provided a report on 
the results of a survey done on the offshore shoals which were considered 
as a source of dredged material for the Assateague short-term restoration; 
(3) restated the MHT’s conclusion that there was a low probability that the
inlet would contain cultural resources that could be affected by dredging or
sand by-passing actions; and (4) states that reconnaissance investigations 
will be conducted in the coastal bays during the site selection process for 
the environmental restoration portion of the project.
Action/response:  As described in the letter, further actions on the part of 
the Corps include the coastal bay investigations and completion of a Phase 
II investigation of a ship wreck on Assateague Island.

November 5, 1996 Letter from USFWS regarding need for monitoring of Piping Plover 
foraging ecology.  Letter included functions that monitoring would s erve 
and suggested research objectives.
Action/Response:  Information noted.

November 8, 1996 E-mail received from MMS regarding MMS comments on Draft EIS
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Action/Response:  Most of comments addressed in updated version of 
Draft EIS.  Several comments will require future discussion to resolve.

Nov 11, 1996 Copy of report on re-establishment of seabeach amaranth, prepared by Ms. 
Nora Murdock, provided to Corps.
Information in the seabeach amaranth report was incorporated into the 
EIS.

Nov 13, 1996 Phone conversation between John Nichols, NMFS, and Corps biologist 
regarding threatened and endangered sea turtles which migrate through the 
offshore shoal area.  Mr. Nichols stated that use of an approved turtle 
deflector and the presence of observers would be adequate protection for 
turtles during dredging for material to be used in the Assateague 
restoration.  He stated that there will be no seasonal restrictions on 
dredging if those conditions are met and that after completion of the 
Biological Assessment NMFS will prepare a Biological Opinion including 
an “incidental take” statement.
Action/response:  NMFS guidance will be followed.

Nov 18, 1996 FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT (FWCA) letter from 
FWS.
Action/response:  Project is in compliance with FWCA.

January 14, 1997 Phone conversation with John Nichols of NMFS regarding need for pre- 
and post-dredging assessment of Great Gull Bank, as well as mitigation for 
potential impa cts to recreational fishery.  NMFS believes that a controlled 
fishing study is needed to evaluate impacts of dredging Great Gull Bank.
Action/Response:  Information noted

January 17, 1997 Conference call with MMS and USFWS regarding need for pre- and post-
dredging assessment of Great Gull Bank, as well as mitigation for potential 
impacts to recreational fishery.  MMS and USFWS believe that sediment 
and bathymetric monitoring should be conducted post-project to evaluate 
impacts.
Action/Response:  Information noted
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