PROMOTE PROTECT PROSPER

C. Earl Hunter, Commissioner

Promoting and protecting the health of the public and the environment

January 25,2011

Colonel Jeffrey M. Hall, District Commander
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Savannah District
P.O. Box 889

Savannah, Georgia 31402-0889

Re: Savannah Harbor Expansion Project: Draft General Re-Evaluation Report and Draft Tier 1I
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Colonel Hall:

The South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control- Office of Ocean and
Coastal Resource Management (SCDHEC OCRM or DHEC or the Department) has made great
efforts to review the Draft General Re-Evaluation Report (DGRR) and the Tier II Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) (collectively referred to herein as the Federal Agency
Consistency Determination) for the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project within the time frame
provided by your letter of January 24, 2011. However, the Department disagrees with your
analysis of the timeframe that the Coastal Zone Management Act provides to the Department to
provide comments.

The Department received notice of the federal agency’s consistency determination on November
17,2010." 15 C.F.R. § 930.41(a) provides the State agency 60 days from receipt of the Federal
agency’s consistency determination and supporting information to inform the federal agency of
the state agency’s concurrence with or objection to the Federal agency’s consistency
determination. In addition, 15 C.F.R. § 930.41(b) provides that state agency concurrence shall
not be presumed in cases where the State agency, within the 60-day period, requests an extension
of time to review the matter. This regulation requires the Federal agency to approve one request
for an extension period of fifteen days or less, if requested, and authorizes the Federal agency to
approve a longer or additional extension period as appropriate. Additionally, this regulation
requires that the Federal agency should consider the magnitude and complexity of the
information contained in the consistency determination when considering whether a longer or an
additional extension period is appropriate. DHEC OCRM requested additional time to evaluate
the project on Dec. 3, 2010 and again on January 21, 2011. Because there is no discretion given
to the Federal Agency to deny a first request for an additional fifteen days, the federal agency
may not presume state concurrence until at least seventy-five days after the State agency’s

" In your letter dated January 24, 2011, you indicate that you provided notice to the state agency on November 15,
2010. In fact, the Department received notice of the Corps® consistency determination on November 17, 2010. 15
C.F.R. § 930.41 provides the stage agency “60 days from receipt of the Federal agency’s consistency determination
and supporting information™ to provide notice to the Federal agency of the state agency’s response.
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receipt of notice of the federal agency’s consistency determination.” Thus, DHEC has at least
until January 31, 2011 to notify the Federal agency of its objection to the Federal agency’s
consistency determination.’ Additionally, given the magnitude and complexity of the
information contained in the consistency determination, the Federal agency should grant an
additional or longer period and the Department again requests that the Corps exercise its
discretion and authorize the Department additional time to submit further comments on the
federal agency’s consistency determination. The Department believes that the 15 day extension
is necessary to give the public and resource agencies the proper time to evaluate the project due
to the “complexity and magnitude of the information” and the timeliness of the public notice
during holiday season.

Reserving the Department’s rights under the Act to submit additional comments objecting to the
federal agency’s consistency determination within the maximum amount of time provided under
15 C.F.R. § 930.41(b), the Department objects to the federal agency’s consistency determination
based on the following grounds.

As an initial matter, as the Federal Consistency Determination points out, the Coastal Zone
Management Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1451, et. seq., requires that “Each federal agency activity within
or outside the coastal zone that affects any land or water use or natural resource of the coastal
zone shall be carried out in a manner which is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with
the enforceable policies of approved state management programs.” 16 U.S.C. § 1456(c)(1)(A).
“Consistent to the maximum extent feasible” is defined in the Regulations promulgated by the
Secretary of Commerce and means “fully consistent with the enforceable policies of
management programs unless full consistency is prohibited by existing law applicable to the
Federal Agency.” 15 C.F.R. § 930.32(a)(1). The Regulations further provide that “if a Federal
agency asserts that full consistency with the management program is prohibited, it shall clearly
describe, in writing, to the State agency the statutory provisions, legislative history, or other legal
authority which limits the Federal agency’s discretion to be fully consistent with the enforceable
policies of the management program.” 15 C.F.R. 930.32(a)(2). Here, the Federal Agency has
not identified in writing to the state agency any existing law which prohibits full consistency
with South Carolina’s approved management program. Therefore, because the federal agency
has not identified to the state agency any existing laws which prohibit full consistency, the

2 In your letter dated January 24, 2011, you rely on the “Corps [sic] coastal zone consistency regulations (33 CF R.
336.1, et. seq.)” which purport to provide a 45-day window for state agency review but also have the requirement
that the Corps grant a 15-day extension if an extension is requested and which also provide the Corps with authority
to grant additional or longer extensions. The Department sees no statutory authority in the Coastal Zone
Management Act for the Corps of Engineers to promulgate regulations different from the regulations promulgated
by the Secretary of Commerce to carry out the provisions of the Coastal Zone Management Act. The Congress
specifically gave the Secretary of Commerce the authority to promulgate regulations necessary to carry out the
provisions of this chapter. See 16 U.S.C. § 1463 and 16 U.S.C. § 1453(16) (defining “secretary” as the “Secretary of
Commerce.”) The Secretary of Commerce has promulgated these regulations under 15 C.F.R Part 930. Therefore,
though the Department is issuing this letter in accordance with the timeframe you set forth in your letter dated
January 24, 2011, the Department reserves its full authority under 15 C.F.R. Part 930 et. seq., to use the full
timeframe provided therein to comment on the federal agency’s consistency determination.

? Even using the November 15, 2010 date upon which the Corps asserts that the clock begins to run, the seventy fifth
day falls on Saturday, January 29, 2011.
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Coastal Zone Management Act’s requirement that the federal agency activity be consistent to the
maximum extent practicable requires that the Federal agency activity be fully consistent with
South Carolina’s approved management program.

Based on staff’s evaluation of the DGRR, DEIS and the Savannah District Army Corp of
Engineers Federal Consistency Determination, the SCDHEC OCRM does not concur that the
five dredging alternatives are consistent with the South Carolina Coastal Management
Program(SCCMP) . The following specific policies and responses will inform you how the
proposed activity is inconsistent with the SCCMP:

Chapter III, Section C.I. Guidelines for Evaluation of All Projects:

(1)(b) The extent to which the project will further the policies of the South Carolina
General Assembly which are mandated for OCRM in implementation of its management
program these being: (b) To protect and, where possible, to restore or enhance the
resources of the State’s coastal zone for this and succeeding generations. (Sections 48-39-
30(B)(1) and (2), S.C. Coastal Management Act of 1977).

The project as proposed will not restore or enhance the resources of the state but
will result in a degradation of coastal resources.

(2) The extent to which the project will have adverse impacts on the “critical areas”
(beach/dune system, coastal waters, tidelands).

The project as proposed will reduce dissolved oxygen, and depends on mechanical
means in an attempt to maintain current levels. This causes a net loss of degraded
fisheries habitat.

(3) The extent to which the project will protect, maintain or improve water quality,
particularly in coastal aquatic areas of special resource value, for example, spawning
areas or productive oyster beds.

The proposed dredging to deepen the Savannah Harbor as set forth in the National
Economic Development (NED) Plan, 47-foot Depth Alternative, and the Locally
Preferred (LLP) Plan, 48-foot Depth Alternative, will reduce the dissolved oxygen
levels in the Savannah River from the existing state in an area utilized for spawning
of important fisheries species including striped bass and shortnose sturgeon (SNS).
Mitigation for this impact is to stock bass fingerlings provided by Georgia DNR and
construction of a fishway for Shortnose Sturgeon at the New Savannah Bluff Lock
& Dam at Augusta Georgia. Stocking of fingerlings does not eliminate impacts to
spawning and nursery areas for the Striped Bass and the construction of a fishway
does not assure the Shortnose Sturgeon will be able to use it. In the event low DO
(Dissolved Oxygen) levels fall below current concentrations, as predicted in the
DEIS, the lower part of the river may not be passable by adult or juvenile sturgeon.
The shallower dredging alternatives are more desirable to both the NED and LP
alternatives, however all dredging alternatives (with or without mitigation) result in
a net loss of Striper and SNS habitat.
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(4) The extent to which the project will meet existing State and Federal Requirements for
waste discharges, specifically point sources of air and water discharge, and for protection
of inland wetlands.

Models described in the EIS indicate impacts to large areas of freshwater
marshlands including important habitat for fish, wading birds, & waterfowl. While
efforts have been addressed to minimize impacts, a minimum of 337 acres of
freshwater marsh will be affected by salt waters. Mitigation for this impact is to
preserve additional wetlands adjacent to the Savamnah River National Wildlife
Refuge. Preservation does not replace the lost values and functions of the impacted
freshwater marsh.

(7) The possible long-range, cumulative effects of the project, when reviewed in the
context of other possible development and the general character of the area.

This project will result in a very large volume of spoils that will use significant areas
within the exiting spoils disposal sites, located mostly in Jasper County, resulting in
shorter life expectancy of the CDF (Contained Disposal Facility). This may result in
the need for additional wetland impacts for expansion of the CDF in Jasper County.
Additional impacts from existing port expansions, storage, and transportation
facilities associated with the port will likely result in additional impacts to wetlands
and water quality. The proposed disposal of spoils in the CDF will potentially
eliminate the possibility of a new port in Jasper County.

(8) The extent and significance of negative impacts on Geographic Areas of Particular
Concern (GAPCs). The determination of negative impacts will be made by OCRM in
each case with reference to the priorities of use for the particular GAPC. Applications
which would significantly impact a GAPC will not be approved or certified unless there
are no feasible alternatives or an overriding public interest can be demonstrated, and any
substantial environmental impact is minimized.

The proposed project will impact habitat for the federally endangered Shortnose
Sturgeon. Endangered species habitat is considered GAPC in the SCCZMP.
Mitigation offered to offset this impact is to construct a fishway at the New
Savannah Bluff Lock & Dam. There is no certainty that the sturgeon will use this
structure or that it will have any effect on spawning or survival of this species.
Additionally, the project proposes a net loss of SNS habitat.

(9) The extent and significance of impact on the following aspects of quality or quantity
of these valuable coastal resources:

o (i) unique natural areas—destruction of endangered wildlife or vegetation or of
significant marine species (as identified in the Living Marine Resources segment),
degradation of existing water quality standards.

This project will have a significant impact on Striped Bass and Shortnose Sturgeon.
Mitigation of these impacts is dependent on mechanical means (oxygen injection and
release of fingerlings) that has not been adequately demonstrated to reduce or
eliminate the impacts to water quality and fish survival.
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Chapter III, Section C.II. In critical areas of the coastal zone, it is OCRM policy that, in
determining whether a permit application is approved or denied, OCRM “shall base its
determination on the individual merits of each application, the policies specified in Sections 48-
39-20 and 48-39-30 (of the Act), and be guided by the following general considerations:

e (3) The extent to which the applicant’s completed project would affect the production of

fish, shrimp, oysters, crabs or clams or any marine life or wildlife or other natural
resources in a particular area including but not limited to water and oxygen supply.
The project as proposed will impact dissolved oxygen concentrations and finfish
production. However, the DEIS states mitigation will result in a minimal net
improvement. SCDHEC OCRM believes the use of mechanical oxygen injection
systems may not be adequate to maintain current DO levels. Additionally, the
Department has concerns regarding the maintenance and long term viability of
these systems.

e (6) The extent to which the development could affect the habitats for rare and
endangered species of wildlife or irreplaceable historic and archeological sites of South
Carolina’s coastal zone.

The project as proposed will effect Shortnose Sturgeon spawning, juvenile, and
adult habitats. Additionally, SNS habitat will result in a net loss.

e (10) The extent to which the proposed use could affect the value and enjoyment of

adjacent owners. (Section 48-39-150, S.C. Coastal Management Act of 1977, as
amended).
Adjoining lands owned by the state of South Carolina are currently identified as a
potential site for a new ports facility. The use of this site for spoil disposal and
maintenance dredge disposal will potentially eliminate the Jasper County location as
a suitable location for the Ocean Terminal.

Chapter III, Section VII. A. Wildlife and Fisheries Management
e (1) In the coastal zone, including critical areas, Council (Department) issuance or review
and certification of permit applications which would impact wildlife and fisheries
resources will be based on the following policies:

o a) Activities deemed, by the South Carolina Coastal Council (now SCDHEC
OCRM) in consultation with the South Carolina Wildlife and Marine
Resources(now SCDNR) Department, to have a significant negative impact on
wildlife and fisheries resources, whether it be on the stocks themselves or their
habitat, will not be approved unless overriding socio-economic considerations are
involved. In reviewing permit applications relative to wildlife and fisheries
resources, social and economic impacts as well as biological impacts will be
considered.

The proposed dredging to the depths chosen for the NED and the LP would greatly
reduce habitat utilized by fisheries species, Striped Bass, as well as State and
Federally listed endangered species, Shortnose Sturgeon. The shallower dredging
alternatives are more desirable to both the NED and LP alternatives, however all
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dredging alternatives (with or without mitigation) result in a net loss of Striper and
SNS habitat.

Chapter III, Policy Section VIII. Dredging

1(c) Dredging should not reduce water circulation, water currents, mixing, flushing or
salinity in the immediate area.

As proposed, the project will increase the salinities within the immediate and
upstream areas, causing a significant impact to the freshwater marshes.

2(b) Dredge activities should be restricted in nursery areas, in public and private shellfish
grounds during periods of migration, spawning, and early development of important sport
and commercial species;

As proposed in the DEIS, the dredging under the NEP and LP plans would
negatively impact areas utilized for spawning and early development of Striped
Bass. The proposed mitigation for this impact by release of hatchery raised
fingerlings by Georgia DNR; however this activity does not offset the spawning or
loss of essential habitat.

2(c) Dredging and excavation shall not create stagnant water conditions, lethal fish
entrapments, or deposit sumps or otherwise contribute to water quality degradation.

As proposed dredging under the NED and LP plans, the project will further
degrade the existing water quality conditions.

2(e) Dredged materials shall be deposited and contained in such a manner so as to
prevent dispersal into adjacent wetland areas;

The project proposes to utilize the deposition of these dredged materials to be
placed into the Middle River, Rifle Cut, and the Little Back River; this deposition is
for mitigating the predicted increase in salinity.

2(h) a specialized form of dredging activity involves the creation and maintenance of
navigational channels and access canals. These activities have a potential for severe
environmental impacts and should meet a demonstrated public need.

The proposed deepening under the NED and LP plans result in a negative impact to
areas of important resources for fisheries and wildlife. The shallower dredging
alternatives are more desirable to both the NED and LP alternatives. Additionally, a
demonstrated public need for the citizens of South Carolina has not been sufficiently
demonstrated. Also, SCDHEC OCRM believes there may be other feasible
alternatives that should be explored.

Chapter III, Policy Section XII. Activities in Areas of Special Resource Significance

C. Navigation Channels
o 1) Development which would result in loss of navigability will be prohibited
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The measures proposed to mitigate for the predicted increase in salinity are to close
Rifle Cut and Little Back River. These alterations would result in a loss of
navigable waters by the public in these two water bodies.

D. Public Open Space
o 1) Proposals which would restrict or limit the continued use of a recreational open
area or disrupt the character of such a natural area (aesthetically or
environmentally) will not be certified where other alternatives exist.
The project proposed to close off Rifle Cut and Little Back River to reduce the
potential effects of increased salinity. This proposed activity would restrict the
continued use of these water bodies as recreational open areas. The Department
believes that other alternatives exist aside from the closure of Rifle Cut and Little
Back River.

E. Wetlands (Outside of Critical Areas)

Findings: In addition to the extensive areas of salt and brackish marsh within the critical
areas along the South Carolina coastline, the State's coastal zone also contains over
60,000 acres of fresh-water marshes. These wetlands further up the creeks and rivers,
beyond the reach of saltwater at high tides, have a great diversity of plant species. They
play a vitally important role in contributing nutrients to the waters which eventually reach
the estuarine system (the critical areas). Fresh-water marsh areas are active filters for
improving water quality, and since they are linked with the downstream system, they
affect water quality in the critical areas. The freshwater marshes are important flood
buffers and also function in maintenance of salinity levels in downstream estuaries.

o 1) Project proposals which would require fill or other significant permanent
alteration of a productive freshwater marsh will not be approved unless no
feasible alternative exist or an overriding public interest can be demonstrated, and
any substantial environmental impact can be minimized.

The project as proposed in the preferred LP alternative will impact 1212 acres of
freshwater marsh through the introduction of more saline waters. While mitigation
is proposed to offset these impacts, there are other feasible alternatives to further
minimize the proposed impacts. All other dredging alternatives result in a net loss of
freshwater wetlands and saltmarsh, even with mitigation, except for the 44 foot
dredge alternative. The 44 foot dredge alternative will result in the net gain of 332
acres of freshwater marsh due to the conversion of brackish wetlands.
Additionally, there is no overriding public interest for the citizens of the State of
South Carolina in this project. As proposed, all of the benefits from the deepening
of the Savannah Harbor will be accrued to the State of Georgia, while the majority
of the ecological impacts will occur within the State of South Carolina.

In addition to the enforceable policies of the SCCMP, the proposed project is not consistent with
governing regulations for the Critical Areas. Specifically, the following regulations:

G. Dredging and Filling:
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2) The specific standards are as follows:

(¢) To the maximum extent feasible, dredging and filling activities should be
restricted in nursery areas and shellfish grounds and during periods of migration,
spawning, and early development of important sport and commercial species;

(d) Dredging and excavation shall not create stagnant water conditions, lethal fish
entrapments, or deposit sumps or otherwise contribute to water quality degradation;

H. Navigation Channels and Access Canals:

(1) Certain dredging activities involve the creation and maintenance of navigation channels
and access canals. These activities have a potential for severe environmental impacts and
should meet a demonstrated public need.

Several of the above cited policies require a demonstration of no feasible alternatives. The
Federal Consistency Determination does not sufficiently demonstrate that there are no feasible
alternatives. South Carolina’s coastal zone management program defines “Feasible” as used in
the Coastal Management Program in the context of “unless no feasible alternative exists.”
“Feasibility is determined by [DHEC OCRM] with respect to individual project proposals.
Feasibility in each case is based on the best available information, including technical input from
relevant agencies with expertise in the subject area, and considering factors of environmental,
economic, social, legal, and technological suitability of the proposed activity and its alternatives.
Use of this word includes the concept of reasonableness and likelihood of success in achieving
the project goal or purpose. “Feasible alternative” applies both to locations or sites and to
methods of design or construction, and includes the no action alternative.” Here, the Federal
Consistency Determination relies on its determination that adverse impacts will be mitigated.
Though the CMP requires that unavoidable impacts be mitigated, there must first be a
demonstration of no feasible alternatives/unavoidability. =~ While the Federal Consistency
Determination states that there are no feasible alternatives, it does so in a conclusory fashion and
does not demonstrate why the other alternatives are not feasible. The Federal Consistency
Determination does not consider other locations but only looks at methods for this location. In
addition, its conclusion that the no action alternative and other alternatives are not feasible is
conclusory and therefore is inadequate as a matter of law.

Based upon the above SCDHEC OCRM does not concur that the five dredging alternatives are
consistent with the South Carolina Coastal Management Program (SCCMP) to the maximum
extent practicable because it would result in the permanent alteration of productive freshwater
marshlands, a net loss in spawning and juvenile habitat for Striped bass and SNS (T&E listed
species) and degradation of water quality due to a reduction in dissolved oxygen. The DEIS has
not adequately demonstrated that no feasible alternatives exist since other alternatives such as the
potential location of the Jasper County Ocean Terminal were not considered. In addition, the
DEIS fails to demonstrate an overriding public interest for the citizens of South Carolina. Again,
It is DHEC's position that additional time remains to object to the federal agency's consistency
determination, and reserves the right to supplement this letter accordingly.
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Sincerely,

aolpn. gt —lly

Carolyn Boltin-EKelly

cc: Earl Hunter, SCDHEC-OCRM
Barbara Neale, SCDHEC-OCRM
Heather Preston, SCDHEC-BOW
Donna Weiting, Acting Director NOAA-OCRM
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
SAVANNAH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
100 W, OGLETHORPE AVENUE
SAVANNAH, GEORGIA 31401-3640

S March 30, 2011

ATTENTION OF:

Office of Counsel

Ms. Carolyn Boltin-Kelly

Deputy Commissioner

Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management,

South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control
1362 McMillan Avenue, Suite 400

Charleston, South Carolina 29405

Dear Ms. Boltin-Kelly:

In your letters, dated January 25, 2011 and January 31, 2011, you offered comments on the
Draft General Reevaluation Report (GRR) and the Tier I Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project (SHEP) objecting to the Corps’
determination that the project is consistent, to the maximum extent practicable, with South
Carolina’s Coastal Management Program (SCCMP). Your letter enumerates the enforceable
policies applicable to the SHEP as: (1) Wildlife and fisheries management; (2) dredging;

(3) Navigation channels; (4) Public open space; (5) Wetlands, and (6) Areas of historic,
archaeological or cultural significance. However, your letter only offers commentary on how the
Department of Health and Environmental Control (DHEC) does not concur with the Corps’
determination that the SHEP is consistent with the aforementioned policies, and fails to offer
recommendations that could be implemented into the project to obtain DHEC’s concurrence.

Your letter identified several reasons why you disagree with the Corps’ determination that
the SHEP is consistent with the enforceable policies in the South Carolina Coastal Management
Program (SCCMP). The enclosures contain our responses to each of those reasons.

It appears that your letter is not consistent with the enforceable polices in the SCCMP
because it failed to consider the national interest and regional benefits of SHEP, failed
to follow your policies regarding existing versus new port facilities, and failed to substantiate
your consistency review with supporting information.

Your Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) consistency review failed to consider the
national interest and regional benefits of the SHEP. Such consideration is mandated by Federal
Law and regulations, South Carolina State Law, and the SCCMP. The CZMA at 16 US.C. §
1454(d)(12), requires that a management plan contain “a method for assuring that local land use
and water use regulations within the coastal zone do not unreasonably restrict or exclude land
uses of regional benefit.” The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
CZMA regulations at 15 C.F.R 923.12 state that in accordance with this statutory requirement a
management program must “identify what constitutes uses of regional benefit” 15 C.F.R §
923.12(a) and “identify and utilize one or a combination of methods, consistent with the control
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techniques employed by the State, to assure local land and water use regulations do not
unreasonably restrict or exclude uses of regional benefit.” 15 C.F.R § 923.12(b). Also, 15 C.F.R
§ 923.52(a) states that a “management program must provide for adequate consideration of the
national interest involved in planning for, and managing the coastal zone, including the siting of
facilities...which are of greater than local significance.” To this end, S.C. Code. Ann. § 48-39-
80(B)(6) states that the management program shall “provide for adequate consideration of the
local, regional, state, and national interest involved in the siting of facilities for...adequate
transportation facilities and other public services necessary to meet requirements which are other
than local in nature.”

The SCCMP defines activities considered to be of regional benefit as those that “1) have
been identified as Activities Subject to Management, that is, those determined to have direct and
significant impact on coastal waters, and 2) result in a multi-county environmental, economic,
social, or cultural benefit.” SCCMP at III-8. The SCCMP explicitly states that “Activities of
Regional Benefit in the South Carolina coastal zone are: 1) Transportation facilities —
including...ports”. Id. The SCCMP also states that the “following concerns are considered by
South Carolina to be of such long-range, comprehensive importance as to be in the national
interest: 1. National Defense” and “3. Maintenance of Navigation”. SCCMP at III-5. The
SCCMP goes on to state that “Resource Policies of particular interest for national defense are:
Transportation a) Ports™ and “Dredging, a) Dredging, b) Dredge Material Disposal.” SCCMP at
11-6.

The SHEP is a substantial navigation project that involves both dredging and dredge
material disposal that our studies indicate will produce well over $100 million a year in national
economic benefits. The SCCMP explicitly states that port projects are activities of regional
benefit. The SCCMP explicitly states the maintenance of navigation is a concern of national
interest. The SCCMP explicitly states that national defense is a concern of national interest and
that ports, dredging, and dredge material disposal are of particular interest for National defense.
Federal and State laws require that your consistency determinations adequately consider the
national interest and regional benefits of projects submitted for your review. However, your
review did not recognize the national interest or regional benefits of the SHEP. Your
consistency review contains statements that directly contradict your policies. The Garden City
Terminal, the facility that will receive most of the more efficiently received cargo, is sited only
miles from the border of South Carolina. The SCCMP states that the ports and commercial
waterways of South Carolina “have a major National impact by providing a means of access to
international and domestic markets.” SCCMP at I11-19. Yet, your letter of January 25, 2011, at
pp. 7, states that “all of the benefits from the deepening of the Savannah Harbor will be accrued
to the state of Georgia...” In light of the SCCMP statements regarding the great importance of
South Carolina ports, all of which handle substantially less cargo than Savannah Harbor, and are
not located as close to any bordering state, your conclusion doesn’t appear to be supported or
enforceable.

The next area where your consistency review is inconsistent with the SCCMP is in its

discussion of a Jasper Ocean Terminal. The SCCMP states that “new port development should
take place in existing industrialized areas where sufficient support facilities are available
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including public utilities, rail and highway transportation access, and navigation channels which
are already maintained, unless there are no feasible alternatives or an overriding public interest
can be demonstrated, and any substantial environment damage can be minimized.” SCCMP at
I1I- 19-20. The SCCMP also states that when considering port and harbor development projects
in the coastal zone a policy of “maximizing the use of existing developed port areas, when
feasible, before establishing new facilities in relatively undeveloped areas” should be considered.
SCCMP at III-21. Thus, it is apparent that the SCCMP strongly supports the development of
existing port facilities in favor of constructing new ports. Also, as you are aware, there is no
current utility, highway, or rail access to a potential Jasper Ocean Terminal site.

Finally your consistency review failed to provide any supporting information upon which
your determination is based. The SCCMP states that “should the State agency disagree with the
Federal agency’s determination, it must accompany its response with the reasons for
disagreement as well as supporting information upon which its decision is based.” SCCMP at V-
16. Your review was not accompanied by information providing a basis for your decision.

In conclusion, the SCCMP itself summarizes the principle that underpins the CZMA
consistency requirement; that “national interests must be taken into consideration by coastal
states, and in return for this concession, the states are allowed a greater say in the future of their
coastal zones.” SCCMP at V-15. We continue to believe that the SHEP is consistent, to the
maximum extent practicable, with SCCMP. We trust these explanations will allow you to
concur in our determination.

I look forward to receiving your recommendations and appreciate and look forward to our
‘continued collaboration on this project. If you would like to meet to discuss these matters, please

let me know.
Sincerely,

'JQ( \fi. Hal

Colgagl, US Army
Commanding

Enclosures
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South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control, Ocean and Coastal Resource
Management

These responses have been updated from those which accompanied the USACE Letter to SCDHEC
dated 30 March 2011.

Page 1

763-BB-28-EV01

Comment: The South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control- Office of Ocean and
Coastal Resource Management (SCDHEC OCRM or DHEC or the Department) has made great efforts to
review the Draft General Re-Evaluation Report (DGRR) and the Tier Il Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) (collectively referred to herein as the Federal Agency Consistency Determination) for
the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project within the time frame provided by your letter of January 24,
2011. However, the Department disagrees with your analysis of the timeframe that the Coastal Zone
Management Act provides to the Department to provide comments.

Response: The timeframe for a State’s review of a US Army Corps of Engineers Coastal Zone
Management Consistency Determination varies depending on the regulation consulted. As noted in
your letter of January 25, 2011, the NOAA Regulations [15 CFR 930.41] provide a State with a 60-day
review period from receipt of the Federal agency’s Consistency Determination. As explained in the
District’s letter of January 24, 2011, the Corps of Engineers must operate under its regulations (33 CFR
336.1 et seq), which provide a 45-day review period for the States. The Corps regulations include a 15-
day extension of this review period if requested by a State. When the extension is included, a 60-day
review period results.

Based on subsequent events, there is no issue concerning time to comment. The Corps extended the
Draft EIS public comment period until January 25, 2011. The Corps received some comments even after
that deadline, and they were accepted and considered in the Final EIS preparation. SCDHEC-OCRM
submitted another comment letter on January 31, 2011 which was accepted and considered. On March
30, 2011, the Corps sent a letter to SCDHEC-OCRM responding to points raised in the SCOHEC-OCRM
January 25 and 31, 2011 letters. As noted in more detail below, there was then further dialogue
between the agencies and additional explanatory information was provided by the Corps to SCDHEC-
OCRM. On May 27, 2011, SCDHEC-OCRM sent a letter replying to the Corps’s March 30, 2011 letter.
The Corps accepted SCDHEC-OCRM’s additional comments after January 31, 2011.

763-BB-28-EV02

Comment: The Department received notice of the federal agency’s consistency determination on
November 17, 2010.1 15 C.F.R. § 930.41(a) provides the State agency 60 days from receipt of the Federal
agency’s consistency determination and supporting information to inform the federal agency of the state
agency’s concurrence with or objection to the Federal agency’s consistency determination. In addition,
15 C.F.R. § 930.41(b) provides that state agency concurrence shall not be presumed in cases where the
State agency, within the 60-day period, requests an extension of time to review the matter. This
regulation requires the Federal agency to approve one request for an extension period of fifteen days or
less, if requested, and authorizes the Federal agency to approve a longer or additional extension period
as appropriate. Additionally, this regulation requires that the Federal agency should consider the
magnitude and complexity of the information contained in the consistency determination when
considering whether a longer or an additional extension period is appropriate. DHEC OCRM requested
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additional time to evaluate the project on Dec. 3, 2010 and again on January 21, 2011. Because there is
no discretion given to the Federal Agency to deny a first request for an additional fifteen days, the
federal agency may not presume state concurrence until at least seventy-five days after the State
agency’s receipt of notice of the federal agency’s consistency determination.2 Thus, DHEC has at least
until January 31, 2011 to notify the Federal agency of its objection to the Federal agency’s consistency
determination.3 Additionally, given the magnitude and complexity of the information contained in the
consistency determination, the Federal agency should grant an additional or longer period and the
Department again requests that the Corps exercise its discretion and authorize the Department
additional time to submit further comments on the federal agency’s consistency determination. The
Department believes that the 15 day extension is necessary to give the public and resource agencies the
proper time to evaluate the project due to the “complexity and magnitude of the information” and the
timeliness of the public notice during holiday season.

Response: See previous and subsequent responses.
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763-BB-28-EV03

Comment: As an initial matter, as the Federal Consistency Determination points out, the Coastal Zone
Management Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1451, et. seq., requires that “Each federal agency activity within or
outside the coastal zone that affects any land or water use or natural resource of the coastal zone shall
be carried out in @ manner which is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable
policies of approved state management programs.” 16 U.S.C. § 1456(c)(1)(A). “Consistent to the
maximum extent feasible” is defined in the Regulations promulgated by the Secretary of Commerce and
means “fully consistent with the enforceable policies of management programs unless full consistency is
prohibited by existing law applicable to the Federal Agency.” 15 C.F.R. § 930.32(a)(1). The Regulations
further provide that “if a Federal agency asserts that full consistency with the management program is
prohibited, it shall clearly describe, in writing, to the State agency the statutory provisions, legislative
history, or other legal authority which limits the Federal agency’s discretion to be fully consistent with
the enforceable policies of the management program.” 15 C.F.R. 930.32(a)(2). Here, the Federal Agency
has not identified in writing to the state agency any existing law which prohibits full consistency with
South Carolina’s approved management program. Therefore, because the federal agency has not
identified to the state agency any existing laws which prohibit full consistency, the Coastal Zone
Management Act’s requirement that the federal agency activity be consistent to the maximum extent
practicable requires that the Federal agency activity be fully consistent with South Carolina’s approved
management program.

Response: Under the Coastal Zone Management Act and Corps’ regulations, the SHEP must be
consistent with South Carolina’s approved Coastal Zone Management Program (the South Carolina
Coastal Management Program or SCCMP) to the maximum extent practicable, and that standard is met.
In addition, as explained in the EIS, Section 5.0, and Appendix J, and the Corps’ Federal Consistency
Determination for South Carolina, the project with its associated mitigation is fully consistent with the
enforceable provisions of the SCCMP. This determination is supported by the project’s mitigation plan,
including monitoring and adaptive management, which would ensure that the resources of South
Carolina’s coastal zone are protected.
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763-BB-28-EV04
Comment: The project as proposed will not restore or enhance the resources of the state but will result
in a degradation of coastal resources.

Response: SHEP clearly meets the primary criterion of protecting the State’s coastal resources, even if it
may not restore/enhance all of the environmental resources of the State’s coastal zone. It is doubtful
that many of the large development projects that SCOHEC-OCRM reviews and approves meet the
secondary restore and enhance criterion. SCDHEC-OCRM'’s letter regarding the guidelines for evaluating
all projects states the applicable criteria as follows: “The extent to which the project will further the
policies of the State of South General Assembly which are mandated for OCRM in implementation of its
program these being: (b) to protect and where possible, to restore and enhance the resources of the
State’s coastal zone for this and succeeding generations.” The SHEP meets the protection criterion since
the project’s design was repeatedly modified to minimize adverse impacts as well as include features to
mitigate for unavoidable adverse effects. The Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plans detail the
measures which will be implemented to protect the sensitive resources of coastal South Carolina.

763-BB-28-EV05
Comment: The project as proposed will reduce dissolved oxygen, and depends on mechanical means in
an attempt to maintain current levels. This causes a net loss of degraded fisheries habitat.

Response: The impacts of the SHEP on the dissolved oxygen regime in the Savannah Harbor estuary are
discussed in the EIS and in greater detail in the Engineering Appendix of the GRR. Based on the
potential impacts to dissolved oxygen that would be caused by implementation of the SHEP, the
project’s mitigation plan includes an oxygen injection system. This system has been designed to remove
the incremental impacts of the SHEP on the dissolved oxygen regime in the harbor. Due to the spacing
of the system, the dissolved oxygen regime would be improved in over 90 percent of the estuary, when
compared to existing conditions. The mitigation plan also includes various flow re-routing features in
McCoy’s Cut, Middle River, and Back River to supply that portion of the estuary with additional
freshwater to reduce salinity levels. The project also includes a feature in the lower end Back River to
reduce the amount of saltwater that would move up the Back River.

Even with the injection of oxygen and the flow diversion features of the mitigation plan, there would still
be residual impacts to Shortnose sturgeon and Striped bass habitat. The Fisheries Interagency
Coordination Team (of which SC DNR was a member) could not identify any mitigation features in the
estuary that would be effective in replacing those lost habitats over the full range of river flow
conditions. The team determined that annual funding for stocking Striped bass fingerlings and
constructing a fish bypass at the New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam to expand Shortnose sturgeon
spawning habitat would be appropriate mitigation for their loss of habitat. The National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) approved and required the fish passage in its November 4, 2011 Biological
Opinion. The SHEP is fully consistent with the SCCMP because the project provides adequate mitigation
to offset the adverse effects on dissolved oxygen. Additionally, implementation of the Monitoring and
Adaptive Management Plan would ensure that dissolved oxygen impacts due to dredging are mitigated
in South Carolina waters after construction of the project is completed.
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763-BB-28-EV06, 763-BB-28-EV07, 763-BB-28-EV08

Comment: The proposed dredging to deepen the Savannah Harbor as set forth in the National Economic
Development (NED) Plan, 47-foot Depth Alternative, and the Locally Preferred (LP) Plan, 48-foot Depth
Alternative, will reduce the dissolved oxygen levels in the Savannah River from the existing state in an
area utilized for spawning of important fisheries species including striped bass and shortnose sturgeon
(SNS). Mitigation for this impact is to stock bass fingerlings provided by Georgia DNR and construction of
a fishway for Shortnose Sturgeon at the New Savannah Bluff Lock & Dam at Augusta Georgia. Stocking
of fingerlings does not eliminate impacts to spawning and nursery areas for the Striped Bass and the
construction of a fishway does not assure the Shortnose Sturgeon will be able to use it. In the event low
DO (Dissolved Oxygen) levels fall below current concentrations, as predicted in the DEIS, the lower part of
the river may not be passable by adult or juvenile sturgeon. The shallower dredging alternatives are
more desirable to both the NED and LP alternatives, however all dredging alternatives (with or without
mitigation) result in a net loss of Striper and SNS habitat.

Response: Shortnose sturgeon do not spawn in the estuary, but upstream in the Savannah River well
outside the project effect’s area. Low dissolved oxygen levels are not a concern in these upstream
habitats during the spring spawning season for this species.

The Fisheries Interagency Coordination Team (of which SC DNR was a member) identified conditions to
differentiate between areas that serve as suitable and unsuitable spawning habitats for Striped bass.
Dissolved oxygen levels were included in the criteria of suitable habitat for Striped bass. The project’s
mitigation plan includes an oxygen injection system. The system has been designed to remove the
incremental impacts of the SHEP on the dissolved oxygen regime in the harbor. Due to the spacing of
the system, the dissolved oxygen regime would be incidentally improved in over 90 percent of the
estuary, when compared to existing conditions.

As a result, the SHEP is fully consistent with the South Carolina Coastal Zone Management Plan in that it
includes effective measures to protect and maintain water quality and provides adequate offsetting
mitigation for significant adverse effects. Additionally, implementation of the Monitoring and Adaptive
Management Plan would ensure that important fisheries species of South Carolina are protected during
and after construction of the project.

The SHEP’s mitigation does not eliminate the impacts to Striped bass spawning habitat. However, when
it is not possible to avoid an impact, mitigation is used to lessen its importance. This objective would be
realized via annual stocking of Striped bass fingerlings which will ensure the continued health and
viability of this fishery in the lower Savannah River.

Construction of a fish bypass at New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam will expand the Shortnose sturgeon’s
spawning habitat. The adverse impacts of reservoir and other construction which blocked sturgeon’s
access to historical upriver spawning areas are well-documented. Once constructed, Shortnose
sturgeon use of the fish way would be monitored to determine its effectiveness. Adaptive Management
funds would be available to modify the structure if the monitoring indicates that is required. Other
anadromous species (American shad, Atlantic sturgeon, etc.) are also likely to benefit from the fish way.
Successful fish passage at New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam would result in fish passage structures
being installed at the Augusta Diversion and Stevens Creek Dams, which will allow access to even more
spawning habitat for anadromous fish. Restoring access to the traditional spawning habitat above the
New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam has been a high priority of NMFSs, US Fish and Wildlife Service, and
SC DNR.
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Since the proposed dissolved oxygen system would restore [and incrementally increase] dissolved
oxygen levels in the estuary, there is no indication from the hydrodynamic and water quality model
studies that the Shortnose sturgeon would not be able to use the lower reaches of the Savannah River
from the standpoint of dissolved oxygen after harbor deepening.

The OCRM'’s preference for the project alternatives less than the 47-foot [or 48-foot] depth is
acknowledged. Further, itis correct that some impacts to Striped bass and Shortnose sturgeon would
remain despite extensive changes to the harbor deepening design and development of a comprehensive
mitigation plan. Appendix C details why these apparent shortcomings are not significant.

Page 4

763-BB-28-EV09

Comment: Models described in the EIS indicate impacts to large areas of freshwater marshlands
including important habitat for fish, wading birds, & waterfowl. While efforts have been addressed to
minimize impacts, a minimum of 337 acres of freshwater marsh will be affected by salt waters.
Mitigation for this impact is to preserve additional wetlands adjacent to the Savannah River National
Wildlife Refuge. Preservation does not replace the lost values and functions of the impacted freshwater
marsh.

Response: With the exception of the 44-foot alternative, all channel depths evaluated in the SHEP
would affect some of the tidal freshwater marshes (via increased salinity levels) located in the estuary.
This would be the case irrespective of the proposed mitigation features (flow rerouting). However, the
SHEP would not result in the actual destruction [or even degradation] of these marshes. Instead, an
increase in upstream salinity levels would cause areas of tidal freshwater marsh ( 223 acres with the 47-
foot project) to transition into a brackish marsh community. Nonetheless, many of the emergent plant
species associated with the tidal freshwater marsh communities would still flourish after project
implementation. In fact, emergent plant species often associated with freshwater plant communities
are readily observed in environments that have been defined as brackish marsh (Latham et. al., 1994).

Although the composition of tidal freshwater marshes would change with brackish marsh species
becoming more prevalent, the basic wetland functions associated with these plant communities would
not be materially transformed. A comparison of potential changes in wetland function after conversion
of freshwater wetlands to brackish wetlands (shown in the following table) reveals there are only
negligible alteration to functions such as water purification, flood protection, shoreline stabilization,
groundwater recharge, stream flow maintenance, retention of particles, surface water storage,
subsurface storage, nutrient cycling, and values to society.

454



Changes in Wetland Function as a Result of Wetland Conversion

Freshwater to Brackish Marsh | Saltmarsh to Brackish Marsh
Elements of (Approximately 223 acres) (Approximately 740 acres)
Wetland Function
Water Purification Negligible Negligible
Flood Protection Negligible Negligible
Shoreline Stabilization Negligible Negligible
Groundwater Recharge Negligible Negligible
Stream flow Maintenance Negligible Negligible
Retention of Particles Negligible Negligible
Surface Water Storage Negligible Negligible
Subsurface Storage Negligible Negligible
Nutrient Cycling Negligible Negligible
Values to Society Negligible Negligible
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Minor Adverse Negligible

Likewise, the 47-foot depth would have a similar effect on 740 acres of saltmarsh which would also
change through time into a brackish marsh. Dominant saltmarsh species like Spartina alterniflora would
still be observed in areas which have salinities that define a brackish marsh. However, the overall basic
wetland functions typically associated with these systems would not change. A comparison of potential
changes in elements of wetland function for both conversion scenarios is shown in the table below.

As illustrated in the table, the only indirect effect the 47-foot project would have on the function of
these wetlands systems would be associated with fish and wildlife habitat. All other elements of
wetland function associated with predicted shifts in wetlands categorization would be negligible as a
result of the anticipated salinity changes. It should be noted that areas of the Savannah Harbor
identified as saltmarsh or brackish marsh support similar fish and wildlife species (Jennings, 2003). Any
anticipated conversion of saltmarsh to a brackish marsh system would have a negligible impact on the
overall function of the wetland system. The Corps recognizes that a comparison of fish and wildlife
habitat between freshwater and brackish marsh systems yields fewer similarities. However, the
conversion in fish and wildlife habitat would still be minor when considering the total function of the
wetland and continued existence of some freshwater vegetation after deepening in wetland areas that
would be viewed as brackish marsh.

The Wetlands Interagency Coordination Team (which included a representative of the South Carolina
Department of Natural Resources) concluded that there were no opportunities either to restore or
create substantial acreages of tidal freshwater marsh in the estuary. Consequently, preservation of
lands that are ecologically valuable and add to the purposes of the Savannah National Wildlife Refuge
was identified as appropriate mitigation for the remaining wetland impacts. These would be properties
already identified in the Savannah National Wildlife Refuge Acquisition Plan. Vegetation-wise they
consist of freshwater wetlands including bottomland hardwoods, maritime forest, and uplands
dominated by deciduous forest and re-growth. The bottom land hardwoods are classified as palustrine
forested, broad-leaved deciduous communities that are both temporarily and seasonally flooded.
Preserving these areas would ensure their wildlife habitat value is protected in perpetuity. It was the
consensus of the team that acquisition/preservation of these lands would serve as mitigation for
reducing the only wetland function (fish and wildlife habitat value of freshwater marsh) materially
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changed by SHEP. It is important to observe that the subject conversion impacts to tidal freshwater
marsh would only occur in the State of Georgia. With the flow diversion measures in place, the amount
of tidal freshwater marsh in South Carolina should increase along the Little Back River in the vicinity of
the Savannah National Wildlife Refuge.

The proposed preservation parcel[s] to mitigate for the above vegetative changes consist of 2,245 acres
of bottomland hardwoods, maritime forest and uplands dominated by deciduous forest and re-growth.
The bottomland hardwoods are classified as palustrine, forested, broad-leaved deciduous systems that
are both temporarily and seasonally flooded. Preserving these areas would ensure wildlife habitat is
protected in perpetuity. Moreover, the additional lands would buffer the SNWR from future threats of
development such that changes in land use would not occur immediately adjacent to existing areas of
the Refuge that do contain emergent wetland characteristics. Thus, the acquisition and preservation of
2,245 acres of wetland and upland buffer provides a functional replacement for the conversion of the
only wetland function (i.e., fish and wildlife habitat) that would be expected as a result of the 223 acre
freshwater to brackish marsh conversion (See table above). Thus, the functional assessment conducted
for all wetland areas proposed for impact and mitigation satisfies the intent of the no-net-loss criterion.

The Corps made use of a Wetland Interagency Coordination Team (ICT) [consisting of technical expert
representatives from USACE, Federal natural resource agencies, and State natural resource agencies
representatives] to identify acceptable mitigation for the proposed project. At that time, USFWS stated
that mitigation actions must be performed within the basin for impacts to the SNWR wetlands. The
Service recommended preservation as a possible solution and proposed sites that are part of its long-
term acquisition strategy to compliment the SNWR. The Corps also consulted with the Stakeholder
Evaluation Group, including its Non-governmental Organizations (NGOs) members, to identify any other
suitable mitigation alternatives. Over the ten-year study period, no agency or organization could
identify another feasible alternative as mitigation for impacts that would occur as a result of wetland
conversion. Therefore, the Corps proceeded with the identification of preservation sites.

763-BB-28-EV10, 763-BB-28-EV11

Comment: This project will result in a very large volume of spoils that will use significant areas within
the exiting spoils disposal sites, located mostly in Jasper County, resulting in shorter life expectancy of the
CDF (Contained Disposal Facility). This may result in the need for additional wetland impacts for
expansion of the CDF in Jasper County. Additional impacts from existing port expansions, storage, and
transportation facilities associated with the port will likely result in additional impacts to wetlands and
water quality. The proposed disposal of spoils in the CDF will potentially eliminate the possibility of a new
port in Jasper County.

Response: The CDFs bordering Savannah Harbor [including those in South Carolina] are designated to
receive sediment dredged from the Savannah Harbor Navigation Project. The environmental impacts
associated with using these sites for dredged material disposal were addressed in the Long-Term
Management Strategy EIS completed in 1996. Although the US Government does not own these sites in
fee, the Corps of Engineers maintains easements to permit deposition of dredged sediments. These
diked CDFs have been used for dredged material disposal for many years. Their continued use for
disposal is considered the least environmentally damaging option for sediment placement in Savannah
Harbor. When the perimeter dikes are raised, the existing CDFs could be used beyond the 50-year
project evaluation period. Using the existing CDFs for new work material excavated during harbor
deepening would not markedly decrease their useful life or lead to an earlier need to locate any new
CDFs.
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The Georgia Department of Transportation has requested that the Corps relinquish its sediment disposal
rights for Disposal Areas 14A and 14B, the sites presently being considered for a container terminal in
Jasper County. The Corps is providing technical information to the Joint Project Office to identify a
disposal site to replace this lost capacity for Savannah Harbor, as well as a means to replace the existing
mitigation features [from previous projects] located within those Areas. The Corps has advised GA DOT
and the Joint Project Office that it would not release the disposal easements until development of a
Jasper Container Terminal is imminent, i.e. the developer obtains a Section 404 permit. The JPO’s
consultant observed that placing new work sediments on Areas 14A and 14B would save the terminal
development project over $200 million by raising its elevation to a workable height. Therefore, if SHEP
is constructed, it would benefit the development of a container terminal in Jasper County by
significantly reducing its initial construction costs.

763-BB-28-EV12

Comment: The proposed project will impact habitat for the federally endangered Shortnose Sturgeon.
Endangered species habitat is considered GAPC in the SCCZMP. Mitigation offered to offset this impact is
to construct a fishway at the New Savannah Bluff Lock & Dam. There is no certainty that the sturgeon
will use this structure or that it will have any effect on spawning or survival of this species. Additionally,
the project proposes a net loss of SNS habitat.

Response: The Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan contain provisions to monitor the success of
the proposed fish bypass at the New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam in passing Shortnose sturgeon. The
structure was specifically designed to accommodate passage of this species to its historic upstream
spawning habitats. Consultation with relevant natural resource agencies was conducted to ensure a
state of the art design for the structure. Other than removal of the dam, none could identify a better
design for the conditions at this site. During the plans and specifications phase of the project, the Corps
will consult with the resource agencies again to finalize the design. The Adaptive Management Plan
includes funds to modify the fish way in the future if that proves necessary.

763-BB-28-EV13

Comment: This project will have a significant impact on Striped Bass and Shortnose Sturgeon.
Mitigation of these impacts is dependent on mechanical means (oxygen injection and release of
fingerlings) that has not been adequately demonstrated to reduce or eliminate the impacts to water
quality and fish survival.

Response: The proposed DO system employs technology widely used in industrial settings. This long-
term use has demonstrated its effectiveness in adding dissolved oxygen to all volumes of water. The
Monitoring- and Adaptive Mitigation Plan provides for five years of post-construction monitoring to
determine the efficiency/effectiveness of the oxygen injection system. The adaptive management plan
provides the means to make any required modification to the oxygen injection system. Harbor
deepening would adversely affect habitat of Shortnose sturgeon and Striped bass in the estuary. As
noted above repeatedly, the proposed measures of mitigating for those impacts were deemed
appropriate/acceptable by the Fisheries Interagency Coordination Team, of which SC DNR was a
member. The survival of stocked Striped bass fingerlings in the Savannah River Estuary has been well
documented by researchers from the University of Georgia.
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763-BB-28-EV14

Comment: The project as proposed will impact dissolved oxygen concentrations and finfish production.
However, the DEIS states mitigation will result in a minimal net improvement. SCOHEC OCRM believes
the use of mechanical oxygen injection systems may not be adequate to maintain current DO levels.
Additionally, the Department has concerns regarding the maintenance and long term viability of these
systems.

Response: Each of the proposed harbor deepening alternatives includes a dissolved oxygen
improvement system to mitigate its adverse DO effects. The Corps’ projections for dissolved oxygen
levels in the harbor and the project’s impacts to those levels are based on the hydrodynamic and water
quality models that SC DHEC approved for the Corps to use on this project. EPA used a variation of
those models in development of its April 2010 Draft Revised Dissolved Oxygen TMDL for Savannah
Harbor. Itis our understanding that SC DHEC concurred in EPA’s use of that model. The models that the
Corps used to predict impacts to dissolved oxygen are the same ones it used to design the DO
improvement systems. The predictions from the models should be as reliable for impact determinations
as they are for mitigation design and effectiveness. Use of Speece Cone injection along with other
mitigation measures is expected to incrementally improve dissolved oxygen conditions in over 90
percent of the estuary compared to existing conditions. To ensure the DO systems function as intended,
monitoring and adaptive management is a component of the post-construction commitments. The
Corps intends to include operation of the mitigation features (including the DO systems) in the Record of
Decision as a requirement for maintenance of the navigation channel. Successful installation, operation,
and maintenance of the oxygen injection system is a requirement of several environmental approvals
for the project, including Georgia and South Carolina’s water quality certifications and the National
Marine Fisheries Service Biological Opinion. On November 15, 2011, SC DHEC issued a Section 401
water quality certification that included, among other things, a condition requiring the project to
mitigate for dissolved oxygen impacts that is protective of South Carolina waters.

763-BB-28-EV15
Comment: The project as proposed will effect Shortnose Sturgeon spawning, juvenile, and adult
habitats. Additionally, SNS habitat will result in a net loss.

Response: There would be a reduction in Shortnose sturgeon habitat in the estuary as a result of the
project. However, the proposed fish bypass would provide access to additional upstream sturgeon
spawning habitats which will more than compensate for the losses in the estuary. See also other
responses on these issues.

763-BB-28-EV16

Comment: Adjoining lands owned by the state of South Carolina are currently identified as a potential
site for a new ports facility. The use of this site for spoil disposal and maintenance dredge disposal will
potentially eliminate the Jasper County location as a suitable location for the Ocean Terminal.

Response: The Corps does not concur with the allegation that construction of the SHEP project
effectively eliminates the Jasper County location as a candidate site for an ocean terminal. The Corps
agrees with the engineering consultant to the Joint Project Office that placement of new work
sediments on Areas 14A and 14B would reduce the terminal development costs by raising the site’s
elevation to a workable height. The Corps has advised GA DOT and the Joint Project Office that it would
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not release its disposal easements on the property until development of the Jasper Container Terminal
is imminent, i.e. the developer obtains a Section 404 permit. In addition, the Joint Project Office has
stated that a terminal at Jasper would also require a navigation channel deeper that the present 42-foot
depth.

763-BB-28-EV17

Comment: The proposed dredging to the depths chosen for the NED and the LP would greatly reduce
habitat utilized by fisheries species, Striped Bass, as well as State and Federally listed endangered
species, Shortnose Sturgeon. The shallower dredging alternatives are more desirable to both the NED
and LP alternatives, however all dredging alternatives (with or without mitigation) result in a net loss of
Striper and SNS habitat.

Response: The OCRM’s preference for the project alternatives less than the 47-foot [or 48-foot] depth
is acknowledged. Further, it is correct that some impacts to Striped bass and Shortnose sturgeon will
remain [despite extensive changes to the harbor deepening design and development of a
comprehensive mitigation plan]. Appendix C of the EIS describes the mitigation that would be
performed to compensate for those remaining impacts. See also other responses on these issues.
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763-BB-28-EV18
Comment: As proposed, the project will increase the salinities within the immediate and upstream areas,
causing a significant impact to the freshwater marshes.

Response: The EIS fully discusses the impacts of the SHEP on tidal freshwater marsh in the estuary. The
project includes measures to minimize impacts to tidal freshwater marsh and compensate for those
impacts that cannot be avoided. See also other responses on these issues.

763-BB-28-EV19

Comment: As proposed in the DEIS, the dredging under the NEP and LP plans would negatively impact
areas utilized for spawning and early development of Striped Bass. The proposed mitigation for this
impact by release of hatchery raised fingerlings by Georgia DNR; however this activity does not offset the
spawning or loss of essential habitat.

Response: The Fisheries Interagency Coordination Team (which included the SC DNR) agreed that
annual stocking of fingerling Striped bass in the lower Savannah River would be an appropriate
mitigation technique for the loss of an increment of its spawning, egg, and larvae habitat. The
fingerlings would replace juvenile fish that might not reach this life cycle stage because of SHEP’s
impacts on their habitat. Historically, the GA DNR-WRD stocked this species in the estuary for similar
reasons. The recent growth in the Savannah River Striped bass population indicates that stocking is
effective in addressing many life cycle problems. In fact, annual stocking of fingerling Striped bass would
ensure that this sport fishery continues to prosper.

763-BB-28-EV20
Comment: As proposed dredging under the NED and LP plans, the project will further degrade the
existing water quality conditions.
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Response: The proposed project would not create stagnant water conditions, lethal fish entrapments,
or deposit sumps. The use of Speece Cone injection along with other mitigation measures will
incrementally improve dissolved oxygen conditions in over 90 percent of the estuary compared to
existing conditions. See also other responses on these issues.

763-BB-28-EV21

Comment: The project proposes to utilize the deposition of these dredged materials to be placed into
the Middle River, Rifle Cut, and the Little Back River; this deposition is for mitigating the predicted
increase in salinity.

Response: None of the material [rock, stone, and sandy sediments] used to construct the closure
structures in McCoy’s Cut and Rifle Cut, , and the flow diversion structure at McCoy’s Cut to increase the
flow of freshwater downstream or restrict the flow of saltwater upstream would be placed in wetland
areas in South Carolina. Rather, it would be placed in open water in Georgia. Materials used to
construct the sill in Back River (in open water) would be deposited in ways that do not allow their
dispersal into wetland areas.

763-BB-28-EV22

Comment: The proposed deepening under the NED and LP plans result in a negative impact to areas of
important resources for fisheries and wildlife. The shallower dredging alternatives are more desirable to
both the NED and LP alternatives. Additionally, a demonstrated public need for the citizens of South
Carolina has not been sufficiently demonstrated. Also, SCOHEC OCRM believes there may be other
feasible alternatives that should be explored.

Response: With regard to fisheries and wildlife impacts, see other responses to comments on these
issues. As discussed in other responses and more fully in EIS, Section 5.0 and Appendix J, the SHEP is
fully consistent with the South Carolina Coastal Zone Management Plan because it includes effective
measures to protect and maintain water quality and provides adequate offsetting/compensatory
mitigation for significant adverse effects. Additionally, implementation of the Monitoring and Adaptive
Management Plan would ensure that important fisheries species of South Carolina are protected during
and after construction of the project. Navigation studies undertaken by the US Army Corps of Engineers
evaluate the benefits of a proposed project from a national perspective and do not focus on an
individual state [or even region] when selecting the National Economic Development Plan. The SHEP
evaluated a full range of alternatives and determined that deepening of Savannah Harbor to allow
vessels to use it without light loading and/or tidal constraints is in the national interest. The screening
of potential management measures to address the identified navigation needs is contained in Appendix
O of the EIS. The majority of the construction activities and the environmental impacts would occur
within the State of Georgia. With regard to feasible alternatives and public need, please see other
responses to comments, i.e., 763-BB-28-EV27 and EV28, below.

763-BB-28-EV23

Comment: The measures proposed to mitigate for the predicted increase in salinity are to close Rifle Cut
and Little Back River. These alterations would result in a loss of navigable waters by the public in these
two water bodies.

Response: The public would not lose access to navigable waters as a result of the proposed mitigation

features. Closures would occur at Rifle Cut (a man-made passage in Georgia) and the western end of
McCoys Cut (South Carolina). Both of these areas are within the Savannah National Wildlife Refuge and
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are not used by commercial traffic. Closing Rifle Cut would lengthen the transit of recreational boaters
using the existing boat ramp at the Houlihan Bridge who travel to Back River. Constructing a new boat
ramp on Hutchinson Island would provide more direct access to Back River for recreational boaters and
addresses this issue (Appendix C-Figure 46). Chatham County would be given the ramp and operate the
facility in perpetuity. The project does not include any closure structures on Little Back River.

Page 7

763-BB-28-EV24

Comment: The project proposed to close off Rifle Cut and Little Back River to reduce the potential effects
of increased salinity. This proposed activity would restrict the continued use of these water bodies as
recreational open areas. The Department believes that other alternatives exist aside from the closure of
Rifle Cut and Little Back River.

Response: Extensive modeling of the Savannah Harbor was conducted to determine the most
practicable means of avoiding/minimizing aquatic impacts to the maximum extent practicable while still
achieving the project’s purpose and need. Ultimately, implementation of flow routing measures proved
to be the best way to achieve this objective [especially minimization of wetland impacts - see Appendix
C]. Closing the western end of McCoys Cut is designed to bring more freshwater into Little Back and
Middle Rivers while closing Rifle Cut would reduce the amount of salty water entering Little Back River
via Middle River. Without the flow alteration structures, approximately 1,177 acres of freshwater marsh
would be converted to brackish marsh by the 47-feet SHEP project. By implementing flow rerouting
measure 6A, only 223 acres of freshwater marsh would be similarly converted. Thus, flow rerouting
measure 6A satisfies both avoidance and minimization elements by maintaining 954 acres of freshwater
marsh that would otherwise experience some degree of vegetative succession. Waters in the vicinity
of the flow diversion structures would still be available for recreational use.

763-BB-28-EV25, 763-BB-28-EV26

Comment: The project as proposed in the preferred LP alternative will impact 1212 acres of freshwater
marsh through the introduction of more saline waters. While mitigation is proposed to offset these
impacts, there are other feasible alternatives to further minimize the proposed impacts. All other
dredging alternatives result in a net loss of freshwater wetlands and saltmarsh, even with mitigation,
except for the 44 foot dredge alternative. The 44 foot dredge alternative will result in the net gain of 332
acres of freshwater marsh due to the conversion of brackish wetlands. Additionally, there is no overriding
public interest for the citizens of the State of South Carolina in this project. As proposed, all of the
benefits from the deepening of the Savannah Harbor will be accrued to the State of Georgia, while the
majority of the ecological impacts will occur within the State of South Carolina.

Response: With regard to marsh impacts, see other responses to comments on these issues, including
response to comment 763-BB-28-EV09. As discussed in other responses and more fully in EIS, Section
5.0 and Appendix J, the SHEP is fully consistent with the South Carolina Coastal Zone Management Plan
because it includes effective measures to protect and maintain water quality and provides adequate
offsetting/compensatory mitigation for indirect impacts to salt marsh. Additionally, implementation of
the Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan would ensure that flow rerouting and marsh conversion
is monitored and adaptively managed to protect South Carolina waters during and after construction of
the project. It should also be noted that the majority of the construction activities and the
environmental impacts would occur within the State of Georgia. With regard to public interest, please
see other responses to comments, i.e., 763-BB-28-EV27 and EV28, below.
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763-BB-28-EV27

Comment: Several of the above cited policies require a demonstration of no feasible alternatives. The
Federal Consistency Determination does not sufficiently demonstrate that there are no feasible
alternatives. South Carolina’s coastal zone management program defines “Feasible” as used in the
Coastal Management Program in the context of “unless no feasible alternative exists.” “Feasibility is
determined by [DHEC OCRM] with respect to individual project proposals. Feasibility in each case is
based on the best available information, including technical input from relevant agencies with expertise
in the subject area, and considering factors of environmental, economic, social, legal, and technological
suitability of the proposed activity and its alternatives. Use of this word includes the concept of
reasonableness and likelihood of success in achieving the project goal or purpose. “Feasible alternative”
applies both to locations or sites and to methods of design or construction, and includes the no action
alternative.” Here, the Federal Consistency Determination relies on its determination that adverse
impacts will be mitigated. Though the CMP requires that unavoidable impacts be mitigated, there must
first be a demonstration of no feasible alternatives/unavoidability. While the Federal Consistency
Determination states that there are no feasible alternatives, it does so in a conclusory fashion and does
not demonstrate why the other alternatives are not feasible. The Federal Consistency Determination
does not consider other locations but only looks at methods for this location. In addition, its conclusion
that the no action alternative and other alternatives are not feasible is conclusory and therefore is
inadequate as a matter of law.

Response: The SHEP NEPA alternatives analysis ranged from considering other potential options or sites
for the project, including other South Atlantic ports, to evaluating potential specific locations for
disposal of dredged or fill material along Savannah Harbor and in the Atlantic Ocean along the entrance
channel. The SHEP NEPA alternatives analysis is found in various places in the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) and General Re-Evaluation Report (GRR) , including EIS Section 2.0, Purpose and Need
for Action; EIS Section 3.0, Alternatives; EIS Appendix O, Formulation of Alternatives; GRR Section 6,
Formulation of Alternatives; various other sections in the GRR; GRR Appendix A, Economics; GRR
Appendix A, Attachment 6 (Regional Port Analysis); GRR Appendix A, Attachment 4 (Multiport Analysis);
and GRR Appendix D, Plan Formulation Appendix.

The SHEP NEPA alternatives analysis includes the following key elements: (1) the statement of project
purpose and need (EIS Section 2.0); (2) a Regional Port Analysis (GRR, Appendix A, Attachment 6); (3) a
Multiport Analysis (GRR, Appendix A, Attachment 4); (4) analysis of various structural and non-structural
alternatives (EIS, Section 3.0; GRR, Appendix D); (5) analysis of eight alternative locations or sites for a
port/terminal along the Savannah River (EIS, Section 3.0 and Appendix O; GRR Section 6 and Appendix
D); (6) analysis of six different depths of harbor deepening along the Savannah River (EIS, Section 3.0
and Appendix O; GRR, various sections); (7) analysis of alternative disposal sites, methods, or beneficial
use of dredged sediments (EIS, Section 3.01.1 and 3.07); (8) analysis of related maintenance dredging
requirements (EIS, Section 3.08-3.10); and (9) analysis of the no-action alternative (EIS, Section 3.01.1
and Appendix O; GRR Section 6.12.1).

The Regional Port Analysis specifically evaluated current and projected port capacity, demand, and
growth, and environmental impacts and constraints for other South Atlantic ports (Norfolk, VA;
Wilmington, NC; Charleston, SC; Savannah, GA; and Jacksonville, FL) and a proposed Jasper County
Marine Terminal. GRR, Appendix A, Attachment 6, Final Report, pp. 1-20, and Interim Reports. In
addition, the information regarding a Jasper County Marine Terminal from the Regional Port Analysis
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was further analyzed in a study of the potential costs and environmental impacts of locating the project
at one of eight different sites along the Savannah River (four on the South Carolina side, four on the
Georgia side). EIS Sec. 3.0 and Appendix O; GRR Section 6.8 and Appendix D.

Among the conclusions reached as a result of the Regional Port Analysis, the Multiport Analysis, and the
analysis of eight alternative sites for the project along the Savannah River were the following: (1) no
one port could accommodate all the growth in container volume expected in the region, (2) all the
major South Atlantic ports will experience so much cargo growth from 2005 to 2050 that they will all
need deepening or improvement currently planned, (3) the proposed deepening of Savannah Harbor
would not take business from another port because the shipping cost efficiencies would not outweigh
the additional landside transportation costs (largely due to the longer distances from each port to and
from population centers that are outside its primary service area), and (4) a Jasper County Marine
Terminal would not be cost effective when compared to improving Savannah Harbor based on the high
cost involved (now estimated by the Jasper terminal Joint Project Office at more than $4 billion including
the cost of constructing the new transportation infrastructure that would have to be built), and the
timing (Jasper does not exist at present and cannot be constructed in time to meet the growth in
demand occurring through Savannah Harbor).

According to South Carolina’s criteria, the SHEP NEPA alternatives analysis demonstrates there is no
feasible alternative to deepening Savannah Harbor. In South Carolina, a feasible alternative must be
reasonable, taking into account the likelihood that it will achieve the project purpose, the cost of the
alternative, and other factors — and it must reduce adverse consequences on water quality. A proper
feasible alternatives analysis includes analysis of alternative locations and sites, analysis of methods of
design or construction, and analysis of the no-action alternative. The Corps’s alternatives analysis for
SHEP fully complied with these principles.

Originally, the local sponsor proposed the project with the purpose of improving navigation in Savannah
Harbor. The Corps had a duty to take that project purpose into account. In addition, the US Congress
then authorized the specific project (subject to further study and approval by other federal agencies).
1999 Water Resources Development Act, Pub. L. No. 106-53, sec. 101(b)(9). Despite the specific
Congressional authorization, the Corps still undertook a wide-ranging, multi-level alternatives analysis as
described.

It should be noted that South Carolina’s Coastal Management Plan (SCCMP) specifically establishes a
strong preference for developing ports in industrialized areas with existing infrastructure. See SCCMP,
Part lll, Transportation Facilities, at 11I-19 — 111-20. This preference plus the high cost associated with
developing a Jasper Terminal and the twenty years that will be required to study, permit, and construct
that project, weigh heavily against finding a Jasper Terminal alternative to be feasible.

A March 11, 2011 “Update” from the Jasper Ocean Terminal project office, contains numerous
statements that SHEP is necessary and beneficial for a Jasper Terminal project (“The development of the
Jasper site is predicated on the success of ports in Savannah and Charleston. A completed SHEP and the
planned expansion of Charleston are the first steps . ...”). The Update states that a Jasper Terminal will
handle container volumes in excess of what an improved (deepened) Savannah Harbor or Charleston
Harbor could handle. The Update also confirms that a Jasper Terminal will cost $4 billion (a more
recent estimate by the SCSPA is $5 billion).
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In light of the information provided in the Update, combined with the fact that a Jasper Terminal would
have its own environmental impacts requiring mitigation (Regional Port Analysis, DGRR, Appendix A,
Attachment 6, Final Report, at 14-20, and associated Interim Reports), a Jasper Terminal is not presently
a feasible alternative to SHEP. After extensive study, no other specific feasible alternative was identified
or found.

The no-action or “without project” alternative was thoroughly considered in the GRR/EIS as well, but
was not selected because it would not fulfill the project purpose and need, which are to address
navigation inefficiencies in Savannah Harbor. The no-action alternative would not allow deepening the
harbor so that larger and/or more fully loaded vessels could use it. By not enabling more efficient
navigation in the harbor, the no-action alternative would not realize more than $170 million in net
annual economic benefits that could be achieved with harbor deepening, even after taking the total
project cost of SHEP into account. And while it is true that with the no-action alternative there would be
no additional environmental impacts, the total project cost of SHEP includes comprehensive avoidance
and mitigation that would reduce any potential impacts to natural resources to an acceptable level.

763-BB-28-EV28

Comment: Based upon the above SCOHEC OCRM does not concur that the five dredging alternatives are
consistent with the South Carolina Coastal Management Program (SCCMP) to the maximum extent
practicable because it would result in the permanent alteration of productive freshwater marshlands, a
net loss in spawning and juvenile habitat for Striped bass and SNS (T&E listed species) and degradation
of water quality due to a reduction in dissolved oxygen. The DEIS has not adequately demonstrated that
no feasible alternatives exist since other alternatives such as the potential location of the Jasper County
Ocean Terminal were not considered. In addition, the DEIS fails to demonstrate an overriding public
interest for the citizens of South Carolina. Again, it is DHEC's position that additional time remains to
object to the federal agency's consistency determination, and reserves the right to supplement this letter
accordingly.

Response: The components of this summary comment have been addressed in various previous
responses. As with any water resource development project having a large scope, the SHEP will have
adverse impacts on the environment. Harbor deepening was evaluated from an impact and mitigation
standpoint using the standard process which is (1) avoid impacts where possible (maintaining the
existing side slopes of the channel to avoid additional wetland impacts), (2) minimize impacts that
cannot be avoided (flow rerouting measures to reduce upstream salinity levels) and (3) compensate for
the remaining impacts. Based on this evaluation process, the project’s mitigation plan, including the-
Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan provide appropriate compensation for the remaining
impacts of the project in regards to direct wetland impacts, indirect impacts to tidal freshwater marsh,
dissolved oxygen, Striped bass, and Shortnose sturgeon. The mitigation measures for these resources
have been discussed in previous responses.

As to the feasible alternatives issue, see previous response. In addition, SCOHEC-OCRM'’s initial
consistency review did not adequately consider the national interest and regional benefits of the SHEP.
Such consideration is mandated by federal law and regulations, South Carolina state law, and the
SCCMP. The CZMA at 16 U.S.C. § 1455(d)(12) requires that a management plan contain “a method for
assuring that local land use and water use regulations within the coastal zone do not unreasonably
restrict or exclude land uses of regional benefit.” NOAA’s CZMA regulations at 15 CFR 923.12 state that
in accordance with this statutory requirement a management program must “identify what constitutes
uses of regional benefit” 15 CFR § 923.12(a) and “identify and utilize one or a combination of methods,
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consistent with the control techniques employed by the State, to assure local land and water use
regulations do not unreasonably restrict or exclude uses of regional benefit.” 15 C.F.R § 923.12(b). Also,
15 CFR § 923.52(a) states that a “management program must provide for adequate consideration of the
national interest involved in planning for, and managing the coastal zone, including the siting of
facilities...which are of greater than local significance.” To this end, S.C. Code. Ann. § 48-39-80(B)(6)
states that the management program shall “provide for adequate consideration of the local, regional,
state, and national interest involved in the siting of facilities for...adequate transportation facilities and
other public services necessary to meet requirements which are other than local in nature.”

The SCCMP defines activities considered to be of regional benefit as those that “1) have been identified
as Activities Subject to Management, that is, those determined to have direct and significant impact on
coastal waters, and 2) result in a multi-county environmental, economic, social, or cultural benefit.”
SCCMP at 11I-8. The SCCMP explicitly states that “Activities of Regional Benefit in the South Carolina
coastal zone are: 1) Transportation facilities — including...ports”. Id. The SCCMP also states that the
“following concerns are considered by South Carolina to be of such long-range, comprehensive
importance as to be in the national interest: 1. National Defense” and “3. Maintenance of Navigation”.
SCCMP at 1lll-5. The SCCMP goes on to state that “Resource Policies of particular interest for national
defense are: Transportation a) Ports” and “Dredging, a) Dredging, b) Dredge Material Disposal. SCCMP
at lll-6.

The SHEP is a substantial navigation project that involves both dredging and dredged material disposal
that our studies indicate will produce well over $150 Million a year in national economic benefits. The
SCCMP explicitly states that port projects are activities of regional benefit. The SCCMP explicitly states
the maintenance of navigation is a concern of national interest. The SCCMP explicitly states that
national defense is a concern of national interest and that ports, dredging, and dredged material
disposal are of particular interest for national defense. Federal and state laws require that consistency
determinations adequately consider the national interest and regional benefits of projects submitted for
review. However, SCOHEC-OCRM's initial review does not recognize the national interest or regional
benefits of the SHEP. In fact, the initial SCOHEC-OCRM consistency review contains statements that
directly contradict the SCCMP. The Garden City Terminal, the facility that will receive most of the more
efficiently received cargo, is sited only miles from the border of South Carolina. The SCCMP states that
the ports and commercial waterways of South Carolina “have a major national impact by providing a
means of access to international and domestic markets.” SCCMP at 11l-19. Yet, SCDHEC-OCRM’s letter
of January 25, 2011 states that “all of the benefits from the deepening of the Savannah Harbor will be
accrued to the state of Georgia....” Since South Carolina residents comprise 40% of the
longshoremen working at the Garden City Terminal, the statement regarding the effect of SHEP on the
citizens of South Carolina is unfounded.

Navigation studies undertaken by the US Army Corps of Engineers evaluate the benefits of a proposed
project from a national perspective and do not focus on an individual state [or even region] when
selecting the National Economic Development Plan. The SHEP evaluated a full range of alternatives and
determined that deepening of Savannah Harbor to allow vessels to use it without light loading and/or
tidal constraints is in the national interest.
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C. Earl Hunter, Commissioner

Promoting and protecting the health of the public and the environment

January 31, 2011

Colonel Jeffrey M. Hall, District Commander
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Savannah District
P.O. Box 889

Savannah, Georgia 31402-0889

Re: Savannah Harbor Expansion Project: Draft General Re-Evaluation Report and Draft Tier II
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Colonel Hall:

The South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control- Office of Ocean and
Coastal Resource Management (SCDHEC OCRM) offers the following supplemental comments
to our January 25, 2011 letter on the Draft General Re-Evaluation Report (DGRR) and the Tier II
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project. As
stated previously SCDHEC-OCRM maintains that the time period allowed for the State to
comment on this direct federal activity is a total of 75 days. Therefore, SCDHEC-OCRM
maintains that the close of the comment period is close of business January 31, 2011.

Chapter IV Special Management Areas

A. Geographic Areas of Particular Concern (GAPC)

e (8)(c) Areas of Historic, Archeological or Cultural Significance: The extent and
significance of negative impacts on Geographic Areas of Particular Concern (GAPCs).
The determination of negative impacts will be made by OCRM in each case with
reference to the priorities of use for the particular GAPC. Applications which would
significantly impact a GAPC will not be approved or certified unless there are no feasible
alternatives or an overriding public interest can be demonstrated, and any substantial
environmental impact is minimized.

The proposed project may potentially impact archeological resources which are
potentially eligible, eligible or listed on the National Register. Specifically, two
anomalies within SC waters between Stations 41+500 — 49+500 , two confederate
crib obstructions within GA and SC waters between stations 55+000 — 68+500 and
the CSS Georgia. SCDHEC OCRM staff has coordinated with the South Carolina
Department of Archives and History (SHPO) and re-enforce their concerns in a
letter to you dated December 7, 2010. SCDHEC OCRM has the responsibility to
consider the impacts to the extent to which the proposed project will have on these
resources.

SOUTH CAROLINADEPARTMENT OF HEALTH ANDENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL
Ocean and Coastal Resource Management
Charleston Office * 1362 McMillan Avenue ¢ Suite 400 ¢ Charleston, SC 29405 ¢ Phone: (843) 953-0200 ¢ Fax: (843) 953-0201 * www.scdhec.gov
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Boltin-Kelly to Colonel Hall
SHEP
January 31, 2011

SCDHEC OCRM does not concur that the five dredging alternatives are consistent with the
South Carolina Coastal Management Program (SCCMP) to the maximum extent practicable
because it will potentially result in the adverse impact to GAPCs. However, SCDHEC-OCRM
could find this aspect of the federal activity consistent if properly mitigated to SHPOs
satisfaction.

Sincerely,
Carolyn Boltin-Kelly

cc: Earl Hunter, SCDHEC-OCRM
Barbara Neale, SCDHEC-OCRM
Heather Preston, SCDHEC-BOW
Donna Weiting, Acting Director NOAA-OCRM
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South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control, Ocean and Coastal Resource
Management

These responses accompanied the USACE Transmittal Letter dated 30 March 2011
Page 1

1116-BB-02-EV01

Comment: The proposed project may potentially impact archeological resources which are potentially
eligible, eligible or listed on the National Register. Specifically, two anomalies within SC waters between
Stations 41+500 — 49+500, two confederate crib obstructions within GA and SC waters between stations
55+000 — 68+500 and the CSS Georgia. SCOHEC OCRM staff has coordinated with the South Carolina
Department of Archives and History (SHPO) and re-enforce their concerns in a letter to you dated
December 7, 2010. SCODHEC OCRM has the responsibility to consider the impacts to the extent to which
the proposed project will have on these resources.

Response: All cultural resource issues with South Carolina have been resolved. See SC DHEC Board Final
Agency Decision, Nov. 15, 2011, SC DHEC-OCRM letter same date removing objection to Federal
Consistency Determination, and EIS Appendix G (cultural resources Programmatic Agreement for SHEP
signed by South Carolina SHPO and other parties).

Page 2

1116-BB-02-EV02

Comment: SCDHEC OCRM does not concur that the five dredging alternatives are consistent with the
South Carolina Coastal Management Program (SCCMP) to the maximum extent practicable because it
will potentially result in the adverse impact to GAPCs. However, SCOHEC-OCRM could find this aspect of
the federal activity consistent if properly mitigated to SHPOs satisfaction.

Response: All cultural resource issues with South Carolina have been resolved. See SC DHEC Board
Final Agency Decision, Nov. 15, 2011, SC DHEC-OCRM letter same date removing objection to Federal
Consistency Determination, and EIS Appendix G (cultural resources Programmatic Agreement for SHEP
signed by South Carolina SHPO and other parties).
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C Earl Hunter, Commissioner

Promaoring aned procecting the health of the public and the ¢ Her

May 27, 2011

Colonel Jeffrey M. Hall, District Commander
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Savannah District
P.O. Box 889

Savannah, Georgia 31402-0889

Re: Coastal Zone Consistency Determination for SHEP

Dear Colonel Hall:

I want to thank you and your staff for meeting with my staff in Charleston on April 21, 2011, to
discuss the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project (SHEP). We appreciated the opportunity to
further discuss some of the aspects of this project which could potentially have a significant
impact on coastal resources and uses. As outlined in our letters dated January 25 and 31, 2011,
South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control, Office of Ocean and Coastal
Resource Management (SCDHEC-OCRM) does not concur with the Corps’ finding of
consistency for SHEP. SCDHEC-OCRM has objected to the Corps finding of Consistent to the
Maximum Extent Practicable as well as the expressed opinion that SHEP is fully consistent.

We have received the additional information from Mr. Bailey on May 13" and will review and
provide additional feedback as needed.

As a threshold matter, I believe it is important to ensure there is a mutual understanding on where
we are in the Federal Consistency process as stated in §§ 1451, et. Seq., and 15 C.F.R § 930
Subpart C. The Corps of Engineers found SHEP consistent with South Carolina’s Coastal
Program to the maximum extent practicable. In fact the Corps asserts that SHEP is fully
consistent. SCDHEC-OCRM objects to this finding. The Federal Consistency process allows for
the State and the federal agency (in this case the Corps of Engineers) to attempt to resolve those
differences either informally or formally or via mediation (15 C.R.R. § 930.112) or judicial
review (15 C.F.R. §930.116). However, before we attempt to more ‘formally’ resolve our
agencies’ different positions on consistency, it is important for the Corps to understand that
positions and/or outcomes can potentially change.

In response to your letter dated March 30, 2011, I'd like to address a few issues. SCDHEC-
OCRM did consider the national interest of SHEP as well as the potential regional benefits of this
project as they relate to South Carolina’s Coastal Program. The fundamental principle that
underpins both the State and the federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) is the
importance of our nation’s coastal resources. Sections 302 and 303 of the federal CZMA detail
the congressional findings and declaration of policy for the nation as it relates to coastal
resources. In evaluating SHEP, SCDHEC-OCRM found that it contravened the State’s applicable
resource policies resulting in potential significant negative effects on coastal resources and uses
which have been determined to be in the national interest to preserve and protect. However, with
respect to the national interest in port related activities, SCDHEC-OCRM has carefully evaluated
and weighed the potential significant negative environmental effects from SHEP and found that
these negative impacts outweighed any benefits that might be in the national interest.

SOUTHCAROLINADEPARTMENT OF HEALTHANDENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL

Ocean and Coastal Resource Management
Charleston Office * 1362 McMillan Avenue * Suite 100 * Charleston, SC 209405 = Phone: (8 13)953-0200 * Fax: (813)953-0201 = www.scdhecgoy
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As to activities of Regional Benefit, South Carolina’s federally approved Coastal Program
identified two categories of activities of Regional Benefit, transportation facilities and parks.
Activities of regional benefit must also be found consistent with SC's CZMP. SCDHEC-OCRM
finds SHEP to be inconsistent with the applicable resource policies even when given full
consideration of any potential regional benefit. It is worth re-stating that the benefits to South
Carolina from this project are minimal in light of the direct and indirect impacts.

Finally, SCDHEC-OCRM clearly articulated our reasons for objecting to the Corps’ consistency
determination and provided supporting information in our letters of January 25 and 31, 2010.
Specifically, the potential impacts to the resources under the proposed plan would be excessive
and without adequate opportunities to avoid or minimize such impacts. Furthermore, the plan’s
proposed mitigation would also be inconsistent with the regulations and policies of South
Carolina’s Coastal Program. Of particular note is the proposal to mitigate a significant amount of
wetland impacts (both direct and indirect) with out-of-kind mitigation. Of the 2,683 acres
proposed to be acquired and preserved as mitigation, it is unknown how much of this land is in
fact wetlands versus uplands. Furthermore, other identified mitigation techniques rely on
elaborate flow modifications to and mechanical injection of oxygen with Speece cones into the
Savannah River. Even though this technology has not been shown to be effective in tidal systems
it is being relied upon as the single best management practice to restore dissolved oxygen (DO) to
pre-project conditions in this highly altered and impacted river system. Perhaps the most
troubling aspect of the mitigation proposal is the reliance on annual appropriations to fund the
purchase of the 2,683 acres of land for ‘mitigation’, construction, operation and maintenance of
flow modifications, as well as Speece cone installation, operations and maintenance. The flow
modifications will require on-going maintenance and the Speece cones are highly mechanized
systems and if used, should require a dedicated source of funding as well as contingencies in the
event these systems do not perform as predicted. SCDHEC-OCRM does not concur that relying
on annual federal budget appropriations is an adequate mechanism for ensuring the successful
mitigation for a project of this large nature and scope. For projects of similar scope found
consistent with South Carolina’s coastal program, SCDHEC-OCRM required a showing of an on-
going financial commitment to operate and maintain such a system/structure. Additionally,
projects of similar scope that SCDHEC-OCRM found consistent with the Coastal program
required an identifiable financially binding commitment such as a performance bond or letter of
credit to cover the cost of maintenance, operation, reconstructing or removal of structures that do
not perform as predicted as well as restoring the affected area.

As mentioned previously, SCDHEC-OCRM would welcome continued discussions with the
Corps regarding this project to discuss a potential outcome that reduces the impacts of the project
as well as modifications to the proposed mitigation. If this 1s an option to which the Corps is
agreeable, I will have my staff set up a meeting to facilitate further discussion. However, if this is
not a viable option, then SCDHEC-OCRM will consider other pathways to ensure consistency
with our State’s Coastal program.

Sincerely,

%%,é __,—’/1-4.49,.
Carolyn/Boltin=Kelly C

Deputy Commissioner, SCDHEC-OCRM

ce: Earl Hunter, Commissioner, SCDHEC
Donna Weiting, Acting Director NOAA-OCRM
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South Carolina Department of

Natural Resources

John E. Frampton
Director January 25, 2011

Col. Jeffrey M. Hall

US Army Corps of Engineers
Savannah District

100 West Oglethorpe Avenue
Savannah, GA 31401-3640

REFERENCE: Draft General Re-Evaluation Report and Tier II Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project
Chatham County, Georgia and Jasper County, South Carolina

Dear Col. Hall,

Personnel with the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources (DNR) have attempted to
review in a timely fashion both the Draft General Re-Evaluation Report (DGRR) and the Tier II
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project. It
should be noted that I formally requested a 120-day public comment period by letter to you dated
November 18, 2010. Without direct reply to my request, the US Army Corp of Engineers
(USACE) extended the initial 45-day comment period by 15 days, for a total public comment
period of only 60 days.

These documents were released for public review immediately preceding the holiday period
further burdening reviewers. Given the lengthy delays in final internal USACE review of these
documents, | cannot help but believe that it would have been more appropriate to wait until the
new year for their public release. There is the appearance that the timing of their release was a
deliberate attempt to minimize thorough public and scientific scrutiny. DNR continues to assert
that a 60-day period is insufficient to conduct a thorough review of the DEIS and DGRR and
provide detailed comments on these large and complex documents. Therefore, DNR intends to
submit additional comments following our continuing review of these documents or if new
information becomes available regarding the proposed project.

Based on our assessment of the environmental impacts as presented in the DEIS and DGRR, and
on the adequacy of the mitigation proposed, DNR has concluded that the only deepening
alternatives that could be considered minimally environmentally acceptable are the 44-ft
alternative or the 45-ft alternative, provided the proposed mitigation for each of these alternatives
proves to be successful. Although, DNR does not support any deepening scenario greater than
the 45-ft alternative, it should be noted that comments made by members of the South Carolina
Maritime Commission (SRMC) indicate that even the 48-ft alternative would result in a channel
that is shallower and narrower than USACE design standards for fully loaded Post-Panamax
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ships. This would result in a lower margin of safety and, by extension, a higher risk to the
environment from potential vessel groundings. Therefore, none of the alternatives considered
would accomplish the goal of ensuring navigational efficiency or safety for these larger vessels.
The documents cite the preferred alternative provides “an acceptable level of risk” with respect
to under-keel clearance. The SRMC analysis concludes USACE has applied this same level of
“acceptable risk” to the narrow passage and passing lanes in the proposed channel. The DNR
position is that there is no acceptable level of risk associated with environmental damage that
could result from vessel grounding, hull breaching and a catastrophic spill endangering natural
resources, public interests, commerce and tourism.

Our analysis concludes that the majority of benefits associated with the project occur in the state
of Georgia while the majority of environmental impacts occur in South Carolina or in the
Savannah River which is a shared tributary whose natural resources must be apportioned
equitably, managed appropriately and respected by the leadership and people of both states.

In view of these concerns, DNR has concluded that a better alternative to consider is to conduct
minimal deepening of the channel now and to a depth of -44 or -45 ft in order to alleviate draft
restrictions on the existing fleet of vessels, and then to conduct additional studies and
hydrodynamic modeling to evaluate the economic and environmental impacts of deepening to a
greater depth only as far as the site of proposed Jasper Port Terminal. Since this site is several
miles closer to the ocean than the Garden City Terminal, this alternative could potentially reduce
the environmental impacts and cost of deepening, while increasing navigational safety and
efficiency for the next generation of vessels predicted to call on the proposed Jasper Port
Terminal. DNR recommends that this alternative be given serious consideration.

Specific comments on the DEIS appear in the attachment to this letter. Many of these comments
apply to the DGRR as well; therefore a copy of this letter and attachment should be included in
the administrative record for each of these documents. If you or any member of your staff has
any questions regarding DNR comments, please contact Bob Perry of my staff at 803.734.3766

or perryb@dnr.sc.gov.

Very truly yours,
«Z/
< 44&7”
pt

Attachment as stated

(e Hon. Nikki R. Haley — Governor of the State of South Carolina
Hon. Lawrence K. Grooms — Senator SC District 37
C. Earl Hunter — Commissioner SC DHEC
Dean Moss — SRMC Chairman
Michael G. McShane — DNR Board Chairman
LTC Jason A. Kirk — USACE Charleston District Commander
William G. Bailey — USACE Savannah District Planning Chief

Director
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South Carolina Department of Natural Resources
Analysis of the

DRAFT TIER II ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE SAVANNAH HARBOR EXPANSION

Major Points Addressed in the DEIS:

The stated purpose of the proposed Savannah Harbor Expansion Project (SHEP) is to save
current and future shipping costs due to draft restrictions on larger vessels. The DEIS presents
an incremental analysis of the impacts of project depth alternatives ranging from 42 ft, the “no
action” alternative through 48 ft. The Maximum Authorized Plan of -48 ft is supported by the
non-Federal cost share sponsor. The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has tentatively
identified the 47-ft depth alternative as the National Economic Development (NED) Plan. The
NED Plan is defined as:

.. . the plan that maximizes net economic benefits to the Nation and fully complies with
Army policy.

Although it is acknowledged in the DEIS that environmental impacts associated with shallower
depths would be less than those associated with the NED Plan, the USACE concludes that:

... the lesser impacts of the 44-foot depth, 45-foot depth, and 46-foot depth alternatives
are not considered sufficient to justify recommendation of these alternatives
instead of the NED Plan.

The DEIS further concludes that all depth alternatives, with the inclusion of proposed mitigation
features, are:

. . . environmentally acceptable.
DNR Summary Comment:

DNR disagrees with the conclusions reached in the DEIS and believes that the only 2 deepening
alternatives that are environmentally acceptable are the 44-ft and the 45-ft alternatives, provided
the proposed mitigation is effective in minimizing any adverse impacts of these alternatives.
Obviously, the “no action” alternative, maintaining the channel at the currently authorized depth
of 42 ft, would have the fewest adverse environmental impacts.

The NED Plan, the 47-ft alternative, would involve the initial excavation of about 28 million yd?
of dredged sediment, and would result in both direct and indirect impacts to natural resources.
Direct impacts would result from the physical removal and disposal of sediments, while indirect
impacts would result from increased salinity intrusion and reduced dissolved oxygen (DO)
levels. Overall impacts include adverse effects on managed freshwater wetlands in the Savannah
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National Wildlife Refuge (SNWR), loss of tidal freshwater wetlands, impacts to public use of the
estuarine/riverine system, loss of foraging and nursery habitat for the endangered shortnose
sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) (SNS), loss of salt and brackish marsh and loss of habitat for
Striped bass (Morone saxatilis).

DNR Specific Comments:

Sediment Disposal and Associated Impacts:

Approximately 13 million yd* of sediment from the Entrance Channel would be placed in
nearshore “feeder berms” off Tybee Island, “submerged berms” near the ocean bar entrance
channel or in the EPA-approved Savannah Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site (ODMDS).
Since all of the proposed nearshore and offshore disposal sites are located either in federal waters
south of the Entrance Channel or in state waters off the coast of Georgia (GA), DNR will defer
to the federal agencies and state of GA regarding the potential environmental impacts of
sediment disposal in those areas. DNR generally opposes open-water disposal of dredged
material, except in an approved ODMDS or for the purpose of nourishing seriously eroding
beaches with beach-compatible sand. Channel and harbor sediments may not be of the quality
and size suitable for future beach nourishment.

Approximately 15 million yd® of sediment from the Inner Harbor, including new work material,
would be disposed in the 8 existing upland confined disposal facilities (CDFs), 6 of which are on
the South Carolina (SC) side of the river. Use of specific CDFs would be determined based on
their availability and planned maintenance and improvement activities. Sediments collected
from the project area in 1997 were tested for contaminants as part of the Tier I EIS. Parameters
analyzed included metals, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHs), phenols, pesticides, dioxin/furan congeners, cyanide, organotins, and nutrients.
Sampling conducted in 2005, and again in 2007, indicated the only analyte of significant
ecological concern was cadmium, which occurs naturally in high concentrations in the Miocene
clays that would be excavated and/or exposed as part of the deepening project. Bioaccumulation
studies suggested that the risk to aquatic organisms exposed to these cadmium-laden sediments is
low. The potentially greater risk to avian and terrestrial species foraging in the CDFs where
these sediments would be disposed of would be mitigated by “capping” these sediments with a 2-
ft layer of comparatively clean sediments from another part of the channel. A detailed protocol
for sampling the surficial sediments and vegetation in the CDFs before and after capping is
described in Appendix M of the DEIS. Should the project go forward, DNR concurs with this
approach to managing the cadmium-laden sediments, and believes the proposed monitoring and
contingency plans are adequate to ensure a minimal risk to wildlife.

Wetlands Impacts:

As stated in Section 5.1 of the DEIS, the extent of direct wetland impacts resulting from
excavation of channel bend wideners, enlarging Kings Island Turning Basin and removing the
Tidegate, would not differ substantially among the 5 deepening alternatives considered. In each
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case, a total of 14.08 acres of salt and brackish marsh would be affected.! In the absence of an
approved saltwater mitigation bank in the Savannah River Basin, USACE proposes to mitigate
for these direct losses by grading down approximately 42 acres of a former confined dredge spoil
disposal site (CDF 18) near the confluence of the Front and Middle rivers to an elevation that
would support Spartina alterniflora. A “feeder” creek system also would be constructed toward
the interior of the restored marsh. This area would then be allowed to revegetate naturally.
Active planting of Spartina would be conducted only if the area did not revegetate naturally at a
rate that would provide 15% vegetative cover after 1 year and 80% vegetative cover after 5 years
(with interim goals of 25, 40, and 60% cover at the end of 2, 3 and 4 years, respectively).
Conceptually, DNR concurs with this approach to mitigating for the direct loss of brackish and
saltwater wetlands resulting from any of the deepening alternatives; however, the DNR
overriding concern about the indirect effects of harbor deepening on tidal freshwater marsh
should be given greater weight.

As stated in Chapter 5 of the DEIS:
All of the deepening alternatives would adversely impact tidal freshwater marsh.

Model predictions indicate that, without mitigation, deepening the harbor would result in the
conversion of tidal freshwater marsh to brackish marsh as a result of increased salinity intrusion.
Under conditions of average flow and low sea level rise, the acreage of freshwater marsh that
would be lost as a result of deepening is predicted to range from 551 acres for the 44-ft
alternative to 1,212 acres for the 48-ft alternative, assuming no mitigation is implemented. With
the flow-altering modifications proposed as mitigation by USACE, the acreage of freshwater
marsh is projected to increase by 332 acres with the 44-ft alternative; whereas, a net loss of
freshwater marsh (ranging from 32 acres for the 45-ft alternative to 337 acres for the 48-ft
alternative) would still result from the other deepening alternatives, even with mitigation.
Considering the substantial loss of tidal freshwater wetlands that has already occurred as a result
of past dredging operations and other modifications to the system, DNR considers anything more
than a de minimis loss of freshwater wetlands to be a significant adverse impact of the proposed
deepening project.

USACE proposes to minimize indirect impacts to tidal freshwater wetlands due to increased
salinity intrusion by implementing several flow-altering modifications of the Savannah River
system. These include diverting more fresh water from the Front River down the Middle and
Little Back rivers at McCoy Cut, closing the lower, western arm of McCoy cut, removing the
Tidegate abutments and piers from the lower Back River, constructing a broad berm at the lower
end of the sediment basin located below the Tidegate, filling in the sediment basin using “new
work” material, constructing a submerged sill at the mouth of the Middle River and closing Rifle
Cut. USACE used the results of hydrodynamic modeling to develop a flow-alteration plan for
each depth alternative and has determined that Plan 6B is the most “cost-effective” plan for the
44-ft depth alternative; whereas, Plan 6A is more “cost-effective” for all of the other depth

1 It should be noted that this number differs from that cited elsewhere in the DEIS. The acreage of estuarine
emergent marsh that would be lost as a direct result of excavation is given as 15.48 acres in Section 6.04, and as
15.68 acres in Appendix C. This apparent discrepancy should be corrected or clarified in the text of the DEIS.

3
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alternatives analyzed including the 45-, 46-, 47- and 48-foot alternatives. Both Plans 6A and 6B
would incorporate all flow-altering modifications described above, except that Plan 6A also
would include deepening McCoy Cut and the upper portions of the Little Back and Middle
rivers; whereas, Plan 6B would not include any such deepening.

USACE proposes to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts to tidal
freshwater wetlands. Initially, an attempt was made to identify other sites in the Savannah River
estuary that could be used for restoration or creation of tidal freshwater marsh; however, neither
the USACE nor any of the stakeholders could locate any suitable sites available within the
Savannah River Basin. In the absence of any such sites, USACE, in consultation with US Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and other natural resource agencies, used the Savannah District
Mitigation Standard Operating Procedure to calculate the minimum acreage required to be
acquired and preserved to acceptably mitigate for unavoidable freshwater wetland impacts.
Using this procedure, it was determined that the total acreage of wetlands necessary to be
preserved ranged from 0 acres for the 44-ft deepening alternative, with flow-altering mitigation,
to 2,683 acres for the 48-ft alternative, with flow-altering mitigation. USACE proposes to
acquire lands identified in the latest version of the Savannah National Wildlife Refuge (SNWR)
Acquisition Plan (dated July 2007), and provide this acreage to the USFWS to manage as
additions to SNWR as compensatory mitigation for unavoidable wetland impacts from the
deepening project. USACE proposes to give priority to acquiring ecologically valuable
properties that provide positive contributions to the goals of SNWR, that enhance fish and
wildlife resources and that are dominated by freshwater wetlands. DNR concurs with this
approach to mitigating for any unavoidable impacts to tidal freshwater wetlands, particularly
since most of the indirect impacts of deepening would occur within the SNWR. However, DNR
acknowledges the proposed philosophy of mitigating for loss of one type of wetland that is being
converted to another by protecting wetlands which are under no threat of development or
degradation is in direct contravention with national policy of no-net loss of wetlands [Executive
Order 11988].

Water Quality Impacts:

As discussed in the DEIS, there are significant concerns related to the predicted decrease in DO
that would result from the proposed deepeniag project. Degradation of the DO regime in
Savannah Harbor has the potential to adversely affect numerous aquatic species. The primary
area of concern for DO is the portion of the Savannah River between Fort Pulaski (river mile 0.0)
and the Seaboard Coastline Railroad Bridge (river mile 27.4). This section of the Savannah
River estuary would be directly affected by the deepening project. As noted in the DEIS, this
segment of the river is on GA’s Section 303(d) list as impaired for DO. Modeling studies
conducted in support of the development of a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for DO in
Savannah Harbor estimate that the existing DO concentration in Savannah Harbor is 1 mg/l
lower than it was during the baseline year (1854) and condition (12-foot controlling depth)
because of dredging operations that have been conducted since then. Model predictions from
SHEP studies indicate that further deepening will cause additional impacts on the DO regime in
Savannah Harbor.
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USACE proposes to minimize impacts due to the incremental decrease in DO levels by installing
several land-based oxygen injection systems, individual units of Speece Cones, at 3 locations in
the estuary where DO levels are predicted to be lower as a result of deepening. The number of
oxygen injection units installed would range from 8 to 10, depending on the depth alternative
selected. Water would be withdrawn from the river through pipes, then super-saturated with
oxygen and returned to the river. The systems would be operated to provide the needed amount
of oxygen for the depth alternative selected during July, August and September. The DO system
configuration is designed to remove the incremental effect of a deeper channel in 97% of the
cells in the hydrodynamic model. As reported in the DEIS, hydrodynamic and water quality
modeling conducted in support of the deepening project suggest that the proposed mitigation
features, the flow-altering plans and the DO injection systems, would substantially reduce project
impacts to tidal freshwater wetlands and certain species of fish including American shad (4losa
sapidissima) and Southern flounder (Paralichthys lethostigma).

DNR is concerned that a substantial amount of uncertainty remains regarding the predicted
magnitude of adverse impacts and the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures. While
DNR does not necessarily dispute the hydrodynamic and water quality modeling results, it
should be noted that stakeholders have not conducted nor can any stakeholder conduct an
independent review of all of the modeling assumptions or input parameters based on the
documents and time provided for review. In addition, although we have been assured by
USACE that the hydrodynamic and water quality models used to predict the impacts of
deepening do, in fact, account for the effects of overdepth and advance maintenance dredging,
we could locate no specific statement to this effect in either the DGRR or the DEIS. At the
request of DNR, SCDHEC provided an analysis of the bathymetry used in developing the base
model. This analysis suggests that the base model did not fully account for the combined effect
of overdepth and advance maintenance dredging. Therefore, the model used to predict project
impacts on salinity, DO, and loss of tidal freshwater wetlands may have underestimated those
impacts. This possibility should be fully addressed in the text of both the DGRR and the DEIS.
In addition, all assumptions and input parameters used in developing the hydrodynamic and
water quality models should be discussed in detail and in layman’s terms in both documents.

DNR also is concerned about the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures, particularly,
the oxygen injection system. The results of a demonstration project conducted to determine the
effectiveness of the system in Savannah Harbor were inconclusive. The slight increase in
dissolved oxygen in the vicinity of the oxygen injection system was shown to be within the
normal range of natural variability due to tidal influences and could not be definitively attributed
to the oxygen injection system itself. Furthermore, the long-term effectiveness and viability of a
mechanical oxygen injection system in a tidal brackish water environment is highly questionable.
The minimal net improvement in DO predicted by the model may not be sufficient to warrant the
initial cost of the system or the long-term maintenance costs. Additionally, DNR believes DO
levels may deteriorate more than expected after the proposed deepening of the channel and
require operation of the oxygen injection system for a longer period of time than the proposed 3-
month interval during late summer-early fall. Longer periods of low flow and high temperature
are anticipated in an era of climate change and will be magnifiers of the already existing water
quality problems. Instead of reliance on an oxygen injection system, DNR recommends that
adverse impacts to DO levels be minimized by deepening the project to no more than -45 ft.

5
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SNS Habitat Impacts, Unintended Consequences and Proposed Mitigation:

DNR also is concerned that some or all of the flow-altering modifications could have unintended
consequences that result in additional adverse impacts to natural resources. Significantly, the
modifications proposed to reduce salinity intrusion into the Back River to protect tidal and
managed freshwater wetlands could result in increased salinity intrusion into the Front and lower
Middle rivers, where both juvenile and adult SNS are known to concentrate, particularly during
the winter when temperatures are below 22° C.>? In fact, Table 5-30 shows that the loss of adult
SNS habitat in winter would be much greater with the flow alterations (maximum loss of 439
acres for the 48-ft alternative) than without them (maximum loss of 44 acres for the 48-ft
alternative). Conversely, the loss of adult SNS habitat in summer and juvenile SNS habitat in
winter is predicted to be less with the proposed flow-alterations than without them.

The deepening alternative that is predicted to have the least negative impact on SNS habitat
overall, including adults and juveniles during winter and summer, is the 44-ft alternative, which
would result in a net loss of approximately 60 acres of SNS habitat with flow-altering mitigation,
and 151 acres without flow alterations. By comparison, the NED Plan, the 47-ft alternative, is
predicted to result in a net loss of 473 acres of SNS habitat overall with the proposed flow
alterations, or a loss of 545 acres without flow alterations. The locally preferred plan, the 48-ft
alternative, would result in even greater net losses of SNS habitat overall. DNR considers the
magnitude of these impacts to the habitat of shortnose sturgeon to be unacceptable, with or
without mitigation.

Other unintended consequences of flow alterations also are likely. Recent and ongoing tagging
studies suggest that SNS may move freely between the Front, Middle and Back rivers via
Steamboat Cut and Rifle Cut. If this proves to be the case, closing Rifle Cut could impede this
movement, and limit SN'S access to suitable foraging and nursery habitat. In addition, DNR field
biologists recently have reported that the upper end of the sediment basin immediately below the
Tidegate has already filled in to a large extent, particularly along the sides of the basin, and that
any further deposition of sediments in this area could present another impediment to SNS
migration throughout the system.’® Furthermore, DNR is concerned about the potential impact of
open-water disposal of dredged material on water quality in the Back River. This could
exacerbate recurring episodes of hypoxia in this area, and worsen shoaling in upstream portions
of Back River by increasing the deposition of fine-grained sediments there.

As noted above, USACE also proposes to construct a sill near the mouth of the Middle River to
protect important nursery habitat for juvenile SNS from adverse impacts. The intended purpose
of this sill is to minimize the predicted increase in salinity in the lower portion of Middle River
as a result of deepening. USACE proposes to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable

2 Collins, M.R., W. C. Post, and D. Russ. 2001. Distribution of shortnose sturgeon in the lower Savannah River:
Results of research from 1999-2000. Final Report to Georgia Ports Authority. 21 pp plus appendices.

* Collins, M. R., W. C. Post, D. Russ, and T. 1. J. Smith. 2002. Habitat use and movements of juvenile shortnose
sturgeon in the Savannah River, Georgia/South Carolina. Trans. Am. Fish. Soc. 131:975-979.

4 Meadows, A. W., W. C. Post, and J. Moak. In prep. Draft report on the movements of shortnose sturgeon in the
Savannah River, GA/SC: 2006-2009.

5 W. C. Post, Personal communication.
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impacts to SNS foraging and nursery habitat by constructing a fish passage structure around the
New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam (NSBLD) near Augusta, GA, at a projected cost of $6.3
million. The structure described in section 5.3.2 as “a rock ramp fishway” would be located on
the SC side of the river, and would theoretically provide SNS access to approximately 20 miles
of upstream spawning habitat. DNR believes the likelihood that this approach would be
successful in passing SNS is highly doubtful. While such a fish passage structure might benefit
other migratory fish, its success in passing SNS has never been demonstrated. Because of its
unproven success, DNR is opposed to implementing active fish passage as mitigation for
unavoidable impacts to SNS habitat, and believes that the best approach to protecting SNS
habitat would be to minimize those impacts by selecting either the “no action” alternative or the
44-ft deepening alternative with flow-altering mitigation.

Striped Bass Impacts:

While impacts to SNS would be minimized by selecting either the “no action” alternative or the
44-ft alternative, modeling results presented in the DEIS Table 5-36 suggest that the overall net
loss of striped bass habitat including suitable habitat for spawning, eggs and larvae would be less
with the 45-ft alternative (net loss of 0 acres for all life stages combined) than with the 44-ft
alternative (net loss of 219 acres for all life stages combined). This seeming anomaly is a result
of the proposal to increase freshwater flow down the Middle and Back rivers by dredging
McCoy Cut and the upper reaches of the Middle and Little Back rivers as part of the flow-
altering mitigation plan for the 45-ft alternative (Plan 6A), but not for the 44-ft alternative (Plan
6B). Striped bass is an important recreational species whose population in the lower Savannah
River has been drastically reduced by earlier dredging operations and flow-altering modifications
to the system. Because of the predicted increase in suitable habitat for the survival of striped
bass eggs and larvae, DNR would consider the 45-ft alternative, with the proposed flow-
alterations, to be environmentally acceptable, as well — providled USACE contributes
supplemental funding to GA Department of Natural Resources (GADNR) ongoing striped bass
stocking program in order to adequately compensate for all unavoidable impacts to striped bass
habitat as described in Appendix C.

Public Use Issues:

As noted in the DEIS, closing Rifle Cut would lengthen the transit time and distance travelled by
recreational boaters currently using Rifle Cut to reach the Back River from the only public boat
ramp in this area at Houlihan Bridge on the Front River. USACE proposes to mitigate for this
impact on recreational boating by constructing a new boat ramp on the north side of Hutchinson
Island on the Back River. USACE then would turn over the site to Chatham County, which
would operate the facility in perpetuity. If the deepening project is approved in some form and
Rifle Cut is, in fact, closed as one of the flow-altering modifications, DNR would support the
boat ramp proposal; however, our greater concern is that the indirect impacts to natural resources
be minimized by limiting any deepening to no more than -44 or -45 ft. However, DNR is
concerned about the proposal to turn the boat ramp over to the local county without providing
continuing funding for maintenance, especially during a period when local governments are
struggling financially. A funding mechanism to support the local government’s operation of the
boat ramp in perpetuity should be identified.
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Potential for Invasive Species:

The DEIS acknowledges ballast water is:

... a major source for introducing non-native species into aquatic ecosystems where they
would not otherwise be present.

It is also acknowledged that invasive, non-native species can adversely impact the environment,
the economy and, in some cases, human health. Nevertheless, the DEIS concludes that there
would be no additional risk from the introduction of invasive species through ballast water since
there is no projected increase in the number of vessels expected to call on the port of Savannah
as a result of the proposed deepening. This conclusion is apparently based on the
unsubstantiated assumption that the volume of ballast water is related only to the number of
vessels calling on the port. Absent a comparison of the volume of ballast water currently carried
and discharged into the port by the smaller vessels (in aggregate) vs. the volume of ballast water
projected to be carried and discharged into the port by the fewer larger vessels (in aggregate) that
are expected, the conclusion of “no additional risk” is without any rational basis. The possibility
that larger vessels might actually carry and discharge more ballast water than smaller vessels
would seem to further weaken that conclusion. In addition to any change in the volume of
ballast water expected, other factors that should be considered are any projected changes in
vessel speed and origin of ballast water. Any increase in vessel speed would presumably result
in decreased transit time, thus increasing the probability of survival and delivery of invasive
species propagules. Any projected change in the origin of ballast water also could affect
propagule survival, as well as determine which species might be introduced. In summary, DNR
believes the conclusion of “no additional risk” is not substantiated by evidence presented in the
DEIS, and recommends that further analysis and discussion of the ballast water issue be included
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

The DEIS states that, currently:

. . . ballast water exchange is the only effective management tool to reduce the risk of
ballast-mediated invasion.

However, it is widely acknowledged that ballast water exchange is not completely effective in
eliminating the risk of introducing non-native species.® Other treatment technologies, such as
filtration, heating, ultraviolet light and certain biocides (used either alone or in combination with
ballast water exchange) have the potential to be more effective in reducing this risk. These
technologies and the feasibility of implementing them should be discussed in greater detail in the
DEIS.

It is stated in the DEIS that the University of Georgia, Marine Extension Service (MES) has
completed a study designed to monitor for aquatic invasive species in the Port of Savannah, and
that the MES was:

¢ Natjonal Research Council. 1996. Stemming the tide: Controlling introductions of nonindigenous Species by
ships’ ballast water. 141 pp.
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. . . expected to release an Invasive Species Management Plan for the State of Georgia
later in 2008.

No further mention is made of this plan in the DEIS, however. This plan should be discussed
with respect to its implications for SHEP.

Impacts on Essential Fish Habitat:

It is acknowledged in Section 5.04, that:

. the proposed action would adversely impact habitat of Striped Bass and the
endangered Shortnose sturgeon.

In section 5.15, however, USACE concludes that, with mitigation and monitoring:

. . . the proposed action is not expected to cause significant adverse impacts to Essential
Fish Habitat or EFH species.

This conclusion is repeated in Appendix S (Essential Fish Habitat). Similarly, it is stated in
Appendix B (Threatened and Endangered Species) that with the implementation of certain
conservation measures and the proposed mitigation plan for SNS, specifically the sill in Middle
River and fish passage at New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam:

. . . the proposed project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect Shortnose or
Atlantic sturgeon or their critical habitat.

DNR believes that all of these statements are misleading and should be qualified. Specifically, it
should be noted that the proposed mitigation for SNS (providing fish passage at New Savannah
Bluff Lock and Dam), even if successful in providing access to upstream spawning habitat,
would not replace the critical nursery and foraging habitat that would be lost as a result of harbor
deepening. Similarly, while the proposed funding of the GADNR striped bass stocking program
would help offset losses to striped bass habitat, it would not replace that lost habitat.

Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan (Appendix D)
As stated in the first paragraph of Appendix D:

The Savannah Harbor Expansion Project . . . has the potential to adversely affect
nationally important resources. In addition, since predictions are made about future
effects to biological resources, there is a degree of uncertainty about the impacts
which the recommended action would actually produce. Those uncertainties include
both the accuracy of the predictive impact tools and the biological responses that will
occur as a result of changes in the environment.

DNR concurs with this assessment of the uncertainty regarding the accuracy of the
hydrodynamic and water quality models used to predict the physical, chemical and biological

9
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impacts of the proposed project and constructed mitigation features. DNR also agrees there is
considerable uncertainty regarding the biological responses to these impacts. Because of this
uncertainty, it is imperative that a comprehensive monitoring and adaptive management strategy
be developed, implemented, and adequately funded, if the deepening project goes forward.

USACE defines “adaptive management” as:

. evaluating the accuracy of the predicted environmental impacts, assessing the
effectiveness of the mitigation features, and modifying the project as needed to ensure
the levels of environmental effects predicted in the Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) are not exceeded.

As part of the EIS process, field investigations were conducted to identify important resources in
the project area and obtain data from which the hydrodynamic and water quality models were
developed. In order to determine the accuracy of these models in predicting the environmental
impacts of the project, as well as the effectiveness of the constructed mitigation features, USACE
proposes to conduct additional field studies before, during, and after construction (for a period of
5 years following construction). In addition, USACE proposes to conduct long-term post-
construction monitoring “over the life of the project.”

DNR generally concurs with the proposed pre-construction monitoring of physical characteristics
and biological resources, in order to update existing information and provide a baseline for
comparison with post-construction monitoring results; however, we question whether the
intensive monitoring of hydrologic parameters within the lower estuary over one lunar cycle, will
be sufficient to evaluate hourly, daily and, especially, monthly variations in the aquatic
environment. DNR suggests that intensive hydrologic monitoring be conducted over a period of
at least 2, and preferably 3, lunar cycles. The estimated cost of any such additional monitoring
should be factored into the total pre-construction monitoring cost.

The proposed monitoring of biological resources would focus on impacts to tidal wetlands and
shortnose sturgeon (SNS), which are described as:

. .. the two most critical resources that could be or are expected to be impacted by the
project.

DNR recommends that Atlantic sturgeon (4cipenser oxyrinchus), recently proposed to be listed
as an endangered species, and striped bass be added to the list of biological resources to be
monitored. If monitoring of striped bass is already included as a component of the GADNR
striped bass stocking program, which USACE proposes to partially fund as compensatory
mitigation for impacts to this species, this monitoring plan and its relevance to the deepening
project should be described in Appendix D of the DEIS. Development of a monitoring protocol
for Atlantic sturgeon should be closely coordinated with federal and state natural resource
agencies. The estimated cost of adding these monitoring components should be factored into the
total monitoring cost of the project.

10
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DNR Comments on SHEP DEIS and DGRR
January 25, 2011

No mention is made in Appendix D of a specific monitoring plan, or any associated costs, to
evaluate vegetative species composition and percent cover at the brackish marsh creation site
that is proposed as compensatory mitigation for direct impacts to fringing saltmarsh. This is one
of the few proposed mitigation measures that actually has well-defined success criteria, based on
percent cover, and an identified adaptive management strategy if the success criteria are not met
(e.g., planting Spartina alterniflora). A monitoring plan designed to evaluate the progress and
ultimate success of this project should be included in the “Post-Construction Monitoring” section
of this appendix. The estimated cost of this monitoring component, conducted over a 5-yr
period, should be added to the total monitoring costs.

As stated in Appendix D, current estimates for the project construction period range from 3 to 6
years, and that USACE would perform monitoring during construction “for whatever length of
time it takes to construct the project.” The cost estimates, however, assume only a 3-year
construction period. DNR is concerned that the project may take considerably longer than 3
years to construct, and that the cost estimates for this phase of the monitoring plan may be too
low. DNR recommends that the cost estimates for this monitoring phase be based on the
maximum estimated duration of construction (6 years).

It is stated on p. 18 of Appendix D:

The Sediment Basin would be allowed to fill naturally after construction of the
submerged sill at its lower end.

Earlier in the main body of the DEIS, however, it is stated that the sediment basin would be
actively filled in with dredged material. This discrepancy should be rectified and explained. In
addition, it should be noted that DNR already has expressed its opposition to using the sediment
basin for dredge spoil disposal because of its potential to further degrade water quality in the
Back River.

DNR recommends that post-construction monitoring of: (1) nearshore benthic communities, (2)
fish utilization of oceanward sediment placement sites, and (3) fish distribution and abundance
along the marsh edges be extended from 3 years to 5 years. Cost estimates should be adjusted
accordingly.

Depending on the results of the proposed monitoring studies, USACE in consultation with the
federal and state natural resources agencies, may undertake appropriate adaptive management
measures to ensure that the environmental impacts remain within the range predicted by the
models, and that the constructed mitigation features perform as expected and adequately
compensate for any unanticipated impacts. Appendix D lists several adaptive management
measures that could be undertaken, depending on which environmental impact or mitigation
feature might require corrective action. For most of the potential adaptive management measures
listed, USACE proposes to allocate funds equal to 10% (or in some cases, only 5%) of the initial
construction cost to the implementation of these corrective measures.

DNR is concerned that the amount of money proposed to be allocated for these, or other,
adaptive management measures may be insufficient, particularly for those mitigation measures
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DNR Comments on SHEP DEIS and DGRR
January 25, 2011

that have a high degree of uncertainty associated with their success such as the oxygen injection
system, the flow-altering modifications to the system and the fish passage structure at NSBLD.
DNR recommends that funding for these adaptive management measures be increased to at least
15% of the initial cost of construction, and that funding for this purpose be secured prior to
starting the project.

If corrective action is required, USACE proposes to conduct post-construction monitoring for
only 1 year after implementing the adaptive management feature. DNR believes monitoring for
only 1 year may be insufficient to determine the effectiveness of the corrective action, and
recommends that dedicated funding be provided for monitoring the effects of any adaptive
management feature for a minimum of 3 years.

The proposed long-term monitoring plan which is the plan to monitor certain aspects of the
project on an annual basis beyond the initial 5-year post-construction monitoring period seems
inadequate in that the cost of this monitoring component is only projected for one year, with
funding in subsequent years presumably dependent on annual appropriations. DNR recommends
that the total cost of long-term monitoring, as well as the cost of continued operation and
maintenance for each mitigation component, be projected over the entire life of the project, and
that this funding be secured prior to starting the deepening project.

12
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South Carolina Department of Natural Resources
Page 1

759-BB-48-EV01

Comment: These documents were released for public review immediately preceding the holiday period
further burdening reviewers. Given the lengthy delays in final internal USACE review of these documents,
I cannot help but believe that it would have been more appropriate to wait until the new year for their
public release. There is the appearance that the timing of their release was a deliberate attempt to
minimize thorough public and scientific scrutiny. DNR continues to assert that a 60-day period is
insufficient to conduct a thorough review of the DEIS and DGRR and provide detailed comments on these
large and complex documents. Therefore, DNR intends to submit additional comments following our
continuing review of these documents or if new information becomes available regarding the proposed
project.

Response: Based on the request for an extension of time from SC DNR as well as from other reviewers,
the District Commander extended the public comment period until January 25, 2011 which provided a
total of 70 days for the public review period. The District received some comments after January 25
which will be made part of the record, and those comments will receive consideration in the preparation
of the Final EIS.

759-BB-48-EV02, 759-BB-48-EV03, 759-BB-48-EV04

Comment: Based on our assessment of the environmental impacts as presented in the DEIS and DGRR,
and on the adequacy of the mitigation proposed, DNR has concluded that the only deepening
alternatives that could be considered minimally environmentally acceptable are the 44-ft alternative or
the 45-ft alternative, provided the proposed mitigation for each of these alternatives proves to be
successful. Although, DNR does not support any deepening scenario greater than the 45-ft alternative, it
should be noted that comments made by members of the South Carolina Maritime Commission (SRMC)
indicate that even the 48-ft alternative would result in a channel that is shallower and narrower than
USACE design standards for fully loaded Post-Panamax ships. This would result in a lower margin of
safety and, by extension, a higher risk to the environment from potential vessel groundings. Therefore,
none of the alternatives considered would accomplish the goal of ensuring navigational efficiency or
safety for these larger vessels. The documents cite the preferred alternative provides "an acceptable level
of risk" with respect to under-keel clearance. The SRMC analysis concludes USACE has applied this same
level of "acceptable risk" to the narrow passage and passing lanes in the proposed channel. The DNR
position is that there is no acceptable level of risk associated with environmental damage that could
result from vessel grounding, hull breaching and a catastrophic spill endangering natural resources,
public interests, commerce and tourism.

Response: The position of the SC DNR that only the 44-foot project or the 45-foot project can be
considered minimally environmentally -acceptable provided the proposed mitigation proves successful
is acknowledged.

The preliminary channel design was determined using the Corps of Engineers’ design standards and
procedures outlined in EM-1110-2-1613, Hydraulic Design of Deep Draft Navigation Projects. In
accordance with ER-1110-2-1403, the District developed final channel dimensions and navigation
requirements using the Corps’ state-of-the-art Ship Simulator, with input from the Savannah Harbor
Pilots Association (SHPA). The use of ship simulators to establish final design parameters for deep-draft
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navigation channels is standard practice worldwide. It ensures that channels are safe and economical
and minimizes environmental impact and long term maintenance requirements. The use of ship
simulators also provides the harbor pilots who will actually use the channel with the opportunity to
provide input into the design and ensure the navigability and safety of the channel.

The existing channel dimensions can accommodate meeting the deepening design vessel (post-panamax
Generation 2; 140' beam) and a smaller vessel. Ship simulation verified that the channel could be
deepened and widened at 2 bends in the inner harbor and 1 bend in the entrance channel to maintain
two-way traffic capability for the design vessel and a smaller vessel. Two meeting areas are also
included to provide for meeting of two design vessels.

In reference to “Army Corps design standards” for depth of channel, the Corps, ASCE, and PIANC
recommend a preliminary or concept design of channel depth in exposed entrance channels using the
ratio of channel depth( h) to ship draft (T )of at least h/T =1.2. For Savannah Harbor, a detailed design
study was performed using extensive laboratory models, field measurements, site-specific factors,
numerical model simulations, and probabilistic models to refine the required channel depths. Currently
the Savannah Harbor Pilots safely bring in vessels with a minimum of 4-foot underkeel clearance (UKC).
This practice would continue with the deepened channel. Depending on the draft of the vessel, use of
tide may be required to maintain that UKC throughout transit. The vertical ship motion study conducted
for this study used a ratio channel depth h to ship draft T of h/T =1.09, which for the light-loaded vessel
drafting 45-feet corresponds to a channel depth of 49’. This condition matches the SHPA policy of 4-foot
UKC. The vertical motion study confirmed that the light-loaded vessel would not touch bottom if sailing
with 4-foot UKC and if vessel speed does not exceed 12 knots (kt). The study also showed that given
additional water depth, and therefore higher h/T values, ships could travel at higher speeds without
causing enough squat to cause grounding.

For the fully loaded 47.5-foot draft, using a channel depth (h) to ship draft (T) of h/T =1.09, would
correspond to a water depth of 52-feet requiring at least a 3’ tidal advantage for the 49-foot entrance
channel depth (47-foot project). The vertical motion study showed that a ship speed of 14 kts or less
would not cause grounding due to squat for this condition. Greater speeds would require additional
depth to prevent grounding due to squat.

Documentation for both the ship simulation and vertical motion studies can be found in Engineering
Appendix Supplemental Materials.

The margin of safety for the project is in accordance with Corps of Engineers Guidance for Channel
Design. We do not agree that there is a greater than normal risk for the project. Although there is
always a degree of “risk” inherent with any project, this project was designed using sound engineering
practices to minimize the risk to the maximum extent practicable.

The Corps understands SC DNR’s concern about the risk of environmental damage that could result from
a vessel accident in the harbor that damages or endangers natural resources. The US Coast Guard has
similar concerns and oversees vessel movements in the harbor to ensure they are conducted in a safe
manner. The Coast Guard has participated in the SHEP and provided the study team with valuable
information about channel design and vessel operations. In their official comments on the Draft
documents, the US Coast Guard raised no issues with the proposed channel design.
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759-BB-48-EV05

Comment: Our analysis concludes that the majority of benefits associated with the project occur in the
state of Georgia while the majority of environmental impacts occur in South Carolina or in the
Savannah River which is a shared tributary whose natural resources must be apportioned equitably,
managed appropriately and respected by the leadership and people of both states.

Response: Actually, the majority of the construction activities and the environmental impacts would
occur within the State of Georgia, not South Carolina. Important mitigation, including flow rerouting to
maximize protection of freshwater tidal marsh in the Savannah National Wildlife Refuge, would benefit
South Carolina natural resources. Regardless, the Savannah River is indeed a shared resource. The SHEP
has been designed to avoid, minimize, and compensate for adverse environmental impacts to the
Savannah River and its natural resources based on good science without regard to State boundaries or
considerations of which State might be most affected.

759-BB-48-EV06

Comment: In view of these concerns, DNR has concluded that a better alternative to consider is to
conduct minimal deepening of the channel now and to a depth of -44 or -45 ft in order to alleviate draft
restrictions on the existing fleet of vessels, and then to conduct additional studies and hydrodynamic
modeling to evaluate the economic and environmental impacts of deepening to a greater depth only as
far as the site of proposed Jasper Port Terminal. Since this site is several miles closer to the ocean than
the Garden City Terminal, this alternative could potentially reduce the environmental impacts and cost of
deepening, while increasing navigational safety and efficiency for the next generation of vessels
predicted to call on the proposed Jasper Port Terminal. DNR recommends that this alternative be given
serious consideration.

Response: The SHEP Draft EIS and GRR were prepared as directed by the authorization for the project
which was included in the Water Resources Development Act of 1999 (Public Law 106-53, Section
102(b)(9)). The project was approved to include (1) an analysis of the impacts of project depth
alternatives ranging from 42 through 48 feet, and (2) a selected plan for navigation and an associated
mitigation plan as required under Section 906(a) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (33
U.S.C. 2283 (a)).

As directed by the authorization, the Corps prepared a DEIS that analyzes the impacts of the five
alternative channel depths and then presents a mitigation plan for each alternative depth. The Corps
also evaluated non-structural alternatives to meet the project needs, including consideration of
alternative terminal locations. The 47-foot project is the alternative that has been identified as the plan
with the most net benefits. Consequently, it is designated as the National Economic Development Plan
and also the recommended plan. The actual selected plan will be determined after decision makers
have reviewed the documents and had the opportunity to review the impacts, mitigation plan and
benefits for each alternative. The Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of Commerce, the
Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, and the Secretary of the Army must approve the
selected plan and determine that the associated mitigation plan adequately addresses the potential
environmental impacts of the project.

The study included an extensive evaluation of users and facilities in regards to Savannah Harbor. The
proposed Jasper County Terminal was not included as a without or with project condition due to the
high level of uncertainty concerning the proposed terminal. Much of the uncertainty centered around
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whether a terminal may be constructed in Jasper County, and if it is constructed, when will it be
constructed and how would it operate. Although the proposed Jasper terminal was not considered in
the detailed analyses, a series of sensitivity analyses were conducted to identify the potential impact
that a Jasper County Terminal might have on the justification and recommendation of a proposed
channel deepening to GPA’s Garden City Terminal if the Jasper facility was constructed. Please see GRR
Section 12. Overall, this analysis showed that economic justification for construction of the channel
increment between a Jasper County Terminal and the Garden City Terminal is not particularly sensitive
to the development of a terminal in Jasper County. In other words, if the Jasper County Terminal was
already constructed, deepening the channel to GPA’s Garden City Terminal would still be economically
justified.

For additional information concerning the wide range of alternatives considered, including a proposed
Jasper Terminal, see responses to comments 763-BB-28-EV27 and EV28.

Page 3

759-BB-48-EV07

Comment: DNR disagrees with the conclusions reached in the DEIS and believes that the only 2
deepening alternatives that are environmentally acceptable are the 44-ft and the 45-ft alternatives,
provided the proposed mitigation is effective in minimizing any adverse impacts of these alternatives.
Obviously, the "no action" alternative, maintaining the channel at the currently authorized depth of 42
ft, would have the fewest adverse environmental impacts.

Response: The 47-foot channel can be designated as the NED Plan (maximizes net benefits to the
nation) despite having greater environmental impacts than the 44-foot, 45-foot, and 46-foot projects,
because project plans for the 47-foot project include measures to avoid and minimize adverse impacts
to the maximum extent practicable and then mitigation measures for remaining unavoidable impacts.
Information (environmental impacts, economic benefits, and costs) is provided in the EIS for all five
channel depths evaluated so decision makers can have the data to decide if the benefits of a particular
alternative outweigh the associated environmental impacts and costs to minimize and mitigate those
impacts.

759-BB-48-EV08, 759-BB-48-EV09

Comment: The NED Plan, the 47-ft alternative, would involve the initial excavation of about 28 million
yd3 of dredged sediment, and would result in both direct and indirect impacts to natural resources.
Direct impacts would result from the physical removal and disposal of sediments, while indirect impacts
would result from increased salinity intrusion and reduced dissolved oxygen (DO) levels. Overall impacts
include adverse effects on managed freshwater wetlands in the Savannah National Wildlife Refuge
(SNWR), loss of tidal freshwater wetlands, impacts to public use of the estuarine/riverine system, loss of
foraging and nursery habitat for the endangered shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) (SNS), loss
of salt and brackish marsh and loss of habitat for Striped bass (Morone saxatilis).

Response: This is a broad general comment raising a variety of issues regarding direct and indirect
impacts to wetlands and fisheries. EIS Section 5.0 contains a detailed discussion of the expected impacts
and the proposed mitigation. See also other responses to comments on these issues.

The SHEP would not have adverse effects on the managed wetlands in the Savannah National Wildlife
Refuge. Based on evaluations conducted during the SHEP, none of the five deepening alternatives with
mitigation in place would increase salinity levels at the Savannah National Wildlife Refuge diversion
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canal entrance. With the proposed mitigation, salinity levels are projected to decrease in that portion of
Back River.

Shortnose sturgeon spawning habitat is located well above Savannah Harbor. Thus, the SHEP would
have no impacts on nursery habitat. As discussed in the DEIS, there would be impacts to adult and
juvenile Shortnose sturgeon habitat.

The project will result in the loss of brackish marsh in the areas of excavation required for the Kings
Island Turning Basin expansion, meeting lane construction and Tidegate abutment removal. Project
plans provide for 28+ acres of former Disposal Site 1S to be restored as mitigation for these losses. It
should be noted that the flow diversion aspects of the mitigation plan would provide indirect beneficial
impacts where saltmarsh is converted to brackish marsh. (Brackish marsh is considered more productive
from a wildlife standpoint).

Page 4

759-BB-48-EV10

Comment: Approximately 15 million yd3 of sediment from the Inner Harbor, including new work
material, would be disposed in the 8 existing upland confined disposal facilities (CDFs), 6 of which are on
the South Carolina (SC) side of the river. Use of specific CDFs would be determined based on their
availability and planned maintenance and improvement activities. Sediments collected from the project
area in 1997 were tested for contaminants as part of the Tier | EIS. Parameters analyzed included metals,
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (P AHs), phenols, pesticides,
dioxinlfuran congeners, cyanide, organotins, and nutrients. Sampling conducted in 2005, and again in
2007, indicated the only analyte of significant ecological concern was cadmium, which occurs naturally in
high concentrations in the Miocene clays that would be excavated and/or exposed as part of the
deepening project. Bioaccumulation studies suggested that the risk to aquatic organisms exposed to
these cadmium-laden sediments is low. The potentially greater risk to avian and terrestrial species
foraging in the CDFs where these sediments would be disposed of would be mitigated by "capping" these
sediments with a 2-ft layer of comparatively clean sediments from another part of the channel. A
detailed protocol for sampling the surficial sediments and vegetation in the CDFs before and after
capping is described in Appendix M of the DEIS. Should the project go forward, DNR concurs with this
approach to managing the cadmium-laden sediments, and believes the proposed monitoring and
contingency plans are adequate to ensure a minimal risk to wildlife.

Response: The Corps has worked with the US Fish and Wildlife Service to develop the appropriate
sampling protocol. Monitoring of the disposal areas where cadmium-laden sediments are placed would
include sediment sampling, wildlife use monitoring, bird tissue analysis, vegetation sampling (if
cadmium levels dictate such monitoring to be appropriate), and analysis of effluent from the CDFs.

759-BB-48-EV11

Comment: As stated in Section 5.1 of the DEIS, the extent of direct wetland impacts resulting from
excavation of channel bend wideners, enlarging Kings Island Turning Basin and removing the Tidegate,
would not differ substantially among the 5 deepening alternatives considered. In each case, a total of
14.08 acres of salt and brackish marsh would be affected.’ In the absence of an approved saltwater
mitigation bank in the Savannah River Basin, USACE proposes to mitigate for these direct losses by
grading down approximately 42 acres of a former confined dredge spoil disposal site (CDF 1 S) near the
confluence of the Front and Middle rivers to an elevation that would support Spartina alterniflora. A
"feeder" creek system also would be constructed toward the interior of the restored marsh. This area
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would then be allowed to revegetate naturally. Active planting of Spartina would be conducted only if
the area did not revegetate naturally at a rate that would provide 15% vegetative cover after 1 year and
80% vegetative cover after 5 years (with interim goals of 25, 40, and 60% cover at the end of 2, 3 and 4
years, respectively). Conceptually, DNR concurs with this approach to mitigating for the direct loss of
brackish and saltwater wetlands resulting from any of the deepening alternatives; however, the DNR
overriding concern about the indirect effects of harbor deepening on tidal freshwater marsh should be
given greater weight.

Response: The support of the SC DNR for marsh restoration in Disposal Area 1S for mitigation of the
direct losses of brackish marsh is acknowledged. With regard to indirect impacts to tidal freshwater
marsh, the Corps has clarified the Final EIS to show that the acreage of tidal freshwater marsh in South
Carolina is predicted to increase as a result of the project construction activities. For additional
information regarding mitigation for indirect impacts to tidal freshwater marsh, see response to
comment 763-BB-28-EV09.

Page 5

759-BB-48-EV12

Comment: Model predictions indicate that, without mitigation, deepening the harbor would result in the
conversion of tidal freshwater marsh to brackish marsh as a result of increased salinity intrusion. Under
conditions of average flow and low sea level rise, the acreage of freshwater marsh that would be lost as
a result of deepening is predicted to range from 551 acres for the 44-ft alternative to 1,212 acres for the
48-ft alternative, assuming no mitigation is implemented. With the flow-altering modifications proposed
as mitigation by US ACE, the acreage of freshwater marsh is projected to increase by 332 acres with the
44-ft alternative; whereas, a net loss of freshwater marsh (ranging from 32 acres for the 45-ft alternative
to 337 acres for the 48-ft alternative) would still result from the other deepening alternatives, even with
mitigation. Considering the substantial loss of tidal freshwater wetlands that has already occurred as a
result of past dredging operations and other modifications to the system, DNR considers anything more
than a de minimis loss of freshwater wetlands to be a significant adverse impact of the proposed
deepening project.

Response: All alternative channel depths evaluated in the SHEP (except for the 44-foot project) would
have impacts on freshwater tidal marsh even with the proposed flow diversion measures. These
impacts, as well as the proposed mitigation (purchase of lands for preservation), are fully discussed and
guantified in the EIS so that decision makers can weigh the benefits of a particular channel depth
alternative with these adverse impacts. For additional information regarding mitigation for indirect
impacts to tidal freshwater marsh, see responses to comments 763-BB-28-EV09 and 759-BB-48-
EV14/15.

759-BB-48-EV13

Comment: USACE proposes to minimize indirect impacts to tidal freshwater wetlands due to increased
salinity intrusion by implementing several flow-altering modifications of the Savannah River system.
These include diverting more fresh water from the Front River down the Middle and Little Back rivers at
McCoy Cut, closing the lower, western arm of McCoy cut, removing the Tidegate abutments and piers
from the lower Back River, constructing a broad berm at the lower end of the sediment basin located
below the Tidegate, filling in the sediment basin using "new work" material, constructing a submerged
sill at the mouth of the Middle River and closing Rifle Cut. USACE used the results of hydrodynamic
modeling to develop a flow-alteration plan for each depth alternative and has determined that Plan 6B is
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the most "cost-effective" plan for the 44-ft depth alternative; whereas, Plan 6A is more "cost-effective"
for all of the other depth alternatives analyzed including the 45-, 46-, 47- and 48-foot alternatives. Both
Plans 6A and 6B would incorporate all flow-altering modifications described above, except that Plan 6A
also would include deepening McCoy Cut and the upper portions of the Little Back and Middle rivers;
whereas, Plan 6B would not include any such deepening.

Response: The Sediment Basin would not be filled in with new work material. A sill would be
constructed in Back River in the lower part of the Sediment Basin which would include rock and sandy
dredged sediments. The Sediment Basin would then be allowed to fill through natural sediment
deposition. The sill in Middle River has also been eliminated from the project because it was
determined that construction of this feature would provide very little environmental benefit for the
costs involved to implement it.

Page 6

759-BB-48-EV14, 759-BB-48-EV15

Comment: USACE proposes to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts to tidal
freshwater wetlands. Initially, an attempt was made to identify other sites in the Savannah River estuary
that could be used for restoration or creation of tidal freshwater marsh; however, neither the USACE nor
any of the stakeholders could locate any suitable sites available within the Savannah River Basin. In the
absence of any such sites, USACE, in consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and other
natural resource agencies, used the Savannah District Mitigation Standard Operating Procedure to
calculate the minimum acreage required to be acquired and preserved to acceptably mitigate for
unavoidable freshwater wetland impacts. Using this procedure, it was determined that the total acreage
of wetlands necessary to be preserved ranged from 0 acres for the 44-ft deepening alternative, with
flow-altering mitigation, to 2,683 acres for the 48-ft alternative, with flow-altering mitigation. USACE
proposes to acquire lands identified in the latest version of the Savannah National Wildlife Refuge
(SNWR) Acquisition Plan (dated July 2007), and provide this acreage to the USFWS to manage as
additions to SNWR as compensatory mitigation for unavoidable wetland impacts from the deepening
project. USACE proposes to give priority to acquiring ecologically valuable properties that provide
positive contributions to the goals of SNWR, that enhance fish and wildlife resources and that are
dominated by freshwater wetlands. DNR concurs with this approach to mitigating for any unavoidable
impacts to tidal freshwater wetlands, particularly since most of the indirect impacts of deepening would
occur within the SNWR. However, DNR acknowledges the proposed philosophy of mitigating for loss of
one type of wetland that is being converted to another by protecting wetlands which are under no threat
of development or degradation is in direct contravention with national policy of no-net loss of wetlands
[Executive Order 11988].

Response: The Corps acknowledges the support of the SC DNR with respect to acquiring ecologically
valuable lands as mitigation for unavoidable impacts to freshwater tidal wetlands.

First of all, it is important to note that any conversion of tidal freshwater marsh to a brackish marsh does
not result in a loss of wetlands or a significant decline in wetland function. Many of the emergent plant
species associated with freshwater marsh systems would still be readily observed in environments that
have been defined as brackish marsh (Leatham et.al., 1994). However, the overall basic wetland
functions typically associated with these systems would not change. A comparison of wetland function
elements for freshwater marsh versus brackish marsh indicate that there are only negligible differences
with respect to water purification, flood protection, shoreline stabilization, groundwater recharge,
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streamflow maintenance, retention of particles, surface water storage, subsurface storage, nutrient
cycling, and values to society.

The only indirect impact on the function of these wetland systems would be associated with fish and
wildlife habitat. While the comparison of fish and wildlife of fish and wildlife habitat between
freshwater and brackish marsh systems yield fewer similarities, the conversion in fish and wildlife
habitat would still be minor when considering the total function of the wetland and continued existence
of some freshwater vegetation in the brackish marsh.

The proposed preservation lands consist of bottomland hardwoods, and uplands dominated by
deciduous forest and regrowth. The bottomland hardwoods are classified as palustrine, forested,
broad-leaved deciduous systems that are both temporarily and seasonally flooded. Preserving these
areas would ensure wildlife habitat is preserved in perpetuity. The sites to be protected are under
threat of development or degradation. The USFWS has noted the extensive development immediately
adjacent to the Refuge on lands such as these in recent years. Some of these lands are owned by timber
companies which periodically harvest the timber, resulting in losses of wildlife habitat. Moreover, the
additional lands would buffer the Savannah National Wildlife Refuge from future threats of
development such that changes in land use would not occur immediately adjacent to existing areas of
the Refuge that contain emergent wetland characteristics. Thus, the acquisition and preservation of
wetland and upland buffer would provide a functional replacement for the minor conversion of the only
wetland function (fish and wildlife habitat) that would be expected when freshwater marsh is converted
to a brackish marsh. Based on these determinations, the Corps has concluded that the functional
assessment conducted for all wetland areas proposed for impact and mitigation satisfies the no-net loss
of function criterion.

Second, the evaluation and determination of appropriate mitigation for the tidal freshwater marsh that
would be impacted by the SHEP was conducted in accordance with the provisions of the 2008
USACE/USEPA Mitigation Rule.

Third, it should also be noted that all adverse impacts to tidal freshwater marsh would occur in the State
of Georgia. With the flow diversion measures in place, the State of South Carolina should actually see
an increase in tidal freshwater marsh along Little Back River in the vicinity of the SNWR.
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759-BB-48-EV16, 759-BB-48-EV17, 759-BB-48-EV18, 759-BB-48-EV19, 759-BB-48-EV20

Comment: DNR is concerned that a substantial amount of uncertainty remains regarding the predicted
magnitude of adverse impacts and the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures. While DNR
does not necessarily dispute the hydrodynamic and water quality modeling results, it should be noted
that stakeholders have not conducted nor can any stakeholder conduct an independent review of all of
the modeling assumptions or input parameters based on the documents and time provided for review. In
addition, although we have been assured by USACE that the hydrodynamic and water quality models
used to predict the impacts of deepening do, in fact, account for the effects of overdepth and advance
maintenance dredging, we could locate no specific statement to this effect in either the DGRR or the
DEIS. At the request of DNR, SCDHEC provided an analysis of the bathymetry used in developing the base
model. This analysis suggests that the base model did not fully account for the combined effect of
overdepth and advance maintenance dredging. Therefore, the model used to predict project impacts on
salinity, DO, and loss of tidal freshwater wetlands may have underestimated those impacts. This
possibility should be fully addressed in the text of both the DGRR and the DEIS. In addition, all
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assumptions and input parameters used in developing the hydrodynamic and water quality models
should be discussed in detail and in layman's terms in both documents.

Response: The uncertainty of various model impact predictions and the effectiveness of the proposed
mitigation features are discussed in the Risk and Uncertainty Analysis which is in Appendix Q of the DEIS.
The Monitoring Plan and the Adaptive Management Plan are designed to evaluate the accuracy of
impact determinations reached during the SHEP as well as the effectiveness of the mitigation features.
The project allows for modification of mitigation features if data from the monitoring efforts determine
that to be required.

Development of the hydrodynamic and water quality models including model assumptions, input
parameters, etc. occurred over many years of coordination between the members of the interagency
coordination group responsible for that work. Members of this interagency team included
representatives of the involved Federal and State resource agencies. A detailed description of
development of the models is included in the Engineering Appendix in the Draft General Reevaluation
Report which was made available for the public comment period. The public comment period for the
Draft EIS was extended an additional 25 days past the normal 45 day review period to allow additional
time for review in consideration of the quantity and complexity of the material to be reviewed.

Contrary to the analysis you received of the bathymetry used in developing the base model, the
hydrodynamic modeling did indeed include fully account for the combined effect of overdepth and
advance maintenance dredging. Typical existing channel depths were used in the modeling for the base
condition. Those depths reflect a snapshot in time of the condition of the overdepth and advance
maintenance dredging sections. Dredging occurs essentially year-round in Savannah Harbor. At any
given point in time, maintenance dredging would have just concluded in one reach and it would
simultaneously be needed in another reach. The channel conditions evident with a “snapshot in time”
approach reflect the full range of channel conditions that is typically present, from fully maintained
sections to those greatly needing maintenance. Channel deepening alternatives were evaluated by
uniformly decreasing the elevation of the channel bottom by the amount of deepening being
considered. Please see Section 7 of the Engineering Appendix in the GRR.

The EIS includes sufficient information concerning the development of the various models and the
results of the model investigations to permit the reviewer to understand the conclusions reached in the
EIS. As discussed in a previous response, more details concerning model use and development are
provided in Chapter 7 of the Engineering Appendix in the GRR for those reviewers who need or desire
that level of information.

759-BB-48-EV21, 759-BB-48-EV22, 759-BB-48-EV23

Comment: DNR also is concerned about the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures,
particularly, the oxygen injection system. The results of a demonstration project conducted to determine
the effectiveness of the system in Savannah Harbor were inconclusive. The slight increase in dissolved
oxygen in the vicinity of the oxygen injection system was shown to be within the normal range of natural
variability due to tidal influences and could not be definitively attributed to the oxygen injection system
itself. Furthermore, the long-term effectiveness and viability of a mechanical oxygen injection system in a
tidal brackish water environment is highly questionable. The minimal net improvement in DO predicted
by the model may not be sufficient to warrant the initial cost of the system or the long-term
maintenance costs. Additionally, DNR believes DO levels may deteriorate more than expected after the
proposed deepening of the channel and require operation of the oxygen injection system for a longer
period of time than the proposed 3-month interval during late summer-early fall. Longer periods of low
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flow and high temperature are anticipated in an era of climate change and will be magnifiers of the
already existing water quality problems. Instead of reliance on an oxygen injection system, DNR
recommends that adverse impacts to DO levels be minimized by deepening the project to no more than -
45 ft.

Response: While the injection of oxygen into an estuary to improve dissolved oxygen levels is a
relatively new concept, the technology involved in the oxygen injection process is not. The Corps
believes that oxygen injection can be used to eliminate the incremental effects of harbor deepening on
the dissolved oxygen regime in Savannah Harbor. This belief is based on both the field demonstration of
the oxygen injection equipment that would be used in Savannah Harbor and the subsequent water
quality modeling of the effects of oxygen injection on dissolved oxygen levels throughout the water
column. The Monitoring Plan provides for an evaluation of the predictions made with respect to the
effects of harbor deepening on dissolved oxygen levels as well as an evaluation (Transfer Efficiency
Study) of how well the oxygen injection system is performing. The Adaptive Management Plan would
permit modifications to the oxygen injection system if that is determined to be required. Modifications
to the oxygen injection system could include changes to the amount of oxygen that is injected,
modification of the equipment, changes in the locations of the oxygen injections sites, changes in the
number of oxygen injection sites, etc.

The oxygen injection system is not designed to produce a large net increase in dissolved oxygen levels in
the harbor. The system is designed to ameliorate the adverse effects of harbor deepening on dissolved
oxygen levels in Savannah Harbor by raising dissolved oxygen levels approximately 0.36-0.43 mg/l. The
costs to construct and operate the oxygen injection system were included in the project costs.

The dissolved oxygen system is designed to only mitigate the impacts of harbor deepening, not to
address changes in the estuary over time caused by other factors.

See also other responses to comments regarding dissolved oxygen issues.
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759-BB-48-EV24

Comment: DNR also is concerned that some or all of the flow-altering modifications could have
unintended consequences that result in additional adverse impacts to natural resources. Significantly,
the modifications proposed to reduce salinity intrusion into the Back River to protect tidal and managed
freshwater wetlands could result in increased salinity intrusion into the Front and lower Middle rivers,
where both juvenile and adult SNS are known to concentrate, particularly during the winter when
temperatures are below 22° C. In fact, Table 5-30 shows that the loss of adult SNS habitat in winter
would be much greater with the flow alterations (maximum loss of 439 acres for the 48-ft alternative)
than without them (maximum loss of 44 acres for the 48-ft alternative). Conversely, the loss of adult SNS
habitat in summer and juvenile SNS habitat in winter is predicted to be less with the proposed flow-
alterations than without them.

Response: Concur. The Corps evaluated the potential flow-altering features across and their effects
across all environmental resources, substantially increasing the complexity of the analysis. Features
were evaluated for their potential effects on, among others, salinity, dissolved oxygen, and habitat of
four representative species. The proposed flow diversions would provide a gain in Shortnose sturgeon
summer habitat while there would be a loss in winter habitat. While there would be a loss of Shortnose
sturgeon winter habitat, the flow diversions would create beneficial conditions from an overall fishery
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standpoint. The final impact evaluation for the mitigation plan identified the effects of the proposed
action on all significant resources.

759-BB-48-EV25

Comment: The deepening alternative that is predicted to have the least negative impact on SNS habitat
overall, including adults and juveniles during winter and summer, is the 44-ft alternative, which would
result in a net loss of approximately 60 acres of SNS habitat with flow-altering mitigation, and 151 acres
without flow alterations. By comparison, the NED Plan, the 47-ft alternative, is predicted to result in a
net loss of 473 acres of SNS habitat overall with the proposed flow alterations, or a loss of 545 acres
without flow alterations. The locally preferred plan, the 48-ft alternative, would result in even greater net
losses of SNS habitat overall. DNR considers the magnitude of these impacts to the habitat of shortnose
sturgeon to be unacceptable, with or without mitigation.

Response: The opposition of the SC DNR to the 47-foot and 48-foot projects even with mitigation —as a
result of adverse impacts on Shortnose sturgeon habitat -- is acknowledged.

759-BB-48-EV26, 759-BB-48-EV27, 759-BB-48-EV28

Comment: Other unintended consequences of flow alterations also are likely. Recent and ongoing
tagging studies suggest that SNS may move freely between the Front, Middle and Back rivers via
Steamboat Cut and Rifle Cut. If this proves to be the case, closing Rifle Cut could impede this movement,
and limit SNS access to suitable foraging and nursery habitat. In addition, DNR field biologists recently
have reported that the upper end of the sediment basin immediately below the Tidegate has already
filled in to a large extent, particularly along the sides of the basin, and that any further deposition of
sediments in this area could present another impediment to SNS migration throughout the system.
Furthermore, DNR is concerned about the potential impact of open-water disposal of dredged material
on water quality in the Back River. This could exacerbate recurring episodes of hypoxia in this area, and
worsen shoaling in upstream portions of Back River by increasing the deposition of fine-grained
sediments there.

Response: Closure of Rifle Cut is part of the flow diversion mitigation and is designed to impede the
flow of salty water from Middle River into Little Back River. Although Shortnose sturgeon would be
blocked from using this passage from Middle River to Little Back River, they would still have access to all
waterways in the study area.

The sill in Back River would not impede the movement of fish. The sill would be gradually sloping (not a
vertical wall) and have approximately 6-10 feet of water over it at low tide.

Material used to construct the sill in Back River would be clean dredged material low in fines (silt).
Construction of the sill would occur outside of the fish spawning season, especially the Striped bass
spawning season (1 April-15 May).

759-BB-48-EV29, 759-BB-48-EV30

Comment: As noted above, USACE also proposes to construct a sill near the mouth of the Middle River
to protect important nursery habitat for juvenile SNS from adverse impacts. The intended purpose of this
sill is to minimize the predicted increase in salinity in the lower portion of Middle River as a result of
deepening. USACE proposes to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts to SNS
foraging and nursery habitat by constructing a fish passage structure around the New Savannah Bluff
Lock and Dam (NSBLD) near Augusta, GA, at a projected cost of 56.3 million. The structure described in
section 5.3.2 as "a rock ramp fishway" would be located on the SC side of the river, and would
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theoretically provide SNS access to approximately 20 miles of upstream spawning habitat. DNR believes
the likelihood that this approach would be successful in passing SNS is highly doubtful. While such a fish
passage structure might benefit other migratory fish, its success in passing SNS has never been
demonstrated. Because of its unproven success, DNR is opposed to implementing active fish passage as
mitigation for unavoidable impacts to SNS habitat, and believes that the best approach to protecting SNS
habitat would be to minimize those impacts by selecting either the "no action" alternative or the 44-ft
deepening alternative with flow-altering mitigation.

Response: The Fishery Interagency Coordination Team concluded that construction of a fish bypass at
the New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam was an acceptable means of mitigation in regards to the adverse
impacts of the SHEP on the Shortnose sturgeon. The Off-Channel Rock Ramp design was selected as the
best alternative to provide opportunity for Shortnose sturgeon to navigate the river past the dam. The
Corps has not seen any scientific literature that suggests that this structure would not provide such
opportunity. The Monitoring Plan includes provisions to monitor Shortnose sturgeon use of the
structure as well as their success in moving to upstream spawning grounds. The Adaptive Management
Plan provides the means to modify the fishway if required, or evaluate other mitigation measures if
necessary.

Additional evaluations that the Corps performed since release of the DEIS has led Savannah District to
conclude that the Middle River sill would not be cost effective. The structure would provide no adult
summer or winter SNS habitat benefits, and only benefit juvenile SNS winter habitat on some depth
alternatives. As a result of this new information and after coordination with NOAA Fisheries, the District
deleted the Middle River sill from the proposed mitigation plan.

The position of the SC DNR that selection of the No Action or the 44-foot project is the best approach to
protecting Shortnose sturgeon habitat is acknowledged. As explained in a previous response, the EIS
must present a discussion of all five deepening alternatives including their environmental impacts and
associated mitigation plans so decision makers can compare this information to the project costs and
benefits for each alternative.
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759-BB-48-EV31

Comment: While impacts to SNS would be minimized by selecting either the "no action" alternative or
the 44-ft alternative, modeling results presented in the DEIS Table 5-36 suggest that the overall net loss
of striped bass habitat including suitable habitat for spawning, eggs and larvae would be less with the
45-ft alternative (net loss of 0 acres for all life stages combined) than with the 44-ft alternative (net loss
0f219 acres for all life stages combined). This seeming anomaly is a result of the proposal to increase
freshwater flow down the Middle and Back rivers by dredging McCoy Cut and the upper reaches of the
Middle and Little Back rivers as part of the flow altering mitigation plan for the 45-ft alternative (Plan
6A), but not for the 44-ft alternative (Plan 6B). Striped bass is an important recreational species whose
population in the lower Savannah River has been drastically reduced by earlier dredging operations and
flow-altering modifications to the system. Because of the predicted increase in suitable habitat for the
survival of striped bass eggs and larvae, DNR would consider the 45-ft alternative, with the proposed
flow alterations, to be environmentally acceptable, as well - provided USACE contributes supplemental
funding to GA Department of Natural Resources (GADNR) ongoing striped bass stocking program in
order to adequately compensate for all unavoidable impacts to striped bass habitat as described in
Appendix C.
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Response: The potential acceptability of the 45-foot project to the SC DNR based on the predicted
increase in suitable habitat for Striped bass eggs and larvae is acknowledged. This potential
acceptability is based on implementation of the mitigation plan for the project including flow diversion
and payment to GA DNR for stocking Striped bass fingerlings.

759-BB-48-EV32, 759-BB-48-EV33

Comment: As noted in the DEIS, closing Rifle Cut would lengthen the transit time and distance travelled
by recreational boaters currently using Rifle Cut to reach the Back River from the only public boat ramp
in this area at Houlihan Bridge on the Front River. USACE proposes to mitigate for this impact on
recreational boating by constructing a new boat ramp on the north side of Hutchinson Island on the Back
River. USACE then would turn over the site to Chatham County, which would operate the facility in
perpetuity. If the deepening project is approved in some form and Rifle Cut is, in fact, closed as one of the
flow-altering modifications, DNR would support the boat ramp proposal; however, our greater concern is
that the indirect impacts to natural resources be minimized by limiting any deepening to no more than -
44 or -45 ft. However, DNR is concerned about the proposal to turn the boat ramp over to the local
county without providing continuing funding for maintenance, especially during a period when local
governments are struggling financially. A funding mechanism to support the local government's
operation of the boat ramp in perpetuity should be identified.

Response: The support of the SC DNR for construction of the boat ramp on Hutchinson Island on Back
River as mitigation for loss of recreational boating access due to the closure of Rifle Cut is
acknowledged.

The boat ramp would be turned over to Chatham County for operation and maintenance. Chatham
County has not requested any compensation for maintenance of the boat ramp.
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759-BB-48-EV34

Comment: It is also acknowledged that invasive, non-native species can adversely impact the
environment, the economy and, in some cases, human health. Nevertheless, the DEIS concludes that
there would be no additional risk from the introduction of invasive species through ballast water since
there is no projected increase in the number of vessels expected to call on the port of Savannah as a
result of the proposed deepening. This conclusion is apparently based on the unsubstantiated
assumption that the volume of ballast water is related only to the number of vessels calling on the port.
Absent a comparison of the volume of ballast water currently carried and discharged into the port by the
smaller vessels (in aggregate) vs. the volume of ballast water projected to be carried and discharged into
the port by the fewer larger vessels (in aggregate) that are expected, the conclusion of "no additional
risk" is without any rational basis. The possibility that larger vessels might actually carry and discharge
more ballast water than smaller vessels would seem to further weaken that conclusion. In addition to
any change in the volume of ballast water expected, other factors that should be considered are any
projected changes in vessel speed and origin of ballast water; Any increase in vessel speed would
presumably result in decreased transit time, thus increasing the probability of survival and delivery of
invasive species propagules. Any projected change in the origin of ballast water also could affect
propagule survival, as well as determine which species might be introduced. In summary, DNR believes
the conclusion of "no additional risk" is not substantiated by evidence presented in the DEIS, and
recommends that further analysis and discussion of the ballast water issue be included in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement.
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Response: Concur. The discussion in the FEIS has been revised to more adequately assess the possibility
of non-native species being introduced into Savannah Harbor as result of ballast water discharges.

759-BB-48-EV35

Comment: The DEIS states that, currently.. . . ballast water exchange is the only effective management
tool to reduce the risk of ballast-mediated invasion. However, it is widely acknowledged that ballast
water exchange is not completely effective in eliminating the risk of introducing non-native species.6
Other treatment technologies, such as filtration, heating, ultraviolet light and certain biocides (used
either alone or in combination with ballast water exchange) have the potential to be more effective in
reducing this risk. These technologies and the feasibility of implementing them should be discussed in
greater detail in the DEIS.

Response: Concur. The language in the FEIS has been revised to indicate that ballast water exchange is
then most cost effective management tool to reduce the risk of ballast mediated invasion. Discussion
has also been added to the text to address other potential technologies.

759-BB-48-EV36

Comment: [t s stated in the OEIS that the University of Georgia, Marine Extension Service (MES) has
completed a study designed to monitor for aquatic invasive species in the Port of Savannah, and that the
MES was.... expected to release an Invasive Species Management Plan for the State of Georgia later in
2008. No further mention is made of this plan in the DEIS, however. This plan should be discussed with
respect to its implications for SHEP.

Response: Concur. Discussion has been added to the text to address the major conclusions in the
report “Invasive Species Management Plan for the State of Georgia” and how those conclusions apply to
the SHEP.
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759-BB-48-EV37

Comment: This conclusion is repeated in Appendix S (Essential Fish Habitat). Similarly, it is stated in
Appendix B (Threatened and Endangered Species) that with the implementation of certain conservation
measures and the proposed mitigation plan for SNS, specifically the sill in Middle River and fish passage
at New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam: .. the proposed project may affect, but is not likely to adversely
affect Shortnose or Atlantic sturgeon or their critical habitat. DNR believes that all of these statements
are misleading and should be qualified. Specifically, it should be noted that the proposed mitigation for
SNS (providing fish passage at New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam), even if successful in providing access
to upstream spawning habitat, would not replace the critical nursery and foraging habitat that would be
lost as a result of harbor deepening. Similarly, while the proposed funding of the GADNR striped bass
stocking program would help offset losses to striped bass habitat, it would not replace that lost habitat.

Response: The Corps, through the Fisheries ICT of which SC DNR was a participating member, sought
the views of fisheries experts on potential avenues to restore or create Shortnose sturgeon habitat in
the Savannah Harbor estuary. After extensive coordination, the team could not identify any feasible
measures to implement within the estuary. The team then agreed that restoring access to historic
spawning areas upstream would benefit the population and mitigate for expected habitat losses in the
estuary.
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The statement in Appendix B that “the proposed project may affect but is not likely to adversely affect
Shortnose or Atlantic sturgeon or their critical habitat” refers to the overall population of the species in
the Savannah River. The SHEP with implementation of the mitigation plan is not expected to adversely
affect those species. There is no designated critical habitat for the Shortnose sturgeon or the Atlantic
sturgeon in the Savannah River.

The NMFS prepared a Biological Opinion (BO) which addressed SHEP impacts to Shortnose sturgeon and
Atlantic sturgeon. The NMFS determined that the SHEP was likely to adversely affect both the
Shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon. However, their Jeopardy Analysis concluded that implementation of
the SHEP is not likely to jeopardize the survival of either species in the Savannah River.

NMEFS expects that construction of the fish passage facility at the NSBL&D will result in access to historic
spawning habitat upstream of the dam that is expected to increase spawning activity over the long-
term. Based on these determinations, the NMFS concluded that construction of the SHEP is not likely to
jeopardize the survival and recovery of the Shortnose sturgeon in the Savannah River. With
implementation of the Reasonable and Prudent Measures NMFS identified to protect this species, NMFS
concluded that the overall effect on the species would be acceptable.

The “likely to adversely affect” determination for Atlantic sturgeon is primarily based on NMFS’
estimated incidental take of four Atlantic sturgeon during hopper dredging operations necessary to
construct the SHEP and adverse effects (increase in salinity) to important estuarine foraging habitat for
juveniles and adults. The estimated incidental take of four Atlantic sturgeon during entrance channel
construction would not decrease the overall population of this species in the South Atlantic DPS (Distinct
Population Segment) as there are significant numbers of fish found in the rivers comprising the South
Atlantic DPS range of Atlantic sturgeon. The effects of SHEP on foraging habitat and spawning success of
Atlantic sturgeon are similar to those for the Shortnose sturgeon. Based on these determinations, the
NMFS concluded that construction of the SHEP would not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the
Atlantic sturgeon’s survival in the Savannah River and that the project’s overall effect on the species
would be acceptable.

759-BB-48-EV38

Comment: As stated in the first paragraph of Appendix D: The Savannah Harbor Expansion Project . . .
has the potential to adversely affect nationally important resources. In addition, since predictions are
made about future effects to biological resources, there is a degree of uncertainty about the impacts
which the recommended action would actually produce. Those uncertainties include both the accuracy of
the predictive impact tools and the biological responses that will occur as a result of changes in the
environment. DNR concurs with this assessment of the uncertainty regarding the accuracy of the
hydrodynamic and water quality models used to predict the physical, chemical and biological impacts of
the proposed project and constructed mitigation features. DNR also agrees there is considerable
uncertainty regarding the biological responses to these impacts. Because of this uncertainty, it is
imperative that a comprehensive monitoring and adaptive management strategy be developed,
implemented, and adequately funded, if the deepening project goes forward.

Response: Concur. The SHEP includes a comprehensive Monitoring Plan and Adaptive Management
Plan.
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759-BB-48-ENO1

Comment: DNR generally concurs with the proposed pre-construction monitoring of physical
characteristics and biological resources, in order to update existing information and provide a baseline
for comparison with post-construction monitoring results; however, we question whether the intensive
monitoring of hydrologic parameters within the lower estuary over one lunar cycle, will be sufficient to
evaluate hourly, daily and, especially, monthly variations in the aquatic environment. DNR suggests that
intensive hydrologic monitoring be conducted over a period of at least 2, and preferably 3, lunar cycles.
The estimated cost of any such additional monitoring should be factored into the total pre-construction
monitoring cost.

Response: The proposed intense monitoring over a 28-day lunar cycle would provide sufficient
information to add to the existing dataset to update, review and refine (if necessary) the hydrodynamic
and water quality models for the pre-construction phase of the project.

759-BB-48-EV39

Comment: DNR recommends that Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus), recently proposed to be
listed as an endangered species, and striped bass be added to the list of biological resources to be
monitored. If monitoring of striped bass is already included as a component of the GADNR striped bass
stocking program, which USACE proposes to partially fund as compensatory mitigation for impacts to
this species, this monitoring plan and its relevance to the deepening project should be described in
Appendix D of the DEIS. Development of a monitoring protocol for Atlantic sturgeon should be closely
coordinated with federal and state natural resource agencies. The estimated cost of adding these
monitoring components should be factored into the total monitoring cost of the project.

Response: As requested by the USDI, the Monitoring Plan has been modified to include an assessment
of post-project impacts on the Striped bass. The monitoring data that is collected and the updated
models would be used to evaluate impacts to the Striped bass during years 2,4, and 9 of the Post-
Construction Monitoring. The Atlantic sturgeon was not identified by the Interagency Coordination
Team as a species of concern that should be included in the SHEP monitoring plan. If the Atlantic
sturgeon becomes listed as an endangered species, the Corps would consider including this species in
the monitoring plan.
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759-BB-48-EV40

Comment: No mention is made in Appendix D of a specific monitoring plan, or any associated costs, to
evaluate vegetative species composition and percent cover at the brackish marsh creation site that is
proposed as compensatory mitigation for direct impacts to fringing saltmarsh. This is one of the few
proposed mitigation measures that actually has well-defined success criteria, based on percent cover,
and an identified adaptive management strategy if the success criteria are not met (e.g., planting
Spartina alterniflora). A monitoring plan designed to evaluate the progress and ultimate success of this
project should be included in the "Post-Construction Monitoring" section of this appendix. The estimated
cost of this monitoring component, conducted over a 5-yr period, should be added to the total
monitoring costs.
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Response: Appendix D addresses the monitoring of the marsh restoration site (Disposal Area 1S) to
determine the success of establishing wetland vegetation on the site. This discussion has been revised
to include more details on the monitoring of this site. Additionally, the discussion has been revised to
include evaluation of invasive species that may inhabit the site as well as measures to remove these
species if necessary.

759-BB-48-EV41

Comment: As stated in Appendix D, current estimates for the project construction period range from 3
to 6 years, and that USACE would perform monitoring during construction "for whatever length of time it
takes to construct the project." The cost estimates, however, assume only a 3-year construction period.
DNR is concerned that the project may take considerably longer than 3 years to construct, and that the
cost estimates for this phase of the monitoring plan may be too low. DNR recommends that the cost
estimates for this monitoring phase be based on the maximum estimated duration of construction (6
years).

Response: The Corps concurs that the project my take longer than 3 years to construct. However, the
Corps believes 4 years is a realistic timeframe for construction. Consequently, the Monitoring Plan has
been revised to reflect a four-year monitoring plan for the construction phase. If the construction
extends beyond that period, additional funds would be obtained to continue monitoring during the
construction phase.

759-BB-48-EV42

Comment: Earlier in the main body of the DEIS, however, it is stated that the sediment basin would be
actively filled in with dredged material. This discrepancy should be rectified and explained. In addition, it
should be noted that DNR already has expressed its opposition to using the sediment basin for dredge
spoil disposal because of its potential to further degrade water quality in the Back River.

Response: Please see previous response to this issue. Some dredged sediment would be deposited in
the lower part of the Sediment Basin to construct the broad berm at the lower end of the basin.
Originally, consideration was given to filling in the Sediment Basin with dredged sediment, but plans
were revised to include a sill at the lower end of the basin, followed by natural sedimentation in the
remaining portion.

759-BB-48-EV43

Comment: DNR recommends that post-construction monitoring of: (1) nearshore benthic communities,
(2) fish utilization of oceanward sediment placement sites, and (3) fish distribution and abundance along
the marsh edges be extended from 3 years to 5 years. Cost estimates should be adjusted accordingly.

Response: Monitoring of benthic community recovery at the nearshore placement sites and fish use of
the oceanward placement sites will not be required since placement of dredged sediment at these sites
has been removed from the project. All new work sediment removed from the entrance channel would
be deposited in the Jones/Oysterbed CDF or the approved Offshore Dredged Material Disposal Site
(ODMDS). The fish abundance and distribution study would be conducted during years 1, 3, 5, and 9 of
the Post-Construction Monitoring program and is considered sufficient.

759-BB-48-EV44, 759-BB-48-EV45

Comment: DNR is concerned that the amount of money proposed to be allocated for these, or other,
adaptive management measures may be insufficient, particularly for those mitigation measures that
have a high degree of uncertainty associated with their success such as the oxygen injection system, the
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flow-altering modifications to the system and the fish passage structure at NSBLD. DNR recommends
that funding for these adaptive management measures be increased to at least 15% of the initial cost of
construction, and that funding for this purpose be secured prior to starting the project.

Response: The use of 5 percent and 10 percent of the initial construction costs to estimate the costs to
modify the mitigation features of the project, if required, is considered a reasonable amount. The
adaptive management funds would be used as a group, such that whatever funds are needed to
implement a specific adaptive management action could be used up to the total amount available for
adaptive management.

The various funding mechanisms that could be used to secure upfront contingency funds are being
evaluated. The non-Federal sponsor and the District intend to have adaptive management funds
available if/when they are needed. If the needs exceed the budgeted amounts, the District could seek
additional funds through the normal annual budget process The non-Federal sponsor, acting through
the Georgia Ports Authority, has agreed to set aside, in advance, their cost-shared portion of the
adaptive management funds in an escrow account upon approval of the project. Further explanation of
funding mechanisms is provided in Appendix D.
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759-BB-48-EV46

Comment: If corrective action is required, USACE proposes to conduct post-construction monitoring for
only 1 year after implementing the adaptive management feature. DNR believes monitoring for only 1
year may be insufficient to determine the effectiveness of the corrective action, and recommends that
dedicated funding be provided for monitoring the effects of any adaptive management feature for a
minimum of 3 years.

Response: The Adaptive Management Plan has been revised to indicate that any adaptive management
modification to a SHEP mitigation feature would be monitored for two years after completion of the
modification. Also, the plan provides for monitoring of an adaptive management feature for even
longer should the Corps and the resource agencies determine that to be prudent. See previous
response regarding funding of adaptive management features.

759-BB-48-EV47

Comment: The proposed long-term monitoring plan which is the plan to monitor certain aspects of the
project on an annual basis beyond the initial 5-year post-construction monitoring period seems
inadequate in that the cost of this monitoring component is only projected for one year, with funding in
subsequent years presumably dependent on annual appropriations. DNR recommends that the total cost
of long-term monitoring, as well as the cost of continued operation and maintenance for each mitigation
component, be projected over the entire life of the project, and that this funding be secured prior to
starting the deepening project.

Response: All long-term monitoring as well as maintenance of the various mitigation features would
become part of the Operation and Maintenance Program for the Savannah Harbor Navigation Project.
Operation and Maintenance funds are requested annually two years ahead of the year in which the
funds would be received. It is not possible to obtain “upfront” Operation and Maintenance funds.
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December 7, 2010

Center

Fox ALLGENERATIONS
Mr. William Bailey
ATTN: PD ;
Corps of Engineers, Savannah District
100 W. Oglethorpe Ave.
Savannah, GA 31401-3640

Re: Savannah Harbor Deepening
Tier IT Environmental Impact Statement, draft
Jasper County, South Carolina
SHPO Project No. 03-VM0063

Dear Mr. Bailey:

Thank you for your letter of November 15, which we received on November 17, regarding the
above-referenced project. We also received a copy of the draft Tier II Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) as supporting documentation for this undertaking. The State Historic
Preservation Office is providing comments to the Corps of Engineers pursuant to Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act and its implementing regulations, 36 CFR 800.
Consultation with the SHPO is not a substitution for consultation with Tribal Historic
Preservation Offices, other Native American tribes, local governments, or the public.

As the proposed project will occur in both South Carolina and Georgia, we understand that all
Section 106 consultation will be coordinated between our office and the Georgia State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO). Therefore, the comments in this letter only reference those portions
of the overall project that have an area of potential effect (APE) in South Carolina.

Our office concurs with the determination in the DEIS on the “Previously Disturbed Areas within
the Area of Potential Effect for which No Historic Property Investigations are Proposed”

(sections 4.10.3 and 5.12.2). We understand that the following cultural resources investigations
will be coordinated with our office:

o Full-channel-width Dredging Area (SC waters)—Stations +41+500 to +49+500:
Previous underwater archaeological survey identified two anomalies/targets that will be
relocated and assessed for their eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places.

: These targets are SH-R16-2 and SH-R17N-1. ’

o Meeting Areas (GA and SC Waters—Stations +55+000 to +68+500): Two Confederate
crib obstructions were identified in a 2005 underwater archaeological survey of this
portion of the project. Our office concurs that these crib obstructions are eligible for
listing in the National Register. It is not clear from the DEIS if these historic properties
will be affected by the project. Additional consultation with our office is needed on this
portion of the project. ;
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o New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam Fish Ladder: The Corps will construct a fish ladder
at the New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam as part of the environmental mitigation of this
project. The Corps will conduct a cultural resources survey prior to construction.
Additional consultation with our office is needed on this portion of the project.

Our office concurs with the determination that the proposed Savannah Harbor Deepening project
will have an adverse effect on the CSS Georgia, a Confederate naval vessel listed in the National
Register and located in the waters of both Georgia and South Carolina. We also concur with the
Corps’ proposal to mitigate the adverse effects on the CSS Georgia by conducting data recovery
and conservation of the ship and associated artifacts. A draft timeline of the steps in mitigation is
included in the DEIS.

In preparation for this complex undertaking, our office consulted with the Corps of Engineers in
2005 and 2006 on a programmatic agreement designed to manage the effects to historic
properties. We request that the Corps update our office and consult with us on a revised
programmatic agreement that encompasses the studies and the revised project area.

We look forward to continuing to work with the Corps on this project. If you have any questions,
please contact me at (803) 896-6183 or dobrasko@scdah.state.sc.us.

Sincerely,

edasiadn Wovaoho

Rebekah Dobrasko
Supervisor of Compliance, Tax Incentives, and Survey
State Historic Preservation Office

cc: Chris Amer, SCIAA
Barbara Neal, SCOHEC-OCRM
Dean Moss, Savannah River Maritime Commission
Elizabeth Shirk, GA SHPO
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South Carolina State Historic Preservation Officer

559-MM-01-EV01

Comment: Meeting Areas (GA and SC Waters-8tations +55+000 to +68+500): Two Confederate crib
obstructions were identified in a 2005 underwater archaeological survey of this portion of the project.
Our office concurs that these crib obstructions are eligible for listing in the National Register. It is not
clear from the DEIS if these historic properties will be affected by the project. Additional consultation
with our office is needed on this portion of the project.

Response: The two Confederate crib obstructions are included among the cultural resources addressed

by the Programmatic Agreement; any additional coordination will be carried out in accordance with the
procedures outlined in the Agreement.
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VIA OVERNIGHT DELIVERY AND ELECTRONIC MAIL

January 24, 2011

Mr. William G. Bailey

ATTN: PD

Savannah District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
100 West Oglethorpe Ave

Savannah, GA 31401

RE: Comments on GRR and Draft Tier II EIS for the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project

Dear Mr. Bailey:

The Review and Oversight Commission on the South Carolina State Ports Authority is a joint legislative commission
tasked with ensuring the promotion, development and operation of the state’s current and future harbors and seaports in
accordance with all applicable laws and regulations. In keeping its charge, the Commission has reviewed the SHEP
DEIS. Our members have grave concerns with what we find to be an unbalanced and unsound study.

The Commission has numerous questions about the study’s assumptions, methodology and conclusions, and will seek
answers before the final EIS is released. However, we are doubtful our concerns can be adequately addressed in the
current project and believe the applicant should withdraw the application, significantly amend it, and resubmit. For
purposes of this letter, we include three arcas we believe will have the greatest effect on South Carolina’s residents:

D

2)

Environmental. The Corps identifies impacts upon the habitats of Shortnose Sturgeon and Striped Bass and
upon tidal freshwaters and brackish marsh. Recreational fishermen and boaters would be affected by increased
vessel traffic and dredging. The harbor’s dissolved oxygen would decrease, while proposed techniques to restore
dissolved oxygen have not been thoroughly vetted. Relating to federal and state law, the Commission notes that
of the twenty-three federal and state environmental laws that apply, the draft complies with just eight. The
environmental damage caused by the SHEP as planned means that no future project could be permitted on
the Savannah River, including the deepening needed to accommodate two-way post-Panamax traffic at the
Jasper Ocean Terminal.

Economic. The Corps fails to reconcile the severe and dangerous limitations imposed by its imprudent
recommendations for draft, channel width, vessel speed and single-lane layout. On the contrary, the Corps
wrongly implies that the channel could accommodate significant numbers of the largest post-Panamax ships. The
Corps” defective channel models are neither wide enough nor deep enough to allow for unencumbered use by
these vessels. The Commission is astonished to find the Corps believes that the Georgia Ports Authority
would enjoy the same growth in container traffic regardless of whether or not the SHEP is completed. If
this is accurate, why would taxpayers spend a dime to make any “improvements” to the Savannah? Finally, it is
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bewildering to see that the DEIS’s ‘Need for and Objective of Action” — essentially why the project is necessary —
contains just 11 sentences.

3) Navigability. The Commission finds that of study’s plentiful inconsistencies, a daunting number concern
navigability. Tonnage estimates suggest the use of post-Panamax ships with drafts of 50 feet, but the DEIS itself
shows ships with drafts as low as 46 feet would run aground, even in normal weather conditions. The ill-advised
single-lane plan is inefficient and its passing lanes fell short of expectations during simulations. If built to study
specifications, the channel would not accommodate the number of ships upon which many of the benefits of
the project are based. The Commission is alarmed to find a recommendation for an “acceptable level of risk of
accidents” is not in keeping with published U.S. Army Corps of Engineers standards for channel width and depth.
These standards are designed to provide a minimum margin of safety, but it seems they were conveniently
disregarded for this project.

Additionally, the Commission is baffled by the Corps’ blatant and unjustified dismissal of a Jasper Ocean Terminal.
While discussed within the DEIS, the Corps fails to consider the JOT as a viable alternative. The Corps’ repudiation of
the JOT is abundantly clear from the Corps’ published plans for dredge disposal: proposed dredge disposal sites
are the very same sites upon which a JOT would be built. To add insult to injury, these sites would be used for
disposal until 2060. We also question the likelihood of the Corps ever approving taking these 1,500 acres of upland
disposal out of use for maintenance dredging capacity because the replacement capacity would need to be cost neutral for
the federal government.

There are ongoing negotiations between South Carolina and Georgia to build a Jasper Ocean Terminal, and this week
officials in both states reaffirmed their commitment to that project. Given the improbability that leaders in the State of
Georgia sat quietly by as the contradictory expectations of the DEIS were made public, our Commission questions their
commitment to the project. Further, the Corps plans to use the JOT site for dredge disposal, while the 2007 Water
Resources Development Act reads, in pertinent part:

SEC. 4084. SAVANNAH RIVER, SOUTH CAROLINA AND GEORGIA. (a) In General- The
Secretary shall determine the feasibility of carrying out projects-- (1) to improve the Savannah River for
navigation and related purposes that may be necessary to support the location of container cargo and
other port facilities to be located in Jasper County, South Carolina, in the vicinity of Mile 6 of the
Savannah Harbor entrance channel, and (2) to remove from the proposed Jasper County port site the
easements used by the Corps of Engineers for placement of dredged fill materials for the Savannah
Harbor Federal navigation project.

The Commission maintains that improvements to the Savannah River must: 1) provide more acceptable levels of
environmental impact and commensurate mitigation, 2) be based upon reconcilable economic methodology; and 3)
demonstrate clearly that navigation would be cost-effective, efficient and safe. Further, the plan must make the JOT site
available for its use pursuant to the intergovernmental agreement between South Carolina and Georgia;, must, by a date
certain, remove easements upon it (as the Corps is authorized to do in the 2007 WRDA); and must make the JOT
accessible by post-Panamax traffic.

Sincerely,

Tow) & o

Lawrence K. Grooms
Chairman
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Review and Oversight Commission On the South Carolina State Ports Authority
Page 1

695-MR-05-EV01

Comment: Environmental. The Corps identifies impacts upon the habitats of Shortnose Sturgeon and
Striped Bass and upon tidal freshwaters and brackish marsh. Recreational fishermen and boaters would
be affected by increased vessel traffic and dredging. The harbor’s dissolved oxygen would decrease,
while proposed techniques to restore dissolved oxygen have not been thoroughly vetted. Relating to
federal and state law, the Commission notes that of the twenty-three federal and state environmental
laws that apply, the draft complies with just eight. The environmental damage caused by the SHEP as
planned means that no future project could be permitted on the Savannah River, including the deepening
needed to accommodate two-way post-Panamax traffic at the Jasper Ocean Terminal.

Response: The environmental impacts identified in this comment, e.g., impacts to fish, marsh, dissolved
oxygen, and mitigation for these impacts, are fully addressed in the FEIS, especially Section 5.0, and
various appendices including C, Mitigation Planning, D, Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan, and
others. See also other responses to comments on these issues.

The general comment about compliance with only eight of twenty-three environmental laws is unclear
because the laws are not specified. Section 6.0 of the FEIS, which is a non-exhaustive listing, documents
project compliance with more than twenty federal and state environmental laws and executive orders.

Environmental evaluations were conducted in accordance with NEPA and Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508), the platform for ensuring
compliance with applicable environmental laws and regulations. Additional procedural steps were also
taken as a result of the conditional authorization of this project (WRDA 1999). Those include the
requirement that the Secretary of the Interior, Secretary of Commerce, Secretary of Army, and
Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency approve the selected plan and verify that the
associated mitigation plan adequately addresses its potential environmental impacts. The
environmental impact/mitigation planning process included comprehensive assessment, avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation components. This process has also included years of close coordination
with pertinent federal and state agencies, as well as a host of other stakeholders. Given this lengthy
cooperation among so many interested parties, the District is satisfied that all evaluations were
conducted in full compliance with required environmental laws.

The DEIS will be modified and revised as appropriate to resolve the comments received during public
review [resulting in the FEIS]. The Record of Decision [ROD] is the final step in the NEPA process and is
only issued after the FEIS has been approved, with recognition that the action is in full compliance with
all applicable laws and regulations.

Construction of the proposed action does not preclude further development on the Savannah River or
the permitting of future projects including a Jasper Terminal. The cumulative impact evaluation includes
an assessment of past, present, and future actions and the associated acceptable levels of impacts. The
cumulative impact evaluation for this project did not identify any resource for which the project impacts
with mitigation would approach an unacceptable threshold. See also other responses to comments
regarding a Jasper Terminal, many of which discuss the permitting that would be necessary for such a
facility.
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695-MR-05-ENO1, 695-MR-05-EC01

Comment: Economic. The Corps fails to reconcile the severe and dangerous limitations imposed by its
imprudent recommendations for draft, channel width, vessel speed and single-lane layout. On the
contrary, the Corps wrongly implies that the channel could accommodate significant numbers of the
largest post-Panamax ships. The Corps" defective channel models are neither wide enough nor deep
enough to allow for unencumbered use by these vessels. The Commission is astonished to find the Corps
believes that the Georgia Ports Authority would enjoy the same growth in container traffic regardless of
whether or not the SHEP is completed. If this is accurate, why would taxpayers spend a dime to make any
“improvements” to the Savannah? Finally, it is bewildering to see that the DEIS"s ,Need for and
Objective of Action* — essentially why the project is necessary — contains just 11 sentences.

Response: With regard to the channel safety (width and depth) comment, please see other responses
to comments on these issues, especially responses to comments by the Savannah River Maritime
Commission. In addition, the channel was designed in accordance with Corps of Engineers’ Design
Standards and Procedures outlined in EM-1110-2-1613. Final channel dimensions and navigation
requirements were developed using the Corps’ state-of-the-art ship simulation, with input from the
Savannah Harbor Pilots Association (SHPA). Since those pilots guide vessels through the harbor on a
daily basis, they are thoroughly familiar with environmental conditions that affect the way vessels
handle in this particular harbor. The use of ship simulators to establish final design parameters for
deep-draft navigation channels is the standard practice worldwide and ensures that channels are safe
and economical and minimize environmental impact and long-term maintenance requirements. The use
of ship simulators also provides the harbor pilots who would actually use the channel with the
opportunity to provide input into the design and ensure the navigability and safety of the channel. The
existing channel dimensions can accommodate meeting of a deepening design vessel (Post-Panamax
Generation 2 with a 140' beam) and a smaller vessel. Ship simulation verified that the inner harbor
channel could be widened at 3 bends to maintain two-way traffic capability after deepening for a design
vessel and smaller vessel. The entrance channel would be wide enough for two design vessels to meet.
Two meeting areas are included to allow two design vessels to meet in the inner harbor.

With regard to the portion of the comment relating to growth in container traffic, the District evaluates
its water resource projects from a National Economic Development (NED) perspective which, in essence,
is the alternative [meeting project objectives] having the greatest net economic benefits [benefits minus
costs]. In this instance, the NED benefits are comprised primarily of the reduced transportation costs
resulting from removing the current constraints of draft. It is important to note that these economic
benefits accrue from the use of larger, more cost-effective container ships, not an increase in the
number of containers. The savings are presumably passed on to US consumers and businesses in the
form of lower prices. In determining the NED, analysts are mindful not to claim benefits if a project
would merely redistribute commerce from one port to another rather than actually increase the size of
the market.

In recent years, additional analyses have been undertaken which focus on Regional Economic
Development [RED]. In doing so, analysts calculate the economic impacts to the region that could result
from the funds expended to construct a project. The primary effects measured in a RED analysis include
jobs and worker income. Chapter 8 of the Economic Appendix describes regional economic impacts.

The District conducted a multi-port analysis of alternate ports and networks. That analysis indicated
that most of the cargo imported and exported through Savannah served a distinct hinterland. After
evaluating the total transportation costs to serve several key hubs in the hinterland, the analysis
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concluded that deepening Savannah Harbor would likely not result in sufficient savings in transportation
costs to cause cargo to divert from other ports. A deepening project would allow the same volume of
cargo to be moved more efficiently via larger or more fully-loaded vessels. This basic position is
supported by the present calling of PPX 1 vessels on Savannah in increasing numbers. Those and PPX 2
vessels are anticipated to call in greater numbers once the Panama Canal is enlarged.

The largest capacity vessels calling on the US East Coast [including Garden City Terminal] are expected to
be about 8,000 TEUs. Vessels much larger than 8,000 TEUs are more apt to be deployed on Asia to
Europe and/or Transpacific trade routes. The Economic Appendix [page 51] explains why these larger
vessels are unlikely to call at Savannah, irrespective of SHEP.

Table 42 [Economic Appendix-Page 73] displays the forecasted vessel calls by size class for the “without
project condition” and for each of the deepening alternatives. The transportation costs of keeping the
channel at its present depth is compared to same for each of the depth options to derive its project
savings (benefits).

With regard to the need and objective comment, FEIS Section 2.0 provides a concise explanation of the
purpose and need for this action.

Page 2

695-MR-05-EN02

Comment: Navigability. The Commission finds that of study’s plentiful inconsistencies, a daunting
number concern navigability. Tonnage estimates suggest the use of post-Panamax ships with drafts of 50
feet, but the DEIS itself shows ships with drafts as low as 46 feet would run aground, even in normal
weather conditions. The ill-advised single-lane plan is inefficient and its passing lanes fell short of
expectations during simulations. If built to study specifications, the channel would not accommodate the
number of ships upon which many of the benefits of the project are based. The Commission is alarmed to
find a recommendation for an “acceptable level of risk of accidents” is not in keeping with published U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers standards for channel width and depth. These standards are designed to
provide a minimum margin of safety, but it seems they were conveniently disregarded for this project.

Response: As stated previously, the deeper channels conform to US Army Corps of Engineers design
guidelines. The channel was designed in accordance with Corps of Engineers’ Design Standards and
Procedures outlined in EM-1110-2-1613. Final channel dimensions and navigation requirements were
developed using the Corps’ state-of-the-art Ship Simulator with input from the Savannah Harbor Pilots
Association (pilots that regularly guide vessels through Savannah Harbor). The use of ship simulators to
establish final design parameters for deep-draft navigation channels is the standard practice worldwide
and ensures that channels are safe and economical and result in minimal environmental impact and long
term maintenance requirements. The use of ship simulators also provides the harbor pilots who will
actually use the channel with the opportunity to provide input into the design and ensure the
navigability and safety of the channel. The District also consulted the US Coast Guard, who stated that
they had no concerns with the safety of vessels using the proposed channel design. The US Army Corps
of Engineers, US Coast Guard, and Savannah Harbor Pilots Association are confident that the proposed
deeper channel would allow safe passage of the design vessel and the entire fleet of deep-draft vessels
projected to call at Savannah.
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The existing channel dimensions can accommodate meeting the deepening design vessel (Post-Panamax
Generation 2; 140' beam) and a smaller vessel. Two meeting areas are also included to provide for
meeting of two design vessels.

Please see also other responses to comments on these issues, especially responses to comments by the
Savannah River Maritime Commission.

695-MR-05-EV02

Comment: Additionally, the Commission is baffled by the Corps* blatant and unjustified dismissal of a
Jasper Ocean Terminal. While discussed within the DEIS, the Corps fails to consider the JOT as a viable
alternative. The Corps’ repudiation of the JOT is abundantly clear from the Corps’ published plans for
dredge disposal: proposed dredge disposal sites are the very same sites upon which a JOT would be built.
To add insult to injury, these sites would be used for disposal until 2060. We also question the likelihood
of the Corps ever approving taking these 1,500 acres of upland disposal out of use for maintenance
dredging capacity because the replacement capacity would need to be cost neutral for the federal
government.

Response: The SHEP NEPA alternatives analysis and Clean Water Act practicable alternatives analysis
fully considered a proposed Jasper Terminal. Among other things, the Regional Port Analysis specifically
evaluated current and projected port capacity, demand, and growth, and environmental impacts and
constraints for other South Atlantic ports (Norfolk, VA; Wilmington, NC; Charleston, SC; Savannah, GA;
and Jacksonville, FL) and a proposed Jasper Terminal (GRR, Appendix A, Attachment 6, Final Report). In
addition, the information regarding analysis of a Jasper Terminal was analyzed in a study of the potential
costs and environmental impacts of locating the project at one of eight different sites along the
Savannah River (four on the South Carolina side, four on the Georgia side). EIS Section 3.0 and Appendix
0. Among the conclusions reached as a result of the Regional Port Analysis, the Multiport Analysis, and
the analysis of eight alternative sites for the project along the Savannah River were the following: a
Jasper Terminal would not be cost effective when compared to improving Savannah Harbor based on
the high cost involved (now estimated at $4 billion including the cost of constructing the new
transportation infrastructure that would have to be built), and the timing (a Jasper Terminal does not
exist at present and cannot be constructed in time to meet the growth in demand occurring through
Savannah Harbor).

Appendix O [2005] makes no reference to the “Jasper Terminal” because the document was completed
before the term “Jasper” was used in its description. The following locations for a new terminal were
evaluated in Appendix O:

Georgia - Garden City Terminal, East Coast Terminal, Ocean Terminal, Elba Island, Brunswick;

South Carolina- Disposal Area 12A, Disposal Areas 14A/B (this is the site of what is now currently
proposed for a Jasper Terminal), Tybee Island National Wildlife Refuge (NWR), and other locations.

It should also be noted that the SHEP and a Jasper Terminal are not viewed by the Joint Project Office as
opposing alternatives. Rather, the JPO believes both ports are needed. A March 11, 2011 “Update”
from the Jasper Ocean Terminal Joint Project Office, contains numerous statements that SHEP is
necessary and beneficial for a Jasper Terminal project (“The development of the Jasper site is predicated
on the success of ports in Savannah and Charleston. A completed SHEP and the planned expansion of
Charleston are the first steps . . . ."”). The Update states that the Jasper Terminal will handle container
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volumes in excess of what an improved (deepened) Savannah Harbor or Charleston Harbor could
handle. The Update also confirms that the Jasper Ocean Terminal will cost $4 billion (a more recent
estimate by the SCSPA is S5 billion).

The Georgia Department of Transportation has requested that the District relinquish its sediment
disposal rights for Dredged Material Containment Areas 14A and 14B [presently proposed site for a
Jasper Terminal]. The District is providing technical information to the Joint Project Office to identify an
alternate disposal site to replace this sediment storage lost capacity for Savannah Harbor, as well as the
mitigation features [from previous projects] that those sites presently provide. The District has advised
GA DOT and the Joint Project Office that it would not consider releasing the disposal easements until
development of the new container terminal is imminent, i.e. the developer obtains a Section 404
permit. The JPO’s consultant observed that placing new work sediments on Areas 14A and 14B would
save the terminal development project over $400 million by raising its elevation to a workable height.
Therefore, if SHEP is constructed, it could benefit the development of a terminal in Jasper facility by
significantly reducing initial construction costs. Further, the Joint Project Office has stated that a
terminal at Jasper would require a navigation channel deeper that the present 42-foot depth. So the
SHEP project would provide a deeper channel beyond the location of a future terminal in Jasper County,
reducing the costs of developing a functioning terminal if construction occurs.

Development of a container terminal in Jasper County would be challenging. Site development work
would be substantial, since most of the sites along the river were once marsh [which provides a weak
foundation upon which to construct heavy structures]. Road and rail access to the site would need to be
constructed. The Joint Project Office has begun the design studies, but much work remains. The
controlling organization recently extended completion of those needed design studies. The JPO has not
obtained or applied for a Section 404 construction permit. The legislatures in the two states have not
ratified a bi-state compact (as outlined in the Governors’ 2007 Term Sheet). When viewed holistically,
there is still considerable uncertainty about development of a container terminal in Jasper County.

See also other responses regarding alternatives issues including 760-JK-400-EV02, 760-JK-400-EV50, 765-
DC-149-EV28, and 765-DC-149-EV46.
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1. Introduction

This document presents the combined and integrated comments of agencies, interested
parties and representatives of the State of South Carolina relative to the Tier Il Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Savannah Harbor Expansion (DEIS), the
accompanying Draft General Re-Evaluation Report for Savannah Harbor Expansion
(DGRR) and associated attachments and appendices. Both the DEIS and the DGRR are
dated November 2010. Comments on the economic analyses that were provided for this
project in Appendix A of the GRR are contained under separate title, “Comments from
the Savannah River Maritime Commission on the Savannah River Expansion Project
DEIS and GRR - Costs and Economic Benefits, January 21, 2011™.

This document provides comments grouped according to major issues identified by the
Commission at its September 2010 meeting.

The agencies, entities and representatives of the State of South Carolina which have
either participated in discussions pertinent to comments on the DEIS and DGRR and/or
provided written comments on the DEIS and DGRR include the following:

& Department of Natural Resources

& Department of Health and Environmental Control, Division of Water Quality and
Shellfish Management

@ Department of Health and Environmental Control, Office of Ocean and Coastal
Resources Management

State Historic Preservation Officer
Department of Archives and History
Attorney General’s Office

South Carolina State Ports Authority

Lowcountry Economic Alliance

Lowcountry Office of Government, Planning Department

The preparation of this document has been coordinated by the Savannah River Maritime
Commission (SRMC), an agency charged by the State of South Carolina with the
responsibility of representing the interests of the State of South Carolina in all matters
related to the “navigability, depth, dredging, wastewater and sludge disposal and related
collateral issues in regard to the use of the Savannah River as a waterway for ocean-going
container or commerce vessels.”.

Savannah River Maritime Commission
Comments on the Savannah River Expansion Project DEIS and GRR 11
January 21, 2011
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Section 1
Introduction

This document represents an overall State of South Carolina review of the DEIS and the
DGRR. Comments on issues addressed by multiple contributors have been merged and
synthesized to reflect a consensus of opinion, where appropriate. Comments on specific
issues or resource categories have been compiled and integrated, as practical, into unified
narratives where respective issues or resources have been presented in a number of DEIS
or DGRR sections. For example, comments pertinent to water quality are incorporated
into a single narrative instead of separate comments concerning water quality from the
various sections on Alternatives, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences of
the Proposed Action and other portions of the DEIS. Where deemed appropriate,
comments on select appendices are provided as an attachment to this document
(Attachment 1). In addition, all of the verbatim written comments provided by agencies,
entities and representatives of the State of South Carolina are included in this document
in Attachment 2.

In the following sections comments are first presented regarding compliance with
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) related regulations and then comments on
the two DEIS sections on Need for and Objective of Action and Alternatives.
Subsequently, as mentioned above comments are organized for specific resource
categories in an issue based approach that integrates review of the DEIS sections on
Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action, subsections
addressing mitigation and other parts of the DEIS or DGRR as appropriate.

Savannah River Maritime Commission
Comments on the Savannah River Expansion Project DEIS and GRR 1-2
January 21, 2011
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2. General Comments

General

1.

CEQ NEPA Regulations (1502.13) require that the section on Purpose and Need
“specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in
proposing the alternatives including the proposed action.” The DEIS section on
Purpose and Need describes existing conditions and presumed benefits of the
proposed action, and is vague on whether these individually or collectively
comprise the underlying purpose and need. There is no clear statement of the
proposed action’s purpose and need.

CEQ NEPA Regulations (1502.14(a)) require that the proponent agency
“rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the
reasons for their having been eliminated”. The DEIS section on Alternatives
evaluates no “build” alternatives other than deepening the channel to Garden City
(i.e. no other locations for a marine terminal were given serious consideration).
There is no discussion of alternatives that were eliminated from detailed study,
and no reasons are given for their elimination.

Section 1502.14 of the CEQ NEPA Regulations states that the Alternatives
section of the DEIS “should present the environmental impacts of the proposal
and the alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and
providing a clear basis for choice among options by the decision-maker and the
public”. This is not done.

In the Introduction to the 2010 General Re-Evaluation Report (GRR) it states that
“the Panama Canal Expansion Project will be fully operational by 2014, which
will allow passage for vessels with up to 50 feet of draft. The Georgia Ports
Authority has planned and funded improvements at Garden City Terminal to
coincide with the Panama Canal Expansion Project.” Would the GPA be making
this major investment in the Garden City Terminal if it were concerned about the
risk of some other alternative (perhaps a different terminal site) being proposed in
the DEIS?

Environmental

Wetlands

1.

The DEIS states that the Harbor Expansion Project will likely result in impacts to
over 1,200 acres of tidal freshwater wetlands, more than 1,000 acres of brackish
water wetlands, and several acres of tidal saltwater wetlands. Mitigation (by re-
routing freshwater flow from adjacent streams and offering to purchase and
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preserve more than 2,000 acres of existing wetlands) is estimated to reduce the
permanent wetlands impacts to 330 acres of freshwater wetlands and 730 acres
of brackish water wetlands. The re-routing of freshwater flow would have its
own impact (which may be significant) on the environment and this impact was
not evaluated in the DEIS. Further, the use of preservation (for wetlands that are
under no current threat of development) as mitigation for the permanent loss of
hundreds of acres of wetlands is inconsistent with Federal “no net loss” policy.

Essential Fish Habitat

Is

The DEIS contains a paucity of information about impacts to essential fish habitat
or how the project will impact essential fish habitat from a fish accessibility
perspective. Instead the DEIS focused on the mitigation of essential fish habitat
in the majority of the discussion. The lack of detail on the impacts or
consideration of realistic options that would avoid the impacts suggests that the
“full disclosure” intent of NEPA may not have been met.

Extensive areas of essential fish habitat will be lost because of the project. The
mitigation of essential fish habitat through the restoration of inaccessible marsh
habitats or the purchase of woodland does not provide adequate replacement for
the essential fish habitat.

Regarding Shortnose sturgeon, a federally-listed Endangered Species, the Corps
conducted a preliminary review of the 2001 fishway design and confirmed that
conditions had not changed that would reduce its effectiveness or
implementability. Does the Corps have documentation that Shortnose sturgeons
have used fishways in the Savannah River, or any other river of similar
characteristics?

Marine and Estuarine Resources

L

There was a lack of discussion and a lack of recent evaluation of the project’s
impacts on commercial and non-commercial pelagic and benthic invertebrates.
In that this trophic level serves as the base of the food chain, more analysis is
needed to determine the impacts on these resources.

Terrestrial Resources and Shoreline

Tt

Impacts to terrestrial resources and existing shorelines were examined in three
separate USACE documents titled Ship Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah
Harbor Project (2006), Impacts of the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project-
Draft (2006), and Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study-Update
(2010). The studies were designed to determine the impacts that the project
would have on the shorelines of the Confined Sediment Placement/Disposal

R
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Facilities, City Front, Ft. Pulaski, and Tybee Island (Ship Forces on the Shoreline
of the Savannah Harbor Project and Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion
Study-Update) as well as to determine the change in shoreline and sediment
volume and to predict changes in circulation, waves, and potential sediment
transport between the existing and future conditions (Impacts of the Savannah
Harbor Expansion Project-Draft).

Some of the conclusions made in the documents were sound; however, many
were based on unsubstantiated claims. In some cases conclusions were based on
existing conditions without determining the impacts of the proposed conditions.
Comparisons were made between alternatives which were not the proposed
alternative, while ignoring differences in impacts between the existing condition
and the proposed altcrnative. Data which could be used to allow peer review of
some of the models was missing or omitted. Some conclusions were based on
incomplete models and impacts to some resources were not determined because
they were not under the scope of the current study. It remains unclear whether
impacts to these resources were determined. Finally, none of the studies
examined the impacts resulting from the use of Generation 2 post-panamax
vessels within the deepened channel.

The documentation does not clearly quantify the impacts to the Confined
Sediment Placement/Disposal Facilities, City Front, Ft. Pulaski, and Tybee
Island. The conclusions drawn from these studies have not been substantiated
and continuation of the NEPA process without disclosing the potential impacts to
these resources would be in error.

Threatened and Endangered Species

L

The DEIS lacked information that is critical to make an assessment on listed and
candidate species, did not substantiate its determination of non-significant impacts
when adverse impacts were acknowledged, and often relied upon unsubstantiated
assumptions and conclusions to make its determinations. If the assumptions and
conclusions were based on peer-reviewed or project related studies, the DEIS
should cite that source as a basis upon which the assessment occurred.

2. The shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon are examples of the incompleteness of the

assessment. Shortnose sturgeon and Atlantic sturgeon were grouped together for
purposes of assessing impacts from the project. The DEIS justifies the grouping
due to their “similarities in habitat use, distribution throughout the proposed
action area, foraging behavior and prey base, and subsequent risk of take relative
to dredging and trawling operations...” No citations or other reference
information was provided to substantiate this decision to group the species.
Other information provided in the DEIS provides information that contradicts the
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claim that the species are similar enough to group together for impact assessment
purposes. For example, the narrative states that Atlantic sturgeon primarily lead
a marine existence and are therefore more likely to be impacted by hopper
dredges than the more estuarine-based shortnose sturgeon. The document states
that shortnose sturgeon spawn 100 miles upstream of the project area, but also
states that an Atlantic sturgeon larva was found 6.7 km (4 miles) upstream of the
project impact area. This information not only suggests that shortnose and
Atlantic sturgeon spawn in different areas, it also highlights the possibility that
some larva may drift into the project area and may be affected by the upstream
increases in salinity that would occur as a part of this project. Additional
information should be collected to verify the actual location of Atlantic sturgeon
spawning to ensure the project dredging and upstream movement of salinity and
decreases in DO will not deleteriously impact Atlantic Sturgeon.

The impact summary to the Essential Fish Habitat in Appendix S, acknowledges
that the proposed action would have adverse impacts on shortnose sturgeon, an
endangered species. Nonetheless, the text dismisses the adverse impacts as non-
significant without providing sufficient detail as to how the non-significant status
had been applied. Over 400 acres of habitat is expected to be lost to the
shortnose sturgeon alone. Moreover, the lost habitat may have been
underrepresented by the modeling. For example, a baseline level of 3.0 to 4.0
mg/l of dissolved oxygen was used to determine if habitat was available for
shortnose sturgeon. This is a minimum level at which the agencies determined
shortnose sturgeon can survive, but does not necessarily indicate the dissolved
oxygen level that is necessary for foraging, resting, and moving. For example,
the Collins et al. (2001) study of shortnose sturgeon habitat use cited in the
DEIS, reported minimum mean dissolved oxygen levels of 6.36 and 6.45 in areas
where adults and juveniles were found, respectively. In the Appendix N
documentation, Prescott Brownell, from NMFS requested that a range of suitable
habitat thresholds be used for modeling habitat availability. The agency panel
then redacted his comments from the record without providing an adequate basis
for the redaction. The panel decided the current methods were “acceptable for
now.” This comment would suggest that additional work would be necessary in
the future in order to adequately asses the impacts. The narrative does not
provide adequate discussion as to why the pass/fail approach was more adequate
than the range approach suggested by Mr. Brownell.

A number of the state-listed sensitive species were dismissed from further
discussion without sufficiently detailed information to determine if any impacts
would occur and how impacts would be avoided. As an example, the DEIS often
stated that sediment deposition would be conducted in a manner to not interfere
with nesting of various sensitive species. There was no detail provided to
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substantiate this claim. There was no monitoring plan cited nor detailed
deposition plan cited to document that the sensitive species will be avoided.
Modification of presently licensed or future licensed disposal areas will require
endangered species review in with a sufficient level of detail to ensure impacts
will be avoided. Moreover, other sensitive species were dismissed because they
were not known to exist in the project area even when habitat existed that may
support the species. If the habitat requirement is similar to what is found in the
estuary, then surveys should be conducted in impact areas to demonstrate
absence from the habitats. It is impossible to determine impact without knowing
whether or not it exists in the impact areas.

Water Quality (Chlorides in Groundwater)

I

Regulatory officials from both South Carolina and Georgia agree that future
pumping from the Upper Floridan aquifer must decrease in order to limit the
impacts of salt-water intrusion in the coastal area. A recently-released GAEPD
document entitled Coastal Georgia Water and Waste Water Permitting Plan for
Managing Salt-Water Intrusion (2006) indicates that Georgia will reduce
withdrawals from the Upper Floridan aquifer by 5 MGD by the end of 2008;
therefore keeping the pumping rate constant provided a conservative assessment
of future ground-water production in the area.”

Has groundwater use in the Upper Floridan aquifer decreased in Georgia and
South Carolina as assumed in the model and analysis?

Did groundwater withdrawals from the Upper Floridan aquifer decrease by at
least S MGD between 2006 and 2008 in Georgia?

Groundwater use trends and restrictions by GAEPD are discussed in various
sections of the GRR and supporting appendices. There appears to be a lack of
corresponding discussion on groundwater use and restrictions by SDHEC in
South Carolina.

While the overall conclusion that the impacts to groundwater are not expected to
be significant appear reasonably well substantiated, quantifying the increased
flow through the confining unit to 3-4% does not appear to be well substantiated
given the uncertainty in leakage though this unit.

4. In the Draft GRR ( page 150) the following conceptual mitigation measures are

presented:

Deposit channel sediments in nearshore areas where the groundwater
aquifer is near the ocean floor.
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Acquire but not use a permit from the State to withdrawal fresh water
from the Upper Floridan aquifer.

Reduce pumping of groundwater by acquiring — but not using — permitted
rights from industries to remove freshwater from the Upper Floridan
aquifer.

These potential mitigation measures, in particular the last two, have significant
ramifications on water use in the region by reducing overall water availability.
The ability to acquire permitted rights in Georgia and presumably South Carolina,
including existing permitted rights without replacing them with an alternate
source raise significant questions regarding the viability of these conceptual
alternatives.

Water Quality (Chlorides in Surface Water)

I

Available input data relating to chloride/salinity changes over tidal cycles and
over cross-sectional areas of critical river reaches appear to be sparse to absent.
There is reference to proposed or on-going chloride / salinity monitoring,
however these does not appear to be any detail on this monitoring effort. Given
the highly stratified nature of the chloride distribution in conjunction with tidal
effects, understanding the temporal and spatial distribution throughout the
estuary may prove critical to evaluating peak chloride levels at the Abercorn
Creek intake. Clarification on the existing data and any proposed monitoring
would be useful in evaluating potential future impacts at the intake.

As a potential mitigation measure, cost for a supplemental water intake
approximately 10-miles upstream from the current intake was presented in a
document titled “Review and Costs for Supplemental Water Supply — City of
Savannah Intake at Abercorn Creek™ dated 17 Sep 2009. It is not clear if
environmental impacts from this proposed new intake have been evaluated,
including the potential in increase salinity in Abercorn Creek further upstream
from the current intake location.

Water Quality (Dissolved Oxygen)

I

The water quality-related sections of the DEIS include detailed assessments of
the project’s impacts on dissolved oxygen and chloride concentrations. The
analysis relied on models and field testing of mitigation techniques. Much of this
information is useful for identifying the potential water quality impacts and
mitigation strategies. However, the DEIS understates that uncertainty and risks
associated with both the water quality impacts and the proposed mitigation. The
DEIS also does not explicitly consider the manner in which the water quality of
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the harbor is currently being managed and regulated. For example, the DEIS
does not address impact of the project on the 2010 draft TMDL for oxygen-
demanding substances, nor the related regulatory framework for achieving full
compliance of water quality standards.

Much of the DEIS’s analysis of potential water quality is based on models that
are have some capability to predict “average” dissolved oxygen or chloride
conditions, but limited ability to characterize the trends and variability in water
quality. Therefore, it is unclear whether the models are accurately predicting the
critical conditions for water quality protection. The DEIS provided little
indication that model uncertainties were explicitly considered in either predicting
impacts or designing mitigation strategies. This is an especially important
concern for the mitigation of dissolved oxygen impacts, because the proposed
technology is somewhat experimental and of highly uncertain benefit.

The pending dissolved oxygen TMDL is expected to have a major regulatory and
economic impact on both industrial and municipal dischargers, many of which
will have to make large capital investments to reduce wasteloads. It tends to be
controlled by the location in which attainment of dissolved oxygen
concentrations is most difficult. From this perspective, it would not matter if
97% of the system experienced oxygen improvements if the critical location(s)
experienced degradation, or if the wasteload allocations to achieve full
attainment would be lower. The DEIS currently does not allow this
determination. Similarly, it is unclear if how the proposed mitigation approach
would affect the ability of point source dischargers to use the same technology
for TMDL compliance.

The analysis should be revised to (1) more accurately characterize the
uncertainties associated with water quality impacts; (2) more explicitly consider
those uncertainties in designing environmentally conservative mitigation
strategies; and (3) specifically examine the impact on the project on water quality
management of the estuary under the draft 2010 TMDL.

Abstract — Pg 1, 2nd para — “The Corps of Engineers issued a Chief of Engineers’ Report
later in 1999 which provided further direction on the additional studies that needed to be
conducted”. Please include the Chief’s Report as an Appendix to the EIS.

Section 1.02 Areas of Concern and Issues — Pg 1-4, 1st para — “The proposed deepening
of the Savannah River Federal Navigation Channel would impact the endangered
Shortnose sturgeon and Striped bass habitat, tidal freshwater wetlands, brackish marsh,
increase salinity at the City of Savannah’s Water Intake at Abercorn Creek, and decrease
dissolved oxygen in the harbor”. Atlantic sturgeon, recently proposed for listing as an
endangered species by NMFS, should also be identified as a resource that would be
impacted by the SHEP.

@

Savannah River Maritime Commission
Comments on the Savannah River Expansion Project DEIS and GRR 2-7
January 21, 2011

524



Section 2
General Comments

Section 2.04 Study Authority — Pg 2-3, 4th para — “(ii) the Secretary of the Interior, the
Secretary of Commerce, the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency and
the Secretary approve the selected plan and determine that the associated mitigation plan
adequately addresses the potential environmental impacts of the project”. The mitigation
plan needs to adequately compensate (not just address) for the potential environmental
impacts.

Section 5.16 Cumulative Effects of the Proposed Action — Pg 5-142, 6th para — “The
cumulative effects analysis is found in Appendix L of the EIS”. A summary of the
findings of the cumulative impacts analysis, that includes text on the magnitude and
significance of the collective impacts, would be appropriate for inclusion in this section
of the DEIS.

Section 5.19 Socio-Economic Resources — Pg 5-144, 1st para — “The harbor deepening
project is expected to reduce the cost of shipping containerized goods through the port™.
This statement needs elaboration with specific details, or a reference to a document that
contains those details.

Section 5.19 Socio-Economic Resources — Pg 5-144, 2nd para — “None of the alternatives
conflicts with long term land use plans outlined in 1987 Special Area Management Plan
for the Lower Savannah River which was prepared by the SC Coastal Council (SCCC)”.
The referenced document is more than 20 years old and has almost certainly been
updated or replaced with a more current land use plan. To be accurate, the Corps’ impact
analysis should be based on the most recent land use planning information available.

Section 5.20 Protection of Children and Environmental Justice, Overview — Pg 5-144, 6th
para — “The Corps collected and analyzed information concerning the potential impact on
minority populations, low-income populations, and children from the proposed Savannah
Harbor Expansion Project. The information shows that the proposed action would not
cause disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority populations”. What
specific information lead the Corps to this conclusion and where is the analysis located?

Section 5.21.E. Community and Regional Growth — Pg 5-155, 2nd para — “No additional
cargo is expected to pass through the harbor as a result of the proposed project”. This
statement appears to be inconsistent with recent and future planned actions taken by the
GPA to increase the container through-put capabilities of their Garden City Terminal.
The Corps should elaborate on their statement above, and reconcile the disparity.

Section 7.01 Public Involvement and Review — Pg 71-, Ist para — “Comments on these
scoping meetings were received from the following:” Were no scoping comments
received from South Carolina interests?

The maximum authorized plan of -48 ft is supported by the non-Federal cost share
sponsor.  Although it is acknowledged in the DEIS that environmental impacts
associated with shallower depths would be less than those associated with the NED plan,
the DEIS concludes that “the lesser impacts of the 44-foot depth, 45-foot depth, and 46-
Joot depth alternatives are not considered sufficient to justify recommendation of these
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alternatives instead of the NED Plan”. The DEIS further concludes that all depth
alternatives, with the inclusion of proposed mitigation features, are “environmentally
acceptable.”

DNR disagrees with this conclusion, and believes that the only two deepening
alternatives that might be considered environmentally acceptable are the 44-ft and the 45-
ft altemnatives, provided the proposed mitigation is effective in minimizing any adverse
impacts of these altenatives. Obviously, the “no action” alternative (i.e., maintaining the
channel at the currently authorized depth of 42 ft) would have the fewest adverse
environmental impacts.

As stated in the DEIS, the extent of direct wetland impacts resulting from the excavation
of bend wideners would not differ substantially among the five deepening alternatives
considered. In each case, a total of 14.08 acres of salt and brackish marsh would be
affected. In the absence of an approved saltwater mitigation bank in the Savannah River
Basin, the USACE proposes to mitigate for these direct losses by grading down
approximately 42 acres of a former confined dredge spoil disposal site (CDF 1S) near the
confluence of the Front and Middle rivers to an elevation that would support Spartina
alterniflora. A *“‘feeder” creek system would also be constructed toward the interior of
the restored marsh. This area would then be allowed to revegetate naturally. Active
planting of Spartina would only be conducted if the area did not revegetate naturally at a
rate that would provide 15 percent vegetative cover after 1 year and 80 percent vegetative
cover after 5 years (with interim goals of 25, 40, and 60 percent cover at the end of two,
three and four years, respectively). Conceptually, DNR concurs with this approach to
mitigating for the direct loss of brackish and saltwater wetlands resulting from any of the
deepening alternatives; however, DNR’s overriding concern about the indirect effects of
harbor deepening should be given greater weight.

As stated in Chapter 5 of the DEIS, “All of the deepening alternatives would adversely
impact tidal freshwater marsh.” Model predictions indicate that, without mitigation,
deepening the harbor would result in the conversion of tidal freshwater marsh to brackish
marsh as a result of increased salinity intrusion. Under conditions of average flow and
low sea level rise, the acreage of freshwater marsh that would be lost as a result of
deepening is predicted to range from 551 acres for the 44-ft alternative to 1,212 acres for
the 48-ft alternative, assuming no mitigation is implemented. With the flow-altering
modifications proposed as mitigation by the USACE, however, the acreage of freshwater
marsh is actually projected to increase by 332 acres with the 44-ft alternative; whereas, a
net /oss of freshwater marsh (ranging from 32 acres for the 45-ft alternative to 337 acres
for the 48-ft alternative) would still result from the other deepening alternatives, even
with mitigation. Considering the substantial loss of tidal freshwater wetlands that has
already occurred as a result of past dredging operations and other modifications to the
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system, the DNR considers anything more than a de minimis loss of freshwater wetlands
to be a significant adverse impact of the proposed deepening project.

As discussed in the DEIS, there are significant concerns related to the predicted decrease
in dissolved oxygen that would result from the proposed deepening project. The primary
area of concern for dissolved oxygen is the portion of the Savannah River between Fort
Pulaski (River Mile 0.0) and the Seaboard Coastline Railroad Bridge (Mile 27.4). This is
the section of the Savannah River estuary that would be directly affected by the
deepening project. As noted in the DEIS, this segment of the river is on Georgia’s
Section 303(d) list as impaired for dissolved oxygen. Modeling studies conducted in
support of the development of a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for dissolved
oxygen in Savannah Harbor estimate that the existing dissolved oxygen concentration in
Savannah Harbor is 1 mg/l lower than it was during the baseline year (1854) and
condition (12-foot controlling depth) because of dredging operations that have been
conducted since then. Model predictions from the SHEP studies indicate that further
deepening will have additional impacts on the dissolved oxygen regime in Savannah
Harbor.

As reported in the DEIS, hydrodynamic and water quality modeling conducted in support
of the deepening project suggest that the proposed mitigation features (i.e., the flow-
altering plans discussed above and the DO injection systems) would substantially reduce
project impacts to freshwater wetlands and some species of fish. While DNR does not
necessarily dispute the hydrodynamic and water quality modeling results, we are
concerned that there is still substantial uncertainty regarding the predicted magnitude of
adverse impacts and the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures, particularly,
the oxygen injection system. The results of a demonstration project conducted to
determine the effectiveness of the system in Savannah Harbor were inconclusive. The
slight increase in dissolved oxygen in the vicinity of the Speece Cones was shown to be
within the normal range of natural variability due to tidal influences, and could not be
definitively attributed to the oxygen injection system itself. Furthermore, the long-term
effectiveness and viability of this system in a tidal brackish water environment is highly
questionable. The minimal net improvement in DO predicted by the model may not be
sufficient to warrant the initial cost of the system or the long-term maintenance costs.
Instead, DNR recommends that adverse impacts to dissolved oxygen levels be minimized
by deepening to no more than -45 ft.

DNR also is concerned that some or all of the flow-altering modifications could have
unintended consequences that result in additional adverse impacts to natural resources.
Significantly, the modifications proposed to reduce salinity intrusion into the Back River
to protect tidal and managed freshwater wetlands could result in increased salinity
intrusion into the Front and lower Middle rivers, where both juvenile and adult SNS have
been found to concentrate, particularly during the winter when temperatures are below
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22° C (Collins et al., 2001). In fact, Table 5-30 shows that the loss of adult SNS habitat
in winter would be much greater with the flow alterations (maximum loss of 439 acres for
the 48-ft alternative) than without them (maximum loss of 44 acres for the 48-ft
alternative). Conversely, the loss of adult SNS habitat in summer and juvenile SNS
habitat in winter is predicted to be /ess with the proposed flow-alterations than without
them.

The deepening alternative that is predicted to have the least negative impact on SNS
habitat overall (including adults and juveniles during winter and summer) is the 44-ft
alternative, which would result in a net loss of approximately 60 acres of SNS habitat
with flow-altering mitigation, and 151 acres without flow alterations. By comparison, the
NED Plan (i.e., the 47-ft alternative) is predicted to result in a net loss of 473 acres of
SNS habitat overall with flow alterations (or a loss of 545 acres without flow alterations).
The locally preferred plan (i.e., the 48-ft alternative) would result in even greater net
losses of SNS habitat overall. DNR considers magnitude of these impacts to the habitat of
shortnose sturgeon to be unacceptable, with or without mitigation.

Other unintended consequences of flow alterations could also occur. Recent and ongoing
tagging studies suggest that SNS may move freely between the Front, Middle and Back
rivers via Steamboat Cut and Rifle Cut. If this proves to be the case, closing Rifle Cut
could impede this movement, and limit SNS access to suitable foraging and nursery
habitat. In addition, DNR field biologists have recently reported that the sediment basin
in the lower Back River has already filled in to a large extent, and that any further
deposition of sediments in this area could present another impediment to SNS migration
throughout the system.

The USACE proposes to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts to
SNS foraging and nursery habitat by constructing a fish passage structure around the
New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam (NSBLD) near Augusta, at a projected cost of $6.3
million. The structure (a rock ramp) would be located on the South Carolina side of the
river, and would theoretically provide SNS access to approximately 20 miles of upstream
spawning habitat. DNR believes the likelihood that this approach would be successful in
passing SNS is highly doubtful. While such a fish passage structure might benefit other
migratory fish, its success in passing SNS has never been demonstrated. Because of its
unproven success, DNR is opposed to implementing active fish passage as mitigation for
unavoidable impacts to SNS habitat, and believes that the best approach to protecting
shortnose sturgeon habitat would be to minimize those impacts by selecting either the “no
action” alternative or the 44-ft deepening alternative (with flow-altering mitigation).
While impacts to SNS would be minimized by selecting either the no action alternative or
the 44-ft alternative, modeling results presented in the DEIS suggest that the overall net
loss of striped bass habitat (including suitable habitat for spawning, eggs and larvae)
would be less with the 45-ft alternative. Because of this apparent benefit to striped bass,
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an important recreational species whose population in the lower Savannah River has
been drastically reduced by earlier dredging operations and flow-altering modifications to
the system, DNR would consider the 45-ft deepening alternative (with flow-altering
mitigation) to be acceptable, as well.

The USACE also proposes to provide compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts
to tidal freshwater wetlands. Initially, an attempt was made to identify other sites in the
Savannah River estuary that could be used for restoration or creation of tidal freshwater
marsh; however, neither the USACE nor any of the stakeholders could find any suitable
sites that were available within the Savannah River Basin. In the absence of any such
sites, the USACE (in consultation with the USFWS and other natural resource agencies)
used the Savannah District Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) to calculate the
minimum number of acres that would need to be acquired and preserved to acceptably
mitigate for unavoidable freshwater wetland impacts.  Using this procedure, it was
determined that the total acreage of wetlands that would need to be preserved ranged
from 0 acres for the 44-ft deepening alternative (with flow-altering mitigation) to 2,683
acres for the 48-ft alternative (with flow-altering mitigation). The USACE proposes to
acquire lands identified in the latest version of the Savannah National Wildlife Refuge
Acquisition Plan (dated July 2007), and provide them to the USFWS to manage as
additions to the Refuge as compensatory mitigation for unavoidable wetland impacts
from the deepening project. Priority will be given to acquiring properties that are
dominated by freshwater wetlands. DNR concurs with this approach to mitigating for
any unavoidable impacts to tidal freshwater wetlands, particularly since most of the
indirect impacts of deepening would occur within the Savannah National Wildlife
Refuge. DNR recommends that any such acquired properties be made accessible to the
public for educational and recreational activities that are consistent with the wildlife
management goals of the Refuge.

Navigation

Channels: The channel is shallower and narrower than Army Corps design standards for
fully loaded post-panamax ships. This indicates margins of safety for navigation will be
lower than normal. The Engineering Investigations section promotes accepting greater
than normal levels of risk without further justification (page 59).

Channel Depth and ship draft: The project will not accommodate post-panamax draft
even on high tide. It will most likely handle drafts of 43 feet on any tide, and 47 feet on
high tide, well under post-panamax. Tide range in the offshore channel is reported at 50
to 75 percent in excess of the actual tide range offshore, distorting estimates.

Channel Width and Ship Width; The proposed channel width will be narrower than
present, and therefore will decrease the number of ships the project can handle. This is
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contrary to the objectives. The channel is only wide enough for ships up to 117 feet
wide, and then only in one-way traffic, according to Army Corps channel design
standards. Post-panamax beam is 160 feet.

One-Way Traffic: The channel is not satisfactory for two-way traffic of any appreciably
sized ships, per Army Corps standards. Navigational simulation studies only simulated
ships up to 140 feet wide, less than post-panamax, and problems presented in these
simulations. There were no simulations of a full sized post-panamax ship reported.

Passing Lanes: One passing lane was found to be inadequate, leaving one viable passing
lane throughout the length of the project.

Offshore Channel Bend: This critical point was found to be navigationally sound only
when ranges are visible, limiting use to days when the visibility is good.

Traffic Load: The project cannot accommodate the number of ships projected to be
calling on the port with only one-way traffic. No traffic density study was reported
verifying the number of ships the port might handle daily.

Maintenance Dredging: The GRR suggests maintenance dredging will not increase in
cost or volume over present levels, though four other ACOE studies indicate the contrary.
Maintenance at present levels is lacking, as the existing channel is less than project depth
across seven ranges of the channel. Basing future maintenance on inadequate present
maintenance of a shallower project is likely to prove inaccurate.

Dredge Spoil Disposal: Even with artificially low estimates of dredge spoil volume, the
project relies on the availability of the site considered for a Jasper County terminal for 60
years. The actual amount of dredge spoil disposal volumes is likely to be much higher
than estimated in the report, creating further reliance on the Jasper site for decades.

Economic Benefit: The economic analysis did not account for limitations on draft, width,
speed, and two-way traffic, but rather assumed the project could actually handle post-
panamax ships at unlimited density. Actual ship activity is unlikely to meet economic
benefit estimates.

Draft General Reevaluation Report-General Comments:
Navigation

The DGRR states that the Garden City Container will handle up to 6.5 million twenty
foot containers (TEU) being on or off loaded at this facility annually. Using several
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methods to analyze potential capacity with their proposed capital improvements, a more
realistic capacity for the facility would be about 3.5 million TEUs annually.

The Savannah Maritime Association recommends a 2 ft minimum water clearance under
vessels transiting the Port of Savannah. The GRR uses clearances of over 4 ft for certain
classes of vessels in the analysis. There should be general agreement between
operational practices at the port and assumptions used in the report.

Given forecasts for the year 2030 in the report, it is assumed there will be 3,500 container
ships calling at Savannah Harbor, along with about 3,000 general cargo ships and 167
LNG tankers. This equates to over 13,000 commercial vessel transits in or out of
Savannah Harbor annually. Given:

Multi-mile wide safety zone required for LNG transits,

Recreational boating at the cross point of the channel and the ICWW,

Large size of vessels expected to call Savannah, and

Complexity of navigation within the Savannah River complex.

The report offers no details on how Savannah Harbor can accommodate so many vessel
calls.

Economics

Most of the anticipated traffic increase forecasted for Savannah Harbor in the future is
imports with a large increase forecasted for imports from the Far East. The report does
not effectively address the impact of a significant increase in import cargo versus U.S.
exports. By 2030, given the forecasts in the report, there will be over 1.5 million TEUs
of empty containers going out of Savannah harbor, due to the imbalance between import
volumes and export volumes. This forecasted imbalance in trade flows has an effect on
outbound vessel loading and draft requirements that do not seem to change over time.
For some trade routes, the depth of outbound vessels is the main source of benefits.

There is only minimal analysis of the effect deepening Savannah Harbor may have on
other Southeast US and Gulf ports. It is acknowledged in the report that there are plans
for potential port capacity expansion of 12 million TEUs at Southeastern US ports.
Market service areas of ports can often overlap. Rather than looking at each port as a
singular entity, they need to be evaluated in a regional as well as national scope, to
optimize potential public investment in this industry.

One argument for the expansion project is the need of greater depth within the river or
tonnage will move elsewhere, but the GDRR claims lower shipping costs all the way
from China. Benefits would be much lower if the transportation benefits were measured
from a likely alternative U.S. port.
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The NED channel depth to Garden City seems to be about 44 ft. Reducing under-keel
clearance alone reduces the optimal channel depth by one to two feet. As depth
increases, fewer and fewer vessels draft deep enough to save money.
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3. Comments on Compliance with NEPA Related
Regulations

Format of the EIS

Section 1502.10 of the CEQ NEPA regulations (40 CFR Part 1500) and 32 CFR Part 651,
Environmental Analysis of Army Actions; Final Rule prescribe the format of an EIS. The
Savannah Harbor EIS does not follow this format and should be revised accordingly.
Specifically, Section 2.00 should be entitled Purpose of and Need for the Action; Section
3.00 needs to be titled Alternatives Including Proposed Action; a List of Preparers section
should be added (presently the list of preparers appears in Appendix V) and should
include persons who were primarily responsible for “significant background papers” per
1502.17; the List of Preparers section should be followed by a section entitled
Distribution List, which would be the list of agencies, organizations and persons to whom
copies of the statement are sent (this list is currently in Section 7.00); and an Index (there
is no index in the EIS).

CEQ NEPA Regulations (1502.13) require that the Purpose of and need for action section
of an EIS “specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in
proposing the alternatives including the proposed action.” Section 2.00 includes
statements that describe existing conditions and presumed benefits of the proposed
action, but it is not clear if these individually or collectively comprise the underlying
purpose and need. The purpose and need needs to be clearly and concisely presented.

CEQ NEPA regulations (1502.14(a)) require that agencies “Rigorously explore and
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which were
eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been
eliminated.” Paragraph 4 on page 3-2 in Section 3.00 states that “The Corps considered
three locations in Jasper County, SC that were considered by others for a ‘Jasper
Terminal’.” Paragraph S states that the “. . . analyses . .. resulted in several conceptual
alternatives being eliminated from further consideration.” It references “Formulation of
Alternatives, May 2005, found in Appendix O” as the document describing that work.
However, Appendix O contains no evaluation of the three locations in Jasper County that
were considered for a “Jasper Terminal.” A Plan Formulation Appendix that discussed
the Jasper Terminal locations is included in the General Reevaluation Report, but there is
no reference to this in Section 3.00. Additionally, Section 3.00 of the EIS does not
identify the alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, nor does it discuss
the reasons for elimination of those alternatives. This deficiency in the document needs to
be corrected for the EIS to comply with CEQ NEPA regulation Section 1502.14(a).
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Section 1502.14 of the CEQ NEPA regulations states that the Alternatives section of an
EIS “... should present the environmental impacts of the proposal and the alternatives in
comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice
among options by the decisionmaker and the public.” Section 3.03, however, does not
present a comparison of the impacts of alternatives as recommended in the NEPA
regulations.

CEQ NEPA regulations 1502.14(f) requires the alternatives section of an EIS to “include
appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the proposed action or
alternatives.” A review of Section 3.00 indicates that the alternatives section does not
discuss mitigation of identified adverse impacts listed in the abstract and in other sections
of the EIS, including adverse impacts on the endangered shortnose sturgeon and striped
bass habitat, tidal freshwater wetlands, fringe brackish wetlands, and water quality
(lowered dissolved oxygen in the inner harbor). For example, the acquisition of lands to
mitigate for freshwater wetland impacts is discussed in Appendix C but is not included in
the Alternatives section. A mitigation subsection should be added to the Alternatives
section which clearly describes mitigation measures not already included in the proposed
action or alternatives.

CEQ NEPA regulations (1502.15) require that the affected environment section of an EIS
“concentrate effort and attention on important issues.” It is unclear if Project Economics,
for example, which is identified in Table 1-1, is an important issue. If so, it should be
discussed in the Affected Environment section.

Methodology

CEQ NEPA regulations (1502.24) requires that agencies “shall identify any
methodologies used . . . in analyses in environmental impact statements. In many
instances, the Environmental Consequences Section 5.00 of the EIS clearly states the
methodologies that were used to complete the analysis of impacts (e.g., wetlands), but in
other instances, such as Environmental Justice, the methodology used to conduct the
analysis is not clear and needs to be described.
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In reviewing the DEIS it becomes apparent that the actual purpose of the proposed action
is to implement a channel deepening program to mainly support the expansion objectives
of the Georgia Ports Authority’s (GPA) Garden City Terminal (GCT). In the
Introduction to the 2010 General Reevaluation Report (GRR) it states that “...the Panama
Canal Expansion Project will be fully operational by 2014, which will allow passage for
vessels with up to 50 feet of draft. The Georgia Ports Authority has planned and funded
improvements at Garden City Terminal to coincide with the Panama Canal Expansion
Project.” This would indicate that the GPA has already made and will continue to
plan/make modifications to the GCT facilities in clear anticipation that the deepening of
the Savannah Harbor to enable larger vessels to reach the GCT will be approved and
implemented. Would the GPA be making this major investment in GCT modifications
(about $130 million according to the 2005 version of the GRR) if it were concerned about
the risk of some other option being chosen? Would the improvements to the GCT be
carried out if another alternative, perhaps involving a different terminal site, was selected
in the FEIS as a preferred action?
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CEQ NEPA regulations (1502.14(a)) require that agencies “Rigorously explore and
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which were
eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been
eliminated.” Paragraph 4 on page 3-2 in Section 3.00 states that “The Corps considered
three locations in Jasper County, SC that were considered by others for a ‘Jasper
Terminal’.” Paragraph 5 states that the . . . analyses . .. resulted in several conceptual
alternatives being eliminated from further consideration.” It references “Formulation of
Alternatives, May 2005, found in Appendix O as the document describing that work.
However, Appendix O contains no evaluation of the three locations in Jasper County that
were considered for a “Jasper Terminal.” A Plan Formulation Appendix that discussed
the Jasper Terminal locations is included in the General Reevaluation Report, but there is
no reference to this in Section 3.00. Additionally, Section 3.00 of the DEIS does not
identify the alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, nor does it discuss
the reasons for elimination of those alternatives. This deficiency in the document needs to
be corrected for the DEIS to comply with CEQ NEPA regulation Section 1502.14(a).

Paragraph 5, line 5 on page 3-2 of Section 3.00 discusses “Four alternate terminal
locations . . .” The section continues by stating that “Those four sites were then compared
on their economics . . .”, implying that economics was a reason for eliminating
alternatives from detailed study. However, if economics was a reason for eliminating
alternatives from detailed study, it is not clearly stated. Moreover, if there were other
reasons for eliminating alternatives from detailed study, the DEIS does not state so.
Additionally, the DEIS should identify the criteria that were used to compare the

feasibility of alternatives for further consideration in the DEIS.

Section 3.03, Comparative Impacts of Alternatives. Section 1502.14 of the CEQ NEPA
regulations states that the Alternatives section of an EIS “ . . . should present the
environmental impacts of the proposal and the alternatives in comparative form, thus
sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice among options by the
decisionmaker and the public.” Section 3.03, however, does not present a comparison of
the impacts of alternatives as recommended in the NEPA regulations.

Section 3.04, Rationale for Plan Selection. Paragraph 1, line 2 of this section references
two pages of the DEIS following the Section 3.04 text that “. . . summarize the results of
the impact analyses.” However, the two pages (Table 3-6 and Table 3-7) only summarize
the hydrodynamic-related impacts of the five depth alternatives and do not summarize the
impacts of the No Action Alternative, nor deepening only the Garden City Terminal site,
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which Section 3.00 states in Paragraph 5 on page 3-2 “. . . was considered in the detailed
evaluations.” Section 3.04 of the DEIS, therefore, should be revised to present the
environmental impacts of the No Action and Garden City Terminal site alternatives with
the five depth alternatives in comparative form to provide a clear basis for choice among
options. Moreover, the comparison of alternatives should include all environmental
impacts that are discussed in Section 5, Environmental Consequences. In addition to
those impacts currently included in Tables 3-6 and 3-7, the summary of impacts should
include the following: sediment quality, air quality, marine and estuarine resources,
terrestrial resources, floodplains, threatened and endangered species, cultural resources,
essential fish habitat, cumulative effects, aesthetics and recreational, recreational and
commercial fishing, socioeconomic resources, environmental justice, and other items and
factors.

Section 3.07, Alternative Methods or Beneficial Use of Dredged Sediments. Paragraph 1
on page 3-23 of this Section identifies that “. . . Savannah Harbor ODMDS is the least
cost disposal alternative for long term maintenance of the proposed harbor deepening
project.” It is not clear whether or not maintenance dredging is part of the proposed
action. If it is part of the proposed action and alternatives, the DEIS must present the
environmental consequences of the disposal alternatives and should present these in a
comparative form so that the decisionmaker and the public are presented with a
comprehensive evaluation of the short-term and long-term impacts of each alternative.

Paragraph 1 on page 3-24 of Section 3.07 discusses a “sediment placement plan™ that was
developed by the Savannah District for the new dredging work associated with the
proposed action and alternatives. The text in paragraph 1, line 2 on page 3-24 indicates
that “The plan was reviewed from an environmental perspective . . .” However, the text
does not present the results of that review nor indicate if a complete analysis of impacts
of the plan was completed. Since placement of sediment is part of the proposed action, an
evaluation of the environmental impact of that component of the proposed action needs to
be included in the DEIS. Additionally, Paragraph 3 of Section 3.07 indicates that the * . .
. currently proposed plan is based . . .”, in part, on “. . . general environmental
acceptability issues.” These issues need to be explained and presented for the proposed
plan and any reasonable alternatives to allow a comparison of the impacts of alternatives.

13

Selection of the Garden City Terminal Alternative

As stated in the 2005 GRR, the preferred terminal was the GCT and it was selected on the
basis of construction costs only (page 34). The comparison of these construction costs is
skewed to the GCT. Table 6 compares the construction costs of the various potential
terminal alternatives. For the GCT there 0S cost shown in the column for facilities costs.
Yet in the succeeding discussion there are $130 million in costs to modify the GCT to
achieve a 1.5 m TEUs. This $130 m is considered in the GRR as part of the without

Savannah River Maritime Commission
Comments on the Savannah River Expansion Project DEIS and GRR 5-2
January 21, 2011

537



Section 5
Comments on the Alternatives Considered

Project Condition and not part of the cost of the SHEP. How can that be when the
modifications are to accommodate the larger ships from the Panama Canal Expansion?
Facility costs for all the other terminals which range from $250m to $370 m and as they
are included in the cost comparison, all of the other alternatives are more costly than the
GCT. For example the total facility, dredging and mitigation costs are $326 m for the
GCT compared to the Jasper County 14A/14B terminal site of $484 m. However, if the
$130 m in facility costs are included for the GCT, its total would be $426 m making the
actual cost comparisons among the terminal alternatives more equitable. This analysis
was repeated in the 2010 GRR with slightly altered numbers in Table 6-3 but again
without including any facility costs for the GCT and thus again the conclusion is that the
GCT is the best terminal alternative.

On pages 105-106 of the 2010 GRR the stated goal for the GCT build-out will be 6.5 m
TEUs. The costs to achieve this to the GCT would be expected to be substantial yet they
are never included in the cost comparison of the terminal alternatives.

In addition, the cost comparisons of the terminal alternatives do not include operations
and maintenance costs. From the dredging maintenance required these costs would be
expected to be much higher for the GCT than the other alternatives since the GCT is
much further upstream.

All of this would indicate that a more thorough and comprehensive cost analysis is
warranted. Furthermore, a construction cost comparison alone is not the complete
picture. There has been no benefit/cost financial analysis performed for any of the
terminal alternatives and it is recommended that one be carried out to provide a more
equitable comparison.

The comparison of potential adverse environmental impacts among the terminal
alternatives is further evidence of the bias favoring the GCT. Table 5 in the 2005 GRR
and discussions in the 2010 GRR clearly demonstrate that the adverse impacts associated
with deepening all the way to the GCT are much more significant than those for any other
terminal alternative. Yet the economic “efficiency” of the GCT is considered the
controlling variable in selecting it as the preferred alternative. The large discrepancy in
the degree of adverse impacts attributable to the deepening to service the GCT as
compared to the other terminal alternatives and the subsequent elimination of all the other
terminal options from further consideration in the DEIS implies an inadequacy of the
DEIS to provide a truly rigorous assessment of reasonable terminal alternatives.

Range of Reasonable Alternatives

What is left in the DEIS is not a range of reasonable alternatives but a range of
alternatives to deepen the approach to the GCT. The comparative effects of possible
terminal alternatives have been effectively removed from consideration in the DEIS.
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They have been segmented out of the alternatives analysis and segmentation of this
nature can be a basis for inadequacy of the DEIS. The analysis presented only addresses
comparative impacts of the deepening alternatives, not of the combined total potential
impacts of both terminals (new or modified) and deepening options. Some alternatives to
consider:

Clearly a thorough analysis of comparative impacts of at least some of the terminal
options in concert with the deepening options should be included other than only the
GCT. It would appear that the alternatives for a Jasper County terminal would merit
inclusion since it appears that many of the most serious environmental adverse impacts
would be eliminated or minimized with those options. The possibility of a Jasper County
terminal is discussed in the GRR, but it requires a more rigorous comparison of impacts
with the GCT and other alternatives. This position is supported in Appendix L:
Cumulative Impacts where there a number brief mentions of the minimal adverse impacts
(to salinity intrusion, oxygen depletion, shortnose sturgeon) associated with a Jasper
County terminal location in comparison with the deepening to the GCT.

In fact, the degree of adverse impacts associated with deepening to the GCT and the
respective major investments required for mitigation calls into question whether the GCT
is located optimally. Some of these impacts, specifically related to the endangered
shortnose sturgeon, cannot be well mitigated. Perhaps an alternative that removes the
GCT from the SHEP or maintains it as a companion facility to a more optimally located
terminal with substantially less adverse environmental effects could be evaluated.

With regard to the deepening alternatives that are presented within the DEIS a question
arises as to the need for evaluations at one foot intervals since the overdraft is estimated
at two feet. Why not evaluate alternatives that are two or more feet between them?
Further, why is there no deepening alternative of 50 feet? Or even 52 or 55 feet? It
would seem reasonable to include alternatives of 50 feet or more since that is the deepest
depth of draft for the ships that will traversing the Panama Canal in 2014? As stated in
the GRR, economic benefits increase with deeper alternatives. This may also possibly
necessitate other terminal options than only the GCT.

Other

3.0 Alternatives — Pg 3-3, 2nd para — “The studies found that (1) the expected growth of
container cargo over the next 20 years would exceed the capability of any single existing
or future (Greenfield) deepwater container terminal along the East Coast, (2) expansion
of any existing container terminal or creation of a new terminal would cause
environmental impacts, and (3) improving Savannah Harbor would not cause cargoes to
shift from other ports to Savannah. Dismissing as an alternative the creation of a new
terminal because it would cause environmental impacts is shortsighted and premature.
Only after investigating the potential impacts of a new terminal to a level that would
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allow them to be directly compared against potential impacts of other alternatives such as
incremental deepening, would it be possible to determine if the new terminal alternative
were the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative.

3.0 Alternatives — Pg 3-4, 3rd para — “For all dredging alternatives, the proposed
dredging depths would include an additional 2 feet of allowable overdepth to ensure the
contractor obtains the required dredging template. The dredging depths also include
advanced maintenance that help the project remain at the authorized project depth
between maintenance events. The existing amounts of advanced maintenance are shown
in Table 3-2”. The project alternatives that are being considered in detail within this
DEIS are channel deepening activities ranging from authorized depths of -44 feet to -48
feet. Based on the above reference to allowable overdepth and advanced maintenance
(shown in Table 3-2), the final channel depths for each deepening alternative could
actually range from -52 feet (i.e., -44 feet of authorized depth plus 2 additional feet of
depth for allowable overdepth, plus up to 6 additional feet of depth for advanced
maintenance) to -56 feet (-48 feet of authorized depth plus 2 additional feet of depth for
allowable overdepth, plus up to 6 additional feet of depth for advanced maintenance).
This needs to be more clearly identified in the text describing each alternative and in a
table that compares the final depths of each alternative.

3.01.1 No Action Alternative — Pg 3-4, 5th para — “Previous investigations indicate that
demand for goods moving through Savannah Harbor, particularly as containerized
cargoes, will increase in the future”. What is/are the references for this statement?

d. Annual Maintenance Dredging — Pg 3-8, 2nd para — “Approximately 7 million
cubic yards of sediments are removed each year from Savannah Harbor
Navigation Project by the Corps”. What is the calculated increase/decrease in
maintenance dredging due to the SHEP? Does the calculation include the effects
of a navigation channel that could be as deep as -56 feet?

h. Unconfined Placement Sites — Pg 3-14, 2nd para — “Moreover, the results of
this survey indicated that no cultural resources would be adversely impacted by
the proposed placement of dredged sediment within these areas”. Was there
SHPO concurrence with this finding?

3.04 Rationale for Plan Selection — Pg 3-19, 4th para — “Environmental impacts
associated with a shallower depth would be less than those associated with the NED plan,
but the lesser impacts of the 44-foot depth, 45-foot depth and 46-foot depth alternatives
are not considered sufficient to justify recommendation of these alternatives instead of
the NED plan”. There is no explanation as to why the Corps considers the lesser impacts
of the 44, 45 and 46 foot channels to be sufficient to justify their recommendation instead
of the NED plan. This rationale nceds to be discussed in detail.
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3.04 Rationale for Plan Selection — Pg 3-20, Table 3-6 — Regarding Fisheries, and the
impacts of each Depth Alternative, what does “Loss of Acceptable Habitat™ mean?

3.05 Tentatively Recommended Plan — Pg 3-22, 5th para — “Two feet of allowable
overdepth and up to 6 feet of advanced maintenance in selected areas (see Table 3-2,
above) would also be included for the proposed action”. This apparently means that the
actual depth of the navigation channel in much of the Savannah River would be either 55
feet deep (for a 47-foot project) or 56 feet deep (for a 48-foot project). This being the
case, the water quality and hydrodynamic model results for the 47-foot and 48-foot
alternatives don’t correctly predict the impacts on dissolved oxygen and salinity. In turn,
the discussion of impacts on the river’s resources is inaccurate for the 47-foot and 48-foot
alternatives. Since the mitigation plan was developed to address the impacts predicted by
the models, it too would need to be revised to address impacts of the actual channel
depths.

3.12 Relationship of Proposed Action to Other Federal Projects — Pg 3-29, 5th para — “As
indicated in Section 3.01 of this Draft EIS, the proposed action assumes that the project
feathures associated with the LTMS (USACE 1996), Bank Protection for CDFs 13A and
13B, and the realignment of the Federal Navigation Channel (USACE 2006) have been
completed”. Given the historic uncertainty in the federal funding stream, what would be
the environmental and economic impacts if the above mentioned project features have not
been completed when the proposed SHEP project is ready to be constructed? Would the
Corps proceed with constructing SHEP?
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6.1. Natural Resources
6.1.1. Wetland Impacts

The sections of the report discussing impacts to wetlands and floodplains are generally
without consistent references to the numerous support documents, making the discussion
difficult to follow. The document has numerous figures without legends, scales and north
arrows; this combined with the actual size of the figures makes them difficult to interpret.

The USACE proposes to allow the wetland restoration site (Disposal Area 1S) to
revegetate naturally. Slow vegetative establishment within the restoration site allows for
the establishment of invasive species and would allow more temporal loss in wetland
functions and values than is necessary. Planting the site with appropriate wetland
vegetation would minimize the potential for invasives to colonize the area.

The USACE is depending on the models to estimate proposed impacts and potential
mitigation alternatives. Despite these models being independently verified, the USACE is
putting too much reliance on their results.

A comprehensive investigation is needed to quantify the impacts of the project and the
amount of mitigation proposed to ensure no net loss of wetland functions and values.

DEIS Comments

Section 4.08, page 4-62. The first sentence under the wetlands sub heading references a
1992 Planning Aid Report for the Savannah Comprehensive Study but does not provide
an author. Later in the section, references are made to “that USFWS report” or “the
UFWS report.” Are these the same report? If so what is the correct date? The reference
section contains a 1982 and a 1983 report of the same title by USFWS.

The imagery used in the report discussed above was taken in 1979 (31 years ago) and is
too old to accurately reflect existing conditions.

Section 4.08, page 4-63, item 14 “Scrub-shrub.” The community description only lists
one shrub and 4 tree species. Should this more appropriately be classified as a forested
community?

Section 4.08, page 4-63. Are there no pine dominated wetlands along the transition
between marsh and forested communities?
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Section 4.08, page 4-65 cites “Tidal Wetland Studies, USFWS, 2003”. This reference
cannot be found in Section 9.0 References.

Section 4.08, page 4-64 states: “It is likely that the percentages of those various wetland
community types have changed over time. However, the Corps is not aware of similar
information that is more recent.”

No project specific wetlands data is provided in this Section. Has a wetland delineation
using the Corps 1987 Manual and regional supplement been done for the Project Area?
The exact location of wetlands should be shown and each wetland should be
characterized based size and dominant flora. If not, an “on-the-ground” delineation is
needed. Alternatively, appropriate remote sensing techniques may be used.

Based on Table 5-1 page 5-2, wetland impacts appear to be based solely on elevation. An
explanation is appropriate. Have these impacts been field verified? If so, this needs to be
stated.

Table 5-1, page 5-2. The use of a single elevation in evaluating wetland impacts
throughout the project area is in appropriate. The lower and upper limits within a single
wetland community (i.e. Spartina alterniflora) will change moving further upstream or
downstream. These changes may be small but given the length of this project, the acreage
could be significant.

Section 5.1.1.2 Mitigation, identifies Spartina alterniflora as occurring at +7.6 to +7.8
MLLW but Table 5-1 is based on MLW. A single vertical datum and tidal stage should
be used to reference all elevations or the relationship between each one used needs to be
defined within the document.

Figure 5-1, page 5-3. No scale or north arrow provided. Text on background image is
illegible. No aerial image. Scale of drawing prevents an evaluation of the two excavation
areas planned at the Kings Island Turning Basin.

Figure 5-2, page 5-4. Level of detail and scale of the Figure prevents evaluation of
planned wetland impacts.

Figure 5-3, page 5-5 No scale bar, north arrow or legend. The lack of a legend prevents
reviewers from determining what exactly is happening at this location.

The fourth sentence on page 5-6 states; “CDF 18 is located adjacent to the confluence of
Front River and Middle River, and it is located within the boundaries of the Savannah
National Wildlife Refuge (see Figure 5-52).” However; Figure 5-52 on page 5-134 is a
photograph of Old Fort Jackson (Upstream Bank Protection).
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This project will result in a net loss of wetlands within South Carolina and the Charleston
District, based on the fourth sentence on page 5-5 describing the location of the proposed
mitigation site

The last sentence of the first paragraph on page 5-6 states “excess mitigation would be
credited to the Savannah Harbor Navigation Project.” How will this “excess™ mitigation
be credited and debited to ensure no additional loss of wetland acreage? Establishment of
a wetland mitigation bank with the Corps as the sponsor and overseen by the remaining
agencies that make up the Wetlands Interagency Coordination Team may be a plausible
approach.

In Section 5.1.1.2, page 5-6, the USACE proposes to allow the wetland restoration site
(Disposal Area 1S) to revegetate naturally, provided that the minimum percent vegetative
cover shown in Table 5-2 is met in each of the first 5 years shown.

Based on the text below Table 5-2, it is uncertain when the USACE would plant, at the
end of any year or at the end of the 5 year period? By allowing natural revegetation the
Corps is ensuring that the plants that establish within the site are genetically appropriate
for the region. However the slow vegetative establishment within the restoration allows
for the colonization of invasive species and would allow more temporal loss in wetland
functions and values than is necessary. Planting would be more appropriate.

Figure 5-4, page 5-7 No scale bar or legend presented. Level of detail and scale of the
Figure prevents evaluation of restoration site.

Section 5.1.2.2, page 5-11, Applied Technology and Management (March 2003) was
cited; however this reference does not appear in Section 9 References.

Section 5.1.2.2, page 5-11, USFWS (Welch and Kitchens 2006) was cited; however this
reference does not appear in Section 9 References.

Table 5-2, page 5-7. Table title does not match with what is provided in Table of
Contents.

Section 5.1.2.1, page 5-8. The accuracy of the models will not be known until years after
all of the work is complete. This fact is supported by the internal Corps documents found
in Appendix N on page 44.

Table 5-3, page 5-11 Table title does not match with what is provided in the Table of
Contents.

Table 5-4, page 5-13 Table title does not match with what is provided in the Table of
Contents.
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In Section 5.1.2.3 page 5-13, The Corps introduces a component of the mitigation
package, “Flow Routing”. What are the direct and secondary impacts from Flow
Routing?

Table 5-7, page 5-16. Table title does not match with what is provided in the Table of
Contents.

Figure 5-5, page 5-15. Table title does not match with what is provided in the Table of
Contents.

The following figures have no scale bars or north arrows (not inclusive):

Figure 5-6, page 5-18
Figure 5-7, page 5-19
Figure 5-8, page 5-20

Figure 5-10, page 5-22

|

€]

|

B Figure 5-9, page 5-21
|

= Figure 5-11, page 5-23
3

Figure 5-12, page 5-24
o Figure 5-13, page 5-25
® Figure 5-14, page 5-26

Table 5-16, Page 535. Channel Depth Alternatives 46, 47 and 48-Foot have freshwater
wetland impacts too large to go without at least a 1:1 restoration component within the
same river basin or at a larger ratio in another river basin.

There is no discussion on potential impacts associated with elements of this project
including a new boat ramp and new water intakes. Are there wetland (or other resource)
impacts associated with these components of the project?

6.1.2. Essential Fish Habitat Impacts

The Essential Fish Habitat portion of the DEIS was difficult to follow. Tables and
figures were mislabeled, lacked legends, or were of poor quality. In addition, the DEIS
contained a paucity of information about impacts to essential fish habitat or how the
project will impact essential fish habitat from a fish accessibility perspective. Instead the
DEIS focused on the mitigation of essential fish habitat in the majority of the discussion.
The lack of information about the impacts or consideration of realistic options that would
avoid the impacts suggests the requirements of NEPA may not have been satisfied.
Extensive areas of essential fish habitat will be lost because of the project. The
mitigation of essential fish habitat through the restoration of inaccessible marsh habitats
or the purchase of woodland does not provide adequate replacement for the essential fish
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habitats that will be lost due to this project. The inaccessibility of mitigation areas
renders the essential fish habitats, non-fish habitats and, therefore, non-essential and non-
existent from a fisheries perspective.

Following are specific comments on the DEIS regarding essential fish habitat issues.

Table 4-8 highlights potential impacts to essential fish habitats due to the project. The
table does not include potential impacts due to the increased wave activity caused by the
larger ships for which the project is being constructed. The absence of this information is
likely to underestimate the loss of essential fish habitats.

Table 4-8 also highlights a potential loss of live/hard bottoms. Actual loss could be
determined by a study of the proposed channel extension or sediment deposit areas. It is
difficult to assess the impacts of a project if the proper studies have not been completed
to determine the likely impacts of the project.

Table 4-10 does not, but should include the Atlantic Sturgeon as a candidate species.

Section 5.3.2.A.Shortnose sturgeon — Pg 5-91, 3rd para — The Corps conducted a
preliminary review of the 2001 fishway design and confirmed that conditions had not
changed that would reduce its effectiveness or implementability”. Does the Corps have
documentation that Shortnose sturgeons have used fishways in the Savannah River, or
any other river of similar characteristics?

6.1.3. Recreational and Commercial Fish Resources

GRR Section 4.8.4 Marine and Estuarine Resources — Pg 61, 4™ para - “The recreational
fishery for striped bass was recently reopened in the harbor, as a response to restored
population levels.”...”the Savannah River was the location of Georgia's most important
striped bass fishery.” This is a critical statement. Where is the citation for this?

DEIS Section 4-12, P. 4-79, 5" para. -Shrimp fishing common at the mouth of the River.
May be more in the spring when females are moving toward the ocean to release their
eggs. As queried above, shrimp fishing is a significant commercial venture but there
appears to be no recent survey data to characterize population or health of this resource.

6.1.4. Marine and Estuarine Resource Impacts

The report contained extensive amounts of information on a wide variety of issues. The
DEIS would be more understandable if proper citations were made. As currently
organized, significant issues are difficult to follow.

Overall, there was a lack of discussion and a lack of recent evaluation of the project’s
impacts on commercial and non-commercial pelagic and benthic invertebrates. In that
this trophic level serves as the base of the food chain more information should be
provided on the impacts to these assemblages.
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The following comments are on the DEIS:

Section 3.07 - Page 3-23, Para. 4-“Savannah District followed an iterative process to
develop a plan for the new work entrance channel sediments. The work started with an
engineering determination of sediment quantities to be removed at various channel depths
and the composition (i.e., percent fines and percent sands) of those sediments. A review
of previous information was conducted, including: the Draft 2003 ERDC Report on
Nearshore Placement at Tybee Island;...”. What is the citation for this document? It is
not listed in the References.

Section 4.04 Marine and Estuarine Resources — Pg 4-20, 1st para — “Shad spawn in the
main river, further upriver than do striped bass”. Where do American shad spawn in the
main river with respect to the limits of the SHEP?

Section 4.04 Marine and Estuarine Resources — Pg 4-20, 3rd para — “However population
levels have been much lower in the last 20 years and a higher proportion of the spawning
now appears to be occurring in the Savannah River a few miles upstream of the harbor
(over 21 miles upstream from the mouth of the Savannah River).” Over what type of
bottom does striped bass spawning in the Savannah River occur?

Section 4.04, Page 4-21, Para. 3- Invertebrates s of commercial import- cited from 1974
report (Johnson et al.) ((e.g., crabs, oysters, and shrimp). Cites data back to 1955.
Provided an unreferenced, undated Shellfish Harvest Area Map from Mr. Dominic
Guadagnoli, Shellfish Program Leader with the Georgia Department of Natural
Resources — Coastal Resources Division. Is there more recent data available on the state
of invertebrates of commercial importance?

Page.4-38. Para. 1. Information was taken from Collins et al. (2001). Also, discusses
plankton in two studies from 2001 and 1988. Not sure of the geographic extent of these
studies and they are very qualitative. Simply references species caught in tows. This
may indicated that a better understanding of the resource is needed.

5.7 Marine and Estuarine Resources, Page 5-111, Section 5.7.1.1, C - Example of
unreferenced critical statement, “More recent data indicate that present-day dredging
operations are conducted in ways that do not increase suspended sediment concentrations
to such a degree.” No reference. Is this real data specific to Savannah River or an
industry-wide generalization?

5.7 Marine and Estuarine Resources, Page 5-113, Section 5.7.1.1, C — Example of
unreferenced critical statement, “Moreover, the Savannah River already has a very high
sediment load and turbidity caused during the new work dredging would not adversely
impact shellfish areas.” There is no reference or a discussion in the DEIS that supports
this. Has it been quantified?
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Section 5.7 Marine and Estuarine Resources, Page 5-114, Section 5.7.2, A — “The
sediments to be deposited in the nearshore area consist primarily of sands. The sand
content of the sediments generally exceed 70 percent and in most reaches exceed 80
percent.” Where is the support for these data? It should be cited.

Also, the DEIS states “Eggs and larval fish are not as mobile as adults, so there is a
higher potential for those early life stages to be impacted being physically damaged by
sediment or materials in the dredge plume. However, the near shore areas off Tybee
Island have a very high sediment load since the Savannah River discharges at the north
end of the island. Also the wind and wave climate in the near shore area tends to have a
naturally high sediment content and high turbidity. The placement activities would be
much localized and therefore not impact a large area.”’-These are very broad, uncited,
unquantified statements that, if inaccurate, could have very significant impacts on these
life forms in the vicinity of these proposed.

5.7.2 Sediment Placement Impacts, B. Turbidity, p.5-115. Para 5 — “The turbidity in
effluent from diked sediment placement is controlled by adjustable spillways. The SC
standard for turbidity is that discharges not to exceed 25 NTUs provided the existing uses
of the water body are maintained. Savannah District imposes a 500 mg/l limit on
suspended solids in the CDF discharges. This limit is believed to be sufficient to reduce
turbidity impacts in the receiving waters to acceptable levels.”- What is this based on?

6.1.5. Floodplain Impacts
The following comments are on the DEIS.

The three paragraphs within this section fail to sufficiently discuss the floodplains within
or immediately adjacent to the project area. Information was lacking on floodplains
within or immediately adjacent to the project area and the quantity, functions and values
of the floodplains.

The final sentence in this sections states that “large-scale filling of wetlands within the
floodplain are not expected in the future”. Large is a relative term. If floodplains are
going to be impacted, this impact needs to be accurately quantified. Also, why does the
SHEP mitigation plan propose to preserve existing wetlands that are “protected” and
under no threat of filling as compensation for the loss of 337 acres of tidal freshwater
wetlands?

Section 5.10 Floodplains on page 5-122 states “hurricane modeling indicates that change
in the water surface elevations due to the proposed harbor deepening is not significant.”
What statistical analysis was used to determine if a significant difference exist?

Section 5.10 Floodplains on page 5-122 did not quantify any specific impact to
floodplains including shift in community composition or land use.
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Section 5.10 Floodplains on page 5-122 did not provide any information on the secondary
impacts to floodplains caused by this project?

In Section 5.10 Floodplains on page 5-122, modeling discussed involved storm surge
from hurricanes. Was any modeling done to identify the effects of the project to
floodplains in normal conditions?

Section 5.10 Floodplains on page 5-122. Was the potential impact to floodplains/riparian
wetlands caused by increased ship traffic or ships traveling at increased speeds
evaluated?

6.1.6. Terrestrial Resource and Shoreline Impacts

Impacts to terrestrial resources and existing shorelines were examined in three separate
USACE documents titled Ship Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project
(2006), Impacts of the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project-Draft (2006), and Savannah
Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study-Update (2010). The studies were designed to
determine the impacts that the project would have on the shorelines of the Confined
Sediment Placement/Disposal Facilities, City Front, Ft. Pulaski, and Tybee Island (Ship
Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project and Savannah Harbor Expansion
Bank Erosion Study-Update) as well as to determine the change in shoreline and
sediment volume and to predict changes in circulation, waves, and potential sediment
transport between the existing and future conditions (Impacts of the Savannah Harbor
Expansion Project-Draft).

Some of the conclusions made in the documents were sound; however, many were based
on unsubstantiated claims. In some cases conclusions were based on existing conditions
without determining the impacts of the proposed conditions. Comparisons were made
between alternatives which were not the proposed alternative, while ignoring differences
in impacts between the existing condition and the proposed alternative. Data which could
be used to allow peer review of some of the models was missing or omitted. Some
conclusions were based on incomplete models and impacts to some resources were not
determined because they were not under the scope of the current study. It remains
unclear whether impacts to these resources were determined. Finally, none of the studies
examined the impacts resulting from the use of Generation 2 post-panamax vessels within
the deepened channel.

The documentation does not clearly quantify the impacts to the Confined Sediment
Placement/Disposal Facilities, City Front, Ft. Pulaski, and Tybee Island. The conclusions
drawn from these studies have not been substantiated and continuation of the NEPA
process without knowledge of the potential impacts to these resources would be in error.

Specific comments on Terrestrial Resources are provided below.
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4.07. Terrestrial Resources, p. 4-61, Last paragraph: The section titled Existing
Shorelines Adjacent to the Federal Navigation Channel is Section 5.9 in the Tier 2 EIS.

5.9. Existing Shorelines Adjacent to the Federal Navigation Channel, p. 5-120: This
section fails to discuss the analysis, or lack thereof, of the effects of the project on the
shoreline along the Confined Sediment Placement/Disposal Facilities as reported in Ship
Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project. Table 20 of the report lists the
observed drawdown of seven inbound vessels and eight outbound vessels not the
predicted values resulting from the proposed project.

5.9. Existing Shorelines Adjacent to the Federal Navigation Channel, p. 5-120, 6"
paragraph: The Savannah Harbor Expansion Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion
Study was updated in June 2010; the paragraph should indicate this fact.

5.9. Existing Shorelines Adjacent to the Federal Navigation Channel, p. 5-120, Last
paragraph: The Savannah Harbor Expansion Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion
Study-Update indicates that Areas 13A, 13B, and 14 B of the Bight Area were to be
protected prior to completion of the proposed project and therefore not studied in the
Savannah Harbor Expansion Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study-Update.
Has the shoreline protection projects within these three areas been completed? Has the
shoreline along the remaining portions of the Confined Sediment Placement/Disposal
Facilities (Such as the Jones Island Disposal Area) been completely protected and
stabilized? If unprotected areas remain, the Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion
Study should be updated again to include an analysis of potential impacts to the
unprotected areas of the shoreline along the Confined Sediment Placement/Disposal
Facilities.

Did the analysis consider potential sea level rise and its impacts on existing shorelines?
Will the areas which are currently protected by hardened shorelines (i.e. jetties and
bulkheads), and excluded from this analysis, continue to be protected if sea level rise
becomes a reality? The analysis should be updated to include the effects of sea level rise
on existing shorelines and quantify the impacts that longer and deeper draft vessels will
have at higher, base water levels.

5.9. Existing Shorelines Adjacent to the Federal Navigation Channel, p. 5-121, 3rd
paragraph: Paragraph states that from 2003 to 2050 there is 3.1 feet of shoreline erosion
along Ft. Pulaski per year due to ship traffic and in the same sentence it states that only
0.1 foot (1.2 inches) of the erosion is due to ship traffic. Both values cannot be correct.

5.9. Existing Shorelines Adjacent to the Federal Navigation Channel, p. 5-121, 3rd
paragraph: Paragraph states that from 2003 to 2050 there is only 0.1 foot (1.2 inches) of
erosion along the Ft. Pulaski shoreline due to ship traffic. However, in the last sentence
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the document reads that up to 2.23 inches of annual erosion could occur by year 2050.
Both values cannot be correct.

5.9. Existing Shorelines Adjacent to the Federal Navigation Channel, p. 5-121, 4"
paragraph: The paragraph states that the circulation and wave modeling results indicate
that very small changes are anticipated with the proposed deepening on the beaches of
Tybee Island. However, the paragraph fails to mention the sedimentation modeling
results, or lack thereof, detailed in the report titled Impacts of Savannah Harbor
Expansion Project contained in the Engineering Appendix of the GRR. This report
indicates that “A complete sediment budget was not produced due to lack of broad
coverage for bathymetry, lack of multiple surveys pre-project to establish the baseline,
and uncertainty in rates of some key pathways (p. 2-15).” This report was completed in
2006, four years earlier then the submittal of the Tier 2 EIS. A complete sediment budget
should be formulated to determine the impacts that the project would have on Tybee
Island.

5.9. Existing Shorelines Adjacent to the Federal Navigation Channel, p. 5-121, 4"
paragraph: The paragraph fails to mention that the shoreline and volume change analysis
reported in Impacts of Savannah Harbor Expansion Project did not include the barrier
islands along the coastline. The report states that the islands were not studied because
they were not part of the “scope of work.” If the potential for negative impacts to barrier
islands exist then the scope should have been expanded or a separate study should have
been conducted to determine potential impacts. If there is potential for negative impacts
to barrier islands, the shoreline and volume change analysis should be updated.

5.9.Existing Shorelines Adjacent to the Federal Navigation Channel, p. 5-121, 4"
paragraph: The paragraph fails to mention that the shoreline and volume change analysis
reported in Impacts of Savannah Harbor Expansion Project could not adequately
determine the impacts to Tybee Island as stated as follows: “Data are lacking to fully
quantify the impact of the project on Tybee Island (primarily multiple full coverage
surveys prior to the project to establish historic rate and recent surveys to establish
present rates) (p. 2-17). “ The report indicates that the Tybee Island Shelf is currently
deflating at a rate of 220,000 m*/yr and although the full impacts of the project cannot be
“full quantified” with the data available, the Report indicates that the major impacts to
the Shelf and Barrett Shoals are from “dredging and deepening.” The Shoreline and
Volume Change Analysis should be completed with the missing data to determine the
potential impacts of yet another dredging and deepening project on the Tybee Island
Shelf and Barrett Shoals.

5.9. Existing Shorelines Adjacent to the Federal Navigation Channel, p. 5-121, 2" and 3"
paragraphs: The conclusions drawn from the results detailed in Ship Forces on the
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Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project, (which is contained as an attachment in the
Engineering Appendix) should be reconsidered.

Ship Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project, p. 2, 1* paragraph: Page 2
is very optimistic about the “blockage ratio”. In areas where the channel takes up much
of the river, such as the U.S. Route 17 crossing, the blocking ratio is much greater than
predicted. A vessel with a 160 ft beam (Such as a Generation 2 post-panamax vessel
which is predicted to use the channel by 2015, Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion
Study-Update, Appendix B) and a 42.3 ft draft (Allowing for al0 percent under keel
clearance, or 6,768 sq ft), in a channel that’s 470 ft wide, 47 ft deep, and has sloped sides
at 3:1 (22,560 sq ft) the blockage ratio is 30 percent not the 9.5 percent stated as the
maximum in the report. The blockage ratios should be revised to include areas where the
river is narrow in width and should be updated based on the predicted use of Generation 2
post-panamax vessels (See below).

Also, the assumption that ship forces are essentially dependent on a two dimensional slice
of the ship in the channel is also flawed. It is a problem of added mass, which is the mass
of water a ship needs to displace to move into a new location within the fluid. Two ships
of the same beam but different hull forms have different added mass factors. A very full
ship such as a tanker moves more water than a finer hull like a container ship, which
moves more water than a naval ship.

Ship Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project, p. 13, 2" paragraph: The
writer bases the drawdown, wave height, and wave power calculations on the facts that
panamax vessels will have an increased speed in the deepened channel and that post-
panamax vessels will have a decreased speed. The assumption that post-panamax vessels
will maintain the same power level and travel at a lower speed seems poor (The lower
speed resulting from a deeper draft). The post-panamax vessels would travel at a speed
which provides safe maneuverability when traveling the channel. To assume that this
speed will always be lower than the current speed and that that the captain or pilot will
maintain the same power setting, which may result in a speed which provides low
maneuverability, is a poor assumption. The analysis should be based on the actual
predicted speeds not the predicted power level.

Ship Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project, p. 20, 2™ paragraph: Wave
power, is expected to increase by up tol9 percent along Ft. Pulaski. This is not
insignificant. Wave power has to increase substantially as the percentages of larger
vessels running with deeper drafts are projected to increase in a channel whose cross
sectional area is only increasing by 4 percent. It is assumed that the 19 percent increase
was forecasted for a post-panamax vessel, as a full summary of the results of the wave
power analysis are not provided in this document. The details of the wave power study
need to be made public to allow for peer review of these conclusions.
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The document states that the project’s effects along the Confined Sediment
Placement/Disposal Facilities (p. 24, 1% paragraph) will be the same as along Ft. Pulaski,
therefore the ship forces along this long section of the river were not modeled. Barring
any differences in river width which may exists between the two sections of the river
(Wave impacts will be greater in a narrower river as the waves will have less time to
decay before reaching the shoreline) the conclusion that wave power will also increase
by up to 19 percent along the Confined Sediment Placement/Disposal Facilities is fair.
This is a significant increase.

The document states that the only effect which needs to be modeled for the shoreline
along the City Front is the long period drawdown. However, the document only provides
observed drawdown results (Table 21) and not predicted impacts of the project. The
predicted drawdown results, as wells as wave power results, should be published for
review.

The study also fails to analyze the predicted drawdown, wave height and wave power
increases along the City Front, the Confined Sediment Placement/Disposal Facilities, and
Tybee Island resulting from the passage of a Generation II post-panamax vessel along the
River. As mentioned previously, according to the updated fleet forecasts detailed in
Appendix B of the Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study-Update Generation
IT post-panamax vessels (Which can have beams up to 160 ft) are expected to call by the
year 2015. These vessels will displace an even greater amount of water and it doesn’t
appear that the effects that they will have has been calculated, or at least reported in Ship
Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project or in the Tier 2 EIS. For
example, a Generation 2 post-panamax vessel (160ft beam) with 10 percent underkeel
clearance will take up 30 percent of the cross section of the new 47 ft channel. Current
panamax vessels in the current channel only take up 18 percent of the cross section of the
channel. Thus, Generation 2 vessels will displace 67 percent more water relative to
channel cross section. This cannot amount to a negligible erosion rate, and the
conclusion that wave power will be substantially greater is accurate. The effects that the
use of Generation 2 post-panamax vessels will have on drawdown, wave height and wave
power along the City Front, the Confined Sediment Placement/Disposal Facilities, and
Tybee Island should be determined.

Ship Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project, p. 22, 3" paragraph: The
document indicates that the impact analysis conducted for the Tybee Island shoreline
compared the typical (80 percent of design draft) and design draft conditions. The
document then states that “in all cases, the design draft ship in the deepened channel had
slightly less drawdown then the existing channel.” The difference between those two
conditions is much less important than the difference in drawdown between the current
condition (Vessels traveling at 80 percent draft in the existing channel) and the future
condition (Vessels traveling at design draft in the deepened channel). Table 15 indicates
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that post-panamax vessels traveling at typical and high speed will have drawdown
increases of 12.9 percent and 5.73 percent, respectively. These are much less then the
differences calculated for panamax and sub-panamax vessels. The increase in drawdown
for panamax vessels traveling at typical speed is 31.5 percent and the increase for those
traveling at high speed is 22.3 percent between existing and future conditions. The
increase for sub-panamax vessels traveling at typical speed is 27.2 percent and the
increase for those traveling at high speed is 34.4 percent. These increases are not
insignificant.

Ship Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project, Tables 16-19: The tables
should provide the differences between the existing conditions (Vessels traveling at 80
percent draft in the existing channel) and the future conditions (Vessels traveling at
design draft in the deepened channel) for the years of 2030 and 2050. The differences in
drawdown between the other scenarios matter much less. The updated table should be
updated to make these comparisons.

Ship Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project, p. 36, Table 9: The ship
effects should be recalculated using the actual predicted speeds for post-panamax vessels
(not an estimate of the power level), and should show the predicted drawdown, return
velocity, and wave height for Generation 2 post-panamax vessels. The same type of table
should be developed to show the results of these forces on the shorelines of the Confined
Sediment Placement/Disposal Facilities and the City Front. Appropriate cross sectional
areas should be used for each of these sections of the River.

Ship Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project, p. 36, Table 9: As the table
appears in the report, the predicted return velocity increase for typical speed panamax
vessels with the change from 80 percent draft to design draft is 24 percent. The
drawdown increase for typical speed panamax vessels is 26 percent. The return velocity
increase and drawdown increase for high speed panamax vessels are 30 percent and 35
percent, respectively. The short period bow and stern wave heights for typical and high
speed panamax vessels going from 80 percent draft to design draft are 28 percent and 30
percent, respectively. These area substantial increases and should not be hidden within
the composite tables which average in the results from the smaller vessels shown in
Tables 5 and 9. As mentioned previously, the analysis should be conducted again using
predicted speeds and should include an analysis of the impacts of Generation 2 post-
panamax vessels using the channel. The results should be updated to clearly indicate that
return velocities, drawdowns, and wave heights could increase with the project as shown
in the example above.

Ship Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project, p. 43, Table 15: The table
heading indicates that it contains return velocity information, however, this data is absent
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from the table. Table 15 should be updated to include this missing information for public
review purposes.

5.9. Existing Shorelines Adjacent to the Federal Navigation Channel, p. 5-121, 2" and 3"
paragraphs: The conclusions drawn from the results detailed in Savannah Harbor
Expansion Bank Erosion Study-Update, (which is contained as an attachment in the
Engineering Appendix) should be reconsidered to address the following concerns with
this document.

Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study — Update, p. 1, 7" paragraph: For 2008,
3,055 calls would have been reduced to only 3,049 calls if the channel is deepened to 48
ft. This is a statistical draw, not a “notable reduction”.

Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study — Update, p. 2, 2" paragraph and p. 7,
3 paragraph: “The updated forecast changes in ship length, beam, and speed were
evaluated.” And “Changes with regard to ship length, width, speed were negligible.” It
appears that changes in draft were not considered and Generation 2 post-panamax vessels
were not included as part of this Study. The Study should be amended to address these
significant deficiencies.

Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study — Update, p. 5, 4" paragraph: The
paragraph mentions the increase in wave power at Ft. Pulaski but doesn’t mention which
vessels and which speeds were used to develop these numbers and how these results are
“Included” or utilized within the bank erosion analysis.

Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study — Update, p. 6, 1* paragraph: The
report lists the average length of 98.9 percent of all ships calling from the ERDC report to
be 574 ft. It is assumed that these callings are the same as those listed in Table 4 of this
report. The average length of the 1,245 callings listed in Table 4 is 869.5 ft, a 51.4
percent increase. This is easily noticeable when 70 percent of the calls were panamax
vessels with an average length of 951 ft (Table 4). Using the average length of 869.5 ft
divided by the average ship speed (19.6 fps) returns a passing time of 44.4 seconds. This
number is 126 percent greater than the estimated time of generated wave activity upon
the shoreline. The observed wave incident data from the study needs to be made public
to allow for peer review of these conclusions.

Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study — Update, p. 7, 3" paragraph: The
percentage of passing time was revised upwards with the measured forces from the
ERDC study and other factors and used to estimate the percentage of annual erosion that
could be attributed to vessel traffic. This method appears to be using poor science. There
is no evidence presented that indicates that the actual percentage of annual erosion
couldn’t be higher, or lower, for that matter. A different method should be used to
estimate the amount of bank erosion attributable to vessel traffic.
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Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study — Update, p. 7, 3" paragraph: The
method used to estimate the impact from vessel traffic in 2030 and 2050 uses equally
poor science. Multiplying the year 2003 erosion amount by the change in vessel numbers
between 2003 and 2030 and again for 2050 completely ignores changes in vessel length
and vessel draft. The Revised Fleet Forecast in Appendix B of the Savannah Harbor
Expansion Bank Erosion Study — Update details the increasing use of Generation 1 post-
panamax vessels and the use of Generation 2 post-panamax vessels beginning in 2015.
At this point, the effect that vessels have on the Savannah River shoreline is unknown.
Also unknown are the impacts that longer and deeper draft vessels will have on the
shoreline. As mentioned previously, a different method should be used to estimate the
amount of bank erosion attributable to vessel traffic.

Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study — Update, Appendix B: Consistent use
of year 2050 forecast numbers occurs within the document, yet the table in Appendix B
only contains forecasts out to year 2032. The Appendix should be updated to included
forecasts out to year 2050.

Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study — Update, p. 8, 2" paragraph: The
document states that “There appears to be a net reduction of bank erosion due to the
proposed deepening effort.” As mentioned previously, the science in the study does not
support this claim.

Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study — Update, p. 8, 4" paragraph: This
document states results detailed in the report titled_Ship Forces on the Shoreline of the
Savannah Harbor Project, and as indicated in a previous comment, the drawdown
comparisons should be made between the current condition (Vessels traveling at 80
percent draft in the existing channel) and the future condition (Vessels traveling at design
draft in the deepened channel). Comparison s between other scenarios is almost
meaningless. The claim that “the Savannah Harbor Deeping will have no significant
effect on North Tybee” has yet to be substantiated.

Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study — Update, p. 9, 2™ paragraph: Table 21
of the report titled Ship Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project lists the
observed drawdown of 15 inbound and 22 outbound vessels as they passed the City Front
area. The report says nothing of predicted drawdown expect that it was assumed to
“remain unchanged” due to low vessel speeds in the area. Even if speeds remain the
same, the percentages of longer vessels with deeper drafts are to increase according to the
table in Appendix B of the document titled Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion
Study — Update. Therefore, it cannot be assumed that conditions in the area are to
remain the same (as obviously they are not with larger vessels passing the area) and the
potential effects of the project cannot remain unknown. The effects of the project in the
City Front area need to be determined.
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General Reevaluation Report Comments — Appendices, Engineering Appendix,
Engineering Attachments

Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study — Update

2. General, p. 1, 7™ paragraph: For 2008, 3,055 calls would have been reduced to only
3,049 calls if the channel is deepened to 48 ft. This is a statistical draw, not a “notable
reduction”.

2. General, p. 2, 2™ paragraph and p. 7, 3™ paragraph: “The updated forecast changes in
ship length, beam, and speed were evaluated.” And “Changes with regard to ship length,
width, speed were negligible.” It appears that changes in draft were not considered and
Generation 2 post-panamax vessels were not included as part of this Study. The Study
should be amended to address these significant deficiencies.

5.Fort Pulaski, p. 5, 4™ paragraph: The paragraph mentions the increase in wave power at
Ft. Pulaski but doesn’t mention which vessels and which speeds were used to develop
these numbers and how these results are “Included” or utilized within the bank erosion
analysis.

5. Fort Pulaski, p. 6, 1* paragraph: The report lists the average length of 98.9 percent of
all ships calling from the ERDC report to be 574 ft. It is assumed that these callings are
the same as those listed in Table 4 of this report. The average length of the 1,245 callings
listed in Table 4 is 869.5 ft, a 51.4 percent increase. This is easily noticeable when 70
percent of the calls were panamax vessels with an average length of 951 ft (Table 4).
Using the average length of 869.5 ft divided by the average ship speed (19.6 fps) returns
a passing time of 44.4 seconds. This number is 126 percent greater than the estimated
time of generated wave activity upon the shoreline. The observed wave incident data
from the study needs to be made public to allow for peer review of these conclusions.

5. Fort Pulaski, p. 7, 3" paragraph: The percentage of passing time was revised upwards
with the measured forces from the ERDC study and other factors and used to estimate the
percentage of annual erosion that could be attributed to vessel traffic. This method
appears to be using poor science. There is no evidence presented that indicates that the
actual percentage of annual erosion couldn’t be higher, or lower, for that matter. A
different method should be used to estimate the amount of bank erosion attributable to
vessel traffic.

5. Fort Pulaski, p. 7, 3" paragraph: The method used to estimate the impact from vessel
traffic in 2030 and 2050 uses equally poor science. Multiplying the year 2003 erosion
amount by the change in vessel numbers between 2003 and 2030 and again for 2050
completely ignores changes in vessel length and vessel draft. The Revised Fleet Forecast
in Appendix B of the Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study — Update details
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the increasing use of Generation | post-panamax vessels and the use of Generation 2
post-panamax vessels beginning in 2015. At this point, the effect that vessels have on the
Savannah River shoreline is unknown. Also unknown are the impacts that longer and
deeper draft vessels will have on the shoreline. As mentioned previously, a different
method should be used to estimate the amount of bank erosion attributable to vessel
traffic.

5. Fort Pulaski, p. 8, 2™ paragraph: The document states that “There appears to be a net
reduction of bank erosion due to the proposed deepening effort.” As mentioned
previously, the science in the study does not support this claim.

6. North Tybee, p. 8, 4™ paragraph: This document states results detailed in the report
titled_Ship Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project. and as indicated in a
previous comment, the drawdown comparisons should be made between the current
condition (Vessels traveling at 80 percent draft in the existing channel) and the future
condition (Vessels traveling at design draft in the deepened channel). Comparison s
between other scenarios is almost meaningless. The claim that “the Savannah Harbor
Deeping will have no significant effect on North Tybee™ has yet to be substantiated.

7. City Front, p. 9, o paragraph: Table 21 of the report titled Ship Forces on the
Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project lists the observed drawdown of 15 inbound and
22 outbound vessels as they passed the City Front area. The report says nothing of
predicted drawdown expect that it was assumed to “remain unchanged” due to low vessel
speeds in the area. Even if speeds remain the same, the percentages of longer vessels
with deeper drafts are to increase according to the table in Appendix B of the document
titled Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study — Update. Therefore, it cannot
be assumed that conditions in the area are to remain the same (as obviously they are not
with larger vessels passing the area) and the potential effects of the project cannot remain
unknown. The effects of the project in the City Front area need to be determined.

Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study — Update, Appendix B: Consistent use
of year 2050 forecast numbers occurs within the document, yet the table in Appendix B
only contains forecasts out to year 2032. The Appendix should be updated to included
forecasts out to year 2050.

Ship Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project

1. Savannah Harbor Characteristics, p. 2, 1% paragraph: Page 2 is very optimistic about
the “blockage ratio”. In areas where the channel takes up much of the river, such as the
U.S. Route 17 crossing, the blocking ratio is much greater than predicted. A vessel with
a 160 ft beam (Such as a Generation 2 post-panamax vessel which is predicted to use the
channel by 2015, Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study-Update, Appendix B)
and a 42.3 ft draft (Allowing for al0 percent under keel clearance, or 6,768 sq ft), in a
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channel that’s 470 ft wide, 47 ft deep, and has sloped sides at 3:1 (22,560 sq ft) the
blockage ratio is 30 percent not the 9.5 percent stated as the maximum in the report. The
blockage ratios should be revised to include areas where the river is narrow in width and
should be updated based on the predicted use of Generation 2 post-panamax vessels (See
below).

Also, the assumption that ship forces are essentially dependent on a two dimensional slice
of the ship in the channel is also flawed. It is a problem of added mass, which is the mass
of water a ship needs to displace to move into a new location within the fluid. Two ships
of the same beam but different hull forms have different added mass factors. A very full
ship such as a tanker moves more water than a finer hull like a container ship, which
moves more water than a naval ship.

5. Ship Speed Analysis, p. 13, 2" paragraph: The writer bases the drawdown, wave
height, and wave power calculations on the facts that panamax vessels will have an
increased speed in the deepened channel and that post-panamax vessels will have a
decreased speed. The assumption that post-panamax vessels will maintain the same
power level and travel at a lower speed seems poor (The lower speed resulting from a
deeper draft). The post-panamax vessels would travel at a speed which provides safe
maneuverability when traveling the channel. To assume that this speed will always be
lower than the current speed and that that the captain or pilot will maintain the same
power setting, which may result in a speed which provides low maneuverability, is a poor
assumption. The analysis should be based on the actual predicted speeds not the
predicted power level.

7. Fort Pulaski Ship Forces Analysis, p. 20, 2™ paragraph: Wave power, is expected to
increase by up to19 percent along Ft. Pulaski. This is not insignificant. Wave power has
to increase substantially as the percentages of larger vessels running with deeper drafts
are projected to increase in a channel whose cross sectional area is only increasing by 4
percent. It is assumed that the 19 percent increase was forecasted for a post-panamax
vessel, as a full summary of the results of the wave power analysis are not provided in
this document. The details of the wave power study need to be made public to allow for
peer review of these conclusions.

The document states that the project’s effects along the Confined Sediment
Placement/Disposal Facilities (p. 24, 1* paragraph) will be the same as along Ft. Pulaski,
therefore the ship forces along this long section of the river were not modeled. Barring
any differences in river width which may exists between the two sections of the river
(Wave impacts will be greater in a narrower river as the waves will have less time to
decay before reaching the shoreline) the conclusion that wave power will also increase
by up to 19 percent along the Confined Sediment Placement/Disposal Facilities is fair.
This 1s a significant increase.
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The document states that the only effect which needs to be modeled for the shoreline
along the City Front is the long period drawdown. However, the document only provides
observed drawdown results (Table 21) and not predicted impacts of the project. The
predicted drawdown results, as wells as wave power results, should be published for
review.

The study also fails to analyze the predicted drawdown, wave height and wave power
increases along the City Front, the Confined Sediment Placement/Disposal Facilities, and
Tybee Island resulting from the passage of a Generation II post-panamax vessel along the
River. As mentioned previously, according to the updated fleet forecasts detailed in
Appendix B of the Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study-Update Generation
II post-panamax vessels (Which can have beams up to 160 ft) are expected to call by the
year 2015. These vessels will displace an even greater amount of water and it doesn’t
appear that the effects that they will have has been calculated, or at least reported in Ship
Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project or in the Tier 2 EIS. For
example, a Generation 2 post-panamax vessel (160ft beam) with 10 percent underkeel
clearance will take up 30 percent of the cross section of the new 47 ft channel. Current
panamax vessels in the current channel only take up 18 percent of the cross section of the
channel. Thus, Generation 2 vessels will displace 67 percent more water relative to
channel cross section. This cannot amount to a negligible erosion rate, and the
conclusion that wave power will be substantially greater is accurate. The effects that the
use of Generation 2 post-panamax vessels will have on drawdown, wave height and wave
power along the City Front, the Confined Sediment Placement/Disposal Facilities, and
Tybee Island should be determined.

8. Tybee Island Ship Forces Analysis, p. 22, 3™ paragraph: The document indicates that
the impact analysis conducted for the Tybee Island shoreline compared the typical (80
percent of design draft) and design draft conditions. The document then states that “in all
cases, the design draft ship in the deepened channel had slightly less drawdown then the
existing channel.” The difference between those two conditions is much less important
than the difference in drawdown between the current condition (Vessels traveling at 80
percent draft in the existing channel) and the future condition (Vessels traveling at design
draft in the deepened channel). Table 15 indicates that post-panamax vessels traveling at
typical and high speed will have drawdown increases of 12.9 percent and 5.73 percent,
respectively. These are much less then the differences calculated for panamax and sub-
panamax vessels. The increase in drawdown for panamax vessels traveling at typical
speed is 31.5 percent and the increase for those traveling at high speed is 22.3 percent
between existing and future conditions. The increase for sub-panamax vessels traveling
at typical speed is 27.2 percent and the increase for those traveling at high speed is 34.4
percent. These increases are not insignificant.
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Ship Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project, Tables 16-19: The tables
should provide the differences between the existing conditions (Vessels traveling at 80
percent draft in the existing channel) and the future conditions (Vessels traveling at
design draft in the deepened channel) for the years of 2030 and 2050. The differences in
drawdown between the other scenarios matter much less. The updated table should be
updated to make these comparisons.

Ship Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project, p. 36, Table 9: The ship
effects should be recalculated using the actual predicted speeds for post-panamax vessels
(not an estimate of the power level), and should show the predicted drawdown, return
velocity, and wave height for Generation 2 post-panamax vessels. The same type of table
should be developed to show the results of these forces on the shorelines of the Confined
Sediment Placement/Disposal Facilities and the City Front. Appropriate cross sectional
areas should be used for each of these sections of the River.

Ship Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project, p. 36, Table 9: As the table
appears in the report, the predicted return velocity increase for typical speed panamax
vessels with the change from 80 percent draft to design draft is 24 percent. The
drawdown increase for typical speed panamax vessels is 26 percent. The return velocity
increase and drawdown increase for high speed panamax vessels are 30 percent and 35
percent, respectively. The short period bow and stern wave heights for typical and high
speed panamax vessels going from 80 percent draft to design draft are 28 percent and 30
percent, respectively. These area substantial increases and should not be hidden within
the composite tables which average in the results from the smaller vessels shown in
Tables 5 and 9. As mentioned previously, the analysis should be conducted again using
predicted speeds and should include an analysis of the impacts of Generation 2 post-
panamax vessels using the channel. The results should be updated to clearly indicate that
return velocities, drawdowns, and wave heights could increase with the project as shown
in the example above.

Ship Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project, p. 43, Table 15: The table
heading indicates that it contains return velocity information, however, this data is absent
from the table. Table 15 should be updated to include this missing information for public
review purposes.

6.1.7. Threatened and Endangered Species

General Comments on T & E Information

The June 2010 forecast of vessel calls appearing in Appendix B of the Savannah Harbor
Expansion Bank Erosion Study — Update indicates that fewer vessels will call under the
proposed conditions (completed project) than the current conditions (maintaining the 42
ft depth). If this proves to be true, then the chances for invasive species to enter the

Savannah River Maritime Commission
Comments on the Savannah River Expansion Project DEIS and GRR 6-20
January 21, 2011

561



Section 6
Comments on Critical Resource Categories

harbor in ballast water are decreased along with the decrease in vessel calls. The analysis
of this subject seems appropriate as well as the conclusion that the vessels entering the
Port of Savannah will have to adhere to State and Federal laws regarding ballast water
regardless of the depth.

The 2007 report from the Atlantic Sturgeon Status Review Team lists a seasonal
restriction on dredging in the Savannah River between March 16th and May 31st. The
DEIS does not appear to address this seasonal restriction in the document.

The DEIS lacked information that is critical to make an assessment on listed and
candidate species, did not substantiate its determination of non-significant impacts when
adverse impacts were acknowledged, did not appear to pursue studies to collect the
necessary information, and relied upon a significant amount of unsubstantiated
assumptions and conclusions to make its determinations.  If the assumptions and
conclusory statements were based on peer-reviewed or project related studies, the DEIS
should cite that source as a basis upon which the assessment occurred. Furthermore, the
assessment should include all potential impacts from the project, including omitted
impacts, e.g., increased boat strikes and wave erosion due to larger ships accessing the
port; disruption of habitat continuity; disruption of habitat accessibility; and mitigation
impacts.

The shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon are examples of the shortcomings of the assessment
of impacts to threatened and endangered species. Shortnose sturgeon and Atlantic
sturgeon were grouped together for purposes of assessing impacts from the project. The
DEIS justifies the grouping due to their “similarities in habitat use, distribution
throughout the proposed action area, foraging behavior and prey base, and subsequent
risk of take relative to dredging and trawling operations...” No citations or other
reference information was provided to substantiate this decision to group the species.
However, other information provided in the DEIS provides information that contradicts
the claim that the species are similar enough to group together for impact assessment
purposes. For example, the DEIS states that Atlantic sturgeon primarily lead a marine
existence and are therefore more likely to be impacted by hopper dredges than the more
estuarine-based shortnose sturgeon. The DEIS states that shortnose sturgeon spawn 100
miles upstream of the project area, but also states that an Atlantic sturgeon larva was
found 6.7 km (4 miles) upstream of the project impact area. This information not only
suggests that shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon spawn in different areas, it also highlights
the possibility that some larva may drift into the project area and may be affected by the
upstream increases in salinity that would occur as a part of this project. Additional
information should be collected to verify the actual location of Atlantic sturgeon
spawning to ensure the project dredging and upstream movement of salinity and
decreases in DO will not deleteriously impact Atlantic Sturgeon as its spawning habitat
has not been adequately accounted.
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The impact summary to the Essential Fish Habitat in Appendix S, acknowledges that the
proposed action would have adverse impacts on shortnose sturgeon, an endangered
species. Nonetheless, the DEIS dismisses the adverse impacts as non-significant without
providing sufficient detail as to how the non-significant status had been applied. The
DEIS does not provide an accurate representation of impact. The DEIS states that “the
maximum expected reductions in habitat acreage range [sic] of about 11.0 percent or
439.0 acres [with mitigation], depending on channel depth, life stage, and season.” First,
there is apparently an error in the DEIS narrative as indicated by the out-of-place ‘range.’
Second, this estimate fails to accurately sum the decreases in habitat that will still be
realized even with mitigation. Table 8-13 of Appendix B states that 439 acres of January
habitat will be lost for adult shortnose sturgeon alone. An additional 113 acres of August
habitat will be lost for adult shortnose sturgeon and another 28 acres of January habitat
will be lost for juvenile shortnose sturgeon. The estimated loss in habitat is a minimum
projection because it does not include lost habitat that is used during other seasons. Also,
shortnose sturgeon use different habitats based upon life stage and season. Thus,
estimates of habitat loss by month and life stage may be representative, but are not
conclusory as to the total amount of habitat lost.

The DEIS also fails to represent impacts to shortnose sturgeon based upon sediment
impacts from the project even though substrate preference information is available and
substrates will be affected by the project. For example, the 1998 NMFS Final Shortnose
Sturgeon Recovery Plan states that “juveniles in the Savannah River use sand/mud
substrate in 10-14 m depths (Hall et al. 1991). Furthermore, the Atlantic sturgeon, for
which the DEIS has claimed the shortnose sturgeon is an adequate surrogate for purposes
of impact assessment, occupies habitats dominated by gravel and sand substrates (NOAA
Fisheries Office of Protected Resources webpage). Presumably, dredging will alter the
depth and substrate composition of the river. This impact should be accounted for and
quantified in the DEIS.

Moreover, the habitat losses may have been further underrepresented by the habitat
suitability modeling in the DEIS due to inaccurate assumptions regarding dissolved
oxygen levels necessary for habitat use. For example, a baseline level of 3.0 to 4.0 mg/I
of dissolved oxygen was used to determine if habitat was available for juvenile and adult
shortnose sturgeon. This is a minimum level at which the agencies determined shortnose
sturgeon can survive based on laboratory studies of survival. However, these levels do
not necessarily indicate the dissolved oxygen level that is necessary for foraging, resting,
and moving. For example, the Collins et al. (2001) study of shortnose sturgeon habitat
use, cited in the DEIS, reported minimum mean dissolved oxygen levels of 6.36 and 6.45
in areas where adults and juveniles were found, respectively. In the Appendix N
documentation, Prescott Brownell, from NMFS requested that a range of suitable habitat
thresholds be used for modeling habitat availability. The agency panel then redacted his
comments from the record without providing an adequate basis for the redaction. The
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panel decided the current methods were “acceptable for now.” This comment would
suggest that additional work would be necessary in the future in order to adequately asses
the impacts. The narrative does not provide adequate discussion as to why the pass/fail
approach was more adequate than the range approach suggested by Mr. Brownell.
Moreover, there is no indication of future actions that would be necessary or that any
future action was taken in order to compensation for the inadequacies of the pass/fail
analysis.

The DEIS also mentions mitigation, but does not accurately quantify the acres of impact
or the quantity of mitigation area with the exception of newly provided access to 20 miles
of river upstream of the New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam at Augusta, Georgia. The
DEIS fails to describe the habitat upstream of the dam, its adequacy for sturgeon habitat,
its past use by sturgeon, or the successful use of fishways by shortnose or Atlantic
sturgeon. Spawning habitat for shortnose sturgeon in the Savannah River has been
documented by Hall et al. (1991) as areas with gravel/sand/log substrate in curves in the
Savannah River. Furthermore, the New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam are located on or
about the fall line. The NOAA Atlantic Sturgeon Fact Sheet states that Atlantic sturgeon
spawn between the fall line and salt front, suggesting Atlantic sturgeon would not benefit
from the proposed mitigation measures. Thus, the use of the fish passage structure as
adequate mitigation has not been shown to be sufficient to mitigate the intensity and
extent of impacts to shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon.

Specific Comments from the DEIS on threatened and endangered species follow.
Additional T and E comments are contained in Attachment 1 in the form of comments to
the DEIS’ Appendix B, Biological Assessments for Threatened and Endangered Species.

4.06.1. Invasive Species, p. 4-43, 2nd paragraph: The document should cite the source of
the text used for this paragraph. The text appears to be taken from the EPA’s Ballast
Water Factsheet found on the Agency’s website.

4.06.1. Invasive Species, p. 4-44, 2nd paragraph: The document states that the Marine
Extension Service was “expected to release an Invasive Species Plan for the State of
Georgia later in 2008.” This document was finalized in October 2009 and is available
from the Marine Extension Service’s website. The text should be updated to include this
fact and to include information contained in the Plan pertinent to invasive species control
in ballast water for this project.

4.06.1. Invasive Species, p. 4-44, 4th paragraph: The document should cite the source of
the text used for this paragraph. The text appears to be taken from the USCG’s Aquatic
Nuisance Species Website.

4.06.1. Invasive Species, p. 4-44, 5th paragraph: The document states the mandatory
practices which must be applied by “all vessels with ballast tanks on all waters of the

Savannah River Maritime Commission
Comments on the Savannah River Expansion Project DEIS and GRR 6-23
January 21, 2011

564



Section 6
Comments on Critical Resource Categories

US.” It should be noted that crude oil tankers engaged in coast wide trade, DOD and
Homeland Security vessels, and vessels operating exclusively within one COTP zone are
excluded from these regulations.

4.06.1. Invasive Species, p. 4-45, 5th paragraph: The words “per cent” should be
changed to the word percent.

6.08 Threatened and Endangered Species Act — Pg 6-2, 8th para — “A Biological
Assessment evaluating the potential impacts of the proposed action on endangered and
threatened species has been prepared (Appendix B)”. Impacts to adult Shortnose sturgeon
habitat is estimated by the Corps to range from 20 to 220 acres, and for juvenile sturgeon
from 86 to 373 acres, depending on the channel depth alternative selected. Under the
Endangered Species Act, why would the loss of this habitat not be considered a “take”,
and thus a violation of the Act? Since Atlantic sturgeon also inhabit the Savannah
Harbor, and have recently been proposed for listing by NMFS as endangered, the same
question applies to that species.

6.2. Water Quality

This section presents groundwater and surface water quality comments generated from
review of the water quality section of the DEIS and other related sections in the GRR and
attachments. It focuses on proposed effects on chlorides in groundwater, chlorides in
surface water, with respect to drinking water intakes, and dissolved oxygen in surface
water.

6.2.1. Chlorides in Groundwater

GRR Engineering Appendix 1.1.36, Page 4-25 — Ground-water pumping; Section 4.4.5.1
Input Parameters: “Future ground-water pumping was kept constant at year 2000 levels.
Regulatory officials from both South Carolina and Georgia agree that future pumping
from the Upper Floridan aquifer must decrease in order to limit the impacts of salt-water
intrusion in the coastal area. A recently-released GAEPD document entitled Coastal
Georgia Water and Waste Water Permitting Plan for Managing Salt-Water Intrusion
(2006) indicates that Georgia will reduce withdrawals from the Upper Floridan aquifer by
5 MGD by the end of 2008; therefore keeping the pumping rate constant provided a
conservative assessment of future ground-water production in the area.”

1. Has groundwater use in the Upper Floridan aquifer decreased in Georgia and
South Carolina as assumed in the model and analysis?

2. Did groundwater withdrawals from the Upper Floridan aquifer decrease by at
least 5 MGD between 2006 and 2008 in Georgia?
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Groundwater use trends and restrictions by GAEPD are discussed in various sections of
the GRR and supporting appendices. There appears to be a lack of corresponding
discussion on groundwater use and restrictions by SDHEC in South Carolina.

There has been a great deal of effort in characterizing the pore water for the Miocene
confining unit and underlying Floridan aquifer. One key question evaluated in the DEIS
is the rate of vertical movement through the clay, in particular the area near the mouth of
the harbor where 1) the confining unit is thinnest; 2) surface water salinity is greatest; 3)
paleochannels are abundant. Were any efforts made to age date the pore water and
underlying groundwater from the Upper Floridan aquifer as a more direct measure of
transport time?

One of six tasks related to the groundwater investigation was an Aquitard Test Feasibility
that consisted of a “trial step-drawdown pumping test on two recently installed Upper
Floridan wells located adjacent to river channel to determine feasibility of hydraulic
testing of confining unit. If results indicate hydraulic testing of confining unit are
feasible, estimate design parameters and assumptions for full aquitard testing.”

1. The groundwater model was used in place of the step drawdown test. Given that
the model is developed from available field data and assumptions on
characteristics of the aquifers and confining units, it is not at all clear how the
model replaces the field test.

2. It would seem more reasonable to use the model to design an adequate aquitard
test that may or may not include pumping directly from the Floridan aquifer,
rather than use the model to try and disprove the need to conduct a “trial step-
drawing” test altogether.

DEIS Appendix C — Mitigation Planning; page 9. While the overall conclusion that the
impacts to groundwater are not expected to be significant appear reasonably well
substantiated, quantifying the increased flow through the confining unit to 3-4 percent
does not appear to be well substantiated given the uncertainty in leakance though this
unit.

Draft GRR, page 150, the following conceptual mitigation measures are presented:

1. Deposit channel sediments in nearshore areas where the groundwater aquifer is
near the ocean floor.

2. Acquire but not use a permit from the State to withdrawal fresh water from the

Upper Floridan aquifer.
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3. Reduce pumping of groundwater by acquiring — but not using — permitted rights
from industries to remove freshwater from the Upper Floridan aquifer.

These potential mitigation measures, in particular the last two, have significant
ramifications on water use in the region by reducing overall water availability. The
ability to acquire permitted rights in Georgia and presumably South Carolina, including
existing permitted rights without replacing them with an alternate source raise significant
questions regarding the viability of these conceptual alternatives.

6.2.2. Surface Water

6.2.2.1. Chlorides in Surface Water

There are abundant references to past supporting work but there is a lack of specific
references to the relevant documents in the DEIS and GRR. This lack of references
makes evaluating the supporting information difficult.

GRR (10Nov10), Page 93, Section 5.7.2: A general discussion of global sea level rise
and its expected effect on salinity is provided. However, it is not clear if or how the
effect of global sea level rise was evaluated in conjunction with the channel deepening, in
particular as it relates to chloride levels at the Abercorn Creek intake as well as other
intakes on the river. Specifically, it is not clear how the channel deepening will affect the
timing and magnitude of salinity intrusion associated with sea level rise.

Chloride Model Analysis:

1. It is not clear what the chloride results presented from the EFDC model used to
evaluate potential chloride impacts represent:
= Average chloride concentrations over a river reach and/or over time?
@ Cross-section maximum chloride levels?
® Tidal maximum?
= Another metric?
2. Itis not clear what pumping rate was used in the assessment:
& Current rate is described as 30 MGD.
& Plant capacity is variously described as 62.5 MGD and 75 MGD.

3. GRR (10Nov10), Page 166, Section 9.8 states that the rate of surface water
withdrawal at the Abercorn Creek intake “has been increasing substantially over
recent years as the western part of the County has grown rapidly. In addition, the
City has been directed by the Georgia EPD to reduce groundwater withdrawals by
11 MGD requiring more surface water use.” It is not clear how the expected
increase in use at the intake was considered as part of the chloride impact

evaluation.
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Auvailable input data relating to chloride/salinity changes over tidal cycles and over cross-
sectional areas of critical river reaches appear to be sparse to absent. There is reference
to proposed or on-going chloride / salinity monitoring, however these does not appear to
be any detail on this monitoring effort. Given the highly stratified nature of the chloride
distribution in conjunction with tidal effects, understanding the temporal and spatial
distribution throughout the estuary may prove critical to evaluating peak chloride levels
at the Abercorn Creek intake. Clarification on the existing data and any proposed
monitoring would be useful in evaluating potential future impacts at the intake.

The DEIS evaluates potential effects of chloride/salinity changes at the Abercorn Creek
intake. Have potential impacts at other intake structures been evaluated?

As a potential mitigation measure, cost for a supplemental water intake approximately
10-miles upstream from the current intake was presented in a document titled “Review
and Costs for Supplemental Water Supply — City of Savannah Intake at Abercorn Creek”
dated 17 Sep 2009. It is not clear if environmental impacts from this proposed new
intake have been evaluated, including the potential in increase salinity in Abercorn Creek
further upstream from the current intake location.

DEIS, Page 5-55, Section 5.2.4 - Side-bank storage reservoir options were considered in
the GRR. The preliminary design size of the reservoir was to hold a 1-week supply of
raw water. It appears for the purpose of evaluating potential locations for the side-bank
reservoir a 210 MG capacity was assumed, corresponding to a 30 MGD demand.
However, as stated in this section, the plant’s capacity is 62.5 MGD. In the GRR
Attachment 1.1.7, the plant capacity is stated as 75 MGD, 20-percent more than the 62.5
MGD capacity provided in the DEIS. Also, as stated in Section 5.2.3, page 5-51 of the
DEIS as well as in appendices to the GRR, demand has increased significantly due to
increased growth in the western part of the County. It is also noted in the GRR appendix
1.1.36 that groundwater use from the Upper Floridan aquifer is being cut back by
GAEPD, it is not clear if this reduction in groundwater use corresponds to an increase in
surface water demand.

1. A side bank reservoir with a 210 MG capacity provides only 3 1/3 days of
capacity at a plant capacity demand of 62.5 MGD. This is less than half of the
stated goal of 1-week supply of raw water.

2. Itis not clear what analysis was completed to determine that [-week duration was
adequate to address an increase in chlorides. Section 5.2.4, page 5-55 references
a “new moon” receding, was this the extent of the evaluation? Were any
historical durations considered?

3. Itis not clear the level of evaluation completed for the mitigation sites:
& Can they accommodate a 440 MG capacity (1-week at 62.5 MGD)?
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B Has an equivalent of a Phase I ESA been completed to establish past
Recognized Environmental Conditions?

@ Has a screening level evaluation for wetlands, threatened and endangered
species, historic resources, and similar issues that significantly impacts
availability of properties been completed?

= What is the proposed process that would implement construction of a side-
bank reservoir? How will availability of potential sites be maintained?

DEIS Appendix C — Mitigation Planning; page 9. The accuracy of the chloride model is
not sufficient to support the stated increase in chloride levels at the City’s intake (e.g.;
0.34 percent during very low flows). It is worth noting that the relatively low accuracy of
the model is the stated reason the USACE evaluated various mitigation alternatives that
included re-locating the pump intake and use of side-bank storage.

6.2.2.2. Dissolved Oxygen

The water quality-related sections of the DEIS include detailed assessments of the
project’s impacts on dissolved oxygen and chloride concentrations. The analysis relied on
models and field testing of mitigation techniques. Much of this information is useful for
identifying the potential water quality impacts and mitigation strategies. However, the
DEIS understates that uncertainty and risks associated with both the water quality
impacts and the proposed mitigation. The DEIS also does not explicitly consider the
manner in which the water quality of the harbor is currently being managed and
regulated. For example, the DEIS does not address impact of the project on the 2010 draft
TMDL for oxygen-demanding substances, nor the related regulatory framework for
achieving full compliance of water quality standards.

Much of the DEIS’s analysis of potential water quality is based on models that are have
some capability to predict “average” dissolved oxygen or chloride conditions, but limited
ability to characterize the trends and variability in water quality. Therefore, it is unclear
whether the models are accurately predicting the critical conditions for water quality
protection. The DEIS provided little indication that model uncertainties were explicitly
considered in either predicting impacts or designing mitigation strategies. This is an
especially important concern for the mitigation of dissolved oxygen impacts, because the
proposed technology is somewhat experimental and of highly uncertain benefit.

The pending dissolved oxygen TMDL is expected to have a major regulatory and
economic impact on both industrial and municipal dischargers, many of which will have
to make large capital investments to reduce wasteloads. It tends to be controlled by the
location in which attainment of dissolved oxygen concentrations is most difficult. From
this perspective, it would not matter if 97 percent of the system experienced oxygen
improvements if the critical location(s) experienced degradation, or if the wasteload
allocations to achieve full attainment would be lower. The DEIS currently does not allow
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this determination. Similarly, it is unclear if how the proposed mitigation approach would
affect the ability of point source dischargers to use the same technology for TMDL
compliance.

The analysis should be revised to (1) more accurately characterize the uncertainties
associated with water quality impacts; (2) more explicitly consider those uncertainties in
designing environmentally conservative mitigation strategies; and (3) specifically
examine the impact on the project on water quality management of the estuary under the
draft 2010 TMDL.

Specific DO Comments

Affected Environment, p. 4-13, 2nd paragraphs: The description of South Carolina’s
dissolved oxygen criteria should include elements related to naturally-low oxygen
conditions. These elements include a 0.1 mg/L allowable deficit from the natural
dissolved oxygen concentration and a 10 percent allowable deficit in the event that it was
demonstrated that resident aquatic species would not be adversely affected.

Affected Environment, p. 4-13, section 4.02.04, 4th and 5th paragraphs: These
paragraphs do not indicate any difference between class SA and SB waters, and should be
revised to indicate the more stringent water quality criteria for class SA waters.

Affected Environment, p. 4-14, section 4.02.04, 2nd paragraph: This paragraph
incorrectly cites the Georgia D.O. criteria. The criteria listed have been revised, as noted
in the third paragraph on this page, so should not be cited using the present tense.

Affected Environment, p. 4-13, 2nd and 3rd paragraphs: The description of Georgia’s
dissolved oxygen criteria should include elements related to naturally-low oxygen
conditions. These elements include a 0.1 mg/L allowable deficit from the natural
dissolved oxygen concentration and a 10 percent allowable deficit in the event that it was
demonstrated that resident aquatic species would not be adversely affected.

Affected Environment, p. 4-14, section 4.02.04, 2nd paragraph: This paragraph mentions
the 2006 TMDL for Savannah Harbor, but makes no mention that this TMDL is being
revised by USEPA Region 4, and that a draft revised TMDL was issued in 2010.
Statements such as *...the Savannah River cannot accept anthropogenic oxygen-
demanding substances...” are no longer true given the revised standards and updated
TMDL. Such statements should be modified to reflect the updated regulatory approach.

Env. Consequences, section 5.2.1 (Dissolved Oxygen), Tables 5-19 through 5-23 and
related discussion: The dissolved oxygen modeling results presented here—and the
associated discussion—focus on the average dissolved oxygen concentrations in the
bottom three layers of the 6-layer model. The more appropriate and environmentally

Savannah River Maritime Commission
Comments on the Savannah River Expansion Project DEIS and GRR 6-29
January 21, 2011

570



Section 6
Comments on Critical Resource Categories

conservative approach would be to examine the “critical” DO concentration; i.e., the
lowest concentration of the 6 layers, which will usually occur in the bottom layer. This is
because the state water quality criteria apply to entire water column without vertical
averaging. The present approach underrepresents the project’s impacts to oxygen.

Env. Consequences, p. 5-42, section 5.2.1 (Dissolved Oxygen): It is stated that “from a
general perspective, the [project] would result in insignificant (1-2 percent) increases in
the percentage of the harbor’s waters with violations of existing water quality standards.”
It is unclear if this determination was correctly made by considering not only the 4-5
mg/L criteria, but also the maximum 0.1 mg/L allowable deficit from natural dissolved
oxygen concentrations. Regardless, this is a misleading metric because of the widespread
existing D.O. impairments. It is not recommended to use this metric to summarize
general project impacts.

Env. Consequences, p. 5-42, section 5.2.1 (Dissolved Oxygen): The analysis defines a
“substantial” impact to dissolved oxygen as a reduction of 0.25 mg/L or more. Given the
existing water quality impairment, any measureable reduction of dissolved oxygen is a
water quality concern. It is not recommended to arbitrarily define a “substantial” impact
or imply that only reductions of 0.25 mg/L or greater are a concern.

Env. Consequences, section 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 (Dissolved Oxygen and related mitigation
analysis)—general comment: There appears to be a disconnect between the manner in
which the dissolved oxygen-related analysis was performed and the manner in which
water quality is managed under existing regulations. USEPA has performed extensive
water quality modeling and analysis to support the draft TMDL that was issued in 2010
and will be finalized in 2011. The TMDL is expected to have a major regulatory and
economic impacts on both industrial and municipal dischargers, many of which will have
to make large capital investments to reduce wasteloads. The analysis in the DEIS does
not allow the reader to determine whether the project would make full attainment of
water quality standards easier or more difficult.

For example, the TMDL tends to be controlled by the location and time at which
attainment of dissolved oxygen concentrations is most difficult. From this perspective, it
would not matter if 97 percent of the system experienced oxygen improvements if the
critical location experienced degradation, or if the wasteload allocations to achieve full
attainment would be lower. The analysis should be revised to specifically examine the
impact on the project on the critical cells that control wasteload allocations under the
draft 2010 TMDL, under critical hydrologic/tidal conditions. This will allow
determination of whether the project (with D.O. mitigation) would have a net positive or
negative impact on water quality attainment.

Env. Consequences, section 5.2.2 (Mitigation for Impacts to Dissolved Oxygen)—
general comment: This section lacks detail with respect to the quantitative benefits of the
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mitigation on dissolved oxygen; i.e. it lacks the information corresponding to the tables in
section 5.2.1. This is information is in the GRR Engineering Appendix, but it would be
recommended to make section 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 consistent with regard to the type and level
of detail of model results presented.

Env. Consequences, section 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 (Dissolved Oxygen and related mitigation
analysis) and Section 5 of Appendix Q (Risk and Uncertainty Analysis)}—general
comment: The Corps has inappropriately based its assessment of the dissolved oxygen
model’s capabilities on its ability to predict “average” conditions, rather the critical
conditions. Appendix Q of the DEIS (Risk and Uncertainty Analysis) describes how the
dissolved oxygen model is relatively accurate for predicting the 50th percentile dissolved
oxygen concentration and general spatial trends. However, it was also indicated that the
model was much less accurate for predicting the variability of the dissolved oxygen
concentration and the daily minima. DHEC concluded that the model has “limited ability
to simulate the variability and trends in the data™.

Based on the 2010 draft TMDL, the dissolved oxygen metric of concern is not the 50th
percentile but the 10th percentile, a value closer to the minimum value. Therefore, it is
not clear from the DEIS that the model can accurately predict the dissolved oxygen
metrics of greatest concern. Moreover, the DEIS gives no indication that uncertainty in
the model was explicitly considered in characterized impacts. It is recommended that the
DEIS explicitly address the ability of the model to predict the lower percentile dissolved
oxygen concentrations, and make adjustments as to needed to ensure that it is an
environmentally conservative analysis. In the meantime, the Corps has
undercharacterized the uncertainty of the dissolved oxygen models, and the statement in
Appendix Q that “the model’s errors in predicting dissolved oxygen levels present little
risk for decision-makers” is unwarranted.

Env. Consequences, section 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 (Dissolved Oxygen and related mitigation
analysis) and Section 5 of Appendix Q (Risk and Uncertainty Analysis)—general
comment: There have been serious questions raised regarding the whether the proposed,
experimental mitigation strategy will be effective. For example, the USGS review of the
Speece cone pilot study concluded that the project might not have had any significant
effect on DO concentration except near the injection point. The DEIS appears to have
largely dismissed this concern based on the uncertain modeling analysis and very limited
monitoring evidence. As a result, the DEIS significantly undercharacterizes the risk and
uncertainty associated with the dissolved oxygen mitigation.

For example, the DEIS gives no indication that uncertainties associated with the
mitigation technology or associated modeling analysis were taken into account during the
mitigation planning, such as by providing additional DO injection points in case the
system is less effective than modeled. The elements that are proposed in Appendix Q to
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reduce risk primarily consist of references back to the original studies and post-
construction monitoring. None of these elements would actually reduce dissolved oxygen
impacts in the event that the mitigation strategy was ineffective. It is recommended that
the mitigation strategy address the uncertainties of the selected technology in a more
direct fashion, and include elements that reduce risk by providing environmentally
conservative mitigation designs.

Env. Consequences, section 5.2.2 (Mitigation for Impacts to Dissolved Oxygen)—
general comment: Dissolved oxygen injection is a key TMDL compliance strategy for
dischargers to the Savannah Harbor. Most of these dischargers are already permitted at or
below best practical technology (BPT) wastewater treatment levels, and oxygen injection
might be the most cost-effective manner for TMDL compliance. It is unclear whether the
use of oxygen injection to mitigate the channel deepening impacts would reduce or
substitute for the ability of wastewater dischargers to use this same technology for TMDL
compliance. In conjunction with consideration of the project’s impact on TMDL
compliance (see comment above), it is recommended to explicitly consider how the
dissolved oxygen mitigation plan would affect compliance options for existing
dischargers, and if so, if this would be accompanied by a significant economic impact to
those dischargers.

Env. Consequences, p. 5-49, section 5.2.2 (Mitigation for Impacts to Dissolved Oxygen).
Figure 5-18: The accompanying text mentions three locations for dissolved oxygen
injection, but the map only shows two locations.

Env. Consequences, Section 5 of Appendix Q (Risk and Uncertainty Analysis)—general
comment: Even if the dissolved oxygen mitigation works as intended, there would be a
risk associated with lack of the funding for the Speece cone operations and maintenance,
especially if the mitigation was dependent upon annual funding appropriations. This risk
should be stated in Appendix Q. Similarly, this section should explain how this reisk
could be reduced, such as by the provision of contingency funding.

6.3. Air Quality, Noise and Dust

The air quality analysis completed for the proposed project is very comprehensive in that
it accounts for air emissions from all cargo-carrying vessels (containerships and other
marine vessels) and landside cargo handling equipment at both the GPA and private
terminals at the port. Further, emission estimates are provided for criteria pollutants, air
toxics and greenhouse gases. Although the project is not subject to conformity
determination requirements, the emission inventory completed for this project is similar
to the comprehensive emission inventories prepared to satisfy conformity requirements.

While the emission inventory completed for the project is very comprehensive, the
emission summary tables presented in Appendix K have certain shortcomings. The
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reviewer was not able to calculate and confirm the accuracy of the emissions reported in
many of the emission summary tables using the information provided in the descriptions
preceding the emission summary tables. To facilitate a review of the emission estimates,
an example calculation should be provided for each primary emission summary table.
Additionally, the emission estimates are presented using various terminology to represent
vessel trips (e.g., tons per transit, tons per vessel, and ton/call). The use of consistent
terminology is recommended.

The following comments are based on review the Air Quality Section in the DEIS.

Page 5-105, Section 5.6 — the word “volume” is used in the third sentence and in the
second to last sentence of the first paragraph. Because mass emission rates are being
referred to in these instances, “amount” or “quantity” should be used in lieu of “volume”.

Page 5-107, second sentence of the first paragraph - replace the word “volume” with
“amount”.

Page 5-108, second paragraph — Table 6-4 in Appendix K is referenced comparing port
emissions to total emission in Chatham County. The percentages indicated in the second
sentence of this paragraph do not match those presented in Table 6-4. The percentage
values presented in Table 6-4 and the percentages indicated in this paragraph should be
re-calculated or checked to confirm their accuracy.

Page 5-109, end of Air Quality section — a discussion is presented to explain why a
conformity determination is not required for the project. Simply, a conformity
determination is not required because the project location is in an attainment area (and the
area is also not a designated maintenance area). This is well covered in the discussion
under item a. It is suggested that item b. be deleted since it is not needed to support the
conclusion that a conformity determination is not required. Further, a summary of
project emissions is not provided in item b. for comparison with prescribed de minimus
levels to confirm that the project emissions are below the de minimus levels. The
following comment is made on the Draft GRR:

Page 142, Section 8.2.3 - in recognition that federal projects of this magnitude are
typically subject to conformity determinations under the General Conformity or
Transportation Conformity regulations, include an introductory statement to indicate that
the project is exempt from conformity determination requirements because the project
site is located in an area that is designated as an Attainment Area with respect to the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards and the project area is not a maintenance area.
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6.4. Tidal Intrusion

Issues regarding water quality impacts from tidal intrusion are addressed in section 5.3,
Water Quality. Ecological impacts from tidal intrusion are addressed primarily in the
Wetland Impacts Section.

6.5. Dredging and Deepening

5.7.1.1.C. Dredge Plume — Pg 5-112, 2nd para — “Another source of turbidity and
sedimentation from hopper dredges is through the deposition of their sediment loads at
the placement site”. Please discuss the potential impact of this type of turbidity.

5.7.1.1.C. Dredge Plume — Pg 5-112, 5th para — “Dredge-induced water quality
conditions will only be short-term and impact a small cross-sectional area of the
Savannah River”. Please quantify “short-term™ and estimate the cross-sectional area to be
impacted.

5.7.1.1.C. Dredge Plume — Pg 5-113, 3rd para — “All three shellfish harvesting areas are
located a sufficient distance from the dredging in the Savannah River channel that
sedimentation and high turbidity would not adversely impact these resources”. Please
state the distance from the dredging activity to the shellfish areas. Section 5.8.4.3
Confined Disposal Facilities (CDFs),

Page 5-118 — This section discusses the minimal impacts predicted on various resources
that utilize the CDFs; however, there is no reference to the work that was done regarding
identifying cadmium as a contaminant of potential concern (COPC), primarily presented
in the DEIS Appendix M-Final Sediment Quality Evaluation.

Section 5.13 - Beneficial use of Dredged Sediment, Page 5- 142- “Impacts to fish
(including larvae and eggs), shellfish and benthic communities within the near shore
sediment placement areas are discussed in 5.7- Marine and Estuarine Resources. No long
term adverse impacts are anticipated to any fishery resources or benthic communities
from the near shore beneficial sediment placement.” Section 5.7 does not provide
adequate information to support this statement.

6.6. Sediment Quality

4.01.2.1 Sediment Quality (potential contaminant impacts) — Pg 4-9, 2nd paragraph —
“The evaluation found that most of the sediments did not provide an concern for potential
contaminant-related impacts associated with the proposed dredging and dredged sediment
placement”. What screening criteria were used to reach that conclusion?

4.01.2.1 Sediment Quality (potential contaminant impacts) — Pg 4-9, 3rd paragraph —
“Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and cadmium were detected in a sample
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taken at about Station — 75+000B near the old RACON tower where a spill of fuel,
batteries and paint lacquer occurred in November 1996. Subsequent sampling conducted
in 2005 revealed that sediments at that location do not pose a potential for contaminant-
related environmental impacts”. What screening criteria were used to reach that
conclusion?

5.4.2.3 Expected Results of Monitoring Cadmium-Laden Sediments — Pg 5-102, 2nd
paragraph — “In light of the information summarized above, the dredging and the
placement of cadmium-laden sediment in CDF 14A, CDF 14B and covering these
sediments with 2 feet of clean sediment is not anticipated to result in adverse impacts to
the aquatic environment or biota found in the CDFs”. A discussion of the potential
impacts on the river’s biota from the dispersion of cadmium-laden sediments during
dredging is needed.

6.7. Navigation

The Savannah Harbor Expansion Project, if completed as currently described at either 47
or 48 ft of depth, does not likely provide sufficient harbor depth and width necessary to
make the Jasper Ocean Terminal a viable project. We now know that over 80 percent of
container ship capacity on order is post-panamax in size and will require harbors with 50
feet mean low water and unrestricted two-way ship traffic capability, such as offered by
New York, Baltimore, and Norfolk today, to reliably make Panama Canal appointments.
Thus, it is likely that investment in the Jasper Ocean Terminal would require a further
harbor deepening project to be cost-justified.

If the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project is approved, the cost of dredging the 48 ft
channel to the Garden City Terminal and the resultant environmental damage would
make it extremely difficult if not impossible to get the additional dredging to 50 ft needed
to make Jasper Ocean Terminal viable.

DEIS Section 5.17 Aesthetics and Recreational, on page 5-143 fails to evaluate how
increase ship traffic or speeds may affect recreational boaters and kayakers along the
entire length of the project.

The following comments pertain to the documents contained in the GRR Attachment 3,
Engineering Investigations Supplemental Materials. The documents are:

= 1.1.11 Savannah Harbor Entrance Channel Simulations 2010 Report; dated 9
March 2010

& 1.1.12 Savannah Harbor Simulations Study 2009: 31 March 2009

® 1.1.13 Navigation Study for Savannah Harbor Channel Improvements:;
September, 2004
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@ 1.1.14 Impacts of the Savannah Harbor Expansion Projects; October 2006

= 1.1.16 Vertical Ship Motion Study for Savannah, GA. entrance channel: May
2010

® 1.1.17 Ship Forces on the Shoreline of the Savannah Harbor Project: August 2006
&= 1.1.24 Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study: November 2006

= 1.1.25 Savannah Harbor Expansion Bank Erosion Study Update: June 2010
m

1.1.34 Sensitivity Analysis of Proposed Navigation Meeting Areas; September
2009

= 1.1.39 Dredged Material Management Plan; June 2010
= 1.1.43 Correspondence Regarding Pipeline Crossings; May 2008

These reports and studies verify previous shortcomings regarding navigation and
operational capability of the proposed project.

SHIP DRAFT CAPABILITY: The inshore project depth will not support post-panamax
traffic except on high tide. The ship draft this project will accommodate will roughly
equate to what Charleston can do now. Based on Army Corps channel design standards,
which recommend channel depths of 110 percent of ship draft in protected waters, this
project will support a 24 hour maximum draft of approximately 42 ' feet, and 47 feet on
high tide, in the inshore channels.

SHIP SPEED LIMITATIONS: The narrow offshore channels are proven to be untenable
for ships at 46 ft draft and greater. The maximum draft these channels can accommodate
may be much less, but simulations were only done for 46 ft and 47.5 ft drafts. Additional
simulations should be done to determine a viable draft. The findings were that ships at
the drafts simulated must maintain speeds not greater than 6 knots. These speeds also
require a range of tide that is exaggerated. The study assumed tide range offshore is the
same as tide range in the mouth of the river. This is false. Offshore tide lift in this area is
roughly 2/3 of the tide lift at Fort Pulaski.

No simulations were done to verify that ships could maintain sufficient directional
control at such slow speeds to safely negotiate the unusually narrow offshore channel
design incorporated this project. Narrow offshore channels often require 14 to 18 knots
to maintain safe directional control depending on weather and currents. The draft
capability of the offshore channels must incorporate a coordinated study to determine
vertical ship motions at sufficient navigational speed. Until this study is done, the
viability of the offshore channel is indeterminate, except that this report proves it will not
support drafts of 46 feet or deeper.

SHIP TRAFFIC: This project will not support two — way traffic of post-panamax traffic.
No simulations were done with two full beam post-panamax ships, so passing has not
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been verified anywhere in the project. Simulations with smaller ships only identified one
passing lane as viable, at Long Island Range. This lane is roughly in the middle of the
project, meaning that one inbound may pass one outbound, provided timing two ships 32
miles apart at the start of their planned passing rendezvous can be precisely executed for
an exact meeting in a location not longer than 6 1/2 ship lengths. This one marginally
adequate passing lane is only viable if lengthened to 8000 feet, according to pilot
feedback, requiring additional study.

ECONOMIC BENEFIT LIMITATIONS: Economic benefit must account for accurate
capabilities. Ships must be lightly loaded to 42 to 47 feet draft, and traffic density is
limited to one-way traffic. Full economic benefit as estimated of Post-Panamax shipping
is unattainable in this project. The economic limitations of predominantly one-way
traffic and light loading would be significant.

JASPER TERMINAL BENEFIT: This project preempts availability of a South Carolina
terminal on the Savannah River, because this project occupies the dredge disposal areas
in way of the notionally proposed Jasper Terminal through 2060. No extra dredge
material capacity is apparent in the operations and maintenance plan to free up these
sites.

This project also will not support navigability parameters to support a viable Jasper
Terminal. The Jasper Terminal would only be viable if it can support fully loaded post-
panamax ships largely unrestricted. The draft limitations of this project would only allow
post-panamax ships that are substantially less than fully loaded. One —way traffic
competing with the other terminals in the river would limit ship arrivals such that berth
utility at jasper would be severely curtailed. If this project goes forward, and ship traffic
density reaches maximum capacity on a one-way channel, there would be no extra
capacity to handle increased traffic to a Jasper Terminal, and permitting of a Jasper
Terminal would be difficult justify.

Within this plan is a projection of some 19 ship arrivals per day. With many of them
dependent on the tide given the limited depth, this may be an unsustainable traffic load.
Adding the Jasper Terminal would likely overwhelm the traffic density a one-way
channel can support. Proceeding with this project may approach the environmental limits
this waterway can sustain, leaving little or no capacity to add width or depth necessary to
support a truly post-panamax capable Jasper Terminal.

In order to make a Jasper Terminal viable, a dredging project would have to be designed
for full two-way traffic from the terminal to the end of the cannel at sea, with an inshore
depth of 50 to 51 feet, and an offshore depth of 55 to 57 feet. This proposed project falls
far short of those parameters and provides no utility to South Carolina’s terminal
expansion plans for the Savannah River.
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Figure 6-1 estimates draft and under keel clearance capability of various project depths at
high and low tide for the Savannah River.

This chart depicts a difference of four feet between ship draft capability on any tide and
on high tide based on the following assumptions:

1.

Tide range at the seaward end of the project is four feet, at Fort Pulaski is six feet,
and at Garden City is eight feet.

Tide lag from the sea buoy to Garden City is one hour.

3. Transit time from the sea buoy to Garden City would be three hours, on average.

The Army Corps of Engineers channel design standards per their engineering
manual on channel design, which requires project depths to be 110 percent of the
target ship draft in internal waters and 120 percent in exposed waters, is not being
adhered to, as is apparent in the draft GRR and DEIS. Therefore, a lesser
standard has been assumed to be 108 percent in internal waters and 115 percent in
exposed waters for the purpose of these calculations. It should be noted that
International Maritime Organization safe navigation standards for navigation
mimic the USACE's standards of 110 percent and 120 percent respectively.

The result of the above assumptions is that an inbound ship will only be afforded
2/3 maximum tidal assistance at some point on their inbound voyage due to the
duration of the voyage and the tide lag from the sea buoy to the terminal, and 1/3
of maximum tidal assistance on outbound voyages. The location of the ship at
high tide, the speed of the ship, the length of a particular voyage within the
project channel, and the actual tide range on a given day, determine actual tide
assistance. The gross average of all these factors based on the above assumptions
is 3 1/3 feet average benefit of high tide. For the purposes of this analysis, this
has been rounded up to four feet, and therefore, this should be considered a liberal
analysis, vice a conservative analysis. The USACE should report their findings
and determinations on all of these factors and based economic projections on
actual ship drafts this project can accommodate within Army Corps channel
design standards.

@
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FIGURE 6-1:

Savannah Draft vs Project
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1.1.11 Savannah Harbor Entrance Channel Simulations 2010 Report; dated 9
March 2010

Pg.3, para 5: The ships modeled to investigate passing are a Panamax ship with a beam
of 106 ft that no longer exists (this particular ship has been scrapped), and a less than
post-panamax ship of only 140 ft beam (post-panamax beam is 160 ft). There is no
testing done of two full post-panamax ships passing, so the channel has not been
evaluated for post-panamax capacity. In some cases, they have considered a successful
run where there was only 25 feet of clearance, indicating a true post-panamax ship would
not have been successful.

Pg 3, para 7 & 8, Pg 4 Para 14.b & 15, Encl pg. 1 & 4: The inbound runs were reliable
only when ranges were used, meaning the channel is only viable in clear visibility. Fog is
prevalent in Savannah, as noted in the NOAA Coast Pilot, so dependence on ranges
curtails the economic viability of the channel only to the extent of fair weather.

Pg 4, Para 13 & l4.c, Plates 12 & 14: The conclusion in paragraph 14c that two-way
runs were successful is contradicted by paragraph 13 and Plates 12 & 14 that shows a
ship left the channel in a passing run. It is also contradicted by the runs for one-way
traffic that found that ranges were necessary for reliability.

Plate 5: While the ships outbound remained in the channel, the margin of safety was very
thin. The report does not state a tolerance for satisfactory.

Encl, pg. 2, para 4 and 7: There are no simulations of steady steaming in the lengthy
ranges offshore with limited width, especially considering the slow speeds necessary to
limit squat per item 1.1.16, Vertical Motions. These notes indicate crabbing is common
in “most transits”. The width offshore is only 560ft. A post-panamax ship of 1050 ft
length and 160 ft beam with 10 degrees crab takes up 330 ft of width, effectively
doubling the beam. That leaves only 115 ft on each side. No runs evaluated the
reliability of this channel in the long straight reaches, despite notes verifying crabbing is
common. The narrow width of this lengthy offshore channel needs to be validated.

Summary: The offshore channel has not been validated as a safe channel for even one-
way traffic of a full size post-panamax ship. Two way traffic has not been proven
reliable in any segment of the channel, even with ships smaller than full post-panamax.
The turn cannot be navigated safely inbound in limited visibility. The economic analysis
needs to account for one-way traffic, high probability of ships leaving the channel, and
closing the offshore channel in low visibility.

The channel needs to be simulated throughout the entire length with full size post-
panamax ships both one way and passing.
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1.1.12 Savannah Harbor Simulations Study 2009; 31 March 2009

Pg 2, para 5, Recommendations: The recommendation for an 8000 ft passing lane in
Long Island Channel has not been studied. It is recommended by hypothesis based on the
failure of the 7000 ft passing lane.

The Susan Maersk is only 140 ft beam. The project has not yet been studied for full post-
panamax traffic. The population of ships greater than 140 ft beam is significant.
Already, there are 347 container ships with a beam of greater than 140 ft in the world
fleet. This represents 23 percent of the current post-panamax fleet. This population is
certain to grow, and this project is not post-panamax capable without verifying the
capability to handle full post Panama beam.

Enclosures: Almost every pilot recommended the entire Long Island Range be widened,
vice just a segment of the Range, to allow for passing, citing that a minimal passing lane
requires precise timing for each vessel to arrive in the lane, which is not realistic.

Plates 18 - 21 and Enclosures: Many pilots refuted the finding that passing in Oglethorpe
Range is safe. The simulation runs do not show any appreciable margin of safety, even if
the ships technically did not leave the channel. This reduces the passing opportunities to
just the Long Island Range.

1.1.13 Navigation Study for Savannah Harbor Channel Improvements; September,
2004

This report is largely superseded by items 1.1.11 and 1.1.12. Shortcomings identified
with the project in this report are reiterated and intensified in the two more recent reports
noted above.

Pg 34, Plate 21: This study shows the Susan Maersk grounds in 6 ft scas in even a 52 ft
deep offshore channel, verifying that the channel is not suitable for post-panamax drafts.
At most, this simulation shows the channel is suitable for 44.5 foot drafts in 6 ft seas. At
44.5° (which would create only 2 feet of under keel clearance), the Susan Maersk is
limited to some 600 fewer TEU’s than fully loaded.

Pg 18 & Plates 3, 5,7 & 11, 15, 17, 19, 23, 25, 27: Jones Island Range failed simulation
runs.

Pg 25: Flats area failed simulation runs.
Pg 31: Jones Island Range failed even with a lightly loaded Susan Maersk.

Pg 32: Flats area failed even with a lightly loaded Susan Maersk.
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Pg 36: Recommendations ignored that the Susan Maersk grounded in a 52 ft channel in 6
ft seas. The recommendation that the channel as proposed is satisfactory is unfounded.

Army Corps standards are that the offshore channel will provide for 120 percent depth
compared to the target ship draft. On this measure, a 49 ft deep offshore channel will
accommodate drafts up to 41 feet on low tide. Economic analyses must consider this
limitation. The capacity of a typical 7000 TEU ship is some 200 TEU per foot of draft,
so the capacity of a 7000 TEU ship limited to 6.5 less than full load draft foregoes 1300
TEU, or 19 percent of its cargo capacity.

1.1.16 Vertical Ship Motion Study for Savannah, GA, entrance channel; May 2010
This is a draft report. The project should be based on completed reports.

Pg 65: The simulated ship squats and grounds at speeds as low as 10 knots in channels
deeper than the proposed. 10 knots has been found to be too slow to maintain control of
a ship in a narrow channel subjected to ocean currents and waves. Maintaining control of
the ship at 10 knots in a 550 ft wide channel needs to be studied carefully. 14 knots is
widely considered the lowest safe speed to maintain control in confined offshore
channels.

Pg 73: This shows that the channel only has viability for a fully loaded ship in a 49 ft
channel 70 days a year at ten knots, an unsafe speed. A safer speed of 14 knots has zero
days of viability.

This report verifies that the offshore channel cannot support 46 ft draft or 47.5 ft draft.

This report does not address channel depths as shallow as 49 feet, which is proposed. It
does not evaluate the ability to maintain control of the vessels at slow speeds. It does not
derive a maximum safe draft that is reliable most of the year (350 days plus).

This report does verify that this project is not suitable for post-panamax traffic.

A full-length simulation run needs to be conducted of a 160 ft wide ship at 47.5 feet draft
at 6 knots as suggested here, or higher sped without inducing excessive squat, throughout
the narrow 550 ft wide offshore channels. Controllability and under keel clearance must
both be verified. A maximum safe draft for this channel should be derived and used as a
basis for economic evaluations.

1.1.39 Dredged Material Management Plan; June 2010

Paragraph 1.1: The projection for how much maintenance material needs to be handled
each year is not substantiated. Past actual volumes dredged are reported to be less than
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the optimal volumes to keep pace with shoaling, but the amount reported for optimal
maintenance, 6.225 million cubic yards (CY) is not substantiated.

The November 2010 ACOE Savannah District channel surveys show that all three
offshore ranges have shallow quarters, as much as 1 'z feet shy of project depth. Seven
of thirteen river ranges have shallow quarters, as much as 4 feet shy of project. Over half
of the Kings Island turning basin is 8 to 18 feet shy of project depth. This indicates that a
significant amount of maintenance dredging is being deferred. It is entirely possible that
some of this shoaling has reached equilibrium depth, having been deferred for so long,
and, therefore, the current state does not indicate a linear progression of annual shoaling
rates. It is safe to assume that with an improved channel, deferring maintenance as has
been done in the past will no longer be tolerable, and therefore, annual maintenance
dredged material will certainly increase. Due to the pattern of deferred maintenance and
current shoaling, historical maintenance dredging data bears no credible indication of
future annual demand, other than to indicate that proper maintenance dredging will
greatly exceed historical dredging projects which have failed to keep pace with shoaling.

Table 3; Predicted O&M Volumes: This table projects maintenance dredging through
2060. It shows dependence on sites 13B, 14A, and 14B, which extend throughout the
area notionally considered for an eventual Jasper County, SC marine terminal. The
existing channel, unimproved, would likewise depend on the entire Jasper terminal site
for annual maintenance perpetually. The Jasper terminal site is occupied by maintenance
disposal demand indefinitely. With the increased maintenance load of a deeper channel,
projected over an indefinite period, South Carolina’s opportunities to develop a terminal
on the Savannah River are even more obstructed.

Extended Notes Regarding Navigability:

The comparison to Charleston fails to take into account the salinity difference between
the ports. Post —Panamax ships would sink approximately one foot as they enter the
brackish water of the Savannah River. This phenomenon does not exist in Charleston
where draft changes due to salinity are negligible. The other factor that differs is that the
transit time is so long in Savannah that high tide only offers assistance for a portion of the
transit. Even with the time lag between high tide at the sea buoy and high tide well into
the port, and the higher amplitude of the tide inside the port, the ship will not be able to
keep up with high tide throughout, and will be at half tide or worse at some point in the
transit. Therefore, the tide only allows for an additional 4 1/2 feet of draft in optimal
conditions. These factors contribute to the estimated potential of this channel project
allowing only for the existing draft capability of the channel in Charleston, even though
this project is two feet deeper.

The traffic density this project can support is severely constrained by the predominantly
one-way capability. This limitation was documented in the Army Corps’ letter to the
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Savannah Pilots on March 28, 2002: “The channel was not designed for full two-way
traffic for the design ship at all times.” Given that the width is static, and is not afforded
any benefit of tidal assistance, if the channel is only wide enough for one-way traffic
some of the time, it is only wide enough for one-way traffic all the time for the design
ship. It has also been noted, the design ship is not a full size post Panamx ship. The
nearby Port of Charleston is currently wide enough for full post-panamax traffic all the
time.

Therefore, the combined utility of this project would bring the ship handling capability of
the Port of Savannah to roughly a one-way equivalent of the existing Port of Charleston.
Economic and alternative studies should reflect this.

6.8. Environmental Justice

As noted in Section 5.20, Protection of Children and Environmental Justice, Federal
agencies are required by Executive Order 12898 to identify and address
“disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental effects . . . on
minority populations and low-income populations in the United States.” Section 5.20, on
Page 5-145, Paragraph 4 references figures that . . . show the location of various
poverty levels” in an area of Jasper County “. . . where the Garden City Terminal is
located and most of the effects of the existing container terminal are experienced.” The
text further states “. . . that the closest area with the highest poverty level (40-100
percent) is located roughly a mile from the terminal”, and this “. . . same area as being the
closest one with the highest category of minorities (40-100 percent).” It is not clear in
the text why this area is the focus of the analysis, rather than the area that may be
potentially affected by the proposed action and alternatives. If the area identified on
Figures 5-54 and 5-55 encompasses the region of influence, or area potentially affected
by the proposed action and alternatives, it should be clearly stated as such in the text. If it
does not, then the analysis needs to encompass that affected area, which needs to be
defined based on the geographic extent of air quality and other impacts associated with
the proposed action and alternatives that could potentially have adverse human health and
environmental effects on minority populations and low-income populations.

Additionally, Section 5.20 does not define what low-income population was assessed as
part of the environmental justice analysis. It would appear from the text to be the segment
of the population with the highest category of people at or below the poverty level (40 —
100 percent), but that is not clear from the text. It is also not clear if the low-income
population included in the environmental justice analysis comprised all people at or
below the poverty level. The analysis should identify and assess disproportionately high
and adverse effects on minority and low-income populations. Based on the mapping on
Figures 5-54 and 5-55, it appears that minority and low-income populations may be
closer to the project than one mile. What is not clear from the evaluation and needs to be
included is an assessment (more than merely a statement) of whether or not minority and
Savannah River Maritime Commission
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low-income populations (not the highest category of minority and low-income
populations) are disproportionately affected by any adverse human health and
environmental effects of the proposed action and alternatives.

Section 5.20 also states that Executive Order 13045 requires that Federal agencies
“identify and assess environmental health risks and safety risks that may
disproportionately affect children;” and are required to “ensure that its . . . activities . . .
address disproportionate risks to children that result from environmental health risks or
safety risks.” Figure 5-56 of the EIS shows the locations of schools, hospitals and child
care facilities in the project area. It is presumed that the identification of these facilities is
intended to represent locations where children would be exposed to environmental health
risks or safety risks from the proposed action and alternatives. This is not clearly stated,
however, but needs to be if that is the intent. There may be other locations in the affected
area where children could be present and at risk, and they would include outdoor
recreational areas (e.g., ball fields, playgrounds) and residential areas (for pre-school
children not in child care facilities or all children present in residential areas if project
activities would occur after school hours, for example, or during the weekend). If these
areas exist in the area potentially affected by project activities, then they need to be
included in the analysis.

Moreover, with regard to the evaluation under E.O. 13045, Section 5.20, Paragraph 1 on
Page 148 states that . . . schools, hospitals and child care facilities . . . are dispersed
throughout the community and are not located disproportionately near the navigation
channel.” The disproportionate or non-disproportionate location of facilities, however, is
not what needs to be evaluated. The analysis needs to identify and assess the effects of
the proposed action on children and whether or not children may suffer
disproportionately from environmental health risks and safety risks when compared to the
adult portion of the population.

Section 5.20 concludes on Page 5-149, Paragraph 1 that “[t]he dredging activities,
including deposition of the dredged sediment, will not have significant impacts on any
populations, including minority populations and low-income populations.” The basis for
this conclusion is unclear from the text in Section 5.20 prior to this statement. The
document needs to indicate the basis for this conclusion, i.e., whether it is from the
results of air quality and other impact analyses of the proposed action and alternatives. If
from air quality analyses, the document needs to explain how this conclusion was
derived, as Section 5.6, Air Quality, indicates that the assessment of impacts on air
quality . . . did not include a detailed dispersion modeling assessment of air emissions of
the alternatives”, nor did it include * . . . a risk-based assessment of the health effects
associated with the proposed project”.
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6.9. Cultural and Historic Resources

A South Carolina Department of Archives and History comment letter is provided in
Appendix F of this comment document.
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7. Comments on Proposed Mitigation

7.1. Wetlands

5.1.2.2 Impacts Without Mitigation — Pg 5-12, 2nd para — “Tidal freshwater marshes
located outside the SNWR are subject to development threats and could be filled if the
owner obtained a Department of the Army Permit”. Please explain in detail the belief that
those wetlands are threatened by development.

6.11 Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands) — Pg 6-3, 6th para — “A small
amount of saltmarsh and brackish marsh (14.08 acres) would be lost through excavation
of the turning basin and two wideners”. The Corps estimates that approximately 1200
acres of tidal freshwater wetlands could be converted to another wetland type without
mitigation, and over 300 acres of tidal freshwater wetlands will be impacted after
mitigation. The Corps proposes as mitigation the preservation of existing tidal freshwater
wetlands that are not under imminent threat of loss. How is that in compliance with
Executive Order 11990, and how is that consistent with “no net loss™?

7.2. Water Quality

5.2.2 Mitigation for Impacts to Dissolved Oxygen — Pg 5-48, 2nd para — “Identified the
use of Speece cones as the specific technique to inject oxygen into the water, although
another land-based technique might be found later that could be more cost-effective.”
Where has this technology been employed to the degree needed for the SHEP and what
was the result?

7.3. Fisheries

5.3.2 Mitigation for Impacts to Fisheries - Pg 5-91 — Adding a table to this section that
identifies the quantity of fish habitat lost (by species) versus the quantity of habitat
expected to be gained (by species) through mitigation would be helpful to understanding
the magnitude of the potential impact.

6.04 Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act — Pg 6-2, 2nd para —
“Conversion of freshwater marshes to brackish would require mitigation for all channel
depths except the 44-foot project. Mitigation would be accomplished through the flow
rerouting and preservation of wetlands in the Savannah River estuary”. There appears to
be no analysis of impacts to the plant and animal communities that reside in and adjacent
to the streams that will have freshwater diverted from them, and no analysis of mitigation
if impacts are likely to occur. Mitigation in the form of existing wetlands preservation
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does not comply with “no net loss of function and value”, a basic principal of the Corps’
Section 404 regulatory program.

7.4. Other

5.22 Mitigation — Pg 5-157, 3rd para — “The project includes design features to avoid
environmental impacts as well as features that reduce the amount of impacts that
otherwise occur”. The design features and features that reduce impacts should be
identified in the text, or provide a reference to another section of the DEIS where those
features are discussed in detail.

Savannah River Maritime Commission
Comments on the Savannah River Expansion Project DEIS and GRR 7-2
January 21, 2011

589



ATTACHMENT 1
COMMENTS ON DEIS APPENDICES

590



Comments on DEIS Appendix B —
Biological Assessments for Threatened and Endangered
Species

591



Appendix B Comments

Biological Assessment of Threatened and Endangered Species for the
Proposed Savannah Harbor Expansion Project
Under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, As Amended
Draft Tier II Environmental Impact Statement for Savannah Harbor Expansion

1. Section 5.04.2.A. Line 5. How and to what degree will lighting affect sea turtles?
Will it increase the likelihood of a take?

2. Section 5.04.2.D. Has the use of a bed leveler been cleared by NOAA?
Endangered species surveys should be conducted prior to use. How will the
project determine if use of a hopper dredge would result in equal or greater take
of endangered species?

3. Section 5.04.2.E. The narrative states that noise above 150 dB is the level of a
take. However, noise levels above 150 dB and below 180 dB are proposed to be
allowed under monitoring even though they are above the level of a take. This is
counterintuitive and against a tenant of the ESA, which is to prevent a take of an
endangered species.

4. Section 6.00.f. Authorization of the sites through LTMS in 1996 does not
preclude the need for study and assessment in this EIS. Since 1996, additional
species have been listed as threatened or endangered. In addition, these areas may
currently be used by protected species. If, in fact, the allowable timeframe in the
LTMS was indeterminate, the LTMS process is flawed.

5. Page 46, 4™ paragraph states “The proposed action does not plan to place any
excavated sediment...on any upland beaches...” (emphasis added) The project
should specify whether it will or will not. The words ‘does not plan® suggest that
it may occur at a later date if the plans change. This impact is not assessed in the
EIS and should therefore be changed to either state that it will not occur or that it
may occur and address the environmental impacts of the action.

6. Page 46, 2™ to last paragraph, line 2. ERDC Mearshore should be corrected to
read ERDC Nearshore.

7. Section 7.01, 4" Paragraph. The text discusses how the increase in salinity and
decreased DO will remain downstream of the I-95 bridge. How does this
compare to existing levels? It is difficult to assess impact when the document
does not state how this is a change from existing conditions.

8. Section 7.02.2 (c). The assessment does not account for the loss of salt marsh due
to increased wave action from the larger ships that will be using the channel.
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SMRC Appendix B Comments

592



9. Section 7.02.5 (¢ & d). The last paragraph of section ¢ and the first paragraph of
section d are contradictory. Section c states that “[i]ncreases in ship traffic are
expected to occur in the future...” Section d then states “the number of
vessels...is expected to decrease...” Which is it? The data to back up this
information should also be cited in order to substantiate the claim.

10. Section 7.02.7 (c). The document states that sediment deposition would be
conducted in a manner to not interfere with nesting terns. There is no detail
provided to substantiate this claim. Has a monitoring plan been developed in
order to determine the location of nests prior to deposition of sediments? Will
deposition occur near nesting terns? If so, how close? If CDF’s are being used
for breeding, feeding, and loafing for any listed species, the relevant laws related
to protection of sensitive species would apply and mitigation should be required if
the disturbance of the sensitive species habitats are not authorized by the specific
law that protects the sensitive species.

11. Section 7.02.9 (d). Has a monitoring plan been developed? What monitoring
protocol will be used and how will it be used in order to ensure adequate habitat is
available during the project for nesting? If the entire area is disturbed in a short
period of time, it is highly unlikely that any habitat will be available for nesting
during the project.

12. Section 7.02.10 (c). Lines 6 and 7. There is nothing in the document to
substantiate this claim. A reference should be cited.

13. Section 7.02.11 (c). Have any nest surveys been completed near the impact
areas? Surveys should be completed prior to determination of no impact.

14. Section 7.02.14 (c). The document does not consider or mention the impacts from
saltwater intrusion into freshwater, thereby reducing available habitat. The
reduction in available freshwater habitats is an impact that must be considered.

15. Section 7.02.15 (c). The document states that sediment deposition would be
conducted in a manner to not interfere with nesting yellow crowned night herons.
There is no detail provided to substantiate this claim. Has a monitoring plan been
developed in order to determine the location of nests prior to deposition of
sediments? Will deposition occur near nesting areas? If so, how close?

16. Section 7.02.17 (b). The document states that no gopher frogs have been
observed at the CDFs, but does not provide any reference to a study that has
looked for the frogs. Information should be provided as to which studies would
have been expected to document gopher frogs had they been present. Non-
presence cannot be determined by a lack of study.
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17. Section 7.02.20 (c). If the habitat requirement is similar to what is found in the
estuary, then surveys should be conducted in impact areas to demonstrate absence
from the habitats. It is impossible to determine impact without knowing whether
or not it exists in the impact areas.

18. Section 7.02.21 (c). If the habitat requirement is similar to what is found in the
estuary, then surveys should be conducted in impact areas to demonstrate absence
from the habitats. It is impossible to determine impact without knowing whether
or not it exists in the impact areas.

19. Section 7.02.22 (c). If the habitat requirement is similar to what is found in the
estuary, then surveys should be conducted in impact areas to demonstrate absence
from the habitats. It is impossible to determine impact without knowing whether
or not it exists in the impact areas.

20. Section 7.03.Savannah River. The document states that the overall effect on the
river and its fisheries are not expected to be significant. The impact on fisheries
was not adequately addressed considering the fact that over 400 acres of habitat is
expected to be lost to the shortnose sturgeon alone. In addition, the lost habitat
may have been underrepresented by the modeling. For example, a baseline level
of 4.5 mg/l of dissolved oxygen was used to determine if habitat was available for
shortnose sturgeon. This is a minimum level at which the agencies determined
shortnose sturgeon can survive, but does not necessarily indicate the dissolved
oxygen level that is necessary for foraging, resting, and moving. For example, the
Collins et al. (2001) study of shortnose sturgeon habitat use cited in Section
8.02.7 of this appendix, reported minimum mean dissolved oxygen levels of 6.36
and 6.45 in areas where adults and juveniles were found, respectively.

The habitat use information, in conjunction with agency comments reported on
page 128 #4, 2™ paragraph in Appendix N, again suggests the habitat modeling
overrepresented the available habitat for sturgeon by denoting it all as equally
beneficial at the 4.5 mg/1 dissolved oxygen threshold and thus failed to quantify
the intensity of the impact to the fisheries. In the Appendix N documentation,
Prescott Brownell, from NMFS requested that a range of suitable habitat
thresholds be used for modeling habitat availability. The agency panel then
redacted his comments from the record without providing an adequate basis for
the redaction. The panel decided the current methods were “acceptable for now.”
This comment would suggest that additional work would be necessary in the
future in order to adequately asses the impacts. The narrative does not provide
adequate discussion as to why the pass/fail approach was more adequate than the
range approach suggested by Mr. Brownell.

Additional questions as to the validity of the fisheries assessment are based on the
habitat models and their interpretation for impact determination. On page 132 of
Appendix N, the memorandum for the record states that other fish were not
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modeled for habitat suitability because the Corps did not wish to spend the time
modifying existing models and they would instead use other species as surrogates.
Avoidance of spending time developing models is a suspect reason for not
pursuing the assessment of some species. This is especially true when no
documentation, reference, or justification was given as to the acceptability of
using modeled species as surrogates for those species that were not modeled.
Furthermore, the completed models were not used to extrapolate the potential
impacts to species that were not modeled when determining potential impacts.

21. Section 7.04. The note on Rafinesque’s big-eared bat states that some bottomland
hardwood tress could be affected by salinity. Other sections of the document state
that upland areas will not be affected by the project; however, this area highlights
that effects may occur in upland areas. The potential effects should be
investigated in greater detail in order to provide quantifiable impacts for the
assessment of loss of habitat for this species.

22. Section 7.04.2 (c). If the habitat requirement is similar to what is found in the
estuary, then surveys should be conducted in impact areas to demonstrate absence
from the habitats. It is impossible to determine impact without knowing whether
or not it exists in the impact areas.

23. Section 7.04.5 (c). If the habitat requirement is similar to what is found in the
estuary, then surveys should be conducted in impact areas to demonstrate absence
from the habitats. It is impossible to determine impact without knowing whether
or not it exists in the impact areas.

24. Section 7.04.7 (c). 2™ paragraph. The narrative states that ship encounters with
pygmy sperm whale are extremely rare, but do not provide a reference or other
information to substantiate this claim. The data to back up this information
should also be cited in order to substantiate the claim. The last paragraph of
section ¢ and the first paragraph of section d are contradictory. Section c states
that “[i]ncreases in ship traffic are expected to occur in the future...” Section d
then states “the number of vessels...is expected to decrease...” Which is it? The
data to back up this information should also be cited in order to substantiate the
claim.

25. Section 7.04.8 (c). If the habitat requirement is similar to what is found in the
estuary, then surveys should be conducted in impact areas to demonstrate absence
from the habitats. It is impossible to determine impact without knowing whether
or not it exists in the impact areas.

The narrative also provides 2 ¢ sections and 2 d sections that have different
impact and effect determinations. Which apply here?
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26. Section 7.04.9 (c). If the habitat requirement is similar to what is found in the
estuary, then surveys should be conducted in impact areas to demonstrate absence
from the habitats. It is impossible to determine impact without knowing whether
or not it exists in the impact areas.

27. Section 7.04.11 (c). If the habitat requirement is similar to what is found in the
estuary, then surveys should be conducted in impact areas to demonstrate absence
from the habitats. It is impossible to determine impact without knowing whether
or not it exists in the impact areas.

28. Section 7.04.15 (c). If the habitat requirement is similar to what is found in the
estuary, then surveys should be conducted in impact areas to demonstrate absence
from the habitats. It is impossible to determine impact without knowing whether
or not it exists in the impact areas.

29. Section 7.04.16 (c). If the habitat requirement is similar to what is found in the
estuary, then surveys should be conducted in impact areas to demonstrate absence
from the habitats. It is impossible to determine impact without knowing whether
or not it exists in the impact areas.

30. Section 7.04.21 (c). If the habitat requirement is similar to what is found in the
estuary, then surveys should be conducted in impact areas to demonstrate absence
from the habitats. It is impossible to determine impact without knowing whether
or not it exists in the impact areas.

31. Section 7.04.22 (c). If the habitat requirement is similar to what is found in the
estuary, then surveys should be conducted in impact areas to demonstrate absence
from the habitats. It is impossible to determine impact without knowing whether
or not it exists in the impact areas.

32. Section 7.04.23 (c). If the habitat requirement is similar to what is found in the
estuary, then surveys should be conducted in impact areas to demonstrate absence
from the habitats. It is impossible to determine impact without knowing whether
or not it exists in the impact areas.

33. Section 7.04.24 (c). If the habitat requirement is similar to what is found in the
estuary, then surveys should be conducted in impact areas to demonstrate absence
from the habitats. It is impossible to determine impact without knowing whether
or not it exists in the impact areas.

34. Section 7.04.25 (c). If the habitat requirement is similar to what is found in the
estuary, then surveys should be conducted in impact areas to demonstrate absence
from the habitats. It is impossible to determine impact without knowing whether
or not it exists in the impact areas.
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35. Section 7.05.Savannah River. The document states that the overall effect on the
river and its fisheries are not expected to be significant. The impact on fisheries
was not adequately addressed considering the fact that over 400 acres of habitat is
expected to be lost to the shortnose sturgeon alone. In addition, the lost habitat
may have been underrepresented by the modeling. For example, baseline levels
of 3.5 to 4.0 mg/l of dissolved oxygen was used to determine if habitat was
available for adult shortnose sturgeon. This is a minimum level at which the
agencies determined shortnose sturgeon can survive, but does not necessarily
indicate the dissolved oxygen level that is necessary for foraging, resting, and
moving. For example, the Collins et al. (2001) study of shortnose sturgeon
habitat use cited in Section 8.02.7 of this appendix, reported minimum mean
dissolved oxygen levels of 6.36 and 6.45 in areas where adults and juveniles were
found, respectively.

The habitat use information, in conjunction with agency comments reported on
page 128 #4, g paragraph in Appendix N, again suggests the habitat modeling
overrepresented the available habitat for sturgeon by denoting it all as equally
beneficial at the 4.0 mg/l dissolved oxygen threshold and thus failed to quantify
the intensity of the impact to the fisheries. In the Appendix N documentation,
Prescott Brownell, from NMFS requested that a range of suitable habitat
thresholds be used for modeling habitat availability. The agency panel then
redacted his comments from the record without providing an adequate basis for
the redaction. The panel decided the current methods were “acceptable for now.”
This comment would suggest that additional work would be necessary in the
future in order to adequately asses the impacts. The narrative does not provide
adequate discussion as to why the pass/fail approach was more adequate than the
range approach suggested by Mr. Brownell.

Additional questions as to the validity of the fisheries assessment are based on the
habitat models and their interpretation for impact determination. On page 132 of
Appendix N, the memorandum for the record states that other fish were not
modeled for habitat suitability because the Corps did not wish to spend the time
modifying existing models and they would instead use other species as surrogates.
Avoidance of spending time developing models is a suspect reason for not
pursuing the assessment of some species. This is especially true when no
documentation, reference, or justification was given as to the acceptability of
using modeled species as surrogates for those species that were not modeled.
Furthermore, the completed models were not used to extrapolate the potential
impacts to species that were not modeled when determining potential impacts.

36. Section 8.02.1, The section header misspelled Bachman’s warbler. Backman’s
should read Bachman’s.
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37. Section 8.02.1 (c). This sections states that no upland habitats will be adversely
affected by the proposed action. This is contradictory to information provided in
a note in section

38. Section 7.04. The note on Rafinesque’s big-eared bat states that some bottomland
hardwood tress could be affected by salinity. Will upland habitats be affected or
not?

39. Section 8.02.2 (b). What does the term ‘the areas’ refer to in lines 7,8, and 9. Itis
unclear from the text and therefore impossible to determine what the impacts
would be.

40. Section 8.02.2 (c). The document does not adequately address the impacts of the
project on the wood stork. Impacts to the CDFs, which are currently being used as
feeding areas for an endangered species should be quantified and mitigated. More
detail should be provided about these impacts, the recovery period, and the
habitats that will result from the project.

41. Section 8.02.3 (¢) 1. The narrative is lacking in providing references that
substantiate the factual claims in the document. The data to back up this
information should be cited in order to substantiate the claims that impacts will be
minimal.

Additional detail should be provided to indicate the degree to which habitat would
be affected during the project and the amount of habitat that will remain
unimpacted at any one point in time. Phrases such as “[o]nly a small portion of
the forging habitat is directly affected at any point in time during sediment
placement and adjacent habitat is still available...” does not provide adequate
specificity to assess impacts. Additional detail should be provided on benthic
recolonization rates to substantiate the as yet unsubstantiated recolonization
claims in the document.

42. Section 8.02.3 (d) 1. The word ‘we’ should be deleted.

43. Section 8.02.4 (d). The document does not consider the effects that the larger
ship traffic, that will result because of this project, may have on manatees. In its
current form, the impacts section is inadequate to address potential impacts.

44. Page 136. The narrative does not discuss how the increase in boat traffic or
deposition of material in the nearshore area of Tybee Island will affect loggerhead
sea turtles. Failing to discuss all potential impacts suggests this analysis is
inadequate.

45. Page 148. Conservation Measures (a). 2™ Paragraph line 2. The document credits
turtle deflecting dragheads with significantly minimizing the risk of sea turtle
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take. No references or sources have been cited to substantiate this claim. Since
the avoidance of take claims stated later depend upon this assertion, the avoidance
claims are not valid unless this claim is substantiated.

46. Page 154. A. 4. Are the dates correct? Will the observer only be onboard in
December and March? The first paragraph of Section A states the dredging will
occur from December through March. If an observer is only present for 2 of the 4
months, how will compliance with protocol be ensured?

47. Page 155. C. first paragraph, last sentence. An assessment in 1996 is not valid
today due to changes in the endangered species list and in the environment. The
areas should again be assessed for potential endangered species impacts.

48. Section 8.02.7. Shortnose sturgeon and Atlantic sturgeon are grouped together for
purposes of assessing impacts from the project. The narrative justifies the
grouping due to their “similarities in habitat use, distribution throughout the
proposed action area, foraging behavior and prey base, and subsequent risk of
take relative to dredging and trawling operations...” No citations or other
reference information was provided to substantiate this decision to group the
species. Other information provided in the appendix provides information that
contradicts the claim that the species are similar enough to group together for
impact assessment purposes. For example, on Page 170, last paragraph, the
narrative states that Atlantic sturgeon primarily lead a marine existence and are
therefore more likely to be impacted by hopper dredges than the more estuarine
based shortnose sturgeon. The first sentence of the second paragraph on Page 174
also states that the habitat ranges for shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon are slightly
different. In addition, the SRT 2007 report states that not all rivers that support
Atlantic sturgeon, support shortnose sturgeon. This information again reiterates
the differences between the two species, the need to assess them independently,
and the shortcomings of an assessment that assesses them together.

49. Page 157, 1™ paragraph, Unsubstantiated claims are made throughout this
paragraph without any reference materials, peer-reviewed or otherwise, cited.

50. Page 157, 2nd paragraph, specifically lines 1-7. Unsubstantiated claims are made
throughout this paragraph without any reference materials, peer-reviewed or
otherwise, cited.

51. Page 160, present conditions, 1* paragraph. The use of 4.0 mg/l continues to be
used in spite of the information provided by Collins et al. 2001 that mean DO
levels in sturgeon habitat use areas were 6.45 and greater. The claim that
prolonged exposure to low oxygen levels may not produce acute impacts to fish is
unsubstantiated by any outside reference materials. This use of 4.0 mg/l is a
minimum level at which the agencies determined shortnose sturgeon can survive,
but does not necessarily indicate the dissolved oxygen level that is necessary for

Tier II DEIS for Savannah Harbor Expansion Page 8 of 11
SMRC Appendix B Comments

599



foraging, resting, and moving. The agency comments reported on page 128 #4,
2™ paragraph in Appendix N, again suggests the habitat modeling
overrepresented the available habitat for sturgeon by denoting it all as equally
beneficial at the minimum dissolved oxygen threshold and thus failed to quantify
the intensity of the impact to the fisheries. In the Appendix N documentation,
Prescott Brownell, from NMFS requested that a range of suitable habitat
thresholds be used for modeling habitat availability. The agency panel then
redacted his comments from the record without providing an adequate basis for
the redaction. The panel decided the current methods were “acceptable for now.”
This comment would suggest that additional work would be necessary in the
future in order to adequately asses the impacts. The narrative does not provide
adequate discussion as to why the pass/fail approach was more adequate than the
range approach suggested by Mr. Brownell.

52. Page 160, present conditions, paragraphs 2 and 3. Information provided is
unsubstantiated by any outside reference materials and are therefore considered
baseless for assessing impacts.

53. Page 164, threats, paragraph 1, line 2. Information provided is unsubstantiated by
any outside reference materials and are therefore considered baseless for assessing
impacts.

54. Page 170, Dredging methods and associated impacts, line 7. The SRT 2007
report states that habitat loss due to dredging is not just a short-term impact to
foraging and refuge habitat. Atlantic sturgeon rely upon deep holes for refugia
and are substrate dependent fish. If the bottom of the river is dredged to create an
anoxic, uniform bottom without substrate diversity the effects on Atlantic
sturgeon would be detrimental over a long-term period.

55. Page 171, Section B, Line 4. What does fairly low mean? The impacts should be
quantified and substantiated. Even a single take is not allowed under the ESA
unless a permit has been issued.

56. Page 171, Section B, Lines 4-6 state that eggs and larval sturgeons 100 miles
upstream where hydraulic dredges are proposed? Are hydraulic dredges proposed
upstream from the project area? If not and the sentence is inaccurate it should be
corrected. If it is intended to state that eggs and larval sturgeon are located 100
miles upstream from the project area and therefore are outside of the area where
hydraulic dredges are being used it is inaccurate.

57. Page 160 of this document, first paragraph, last line, states that an Atlantic
sturgeon larva was found 6.7 km (4 miles) upstream of the project impact area.
This information suggests that some larva may drift into the project area.
Additional information should be collected to verify the actual location of
Atlantic sturgeon spawning to ensure the project dredging and upstream
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movement of salinity and decreases in DO will not deleteriously impact Atlantic
Sturgeon.

58. Page 175. Indirect impacts. The impacts to refuge habitat are actually likely to be
long-term impacts according to the SRT 2007 report. In addition, the loss of deep
holes with sufficient levels of DO are likely to result in unavailable habitat in
which sturgeon may be able to survive, but will not utilize due to inadequate
levels of DO.

59. Page 175. Benthic foraging, First paragraph, Line 7. Unsubstantiated claim about
benthic recolonization.

60. Page 175. Benthic foraging, First paragraph, Line 8. Unsubstantiated claim
without a reference cited.

61. Page 175, Second paragraph, Lines 6 and 13. Unsubstantiated claim without a
reference cited.

62. Page 176, Line 2. Unsubstantiated claim without a reference cited.

63. Page 176, Second paragraph, First sentence. Unsubstantiated claim without a
reference cited.

64. Page 176, Second paragraph, Second and third sentences. A correlation between
river flow and season does not equate to a correlation between natural community
shifts and river flow rates. The logic is flawed in this assertion and it may not be
accurate.

65. Page 176. Impacts from cadmium-laden sediment. 2™ paragraph. The text
suggests that exposed clay would prohibit benthic recolonization. This statement
contradicts earlier assertions that benthos would recolonize quickly.

66. Page 177. First paragraph, lines 5-7 suggest that 28% of the substrate surface is a
minor fraction of the system. 28% of the channel bottom is not minor.

67. Page 177. Section B. First line. The line claims extensive studies have been
conducted, but cites none. Only two studies are included below and neither
appears to deal directly with fishes that may be found in the Savannah River.

68. Page 177. Section B, Second paragraph, second sentence. Unsubstantiated claim
without a reference cited.

69. Page 179, second paragraph. Line 11 claims fish could use different habitat
upstream in order to avoid increased salinity. The studies cited throughout the
text and in literature cited by the text highlight the necessary use of estuarine
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habitats by shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon. Excluding these fish from the
necessary habitats is a substantial impact that cannot be mitigated by the
assumption that the fish can simply avoid saline habitats.

70. Page 180. The document explains that since no additional habitat can be modified
to make it suitable for sturgeon, the project can mitigate impacts by adding
upstream habitats. The addition of upstream habitats may be beneficial for some
of the life stages of sturgeon, but it is not a substitute for the necessary nursery
areas that will be lost due to the project. There is no evidence to suggest the
sturgeon will utilize or benefit from the upstream areas or that any benefits would
mitigate deleterious impacts from the loss of estuarine habitats.
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Appendix C Final Comments

Mitigation Planning Evaluation
Draft Tier II Environmental Impact Statement for Savannah Harbor Expansion

1. Section 2, Pages 1-5. Fails to discuss what steps were taken to avoid wetland and
many other impacts described within Section 5 of the DEIS.

2. Section 3, Page 9, Summary Table. States that salt marsh impacts would be -15.68
acres. A negative impact suggests that there would be a net gain in salt marsh,
which is not the case. In addition to the negative impact issue, the quantity of the
impact does not match what is provided in Section 5 of the DEIS.

3. Section 4, Page 11. This project should not result in a net loss of wetlands of any
type. Preserving existing wetlands should not count as part of the mitigation
unless a direct threat can be shown for each and every site.

4. Section 4, Page 15, 2™ Paragraph. Flow rerouting was proposed as a method to
reduce the impacts to freshwater marshes, but what are the direct and indirect
impacts associated with the planned alternatives? Deepening existing cuts should
be considered an impact to subaqueous bottoms. Filling cuts should be
considered a fill of subaqueous bottoms and potentially a fill of intertidal wetlands
adjacent to the open water. These impacts should be determined and enumerated.
These impacts should be mitigated as part of this project.

5. Section 4, Page 30, 7" Paragraph. States “the Contractor shall provide an
Environmental Monitoring Plan for the job site, including land, water, air, and
noise monitoring. Special emphasis shall be provided for the monitoring of
wildlife resources (manatees and marine mammals).” What about other wildlife
resources (i.e. shortnose sturgeon)?

6. Section 4, Page 31, 1™ Paragraph. Monitoring periods for manatee before after the
blast should be lengthened.

7. Section 4, Page 32, 3" Paragraph. The paragraph states that if a manatee or
marine mammal is injured or killed during blasting, all blasting operations shall
be suspended and shall not resume until the contractor obtains written permission
from the Contracting Officer. The District will coordinate the take with the NMFS
to determine the appropriate course of action.” What preparations will be in place
to save any manatee or marine mammal wounded during the blast?

8. Section 4, Page 33, 2™ Paragraph. The paragraph states that the Marsh
Succession Models were not ultimately used to evaluate the mitigation proposals.
If this model was used to predict the impacts, the same model should be used to
predict the benefits of the mitigation proposals. How was the wetland mitigation
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alternatives evaluated to confirm that the freshwater wetland impacts would be
reduced from 1,212 acres to 337 acres without the use of the model?

9. Section 5, Page 49, 1* Paragraph. The paragraph states that the proposed
restoration site is currently “high ground.” Has a wetland delineation been
confirmed for the proposed site to determine how much of the site is currently a
wetland and how much is non-wetland? Portions of the site which are currently a
wetland under normal conditions (the site was last filled at least 20 years ago)
should not be included within the proposed restoration acreage. If wetlands exist
within the proposed restoration area and were counted as part of the restoration
acreage, then the proposed wetland restoration acreage should be reduced
accordingly.

10. Section 5, Page 49, o Paragraph. How will the proposed restoration site be
protected from invasive species such as Phragmites australis if left to revegetate
naturally?

11. Section 5, Page 53, 2" Table. The table indicates that 730 acres of saltmarsh will
be impacted by the project. However, the 3™ paragraph on page 110 indicates that
the impacts are to brackish marshes. Both cannot be correct.

12. Section 5, Page 53, 2" Table. What method was used to determine the location
and quantity of impacts to brackish or saltmarsh (see previous comment)? This
method should be discussed in the document and the location and quantity of
impacts at each location should be made available for public review.

13. Section 5, Page 53, 2" Table. The document clearly states that the natural
resource agencies in Georgia require that “acceptable mitigation should consist of
at least 50 percent restoration.” If the impacts are actually to saltmarsh, then the
proposed restoration is out-of-kind restoration. Is this acceptable to the State?

14. Section 5, Page 53, 1™ Paragraph. How are the flow altering methods restoring
1,068 acres of brackish marsh? The mitigation plan details how these methods
would reduce the impacts to freshwater wetlands, but makes no mention of how
these methods also perform brackish marsh restoration. As mentioned in a
previous comment, the proposed flow altering features would actually result in
impacts themselves. The plans involve filling subaqueous bottoms, dredging
subaqueous bottoms, and potential filling of intertidal wetlands adjacent to plugs
and weirs. The document should clearly indicate how it was determined that
these flow altering plans actually restore impacted marshland. The location of the
proposed restoration areas should be included in the document and made available
for public review. The restoration areas should be monitored as part of the
mitigation plan.

15. Section 5, Page 69, 1* Paragraph. The agencies could not determine any impact
that could restore or enhance sturgeon habitats. The proposed project will
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undoubtedly result in a take of the endangered shortnose sturgeon and the
candidate Atlantic sturgeon which is proposed to be listed as endangered. Asa
part of the Endangered Species Act, the project would likely need to receive an
incidental take permit. If an incidental take permit was issued, the USACE would
be required to submit a habitat conservation plan. The habitat conservation plan
would have to address the likely impacts of the project, steps the USACE will
take to minimize and mitigate the impact, alternative considered and why the
USACE did not pursue them further.

16. Section 5, Page 69, 2" and 3™ Paragraphs. The USACE proposes the installation
of a fish passage structure around the New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam
(NSBLD) in order to provide additional available habitat to the shortnose
sturgeon. However, the DEIS hasn’t provided any assurances that shortnose
sturgeon historically used the habitat upstream of the NSBLD, that the shortnose
sturgeon can and would navigate the fish passage structure, or that, even if
sturgeon had historically u