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Sierra Club- Form Letter 
 
1107-JK-06-EC01, 1107-JK-06-EV01, 1107-JK-06-EN01, 692-MR-04-EV01 
Comment:  I am concerned about the proposal to deepen the Savannah River by 48 feet. Studies have 
not demonstrated that the project is needed to keep the Port viable, nor have they considered 
alternatives. The threats to the freshwater aquifer, the wildlife habitat and to Georgia's most historic city 
are not worth the risks. 
 
Response:  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].  Generally, this option will become the preferred 
alternative for implementation; however, there are situations in which compelling circumstances [long-
term economics] dictate another choice.  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 expected to move through then Port.  In 
performing the NED, analysts are mindful not to claim benefits that result from a redistribution of 
commerce from one port to another. 

As discussed in EIS-Section 5, the impacts to habitat were assessed through extensive studies, modeling 
efforts, and federal/state resource agency coordination.  That section also addresses potential impacts 
to cultural and historic resources, including investigations made in coordination with the South Carolina 
and Georgia State Historic Preservation Offices.  Appendix C discusses the District’s step-by-step 
approach to mitigation planning, i.e., avoidance, minimization, and mitigation for unavoidable impacts.  
Appendix D discusses monitoring and adaptive management measures undertaken to assure the success 
of the mitigation efforts. 

The purpose of the SHEP is to identify and evaluate feasible, environmentally-acceptable alternatives 
that will: reduce congestion in the river channel; accommodate recent and anticipated future growth in 
containerized cargo and container ship traffic; improve the efficiency of operations for container ships 
within the Savannah Harbor Navigation Project; and allow larger and more efficient container ships to 
use the Port. 
 
The Corps considered the reasonable and practicable alternatives, as required by NEPA and the Clean 
Water Act.  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 NEPA alternatives analysis is found in various places in the EIS and GRR including EIS 
Section 2.0, Purpose and Need for Action; EIS Section 3.0, Alternatives; EIS Appendix H, Section 
404(b)(1) Evaluation (Practicable 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 3 (Regional Port Analysis); GRR Appendix A, Attachment 5 (Multi-Port Analysis); 
and GRR Appendix D, Plan Formulation Appendix.  The Corps initial evaluation of measures that could 
address the existing navigation problems can be found in the Appendix O of the EIS.  The DEIS 
documents the Corps’ consideration of numerous potential methods [structural/nonstructural] of 
solving its navigation problems.  Management measures which showed potential for addressing the 
noted constraints of draft were evaluated based on technical, economic, and environmental 
considerations.  The evaluations were conducted in accordance with NEPA, the Clean Water Act, criteria 
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established in the Economic and Environmental Principles and Guidelines for Water and Related Land 
Resources Implementation Studies (US Water Resources Council, 1983) and the policies and procedures 
established by ER 1105-2-100, Planning Guidance Notebook, April 22, 2000. 
 
Extensive analysis has been conducted on all potential impacts attendant to SHEP’s implementation.  

Project impacts to freshwater wetlands’ wildlife habitat functions [due to marsh conversion] would be 

completely mitigated during project construction.  Any unanticipated impacts would be addressed 

through a very robust monitoring and adaptive management process.  Impacts to groundwater of the 

Upper Floridan aquifer as a result of  proposed harbor deepening are expected to be minimal [GRR-

Appendix C: Engineering, Supplemental Studies, Potential Ground-Water Impacts to the Upper Floridan 

Aquifer, 2007].  The post-construction monitoring includes monitoring of chloride levels in groundwater 

wells along the river. 

1107-JK-06-EC02, 692-MR-04-EV02 
Comment:  The current terminals along the Savannah River support hundreds of thousands of jobs 
throughout Georgia and South Carolina and there is no reason to believe they won't in the future. Even 
without deepening the Savannah River, Savannah Port will continue to grow and provide even more jobs 
as current container ships visiting Jacksonville, if deepened, will now use Savannah Port. 
 
Response:  The Corps expects the number of cargo containers moved through GCT to increase over 
time; however, the subject harbor deepening will have no material effect on the rate of that increase. 
Under both the without and with project conditions, the Garden City Terminal will reach its build-out 
capacity [annual] in about 2030 at 6.5 million TEUs per year.  This is the maximum number of containers 
that the facility could reasonably process, based on factors such as the size of the terminal, the number 
of gates that provide access to the property, the number and size of the berths, the number and size of 
the container cranes, the number of jockey trucks that move the containers within the terminal, how 
the containers are stacked within the terminal, and the number of railroads that service the terminal 
and the frequency of their trains.  It is predicted that without deepening, more vessels will be required 
to transport the cargo that transits the port.  With deepening, the total number of vessels would 
decrease (when compared to the without project condition) as they will be able to load/unload without 
the current constraints of draft. 

1107-JK-06-EC03, 692-MR-04-EV03 
Comment:  The Federal Government can not afford to assist deepening every port along the Atlantic 
Coast -- nor are state budgets deep enough to allow every state along the Atlantic Coast to spend tax 
payers money to deepen every state port. 
 
Response:  The Corps considers every proposed port improvement on its individual merits and the 
deepening of one port in no way means that all competing ports would likewise be improved.  All 
studies must follow the same rigorous process detailed in Engineering Regulation (ER) 1105-2-100 as 
well as other guidance and regulations.  All analyses and documents are subject to iterative review, 
including an assessment by independent parties. 
 
1107-JK-06-EC04, 692-MR-04-EV04 
Comment:  The Corps of Engineers needs to recommend to the Federal Government which port to help 
fund. This would save funds currently planned for deepening the Savannah River and yearly dredging 
funds needed to keep it deep. 
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Response:  See previous response.  Congress has not authorized or funded the Corps of Engineers to 
conduct a comprehensive evaluation of all ports to identify where port improvements would be most 
cost-effective.  Through the procedures Congress has established that the Corps uniformly applies 
(including the benefit: cost ratio), it is able to compare the cost-effectiveness of various improvements 
as they are presented to it for funding consideration. 
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Citizens for Environmental Justice 
 
Page 3 
 
810-MM-28-EV01 
Comment: “As a result the DEIS failed to include an Environmental Justice Community Impact 
Assessment which would have required them to identify EJ Communities, minority and low income 
populations, sensitive receptors, number of elderly, pregnant women, preexisting conditions, number of 
children, available health and public services in the community, use Census and other available data.” 
 
Response:    There is no requirement for federal agencies to appoint an “Environmental Justice Office, 
deputy, chief, director, manager or scientist therefore no professional expert to determine the need for 
an assessment or conduct a comprehensive environmental justice impact assessment” in Executive Order 
12898.  However, Section 1-101[responsibilities] of EO 12898 does state that each agency shall “to the 
greatest extent practicable” make environmental justice a part of its mission by identifying adverse 
human health or environmental effects of its programs on minority populations and/or low income 
populations. 

The Environmental Justice Assessment for this proposal is found in EIS-Section 5.19.  It includes a 
description and evaluation of the proposed action’s impacts on both Environmental Justice (Executive 
Order 12898) and the Protection of Children (Executive Order 13045).  Section 5.19 states the following:  
Throughout the extensive public involvement process that began in 1999, representatives of the 
environmental justice population have not expressed substantial concerns about the project. The project 
has held nearly 70 public meetings, i.e., approximately 65 full meetings were held for the Stakeholders 
Evaluation Group (SEG), plus numerous committee meetings. Three of those full meetings were held in 
Garden City within the area of concern noted for environmental justice issues – two meetings at the 
Masters Inn and one at the GPA Annex 1 located on Highway 25.  Two public workshops were held at the 
beginning of the project (NEPA scoping) to identify issues that the public believed would be important 
during the course of the study.  No one identified impacts to environmental justice communities and/or 
children as issues of concern. 

The meetings were announced on the web site of the Georgia Ports Authority, the local sponsor for the 
project; extensive reports and findings were posted to the site as well.  The Savannah Morning News, 
the local newspaper, regularly published information about upcoming SEG meetings, and later wrote 
about the discussions that took place at same. 

The project received a comment of support from Mr. Lawrence Reynolds with the Brownsville Cuyler 
Association, an organization which represents residents of the neighborhood at the junction of I-16 and 
Montgomery Street [during GPA’s public scoping meeting in 2000]. 

Nevertheless, all environmental justice-related comments received on the Draft EIS have been 
addressed in the revised evaluation of environmental justice issues in Final EIS Section 5.19. 

810-MM-28-EV02 
Comment: “The USACOE Savannah District is unqualified to make a decision that "there would be no 
short or long term impacts on the health and safety of children." The Savannah District office does not 
have a Children Office of Health & Safety, deputy, chief, director, manager or scientist, therefore no 
professional expert to determine the need for an assessment or conduct a comprehensive children's 
health and safety impact assessment and assure compliance with federal laws and executive orders. 
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Furthermore the Savannah District has no EJ Community outreach program, conducts no training on 
NEPA, other applicable federal laws and executive orders, conducts no training on how to prepare public 
comments, conducts no ongoing community meetings or dialogue.” 
 
Response:    There is no statutory requirement in EO 12898 to appoint “Children Office of Health & 
Safety, deputy, chief, director, manager or scientist “.  Moreover, there is no provision in EO 12898 for 
the Corps to conduct an EJ Community outreach program, training on NEPA/other applicable federal 
laws/ executive orders, or training on how to prepare public comments.   

Nevertheless, the District addressed and fully evaluated environmental justice issues, including potential 
impacts to health and safety of children, in Final EIS Section 5.19. 

810-MM-28-EV03 
Comment: “USACOE Savannah District refused to hold a public hearing regarding the Draft Tier II 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and Draft General Reevaluation Report (DGRR) that was 
requested by City of Savannah and neighboring Environmental Justice Communities, organizations and 
individuals. Public hearings provide an opportunity for the USACOE to give comprehensive presentations 
on the detailed elements of the GRR and DEIES so that Environmental Justice Organizations and 
individuals can learn and ask relevant questions. The USACOE is also required to have a legal court 
reporter at public hearings to record all questions, discussions and public comments. The USACOE 
intentionally refused to have a public hearing so as to have no legal record of EJ community participation 
and concerns violating NEPA, Executive Orders and Civil Rights Laws.” 
 
Response:  Factually these allegations are incorrect. Since 1999, the project has held nearly 70 public 
meetings.  Approximately 65 of these meetings were held with the Stakeholders Evaluation Group in 
addition to numerous committee meetings. Three meetings were held in Garden City within an area of 
concern for environmental justice issues – two at the Masters Inn and one at the GPA Annex 1 located 
on Highway 25.  Two public workshops were held at the beginning of the project (NEPA scoping) to 
identify issues the public believed should be examined by the forth coming environmental impact study.  
At one of those scoping meetings in 2000, the project received a comment of support from Mr. 
Lawrence Reynolds with the Brownsville Culyer Association, an organization which represents residents 
of a neighborhood at the junction of I-16 and Montgomery Street. 

The 70 public meeting [held since 1999] included the services of a court reporter who transcribed the 
statements made at each meeting.  Once the meeting transcriptions were completed, they were posted 
on the SAS web site. 

Page 4 
 
810-MM-28-EV04 
Comment:  The USACOE states in the Tier II EIS 5-145 that the, "Environmental justice population have 
not expressed substantial concerns about the project,' and "No one identified impacts to environmental 
justice communities or children as issues of concern," which is not entirely accurate. Environmental 
Justice Communities and organizations have been concerned however; the General Re-evaluation Report 
and Tier II Environmental Impact Statement have been prepared omitting information that discloses 
impacts to EJ Communities. Over 100 EJ Community members attended the December 15, 2010 
workshop and were told that only the media could ask questions. 
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Response:    The District stands by the statement in EIS-Section 5.19, i.e., since 1999, in all of the public 
meetings and scoping meetings “No one identified impacts to environmental justice communities and/or 
children as issues of concern.  

It is true that an introductory news conference was held during the first ten minutes of a [previously 
mentioned] four-hour event.  During that period the District Commander accepted questions from the 
media. However, the District Commander was also present during the portion of the workshop 
specifically designed for members of the public to interact with him as well as the District’s technical 
staff who had conducted the SHEP investigations.   

The District designed and staffed several exhibits for this workshop, one of which was specifically 
tailored to environmental issues.  Using this workshop, the District engaged in exactly the type of in-
depth discussions the comment  mentions as being desirable.  In fact, the District selected the workshop 
format to maximize its interaction with attendees and answer their questions directly.  Over 600 
members of the public attended the workshop and the District staff remained at the ready to respond to 
all the questions brought forward by those in attendance.  The District received 332 comments that 
evening from a combination of hand-written comment cards, material submitted via an on-site 
computer, and concerns/observations provided verbally to a court recorder. 

Again, all environmental justice-related comments received on the Draft EIS have been addressed in the 
revised evaluation of environmental justice issues in Final EIS Section 5.19. 

810-MM-28-EV05 
Comment:  The USACOE Savannah District prepared Draft Tier II Environmental Impact Statement failed 
to include a comprehensive Cumulative Impact Assessment in its failure to research, identify and assess 
all sources of emissions. The California Office of Environmental Health Hazards Assessment (OEHHA) 
recently released an excellent Cumulative Impact Assessment Guidance Document and Toolkit. 
 
Response:  The air emission inventory conducted by the District [described in EIS-Appendix K] was a 
comprehensive analysis of port-dependent emissions.  All air emissions including criteria pollutants, air 
toxics, and greenhouse gas emissions were calculated for the no-action alternative [-42 foot depth], all 
depth alternatives [42, 44, 45, 46, 47, and 48 feet], and all years [2015, 2020, 2025, 2030, 2032, and 
2065].  It included emissions from the following sources: 

 Dredges used during the new work dredging 

 Dredges used during maintenance dredging 

 Ocean-Going Vessels 

 LNG Vessels 

 Tug Boats 

 Intra-Harbor Shifts 

 Tour Boats 

 Landside equipment at GPA terminals 

 Landside equipment at non-GPA terminals 

 Trucks calling at the Garden City Terminal 

 Locomotives serving the Garden City Terminal 

 GPA fleet vehicles  

 Air Toxics  

 Greenhouse gases 
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The District followed the procedures outlined in EPA’s 2009 Final Report titled “Current Methodologies 
in Preparing Mobile Source Port-Related Emission Inventories”.  The District’s analysis disclosed that 
harbor deepening would result in lesser air emissions than the no-action alternative [when compared 
against the baseline existing depth of -42 foot]. 

Currently, the Georgia Ports Authority is conducting dispersion modeling of the air emissions at the 
Garden City Terminal [with/without project].  This analysis will provide insight into how air emissions 
originating from its facility disperse under without-project conditions.  Unfortunately, these analyses will 
not be available for inspection until after circulation of the FEIS for review.  However, since overall 
emissions have already been determined to remain [at most] unchanged by the proposed harbor 
deepening, the results of the dispersion analysis were not considered critical to evaluate the proposed 
action.  However, upon completion, GPA will share the results with EPA and the general public. 

Background: The GPA will expand the Garden City Terminal [GCT] to accommodate 6.5 million TEUs 
regardless of whether or not the Savannah Harbor navigation channel is deepened.  Under both 
without- and with- project conditions, the District expects the GCT to reach its build-out capacity in 2032 
[at 6.5 million TEUs].  This is the maximum number of containers that can reasonably be processed 
through the GCT.  This determination is based on factors such as the size of the terminal, the number of 
gates that provide access to the property, the number and size of the berths, the number and size of the 
container cranes, the number of jockey trucks that move the containers within the terminal, how the 
containers are stacked within the terminal, and the number of railroads that service the terminal and 
the return frequency of their trains.  It is anticipated that without deepening, more vessels will be 
required to transport the cargo expected to move through the port.  With deepening, the total number 
of vessels decreases as vessels will be able to load/unload closer to capacity without the present 
constraints of draft. 

No incremental increases in cargo are expected to occur as a result of the proposed harbor deepening.  
As a result, the project will not affect the number of containers that move through the areas 
surrounding the port.  The project’s economic benefits result from the use of larger, more cost-effective 
container ships, not an increase in the number of containers.  Noise, air emissions (including air toxics) 
from landside handling equipment, and traffic would not be increased [versus the no-action alternative] 
as a result of the proposed deepening. 

810-MM-28-EV06 
Comment:  DEIS has significantly underestimated ship emissions and future emissions. The DEIS failed to 
disclose that a larger Post Panamex Ship that carries 8,400 TEU's vs the current smaller 4,000 TEU Ship 
will cause a significant spike in air pollution emissions actually doubling the air emission in the same 
amount time as a smaller ship. The Port will need twice as many diesel trucks and cargo handling 
equipment for a large ship. This spike will also cause significantly public health problems and increase 
emergency hospital visits. In addition, what happens when the number of large ships exceeds the original 
number of smaller ships, even with the low sulfur fuel they will emit more emissions? Also what is the 
mitigation contingency plan when the number of large ships visiting the port increases? Will the public 
have to listen to the excuses of the Port of Savannah and the USACOE 5, 10 years from now that did not 
know this would happen? The Port of Los Angeles under-estimated the China Shipping Terminal 
container volume by over 20% in less than five years. Good examples of Port Emissions Inventories are 
the Port of Los Angeles and Port of Long Beach which can viewed on their websites. 
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Response:    The EIS reasonably estimates present and future air emissions from ocean-going vessels 
and cargo handling equipment.  Appendix K describes the procedures the District used to estimate the 
amount of emissions that occur in Savannah from these sources. [see EV05 response] 

Section 5.20 in the EIS states: GPA continues to work closely with the State of Georgia to develop more 
improvements to the highway system outside the terminal. GPA has developed a plan that would provide 
expressway connection of Interstate highways directly to the Terminal. In 2010, the State of Georgia 
approved $120 million in bond revenue for use toward completing the Jimmy DeLoach Highway from 
Interstate 95 to the Garden City Terminal. That work is scheduled to begin in 2011 and be complete by 
the base year of the project. Additionally, the Georgia Department of Transportation’s long-term 
highway plan includes construction of the Brampton Road Connector which will provide direct access 
from the Garden City Terminal to Interstate 516 and connections to Interstate 16. No other terminal in 
the US has such an expressway of highways directly to the terminal. Those road improvements are 
shown in the following figure. The completion of those roads will remove terminal traffic from 
neighborhoods and lessen congestion and the accompanying air quality impacts.  Also see Figure 5-57, 
which graphically shows these proposed road improvements. 

GPA also plans to increase the percentage of containers that are handled by rail in the future.  Since rail 
moves cargo with more fuel efficiency than trucks, use of rail will reduce future diesel emissions from 
port operations. 

Page 5 
 
810-MM-28-EV07 
Comment:  The DEIS has significantly underestimated the current port and goods movement 
transportation corridor emissions and future emissions. Their studies did not include truck travel from 
their home location to the port to pick up containers and freight, the truck emissions when returning 
home, numerous side trips to chassis storage yards, container storage yards, inspection facilities, 
fumigation facilities, trans-loading locations, traffic congestion idling, on-port property idling, fugitive 
HFC's from NC units, inefficient engine fuel combustion VOC's, pulverized tire rubber and brake dust. It 
did not contain estimates for fugitive green house gas HFC's emissions from reefer containers. 
 
Response:    The District’s emission inventory for the port [EIS-Appendix K] was developed using the 
procedures established and recommended by U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to identify air 
emissions from port facilities.  EPA’s guidance document is titled “Current Methodologies in Preparing 
Mobile Source Port-Related Emission Inventories, Final Report, dated April 2009”.  That document 
provides the framework used throughout the U.S. to determine air emission estimates at ports from a 
combination of ocean going vessels and land-based port equipment.  The District used the EPA protocols 
together with site-specific data provided by GPA and the Harbor Pilots Association.  The District also 
consulted with EPA while conducting its analysis to ensure its guidance had been interpreted correctly 
and included the most up-to-date emission relationships. 

810-MM-28-EV08 
Comment:  The DEIS failed to include an Environmental Justice Community Health Impact Assessment 
(HIA) to determine the current public health impacts of the Port of Savannah and its Goods Movement 
Transportation Corridors which include both rail and truck. The USACOE failed to research, consider and 
conduct a Environmental Justice Community Health Impact Assessment to determine the current public 
health impacts of the Port of Savannah and its Goods Movement Transportation Corridors which include 
both rail and truck. 
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Response:    Concerns about environmental justice were addressed in EIS-Section 5.20.  Specifically 
discussed was compliance of the proposed action with Executive Order 13045 (Protection of Children) 
and Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice) together with an overview of the project’s effects on 
communities surrounding GCT, demographics of Chatham/Jasper counties and Garden City, landside 
transportation of cargo, dredging activities, terminal operations, noise and lighting, employment, 
considerations of other terminals, and a summary of project effects specifically on EJ populations and 
children.  Figures in Section 5-20 show the following: poverty levels within the vicinity of the upper end 
of Savannah Harbor, locations of schools, hospitals and child care facilities along the navigation channel; 
and proposed road improvements within the vicinity of Garden City Terminal. 

Comparisons between the Ports of Los Angeles/Long Beach (LA/LB) and Savannah may not yield a great 
deal of useful information.  According to the USEPA website, the Ports of LA/LB are currently designated 
as “nonattainment” for ozone (severe-17) and PM2.5.  As indicated in Section 4.03: The Georgia 
Department of Natural Resources, Environmental Protection Division, Air Protection Branch (GADNR, 
EPD, APB) and the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control, Bureau of Air 
Quality (SCDHEC, BAQ), have air quality jurisdiction for the project area for Chatham County, Georgia 
and Jasper County, South Carolina, respectively. They have determined the ambient air quality for 
Chatham County, Georgia and Jasper County, South Carolina is in compliance with the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards, and both counties have been designated as Attainment Areas (Personal 
Communication, 20 February 2007, Jim Kelly, GADNR, EPD, APB and Fatina Washburn, SCDHEC, BAQ).  
Bottom line: the Port of Savannah generally has good air quality; hence, there is no requirement to 
complete a Health Impact Assessment as was the case for the Ports of LA/LB.  Further, a detailed Health 
Impact Assessment for the proposed action is not warranted because harbor deepening would result in 
fewer adverse impacts [air quality and otherwise] to the surrounding communities than would the case 
for the no-action alternative. 
 
810-MM-28-EV09 
Comment:  We request that the study include all residents within 15 miles and along the length of Port 
of Savannah and Savannah River Corridor. I have attached Appendices A 1 - A9 which lists over 160 
health studies that validate public health impacts that can be caused Ports business operations and the 
Goods Movement Industry. USEPA Region 9 released a Health Impact Assessment Scoping Plan for the 
Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. The DEIS failed to include any public health studies or data of the 
City of Savannah and the Environmental Justice Communities that border the Port of Savannah and the 
Port Freight Transportation Corridors. 
 
Response:    EIS-Section 5.19 characterizes the demographic area adjacent to the Garden City Terminal.  
Figures 5-57 and 5-58 show the location[s] of different income levels [census tract data] in the vicinity of 
the Garden City Terminal [GCT] where most of the project effects are/will be experienced.  Figure 5-57 
shows that the area with the lowest income level (40-100 percent) is roughly a mile distant from the 
terminal.  Similarly, Figure 5-58 shows the same area as having the highest percentage of minority 
residents (40-100 percent).   Figure 5-59 depicts the locations of schools, hospitals, and child care 
facilities, in relation to the navigation channel/terminal facilities where the majority of the construction 
would occur.  As can be seen, these facilities are dispersed throughout the community and will not be 
disproportionately affected by SHEP.  Lastly, Figure 5-63 shows the proposed road improvements which 
are designed to route traffic directly from area interstate highways to the Garden City Terminal thereby 
lessening existing traffic congestion in adjacent residential neighborhoods. 
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The District expects the number of cargo containers moved through GCT to increase over time; 
however, the subject harbor deepening will have no material effect on the rate of that increase.  Hence, 
by extension, SHEP will have no significant effect on air emissions in the vicinity of GCT.  A deeper 
channel would allow fewer, larger vessels to carry the cargo transiting the port, resulting in a decrease in 
the number of vessel calls [compared to the status quo].  The reduction in vessel numbers is predicted 
to result in a minor decrease in the amount of pollutants emitted. 

Notably, the existing air quality at Savannah is very different from that in the Ports of LA/LB.  The Port of 
Savannah is not in a “nonattainment” area for Ozone and PM2.5.  Given Chatham County’s designation 
as an “attainment” area for ozone and PM2.5 and that the project would not cause increased emissions, 
there is no requirement for the Port of Savannah to complete the noted detailed public health studies. 
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810-MM-28-EV10 
Comment:  The DEIS failed to include an Environmental Justice Community Impact Nexus Study to 
determine the off-port property community impacts from its business operations, tenant operations and 
freight transportation. The USACOE failed to research, consider and conduct a Environmental Justice 
Community Impact Nexus Study to determine the extent of the Port of Savannah and its Goods 
Movement Transportation Corridors. 
 
Response:  There is no requirement in EO 12898 or in NEPA to conduct an Environmental Justice 
Community Impact Nexus Study for a major federal action.  The District has already evaluated potential 
project impacts to Environmental Justice communities.  See previous response for details. 

810-MM-28-EV11 
Comment:  The DEIS failed to assess the significant negative socio-economic impacts to environmental 
justice communities who are predominantly low income who will be forced to subsidize port growth 
while private corporations like Walmart pay nothing. Low income EJ families pay a disproportionately 
higher percentage of their income on taxes to pay the costs of infrastructure and bond debt. Freeways, 
highways, bridges, transportation corridors and power plants construction costs will be subsidized by 
taxing the public and diverting other state and local revenues when the port user should be charged 
container and freight fees to pay all costs of expansion and improvement that benefit them. Public 
services such as highway patrol, city police, fire department, paramedics and emergency response for the 
public will be diverted to service the ports and goods movement transportation corridors. 
 
Response:  The District thoroughly evaluated potential negative socio-economic impacts to 
environmental justice communities.  DEIS-Section 5 included information on income levels, school 
locations, hospitals, and child care facilities, proposed road improvement as well as GPA programs which 
seek to avoid, minimize and mitigate air quality, traffic, noise, and lighting impacts on the surrounding 
communities.   However, the District has expanded the demographic information about the 
communities adjacent to the port [to include transportation corridors].  Minority and low-income 
residents within this tract were considered to assess the project’s impacts on environmental justice and 
children’s health (EO 12898 and EO 13045) issues.  Compliance with EO 12898 and EO 13045 is based on 
review/analysis of all the information mentioned above, as well as data obtained during the public 
meetings described in EIS-Section 5.  FEIS-Section 5.19 [Overview] was revised to include a list of the 
types of information collected/analyzed in addressing EO 12898 and EO 13045. 
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810-MM-28-EV12 
Comment:  The DIES failed to disclose that the project will have a significant and negative socioeconomic 
impact on the tourism industry. Savannah will become the # 1 most polluted city in Georgia, will have a 
permanent brown smog cloud and odor from diesel fuel emissions. This will become more exasperated 
on hot summer days during peak tourist visits. Tourist will choose some other cleaner and healthier 
travel destination. Tourism is also one of the major employers of Environmental Justice Communities 
who will lose their jobs, financial security, peace of mind and quality of life. 
 
Response:    The proposed deepening of the harbor will result in lesser air emissions than the status quo 
[no-action alternative].  For perspective, the Port of Savannah is just a small subset of the overall air 
quality emissions in Chatham County [2002 and 2005 EPA NEI data].  Therefore, the proposed action will 
not have a significant impact on the County’s air shed.  The Chamber of Commerce, an organization 
which represents community interests – including the tourist industry, stated in its January 19, 2011 
letter that “On behalf of our 2,100 business members representing over 77,000 employees in our area, 
we strongly encourage the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to proceed with the Savannah Harbor Expansion 
Project.”  The Chamber of Commerce does not agree with the commenter on his expectations about 
significant and negative socioeconomic impact on the tourism industry.  

810-MM-28-EV13 

Comment:  The DEIS failed to include mitigation for job re-training for EJ Communities residents who will 
be displaced, lose employment and need to be trained in other job skills. 
 
Response:    Based on prior experience with similar port upgrades, there is little reason to believe that 
SHEP would result in a loss in overall employment and/or create a need for extensive job re-training 
[especially in comparison to the status quo].  

810-MM-28-EV14 
Comment:  The DEIS failed to disclose that building the Jasper County Terminal would eliminate the need 
for dredging the Savannah River. Jasper County Terminal would be a higher priority Alternative that 
would eliminate the increase in environmental, public health, land, water and socio-economic impacts to 
Savannah. 
 
Response:   The EIS/GRR fully considered a proposed Jasper County terminal.  See other responses to 
this issue. 

810-MM-28-EV15 
Comment:  The DEIS fails to identify and mitigate the noise impacts to residents, schools and sensitive 
receptors. Noise not only includes loud noise over 65db, but also non-stop and constant low level noise 
40db-60db during the day, rest hours and sleep time hours. This includes honking, braking, acceleration, 
gunning of engines and stopped traffic congestion. When does the public have an 8hr respite from noise? 
We request sound proofing glass windows and doors with an STS rating of 90% or better and sound proof 
curtains during construction. We request that a Noise Mitigation Fund be established and funds provided 
from the mitigation fund. 
 
Response:  The EIS discusses the noted noise issues in the following locations:  Section 5.07.1-Dredging 
Impacts, Section 5.19-Terminal Operations, Noise and Lighting; Section 5.20.1-Noise, and in Appendix B-
Biological Assessment. 
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The GPA will expand the Garden City Terminal [GCT] to accommodate 6.5 million TEUs regardless of 
whether or not the Savannah Harbor navigation channel is deepened.  Under both without- and with- 
project conditions, the District expects the GCT to reach this build-out capacity in 2032.  This is the 
maximum number of containers that can reasonably be processed through the GCT.  This determination 
is based on factors such as the size of the terminal, the number of gates that provide access to the 
property, the number and size of the berths, the number and size of the container cranes, the number 
of jockey trucks that move the containers within the terminal, how the containers are stacked within the 
terminal, and the number of railroads that service the terminal and the return frequency of their trains.  
It is anticipated that without deepening, more vessels will be required to transport the cargo expected 
to move through the port.  With deepening, the total number of vessels decreases as vessels will be able 
to load/unload closer to capacity without the present constraints of draft. 

No incremental increases in cargo are expected to occur as a result of the proposed harbor deepening.  
As a result, the project will not affect the number of containers that move through the areas 
surrounding the port.  The project’s economic benefits result from the use of larger, more cost-effective 
container ships, not an increase in the number of containers.  Noise, air emissions (including air toxics), 
and traffic would not be increased [versus the no-action alternative] as a result of the proposed 
deepening. 
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810-MM-28-EV16 
Comment:  The USACOE cancel the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project because the Draft General 
Reevaluation Report fails to validate all claims of need. 
 
Response:    Section 3.1-Problems and Section 3.2-Opportunities in the GRR provide complete and 
detailed information on the need for the proposed harbor deepening.  For example, Section 3.1 in the 
GRR states:   

“The primary problems identified in this analysis relate to the inefficient operation of containerships in 
the Federal channel at Savannah Harbor, which affect the Nation’s international trade transportation 
costs. The following problem statements describe these inefficiencies: 

1. Existing shippers are experiencing increased/ inflated operations costs due to light loading and tidal 
delays; 

2. Light loading and tidal delays will increase as present harbor users increase their annual tonnage and 
as larger, more efficient ships replace older, smaller ones; 

3. Existing ships are experiencing problems associated with turning capabilities and overall 
maneuverability in certain reaches of the inner harbor; 

4. The severity of problems associated with turning capabilities and overall maneuverability in certain 
reaches of the inner harbor will increase as vessel size increases.” 

GRR-Appendix A contains detailed information on the economic analyses, including data on existing light 
loading and tidal delays, and expected changes in the container fleet that calls at Savannah.  
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810-MM-28-EV17 
Comment:  The DEIS be rescinded for non-compliance to NEPA, the Clean Air Act and Executive Orders 
12898 and 13045 and or revised and re-circulated. 
 
Response:  The multi-step NEPA process provides a framework for compliance with other environmental 
statutory requirements, such as the Clean Air and Water Acts, Executives Orders 12898 and 13045, etc.  
NEPA requires federal agencies to prepare environmental impact statements (EISs) for major federal 
actions that significantly affect the quality of the human environment [which covers both natural and 
cultural factors].  An EIS is a disclosure document that details the process by which a project is 
developed and includes consideration of a range of reasonable alternatives, analyzes the potential 
impacts resulting from the alternatives, along with demonstrating compliance with other applicable 
environmental laws and executive orders.  State statutes are also germane in the ultimate decision-
making objective of the NEPA process.  The EIS process is completed in the following ordered steps: 
Notice of Intent (NOI), draft EIS (DEIS), final EIS (FEIS), and record of decision (ROD). 

Public involvement and agency coordination are a very important part of the NEPA process and continue 
throughout all of the above steps.  The DEIS provides a detailed description of the proposal, the purpose 
and need, reasonable alternatives, the affected environment, and presents an analysis of the 
anticipated beneficial and adverse environmental effects of each of the alternatives.  DEISs are not 
“rescinded” per se, but are modified and/or revised as appropriate to resolve the comments received 
during public review.  Following the formal DEIS comment period, the FEIS will be developed and issued 
with appropriate modifications [as necessary].  The FEIS addresses the comments on the draft and 
identifies, based on analysis and comments, the "preferred alternative".   The ROD is the final step in the 
NEPA process and is only issued after the FEIS has been approved and full compliance on all applicable 
laws and regulations has been achieved.   In summary, the DEIS is one step in the NEPA process and full 
compliance with it and all other applicable laws and regulations will not be achieved until the FEIS is 
completed and the ROD is signed. 

810-MM-28-EV18 
Comment:  The DEIS and Final EIS include an on-site real time Port of Savannah and EJ Community Air 
Quality Study and inventory of all categories of emissions: criteria pollutants, toxic pollutants, HAP's, 
VOC's and all green house gases. To include all off-port property secondary and indirect emissions. 
Inventories must also include all truck routes, train routes, ship routes, container storage locations, 
inspection facilities, chassis locations, detours, operating time, idling time and storage fugitive emissions. 
We request that three air quality monitoring stations be established in EJ Communities. 
 
Response:  The air quality of the Port of Savannah is generally good, unlike the ports of LA/LB which are 
in “nonattainment” areas for ozone and PM2.5.  There is no requirement for the District to conduct “an 
on-site real time Port of Savannah and EJ Community Air Quality Study”.  The District has already 
completed a detailed emission inventory of the port; it is found in Appendix K of the EIS. 

The proposed request for three air quality monitoring stations in EJ Communities is not warranted 
because the proposed harbor deepening will not cause measurable adverse impacts to the noted 
neighborhoods. 
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810-MM-28-EV19 
Comment:  The DE IS and Final EIS include an Environmental Justice Community Health Impact 
Assessment and allocate a $250,000 budget to hire an EJ Consultant. We want the HIA to be based on a 
comprehensive Public Health Survey (PHS) and establishment of a Public Health Baseline (PHB) of the 
impacted EJ Communities that border the Port, are near the port and along the ports freight 
transportation corridors, warehouses and distribution centers. 
 
Response:   The air quality within the port’s air shed is generally good.  There is no requirement for the 
District to prepare the noted health impact assessment or establish a public health baseline in the 
vicinity of the port.  This is especially true, given the fact that the impacts associated with SHEP are less 
than would be experienced from maintaining the status quo [no-action alternative].  For these reasons, 
preparation of an Environmental Justice Community Impact Nexus Study and hiring an EJ Consultant 
would also be an unnecessary project expense. 

810-MM-28-EV20 
Comment:  The USACOE Savannah District establish an Office of Environmental Justice Compliance with 
staff and an annual budget of $ 500,000. 
 
Response:    Executive Order 12898 does not require the District to establish an Office of Environmental 
Justice Compliance, an Environmental Justice Outreach Program, or fund an Environmental Justice 
Community Regional Conference.   The District expects the number of containers transiting GCT to 
remain the same whether or not the harbor is deepened.  Further, their movement through the 
surrounding communities is independent of whether or not the project is implemented.  Therefore, the 
establishment of these programs and funding is not warranted by the type or level of impacts expected 
from the proposed harbor deepening. 

810-MM-28-EV21 
Comment:  The USACOE and Port of Savannah charge a $ 25 per TEU tariff to go into a fund for 
purchasing and replacing old diesel fuel polluting trucks with 2011 similar to the Port of Los Angeles and 
establish a Clean Truck Program, replacing all diesel fuel cargo moving equipment and cranes. 
 
Response:    The referenced Clean Truck Program was deemed necessary by the Ports of LA/LB because 
their air sheds have been designated as “nonattainment”  for ozone and PM2.5.  In contrast, the air 
quality in Savannah is designated as “attainment” for ozone and PM2.5.  More broadly, the air quality in 
both Chatham and Jasper County is relatively good; neither county is designated as “nonattainment”. 

Nonetheless, EIS-Section 5.20 states the following:  GPA continually evaluates methods to reduce diesel 
consumption and emissions. These actions protect the environment and the local population. Examples 
include the following: 

* GPA has converted the older ship-to-shore cranes to electric and purchased new cranes that run off of 
electricity. Of the 23 ship to shore cranes, 21 are electric which avoids the use of 1.9 million gallons of 
diesel each year. 

* The Garden City Terminal is the largest shipper of refrigerated cargo on the east coast and has installed 
electric refrigerated container racks which eliminate the use of diesel generators for the refrigerated 
containers. The use of these racks in place of generators avoids the consumption of nearly 2.4 million 
gallons of diesel annually. 



1484 
 

* In 2010, EPA awarded GPA a Diesel Emissions Reduction Grant to repower 17 rubber tire gantry cranes 
(RTGs), which is one of the primary types of container handling equipment. By repowering these RTGs, 
GPA will avoid using 129,000 gallons annually throughout the life of the equipment. 

* GPA recently conducted a pilot project on use of a diesel additive in the container handling equipment. 
The study showed that the additive reduced fuel consumption and lowered emissions. GPA now uses the 
additive in all container handling equipment. This avoids use of 100,000 gallons of diesel fuel annually. 

* The Garden City Terminal has a total of 33 on-road truck container interchange lanes divided between 
two locations on the terminal, which have processed over 8,200 gate transactions on a single day. GPA’s 
facility master plan includes construction of a third set of gates which would then provide access to the 
terminal from the east, west and south, thereby spreading out traffic and reducing waiting times at the 
gates. The dispersal of truck traffic reduces congestion and its accompanying air emissions. GPA expects 
to implement this improvement within the next 10 years. 

* Containers are shipped by rail using the two Intermodal Container Transfer Facilities (rail yards). At 
those facilities, trains are built for particular destinations as far west as Chicago. This effort reduces 
transit times of up to 3 days and avoids central train yard switching of cars, thereby reducing emissions. 
Moving freight by rail emits three times less NOx and PM than on-road trucks. With the only East Coast 
ICTFs located on the container terminal, GPA’s on-dock rail volumes have increased 135% over the past 
five years (2008). 

* During periods of heavy cargo volumes, GPA coordinates extended gate hours (earlier morning and 
later evening hours and Saturdays) to decrease on-road and terminal congestion. This improves 
productivity, reduces truck idling, and decreases diesel emissions. 

* Forklifts of 15,500 pound capacity or smaller (86) are now fueled with LP gas, rather than diesel. As a 
result of programs GPA implemented throughout the Garden City Terminal, approximately 4.5 million 
gallons of diesel and the associated emissions are avoided on an annual basis. While GPA has increased 
the total volume of containers moved, the gallons of diesel per container handled decreased 54% from 
FY01 to FY10. 

The reduction in air emissions in the movement of cargo through the port reduces local and multi-state 
regional air pollution. The improved air quality benefits the thousands of personnel on GPA terminals and 
on neighboring industrial sites, as well as those who reside in nearby Georgia and South Carolina 
communities.  A TEU tariff to fund establishment of a Clean Truck Program to replace older diesel trucks 
is not warranted by the type or level of impacts expected from the proposed harbor deepening. 
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810-MM-28-EV22 
Comment:  The USACOE and Port of Savannah establish an Off-Port Community Impact Nexus Mitigation 
Fund of $1 million and charge a $ 3.50 per TEU tariff and a $1.00 per barrel or ton of bulk cargo to go 
into a fund for the Off-Port Community Impact Nexus Mitigation Fund. Funds can be used to pay for the 
installation of Air Purification Systems for public schools and child care centers, like the recently 
approved Port of Los Angeles TraPac Settlement. 
 
Response:    The noted funding mechanisms are unnecessary because an Off-Port Community Impact 
Nexus Mitigation Fund is not warranted by the type or level of impacts expected from the proposed 
harbor deepening.  Since the number of containers moved through the Garden City Terminal would not 
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be affected by harbor deepening, the proposed deepening would not affect the movement of those 
containers. 

810-MM-28-EV23 
Comment:  The USACOE and Port of Savannah establish an annual $10 million Technology Advancement 
Program to support R&D and demonstration projects of new emerging zero emissions freight 
transportation systems and maximum achievable emissions control technologies such as the Advanced 
Cleanup Technology, Inc. Advanced Maritime Emissions Control System to capture all ship emissions, 
Vision Motor Corp Zero Emissions Hydrogen Gas Fuel Cell Trucks and Miracle Mile Solutions VATT 
Systems Diesel Truck Fuel combustion Efficiency Retrofit Technology. 
 
Response:    Establishment of a Technology Advancement Program to support R&D and demonstration 
projects of new emerging zero emissions freight transportation systems and maximum emissions control 
technologies is not warranted by the type or level of impacts expected from the proposed harbor 
deepening.  The District believes that the number of containers processed through the Garden City 
Terminal would not be affected by harbor deepening.  It follows that the movement of those containers 
through the communities adjacent to the Garden City Terminal is also unaffected. 

810-MM-28-EV24 
Comment:  The USACOE and Port of Savannah establish an annual $10 million Public Health Care 
Mitigation Fund with priority going to fund local community based clinics, hospitals, convalescent care 
and health counseling. 
 
Response:    Establishment of a Public Health Care Mitigation Fund is not warranted by the type or level 
of impacts expected from the proposed harbor deepening.  Since the number of containers moved 
through the Garden City Terminal would not be affected by harbor deepening, the proposed deepening 
would not affect the transit of those containers to their final destination[s]. 

810-MM-28-EV25 
Comment:  The USACOE and Port of Savannah establish a Clean Air Action Plan like the Ports of Los 
Angles and Long Beach. 
 
Response:    Establishment of a Clean Air Action Plan is not warranted by the type or level of impacts 
expected from the proposed harbor deepening.  Since the number of containers moved through the 
Garden City Terminal would not be affected by harbor deepening, the proposed deepening would not 
affect container movement beyond the terminal’s boundaries. 

810-MM-28-EV26 
Comment:  The USACOE and Port of Savannah establish a Port Community Advisory Committee like the 
Port of Los Angeles. 
 
Response:    Establishment of a Port Community Advisory Committee is not warranted by the type or 
level of impacts expected from the proposed harbor deepening.  Since the number of containers moved 
through the Garden City Terminal would not be affected by harbor deepening, the proposed deepening 
would not affect the movement of those containers near the Garden City Terminal. 

As indicated in EIS-Section 5.19, GPA established a Stakeholders Evaluation Group (SEG) in the late 
1990’s.  The SEG has as its mission, purpose, and function the providing of advice to the Georgia Ports 
Authority (GPA) pertaining to the Savannah Harbor Expansion Project to help insure that all issues 
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pertaining to the project are addressed to the fullest extent practicable.  To accomplish this mission, 
purpose, and function, the SEG shall operate with the following Operating Guidelines:   The SEG shall 
provide the following:   A public forum to permit members of the general public to voice their support 
or concerns, to become acquainted with the project, and to provide whatever input they wish 
(emphasis added).  The SEG meets about every other month.   

The meetings are announced on the web site of the Georgia Ports Authority, the local sponsor for the 
project, and extensive reports and findings were posted to the site as well.  The Savannah Morning 
News, the local newspaper, regularly published information about upcoming SEG meetings, and later 
wrote about the discussions that took place at those meetings. 

Since 1999, approximately 65 full meetings were held with the SEG, plus numerous committee 
meetings.  Three of those full meetings were held in Garden City within an area of concern for 
environmental justice issues – two meetings at the Masters Inn and one at the GPA Annex 1 located on 
Highway 25.  Additionally, the meetings are transcribed by a court recorder and the meeting minutes 
are posted to the Savannah District’s webpage.   

The SEG provided a valuable public information function to the project and to the community.  The SEG 
advised GPA on suggested issues to consider and studies to evaluate those issues.  While District staff 
attended most of the SEG meetings, GPA verified that this advice was made known to all interested 
parties. The SEG provided a valuable link between the GPA, the District, and the stakeholders residing 
within the project area. 

810-MM-28-EV27 
Comment:  The USACOE and Port of Savannah conduct a new Port Hazards Risk & Liability Assessment to 
determine homeland security adequacy, explosions, fires and accident risks of Port expansion and water 
dredging. The Risk Assessment must also include multiple and cascading incidents and their impacts on 
the public for a 10 mile radius. EJ Communities are concerned of potential terrorist attacks, disgruntled 
employees, mentally ill public members incidents and ship, train and truck accidents. The Port of 
Savannah a few years ago had a ship crash into a dock near the Port LNG facility, there have been train 
derailments and numerous drayage truck accidents. We want all port tenants to provide an insurance 
policy that would equal the amount of catastrophic damage a tenant could cause to the public and 
community. 
 
Response:    A Port Hazards Risk & Liability Assessment to determine the noted health/safety concerns 
together with the larger issue of homeland security is not needed.  GPA has emergency response plans 
in place for its terminals-Garden City and Ocean Terminals.  Additionally, the US Coast Guard has 
completed a risk assessment of the entire Port of Savannah.  Most commercial organizations carry some 
type of liability insurance for the remainder of the matters raised. 

810-MM-28-EV28 
Comment:  The USACOE and Port of Savannah conduct an expanded assessment and mitigation plan for 
the short and long term impacts to the commercial fishing and shellfish industry and public fishing for 
home food consumption. The USACOE and Port of Savannah are responsible for assuring that public 
members and Environmental Justice Communities dependent upon fishing and shell fish for their daily 
sustenance be identified and equal food quality support be provided when they are unable to obtain food 
for their families. The USACOE has made many assumptions and proposed mitigation measures based on 
technologies and engineering theories which are unproven and may not succeed as proposed. EJ 
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Communities want a Contingency Plan in place with reserved funds set aside. This is another EJ 
Community negative socio-economic impact that was not identified and addressed. 
 
Response:    EIS-Section 4.12 discusses Recreational and Commercial Fishing, and Section 5.17 discusses 
impacts of the project on Recreational and Commercial Fishing.  The EIS also shows shellfish harvesting 
areas (Figure 4-3), Spawning Sites of Black Drum, Weakfish, and Spotted Seatrout (Figure 4-4), as well as 
the Spawning Seasons of Spotted Seatrout, Red Drum, Weakfish, and Black Drum.  Section 5 provides 
locations of American Shad habitat, Southern Flounder habitat, Stripped Bass habitat, and Shortnose 
sturgeon habitat.  Section 4.04 and Section 5.07 discuss Marine and Estuarine Resources.  The Essential 
Fish Habitat section in the EIS (Section 4.05 and 5.14) and Appendix S discusses these same issues.  This 
material adequately addresses potential adverse impacts to the commercial fishing, shellfish industry, as 
well as fishing by the public for home consumption. 

EIS-Section 4.12 states:  Commercial and sport fishing within Savannah Harbor is low due to heavy vessel 
traffic levels and high shoaling rates which limit benthic communities and required recurring 
maintenance dredging.   

The District does not expect harbor deepening to produce significant adverse impacts to existing [low 
levels] commercial and recreational fishing activities.  Hence, no mitigation is warranted. 
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EDITOR’S NOTE:  Responses to Comments #828 to 883 are grouped together (after the 

letters) because of the similar content of the concerns expressed in the letters.  
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EDITOR’S NOTE:  The following pages contain the responses to Comments #828 to 883, which have been 

grouped together because of the similar content of the concerns expressed in the letters. 

 
Comment:  The Corps refused to hold a public hearing regarding the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) and Draft General Reevaluation Report (DGRR). 
 
Response:   Since 1999, the project has held nearly 70 public meetings.  Approximately 65 of these 
meetings were held with the Stakeholders Evaluation Group in addition to numerous committee 
meetings.  Three meetings were held in Garden City within an area of concern for environmental justice 
issues – two at the Masters Inn and one at the GPA Annex 1 located on Highway 25.  Two public 
workshops were held at the beginning of the project (NEPA scoping) to identify issues the public 
believed should be examined by the forth coming environmental impact study. 

The 70 public meeting [held since 1999] included the services of a court reporter who transcribed the 
statements made at each meeting.  Once the meeting transcriptions were completed, they were posted 
on the SAS web site. 

The public was afforded opportunities to provide comments at the November 2010 public workshop 
that the Corps held during the review period for the Draft GRR and DEIS.  One avenue to provide 
comments was through the use of a court recorder.  

 
Comment:  The Corps EIS failed to include a comprehensive Cumulative Impact Assessment in its failure 
to research, identify and assess all sources of emissions. 
 
Response:  The air emission inventory conducted by the District [described in EIS-Appendix K] was a 
comprehensive analysis of port-dependent emissions.  All air emissions including criteria pollutants, air 
toxics, and greenhouse gas emissions were calculated for the no-action alternative [-42 foot depth], all 
depth alternatives [42, 44, 45, 46, 47, and 48 feet], and all years [2015, 2020, 2025, 2030, 2032, and 
2065].  It included emissions from the following sources: 

 Dredges used during the new work dredging 

 Dredges used during maintenance dredging 

 Ocean-Going Vessels 

 LNG Vessels 

 Tug Boats 

 Intra-Harbor Shifts 

 Tour Boats 

 Landside equipment at GPA terminals 

 Landside equipment at non-GPA terminals 

 Trucks calling at the Garden City Terminal 

 Locomotives serving the Garden City Terminal 

 GPA fleet vehicles  

 Air Toxics  

 Greenhouse gases 
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The District followed the procedures outlined in EPA’s 2009 Final Report titled “Current Methodologies 
in Preparing Mobile Source Port-Related Emission Inventories”.  The District’s analysis disclosed that 
harbor deepening would result in lesser air emissions than the no-action alternative [when compared 
against the baseline existing depth of -42 foot]. 

Currently, the Georgia Ports Authority is conducting dispersion modeling of the air emissions at the 
Garden City Terminal [with/without project].  This analysis will provide insight into how air emissions 
originating from its facility disperse under without-project conditions.  Unfortunately, these analyses will 
not be available for inspection until after circulation of the FEIS for review.  However, since overall 
emissions have already been determined to remain [at most] unchanged by the proposed harbor 
deepening, the results of the dispersion analysis were not considered critical to evaluate the proposed 
action.  However, upon completion, GPA will share the results with EPA and the general public. 

Background: The GPA will expand the Garden City Terminal [GCT] to accommodate 6.5 million TEUs 
regardless of whether or not the Savannah Harbor navigation channel is deepened.  Under both 
without- and with- project conditions, the District expects the GCT to reach its build-out capacity in 2032 
[at 6.5 million TEUs].  This is the maximum number of containers that can reasonably be processed 
through the GCT.  This determination is based on factors such as the size of the terminal, the number of 
gates that provide access to the property, the number and size of the berths, the number and size of the 
container cranes, the number of jockey trucks that move the containers within the terminal, how the 
containers are stacked within the terminal, and the number of railroads that service the terminal and 
the return frequency of their trains.  It is anticipated that without deepening, more vessels will be 
required to transport the cargo expected to move through the port.  With deepening, the total number 
of vessels decreases as vessels will be able to load/unload closer to capacity without the present 
constraints of draft. 

No incremental increases in cargo are expected to occur as a result of the proposed harbor deepening.  
As a result, the project will not affect the number of containers that move through the areas 
surrounding the port.  The project’s economic benefits result from the use of larger, more cost-effective 
container ships, not an increase in the number of containers.  Noise, air emissions (including air toxics) 
from landside handling equipment, and traffic would not be increased [versus the no-action alternative] 
as a result of the proposed deepening. 

 
Comment:  The DEIS significantly underestimated ship emissions and future emissions. The DEIS failed to 
disclose that a larger Post-Panamax ship that carries 8,400 TEU's vs the current smaller 4,000 TEU Ship 
will cause a significant spike in air pollution emissions actually doubling the air emission in the same 
amount time as a smaller ship. The Port will need twice as many diesel trucks and cargo handling 
equipment for a large ship. This spike will also cause significantly public health problems and increase 
emergency hospital visits.  In addition, what happens when the number of large ships exceeds the 
original number of smaller ships, even with the low sulfur fuel they will emit more emissions?  
 
Response:    The EIS reasonably estimates present and future air emissions from ocean-going vessels of 
various sizes and cargo handling equipment.  The District followed the procedures described in EPA’s 
2009 Final Report titled “Current Methodologies in Preparing Mobile Source Port-Related Emission 
Inventories”.  Appendix K describes those procedures which estimate the amount of emissions that 
occur in Savannah from these sources. 
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Section 5.20 in the EIS states: GPA continues to work closely with the State of Georgia to develop more 
improvements to the highway system outside the terminal. GPA has developed a plan that would provide 
expressway connection of Interstate highways directly to the Terminal. In 2010, the State of Georgia 
approved $120 million in bond revenue for use toward completing the Jimmy DeLoach Highway from 
Interstate 95 to the Garden City Terminal. That work is scheduled to begin in 2011 and be complete by 
the base year of the project. Additionally, the Georgia Department of Transportation’s long-term 
highway plan includes construction of the Brampton Road Connector which will provide direct access 
from the Garden City Terminal to Interstate 516 and connections to Interstate 16. No other terminal in 
the US has such an expressway of highways directly to the terminal. Those road improvements are 
shown in the following figure. The completion of those roads will remove terminal traffic from 
neighborhoods and lessen congestion and the accompanying air quality impacts.  Also see Figure 5-57, 
which graphically shows these proposed road improvements. 

GPA also plans to increase the percentage of containers that are handled by rail in the future.  Since rail 
moves cargo with more fuel efficiency than trucks, use of rail will reduce future diesel emissions from 
port operations. 

 
Comment:  The DEIS significantly underestimated the current port and goods movement transportation 
corridor emissions and future emissions. The studies did not include truck travel from their home location 
to the port to pick up containers and freight, the truck emissions when returning home, numerous side 
trips to chassis storage yards, container storage yards, inspection facilities, fumigation facilities, trans-
loading locations, traffic congestion idling, on-port property idling, fugitive HFC's from NC units, 
inefficient engine fuel combustion VOC's, pulverized tire rubber and brake dust. It did not contain 
estimates for fugitive green house gas HFC's emissions from reefer containers. 
 
Response:    The Corps’ emission inventory for the port [EIS-Appendix K] was developed using the 
procedures established and recommended by U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to identify air 
emissions from port facilities.  EPA’s guidance document is titled “Current Methodologies in Preparing 
Mobile Source Port-Related Emission Inventories, Final Report, dated April 2009”.  That document 
provides the framework used throughout the U.S. to determine air emission estimates at ports from a 
combination of ocean going vessels and land-based port equipment.  The District used the EPA protocols 
together with site-specific data provided by GPA and the Harbor Pilots Association.  The District also 
consulted with EPA while conducting its analysis to ensure its guidance had been interpreted correctly 
and included the most up-to-date emission relationships. 

 
Comment:  The DEIS failed to include an Environmental Justice Community Health Impact Assessment 
(HIA) to determine the current public health impacts of the Port of Savannah and its Goods Movement 
Transportation Corridors which include both rail and truck. The USACOE failed to research, consider and 
conduct a Environmental Justice Community Health Impact Assessment to determine the current public 
health impacts of the Port of Savannah and its Goods Movement Transportation Corridors which include 
both rail and truck. 
 
Response:    Concerns about environmental justice were addressed in EIS-Section 5.20.  Specifically 
discussed was compliance of the proposed action with Executive Order 13045 (Protection of Children) 
and Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice) together with an overview of the project’s effects on 
communities surrounding GCT, demographics of Chatham/Jasper counties and Garden City, landside 
transportation of cargo, dredging activities, terminal operations, noise and lighting, employment, 
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considerations of other terminals, and a summary of project effects specifically on EJ populations and 
children.  Figures in Section 5-20 show the following: poverty levels within the vicinity of the upper end 
of Savannah Harbor, locations of schools, hospitals and child care facilities along the navigation channel; 
and proposed road improvements within the vicinity of Garden City Terminal. 

Comparisons between the Ports of Los Angeles/Long Beach (LA/LB) and Savannah may not yield a great 
deal of useful information.  According to the USEPA website, the Ports of LA/LB are currently designated 
as “nonattainment” for ozone (severe-17) and PM2.5.  As indicated in Section 4.03: The Georgia 
Department of Natural Resources, Environmental Protection Division, Air Protection Branch (GADNR, 
EPD, APB) and the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control, Bureau of Air 
Quality (SCDHEC, BAQ), have air quality jurisdiction for the project area for Chatham County, Georgia 
and Jasper County, South Carolina, respectively. They have determined the ambient air quality for 
Chatham County, Georgia and Jasper County, South Carolina is in compliance with the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards, and both counties have been designated as Attainment Areas (Personal 
Communication, 20 February 2007, Jim Kelly, GADNR, EPD, APB and Fatina Washburn, SCDHEC, BAQ).  
Bottom line: the Port of Savannah generally has good air quality; hence, there is no requirement to 
complete a Health Impact Assessment as was the case for the Ports of LA/LB.  Further, a detailed Health 
Impact Assessment for the proposed action is not warranted because harbor deepening would result in 
fewer adverse impacts [air quality and otherwise] to the surrounding communities than would the case 
for the no-action alternative. 
 
 
Comment:   The DEIS failed to include any public health studies or data of the City of Savannah and the 
Environmental Justice Communities that border the Port of Savannah and the Port Freight 
Transportation Corridors. 
 
Response:    EIS-Section 5.19 characterizes the demographic area adjacent to the Garden City Terminal.  
Figures 5-57 and 5-58 show the location[s] of different income levels [census tract data] in the vicinity of 
the Garden City Terminal [GCT] where most of the project effects are/will be experienced.  Figure 5-57 
shows that the area with the lowest income level (40-100 percent) is roughly a mile distant from the 
terminal.  Similarly, Figure 5-58 shows the same area as having the highest percentage of minority 
residents (40-100 percent).   Figure 5-59 depicts the locations of schools, hospitals, and child care 
facilities, in relation to the navigation channel/terminal facilities where the majority of the construction 
would occur.  As can be seen, these facilities are dispersed throughout the community and will not be 
disproportionately affected by SHEP.  Lastly, Figure 5-63 shows the proposed road improvements which 
are designed to route traffic directly from area interstate highways to the Garden City Terminal thereby 
lessening existing traffic congestion in adjacent residential neighborhoods. 

The District expects the number of cargo containers moved through GCT to increase over time; 
however, the subject harbor deepening will have no material effect on the rate of that increase.  Hence, 
by extension, SHEP will have no significant effect on air emissions in the vicinity of GCT.  A deeper 
channel would allow fewer, larger vessels to carry the cargo transiting the port, resulting in a decrease in 
the number of vessel calls [compared to the status quo].  The reduction in vessel numbers is predicted 
to result in a minor decrease in the amount of pollutants emitted. 

Notably, the existing air quality at Savannah is very different from that in the Ports of LA/LB.  The Port of 
Savannah is not in a “nonattainment” area for Ozone and PM2.5.  Given Chatham County’s designation 
as an “attainment” area for ozone and PM2.5 and that the project would not cause increased emissions, 
there is no requirement for the Port of Savannah to complete the noted detailed public health studies. 
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Comment:  The DEIS failed to include an Environmental Justice Community Impact Nexus Study to 
determine the off-port property community impacts from its business operations, tenant operations and 
freight transportation. The USACOE failed to research, consider and conduct a Environmental Justice 
Community Impact Nexus Study to determine the extent of the Port of Savannah and its Goods 
Movement Transportation Corridors. 
 
Response:  There is no requirement in EO 12898 or in NEPA to conduct an Environmental Justice 
Community Impact Nexus Study for a major federal action.  The District evaluated potential project 
impacts to Environmental Justice communities.  See previous responses to comments on this issue. 

 
Comment:  The DEIS failed to assess the significant negative socio-economic impacts to environmental 
justice communities. 
 
Response:  The District thoroughly evaluated potential negative socio-economic impacts to 
environmental justice communities.  DEIS-Section 5 included information on income levels, school 
locations, hospitals, and child care facilities, proposed road improvement as well as GPA programs which 
seek to avoid, minimize and mitigate air quality, traffic, noise, and lighting impacts on the surrounding 
communities.   However, the District has expanded the demographic information about the 
communities adjacent to the port [to include transportation corridors].  Minority and low-income 
residents within this tract were considered to assess the project’s impacts on environmental justice and 
children’s health (EO 12898 and EO 13045) issues.  Compliance with EO 12898 and EO 13045 is based on 
review/analysis of all the information mentioned above, as well as data obtained during the public 
meetings described in EIS-Section 5.  FEIS-Section 5.19 [Overview] was revised to include a list of the 
types of information collected/analyzed in addressing EO 12898 and EO 13045. 

 
Comment:  The DEIS failed to disclose that the project will have a significant and negative socioeconomic 
impact on the tourism industry. 
 
Response:    The proposed deepening of the harbor will result in lesser air emissions than the status quo 
[no-action alternative].  For perspective, the Port of Savannah is just a small subset of the overall air 
quality emissions in Chatham County [2002 and 2005 EPA NEI data].  Therefore, the proposed action will 
not have a significant impact on the County’s air shed.  The Chamber of Commerce, an organization 
which represents community interests – including the tourist industry, stated in its January 19, 2011 
letter that “On behalf of our 2,100 business members representing over 77,000 employees in our area, 
we strongly encourage the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to proceed with the Savannah Harbor Expansion 
Project.”  The Chamber of Commerce does not agree with the commenter on his expectations about 
significant and negative socioeconomic impact on the tourism industry.  
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Comment:  The DEIS fails to identify and mitigate the noise impacts to residents, schools and sensitive 
receptors. Noise not only includes loud noise over 65db, but also non-stop and constant low level noise 
40db-60db during the day, rest hours and sleep time hours. This includes honking, braking, acceleration, 
gunning of engines and stopped traffic congestion. When does the public have an 8hr respite from noise? 
We request sound proofing glass windows and doors with an STS rating of 90% or better and sound proof 
curtains during construction. We request that a Noise Mitigation Fund be established and funds provided 
from the mitigation fund. 
 
Response:  The EIS discusses the noted noise issues in the following locations:  Section 5.07.1-Dredging 
Impacts, Section 5.19-Terminal Operations, Noise and Lighting; Section 5.20.1-Noise, and in Appendix B-
Biological Assessment. 

The GPA will expand the Garden City Terminal [GCT] to accommodate 6.5 million TEUs regardless of 
whether or not the Savannah Harbor navigation channel is deepened.  Under both without- and with- 
project conditions, the District expects the GCT to reach this build-out capacity in 2032.  This is the 
maximum number of containers that can reasonably be processed through the GCT.  This determination 
is based on factors such as the size of the terminal, the number of gates that provide access to the 
property, the number and size of the berths, the number and size of the container cranes, the number 
of jockey trucks that move the containers within the terminal, how the containers are stacked within the 
terminal, and the number of railroads that service the terminal and the return frequency of their trains.  
It is anticipated that without deepening, more vessels will be required to transport the cargo expected 
to move through the port.  With deepening, the total number of vessels decreases as vessels will be able 
to load/unload closer to capacity without the present constraints of draft. 

No incremental increases in cargo are expected to occur as a result of the proposed harbor deepening.  
As a result, the project will not affect the number of containers that move through the areas 
surrounding the port.  The project’s economic benefits result from the use of larger, more cost-effective 
container ships, not an increase in the number of containers.  Noise, air emissions (including air toxics), 
and traffic would not be increased [versus the no-action alternative] as a result of the proposed 
deepening. 

 
Comment:  The Corps should conduct an on-site real time Port of Savannah and EJ Community Air 
Quality Study and inventory of all categories of emissions: criteria pollutants, toxic pollutants, HAP's, 
VOC's and all green house gases; to include all off-port property secondary and indirect emissions. 
Inventories must also include all truck routes, train routes, ship routes, container storage locations, 
inspection facilities, chassis locations, detours, operating time, idling time and storage fugitive emissions. 
We request that three air quality monitoring stations be established in EJ Communities. 
 
Response:  The air quality of the Port of Savannah is generally good, unlike the ports of LA/LB which are 
in “nonattainment” areas for ozone and PM2.5.  There is no requirement for the District to conduct “an 
on-site real time Port of Savannah and EJ Community Air Quality Study”.  The District has already 
completed a detailed emission inventory of the port; it is found in Appendix K of the EIS. 
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Comment:  The Corps should conduct an Environmental Justice Community Health Impact Assessment. 
 
Response:   The air quality within the port’s air shed is generally good.  There is no requirement for the 
District to prepare the noted health impact assessment or establish a public health baseline in the 
vicinity of the port.  This is especially true, given the fact that the impacts associated with SHEP are less 
than would be experienced from maintaining the status quo [no-action alternative].  For these reasons, 
preparation of an Environmental Justice Community Impact Nexus Study and hiring an EJ Consultant 
would also be an unnecessary project expense. 

 
Comment:  The Corps should establish an Off-Port Community Impact Nexus Mitigation Fund. 
 
Response:    An Off-Port Community Impact Nexus Mitigation Fund is not warranted by the type or level 
of impacts expected from the proposed harbor deepening.  Since the number of containers moved 
through the Garden City Terminal would not be affected by harbor deepening, the proposed deepening 
would not alter impacts that occur as a result of their movement through the harbor and surrounding 
area. 

 
Comment:  The Corps should establish a Technology Advancement Program to support R&D and 
demonstration projects of new emerging zero emissions freight transportation systems and maximum 
achievable emissions control technologies such as the Advanced Cleanup Technology, Inc. Advanced 
Maritime Emissions Control System to capture all ship emissions, Vision Motor Corp Zero Emissions 
Hydrogen Gas Fuel Cell Trucks and Miracle Mile Solutions VATT Systems Diesel Truck Fuel combustion 
Efficiency Retrofit Technology. 
 
Response:    Establishment of a Technology Advancement Program to support R&D and demonstration 
projects of new emerging zero emissions freight transportation systems and maximum emissions control 
technologies is not warranted by the type or level of impacts expected from the proposed harbor 
deepening.  The District believes that the number of containers processed through the Garden City 
Terminal would not be affected by harbor deepening.  It follows that the movement of those containers 
through the communities adjacent to the Garden City Terminal is also unaffected. 

 
Comment:  The Corps should establish a Public Health Care Mitigation Fund. 
 
Response:    Establishment of a Public Health Care Mitigation Fund is not warranted by the type or level 
of impacts expected from the proposed harbor deepening.  Since the number of containers moved 
through the Garden City Terminal would not be affected by harbor deepening, the proposed deepening 
would not affect the transit of those containers to their final destination[s]. 
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Phillip Jung 

 
830-MM-03-EV01 
Comment:  What are the negative affects of the dredging? 
 
Response:  The effects of dredging on the natural resources in Savannah Harbor are addressed [in 
depth] in EIS-Chapter 5.  They include the direct physical effects of the dredging and sediment 
placement operations on the marine and aquatic environment, as well as the indirect consequences on 
the dissolved oxygen and water quality regimes in the estuary.  Direct effects consist of water column 
impacts during [and after] actual excavation, perturbations to the benthic habitat in affected dredged 
areas, wetland losses, immediate influences to fishery resources, and impacts resulting from the 
physical disposal of the dredged material.  The District attempts to avoid and minimize such impacts 
[where/whenever possible] by avoiding dredging in the certain areas of the estuary during fish spawning 
seasons, equipment selection, timing [not using hopper dredges in the entrance channel when sea 
turtles are prevalent], and monitoring water quality conditions in the vicinity of active dredges along 
with the effluent from the disposal areas to ensure applicable water quality standards are not violated.  
In those cases where adverse impacts cannot be avoided [such as the marsh loss associated with the 
excavation requirements of the project], the project provides appropriate mitigation. 

The indirect effects of the dredging are centered around the project’s impacts on the dissolved oxygen 
and salinity regimes within the affected area.  That is, deepening will lower dissolved oxygen levels and 
increase upstream salinity levels, which in turn would adversely affect the habitat of some fish species, 
e.g., Shortnose sturgeon and Striped bass.  Consequently the project includes mitigation features [to 
include adaptive management] to compensate for these adverse impacts.  

830-MM-03-EV02 
Comment:  What efforts are being made to better the environment of the communities at the higher of 
contaminated air? 
 
Response:  Future growth in cargo movements and accompanying air emissions are expected for the 
GCT.  However, those increases will result from heightened demand for the goods which would move 
through the port and would occur independently of SHEP.  SHEP’s construction could actually lessen 
future increases in vessel emissions if fewer large container vessels call at the port versus more of the 
existing, smaller ships. [see Paragraph 5.6 of the EIS]. 

830-MM-03-EC01 
Comment:  What type of jobs are going to be created? 
 
Response:  Local employment associated with the proposed harbor deepening would occur during the 
construction phase of the project.  There is little expectation of any fundamental  [long-term] change in 
employment levels as a result of a channel deepening.  The forecasted rate of additional cargo transiting 
the port is expected to remain unchanged irrespective of harbor deepening.  This will be mirrored in the 
port’s overall employment numbers.  Tranportation cost savings attributed to port improvements are 
small in comparision to the total cost of moving goods from their origin to destination.  Hence, those 
savings are not expected to cause shifts in the port through which the goods are moved.  


