Response to MDE SWP Comments Related to:
“Area 1, Phase 2 Detailed Development Plan, Parcel 3 Development, Honeywell Baltimore Works Site, Baltimore, Maryland” Resubmitted November 19, 2021 and associated documents (the “DDP”),

MDE SWP
COMMENT # MDE COMMENT COMMENT RESPONSE

A. General. There still remain a few typographical errors that are not all identified below, and some inconsistencies that are identified in |The DDP document including appendices has been proof-read again and typographical errors have
this document. It is recommended that the document be proof-read again in toto prior to re-submission. been corrected.

B. From the Response Document: Steel sheet pile coffer dams were exposed and visually inspected by Mueser Rutledge Consulting
1. Response I1.D, regarding the Narrative Page 10, Section 3.4.2.1: MDE's previous comment referenced a description in the Engineers via diver and surface observation in 1989 and photographed as part of the Condition
Narrative of 45.8’ cellular cofferdams backfilled with sand and gravel, connected by steel sheet pile arcs, and requested a description |Survey of Waterfront Structures report prepared by MRCE dated May 4, 1990. Design
of the materials used to construct the cofferdams themselves if this is known. The response was that "Strength, size, pile top specifications and as-built conditions upon installation were not available in the records from Allied
elevation, and pile tip elevation are all unknown." How was it known that there are cofferdams connected by sheet pile arcs? From the |Signal reviewed prior to embankment construction and dismantlement in the 1990s. See attached
response it sounds like it is known that they are pilings of some type (e.g., "pile top construction”, "pile tip elevation" etc.); are they for excerpt from Condition Survey pertinent to coffer dams.
also sheet piles, and it is just the specifications that are unknown? The question is pertinent, as the performance of wooden pilings
which may decay faster than steel sheet pilings may affect the performance of the cap under load.

C. Appendix A.2, the Health and Safety Guidance: It appears that the Health and Safety Guidance document has not been updated since |Section 17.3.1 has been updated to correct the typographical error.
the last draft.

1. Page 27 (page 33 of the .pdf file), Section 17.3.1: In the last sentence under the section governing worker safety during tornado Section 24 (Incident Reporting Procedure) has been updated to reference the correct contact
warnings, the text reads "Site workers will seek shelter in a building, expect trailers or low-lying areas." "Expect" should read "except". |persons.

2. Page 34 (page 40 of the .pdf file), Section 24: Maria Kouris is still listed as a contact.

3. Figure 2 (page 47 of the .pdf file): The location of the Perimeter Air Monitoring (PAM) stations is not in conformance with the PAM locations shown on Figure 2 has been updated to be consitent with CAMP.
Construction Air Monitoring Plan (CAMP), and the large red blob previously identified as being on Figure 1 of the CAMP without being

identified in the legend is present on this figure as well. It is noted that Figure 1 of the CAMP has been corrected.

D. Appendix A.5, Construction Air Monitoring Plan: There is a discrepancy between Sections 2.1 and 2.3: Section 2.3 has been updated to clarify that there are five (5) PAM stations.

Section 2.1 says there are 5 PAMs:

"- PAM-1 is planned for placement between the Project and the Exelon Office Building;

- PAM-2 is planned for placement between the Project and the Point Street Apartments (under

construction at the time that this CAMP was being prepared); and

- PAM-3, PAM-4, and PAM 5 will cover the remainder of the site perimeter."

Section 2.3 suggests there are only 4 PAMs:

"PM10 will be continuously monitored and 24-hour composite filter samples collected at the four fixed perimeter stations (i.e., PAM-1,
PAM-2, PAM-3, and PAM-4) ..."

www.erm.com

January 21, 2022
1of2




Additional Clarifications / Modifications on:
“Area 1, Phase 2 Detailed Development Plan, Parcel 3 Development, Honeywell Baltimore Works Site, Baltimore, Maryland” Resubmitted November 19, 2021 and associated documents (the “DDP”),

ITEM NO. REFERENCED DOCUMENT |CLARIFICATIONS / MODIFICATIONS

1 DDP Narrative Section 5.2.2 (Excavation Dewatering) of the DDP has been updated to clarify definition of Contact Water.

Section 7.2 (Air Monitoring and Dust Control) of the DDP has been updated to clarify continuation of perimeter air monitoring throughout intrusive activities unitl all materials removed from beneath the
MMC geomembrane have been disposed offsite.

Section 3.4 of the MHMP has been revised to replace the term "TPM" with "PM10". This revision is consistent with the terminology presented in the CAMP.

2 MHMP Narrative In Section 5.1 of the MHMP, a clarification on the profiling and disposal of Contact Water has been added to allow Contact Water that accumulates on plastic sheeting below the MMC to be stored and
tested separately from other contact water for potential disposal at a non-hazardous facility.

3 HASP Narrative Section 13.3 of the HASP has been revised to replace the term "TPM" with "PM10". This revision is consistent with the terminology presented in the CAMP.

4 SPRP & SWPPP Narrative In Section 4.2.1 of the SWPPP, and Section 5.1 of the SPRP, a clarification on the profiling and disposal of Contact Water has been added to allow Contact Water that accumulates on plastic sheeting
below the MMC to be stored and tested separately from other contact water for potential disposal at a non-hazardous facility.

5 Section 2.2.1 has been updated to clarify that air moniroing will not be required in an excavation area covered with a temporary geomembrane cap that achieves a continuous seal of the MMC

geomembrane over the excavation.
CAMP Narrative

6 CAMP Figure An additional wind rose figure (Figure CAMP-01.1) has been added for NOAA's BLTM2 weather station, which is located near Fort McHenry and closer to the site (within 1.5 miles of Harbor Point)

7 QAPP Table "Completeness" Column for PM ,, Compound in Table 1 of the Construction Air Monitoring QAPP has been updated to clarify that the measurement of PM,;, concentration at each location will be
performed for the duration of time that intrusive activities are taking place.

8 QAPP Figure Workzone monitoring network geometry shown on Figure 2 of QAPP has been updated to be consistent with workzone monitroing network geometry shown on Figure 3 of CAMP
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