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	DR1 Item
	RR 3:

Section: Comments 
	How Comment Was Addressed
	Response Located in Section Number

	DR2
	1 
	Global:  Provide citations to the referenced literature sources within the text of the resource report, as appropriate. That is, support the general statements with citations to the references that are provided at the end of the resource report. 

The agency consultation citations would be much more useful if they were attributed to the agency rather than to the individual (e.g., MNHP 2006 rather than Byrne 2006).  Please continue to list the letters in the Index to Appendix 3C in the order that they appear in Appendix 3C.  We find that useful.
	Agency consultation letters were cited using the agency rather than the person and parenthetical documentation was incorporated into the text.
	Applicable to all.

	DR2
	3 
	3.3.1:  Provide a complete table of representative fish species (particularly recreationally or commercially important species) known to occur in the project vicinity for both the Terminal Site (including the vessel transit route) and the Pipeline Facilities (partially listed on Table 3.3.2-1). For recreationally important freshwater species, indicate whether the species is a cold water or warm water fish.

We cannot find:  (a) table of fish species that occur in waters crossed by the pipeline route, (b) designation of each fish species as either warm water or cold water, and (c) designation of all water bodies as either warmwater or coldwater. 
	Tables 3.3.1-1 and 3.3.1-2 were expanded to include recreationally or commercially important species.  

The title of Table 3.3.1-2 was revised as follows, “Diadromous and Freshwater Finfish Species Likely to Occur along the Pipeline Route and at the Terminal Site” to clarify that the fish are representative of those known to occur in the project vicinity for both the Terminal and Pipeline.  The list has also been expanded to include additional freshwater fishes that are likely to occur along the proposed pipeline.

The State fishery designations for each water body crossed by the Pipeline are included in Table 3.3.1-4


	Section 3.3.1  

Table 3.3.1-1, 3.3.1-2, 3.3.1-4

	DR2
	7 
	3.3.3.1:  If AES proceeds with plans for a power plant at the LNG site, include a separate subsection within Section 3.3.3 discussing the impacts of these non-jurisdictional facilities. Include a discussion of any use of marine water for cooling, and intake structures. If appropriate, discuss the topics of impingement and entrainment. 
The 2 paragraphs that address power plant impacts are in Section 3.3.1. (Subsection 3.3.1.1) which by name addresses existing resources.  This is somewhat confusing.  Much other material in Section 3.3.1 (e.g., all but the first 2 paragraphs of Section 3.3.1.1) as well as material in Section 3.3.2) addresses impacts.  If you keep the same section structure in the final ER, move all material addressing fisheries impacts to Section 3.3.3 to minimize any confusion from this.

This approach should be taken throughout RR3 with regard to other biological resources as well:  impacts should be addressed in the impacts sections.  
	Material addressing fisheries impacts was moved to Section 3.3.3.

Other impacts throughout the report were moved and addressed into the appropriate impact sections.
	Section 3.3.3, 3.4.3, 3.5.3, 3.6.2

	DR2
	8 
	3.3.3.1:  Although AES states in a previous section on Fisheries of Special Concern (see subsection 3.3.2.1, on page 5) that “The EFH (Essential Fish Habitat) assessment also included an evaluation of potential impacts to commercially and recreationally important species …,” this section 3.3.3.1 needs a reference to the EFH assessment (Appendix 3B) and a summary of the assessment as it relates to impacts to commercially or recreationally important species. 
Summary statements on EFH appear in Section 3.3.2.1.  These should appear in Section 3.3.3.1.  
	Summary statements on EFH were moved to Section 3.3.3.1.
	Section 3.3.3.1

	DR2
	10 
	3.4.1:  Check the accuracy of “evergreen oaks” in the statement “Common species include evergreen oaks and members of the laurel and magnolia families.” Clarify if these species are limited to the southern portion of the pipeline route, and would not be found at the LNG terminal site. 

One possible interpretation of the current revision is that none of the vegetation communities described in the second paragraph of Section 3.4.1 occurs along the pipeline.  Do any of these communities occur along the pipeline?  If so, clearly indicate which do and which don't.  
	FERC’s interpretation is correct.  Although the project occurs within this habitat zone, none of the vegetation communities exist because the area is significantly disturbed due to industrial and commercial development.
	Section 3.4.1

	DR2
	13 
	In the referenced sections AES makes three statements: 

3.4.1:  “Based on the review of the Project Area in Maryland, the MNHP (Maryland Natural Heritage Program) determined that no significant natural communities are located within ¼-mile of the Project Area.” 

3.4.2:  “No significant wildlife habitats (e.g. state game refuges, wildlife management areas, National Wildlife Refuges, unique/sensitive areas) will be affected by the Project.” 

3.5.2:  The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR), PGC (Pennsylvania Game Commission), and Maryland and Pennsylvania field offices of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) identified no significant or sensitive wildlife habitats in the Project Area (see Appendix 3C). 

Yet in Appendix 3C, in the letter from the MDNR dated June 23, 2006, there are several references of the pipeline proximity to Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern (NTWSSC) in the Gunpowder Falls State Park (Harford County), and in the Pilot area (Cecil County). Reconcile these apparent discrepancies. 
Done. However, there is a discrepancy in how you refer to the entity that has identified certain sensitive resources (i.e., waterbird colonies et al.):  "MDNR" in Section 5.5.2; "MNHP" in Section 5.5.3.  Be consistent in referring to this entity. 
	The discrepancy between “MDNR" and "MNHP" has been clarified within sections 5.5.2 and 5.5.3.
	Sections 5.5.2, 5.5.3

	DR2
	14 
	3.5.1:  Provide sources or citations (including websites) for statements such as “No significant wildlife habitats (e.g. state game refuges, wildlife management areas, National Wildlife Refuges, unique/sensitive areas) will be affected by the ProJect.” Confirm with the appropriate state agencies in each state that the riparian zones along such waterbodies as Gunpowder Falls, Little Gunpowder Falls, the Susquehanna River, Octoraro Creek, and Brandywine Creeks (for example) are not considered unique or sensitive wildlife habitats by these agencies.
There is no statement that explicitly confirms that riparian zones are considered unique or sensitive.  
	AES has contacted multiple state agencies, including agencies managing wildlife in both Maryland and Pennsylvania.  

AES has been informed that each state does designate sensitive and unique wildlife habitat, which are identified within the current filing of RR3.  However, neither state officially designates all riparian zones as unique or sensitive areas for wildlife habitat. 

AES has expanded and clarified the text in Section 3.5.1 that neither state considers all riparian zones as unique or sensitive wildlife habitat. 
	Section 3.5.1

	DR2
	17 
	3.6.1.1:  Federally listed species need to be discussed in the text, individually. Provide information on breeding, nesting, calving, migration, or overwintering dates for each species. Indicate whether or not habitat that would support each species is likely or unlikely to be found at the LNG terminal, along the pipeline right-of-way, or along the vessel transit route. Incorporate information provided by state agencies (Appendix 3C), regarding species of concern. Give an indication of which portions of the project have been surveyed for federally listed species. If not yet complete, indicate the timeframe in which these field surveys will be accomplished.

Describe specific measures to mitigate impacts to the Bald Eagle nest near MP 44.8
	Potential mitigation measures have been described in the text of section 3.6.2.  
	Section 3.6.2

	DR2
	19 
	3.6.2:  Separate out the discussion of potential impacts for each species individually rather than in groups (e.g., sea turtles, whales, etc.).

NOT DONE.  
	In the initial filing, general terms such as sea turtles and whales were used.  In the latest draft specific species were identified and grouped if impacts were identical.  Impacts to all sea turtle species are identical, as are impacts to individual whale species.  This approach has been confirmed with NOAA NMFS.   
	Section 3.6.2

	DR2
	21 
	3.6.2:  Discuss the potential impacts for each individual species [SAME AS ITEM #19], and discuss proposed surveys for each individual species. 

Add a column to Table 3.6-1 indicating for each species whether or not a field survey will be required and, if so, when the survey has occurred or will occur.
	As stated within Section 3.6.2, the need for specific surveys and the optimum survey windows are being coordinated with the appropriate species of concern agencies.  This information has been provided with as much detail as possible, including the addition of a column indicating if a survey will be required and if so, when to Table 3.6-1.  
	Section 3.6.2
Table 3.6-1

	DR2
	22 
	3.6.2:  In order to protect sea turtles and protected marine mammals from vessel strikes, state whether AES Sparrows Point will include the National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) Vessel Strike Avoidance Policy as part of its Terminal Use Agreement with LNG ship operators. Provide greater detail regarding mitigation for turtles during dredging and pile driving (i.e., construction windows, and turbidity curtains). 

Not provided in Section 3.6.2.  
	AES has committed to incorporate NOAA’s “Proposed Rule to Implement Speed Restrictions to Reduce the Threat of Ship Collisions with North Atlantic Right Whales and Steps Mariners Can Take To Avoid Collisions with Critically Endangered Right Whales” into the LNG Fuel Supply Agreement  as part of AES’s efforts to protect marine mammals from vessel strikes.  And has provided greater detail regarding mitigation for turtles during dredging and pile driving in Section 3.6.2.


	Section 3.6.2



	DR2
	29 
	Appendix 3A:  In Appendix 3A, Figure 4 – Benthic Sample Locations – shows locations numbered to 30. In Table 6, there are no data for locations 7, 9, 21, or 26. Explain the discrepancy. 

This information could not be located in the November 3 version of RR3.  The matrix indicates the response is in "Appendix 3A Table 6"; however AES states that no revised version of Appendix 3A was submitted because it had not been revised since the previous submittal.
	Appendix 3A has been updated in response to FERC’s comments.  The Benthic Sample Locations and Results are shown on Table 11 in the revised Appendix.  There is no data presented for location 7, 9, 21 or 26 because no invertebrates were located during the sampling event.  The summary of each of these locations indicates that zero invertebrates were collected.  A revised version of Appendix 3A has been included with the formal filing.
	Appendix 3A Tables 11

	DR2
	30 
	Appendix 3B:  Provide greater detail regarding potential species along the vessel transit route from the proposed berth to the territorial sea.

"Response in RR #" column indicates to be addressed; yet the "Section" column indicates there is a response in Appendix 3B, a revised version of which has not been provided.  Clarify.
	Appendix 3B has been updated in response to FERC’s comments.  A revised version of Appendix 3B has been included with the formal filing.
	Appendix 3B:

Section 4

Table 1

	DR2
	31 
	Appendix 3C:  Provide an index (listing) of the contact letters contained in the appendix.

"Response in RR #" column indicates to be addressed, yet per the "Section" column there is a response in Appendix 3C.  Clarify.]

ALSO SEE OUR COMMENT TO YOUR RESPONSE TO ITEM #1. 
	Appendix 3C has been updated in response to FERC’s comments.  A revised version of Appendix 3C has been included with the formal filing
	Appendix 3C

	DR2
	MDNR

PRPP

8

	No mention is made of the potential for dredging to 44 feet with regard to increasing the area of low dissolved oxygen (DO) within Chesapeake Bay. The deepened channel and turning basin will connect the project area with the main channel of the Patapsco River estuary, allowing bottom water of lower DO and increased salinity to move into the project area. Lower DO and increased salinity may impede the re-establishment of existing populations of benthic organisms within the project area. 

Your response in one column indicates the response is in RR2 (October 31 version), yet another column indicates it is in RR3.  We could not find this information in either location.
	A DO discussion has been included in within RR3 - 3.3.3.1 which addresses the DO/dredging issue.

Information also included within RR2 Section 2.4.8.2.
	Section  3.3.3.1

Resource Report 2:

Section 2.4.8.2


	DR2
	MDNR

PRPP

10
	Appendix 3A:  Dates on which sampling was conducted should be provided in the appendix. No sampling was conducted of the epibenthic organisms that may be present on the finger piers  and other structures that are to be removed during project construction. These habitats should be sampled to assess the extent to which biological productivity in the area may be affected by removal of these structures (See comment 5). Relative to the benthic element of the study, biomass (wet weight of major invertebrate groups) is a common and important metric to document. Such data were not included in this report. Not all benthic species in project area are “tolerant to pollution”. The clam Macoma balthica is widespread in the project area and is considered sensitive to pollution. 

Clarification needed:  three of the responses to this question indicate that both a response is forthcoming and a response is provided.  

Also, regarding these three responses:

(a)  Does the 9/06 version of Appendix 3A in fact contain the requested dates?  If so, specifically where?

(b)  Appendix 3A Table 6 (9/06) does not address wet weights.

(c)  Appendix 3A Section 5 (9/06) does not address pollution tolerance.

Your second response to this comment notes in one column that the response is in RR2 (October 31 version), yet another column indicates it is in RR3.  Is the reference to RR2 incorrect?
	The information has been included within both Resource Reports 2 and 3.  Resource Report 2 in Section 2.4.8.2 and Resource Report 3 in Section 3.3.3.1 and Appendix 3A.
	Section  3.3.3.1

Appendix 3A Section  1 (dates)

Appendix 3A Table 6

(addresses wet weights)

Appendix 3A Section 5 (pollution tolerance) 
Resource Report 2:

Section 2.4.8.2

	DR2
	MDNR

PRPP

12

	Table 3.3.2-2:  The text referring to this table should point out, as is explained in Appendix 3B, that many of the life stages and the species included in this table would not occur at the project site. The text should provide a more complete summary of the discussion presented in Appendix 3B.
Section 3.3.2.1 does not appear to contain the requested information.


	This information has been included in Section 3.3.1.2 with an expanded discussion.
	Section 3.3.1.2

	DR1
	
	Provide citations to the referenced literature sources within the text of the resource report, as appropriate. That is, support the general statements with citations to the references that are provided at the end of the resource report. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Sections 3.3.2.2, 3.4.2, 3.5.1, 3.5.1.2, 3.5.2, 3.6.1, 3.7

	DR1
	3.3 
	Reconcile the inconsistency between the stated use of Pennsylvania’s fishery classification system as a surrogate for the Maryland system (last paragraph) versus the presented use of the Maryland system in Table 3.3.1-1. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.3

Table 3.3.1-4

	DR1
	3.3.1 
	Provide a complete table of representative fish species (particularly recreationally or commercially important species) known to occur in the project vicinity for both the Terminal Site (including the vessel transit route) and the Pipeline Facilities (partially listed on Table 3.3.2-1). For recreationally important freshwater species, indicate whether the species is a cold water or warm water fish. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.3.1  

Table 3.3.1-1 and 3.3.1-2

	DR1
	3.3.3.1 
	Indicate and discuss other potential direct and indirect impacts to fishery resources in addition to gill abrasion. Indicate and discuss how the proposed mitigation measures reduce the above impacts. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.3.3.1

	DR1
	3.3.3.1 
	If pile driving or sheet pile driving activities are part of construction, discuss the potential impacts of these activities on fish, marine mammals or marine turtles. Include a discussion of the impacts of underwater noise on these resources. Provide a discussion of proposed mitigation. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.3.3.1.

	DR1
	3.3.3.1 
	Provide a discussion of the potential impacts of ballasting operations and engine cooling water intakes on marine fisheries resources. Include a discussion that covers the entire vessel transit route from the proposed berth to the territorial sea, per the request of the U.S. Coast Guard. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.3.3.1

	DR1
	3.3.3.1 
	If AES proceeds with plans for a power plant at the LNG site, include a separate subsection within Section 3.3.3 discussing the impacts of these non-jurisdictional facilities. Include a discussion of any use of marine water for cooling, and intake structures. If appropriate, discuss the topics of impingement and entrainment. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.3.1.1

	DR1
	3.3.3.1 
	Although AES states in a previous section on Fisheries of Special Concern (see subsection 3.3.2.1, on page 5) that “The EFH (Essential Fish Habitat) assessment also included an evaluation of potential impacts to commercially and recreationally important species …,” this section 3.3.3.1 needs a reference to the EFH assessment (Appendix 3B) and a summary of the assessment as it relates to impacts to commercially or recreationally important species. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.3.3.1

	DR1
	3.3.2.2 
	When discussing streams that have special designation as “High Quality” (HQ) or “Exceptional Value Water” (EV) provide more information on what these designations mean in the state (Pennsylvania) and cross-reference Table 3.3.1.1 where these streams are identified.
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.3.2.2

Table 3.3.1-4

	DR1
	3.4.1 
	Check the accuracy of “evergreen oaks” in the statement “Common species include evergreen oaks and members of the laurel and magnolia families.” Clarify if these species are limited to the southern portion of the pipeline route, and would not be found at the LNG terminal site. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.4.1

	DR1
	3.4.1.1 
	Provide a discussion on submerged aquatic vegetation for the vessel transit route from the proposed berth to the territorial sea, per the request of the U.S. Coast Guard. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.4.1.1.

	DR1
	3.4.1.1 
	Indicate the acreage of encroachment into aquatic areas and developed areas as is presented in Table 3.4-1. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.4.1.1

	DR1
	3.4.1; 3.4.2; & 3.5.2
	In the referenced sections AES makes three statements: 

3.4.1 “Based on the review of the Project Area in Maryland, the MNHP (Maryland Natural Heritage Program) determined that no significant natural communities are located within ¼-mile of the Project Area.” 

3.4.2 “No significant wildlife habitats (e.g. state game refuges, wildlife management areas, National Wildlife Refuges, unique/sensitive areas) will be affected by the Project.” 

3.5.2 The Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR), PGC (Pennsylvania Game Commission), and Maryland and Pennsylvania field offices of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) identified no significant or sensitive wildlife habitats in the Project Area (see Appendix 3C). 

Yet in Appendix 3C, in the letter from the MDNR dated June 23, 2006, there are several references of the pipeline proximity to Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern (NTWSSC) in the Gunpowder Falls State Park (Harford County), and in the Pilot area (Cecil County). Reconcile these apparent discrepancies. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Sections 3.4.2, 3.5.1, 3.5.2

	DR1
	3.5.1 
	Provide sources or citations (including websites) for statements such as “No significant wildlife habitats (e.g. state game refuges, wildlife management areas, National Wildlife Refuges, unique/sensitive areas) will be affected by the ProJect.” Confirm with the appropriate state agencies in each state that the riparian zones along such waterbodies as Gunpowder Falls, Little Gunpowder Falls, the Susquehanna River, Octoraro Creek, and Brandywine Creeks (for example) are not considered unique or sensitive wildlife habitats by these agencies. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.5.1

	DR1
	3.5.1.2 
	Identify or report the absence of species with recreational or commercial value, such as in hunted or trapped species. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.5.1.2

	DR1
	3.5.2 
	Provide a discussion on wildlife resources of special concern for the vessel transit route from the proposed berth to the territorial sea, per the request of the U.S. Coast Guard. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.5.2

	DR1
	3.6.1.1 
	Federally listed species need to be discussed in the text, individually. Provide information on breeding, nesting, calving, migration, or overwintering dates for each species. Indicate whether or not habitat that would support each species is likely or unlikely to be found at the LNG terminal, along the pipeline right-of-way, or along the vessel transit route. Incorporate information provided by state agencies (Appendix 3C), regarding species of concern. Give an indication of which portions of the project have been surveyed for federally listed species. If not yet complete, indicate the timeframe in which these field surveys will be accomplished.
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.6.1

	DR1
	3.6.1.1 
	Cross reference (early in the section) that correspondence with agencies can be found in Appendix 3C. Confirm that consultations have addressed potential species along the vessel transit route from the proposed berth to the territorial sea. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.6.1.1

	DR1
	3.6.2 
	Separate out the discussion of potential impacts for each species individually rather than in groups (e.g., sea turtles, whales, etc.). 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.6.2

	DR1
	3.6.2 
	Consider whether “potential impacts to individual organisms” is a more accurate statement than potential impacts to the “size and viability” of “populations”. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.6.2

	DR1
	3.6.2 
	Discuss the potential impacts for each individual species, and discuss proposed surveys for each individual species. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.6.2

	DR1
	3.6.2 
	In order to protect sea turtles and protected marine mammals from vessel strikes, state whether AES Sparrows Point will include the National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) Vessel Strike Avoidance Policy as part of its Terminal Use Agreement with LNG ship operators. Provide greater detail regarding mitigation for turtles during dredging and pile driving (i.e., construction windows, and turbidity curtains). 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.6.2

	DR1
	Table 3.3.1-1 
	Indicate the county and state for each waterbody crossing. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Table 3.3.1-4

	DR1
	Table 3.4-1 
	Restructure the table so that the column labeled “Temporary” reflects instead “Area Impacted by Construction,” which includes the entire construction right-of-way (which in turn includes the area that will become the permanent right-of-way) and all extra workspaces. The second column labeled “Permanent” should reflect “Area Impacted by Operations” which is a subset of the previous column. Thus, for the Mid-Atlantic Pipeline, the first column is inclusive of all impacts during construction, and the second column is a subset of the first column, i.e. the area that will be maintained during operations. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Table 3.4-1



	DR1
	Table 3.4-1 
	Clarify that the LNG Terminal Site encroachments into aquatic areas and developed areas are not vegetated. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Table 3.4-1

	DR1
	Table 3.5-1 
	This table needs to be discussed in greater detail in section 3.5.2. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.5.2

	DR1
	Table 3.6-1 
	Indicate the General Habitat Requirements for the Atlantic sturgeon and correct the typographical error “SC” for the Atlantic sturgeon with “FC”. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Table 3.6-1

	DR1
	Table 3.6-1 
	Indicate the facilty(ies) where the species may occur 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Table 3.6-1

	DR1
	Appendix 3A 
	In Appendix 3A, Figure 4 – Benthic Sample Locations – shows locations numbered to 30. In Table 6, there are no data for locations 7, 9, 21, or 26. Explain the discrepancy. 
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Appendix 3A Table 6

	DR1
	Appendix 3C 
	Provide greater detail regarding potential species along the vessel transit route from the proposed berth to the territorial sea. 
	The comment will be addressed in the formal filing of Resource Report 3 in January 2007
	Appendix 3B: comment included indicating future completion

	DR1
	Appendix 3C 
	Provide an index (listing) of the contact letters contained in the appendix. 
	The comment will be addressed in the formal filing of Resource Report 3 in January 2007
	Appendix 3C

	MDNR PRPP
	
	No mention is made of the potential for dredging to 44 feet with regard to increasing the area of low dissolved oxygen (DO) within Chesapeake Bay. The deepened channel and turning basin will connect the project area with the main channel of the Patapsco River estuary, allowing bottom water of lower DO and increased salinity to move into the project area. Lower DO and increased salinity may impede the re-establishment of existing populations of benthic organisms within the project area.
	This comment is addressed in the October 31, 2006 Filing of Resource Report 2


	Section  3.3.2.1



	MDNR PRPP
	
	Table 3.3.2-1 and Appendix 3A – Data from one sampling period is not representative of the aquatic community that may occur at the project site. The report notes that a second sampling event is scheduled for October, which would further contribute to characterization of the aquatic community. However, there are numerous data sources available that could be used to characterize the aquatic community in the project community in the project vicinity, for example Maryland DNR’s Long Term Benthic Monitoring Program for benthos. This type of information should have been incorporated into Resource Report 3.
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	3.3.1.1



	MDNR PRPP
	
	Appendix 3A – Dates on which sampling was conducted should be provided in the appendix. No sampling was conducted of the epibenthic organisms that may be present on the finger piers  and other structures that are to be removed during project construction. These habitats should be sampled to assess the extent to which biological productivity in the area may be affected by removal of these structures (See comment 5). Relative to the benthic element of the study, biomass (wet weight of major invertebrate groups) is a common and important metric to document. Such data were not included in this report. Not all benthic species in project area are “tolerant to pollution”. The clam Macoma balthica is widespread in the project area and is considered sensitive to pollution. 
	The comment will be addressed in the formal filing of Resource Report 3 in January 2007

This comment is addressed in the October 31, 2006 Filing of Resource Report 2

The comment will be addressed in the formal filing of Resource Report 3 in January 2007

The comment will be addressed in the formal filing of Resource Report 3 in January 2007
	Appendix 3A Section  1 (dates)

Section  3.3.3-1

Appendix 3A Table 6

(addresses wet weights)

Appendix 3A Section 5 (pollution tolerance) 

	MDNR PRPP
	
	Relative to benthic habitat characterization, the grain size analysis uses unconventional sieve groupings, For example, 0.0063 mm is the boundary between the silt and the sand fraction of sediment. If this mesh size is not used, proportions of mud (silt plus clay) and sand cannot be calculated, and this important characteristic of the habitat will not be well defined. 
	The comment will be addressed in the formal filing of Resource Report 3 in January 2007
	Appendix 3A Section 3.1.4

	MDNR PRPP
	
	Table 3.3.2-2 – The text referring to this table should point out, as is explained in Appendix 3B, that many of the life stages and the species included in this table would not occur at the project site. The text should provide a more complete summary of the discussion presented in Appendix 3B.
	The comment is addressed in the November 3, 2006 filing of Resource Report 3
	Section 3.3.2.1





1

