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Appendix A 
Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project 

Coordination 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION  
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the Sabine Neches Navigation District (SNND) 
(formerly the Jefferson County Waterway Navigation District [JCWND]) developed a public 
involvement plan to be used during the feasibility phase for the Sabine-Neches Waterway 
Channel Improvement Project (SNWW CIP). The goal of this public involvement plan was to 
ensure that USACE and the SNND were responsive to the needs and concerns of all stakeholders 
and to ensure public involvement through an open, interactive process. Stakeholders include all 
the various publics that could be affected or are interested in the project. The plan helped 
USACE and the SNND provide information to, and obtain information from, the stakeholders.  
 
Coordination with resource agencies was conducted primarily through Interagency Coordination 
Team (ICT) and technical working group meetings. Resource agencies and the study team meet 
regularly throughout the study process. Over 30 workgroup meetings and 10 ICT meetings were 
held.  
 
1.1 PROGRAM OBJECTIVES  
 

a. Enhance public understanding of the study, the range of alternatives studied, and the 
recommended plan for the project.  

b. Identify all stakeholders and the best ways to communicate with each.  
c. Learn the public's desires, needs, and concerns and make them known to decision-

makers.  
d. Explain the planning process and study progress.  
e. Provide for consultation before decisions are reached.  
f. Provide information about the results of environmental studies.  
g. Obtain views and concerns on proposed beneficial use areas, and mitigation features.  
h. Solicit the public's views and comments for consideration in the decision-making 

process.  
i. Disseminate study information and results in a wide variety of formats.  

 
1.2 PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 
 
To this end, a pro-active outreach program was initiated to ensure that the public, resource 
agencies, industry, local government, and other interested parties were informed about the 
project and that any concerns were identified and addressed.  
 
Each of activities listed here is described individually below. The program included: 

• scoping meetings 
• public workshops to obtain ideas for ecosystem restoration and the beneficial use of 

dredged material 
• media trips by boat down the waterway 
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• presentations at the Gulf of Mexico Fisheries Management Council’s Texas Habitat 
Protection Advisory Panel 

• presentations at regular meetings of Southeast Texas Waterway Advisory Council 
(SETWAC)  

• meetings with Sabine Pilots  
• presentation at the 2007 SETX meeting 
• meetings with SNWW industries 

 
2.0 PUBLIC SCOPING MEETINGS 
 
2.1 PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING IN 2000 
 
2.1.1 Meeting Summary 
 
A public scoping meeting was held May 24, 2000, commencing at 7:00 p.m. The meeting was 
announced in local newspapers and with a public notice dated April 20, 2000. The location of the 
meeting was: 
 

John Gray Center Auditorium 
Lamar University 

855 E. Florida Ave, Beaumont, Texas 
 
The purpose of the meeting was to inform the public about the initiation of the feasibility study 
and to solicit comments on navigation concerns, alternatives to be addressed, and environmental 
issues and concerns. The meeting was attended by 43 persons, as well as representatives of 
SNND and USACE. 
 
The meeting was conducted by Colonel Nicholas Buechler, Commanding Officer, USACE, 
Galveston District. Paul Beard, Chairman of the SNND, gave the welcoming address. Col. 
Buechler explained the purpose and procedures of the meeting and introduced the speakers. Tom 
Jackson, General Manager of SNND, presented an overview of the development of the Sabine-
Neches Waterway and explained the navigation needs that gave rise to the feasibility study. 
Richard Tomlinson, Project Manager with the Galveston District, presented an overview of the 
study process.  
 
The meeting was then opened to comments from the public and resource agencies. The issues 
raised by the speakers that they would like to see addressed in the context of the Draft EIS are as 
follows: 
 

1. Salinity intrusion, particularly into marshes on the east side of Sabine Lake, the 
Sabine National Wildlife Refuge (NWR), and upstream on the Sabine and Neches 
Rivers 

2. Effects on wildlife and fisheries which are associated with marsh loss  
3. Project effects on tidal amplitude 
4. Potential increases in inland reach of storm surges 
5. Potential increases in erosion along the channel and along the coast 
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6. Beneficial use of dredged materials to restore marsh 
7. Beneficial use of dredged materials to restore beaches and dunes 
8. Establishment of a lock at Sabine Pass as an alternative to the project 
9. Deepening through to Sabine Pass and then establish a pipeline distribution center at 

Sabine Pass as an alternative to deep draft channel improvements to Beaumont. 
10. Potential decreases in marshes because of increased needs for placement areas. 
11. Potential decreases in sports and shrimp fisheries  
12. Effects of relocating approximately 70 pipelines 
13. Overall cost of project as it relates to benefits, and the potential to increase taxes 
14. Potential impacts to facilities on Pleasure Island such as the TPWD Wildlife Coastal 

Research Facility and the Corps of Engineers Port Arthur Area Office 
15. Potential for restoring the historical hydrology and ecological diversity of the Sabine 

estuarine system 
16. Socioeconomic effects of not improving the channel 
17. Identify direct and indirect socioeconomic benefits of channel 
18. Evaluate need for new turning basins, berthing areas, and passing zones 
19. Who will be responsible for the local cost, both for construction and maintenance of 

channel improvements and placement areas? 
20. Effects on navigation safety 
  

The major concern of the participants was the potential for the project to increase salinity 
intrusion and further accelerate the decline of existing marshes. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:04 p.m. 
 
2.1.2 Post-Meeting Comments 
  
Several written statements were received by USACE in the month following the meetings. 
Additional issues that were not raised in the meetings include: 
 

1. Salinity intrusion, particularly into Tony Houseman State Park and Wildlife 
Management Area (WMA), Lower Neches WMA, J. D. Murphree WMA, and Sea 
Rim State Park and other habitats of concern such as Sabine Lake, intertidal and fresh 
marshes at Taylor Bayou, along the GIWW, swamps and bottomland hardwoods, and 
the Sabine and Neches Rivers 

2. Potential impacts to the Sabine Pass Battleground  
3. Need for 3-dimensional hydrodynamic modeling of potential salinity and circulation 

changes 
4. Mitigative measures should not adversely affect ingress and egress of marine 

organisms that use the estuary as part of their life cycle.  
5. Studies should incorporate anticipated changes in fresh water inflow 
6. Potential impacts to oyster reefs and Blue Buck Point  
7. Consistency determination with the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources 
8. Cumulative and secondary effects of hydrologic alterations to the coastal ecosystem 
9. Beneficial uses of dredged material should be considered for the following areas: 

Bessie Heights marsh, backdune marshes at the Texas Point NWR, beach 
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nourishment at Holly Beach and Texas Point, marshes in McFaddin NWR, and 
marshes within the Lower Neches WMA and J.D. Murphree WMA. 

10. Impacts to endangered sea turtles 
11. Effects on Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for postlarval, juvenile and adult red drum, 

brown shrimp, white shrimp, pink shrimp, postlarval and juvenile Spanish mackerel; 
categories of habitat that could be affected include estuarine emergent wetlands, 
estuarine water column, and estuarine mud/sand bottoms.  

12. Potential effects to nursery and foraging habitat for economically-important marine 
fishery species such as spotted seatrout, flounder, Atlantic croaker, black drum, Gulf 
menhaden, striped mullet and blue crab.  

13. Consideration of a submerged sill or constriction at the mouth of Sabine Lake, and 
water control structures in the wetlands east of Sabine Lake 

14. Concern that the Sabine-Neches waterway is close to reaching its capacity for vessel 
traffic movement 

 
2.2 PUBLIC SCOPING MEETINGS IN 2003 
  
2.2.1 Meeting Summaries 
 
Two public scoping meetings were held in late May 2002. The meetings were announced in the 
Notice of Intent to Prepare a Draft EIS for Improvements to the Sabine-Neches Ship Channel 
near Beaumont and Port Arthur, Texas (Federal Register, Volume 67, No. 98, Tuesday, May 21, 
2002). A copy of the Notice of Intent is located at the end of this introductory section, before 
Appendix A-1. The meetings were also announced in local newspapers and with a public notice 
which was mailed to all persons on the study mailing list.  
 
2.2.1.1 Public Meeting on May 28, 2002 
 

Best Western Hotel 
2600 Moeling Street, Lake Charles, LA 

Commencing 7:00 pm 
 

The purpose of the meeting was to inform the public about study progress and to solicit 
comments on environmental issues such as changes in salinity and circulation, changes in fresh 
and saltwater marshes, water and sediment quality, erosion along the channel, threatened and 
endangered species impacts, and beneficial use of dredged materials. The meeting was attended 
by 20 persons, as well as representatives of the non-Federal sponsor (the Jefferson County 
Waterway and Navigation District or SNND) and USACE. 
 
The meeting was conducted by Dr. Lloyd Saunders, Chief of Planning, Environmental, and 
Regulatory Division of the Galveston District. Paul Beard, Chairman of SNND, gave the 
welcoming address. Dr. Lloyd Saunders explained the purpose and procedures of the meeting 
and introduced the speakers. Tom Jackson, General Manager of SNND, presented an overview 
of the development of the Sabine-Neches Waterway and explained the navigation needs that 
gave rise to the feasibility study. Lizette Richardson, Project Manager with the Galveston 
District, presented an overview of the study process, including the way in which the study is 
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responding to issues raised in the May 2000 public meeting. Janelle Stokes, Environmental Lead 
with the Galveston District, explained the Draft EIS as a component of the feasibility study and 
the ICT that was formed to promote effective teamwork on the EIS among state and federal 
agencies. 
 
The meeting was then opened to comments from the public. The issues raised by the speakers 
that they would like to see addressed in the context of the EIS are as follows: 
 

1. Consistency determination with the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources. 
2. Coordination with the Louisiana Coastal Restoration program. 
3. Coordinated planning with Calcasieu Ship Channel. 
4. Greater consideration for Louisiana interests and concerns. 
5. Increased participation of private sector on ICT. 
6. Additional opportunities for the public to express opinions on the project. 
7. Beneficial use of dredged materials for beach restoration. 
8. Consideration of beneficial use recommendations from workshops. 
9. Marsh preservation and restoration. 
10. Shoreline and channel erosion. 
11. Saltwater intrusion. 
12. Potential for increased storm surges. 
13. Impacts to endangered species. 
14. Impacts to migrating birdlife. 
15. Potential for pollution of water-bearing sands because of increased dredging. 
16. Potential toxicity of dredged materials. 
17. Effects of dredging on water quality and fisheries. 
18. Loss of shallow-water habitat through dredged material disposal; effects of ocean 

dredged material disposal sites. 
19. Expropriation of land in Louisiana for placement areas, particularly land suitable for 

economic development. 
20. Potential for changes in state boundaries because of spoil disposal in Sabine Lake. 
21. Consideration of project alternatives such as a pipeline to an offshore oil port. 
22. Establishment of a lock at Sabine Pass to stop saltwater intrusion. 
23. Effect of a lock at Sabine Pass on ingress and egress of estuarine species. 
24. Restoration of access to Sabine Lighthouse. 
25. Establishment of a collision control system on the channel. 

  
The major concern of the participants was the potential for the project to further accelerate the 
decline of the marshes in Louisiana and the smallness of the population in the coastal area to 
speak for those marshes. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:05 p.m.  
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2.2.1.2 Public Meeting on May 29, 2002 
 

John Gray Center Auditorium 
855 E. Florida Ave, Beaumont, Texas 

Commencing 7:00 pm 
 
The purpose of the meeting was to inform the public about study progress and to solicit 
comments on environmental issues such as changes in salinity and circulation, changes in fresh 
and saltwater marshes, water and sediment quality, erosion along the channel, threatened and 
endangered species impacts, and beneficial use of dredged materials. The meeting was attended 
by 34 persons, as well as representatives of the SNND and USACE. 
 
The meeting was conducted by Lloyd Saunders, Chief of Planning, Environmental, and 
Regulatory Division of the Galveston District. Paul Beard, Chairman of SNND, gave the 
welcoming address. Lloyd Saunders explained the purpose and procedures of the meeting and 
introduced the speakers. Tom Jackson, General Manager of SNND, presented an overview of the 
development of the Sabine-Neches Waterway and explained the navigation needs that gave rise 
to the feasibility study. Lizette Richardson, Project Manager with the Galveston District, 
presented an overview of the study process, including the way in which the study is responding 
to issues raised in the May 2000 public meeting. Janelle Stokes, Environmental Lead with the 
Galveston District, explained the Draft EIS as a component of the feasibility study and the ICT 
that was formed to promote effective teamwork on the Draft EIS among state and federal 
agencies. 
 
The meeting was then opened to comments from the public. The issues raised by the speakers 
that they would like to see addressed in the context of the EIS are as follows: 
 

1. Beneficial use of dredged materials to restore marsh. 
2. Beneficial use of dredged materials to restore beaches. 
3. Beneficial use of dredged materials to create bird islands in Sabine Lake. 
4. Salinity intrusion, particularly into freshwater marshes. 
5. Potential for increases in storm surges. 
6. Potential contaminants in dredged materials. 
7. Cumulative impacts of sediments, circulation, and salinity on marshes. 
8. Erosion along the channel. 
9. Effect of project on operating procedures for the saltwater barrier. 
10. Decrease in marshes because of increased needs for placement areas. 
11. Maintenance of remaining nursery areas in existing placement areas in Sabine Lake. 
12. Establishment of a pipeline at Sabine Pass as an alternative to the project. 
 

The major concern of the participants was the potential for the project to further accelerate the 
decline of the marshes. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:42 p.m. 
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2.2.2 Post-Meetings Comments 
 
Several written statements were received by USACE in the month following the meetings. 
Additional issues that were not raised in the meetings include: 
 

1. Potential effect of project on Jefferson County Drainage District No. 7 Hurricane 
Flood Protection System. 

2. Effect of project on human populations, particularly downstream water supplies, air 
quality, water quality and quantity, wetlands and floodplains, hazardous materials and 
wastes, non-hazardous solid waste and other materials, noise, occupational health and 
safety, and land use and housing. 

3. Cumulative impacts of all past, present, and proposed projects in the area in relation 
to the proposed project. 

4. Harmful effects of “beneficial use” proposals, particularly the creation of islands in 
marine or brackish environments. 

5. Consideration of mitigation costs in project feasibility assessment. 
6. Effect of project on floodplain development. 
7. Potential for increased tidal amplitudes. 
8. Impacts to neo-tropicals, wading birds, waterfowl, terns, skimmers, brown pelicans, 

and sandpipers. 
9. Impacts on 404B1 areas such as wildlife reserves, management areas, rookeries, 

wetlands, oyster reefs, mud flats, sandbars, and beaches. 
10. Socioeconomic impacts on sport and commercial fisheries, hunting, crabbing, 

shrimping, tourism, oystering, and other recreational activities. 
11. Determine dredging risks to sea turtles. 
12. Elevate dredged material disposal areas above sea level and use plantings to create 

wildlife habitat.  
13. Make dredged material disposal areas subject to public servitude. 
14. Determine gulf shoreline impacts from possible changes in near-shore currents and 

wave patterns. 
15. Impacts to paddle fish, sea turtles, oyster reefs, Western Sand Darter, and Western 

Hill Splitter Mussel. 
16. Impacts to flora, particularly loss of wetlands from plant community changes. 
17. Potential toxicity of dredged materials in beneficial use projects. 
18. Potential for introduction of exotic species. 
19. Increased national security costs from increased shipping traffic. 

 
2.3 PUBLIC MEETING SUMMARIES 
 
Two public meetings were held in late January 2010. The meetings were held in Beaumont, 
Texas, and Lake Charles, Louisiana. The meetings were noticed as “Notice of Public Meeting 
and Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Sabine-Neches Waterway 
Proposed Channel Improvement Project, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Texas Ocean 
Dredged Material Disposal Sites Designation and Draft General Conformity Determination” in 
local newspapers. 
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A notification mailer was mailed to all persons on the study mailing list. The mailing list 
contained a wide array of elected officials, environmental organizations, historic resource 
organizations, commercial groups, recreational groups, public bodies, fishermen, hunters, and 
landowners. Over 400 notices were sent out.  
 
Additionally, letters of invitation were mailed and emailed to public officials.  
 
2.3.1 Public Meeting on January 26, 2010 
 

The Beaumont Civic Center 
701 Main Street 

Beaumont, Texas 77701 
 
The purpose of the meeting was to inform the public about the release of the Draft EIS, Draft 
EIS for Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites Designation, and Draft General Conformity 
Determination, and solicit comments. The meeting was attended by 51 persons. The meeting was 
hosted by the non-Federal sponsor, the Sabine-Neches Navigation District (SNND) and the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Galveston District. 
 
From 5:30-7:00 P.M., an informal open house was open to the public. Members of the public 
viewed displays and spoke with the USACE and PBS&J employees who were available at the 
display stations. There were four display stations: 
 

1. Recommended Plan-Navigation Improvements 
2. Alternatives Evaluated 
3. Technical Studies 
4. Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 

 
All display materials were sourced from the Draft EIS and the Draft Feasibility Report. 
 
The formal public meeting was conducted by Colonel David Weston, Commanding Officer of 
the Galveston District, and commenced at 7 P.M. Randall Reese, General Manager of SNND, 
made a brief introduction of SNND members present and then introduced Colonel Weston. 
Colonel Weston introduced USACE employees and provided a brief overview of the project and 
the study. Byron Williams, Project Manager with the Galveston District, explained the purpose 
and procedures of the meeting and introduced the speakers. Clayton Henderson, Assistant 
General Manager of SNND, presented an overview of the development of the Sabine-Neches 
Waterway and explained the navigation needs that gave rise to the feasibility study. Sheri Willey, 
Project Manager with the Galveston District, presented an overview of the study process. Janelle 
Stokes, Environmental Lead with the Galveston District, presented the environmental portion of 
the study. 
 
The meeting was then opened to comments from the public. The issues that the speakers would 
like to see addressed in the context of the Draft EIS are as follows: 
 

1. Potential impacts on pipeline operations and cost estimates for pipeline relocations 
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2. Request for an extension of the comment period to at least April 26, 2010 
3. Request for an extension of the comment period for at least 120-days 
4. Potential problems of proposed dredge sites and respective impacts on fisheries 
5. Increased salinities and unnatural increased water flow in coastal marshes and 

wetlands and Sabine Lake, as well as the impacts on the proximate wildlife habitats 
6. Increased marketability and accessibility for larger ship traffic and concurrent 

increased safety margins 
7. Increased economic stimulation through job creation 
8. Permitting issues for relocation or removal of existing pipelines  

 
The major concerns of the participants were the environmental impacts (increased salinity) and 
pipeline relocation. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:07 P.M. 
 
2.3.2 Public Meeting on January 27, 2010 
 

The Lake Charles Civic Center 
Jean Lafitte Room 

900 Lakeshore Drive 
Lake Charles, LA 70601 

 
The purpose of the meeting was to inform the public about the release of the Draft EIS, Draft 
EIS for Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites Designation, and Draft General Conformity 
Determination, and solicit comments. The meeting was attended by 19 persons. The meeting was 
hosted by the non-Federal sponsor, the SNND and the USACE Galveston District. 
 
From 5:30-7:00 P.M., an informal open house was open to the public. Members of the public 
viewed displays and spoke with the USACE and PBS&J employees who were available at the 
display stations. There were four display stations: 
 

1. Recommended Plan-Navigation Improvements 
2. Alternatives Evaluated 
3. Technical Studies 
4. Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 
 

All display materials were sourced from the Draft EIS and the Draft Feasibility Report. 
The formal public meeting was conducted by Colonel David Weston, Commanding Officer of 
the Galveston District, and commenced at 7 P.M. Randall Reese, General Manager of SNND, 
made a brief introduction of SNND members present and then introduced Colonel Weston. 
Colonel Weston introduced USACE employees and provided a brief overview of the project and 
the study. Byron Williams, Project Manager with the Galveston District, explained the purpose 
and procedures of the meeting and introduced the speakers. Clayton Henderson, Assistant 
General Manager of SNND, presented an overview of the development of the Sabine-Neches 
Waterway and explained the navigation needs that gave rise to the feasibility study. Sheri Willey, 
Project Manager with the Galveston District, presented an overview of the study process. Janelle 
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Stokes, Environmental Lead with the Galveston District, presented the environmental portion of 
the study. 
 
The meeting was then opened to comments from the public. The issues that the speakers would 
like to see addressed in the context of the Draft EIS are as follows: 
 

1. Formation of an ICT for the development of the final Beneficial Use sites and 
mitigation plan 

2. Potential costs of relocating pipelines 
3. Potential flooding impacts from storm events if the channel is deepened 
4. More spoil used beneficially 
5. Potential impacts of problems caused by deepening channels 
6. Increased salability of the waterway 
7. Compatibility with the world’s largest LNG carriers 

 
The major concerns of the participants were the effects of deepening the channel and pipeline 
relocation. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:00 P.M. 
 
2.3.3 Pre-Meeting Comments 
 
Written comments were received by the USACE in the months leading up to the release of the 
Draft EIS, Draft EIS for Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites Designation, and Draft General 
Conformity Determination. 
 

1. Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF) will not concur in plans to 
mitigate in Texas for wetland impacts occurring in Louisiana. Additional mitigation 
measures should be implemented to offset the current 318 AAHU deficiency. 

2. New work material from the Sabine Pass Channel and Sabine Pass Jetty Channel 
should be used beneficially to create, restore, or nourish emergent marsh in the 
vicinity of the project. 

3. No fill material shall be dredged from state-owned water bottoms in Louisiana 
without a license issued by LDWF. 

4. Adverse impacts to the public oyster area in Sabine Lake from the mitigation areas, 
including any access channels, must be addressed. 

5. Potential creation of hypoxic conditions in dredged water bottoms and increased 
shoreline erosion rates through increased wave energy or sinking of the shoreline to 
fill the excavated trench. 

6. Further justification of the ‘no change’ determination for Further Without Project. 
7. Commitment of the local sponsor and interagency coordination. 
8. Potential negative impact on marine life in the dredge containment compartments 

used for the dredging in the deepening and widening of the waterways. 
9. Identification of location for Natural Resources Conservation Services to evaluate the 

proposed areas as required by the Farmland Protection Policy Act 
10. Potential economic impacts on coastal low-income communities 
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2.3.4 Post-Meeting Comments 
 
Written comments were received by USACE in the month following the public meetings. They 
were received as emails, comment forms, and letters. 
 

1. Placement of spoil in relation to jetties in Texas and Louisiana 
2. Potential bias in the research because it was conducted by USACE. A nonaffiliated 

research team should be implemented 
3. Need for the project 
4. Any deepening or widening will make our waterway more competitive for business 

that uses larger ships and automatically adds additional safety margins for the existing 
shipping already present. 

5. Potential impacts on pipeline operations, pipeline relocations, and the costs associated 
6. Request of an extension of the comment period to April 10, 2010, at the earliest 
7. Need for the project 
8. Any deepening or widening will make our waterway more competitive for business 

that uses larger ships and automatically adds additional safety margins for the existing 
shipping already present. 

9. Potential impacts of placement of spoil near the Sabine Jetties 
10. Identification and location of the 42 pipelines that may require relocation 
11. Potential costs of relocating pipelines and cost sharing between pipeline owners and 

project sponsor 
12. Request of an extension of the comment period to no earlier than April 10, 2010 
13. Potential relocation of pipelines and actual costs to a pipeline owner regarding 

relocation 
14. Request of an extension of the comment period to May 10, 2010 
15. Potential concerns about modeling for storm surges, bar channel deepening, salinity, 

the proposed mitigation for unavoidable impacts to wetland habitats, and the potential 
impacts to extant energy 

16. Increased economic shipping efficiency 
17. Recommended literature regarding geoarchaeology in the Sabine Lake area 
18. Coordination request with pipeline owners and operators 
19. The relocation of a significant number of pipelines must be preceded by a 

comprehensive and coordinated planning process regarding the relocation. 
20. The project may impact pipeline operations in other ways besides relocation. 
21. Request identification of the pipelines that will be impacted by the project, the owner 

of each such pipeline, and the costs for removing or relocating each such pipeline 
22. Request for additional documents to understand the proposed project’s impact on 

pipeline operations, including a projected timeline from when the relocations may 
actually be needed 

23. Request confirmation of the cost-sharing requirement that half the pipeline relocation 
costs must be borne by the pipeline owner and the other half by the local sponsor of 
the project 

24. Request a 60 day extension of the comment period 
25. Potential costs, safety and environmental risks, and interruption of gas/diesel 

supplies, as a result of relocation and removal of pipelines 
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26. Deepening will potentially increase damage done by storm surges 
27. The Draft EIS fails to provide: (1) the project’s economic value to the State of 

Louisiana; (2) resolution to conflicting modeling results and how much marsh 
could/would be lost or adversely affected by the project due to higher salinity levels 
than projected; (3) full mitigation plan or compensation for projected losses of 
intertidal marsh in most of the Louisiana portion of the study area including Cameron 
Meadows; and (4) resolution to the conflict between navigation needs in Texas, the 
project’s acknowledged detrimental impacts to Louisiana marshes, and ongoing 
publicly supported and funded coastal restoration efforts in Louisiana. 

28. Request for the list of the 42 deep-draft utilities designated for relocation 
29. Request for a cross-section where a 10-inch diameter hydrogen pipeline crosses the 

Neches River (292+00). Additionally requests the GPS coordinates of both existing 
Neches River centerline and the proposed Neches River centerline 

30. Request for further description of the hydraulic pipeline dredge process 
 

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION / BENEFICIAL USE WORKSHOPS 
 
3.1 PURPOSE 
 
One of the purposes of the study is to maintain and restore the natural environment in the Study 
Area. A series of public workshops was held in late 2001 and early 2002 to secure suggestions 
for environmental restoration and beneficial uses of dredged material from interested 
organizations and individuals. This section will describe the procedures that were used to initiate 
and conduct the workshops and their outcome. 
 
3.2 RESTORATION WORKGROUP 
 
The ICT created a Restoration Workgroup (RW) to gather, evaluate, and recommend ideas for 
environmental restoration and beneficial use. At its first meeting in June 2001, the RW identified 
the brainstorming workshops used by the Beneficial Users Group (BUG) in the Houston-
Galveston Navigation Project as the appropriate format for the SNWW Workshops. 
 
The RW also identified a number of environmental organizations, historic resource 
organizations, commercial groups, and recreational groups in Texas and Louisiana that should be 
invited to participate in the workshop process and stipulated that this list should be expanded. A 
contact list was developed identifying the addresses and telephone numbers for many of these 
organizations. Recommendations were given on how various groups should be approached to 
achieve efficiency in the workshop process. Organizations were not to be mixed in the 
workshops in recognition of their differing goals and interests.  
 
A draft letter was mailed to organizations which described the study: the purpose, procedures, 
and restrictions of the workshops, and what would be done with the workshop results. To insure 
adequate geographic coverage, workshop notifications appeared in newspapers in Baton Rouge 
and Lake Charles, Louisiana, and in Beaumont, Port Arthur, and Orange, Texas. A draft notice 
was prepared for newspaper and website use. A number of small communities in Texas and 
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Louisiana were identified for potential workshops if meetings with organizations did not produce 
adequate geographic coverage.  

 
The workshops were intended to solicit suggestions for environmental restoration and 

beneficial use throughout the Study Area, producing recommendations that could be used in the 
SNWW feasibility planning process, but also providing a database of recommendations that 
could be used by other studies and organizations. Recommendations were later evaluated for 
economic and technical feasibility by the Habitat Evaluation Workgroup (HW). 
 
3.3 CONSULTING FIRM 
 
Gulf Engineers & Consultants, Inc. (GEC), a Baton Rouge consulting firm experienced in public 
involvement, USACE procedures, and water resources projects, was secured to organize and 
conduct the workshops. This was done because of the time-consuming nature of the effort and 
the short timeframe for completion. GEC secured the services of a local contact in Texas to 
avoid any possibility of perceived geographic bias. USACE control of contractor activities was 
secured through the establishment of a close working relationship between the Contracting 
Officer’s Representative and GEC, through continuous reporting by GEC, and through 
attendance at all of the workshops by Galveston District personnel or their representatives. 
  
3.4 PRELIMINARY ACTIVITIES 
 
Preliminary efforts were devoted to document review, an internet search, attendance at a public 
meeting concerning the Bessie Heights Marsh, and a visit with the SNND. The principal 
documents reviewed were the plan of action designed by the Restoration Workgroup, the 
SNWW reconnaissance report, the scoping meeting minutes, the project study plan, 
correspondence that had been sent to the Galveston District in connection with the feasibility 
study, and Louisiana’s Coast 2050 report. An internet search was used to check information on 
the contact list, to identify additional potential participant organizations, and to identify local 
chapters. The search also produced information on how the two states were approaching coastal 
planning, on some of the significant issues, and on some of the specific proposals that had 
already been developed for coastal restoration. The Bessie Heights Marsh public meeting was 
attended because it was concerned with an environmental restoration project in the study area in 
Texas and in order to gain a sense of procedural difficulties that might be encountered in the 
workshops. The visit with the SNND resulted in an extensive tour of the study area’s navigation 
and environmental features, including site visits to some of the existing dredged material 
disposal areas.  
 
3.5 CONTACTS 
 
The initial list of potentially interested parties prepared by the RW included 11 organizations in 
Texas and 5 in Louisiana. GEC added to this list five organizations and groups in Texas and six 
in Louisiana, all of which were approved for contact by the USACE. The final list contained a 
wide array of environmental organizations, historic resource organizations, commercial groups, 
recreational groups, public bodies, fishermen, hunters, and landowners. 
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The organizations were contacted by telephone in November. Telephone logs were kept of all 
contacts. The contacts were used to explain the nature of the workshops and the function of GEC 
in relation to the Galveston District and to determine whether the organization was interested in 
participating in the process and wanted more information in the form of a letter from the 
Galveston District. The response to the telephone contacts was highly favorable.  
 
On receiving confirmation from an organization or group that it would like to have a workshop, 
information on date, time, place, and composition was transmitted by e-mail from GEC to 
USACE, which transmitted the information to the Restoration Workgroup members.  
  
3.6 NEWSPAPER NOTICES 
 
The RW identified the Beaumont Enterprise, Orange Leader, Port Arthur News, Lake Charles 
American Free Press, and Baton Rouge Advocate as daily newspapers in which public notices of 
the workshops should be placed. GEC identified the weekly Beaumont Examiner as an additional 
suitable placement medium. The draft workshop notice that had been prepared by the Restoration 
Workgroup was placed in these newspapers during the week of November 12, 2001 (one day in 
the Baton Rouge Advocate, two days in the Beaumont Examiner, and three days in the others). 
During its November 16, 2001 meeting, the RW indicated that the notice should also appear in 
the newspaper of record for Cameron Parish (the Cameron Pilot), which was done during the 
week of November 19, 2001 (3 days). The notices achieved the objective of giving everyone an 
opportunity to participate in the process.  
 
3.7 WORKSHOP ORGANIZATION AND PROCEDURES 
 
Most of the workshops were organized by the responding organizations or groups; that is, GEC 
did not need to call a number of people to establish attendance at most of the workshops. Most of 
the workshops were held in conjunction with regular organizational meetings. The Galveston 
District prepared electronic files of recent aerial photographs of the study area, a constructed 
hardcopy map showing the study area boundaries and the channel, Mylar-covered hardcopy 
older topographic maps of the east and west portions of the study area, and four Mylar-covered 
hardcopy maps of recent aerial photographs of the immediate vicinity of the channel. 
Suggestions were numbered, beginning with one at the first workshop and continuing 
sequentially through the last, to avoid the difficulties that participants would have in recording 
large numbers on the Mylar-covered maps. The suggestions were later compiled by GEC into 
one master list. 
 
Suggestions were hand recorded and the locations of suggestions were recorded on the Mylar-
covered hardcopy maps, of which the two topographic maps proved most useful (with the west 
portion used in Texas meetings and the east portion used in Louisiana meetings). The electronic 
maps were used in the workshops to provide greater clarification for specific suggestions and 
their locations when needed. Tape recorders were not used because of the emphasis on 
anonymity of suggestions. 
 
In addition to the GEC facilitator, all of the workshops were attended by at least one USACE 
representative, almost all were attended by at least one RW representative, and some were 
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attended by the SNND. At each workshop, GEC gave a brief presentation on the project, the 
purpose of the workshop, how the workshop results would be used, and the ground rules. It was 
stressed that the workshop was not for expressing opinions on the merits of the project, that the 
suggestions made by the workshop participants could refer to any place in the study area, that the 
suggestions did not need to be limited to problems and opportunities related to the SNWW 
project, that the suggestions should not be limited by concerns of technical or economic 
feasibility, that all suggestions would remain anonymous with respect to the person making the 
suggestion and the meeting at which the suggestion was made, and that the suggestions would be 
used to create a database that would be used in conjunction with the project but also by a wide 
variety of agencies, organizations, and groups. 
 
3.8 WORKSHOP RESULTS  
 
Sixteen workshops were held, attended by a total of 168 persons who participated in the making 
suggestions. A number of organizations declined to participate; the major reason for 
nonparticipation in the process was insufficient interest on the part of organization members. Of 
the 16 workshops, 10 were held in Texas and six in Louisiana. One meeting in Texas and one in 
Louisiana was attended by participants from both states. The discrepancy between the number of 
meetings in Texas and Louisiana was the result of organization availability and response. The 
total number of Louisiana participants was actually about the same as the number of Texas 
participants.  
 
The participants produced 244 suggestions, which were concerned with marsh restoration, beach 
and dune restoration, chenier restoration, hydrologic restoration, salinity control, erosion control, 
island construction, land restoration and development, road restoration, recreation and cultural 
development, use of sediment sources, use of placement areas, and nonstructural measures. 
There were a number of repeated suggestions, which provide some idea of the preference for 
various proposals. The 244 suggestions, listed below, are presented in no particular order. 
Specific locations related to each suggestion are labeled with the suggestion number on figures 
1–3.  
 

1. Deposit dredged materials in open water areas within the marshes (affected by 
subsidence, erosion, and saltwater intrusion) at Texas Point NWR. 

2. Deposit dredged materials at Lafitte’s Landing 1 and 2 (south end of Pleasure 
Island, lakeside, along shoreline and by marina) to provide shoreline erosion control 
and wetland creation. 

 
3. Deposit dredged materials at Pleasure Island Marina for shoreline erosion control 

and marsh creation. 
4. Construct a salinity control structure at the Keith Lake Fish Pass/SNCC intersection 

to reduce saltwater intrusion while allowing for unhindered navigation and marine 
organism ingress/egress. 

5. Construct a system (depending on hydrologic model) of berms or levees (terraces) 
north of Pleasure Island in the gap and restore the island along the Sabine-Neches 
Canal to protect the lake from higher salinities in the channels. 
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6. Restore the hydrologic connection (freshwater sheetflow) at Salt Bayou between the 
marshes north and south of the GIWW. 

7. Construct a structure on the east part of Salt Bayou to restore freshwater flow to 
marshes south of the GIWW.  

8. Deposit dredged materials, particularly those with higher sand content, linearly 
along the shoreline from Texas Point NWR westward through McFaddin NWR. 

9. Deposit dredged materials, particularly those with higher sand content, linearly 
along the shoreline east of the entrance channel. 

10. Create gaps in both entrance channel jetties to increase sediment transport to Gulf 
shorelines. 

11. Stabilize the shoreline on the east edge of Texas Point NWR at gaps in the jetty 
north of pilot station and repair the jetty. 

12. Construct a two to six acre bird island or islands, at least five feet high with a 
sheltered lagoon, in the north part of Sabine Lake near Sidney Island at least one 
mile offshore. 

13. Establish salinity controls, including the restoration of historic flow volumes, in 
Texas Bayou and associated channels connecting to the SNWW on Texas Point 
NWR through such things as low-level rock weirs, plugging man-made channels, 
water control structures, and/or other channel modifications. 

14. Deposit dredged materials in open water areas and degraded marshes in the east part 
of the Salt Bayou watershed north and south of Keith Lake. 

15. Stabilize the shoreline in any reaches of the GIWW projected to have increased 
salinities as a result of the project. 

16. Establish erosion control on the Taylor Bayou outfall canal shoreline, primarily on 
the south bank. 

17. Stabilize the banks of the GIWW in Louisiana, particularly the south bank, because 
the north bank has been largely stabilized through two coastal restoration projects. 

18. Protect the cypress swamp area south of the Neches River Saltwater Barrier from  
possible excessive salinities by installing structures, terraces, or other hydrologic 
components. 

19. Use high sand content dredged materials from offshore, including existing disposal 
areas, for beach enhancement purposes. 

20. Implement the East Sabine Lake Hydrologic Restoration Project to protect 
approximately 35,000 acres of brackish to intermediate marsh in the west part of the 
Sabine NWR and adjacent lands from elevated salinities by such things as water 
control structures at major bayous and canals and earthern terraces in existing 
shallow-water areas.  

21. Construct a gate on the Sabine Pass Channel or a sill offshore to establish 
hydrologic control. 

22. Restore the interior hydrology of Salt Bayou marshes south of the GIWW on 
TPWD land. 

23. Construct a low-level rock weir or similar structure at the causeway to prevent 
excessive salinities from entering the lake. 

24.  Construct salinity controls in the brackish marsh regions east of the intersection of 
Lighthouse Bayou and the Sabine Pass Channel. 
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25. Deposit dredged materials from the SNWW in large, shallow, open-water areas in 
the west part of the Sabine NWR north and south of the Willow Bayou Canal and in 
the Greens Lake area. 

26. Deposit dredged materials from the SNWW on the east shoreline of Sabine Lake at 
the Sabine NWR and adjacent lands. 

27. Deposit dredged materials from the SNWW in the open-water areas of the Greens 
Lake area to create marshes. 

28. Establish salinity control between the GIWW and the Sabine River to protect the 
Louisiana side. 

29. Establish salinity control west of the Hwy. 87 bridge and the GIWW to protect the 
Texas side. 

30. Use new work materials one-time offshore that would degrade to feeder berms. 
31. Establish topographic relief offshore. 
32. Establish nearshore feeder berms for shoreline protection. 
33. Protect and stabilize the Middle Marsh Drain Ditch. 
34. Restore the saltwater guard lock at the north end of Pleasure Island. 
35. Establish salinity control at the mouth of Cow Bayou. 
36. Establish salinity control at the mouth of Adams Bayou. 
37. Establish salinity control on the Old Ferry Road Borrow Ditch. 
38. Establish salinity control at Old River Bayou. 
39. Create terraces in the Entergy Power Plant Marsh. 
40. Isolate the Entergy outfall canal by recreating the historic canal berms. 
41. Use dredged materials to create terraces and mounds and backfill canals in the 

Bessie Heights Marsh. 
42. Restore the natural hydrology of the Bessie Heights Marsh by restoring the natural 

bayou and closing the two canals. 
43. Divert some of the stormflow in Anderson Gully into the Bessie Heights Marsh. 
44. Restore the cypress swamps in the Rose City Oilfield through hydrologic 

restoration, salinity control, and beneficial use of dredged materials. 
45. Plug the Hwy. 87 borrow ditch to restore flows to Nig Bayou. 
46. Protect the shoreline on the north side of Old River Cove. 
47. Use dredged materials to create mounds and terraces in Old River Cove. 
48. Use dredged materials in the Old River Unit of the Lower Neches River WMA. 
49. Use dredged materials in the open-water areas of the Burton Canal Marsh east of 

the Sabine River and the Burton Canal. 
50. Use dredged materials in the open-water areas of the marsh east of Phoenix Lake. 
51. Protect and restore the north shore of Keith Lake. 
52. Construct a structure in the Sabine River at Orange to protect the cypress-tupelo 

swamps upstream if Sabine Compact withdrawals are implemented. 
53. Use dredged materials to create a bird island north of the causeway. 
54. Use dredged materials to restore marsh elevations in the interior of the Salt Bayou 

Marsh south of the GIWW. 
55. Divert the Neches River through the Bessie Heights Marsh into Sabine Lake by 

leveeing the channel. 
56. Create a substrate for oysters in south Sabine Lake to restrict salinity and flow. 
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57. Construct a navigation lock at Sabine Pass, which would resolve many of the 
problems, particularly saltwater intrusion, in the Sabine Lake area. 

58.  Construct a low-level rock weir constriction at the mouth of Sabine Lake at the 
causeway to reduce saltwater intrusion. 

59.  Implement the East Sabine Lake Hydrologic Restoration Project (a CWPPRA 
project) to provide salinity control on the east shore of Sabine Lake. 

60. Implement the NRCS Public Law 566 rock weirs along the length of Black Bayou. 
61.  Construct a salinity control structure at the mouth of Black Bayou. 
62.  Use dredged materials between Pleasure Island and Sabine Island to create an 

earthen barrier that would protect Sabine Lake from saltwater intrusion from the 
channels. 

63.  Use dredged materials to restore the marsh in the Old River Unit south of Bridge 
City. 

64.  Remove Placement Area 11 at the north end of Pleasure Island to restore the 
estuarine bottom and reestablish public access to state waterbodies. 

65.  Remove Placement Area 8 at the south end of Pleasure Island to restore the 
estuarine bottom and reestablish public access to state waterbodies.  

66.  Use dredged materials to restore the marshes north and south of Keith Lake. 
67.  Use dredged materials to restore the marshes in the Greens Bayou area. 
68.  Use dredged materials to restore the marshes in the Willow Bayou area. 
69.  Establish an earthen barrier with water control structures along the entire east edge 

of Sabine Lake to protect the marshes from salinity intrusion and wave action. 
70.  Use dredged materials to restore the marshes north of Lighthouse Bayou. 
71.  Construct a structure at the mouth of Lighthouse Bayou to reduce salinity intrusion. 
72.  Use dredged materials to restore the marshes south of Perry Ridge. 
73.  Provide greater opportunities for fishing (for example, piers) to compensate for the 

decline of boater access to Sabine Lake from Louisiana that has been brought about 
by hydrologic restoration projects. 

74.  Stabilize the shoreline on the east side of Sabine Lake using boudin bags (geotextile 
tubes filled with dredged materials). 

75.  Use dredged materials to restore the marshes northwest of the Black Bayou Oil and 
Gas Field. 

76.  Maintain Sabine River freshwater flows into Sabine Lake in keeping with the Coast 
2050 strategy. 

77.  Establish a navigation lock on the GIWW at Gum Cove Ridge to reduce saltwater 
intrusion to the east. 

78.  Use dredged materials to enhance the existing marsh strip and refurbish the 
deteriorated rock barriers on the south side of the GIWW in the Gum Cove Unit 13 
area. 

79.  Use dredged materials to restore the marshes and establish a bird island south of the 
GIWW in the Gum Cove Unit 13 area.  

80.  Provide shoreline protection and hydrologic restoration for the fresh marsh east of 
the Sabine River and between the GIWW on the south and the Sabine Island WMA 
on the north.  

81.  Create terraces and use dredged materials to restore marshes between Perry Ridge 
and the Sabine River. 
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82.  Protect the marshes between the Sabine NWR and Sabine Pass by protecting the 
shoreline of Sabine Lake and establishing salinity controls on Madame Johnsons 
Bayou, Forge Bayou, Greens Bayou, and Johnsons Bayou in keeping with the East 
Sabine Lake Hydrologic Restoration Project. 

83.  Use dredged materials to restore marsh in all open-water areas east of Sabine Lake 
where it is feasible to pump them, and construct terraces to restore marsh in all 
open-water areas east of Sabine Lake where it is not feasible to pump dredged 
materials (note: not location specific). 

84.  Use dredged materials and construct terraces in the open-water areas of the Black 
Bayou Cutoff Canal area. 

85.  Restore the hydrology and prevent saltwater intrusion at the oil field ditch and 
lateral ditches running west from the Black Bayou Cutoff Canal.  

86.  Establish a state park in the area east of Lighthouse Bayou and south of Hwy. 82 
(contingent on private property donation and not necessarily including the 
lighthouse). 

87.  Use dredged materials to restore eroded beaches in the vicinity of the 15-mile 
marker from the Louisiana line (that is, in the Dunn Beach and Martin Beach areas). 

88.  Construct an earthen barrier on the east bank of the Sabine River from the GIWW 
to Sabine Island to eliminate saltwater intrusion. 

89.  Use dredged materials to restore the marshes in the area north of the GIWW and 
west of the Gray and Vinton drainage canals. 

90.  Use one-time placement of dredged materials in various areas to create coastal 
forest and chenier habitat (note: not location specific).  

91.  Use dredged materials to create cheniers on the high marsh from Louisiana Point to 
Holly Beach.  

92.  Use dredged materials to restore marshes in the Bessie Heights Marsh area. 
93.  Provide erosion control along the channel on the north portion of Pleasure Island.  
94.  Provide erosion control along the channel on the extreme south portion of Pleasure 

Island. 
95.  Use dredged materials to restore the north end of Pleasure Island where Sabine 

Lake is breaking through. 
96.  Use dredged materials to restore the southern tip of the peninsula north of the 

northern tip of Pleasure Island. 
97.  Provide erosion control using concrete revetment on the west side of the Port Arthur 

Canal across from Placement Area 11 in the vicinity of the vessel repair facility. 
98. Use dredged materials to close the gap between the channel and Sabine Lake north 

of Pleasure Island. 
99.  Use dredged materials to close the gaps between the islands at the north end of 

Sabine Lake.  
100.  Elevate Hwy. 87 with dredged materials near Sabine Pass. 
101.  Provide erosion control along the channel on the south portion of Pleasure Island in 

the vicinity of Placement Area 8. 
102.  Use dredged materials to restore the marsh on the south end of Humble Island. 
103.  Use dredged materials to restore the marsh on the south side of the GIWW below 

Taylor Bayou. 
104.  Use dredged materials to restore the marshes north of the GIWW in Louisiana. 
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105.  Restore access to the Sabine Lighthouse and stop erosion in the immediate area. 
106.  Use dredged materials to build developable land on the north side of the Neches 

River from Beaumont downstream. 
107.  Use dredged materials to build up the area near Hwy. 82 and the causeway so that a 

bridge can be built over the channel directly linking Hwy. 82 and Hwy. 87. 
108.  Use dredged materials to restore the eroding beach in the vicinity of Peveto Beach. 
109.  Breach the levees and use dredged materials to restore the manmade lakes within 

Sabine NWR to their original marsh condition. 
110.  Use dredged materials to fill in oilfield service canals wherever they are 

contributing to salinity intrusion into Louisiana’s marshes (note: not location 
specific). 

111.  Use dredged materials to build islands offshore on both sides of the channel for 
migratory birds that would simulate the function of a natural delta. 

112.  Use dredged materials to build islands for migratory birds in Sabine Lake far 
enough from shore to protect from predators. 

113.  Use dredged materials to construct cheniers in Louisiana and Texas, planting them 
with oaks and other vegetation that occur on natural cheniers. 

114.  Use dredged materials to restore cheniers in Louisiana and Texas (perhaps by 
removing the existing top layer of sand and shell, depositing dredged materials, and 
they relaying the sand and shell on top), with easements to protect them for bird 
use. 

115.  Use dredged materials to buffer cheniers in Louisiana and Texas that are in danger 
of disappearing. 

116.  After placing dredged materials in new placement areas, shape and contour the 
areas so that they appear natural, and plant native vegetation to support wildlife 
(note: not location specific). 

117.  Shape and contour existing dredged material placement areas so that they appear 
natural, and plant native vegetation to support wildlife (note: not location specific). 

118.  Construct recreational amenities, particularly primitive campgrounds, on cheniers 
and on placement areas that have been filled (note: not location specific). 

119.  Construct a lock at Sabine Pass to prevent saltwater intrusion into Sabine Lake.  
120.  Construct a bulkhead on the channel side of Pleasure Island from the intersection of 

the SNWW and the GIWW to the north end of the island. 
121.  Mine dredged materials from Placement Area 8 to build up the 43 acres at the south 

end of Pleasure Island owned by the port and then replace with new dredged 
materials. 

122.  Preserve the productive shallow-water areas of the two placement areas on Pleasure 
Island by depositing dredged materials on top of the existing levees, particularly 
near the channel, and develop the land for recreational use. 

123.  Use dredged materials to build up the land on the southern portion of Pleasure 
Island from Placement Area 8 to the south end of the island on the lakeside and 
bulkhead the channel side. 

124.  Provide erosion control for all of Pleasure Island on the channel side. 
125.  Use dredged materials to rebuild the approximately one-quarter mile of land at the 

north end of Pleasure Island that has completely eroded away and protect it with 
erosion control structures. 
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126.  Use dredged materials to build up the land on Pleasure Island directly across from 
the Taft Avenue Extension to preserve its potential as a location for a second bridge 
to the island. 

127.  Construct a new salinity control structure on the north side of the GIWW at the 
point where Salt Bayou intersects the GIWW. 

128.  Use dredged materials to restore the beach and create dunes south of McFaddin 
NWR between Sea Rim State Park and High Island. 

129.   Use dredged materials to rebuild the island at the McFadden Bend Cutoff (Reserve 
Fleet area across from Sun Terminal) that was lost to erosion. 

130.   Use dredged materials to restore Bessie Heights Marsh and construct salinity 
control structures to protect the marsh. 

131.  Construct a salinity control structure on the Keith Lake Fish Pass.  
132.  Limit salinity intrusion into Keith Lake by using dredged materials to fill in the cuts 

that have been made into the lake on its north side. 
133.  Build vegetated dunes and institute ongoing erosion control and beach nourishment 

for the eroded beach in the vicinity of McFaddin NWR. 
134.  Construct a structure at the channel end of the Pilot Station Cut to limit saltwater 

intrusion. 
135.  Construct a structure at the channel end of the Texas Bayou Cut to limit saltwater 

intrusion. 
136.  Construct a structure at Keith Lake Fish Pass to limit saltwater intrusion. 
137.  Investigate the potential for mining existing placement areas for high-quality 

dredged materials that can be used in various restoration projects (note: not location 
specific).  

138.  Use maintenance dredging materials from the GIWW to restore the eroded beach in 
the vicinity of McFaddin NWR. 

139.  Use dredged materials from the lower portion of Taylor Bayou for marsh 
restoration and beach nourishment. 

140.  Mine the high-quality sediments from behind the dam at Steinhagen Lake (outside 
of the study area) for use in marsh restoration and beach nourishment projects in the 
study area. 

141.  Modify the jetty system to restore the longshore current and deposition of materials 
along the beach west of the channel. 

142.  Use the high-quality materials from offshore channel dredging to restore the eroded 
beach in the vicinity of McFaddin NWR. 

143.  The beach in the vicinity of McFaddin NWR is being eroded because the longshore 
current is deflected outward by the jetties and then turns back sharply toward the 
beach. Build a longshore parallel jetty system to minimize the assault on the beach 
by the inwardly turning longshore current. 

144.  Because it is of higher quality, use dredged materials from the GIWW for beach 
restoration west of the channel rather than for other purposes. 

145.  Reinforce the shoreline all along the channel to reduce erosion and the need for 
maintenance dredging. 

146.  Implement the Drainage District 6 proposed Taylor Bayou Diversion Channel 
project west of the present diversion channel and from Taylor Bayou to the GIWW 
to alleviate flooding. 
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147.  Use dredged materials to restore the eroding beach south of McFaddin NWR to 
protect Hwy. 87. 

148.  Pump sand from offshore to restore the eroding beach south of McFaddin NWR to 
protect Hwy. 87. 

149.  Restore the Rose City Marsh in keeping with the plan of action submitted by 
TNRCC, which involves breaking the open-water areas into cells with levees and 
restoring one cell at a time with dredged materials. 

150.  Preserve the oxbow above the Rose City Marsh, with possible donation or easement 
and recreation link with mainland. 

151.  Close the breaks into the marsh on the southeast bank of Keith Lake that are 
contributing to saltwater intrusion. 

152.  Resolve the problem of too much fresh water in the Blind Lake area where the 
TPWD levee and the GIWW are interrupting sheetflow, perhaps by constructing a 
drainage canal to the GIWW. 

153.  Reduce saltwater intrusion into Bessie Heights Marsh by separating the marsh from 
the Neches River by building a levee along the riverbank and rebuilding the levee 
on the GSU canal. 

154.  Reduce saltwater intrusion by building a levee across the old dredged material 
placement area to Bird Island Bayou. 

155.  Restore the Mires Bayou area by building levees to close the oxbow at both ends, 
which would limit saltwater intrusion. 

156.  Protect the Texas Point marshes by constructing a longshore rock jetty and placing 
dredged materials along the beach behind the jetty. 

157.  Use dredged materials to restore marshes throughout the study area that have been 
converted to open-water areas, as seen by comparing historic to contemporary maps 
(note: not location specific). 

158.  Constrict the channel to about 250 feet at Sabine Pass to reduce saltwater intrusion 
into Sabine Lake. 

159.  Construct a lock at Sabine Pass to eliminate saltwater intrusion into Sabine Lake. 
160.  Deposit dredged materials southeast of the lighthouse to create a raised area or 

dunes that would protect the lighthouse from storm surges and assist in erosion 
control. 

161.  Place dredged materials southeast of the lighthouse along the mudflats and slightly 
inshore at an elevation of about three feet to protect the lighthouse. 

162.  Control coastal erosion west of Johnsons Bayou by the placement of materials from 
offshore channel dredging. 

163.  Use every opportunity presented by the present and proposed projects to preserve 
the lighthouse for future generations (note: not site or recommendation specific). 

164.  Construct a saltwater barrier at the mouth of Lighthouse Bayou to limit saltwater 
intrusion into the marsh. 

165.  Construct an emergent or submerged rock barrier north of the causeway to limit 
saltwater intrusion into Sabine Lake. 

166.  Build a levee or separate salinity control structures from Blue Buck Point east to 
limit saltwater intrusion into the marshes through the numerous small ditches and 
oilfield canals. 
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167.  Construct an erosion control structure and rebuild the land with dredged materials 
in the eroding cove on the east side of the lake and north of the causeway. 

168.  Construct an erosion control structure and rebuild the land with dredged materials 
in the eroding cove on the east side of the lake and south of the causeway. 

169.  Construct a lock at the mouth of the channel to eliminate saltwater intrusion into 
Sabine Lake. 

170.  Build placement areas to a reasonable level, then move on to other areas, allowing 
the old placement areas to vegetate or be used for development (note: not location 
specific). 

171.  Use dredged materials to restore the eroding beaches from Texas Point to High 
Island. 

172.  Use dredged materials for dune restoration south of Hwy. 87 if it is ever rebuilt. 
173.  Use dredged materials for marsh restoration in the Bessie Heights Marsh. 
174.  Use dredged materials for marsh restoration in Keith Lake wherever open-water 

areas are emerging. 
175.  Use dredged materials for marsh restoration in the Salt Bayou watershed north and 

south of the GIWW. 
176.  Use dredged materials to build up low-lying land suitable for development that is 

not marshland (note: not location specific). 
177.  Because most dredged materials contain pollutants, continue to put them in 

placement areas rather than using them for ostensibly beneficial purposes (note: not 
location specific). 

178.  Any beach-quality sand that is available should be used to restore the eroding 
beaches from Texas Point to High Island. 

179.  Use dredged materials to construct a road to the Sabine Lighthouse. 
180.  Use dredged materials to restore the beaches east of the channel. 
181.  Construct a lock at the mouth of the channel to eliminate saltwater intrusion into 

Sabine Lake. 
182.  Construct a revetment or levee and fill in back with dredged materials to restore the 

eroding cove at the mouth of Lighthouse Bayou. 
183.  Remove Point Hunt Island in the channel to allow a straight passage for vessels so 

that the land to the east is not subjected to collisions. 
184.  Use dredged materials to fill in the open-water areas in Sabine NWR. 
185.  Use dredged materials to further build up the potentially developable land on the 

east side of the channel and investigate ways to modify present restrictions on 
development. 

186.  Constrict the channel at Sabine Pass to reduce saltwater intrusion into Sabine Lake. 
187.  Construct a weir in the vicinity of the causeway to reduce saltwater intrusion into 

Sabine Lake. 
188.  Construct a series of small islands between the north end of Pleasure Island and 

Sabine Island to reduce saltwater intrusion into Sabine Lake from the channel. 
189. Use the higher-quality dredged materials obtained through offshore dredging for 

marsh and beach restoration.  
190. Use dredged materials to restore the shoreline and Hwy. 87 between Texas Point 

and High Island. 
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191.  Continue to insure freshwater inflow into Sabine Lake from the Neches and Sabine 
rivers (note: not location specific). 

192.  Construct a public boat launch on the Louisiana side of the causeway at the site of 
the present deteriorated boat ramp to provide access to Sabine Lake from Louisiana. 

193.  Rehabilitate the old boat launch at the burned out bridge on old Hwy. 90. 
194.  Rebuild the deteriorating islands between the north end of Pleasure Island and 

Sabine Island to reduce saltwater intrusion into Sabine Lake from the channel. 
195.  Construct substrates for oysters in Sabine Lake to renew oyster production. 
196.  Ensure that future restoration and beneficial use projects comply with Louisiana 

mandates and Louisiana’s Coast 2050 plan (note: not location specific). 
197.  Stabilize the levees of the GIWW throughout its entire extent in the Louisiana 

portion of the study area. 
198.  Restore the levees on the Vinton Drainage Canal. 
199.  Use dredged materials to restore road access to the Sabine Lighthouse. 
200.  Construct a lock in Sabine Pass to eliminate saltwater intrusion into Sabine Lake. 
201.  Use dredged materials for erosion control on both sides of the channel from Sabine 

Pass to the north end of Pleasure Island. 
202.  Stabilize the shoreline of the entire Neches River channel. 
203.  Stabilize the lake shoreline and replenish adjacent marshes in the area from Blue 

Buck Point to Johnsons Bayou, leaving the bayous open. 
204.  Construct a structure within the causeway to slow tidal flows in and out of the south 

end of Sabine Lake. 
205.  Construct a lock at the mouth of the Sabine River to regulate freshwater flows into 

Sabine Lake from Toledo Bend Reservoir. 
206.  If the SNWW project is approved, develop a joint Louisiana-Texas plan to deal 

with any unforeseen problems that might occur (note: not location specific). 
207.  Use dredged materials for beach restoration from Texas Point to High Island. 
208.  Construct a fishing pier in connection with the improved boat launch on the 

Louisiana side of the causeway. 
209.  Construct a large parking area in connection with the improved boat launch on the 

Louisiana side of the causeway. 
210.  Construct a structure at the mouth of Lighthouse Bayou to limit saltwater intrusion. 
211.  Use dredged materials to restore the beach from Louisiana Point to Constance 

Beach. 
212.  Use dredged materials to reinforce the roadbed of Hwy. 82 along the Louisiana 

coast. 
213.  Use dredged materials to enhance the beach at Louisiana Point. 
214.  Use dredged materials to restore Fina Anchorage Island created by the cutoff in the 

Neches River. 
215.  Use dredged materials for chenier restoration in Louisiana, including planting of 

native vegetation to provide habitat for neotropical migratory songbirds. 
216.  Use dredged materials to restore deteriorating marshes in the chenier plain.  
217.  Use dredged materials to construct new cheniers in Louisiana. 
218.  Establish salinity control on the bayous and canals entering Sabine Lake from 

Louisiana. 
219.  Use dredged materials to restore cheniers on the Texas side of the channel. 
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220.  Use dredged materials to restore beaches and dunes along the Louisiana coast to 
provide bird habitat. 

221.  Move Hwy. 87 one thousand feet inland from the beach from Texas Point to High 
Island, build a dune structure, and fill in the area with dredged materials to slow 
erosion.  

222.  Stockpile dredged materials and mine them for beneficial use when needed (note: 
not location specific). 

223.  Use dredged materials (sand and mud) to restore the coastline west of Texas Point. 
224.  Use dredged materials to restore the marshes north of Keith Lake. 
225.  Restore the marshes from Bessie Heights Marsh to Rose City Marsh as one marsh 

system. 
226.  Fill manmade ditches within the Texas marshes (Sea Rim Pintail Flats Marsh, 

Lower Neches Marsh, Bessie Heights Marsh, Texas Point Marsh, McFaddin Marsh, 
Meyers Bayou Marsh, etc.) to restore the historic hydrology and salinity (note: not 
location specific). 

227.  Construct a saltwater barrier at Sabine Pass. 
228.  Construct water control structures at the mouth of every canal and bayou in Texas 

that connects with the channel (Pilot Station, Texas Bayou, Keith Lake Fish Pass, 
Bessie Heights, Lower Neches, etc.) to restore the historic hydrology, and use 
dredged materials to fill the canals after water control is accomplished (note: not 
location specific). 

229.  Use dredged materials to raise Hwy. 87 from the GIWW bridge south to Sabine 
Pass. 

230. Reconstruct Hwy. 87 from the GIWW bridge south to Sabine Pass to allow 
sheetflow under the road. 

231. Use dredged materials to build up eroding areas on Pleasure Island while avoiding 
any damages to the lake. 

232.  Develop a comprehensive study of the best possible restoration of the marsh system 
from Bessie Heights Marsh to Rose City Marsh. 

233.  Transport dredged materials outside of the study area so that they can be more 
widely used, for example at Rollover Pass (note: not location specific). 

234. Use dredged materials to create vegetated dunes and restore the beaches from Texas 
Point to High Island. 

235.  Mine existing placement areas for materials to build dunes and restore beaches 
along the Texas coast (note: not location specific). 

236.  Use dredged materials to build a barrier island from Texas Point to Rollover Pass. 
237.  After historic hydrology and salinity have been reestablished (as per 226 and 228) 

in Texas’ degraded marshes (Sea Rim Pintail Flats Marsh, Lower Neches Marsh, 
Bessie Heights Marsh, Texas Point Marsh, McFaddin Marsh, Meyers Bayou Marsh, 
etc.), build land masses and islands, with coarse dredged sand used to establish bird 
grit sites (note: not location specific). 

238.  Use dredged materials to construct a bird island in Sabine Lake. 
239. Use the higher-quality materials from offshore dredging for beach restoration. 
240.  Construct water control structures at the mouth of every canal and bayou in Texas 

that connects with the channel (Pilot Station, Texas Bayou, Keith Lake Fish Pass, 
Bessie Heights, Lower Neches, etc.) to restore the historic hydrology, and use 
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dredged materials to fill the canals after water control is accomplished (note: not 
location specific). 

241.  Use dredged materials to create vegetated dunes and restore the beaches from Texas 
Point to High Island. 

242.  Use dredged materials from the SNWW and from Entergy’s canal dredging to 
restore the declining marshes on Entergy property. 

243.  Use dredged materials to levee Entergy’s outflow canal to keep sediment out of the 
canal and to keep the flow of water from eroding the marsh. 

244.  Use dredged materials in any fashion that would keep saltwater from intruding into 
the marshes on Entergy property. 

 
3.9 Post-Workshop Activities 
 
After each workshop, suggestions were clarified on the basis of the various sets of notes that had 
been taken, were provided sequential numbers for each succeeding workshop, and were placed in 
the electronic database. The locations of suggestions on the hardcopy maps were assigned 
sequential numbers for each succeeding workshop, transferred to the electronic maps, and 
checked for precision in keeping with the suggestions. This information was e-mailed to the 
Galveston District. The Mylar overlays served as a permanent record of the suggestions from 
each workshop. Finally, the suggestions and their locations were organized electronically by 
category. The following maps show the 244 suggestions in terms of their categorical 
designations.  
 
4.0 SNWW RIVER TRIPS  
 
The SNWW study team members and resource agencies were given an introductory boat tour of 
the proposed project area on September 13, 2000. SNND Board Member Sonny Sherman 
provided a houseboat for the trip. Representatives from all ICT agencies were invited to travel 
down the SNWW from Beaumont to Sabine Pass. They were accompanied by USACE study 
team members who provided introductory information on the proposed project.  
 
A boat trip from Beaumont to Sabine Pass down the SNWW was held for public news media on 
September 23, 2003. SNND Board Member Sonny Sherman provided a houseboat for the trip. 
Media from the entire Study Area were invited to travel and observe the channel, and speak with 
team members, resource agencies, and the SNND. The objective of these trips was to generate 
public interest in the project and encourage greater participation in public meetings. 
 
5.0 TEXAS HABITAT PROTECTION ADVISORY PANEL MEETINGS  
 
Status updates on the preparation of the Draft EIS were presented at Texas Habitat Protection 
Advisory Panel (AP) Meetings on December 9, 2003, and December 6, 2005. The AP was 
briefed on alternatives, technical workgroup activities, and H-S and WVA modeling procedures 
and results. The Preferred Alternative (48x700 ft project) was presented to the AP on September 
26, 2006. The AP is composed of persons from recreational and commercial fishing groups, 
conservation organizations, academia, and state and federal resource agencies who meet to 
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review and discuss fishery habitat issues. It is one of eight regional fishery management councils 
established by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976. 
  
6.0 SOUTHEAST TEXAS WATERWAY ADVISORY COUNCIL (SETWAC) MEETINGS 
 
USACE representatives regularly attended SETWAC meetings to provide status updates of the 
project. SETWAC is a "harbor safety committee" established by the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) 
in 1997. SETWAC is a public forum to facilitate discussion and exchange of views and advice 
among all stakeholders on a wide range of issues relevant to ports on the Sabine and Neches 
Rivers. Topics discussed at the meetings include, but are not limited to, communications, traffic 
management, anchorages, and other topics dealing with safety, efficiency, preservation, and 
improvement of the transit and usage of the Sabine-Neches Waterway System. Members of 
SETWAC include the USCG, USACE, the SNND, the Ports of Beaumont, Orange, Port Arthur 
and Sabine, public safety and emergency management agencies from surrounding local 
governments, commercial fishing associations, petrochemical plants and terminals along the 
SNWW, the Sabine Pilots Association, harbor tug companies, shipping agents and operating 
companies, and vessel repair companies.  
  
7.0 LEADERSHIP OF SOUTHEAST TEXAS CLASS OF 2007 CONFERENCE 
 
On January 25, 2007, representatives from USACE, SNND, the Sabine Pilots Association, and 
Bracewell and Giuliani provided updates regarding the proposed SNWW CIP to this conference 
in Orange, Texas. The central topic for the conference was the proposed CIP. USACE and 
SNND provided an overview and current status of the feasibility study and EIS.  
 
8.0 SABINE PILOTS ASSOCIATION (SPA) 
  
USACE and SNND met with members of the SPA several times throughout the preparation of 
the EIS. The purpose of the meetings was to obtain information on transit rules, transit times, and 
safety and other operational issues. Specific changes in depth and width, and specific 
navigational features such as turning basins and anchorages were discussed.  
 
 
 
9.0 INDUSTRIAL USERS OF THE SNWW 
 
USACE and SNND met with representatives from local industry several times throughout the 

course of this study. The meetings were held to identify specific needs of the industries in 
regard to use of the SNWW. Current and projected future needs were explored. 

  
10.0 FUTURE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITIES 
 
Following completion of the Final Feasibility Report and the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, additional public involvement activities will be initiated: 
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• Distribution to agencies and organizations for review and comment (see distribution list 
in FEIS Section 12.3); 

• Presentation of the Preferred Alternative to local governments; and 
• Publication of the FEIS Notice of Availability in the Federal Register, announcing the 

public comment period. 
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Figure 1: Recommendations Sorted by Category 
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Figure 2: Recommendations Sorted by Category, Inset A 
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Figure 3: Recommendations Sorted by Category, Inset B 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
GALVESTON DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P. O. BOX 1229 
GALVESTON, TEXAS  77553-1229 

 September 22, 2009 
 
Environmental Section 
 
 
 
Ms. Teresa Bruner 
Southwest Region Regional Administrator 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Southwest Region 
2601 Meacham Boulevard 
Fort Worth, TX 76137-4298 
 
 
Dear Ms. Bruner: 
 
The US Army Corps of Engineers, Galveston District and the Sabine Neches Navigation 
District (non-federal sponsor) are conducting a study of potential navigation improvements to 
the Sabine-Neches Waterway (SNWW).  The SNWW is located in Jefferson and Orange 
Counties in Texas and Cameron Parish in southwest Louisiana (Figure 1).  A preliminary draft 
environmental impact statement has identified a Preferred Alternative (PA) that would deepen 
the SNWW from the Gulf of Mexico through the jettied channel at Sabine Pass, through the 
Port Arthur Canal, Sabine-Neches Canal, and Neches River Channel to the Port of Beaumont 
from 40 to 48 feet.  Dredged material from deepening and continued maintenance of inland 
channel reaches would be placed in 16 existing upland placement areas (PAs) and three marsh 
restoration features.  Mitigation for unavoidable project impacts would also restore marsh in  
five existing degraded marsh areas east of Sabine Lake and the Sabine River. 
 
Upon review of FAA AC 150/5200-33, we have determined that certain components of the 
Preferred Alternative (use of existing upland PAs, proposed marsh restoration features, and 
marsh mitigation areas) could serve as wildlife attractants.  We have mapped the locations of  
three local public use airports (the Southeast Texas Regional Airport, the Orange County 
Airport, and the Beaumont Municipal Airport) to determine if project features meet or conflict 
with minimum separation criteria for potentially hazardous land use practices.  Figure 2 shows 
the 5,000-foot, 10,000-foot, and the 5-mile range perimeters around the three airports in the 
project vicinity.  No PAs, marsh restoration features, or marsh mitigation areas are located 
within the separation perimeters for the Orange County Airport or the Beaumont Municipal 
Airport.   
 
All or portions of four existing upland PAs (PA 18, 21, 23-23A, and 24) are located outside 
the 10,000-foot criteria, but partially or wholly within the 5-mile perimeter of the Southeast 
Texas Regional Airport; no marsh restoration features or marsh mitigation areas are located 
with the 5-mile separation perimeter for this airport (Figure 3).  The four upland PAs were 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
GALVESTON DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P. O. BOX 1229 
GALVESTON, TEXAS  77553-1229 

 March 4, 2010  

Environmental Section 
 
 
Mr. Donald W. Gohmert 
State Conservationist 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
101 South Main Street 
Temple, Texas 76501-7602 
 
 
Dear Mr. Gohmert, 
 
  As requested by your letter of January 14, 2010, we are hereby providing additional 
information on the precise location of Tentatively Recommended Plan features for the Sabine-
Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project, Southeast Texas and Southwest Louisiana.  A 
map is enclosed that locates the navigation channel, placement areas and marsh restoration areas 
relative to hydric soils and prime farmland in the study area (Enclosure 1).  All of the project 
features are located within existing waterways, unclassified areas, or in hydric soil areas with the 
exception of 49 acres in proposed Placement Area (PA) 24A, which is classified as “Prime 
Farmland Soil When Drained.”   
 
 We have completed Form AD-1006 (Farmland Conversion Impact Rating) and the site 
has received a total Part VI point score of 37 (Enclosure 2).  Neither the site nor the areas around 
it are currently being farmed, and it is adjacent to urban areas and an existing leveed PA. We are 
proposing to convert the 49 acres to a leveed PA for the containment of dredged material from 
the adjacent Sabine-Neches Waterway Navigation Channel. 
 
 We request your evaluation of the proposed action’s impacts as required under the 
Farmland Protection Policy Act.  If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Janelle Stokes at 
409/766-3039. 
 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 

Carolyn Murphy 
Chief, Environmental Section  
 

 CF 
 Micki Yoder, NRCS                         
 



United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
1001 Indian School Road NW, Suite 348 

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87104 
 
ER 10/32 
File 9043.1 

February 5, 2010 
 
 
 
Via Electronic Mail 
 
Janelle Stokes 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Galveston District 
PO Box 1229 
Galveston, Texas  77553-1229 
 
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel 

Improvement Project, Texas and Louisiana 
 
Dear Ms. Stokes: 
 
The U.S. Department of the Interior has reviewed the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Galveston 
District’s Draft Feasibility Study (DFS) and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for 
the proposed Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project.  The Corps proposes to 
deepen and maintain, for 50-years, the existing 64-mile-long by 40 feet-deep inland Sabine-
Neches channel to 48 feet-deep with 4 feet of additional advanced and overburden dredging (52 
feet-deep total), deepen the existing Sabine-Neches Gulf of Mexico channel from 42 feet-deep to 
50-feet-deep with 4 feet of additional advanced and overburden dredging (54 feet-deep total), 
and dredge a 13.2 mile-long new Gulf of Mexico channel 54-feet-deep by 700-feet-wide.  
Existing channel widths of 400 to 500 feet-wide for the inland reach and 700 feet-wide for the 
Gulf reach will not be changed.   

 
Project benefits include more efficient vessel loading/off-loading and reduced navigation delays 
by accommodating larger vessels.  In order to compensate for environmental impacts to fish, 
wildlife and wetland resources, the project includes beneficial use (BU) of dredged material in a 
Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) in Texas, beneficial use at the Louisiana Point and 
Texas Point Gulf shorelines, and BU and compensatory mitigation in the form of marsh 
restoration using dredged material on Sabine National Wildlife Refuge and in marshes north of 
Black Bayou, LA.   

 
We reviewed the information provided, and offer the following comments in accordance with 
provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (83 Stat. 852; 42 U.S.C. 
4321 et seq.), the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 
1531 et seq.), the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (40 Stat. 755, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.), 
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Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) (54 Stat. 250, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 668a-d), 
and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et 
seq.).   

 
The draft Feasibility Report and DEIS provide an excellent description of fish and wildlife 
resources within the study area, the purpose and need for the proposed action, program 
objectives, critical needs and opportunities, and potential risks and uncertainties.  
Implementation of the greater than $1.2 billion, 50-year Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel 
Improvement Project (SNWW CIP) would increase economic shipping efficiency by deepening 
the existing channel to allow larger vessels (primarily crude oil) to access and dock at the ports 
of Port Arthur and Beaumont.  The Sabine-Neches Waterway (SNWW) provides 12% of the 
nation’s crude oil transportation and an average of 141 million tons of shipping per year (2004-
2006).  Larger vessels must lighter their loads in the Gulf of Mexico and are prevented from two-
way traffic in inland parts of the Sabine-Neches waterway.  These practices cause transportation 
delays and increased costs. 
 
The Galveston District established an Interagency Coordination Team (ICT) composed of 
Federal and state agency representatives from Texas and Louisiana to review the SNWW CIP’s 
environmental impacts and recommend BU and mitigation.  The Louisiana and Clear Lake Texas 
Ecological Services Field Offices represented the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on that ICT.  
The Corps and the ICT evaluated over 120 different combinations of depths (from 43 to 55 feet-
deep) and widths.  Three alternatives were carried forward after the analysis: the no-action 
alternative, a deepening and widening alternative, and the preferred alternative.  In the no-action 
alternative, it is assumed that the SNWW enlargement would not be implemented and the 
existing shipping delays would continue.  Channel dredging and disposal activities, including 
existing beneficial use projects, would continue in accordance with the current Federal standard.  
The Preferred alternative would increase the existing SNWW channel depth by 12 feet in the 
inland and Gulf channels (52 feet and 54 feet respectively), including advanced and overdraft 
dredging.  

 
Specific Comments 

 
DEIS 2.4.2 Dredged Material Placement Areas, Page 2-45; 2.4.2.2 DMMP Beneficial Use 
Features, Page 2-46; 5.5 Recommended Mitigation Plan, Pages 5-21 to 5-26 – The FWS 
recommends the creation of an interagency work group (i.e., Interagency Coordination Team) 
during post-authorization planning, and continue the work group through the detailed planning 
and construction phases.  The work group would execute important design, inspection, and 
monitoring functions for habitat creation features. 

 
The FWS recommends that the Corps implement a DMMP BU and mitigation monitoring 
program to consist of aerial photography interpretation, elevation, and vegetation surveys to be 
conducted periodically during the project life to ensure that the BU and mitigation is successful 
at offsetting project impacts during the project life.  In addition, the FWS recommends the 
creation and implementation of an invasive species control plan that addresses both invasive 
flora and fauna in the project area. 
 
DEIS 2.4.2 Dredged Material Placement Areas, Pages 2-45 to 2-46; 5.0 Mitigation Plan, Pages 
5-20 to 5-26 - SNWW Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) that will use dredged 
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 3 

material from the SNWW channel beneficially, restoring 3,190 acres of marshes adjacent to the 
lower Neches River and 337 acres at the Texas Point Gulf shoreline, for a net + 3,280 acres (+ 
656 AAHUs) benefit in Texas.  Louisiana Point Gulf shoreline beneficial use with dredged 
maintenance material from the SNWW CIP (+ 337 acres), BU and compensatory mitigation [+ 
2,783 acres (1,181 AAHUs] yields a net + 2,429 acres (+ 22 AAHUs) in Louisiana.  We concur 
that the beneficial use and compensatory mitigation fully compensates for predicted SNWW CIP 
impacts to wetlands within the project area.   
 
In accordance with the January 2003 Partnership Agreement for Water Resources and Fish and 
Wildlife between the FWS and the Corps, sufficient continuous funding should be provided to 
the FWS to fulfill our responsibilities under Section 2(b) of the FWCA throughout post-
authorization planning and evaluation for individual beneficial use projects.  Accordingly, to 
ensure that optimum fish and wildlife resource benefits are achieved, the FWS will continue to 
work closely with the Corps and the States of Louisiana and Texas throughout the plan 
implementation process as a member of the ICT during the detailed design and implementation 
phase.  Our findings and recommendations for each of the mitigation projects approved for 
implementation will be provided in draft and final supplements to this DEIS under the authority 
of the FWCA.  Fulfillment of Section 7 of the ESA of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 
1531 et seq.) responsibilities would also be accomplished at that time. 
 
DEIS 3.12 Threatened and Endangered Species, Pages 3-94 to 3-95 – The FWS actively 
participated in the development and review of the Biological Assessment of the SNWW’s effects 
on threatened and endangered species.  In the FWS’s March 22, 2007, letter, the FWS Lafayette, 
Louisiana, Field Office concurred with the Corps’ determination that the SNWW CIP project 
would not be likely to adversely affect the threatened Louisiana black bear (Ursus americanus 
luteolus), endangered West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus), endangered brown pelican 
(Pelecanus occidentalis), endangered interior least tern (Sterna antillarum), endangered red-
cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis), threatened bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), and 
threatened piping plover (Charadrius melodus), and its designated critical habitat in Louisiana.  
Minor project revisions would not result in additional effects to those species beyond what was 
already considered; therefore our determinations remain unchanged. 

 
Brown pelicans (Pelecanus occidentalis) occur throughout the study area and are currently 
known to nest on Rabbit Island in Calcasieu Lake in southwestern Louisiana.  Although no 
brown pelican nesting sites are known to occur within the proposed project area, they may 
occasionally use portions of the project area that contain suitable habitat (i.e., Sabine Pass 
Channel, Louisiana Point) for feeding and/or loafing.  The brown pelican was officially removed 
from the List of Endangered and Threatened Species on December 17, 2009.  For additional 
information please refer to the following links: 
http://www.fws.gov/home/feature/2009/pdf/brownpelicanfinaldelisting11-10-09_to_OFR.pdf  
http://www.fws.gov/home/feature/2009/pdf/brown_pelicanfactsheet09.pdf. 

 
Although the brown pelican was officially removed from the List of Endangered and Threatened 
Species, it continues to be protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).  
Accordingly, the FWS recommends all activity in Louisiana occurring within 2,000 feet of a 
brown pelican rookery be restricted to the non-nesting period (i.e., September 15 through March 
31).  However, nesting periods vary considerably among Louisiana’s brown pelican colonies, so 
it is possible that this activity window could be altered based upon the dynamics of the individual 
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colony.  The Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries’ Fur and Refuge Division should 
be contacted to obtain the most current information about the nesting chronology of individual 
brown pelican colonies.  In Texas, the FWS recommends all activity occurring within 1,000 feet 
of a brown pelican rookery be restricted to the non-nesting season.   

 
The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) occurs throughout the study area.  Since bald eagles 
often nest and forage on river channels and reservoirs, steps should be taken to determine 
whether bald eagles may be nesting within or near the project area.  While the bald eagle was 
officially removed from the List of Endangered and Threatened Species on July 9, 2007, it is still 
afforded protection under the MBTA and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. 
 
Twenty-three species, including cormorants, pelicans, herons, egrets, spoonbills, gulls, terns, and 
skimmers, regularly nest in large numbers along the Texas and Louisiana coasts, frequently on 
both natural and manmade bay islands.  The Texas Colonial Waterbird Census indicates that 
there are 25 documented rookery sites, with an estimated 2,835 nesting pairs annually since 
1995, located within the study area.  Colonial waterbirds are an important wildlife resource along 
the Gulf Coast and in the project area because of their abundance, their economic significance to 
the tourism industry, and their status as indicators of aquatic ecosystem health. 
 
In recent years, the majority of successful Texas colonies have been located on islands wholly or 
partially maintained by dredged material.  The FWS recommends using project-dredged material 
to construct a 2-to 12-acre, colonial waterbird nesting island located at least 1 mile from the 
shore in Sabine Lake.  This island should include a sloping sand beach protected by a rock 
breakwater.  The FWS can assist in the final design, location and management of the island. 
 
DEIS 4.0 Environmental Consequences, Pages 4-1 to 4-81 – Salinity and water level 
hydrodynamic and Wetland Value Assessment models, reviewed and approved by the ICT, 
predicted a loss of 691 acres [-1,709 Average Annual Habitat Units (AAHUs)] and – 247 acres (-
412 AAHUs) for Louisiana and Texas wetlands adjacent to Sabine Lake over the 50-year project 
life.  Beneficial use and compensatory mitigation plans were developed by the ICT to 
compensate for these losses. 
 
DEIS 4.11.2 Marine; 4.11.2.1.2 Preferred Alternative, Page 4-70 – If oyster reefs are 
encountered during project implementation, the Galveston Corps should replace any reefs 
damaged by the project on a 1:1 basis with suitable bottoms within Sabine Pass or in the 
southern portion of Sabine Lake.  Oyster habitat mitigation should be accomplished concurrently 
with channel construction, and should consist of at least a 1-foot thick layer of shell or suitable 
cultch material (i.e., limestone or fly-ash rock), and should be followed up at one (1) year post-
construction with bottom profiling survey and grab sampling to insure adequate relief (minimum 
average 0.5 feet above bay and pass bottom) and oyster spat coverage.  This mitigation is not 
needed if no Sabine Lake or Pass oyster habitat is disturbed by project features.  

 
DEIS 5.5 Recommended Mitigation Plan, Pages 5-21 to 5-26 - The FWS concurs with Willow 
Bayou Unit mitigation Alternative "B," restoring marsh on the Sabine NWR through dedicated 
dredging of material from Sabine Lake and placing that material in open water areas on that 
Refuge north of the Willow Bayou Canal.  However if Alternative "B" should not prove viable, 
the FWS recommends that Alternative "C," beneficial use of new work material from the 
SNWW, be used to restore marsh on Sabine NWR, or the rock breakwater shoreline stabilization 
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 5 

measures, or Sabine NWR terracing measures be implemented as long as the acres 
protected/restored and AAHUs gained fully compensate for project impacts.   

 
The FWS recommends that the Corps construct the Sabine-Neches project mitigation at the same 
time as waterway enlargement construction is performed and that the Corps require protective 
easements on privately owned lands where Sabine-Neches BU and mitigation is to be performed 
to ensure that the habitat restoration and enhancement work is not compromised by future 
development activities. 

 
The FWS recommends the construction of tidal creek channels (or trenasses) at least 10 feet- 
wide and 2 feet-deep in the restored marsh, 6 months to a year, if necessary, after disposal in 
order to return the area to natural hydrology for tidal movement and estuarine aquatic organism 
access to the restored marshes.  The tidal creeks could be constructed by tracking marsh buggy 
track-hoes, or similar equipment, over proposed creek channel routes.  The dredged material 
pipeline for marsh restoration (i.e., Willow Bayou and Black Bayou Units mitigation) should be 
placed in existing canals and waterways to the greatest extent practicable to minimize marsh 
damage. 

 
DEIS 5.51 Willow Bayou Mitigation, Table 5.5-1 Recommended Mitigation Plan, Page 5-22 - 
The FWS recommends that the Corps review their calculations for volumes of dredged material 
needed to achieve the listed Louisiana mitigation and questions whether the Corps would be able 
to achieve the degree of marsh restoration depicted in the recommended mitigation plan with 
unconfined placement of dredged material. 

 
The FWS recommends that the Sabine Lake borrow area be located at least 1,000 feet westward 
of the eastern Sabine Lake shoreline to minimize borrow area shoreline impacts.  The Corps 
should acquire a refuge Special Use Permit from the Sabine NWR (Don Voros, Manager, 
Southwest Louisiana Refuges Complex, 1428 Hwy 27, Bell City, LA 70630; 337-598-2216) to 
coordinate the final planning for the dedicated dredging marsh restoration mitigation on Sabine 
NWR.   

 
DEIS 5.2.2 Agency Participation, Page 154 – The FWS will provide a revised FWCA Report in 
February 2010, which will provide additional recommendations.  Many of the FWS’s draft 
SNWW FWCA recommendations have been addressed in the DFR and DEIS. 
 
Comments from the National Park Service 
 
The potential environmental impacts that are of concern to Big Thicket National Preserve are 
that a deeper channel in Sabine Lake and the Neches River will increase the influence of Gulf 
tides, increase salinity, and raise water surface elevation at Preserve lands within the study area, 
leading to degradation of freshwater marsh, bottomland hardwood forest habitat, and salinity 
effects to cypress-tupelo swamps.  The effects of the deeper channel, in concert with potential 
reductions in freshwater in-flows from the Neches River during times of subsistence or dry base 
flow (i.e., drought) could cause damage to salinity-intolerant species including tupelo trees and 
benthic macroinvertebrates. 
 
Big Thicket National Preserve acquired lands by donation from The Conservation Fund in April 
2009 (http://www.conservationfund.org/news/big_thicket_land_gift) including approximately 
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6,000 acres of cypress-tupelo swamp, bottomland hardwood forest, and freshwater marsh that lie 
below the Saltwater Barrier, at the upper margins of the project study area.  The new Preserve 
lands, which are not identified anywhere in the DEIS as being part of the Preserve, are referred 
to in the DEIS as hydrologic units "TX-1 North Neches River" and "TX-2 Neches-Lake Bayou."  
Preserve lands comprise much of these two units, mainly on the east side of the Neches River, 
extending south to Interstate Highway 10 (I-10).  The DEIS notes severely stressed marshes, 
marsh subsidence, and wetland loss in the Neches River reach between Sabine Lake and I-10, 
directly adjacent to the Preserve.  Our concern is that the Preserve may become the new frontline 
separating intact and degraded systems, or that worsening conditions and wetland loss may 
spread northward and engulf areas of Big Thicket National Preserve. 
 
Areas of the Preserve would be influenced by the proposed project according to analysis in the 
DEIS: the Hydrodynamic-Salinity model (Table 4.6-3) forecasts an increase in salinity in the 
upper Neches River from 0.1 ppt to 0.26 ppt under low flow conditions; salinities in the cypress-
tupelo swamps in the upper Neches reaches are predicted to increase by 0.3 ppt; and surface 
water elevations are expected to increase an average of 0.8 inch in the upper reaches of the 
Neches River due to greater tidal influence.  These conditions have the potential to reduce 
primary productivity in Preserve freshwater marsh habitat, reducing biomass, and leading to 
eventual submergence and loss. 
 
We would like to see discussion of how the channel deepening would affect the magnitude of 
tidal and storm surge from Tropical storms, greater consideration for mitigation measures to 
prevent long-term and short-term increases in salinity in the Neches River and adjacent 
freshwater marsh habitat, and modeling of salinities and freshwater inflows for dry base flow and 
subsistence flow conditions that are described in the Sabine and Neches Rivers and Sabine Lake 
Bay, Basin and Bay Expert Science Team Environmental Flows Recommendations Report 
(November 2009).           
 
On page 3-148 Big Thicket National Preserve should be described as 106,684 acres, and being in 
portions of seven counties in southeast Texas (Hardin, Jefferson, Orange, Tyler, Polk, Jasper, 
and Liberty).  Throughout the document, Preserve lands should be represented on maps and 
figures that show refuges and other conservation lands.  Additionally, the DEIS was apparently 
sent to the Preserve at a pre-Hurricane Rita address that is no longer in use.  Please send future 
correspondence to: 
 
 Todd W. Brindle, Superintendent 
 Big Thicket National Preserve 
 6044 FM 420 
 Kountze, TX 77625 
 
If you have any questions or if we can be of any further assistance in providing maps or other 
information, please contact David Roemer, Chief of Resources Management, Big Thicket 
National Preserve, at (409) 951-6820. 
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 7 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft SNWW CIP DFR and DEIS.  If your 
staff has questions regarding our comments, please feel free to contact me at (505) 563-3572. 
 

Sincerely, 

        
Stephen R. Spencer 

       Regional Environmental Officer 
 
    
cc: Barbara Keeler, EPA Region 6, Dallas, TX 
 Richard Hartman, NOAA/NMFS, Baton Rouge, LA 
 Kyle Balkum, LDWF, Baton Rouge, LA 
 Natural Heritage Program, LDWF, Baton Rouge, LA 
 David Fruge, Louisiana Office of Coastal Protection and Restoration, Baton Rouge, LA 
 Greg Ducote, Louisiana Department of Natural Resources, Baton Rouge, LA 
  
  
 
  
 
 
 

 



Mr. Stephen R. Spencer 

Regional Environmental Officer 

U.S. Department of the Interior 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

1001 Indian School Road NW, Suite 348 

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87104 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

2 

If the proposed project is approved, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) would continue 

working with the existing Interagency Coordination Team (ICT) during preconstruction, engineering, 

and design (PED), construction and operation of the project. Specific ICT involvement relative to the 

design, inspection and monitoring of beneficial use (BU) features and mitigation measures are 

described in the Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project (SNWW CIP) Mitigation 

and Beneficial Use Monitoring Plan (Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) Appendix J).  

3 

FEIS Appendix J presents the SNWW CIP Mitigation and Beneficial Use Monitoring Plan. The 

frequency and periodicity of aerial photography and interpretation and vegetation surveys are 

specified in the plan. Construction contracts would ensure that elevations appropriate for marsh 

survival are achieved by the initial construction. The plan includes monitoring and control of 

invasive, noxious and/or exotic plants.  

4 
The FEIS has been revised to note that the USFWS concurs that the beneficial use features and 

compensatory mitigation fully compensate for predicted SNWW CIP impacts. 

5 

USACE looks forward to continuing our work with the USFWS throughout post authorization 

planning. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Coordination Act Report (CAR) is presented 

in FEIS Appendix A3.  

6 

The FEIS sections on Endangered Species impacts and coordination have been revised to note that 

minor project revisions subsequent to the original coordination do not change the March 22, 2007 

determination. 

7 

The threatened and endangered species section of the FEIS will be updated to reflect the fact that the 

brown pelican was officially removed from the List of Endangered and Threatened Species on 

December 17, 2009. 

8 

Draft EIS (DEIS) Section 7.7 (Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Migratory Bird Conservation Act) 

states that construction contracts will include instructions to avoid impacts to migratory birds 

(including brown pelicans) and their nests from all activities related to the SNWW CIP. During the 

preparation of plans and specifications, USACE will check with designated state agencies to obtain 

the most current information about nesting colonies. All construction activity in Louisiana occurring 

within 2000 ft of a brown pelican rookery will be restricted to the non-nesting period. In Texas, all 

activity occurring within 1,000 feet of a rookery will be restricted to the non-nesting season. 

9 
During the preparation of plans and specifications, USACE will check with state and federal agencies 

to obtain the most current information about bald eagle nests in the SNWW CIP construction areas.  

10 

Creation of a bird island in Sabine Lake using dredged material from the proposed SNWW CIP was 

evaluated and eliminated from consideration when the cost was found to be about $ 2 million higher 

than the use of existing placement areas, and since no non-Federal sponsor has been identified to 

share the incremental cost (see DEIS Section 2.5.3.1).  

11 

USACE concurs that project impacts, as determined by the Wetland Value Assessment (WVA) 

model and reviewed by the ICT, are a predicted loss of 691 acres (-1709 AAHUs) in Louisiana and a 

loss of 247 acres (-412 Average Annual Habitat Units [AAHUs]) in Texas, prior to application of BU 

feature benefits and compensatory mitigation (See DEIS Table 2.4-16 and Section 4.1.4.1) 

12 

FEIS Section 4.11.2.1.2 evaluates the potential for impacts to oyster reef by the proposed SNWW 

CIP. No impacts to oyster reef are anticipated in Sabine Pass because the channel is not being 

widened and no slumping is expected at the top of cut. No impacts to oyster reef in Sabine Lake are 



anticipated because salinities are generally too low to support spat growth, as confirmed by recent 

survey. Furthermore, as stated in FEIS Section ES.5 and Section 5.5.1, USACE has proposed that a 

water bottom survey of the borrow and access channel areas in Sabine Lake be conducted during the 

preconstruction engineering and design (PED) phase of the project. In the unlikely event that oyster 

reef is encountered, plans will be revised to avoid impacts. 

13 

The FEIS has been revised to note that the USFWS concurs with the selected Willow Bayou 

mitigation plan, which would use material from the dedicated dredging of Sabine Lake. If the 

proposed SNWW ICT is approved, USACE would continue consultation with the ICT (which 

includes USFWS) during the PED phase to perform and evaluate geotechnical analyses of the 

proposed source material. 

14 

USACE plans to construct the proposed Willow Bayou, Black Bayou East and first phase of Black 

Bayou West concurrently with proposed channel deepening. The remaining 5 phases of the Black 

Bayou West mitigation measure would be completed over approximately the next 30 years in 

conjunction with maintenance dredging of the Sabine River Channel. The Black Bayou East and 

West mitigation measures are located on private property. USACE has determined that conservation 

easements are not required because all restored areas would remain jurisdictional wetlands and would 

continue to be subject to the navigational servitude (Feasibility Report [FR] Section VIII.E).  

15 

The FEIS Section 5.5.1 description of proposed mitigation measures includes tidal creek channels, as 

recommended by USFWS. USACE will consult with the ICT (which includes USFWS) during PED 

to minimize impacts to existing marsh during construction of the mitigation measures. 

16 

As recommended, USACE has reviewed our calculations for volumes of dredged material required 

for Louisiana mitigation measures, and it has been determined that the calculations are sufficient for 

the feasibility level of design.  

17 

FEIS Section 5.5.1 states that the borrow trench would be located at least 1000 feet from the SNWR 

shoreline, and that the exact location of the trench would be determined in consultation with the ICT 

(which includes USFWS) during PED. USACE has requested a compatibility determination from the 

SNWR for the proposed Willow Bayou mitigation area. 

18 
The USFWS's revised CAR, dated March 2010, is presented in FEIS Appendix A-3. USACE 

responses to the CAR are presented in the same appendix. 

19 

Potential impacts of the deeper navigation channel to hydrounits containing the newly acquired areas 

of the Big Thicket National Preserve downstream of the Neches River Saltwater Barrier were 

evaluated by ERDC's Hydrodynamic Salinity modeling (HS model) (Brown and Stokes 2009). This 

modeling, summarized in FEIS Section 4.1, incorporated Year 2060 future flow projections that are 

based upon assumptions of the 2007 Texas State Water Plan and projected effects of relative sea level 

rise. As described in FEIS Sections 4.1.2.2, Table 4.1-1, and Section 4.6.3.2.2, no project impacts are 

expected during median or low flows.  

20 

The new preserve lands were acquired by the National Park Service (NPS) during the final 

preparation of the DEIS, and thus were not identified in that document. See response to comment 19 

concerning potential for proposed SNWW CIP to affect these areas of the Big Thicket National 

Preserve. 

21 See response to comment 19 above. 

22 

A sensitivity analysis using the ADCIRC model was performed to determine what effect the proposed 

SNWW CIP might have on surge levels in the study area (Wamsley et al., 2010).The results of this 

analysis are presented in FR Chapter VIII, FEIS Section 4.1.5. Given the fact that impacts of the 

proposed SNWW CIP are related primarily to salinity intrusion, extensive efforts have already been 

made to identify effective mitigation measures that could minimize or eliminate the projected 

increase in salinity. The results of this effort are presented in FEIS Section 5.4.1.1. The HS modeling 

performed for this study by ERDC employed a state-of-the-art model to evaluate potential salinity 

impacts for both median and low flows, and the technical adequacy of the HS modeling has been 

sustained by Agency Technical Review (ATR) and Independent External Peer Review (IEPR). 

USACE believes that further HS modeling is not warranted.  

23 

The acreage of the Big Thicket National Preserve has been changed to reflect this updated 

information. Text has been changed to clarify that Big Thicket National Preserve is located within 

portions of Hardin and Orange counties, Texas in the vicinity of the study area. 



24 
New preserve lands have been included in FR/FEIS maps, and are discussed in FR (Chapter 1, 

Sensitive Areas), FEIS Section 3.9.2, and FEIS Appendix C, Section 1.5.1. 

25 The mail list has been updated to reflect this information. 
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Mr. Jerry Patterson 

Commissioner 

Texas General Land Office  

Stephen F. Austin Building 

1700 North Congress Avenue 

Austin, TX 78701-1495 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 The comment period was extended an additional 30 days to March 12, 2010. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



MUNIOIPAL· INDUSTRIAL· AGffiOUI.Jl'URAL WATER 

Ms. Janelle Stokes 
Galveston District 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
CESWG-PE-PR 
P. O. Box 1229 
Galveston, TX 77553 

February 18, 2010 

RE: Resolution Concerning the Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Project 

Dear Ms. Stokes: 

The attached Resolution supporting the Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Project was approved 
by the Board of Directors at its February 16, 2010 meeting. Please call me at 409-892-4011 if 
you have any questions or if you need additional information. 

Yours very truly, 

Scott Hall, P .E. 
General Manager 

Office Location 7850 Eastex Freeway, Beaumont, Texas 77708-2815· (409) 892-4011 
Mailing Address P.O. Box 5117, Beaumont, Texas 77726-5117· FAX (409) 898-2468 

Internet Address· http://www.lnva.dst.tx.us 



STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF JEFFERSON 

§ 

§ 

LOWER NECHES 
VALLEY AUTHORITY 

BE IT REMEMBERED at a meeting of BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE LOWER 
NECHES VALLEY AUTHORITY held on the 16th day of February, 2010, on motion made by 
Director K Q -t h , e e f'l J a c Ii $at\ and seconded by Director d 0 rdaf\ 1? -4!~ H. , the 
following Resolution was adopted: 

Resolution Concerning the Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Project 

WHEREAS, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), in concert with Sabine
Neches Navigation District has proposed a project to deepen the Sabine-Neches Waterway; and 

WHEREAS, USACE has prepared a study analyzing the feasibility and environmental 
impacts of the proposed improvement to the Sabine-Neches Waterway that serves the ports of 
Beaumont and PortArthur, Texas and the proposed improvements reasonably accommodate 
environmental concerns; and 

WHEREAS, the USACE study clearly demonstrates the necessity for these 
improvements to provide a safe and efficient waterway that will accommodate the current and 
future needs of our ports and industry; and 

WHEREAS, the project is also critical for the National Defense, and the proposed 
improvements are clearly cost effective and will enable our ports to facilitate the handling of 
vital military cargo; and 

WHEREAS, the project would provide a positive economic benefit and would benefit 
the people of Jefferson County, the State of Texas, and many States beyond our region; 

NOW THEREFORE, be it resolved that the Board of Directors of the LOWER 
NECHES VALLEY AUTHORITY urge all elected officials and citizens to support this project 
and the adoption of the plan for these improvements as proposed. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Corps affirm its plan and submit the plan 
to its headquarters for finalization. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Lower Neches Valley Authority Board of Directors 
this 16th day of February, 2010. 

~dtz""'"'~ ~ 
President ............ CZV-~ 

JUr~-
I 

Secretary 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 6 

Mr. Dolan Dunn 
Chief, Planning, Environmental & 

Regulatory Division 
New Orleans District 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 60267 
New Orleans, LA 70160-0267 

Dear Mr. Dunn: 

1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200 
DALLAS, TX 75202-2733 

In accordance with our responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and the Council on Environmental Quality 
regulations for implementing NEPA, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 6 
office in Dallas, Texas, has completed its review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DElS) for the Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project, Southeast Texas and 
Southwest Louisiana and the DEIS for the Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement 
Project, Texas Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites Designation. 

EPA rates the OEIS as "LO", i.e., EPA has a "Lack of Objections" to the proposed action 
described in the DEIS. EPA has enclosed detailed comments for further consideration in the 
development of the Final EIS and asks that these comments be responded to in that document. 

Our rating of this DEIS will be published in the Federal Register according to our 
responsibility under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act to inform the public of our views on 
proposed Federal actions. If you have any questions, please contact me at 
(214) 665-7451 or bye-mail at jansky.michael@epa.gov. 

EPA appreciates the opportunity to review the DEIS. Please send our office two copies 
of the Final EIS when it is sent to the Office of Federal Activities, EPA (Mail Code 2252A), Ariel 
Rios Building, 1200 Pennsylvania Ave, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20460. 

Enclosure 

Cathy Gilmore, Chief 
Office of Planning 

and Coordination 6ENXP 

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov 
RecycledIRecyclable • Printed wHh Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 25% Postconsumer) 
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DETAILED COMMENTS 
ON THE 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE 
SABINE NECHES WATERWAY CHANNEL 

IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 
SOUTHEAST TEXAS AND SOUTHWEST LOUISIANA 

The Region 6 Office of the EPA has reviewed the DEIS and Draft Feasibility Report 
prepared by the Galveston District of the Corps for the Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel 
Improvement Project. We currently have only one outstanding issue to raise which is that the Draft 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Coordination Action Report is pending and the results of that report 
should be used to make any necessary adjustments to the mitigation and dredged material disposal 
plans for the tentatively selected plan. 

Five years ago, EPA Region 6 set up a NEP A Cooperating Agency agreement with the 
Galveston Corps District for this project. The Corps was starting feasibility studies on a channel 
expansion and they knew that, in addition to options for widening and deepening, they would look 
at extending the channel.out into the Gulf for 13-17 more miles. That distance would make it 
expensive to transport material to the four existing Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites 

. (ODMDS) and they might propose an additional four more ODMDS's further out and along the 
expanded channel. 

EPA Region 6 and the Galveston District Corps set up a process whereby the Corps' 
channel improvement DEIS (which would involve a new DMMP devised by an interagency team) 
would contain an appendix that would essentially be a stand alone ODMDS DEIS, including a Site 
Management and Monitoring Plan (SMMP). As a NEP A Cooperating Agency and a member of 
the Interagency Coordination Team and various sub-committees, Region 6 could direct the analyses 
for the ODMDS work. The thought was that if the Corps did the analyses and NEPA 
documentation as we instructed, the Region could then basically take a "ready to go" NEPA 
document prepared by the Corps, make any revisions as necessary, publish it as an EPA ODMDS 
DEIS (if necessary), and follow with EPA rulemaking. This could optimize project planning and 
public involvement, as well as making effective use of federal funding. 

As a member of the interagency team, Region 6 worked for several years on the dredged 
material disposal plan (DMMP), beneficial use (BU) options, salinity change analyses, and wetland . 
mitigation issues. The Region has followed the development and analysis of project alternatives. 
We support the project planning process that was used, which included an evaluation of 
non-structural alternatives and which applied the principles of Regional Sediment Management in 
evaluating alternatives and in developing the DMMP for the tentatively selected plan. 

The tentatively recommended plan would result in an estimated 98 million cubic yards of 
new work dredged material and 650 million cubic yards of maintenance material over the 50-year 
period of analysis. Disposal of this material would be managed in accordance with the new 
DMMP, which is described in these documents. The DMMP includes an extensive BU plan that 
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would direct the use of both new work and maintenance dredged material to restore degraded 
marshes and to nourish Gulf shorelines. 

BU features of the DMMP (Neches River and Gulf shoreline features) would minimize and 
offset all direct and indirect marsh impacts in Texas by creating 2,853 acres of emergent marsh 
vegetation, improving 871 acres of open water habitat, and nourishing 1,234 acres of existing 
marsh. Therefore, no compensatory mitigation is proposed to offset projected wetland impacts 
from the tentatively selected plan in Texas. Unavoidable losses to marshes in Louisiana are fully 
mitigated, according to WV A analyses, by marsh creation in the Willow Bayou and Black Bayou 
watersheds east of Sabine Lake. In addition to offsetting projected wetland habitat losses, the 
mitigation plan would compensate for the projected salinity increase and associated losses in 
biologiG.al function and productivity by marsh creation in the Willow and Black Bayou watersheds. 

Region 6 supports the decision not to recommend the creation of a topographic high 
offshore of Louisiana Point as an additional mitigation measure, using new work material dredged 
the Sabine Bank and Extension Channels. The ecological benefits of such a feature have not been 
sufficiently demonstrated and, if the projected benefits were realized, they would be 
short-lived. Additional information would be needed to justify the associated project feature 
expense. 

Additional Comments 

On Page 1-21, under Outdoor Recreation, the total state revenues from wildlife associated 
activities in Louisiana should be $3.0 billion with sporting revenues of $1.4 billion and wildlife 
watching bringing in $1.6 billion. 

EPA is concerned about salinity increases in the upper Neches and the Blue Elbow Swamp 
mitigation bank area and other "sensitive" freshwater wetlands along the channels that are subject 
to tidal influences. We recommend that even though the Corps models indicate only slight 
increases in salinity due to widening of the channel, that the Corps monitor salinity increases and 
vegetative response before, during, and after project completion. We are specifically concerned 
about Ba:ldcypress/Tupelo plant communites that may be sensitive to only slight increases in 
salinity. EPA suggests a 10-year annual monitoring plan. 

Finally, the Document appears to adequately address the potential adverse effects of the 
Ocean DreGlged Material Disposal Sites and therefore this EIS will suffice EPA's NEPA 
responsibilities to use in designating the four ODMDS at a later date. 

14402
Typewritten Text
3

14402
Typewritten Text
4

14402
Typewritten Text
5

14402
Typewritten Text
6



-3-

If you have any other questions about this review, please give me a call. Thank you for the 
opportunity to provide comments at this stage in the process. 

Barbara Keeler 
Coastal & Wetlands Planning Coordinator 
EP A Region 6 6WQ-EC) 
1445 Ross Ave.,Suite 1200 
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 
tel: 214-665-6698 
fax: 214-665-6689 



Ms. Cathy Gilmore 

Chief, Office of Planning and Coordination 

U.S Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 

1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200 

Dallas, TX 75202-2733 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 
The FEIS has been revised to note that the EPA has rated the project as "LO," which means 

that it has no objections to the proposed SNWW CIP.  

2 

The USFWS CAR, dated March 16, 2010, has been included in the FEIS, Appendix A along 

with USACE responses to the report. USFWS concurred with the USACE mitigation and 

BU plans for the proposed SNWW CIP. 

3 

USACE notes U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) concurrence in the Ocean 

Dredged Material Disposal Sites (ODMDS) BU alternatives analysis related to the creation 

of a topographic high using new work material. USACE did not adopt this alternative. 

4 
The text has been revised to correct the total economic impact of wildlife-related activities 

in Louisiana. 

5 

Salinity monitoring is conducted by many state and Federal agencies throughout the SNWW 

study area. It is expected that this data will be available for use in assessing future 

conditions within the study area. 

6 
USACE will note in the FEIS that EPA has approved the ODMDS FEIS for use in 

designating the four new ODMDS at a later date. 
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Mr. Gregory J. DuCote 

Administrator, Interagency Affairs/Field Services Division 

State of Louisiana, Department of Natural Resources 

Office of Coastal Management 

617 North Third Street, 10
th
 Floor, Suite 1078 

Baton Rouge, LA 70804-4487 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

The Louisiana Department of Natural Resources Office of Coastal Management (LDNR-

OCM ) review period for the Federal application for consistency review was extended to 

March 12, 2010. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Teo E Q 

Bryan W. Shaw, Ph.D., Chairman 
Buddy Garcia, Commissioner 

Carlos Rubinstein, Commissioner 
Mark R. Vickery, P.G., Executiue Director 

Fax:5122395321 Mar 9 2010 10:01 

TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

Protecting TexaS by Reducing and Preventing Pollution 

Ms. Janelle Stokes 
u.s. Army Corps of Engineers 
Galveston District CESWG-PE-RE 
P.O. Box 1229 
Galveston~ Texas 77553-1229 

March 9, 2010 

P.02 

Re: Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project Draft Feasibility Report and Dra 
Environmental Impact Statemep.t . . . ' . 

Dear Ms. Stokes: 

As described in the· Public Notice, dated December 18, 2009~ the applicant, Sabine Neche 
Navigation District! proposes the Channel Improvement Project (CIP) to deepen and widen th 
Sabine-Neches WatelWay (SNWW). The project is located along the Texas and Louisiana border~ i 
Jefferson and Orange counties in southeast Texas and Cameron Parish, Louisiana. 

In addition to the infOlmation contained in the public notice~ the following information is needed fa 
review of the proposed proJect. Responses to this 1etter may raise other questions that wil1:need to b 
addressed before a water quality certifIcation detennination can be made. 

1. Title 30~ Texas Administrative Code (TAC)~ Chapter 279.11(c)(1), states that IINo discharg 
shall be certified if there is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge which woul 
have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem~ .... ll As noted in the Draft Feasibilit 
Report~ the primary envirownental. concern is increased saltwater intrusion and furthe 
degradation of marshes and cypress marshe~ as a result of the CIP. fu addition, the Dra 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) acknowledges in Section 3.5.3 the accelerated mar 
deterioration and increased saltwater intrusion in the CalcasieuiSabine River Basin. Th 
DElS identifies approximately 174 structures water control structures that had be 
constructed as of 1990 to address marsh deterioration, saltwater intrusion, and erosion withi 
the project study area. Please provide a clear demonstration that no practical alternatives exis 
for the proposed project. Please complete the enclosed 401 Certification Questionnaire an 
Alternatives Analysis Checklist. 

P.O. Box 13087 Austin, Tem 78711.3087 Internet address: www.tc::eq.!ltate.tx.\i$ 



Teo E Q Fax:5122395321 I 

, Ms. Janelle Stokes 
U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers 
USACE Sabine-Neches Waterway Draft EXS 124121809 
Page 2 
March 9, 2010 

Mar 9 2010 10:02 P.03 

" 

2. Section 3 (Affected Environment) Of. the DEIS 'states that there are 19 classified stre 
segments in Texas within the study area. However) only nine classified segments' and thei ' 
respective water quality standards are listed in Table 3.2-1. It should be noted that Sabine 
Pass (Segment No. 2411) and Sabine Lake (Segment No. 2412) are also located Within the 
CIP study area and their designated uses are contact recreation, oyster waters, and exceptional 
and high aquatic life use, respectively. Please provide a complete list of the classined wate 
segments and their appropriate designated ,uses and water quality criteria for the ClP stud 
area. 

3. Section 3.3.1 of the DEIS states that "based on available data, there is no indication 'of current 
water or elutriate contaminant problep1.s along the SNWW." However, numerous classifie 
segments (e.g. Segments No. 0501, 0508, 0511, 0701, and 0704) are currently listed as non
supporting on the Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list for impaired waters. Constituents 0 

concern include low dissolved oxygen levels; bacteria,. chlorophyll-a! ammonia, andinutrients. 
In addition, Segment 0702 (Intracoastal Waterway Tidal) is listed on the draft 2010 Texas 
303(d) list as non-supporting for dioxin in edible tissue and PCBs in edible tissue. Please 
provide a complete list of the waterbodies (classified ,and unclassified) in the study are that 
have been identified as non-supporting or with concerns for non-attainment or screenin 
levels with regard to applicable wat':l" quality standards. 

4. Section 3.10.2.1 of the DEIS provides a list of the dominant nekton species inha~iting the 
Sabine Lake estuary. The species list includes white shrimp (Litopenaeu$ setiferus) and the 
discussion of the nekton assemblage concludes that all the listed species "are ubiquitous ala 
the Texas and Louisiana coast and are unaffec~ed by changes in salinity." However, 
subsequent paragraphs in this section'note the signif1,cant decline in the white shrimp fishe 
and attribute the decline to "changes in freshwater inflow and concurrent isolation ofwetlands 
from Sabine Lake.", A current update of the status of this commercially important species ~ 
the species! response to salinity variations should be included in both the DEIS and Draft 
Feasibility Report. 

5. Section 4.16 (Cumulative Effects) of the DEIS concludes that "past, existing, and r~asonabl 
foreseeable future projects, along with the Preferred Alternative, are not expected to hay 
significant adverse effects within the study area.." Quantifia.ble impacts are sllllllriarized ' 
Table 4.16-1 and numerous categories and potential benefits or impacts in the table; are note 
with an * or * * symbol. The meaning or significance of these symbols is unclear with respec 
to categories (e.g., Past and Present Actions"') and individual assessments (e.g., NI*, 
Milllmal*, 79 ac"'''', etc.). Please provide clarification and an explanation of the purpos 
intended, 



~., 
Teo E Q Fax:5122395321 

'". ,', : .... ' ...... ,., 

Ms. Janelle Stokes 
U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers 
USACB Sabine-Neches WaterwayDraftBIS 124121809 
Page 3 

March 9, 2010 

Mar 9 2010 10:02 P.04 

6. Texas Commission on Envirowne~tal Quality (TCEQ) requires, that total suspended solids 
(TSS) concentrations in effluent associated with dredging activities be controlled to 
maximum of 300 milligrams per liter (mgIL). Please provide a list of best management 
practices (BMPs) and operational procedures that will be used to minimize TSS levels durin 
dredging operations and the placement of dredged material. 

7. As noted in the Draft Feasibility Report and DEIS~ members ofthe Interagency Codrdinatio 
Team (ICT) and the agencies and organizations represented on the leT. have ,extended 
substantial time and resources during the DEIS development process. Please provide an 
overview and tentative schedule for the inclusion ICT members and organizations in the 
resolution of outstanding proj ect issues and the development of the Final BIS for th~ propose 
project. 

The TCEQ looks forward to receiving and evaluating other agency or public comm.ent~. Please 
provide any agency comments, public comments~ as well as the applicant's comments~ to Mr. Rob 
Hansen of the Water Quality Division MC-150~ P.O. Box 13087~ Austin~ Texas 78711-3087. Mr. 
Hansen may also be contacted bye-mail at rhansen@tceq.state.tx. US~ or by telephone at (512) 239-
4583. 

CWMlRSHIsp 

Enclosure 

cc: Mr. Ben Rhame, SecretatyJ Coastal Coordination Counci1~ P.O. Box 12873, Austin~ Tex 
78711-2873 
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Mr. Gregory J. DuCote 

Administrator, Interagency Affairs/Field Services Division 

State of Louisiana 

Department of Natural Resources 

Office of Coastal Management 

617 North Third Street, 10
th
 Floor, Suite 1078 

Baton Rouge, LA 70804-4487 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 
The LDNR-OCM review period for the Federal application for consistency review was 

extended to March 12, 2010. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



TEXAS 
PARKS & 

WILDLIFE 

Life's better outside.® 

Commissioners 

Peter M. Holt 
Chairman 

San Antonio 

T. Dan Friedkin 
Vice-Chairman 

Houston 

Mark E. Bivins 
Amarillo 

Ralph H. Duggins 
Fort Worth 

Antonio Falcon, M.D. 
Rio Grande City 

Karen J. Hixon 
San Antonio 

Dan Allen Hughes, Jr. 
Beeville 

Margaret Martin 
Boerne 

S. Reed Morian 
Houston 

Lee M. Bass 
Chairman-Emeritus 

Fort Worth 

Carter P. Smith 
Executive Director 

4200 SMITH SCHOOL ROAD 
AUSTIN, TEXAS 78744-3291 

512.389.4800 

www.tpwd.state.tx.us 

March 11, 2010 

Ms. Janelle Stokes 
Environmental Section 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 1229 
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel 
Improvement Project, Southeast Texas and Southwest Louisiana and the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement 
Project, Texas Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site Designation 

Dear Ms. Stokes: 

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) staff has reviewed the above referenced 
documents provided to our agency on December 18, 2009. TPWD staff has also 
participated in the Interagency Coordination Team (lCT) for this project. Through the 
ICT process TPWD was able to provide our input into the project design, beneficial use 
components and mitigation options. As a result of this process, our agency comments 
have been incorporated into the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and we have no 
outstanding issues with the project. 

Without proper execution of the mitigation plan and beneficial use features, this project 
would have deleterious impacts on an already significantly altered and fragile Sabine 
Lake coastal ecosystem. Therefore, we cannot stress enough the importance of continued 
coordination with our agency through the planning, engineering and design phase, the 
construction phase, and the maintenance phase of this project. We strongly recommend 
that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Sabine Neches Navigation District adopt 
the Beneficial Use Group model developed for the Houston Ship Channel project to 
facilitate this coordination. 

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in the ICT process for this project and fully 
endorse use of the ICT process to facilitate federal projects that avoid and minimize 
impacts on the natural resources of Texas. 

Questions can be directed to Mr. Jamie Schubert, Upper Coast Ecosystem Assessment 
Team Leader at (281) 534-0135. 

Ross Melinchuk 
Deputy Executive Director, Natural Resources 

RM:RR:dh 

To manage and conserve the natural and cultural resources of Texas and to provide hunting, fishing 
and outdoor recreation opportunities for the use and enjoyment of present and future generations. 
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Mr. Ross Melinchuk 

Deputy Executive Director, Natural Resources 

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 

4200 Smith School Road 

Austin, TX 78744-3291 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

The SNWW ICT will continue into the engineering, design, construction and monitoring 

phases of the SNWW CIP. Specific ICT involvement relative to the BU features and 

mitigation measures are described in the SNWW CIP Mitigation and Beneficial Use 

Monitoring Plan (FEIS Appendix J).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



BOBBY.JINDAL 
GOVERNOR 

March 11, 2010 

Ms. Janelle Stokes 

~tat£ of 'lfioutstana 
DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES 

OFFICE OF WILDLIFE 

Regional Environmental Specialist 
Corps of Engineers, Galveston District 
P.O. Box 1229 
Galveston, Texas 77553 

RE: Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project - DEIS 

Dear Ms. Stokes: 

ROBERT.J. BARHAM 
SECRErARY 

.JIMMY L. ANTHONY 

ASSISTANT SECRErARY 

The professional staff of the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF) has reviewed the 
Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 
As a Cooperating Agency and a member of the Interagency Coordination Team, LDWF submits the 
following recommendations. These recommendations shall be given thorough consideration and be 
individually and adequately addressed in the Final EIS. 

Compensatory Mitigation 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) intends to restore more marsh in Louisiana than the 
project is predicted to destroy over the initial 50-year project life. Despite this, there remains a 
318 AAHU deficiency in Louisiana. The 318 AAHU deficiency indicates that project 
construction, including beneficial use and mitigation measures, is expected to result in an 
overall loss of fish and wildlife habitat quality in Louisiana. 

USACE proposes to use excess Texas BU benefits to offset this deficiency of compensatory 
mitigation in Louisiana. LDWF will not concur in plans to mitigate in Texas for wetland 
impacts occurring in Louisiana. 

Therefore, LDWF recommends that additional mitigation measures be implemented in 
Louisiana to offset the current 318 AAHU deficiency. 

Beneficial Use 
LDWF recommends that new workmaterial from the Sabine Pass Channel and Sabine Pass Jetty 
Channel be used beneficially to create, restore, or nourish emergent marsh in the vicinity of the 
project. Instead of using only maintenance material composed of fine-grained sediment, the new 
work material, composed predominantly of clay, should be placed along the shoreline at 
Louisiana Point. New work material would have a greater likelihood of remaining in the existing 
marsh and on the shallow nearshore slope in front of the shoreline than maintenance material. 

LDWF License to Dredge; Royalties 
LDWF's legal staff is investigating USACE's claim that the Supremacy Clause of the U.S. 
Constitution allows USACE to avoid acquiring a license from, and pay royalties to, LDWF for 
dredging state owned water bottoms. 

P.O. BOX 98000· BATON ROUGE. LOUISIANA 70898-9000 • PHONE (225) 765-2806 
AN EQUAL OPPORnJNrTY EMPLOYER 

14402
Typewritten Text
1

14402
Typewritten Text
2

14402
Typewritten Text
3



14402
Typewritten Text
4



Mr. Robert J. Barham 

Secretary 

Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries 

Office of Wildlife 

P.O. Box 98000 

Baton Rouge, LA 70898-9000 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

Please see USACE response in letter dated March 4, 2010. USACE maintains that all 

impacts have been fully compensated. Therefore, this will be reported as an unresolved issue 

in the FEIS.  

2 

Please see USACE response in letter dated March 4, 2010. USACE has explained that the 

beneficial use of new work material was thoroughly explored by the FEIS, and that dredged 

material would used to the maximum extent practicable in the proposed SNWW CIP. 

Therefore, this will be reported as an unresolved issue in the FEIS.   

3 

Please see USACE response in letter dated March 4, 2010. USACE understands that this 

issue is still under review by Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (LDWF). If it 

is not resolved prior to publication, it will be reported as an unresolved issue in the FEIS.  

4 

Please see USACE response in letter dated March 4, 2010. USACE has proposed that a 

water bottom survey of the borrow area and access channels be conducted after project 

approval. In the event that oyster reef is encountered, plans would be revised to avoid 

impacts. Therefore, this will be reported as an unresolved issue in the FEIS. 
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Stokes, Janelle S SWG

From: Tammy Brooks [Tammy.Brooks@GLO.STATE.TX.US]
Sent: Friday, March 12, 2010 11:11 AM
To: rcantu@dot.state.tx.us; Robert Hansen; william.schubert@tpwd.state.tx.us; 

guthrie.karla@twdb.state.tx.us; Stokes, Janelle S SWG
Subject: Re: SNWW -CIP Consistency

Jan,

I request a two-week extension of time (3/26/10) to review the information.  

Sincerely,
Tammy

Tammy S. Brooks
Coastal Coordination Council Secretary
Consistency Review Coordinator
Coastal Resources
Texas General Land Office
P. O. Box 12873
Austin, TX 78711-2873
(512) 463-9212
(512) 475-0680 fax
tammy.brooks@glo.state.tx.us

>>> "Stokes, Janelle S SWG" <janelle.s.stokes@usace.army.mil> 3/12/2010 10:12 AM >>>
Good morning,

A couple of you requested additional information on the ICT process for
consistency concurrence.  I'm attaching the 2003 CCC Guidance for ICT
Consistency Review.  It describes the approved process that we would like to
follow for the SNWW CIP.  If you have further questions about this, I believe
Ms. Tammy Brooks, GLO Coastal Management Program, (512) 463-9212 may be able
to provide additional information.  

And please don't hesitate to call me if you have any other questions or
concerns. <<CCC_Guidance_ICT_Consistency_Review_2003.pdf>> 

Janelle Stokes
Regional Environmental Specialist
Corps of Engineers, Galveston District
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553
409/766-3039
janelle.s.stokes@usace.army.mil 
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Ms. Tammy Brooks 

Coastal Coordination Council Secretary 

Consistency Review Coordinator 

Coastal Resources 

Texas General Land Office 

P.O. Box 12873 

Austin, TX 78711-2873 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 
The Texas Coastal Coordination Council (TX CCC) review period for the Federal 

application for consistency review was extended to March 26, 2010. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





currently gathering available data and conducting studies on the Lower Sabine River relevant to 
the renewal of its Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) license for the Toledo Bend 
Hydropower facility. Other recent environmental flows work includes several years of work 
with Senate Bill 2, Texas lnstream Flow Program and Senate Bill 3, Sabine and Neches Rivers 
and Sabine Lake Bay Basin and Bay Area Stakeholder Committee and Expert Science Team. As 
a part of these environmental flows activities, the SRA-TX has maintained that solutions for 
preservation and protection of the ecology of Sabine Lake and the surrounding wetlands should 
be based on retarding saltwater intrusion into the wetlands which has resulted from numerous 
secondary channels in Texas and Louisiana. 

Over the past 130 years, secondary channels emanating from the open waters of Sabine Lake, the 
tidal waters of the lower Sabine and Neches Rivers as well as the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway 
have exposed the adjacent wetlands (bottomland hardwoods, cypress-tupelo swamps and open 
marshes) to increased tidal exchange of higher salinity water from the Gulf of Mexico via the 
Sabine-Neches Waterway to areas such as Bessie Heights, Keith Lake and the Sabine National 
Wildlife Refuge. SRA-TX agrees that wetlands mitigationlhabitat restoration efforts outlined in 
the report will need the beneficial use of dredged material to re-establish marsh elevations along 
with revegetation in order to rebuild these areas. However, SRA-TX believes saltwater intrusion 
into these areas will require more control structures to retard saltwater intrusion and slow 
freshwater drainage from wetland areas back into Sabine Lake and the lower Sabine and Neches 
Rivers. In this regard, SRA-TX requests additional consideration be given to such control 
structures to mitigate wetland loss resulting from secondary channels. 

Thank you again for this opportunity to submit our comments. We have also attached specific 
comments for your consideration. Please contact our office if further details or clarification is 
needed. 

Sinc;;;' 

p~-,a~ /J 
JaCkW.~~ ~ 
Water Resources Manager 
Sabine River Authority of Texas 

Attachment 
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SRA-TX Comments 

Volume I, Draft Feasibility Report for Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project 

p.I-11 

During periods of normal rainfall, high salinity water transported by the SNWW is buffered by aiseharo@s 
,nnows from HfIswlUB f8SBf'1 aiNLhe Sabine and Neches Rivers. direct rainfall. and coastal watershed 
inflows that have little effect on the salinity levels of Sabine Lake and the surrounding marshes. 

p.I-14 

Table 1-2 

Totals in bottom right column don't agree witb other data in the table. 

Summary of Habitat Acreages by State, 2004 

Inter- Total Bottomland Total 

Fresh mediate Brackish Saline Marsh Hardwood Swamp Wetlands 
Texas 
Acreage 13,580 30,336 24,047 4,898 72,861 5,458 10,157 88,476 
Waler 2,117 9,240 8,254 810 20,421 0 0 20,421 
Totals 15,697 39,576 32,301 5,708 93,282 5,458 10,157 108,897 
Louisiana 
Acreage 20,336 101,405 23,112 3,551 148,404 3,206 6,641 158,251 
Water 4,n2 31,B72 2,049 586 39,279 0 0 39,279 
Totals 25,108 133,277 25,161 4,137 187,683 3,206 6,641 197,530 
Total 
Acreage 33,916 131,741 47,159 8,449 221,265 8,664 16,798 et,381i 
Water 6,889 41,112 10,303 1,396 59,700 0 0 U_;lI'1'j! 
Totals 40,B05 172,853 57,462 9,845 280,965 8,664 16,798 570,1172 

Volume II, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement 

Project 

p.3-28 

3.5.3.1 Flow Diversions 

The area within CalcasieulSabine River Basin has experienced accelerated marsh deterioration and 
conversion to shallow open water as a result of the construction of Calcasieu Ship Channel, the SNWW. 
itRtkhe GIWW.land subsidence from mineral extraction. and relative sea level rise. Efforts to combat the 
increased flow of saltwater into the area include both structural and vegetative methods. A 1990 inventory 
of water control structures along the perimeter and interior of the CalcasieulSabine River Basin located 
174 slIUctures. 

0MItInent [JDP1]: It's I~ to describe 
InflowSfrom the Seliilile _nd'NeeMS'Rlvar$ln1erms 
ofthc!lr~rL 5Wotfruh' .. r.~rina 
.sa:bIne l.aluu"I&!netad ftom'WI!Ibtrlihedsand dil'ed 
pM~" Qther-tJ:!an,flOVlt,s-pjlJli;l:lg-throlJltl s.a,." 
TUrybur" and toledo Berld ,dams 147' miles upstnHIfn 

ofSablne Lake. 
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SRA Comment: The Recommended Plan includes beneficial use of dredge material but doesn't include 
water control structures such as those listed in section 3.5.3.1 to restrict the flow of saltwater into the 
marshes. The SRA-TX understands the need for beneficial use of dredge malerial and recognizes 
costlbenefits analyses have been done to select mitigation options that are most cost-effective, however 
these beneficial use areas aren't expected to prevent saltwater from entering the marshes. Marsh 
perimeter control sbllctures reduce tidal hydraulics and erosion of surface sediments, restrict inflows from 
Sabine Lake, and retain fresh water from rainfall and local watersheds. 

p.4-112 

4.16.4.6 Toledo Bend Reservoir Relicensing 
Toledo Bend Reservoir is located on the Sabine River in Tex.as and Louisiana and forms a portion of the 
boundary between the two states. The reservoir is approximately 65 miles long and inundates land in 
Newton. Sabine, Shelby, and Panola counties. Texas, and Sabine and DeSoto parishes. Louisiana. Toledo 
Bend Reservoir has 1,200 shoreline miles, normally covers an area of 185,000 acres, and has a controlled 
storage capacity of 4,477,000 acre-feet. The reservoir was consbllcted by Sabine River Authority of 
Tex.as and Sabine River Authority, Slate of Louisiana (SRA-LA) for water eSR!ltlF 8tisR~. with 
secondary uses of 
hydroelectric power generation, and recreation. On December 12,2002, the SRA-TX approved an 
application to the TCEQ to amend Certificate of Adjudication No. 05-4658 to include the right to divert 
293,300 acre-feet per year of the available unappropriated portion of the stored Texas water from Toledo 
Bend Reservoir for multiple 
_use (municipal, industrial, agricultural) (SRA-TX and LNVA, 2006). TCEQ is mandated to consider 
environmental flows (instream and freshwater needs) during permit evaluations for new reservoirs or 
amended water rights. 

The SRA-TX and bst:lisisfl8 SRA-LA (Authorities, hereafter) 
flfElt"ElSe tEl Fe' i.'t:! their FeI~C (ieeRs!! ts elilTliR81e 
f3l:lal iR!? l'I~ eref38" tlF geReFalieR Eh:lriRg m~ SHRUTlt!r fH8Rll'l: III Telea8 J..ieR8 Re!ieFltB~. With this proposed 
change, water would be used for public water supply. 
Tl'It! SR '" TX aREi b~J\I r\. t!8RlHHSsi8RtlEi Sa~iRe 
blllte: et!ele:>il:1al CeRi:litisR sf (he Sa~iHtl ~Jeel'lt!!i ESII::IIlf~ FefJeFL (SRA TX aRa bf:'J" \, 2gga) te faeilililltl 
!3F~flllfaliBH sf tAt! i£6RC flFt! 8t"fllieatiElR tiSI:1URleRI Fef feliet!RjiRg Ht! , ot"eFalieRs (8R 61S (lule he 
fequifes Ie e, ah:lllte ~I:l iRl!38e15 sf auel'l B :*nng~~. If the Toledo Bend Reservoir were to be operated 
solely as a public water supply, the hydropower operational increase in freshwater intlows to Sabine Lake 
during the summer months would not occur, resulting in a flow regime similar [0 pre-reservoir or 
naturalized conditions (SRA-TX and LNVA, 2006). The current FERC license expires October 14.2013 
(SRA-TX and LNVA. 2006). 

I 

tbI SRA-TX and SRA-LA (Authorities. hereafter! have initi_ated the process to renew the FERC license 
which allows the generation of Hydro-electric generation. The current FERC license expires October 14. 
2013. The intention of the Authorities is to continue current operations as a hydropower peaking unit 
during the summer months. However, as water supply sales increase. hydropower generation mayJ:!g 
reduced resulting in a flow regime that is more similar to pre-reservoir or naturalized conditions. 

CGmma'tt [,1OPZ]: ThB MW IbnM '111'111 not 
ellrflln,. turnmtlf'tl:me hydr:cpoWerJilU'klna. 

Cam .... [JDP3]:' This dcocumellt was-itn 
~!'Il refB~~ tn-the "EftC_'P~lic#tlon 
Doc\ltlllel'lt-bOt wasn't COI'I'ImiSalol'lld fc!rthat 
.....".. 

r-. "liiI.iIii.. il!!!ilf~~. -. i I II - _ L I I 

__ ..If ~. ,".- ___ I 
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Volume IV, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement 
Project 

Appendix J, SNWW C1P Mitigation/Beneficial Use Monitoring Plan 

The SRA-TX recommends long-tenn salinity monitoring as a part of the Monitoring Plan to evaluate 
accuracy of the prediction model, subsequent assumptions that were made on the basis of salinity 
modeling, and the ultimate success potential for adopted mitigation measures. 
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Mr. Jack Tatum 

Water Resources Manager 

Sabine River Authority of Texas 

P.O. Box 579 

Orange, TX 77631 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

Given the fact that impacts of the proposed SNWW CIP are related primarily to salinity 

intrusion, extensive efforts have been made to identify effective mitigation measures that 

could minimize or eliminate the projected increase in salinity and tidal amplitude. The 

results of this effort are presented in FEIS Section 5.4.1.1. None of the salinity control 

structures were selected because the net effect of the structures was determined to be 

negative. Beneficial salinity effects were modest and could not overcome the adverse effects 

of restrictions to marine organism access. 

2 The FR was revised as suggested.  

3 Totals in FR Table I-2 have been corrected. 

4 

The effect of relative sea level rise (which by definition includes subsidence from any 

cause) on existing interior marshes is discussed in FEIS Section 4.10.1.2.1. Existing coastal 

marshes appear to have adapted to gradual changes in sea level rise, and in recent years 

there has been a decrease in the loss rate in the Sabine-Calcasieu area. The text has not been 

revised. 

5 See USACE response to Comment 1. 

6 The FEIS was revised as suggested.  

7 The FEIS has been revised.  

8 

Salinity monitoring is conducted by many state and Federal agencies throughout the SNWW 

study area. It is expected that this data will be available for use in assessing future 

conditions within the study area. 
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Mr. Junji Matsumoto, Ph.D., P.E. 

Engineer, Bays & Estuaries Program 

Texas Water Development Board 

1700 N. Congress Avenue 

Austin, TX 78711-3231 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 Thank-you for your comment. 
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Mr. Gregory J. DuCote 

Administrator, Interagency Affairs/Field Services Division 

State of Louisiana 

Department of Natural Resources 

Office of Coastal Management 

617 North Third Street, 10
th
 Floor, Suite 1078 

Baton Rouge, LA 70804-4487 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 
The review period for the Federal application for consistency review was extended to March 

31, 2010 for LDNR-OCM. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



1

Stokes, Janelle S SWG

From: William Schubert [William.Schubert@tpwd.state.tx.us]
Sent: Monday, March 29, 2010 12:35 PM
To: Stokes, Janelle S SWG
Subject: RE: Consistency Determination for SNWW Channel Improvement Project

Jan,

Texas Parks & Wildlife Department concurs that the Tentatively Recommended Plan for the 
Sabine Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project is consistent with the goals and 
policies of the Texas Coastal Management Program.

 

Jamie Schubert

Upper Coast Ecosystem Assessment Team Leader

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

phone (281)534-0135

fax     (281)534-0122

________________________________

From: Stokes, Janelle S SWG [mailto:janelle.s.stokes@usace.army.mil]
Sent: Tuesday, March 09, 2010 2:00 PM
To: Tammy.Brooks@GLO.STATE.TX.US; William Schubert; Junji.Matsumoto@twdb.state.tx.us; 
Robert Hansen; rcantu@dot.state.tx.us
Cc: Murphy, Carolyn E SWG
Subject: Consistency Determination for SNWW Channel Improvement Project

 

 

Dear Tammy/Jamie/Junji/Robert and Raul, 

The consistency review  for the proposed SNWW CIP project will be conducted pursuant to 
the Coastal Coordination Act’s Implementation Rules 31 TAC §506.28  “Guidance for 
Conducting Consistency Reviews in Coordination with an Interagency Coordination Team,” 
issued on December 11, 2003.  The Corps of Engineers, Galveston District, has established 
an interagency coordination team (ICT) that includes as voting members representatives 
from the following Coastal Coordination Council member agencies: Texas General Land 
Office, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, Texas Water Development Board, Texas 
Commission on Environmental Quality and the Texas Department of Transportation.  

Please provide by return email your agency’s concurrence that the Tentatively Recommended 
Plan for the SNWW CIP (as described in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft 
Feasibility Report, issued on 24 December 2009) is consistent, to the maximum extent 
practicable, with the Texas Coastal Management Program goals and policies.  Please respond
to this request as soon as possible because the deadline for receiving comments on the 
Texas consistency determination is 12 March 2010.  

Thank-you 

Janelle Stokes
Regional Environmental Specialist
Corps of Engineers, Galveston District
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77553
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Mr. Jamie Schubert 

Upper Coast Ecosystem Assessment Team 

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department 

1502 FM 517 

Dickinson, TX 77539 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 Thank-you for your comment. 
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Mr. Jamie Phillippe 

Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality 

Water Permits Division 

P.O. Box 4313 

Baton Rouge, LA 70821-4313 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 
Public notices meeting the requirements of Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality 

(LDEQ) have been published in the these newspapers.  

2 

Information on the potential for contaminants in the dredged material is provided in FEIS 

Section 3.4 and Section 4.5. In consideration of LDEQ requirements, Sabine Pass sediment 

was compared to Louisiana’s RECAP non-industrial Screening Standards. All detected 

analytes were below the lowest value for the respective standard. PBS&J also compared 

water and elutriate results to the Louisiana Water Quality Standards (WQS), and found no 

exceedances. 

3 
Information on adjacent landowners is provided in FEIS Section 5.5.4.2, page 5-28 and FR, 

Appendix 4, Section 21.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 







         

       Coastal Coordination Council 

        P.O. Box 12873    ♦    Austin, Texas 78711-2873   ♦   (800) 998-4GLO ♦    FAX (512) 475-0680 

 
 

 
Chairman 

 

Jerry Patterson 
Texas Land Commissioner 

 

♦ 
 

Members 
 

Karen Hixon 
Parks & Wildlife Commission 

of Texas 
 

Jose Dodier 
Texas State Soil & Water 

Conservation Board 
 

Edward G. Vaughan 
Texas Water Development Board 

 
Ned Holmes 

Texas Transportation Commission 
 

Elizabeth Jones 
Railroad Commission of Texas 

 
H. S. Buddy Garcia 

Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality 

 
Robert R. Stickney 

Sea Grant College Program 

 
Robert “Bob” Jones 

Coastal Resident Representative 
 

Jerry Mohn 
Coastal Business Representative 

 
George Deshotels 

Coastal Government 
Representative 

 
Bob McCan 

Agriculture Representative 
 

♦ 
 

Tammy Brooks 
Council Secretary 

 

Jesse Solis, Jr.  
Permit Service Center 

Corpus Christi 
1-866-894-3578 

 
Permit Service Center 

Galveston 
1-866-894-7664 

 

 
 
 
March 30, 2010 
 
Ms. Carolyn Murphy 
Chief, Environmental Section 
Corps of Engineers, Galveston District 
P.O. Box 1229 
Galveston, Texas 77553 
 
Re: Sabine - Neches Waterway Improvements Project 
 CMP # 10-0048-F2 
 
Dear Ms. Murphy, 
 
As required by 31 T.A.C. § 506.28(b), the Coastal Coordination Council (Council) 
issues this consistency agreement for the Sabine - Neches Waterway Improvements 
Project (Project), a federal development project conducted by the US Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE). 
  
USACE established an interagency coordination team (ICT) for the Project pursuant 
to 31 T.A.C. § 506.28(b). Its duties included advising the USACE on the 
consistency of the Project and included among its voting members a minimum of 
three Council member agency representatives.  A majority of the Council member 
agency representatives on the ICT found the Project to be consistent, to the 
maximum extent practicable, with the CMP goals and policies.  USACE adopted the 
ICT consensus position on consistency and submitted it to the Council as its 
consistency determination for the Project. None of the Council member agency 
representatives on the ICT objected to USACE's consistency determination in 
writing within 15 days after the close of the public comment period.  
  
Therefore, the Council accepts and adopts the consistency determination for the 
Project as submitted by the USACE in accordance with 31 Texas Administrative 
Code § 506.28(b).  
  
Sincerely, 

 
Tammy S. Brooks 
Consistency Review Coordinator 
Texas General Land Office 
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Ms. Tammy Brooks 

Coastal Coordination Council Secretary 

Consistency Review Coordinator 

Texas General Land Office 

P.O. Box 12873 

Austin, TX 78711-2873 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

The FEIS has been revised to note that the TX CCC accepts and adopts the consistency 

determination for the proposed SNWW CIP as submitted by USACE in accordance with 31 

Texas Administrative Code § 506.28(b). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



BOBBY JINDAL 
GOVERNOR 

~tate of JLouisiana 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

S COTT A. A NGELLE 
SECRETARY 

OFFICE OF COASTAL RESTORATION AND MANAGEMENT 
March 12, 2010 

Dolan Dunn 
Chief, Planning, Environmental & Regulatory Division 
Dept. of the Army 
Galveston District, Corps of Engineers 
P. O. Box 1229 
Galveston, TX 77563-1229 

RE: Draft Feasibility Report and Draft EIS for the Sabine - Neches Watern-ay 
Improvements Project, Southeast Texas and Southwest Louisiana 

Dear Mr. Dunn: 

The Louisiana Department of Natural Resources, Office of Coastal Management (LDNR OCM), 
has reviewed the above-referenced Draft Feasibility Report and Draft EIS for the Sabine -
Neches Waterway Improvements Project, and we offer the following comments. The 
Consistency Detennination submitted by your agency for the proposed activity continues to be 
under review by this Office; the issues noted below will have to be resolved prior to the 
construction phase, in order for OCM to concur that the final design is consistent, to the 
maximum extent practicable, with the Louisiana Coastal Resources Program in accordance with 
Section 307(c) of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended. 

In addition, the Louisiana Office of Coastal Protection and Restoration (OCPR) has commented 
to LDNR that there are significant uncertainties about the compliance of the Draft Report's 
Tentatively Recommended Plan (TRP) with the attached "Louisiana's Integrated Ecosystem 
Restoration and Hurricane Protection: Comprehensive Master Plan for a Sustainable Coast" 
(Master Plan). Since conformance with the Master Plan is an enforceable policy of the State of 
Louisiana's coastal management program, it is essential that these uncertainties are addressed so 
that Master Plan compliance can be more accurately detennined prior to final project design. 

Stonn Surge: 
• Effects of the deeper shipping channel, Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW) deepening, and 

borrow area excavation in Sabine Lake may be significant and have not been modeled 
thoroughly enough to identify all potential impacts . 

• Upland confined disposal sites on the Texas side of the project may create a barrier to storm 
surge, redirecting water to Louisiana that under present circumstances goes to Texas. Though 

Coastal Management Division • Post Office Box 44487 • Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-4487 
(225) 342-7591' Fax (225) 342-9439 • http,/ /www.dru.state.la.us 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 



OCM acknowledges that the areas which are threatened by this potential inundation are not 
heavily populated, storm surge does adversely affect coastal resources. 
Offshore disposal sites from the bar channel dredging may alter storm currents, potentially 
increasing set-up and erosion on Louisiana shores. 

Bar Channel deepening: 
• Modeling of potential impacts on wave climate and resulting shoreline impacts was not 

performed. There is no objective means of estimating potential impacts to the Gulf shoreline 
due to the bar channel deepening. 

Salinity: 
• Modeling of potential salinity changes used questionable assumptions and boundary 

conditions, and data collected over a short and non-representative time period, casting doubt on 
the reliability of the model results . 

Borrow Site in Sabine Lake: 
Specific site locations must be identified. 
Flotation access channel route must be identified. 
Disposal plans for material removed from the access channel route must be described. 
Disposal plans for access channel material and overburden, if any, from borrow site(s) must be 
described. 
Mitigation must be accomplished for submerged aquatic vegetation and oyster seed ground 
impacts to the satisfaction ofLDWF. 
Effects of excavation on wave and tidal climate and potential shoreline erosion must be more 
thoroughly modeled and evaluated. 
Geotechnical information on borrow quality should be collected and evaluated. 

• Royalty payments and license issues over sediment resources must be resolved with LDWF. 

Borrow Site in Gulf Intracoastal Waterway: 
Geotechnical data must be collected and analyzed fo r sediment suitability. 
Geotechnical data must be collected and analyzed for slope stability. 
Shorel ine stabilization plans must be proposed. 
The location and configuration of the channel bottom to be left undisturbed to prevent salt 
water intrusion must be fully described. Analysis of its response to routine scour as well as 
storm surge, over the project life, must be presented. 

Mitigation: 
• In general, the details of proposed mitigation are insufficient to determine whether all potential 

losses to the coastal rt:suurl,:~S ufLuuisiana will be adequately compensated. 
Disposal site final locations and design are not identified. 

• Geotechnical data for disposal site design must be collected and evaluated. 
• Mitigation project lifetime maintenance and repair must be addressed. Can the Local Sponsor 

do such work in Louisiana? 
• Average Annual Habitat Units (AAHUs) generated by proposed mitigation fall at least 318 

AAHUs short of replacing the anticipated habitat losses to Louisiana. Additional mitigation 
will need to be performed in Louisiana to offset this deficit. 

• 210 AAHUs are claimed to be created by the shoreline deposition of bar channel maintenance 
material onto the Gulf shoreline east of the Sabine jetties. The material has only 18% sand; it 



is unlikely that such fine grained material will remain in place for the project life and the DEIS 
notes that the effects of large stonn systems were not included in the consideration. Even with 
periodic maintenance, the ability of such a deposit to provide 210 AAHUs is questionable. 
Additional mitigation in Louisiana will be required to make up for those AAHUs unless an 
acceptable technical justification of the projected benefits is provided. 

Pipelines: 
• Plats showing all pipelines affected by the deepening of the navigation channel, GIWW, 

flotation access channel and borrow site must be provided. The Galveston District must also 
provide a plan for the re-Iocation of any pipelines that might be required as a result of the 
recommended plan and each of the alternatives . 

• Any potential impacts to Louisiana industries as a result of pipeline re-Iocations or other 
construction andlor maintenance relatcd activities must be fully evaluated, and minimized 
andlor mitigated. 

As ever, the Office of Coastal Management appreciates the opportunity to comment on this 
proposed project, and we look forward to working with your staff to resolve these many issues. 
If you have any questions please call me at (225) 342-5052. 

GJD/JDHlbgm 

ATIACHMENT 

cc: David F rugo, OCPR 
Ismail Merhi, OCPR 
Keith Lovell, OCM 
Rick Hartman, NMFS 
Myles Hebert, Cameron Parish 

Sincerely yours, 

Gregory J. DuCote 
Administrator 
Interagency Affairs/Field Scrvices Division 

Rickey Broulliet, OCPR 
Kyle Balkum, LDWF 
Dave Butler, LDWF 
Darryl Clark, USFWS 



ATTACHMENT 

Office of Coastal Protection and Restoration Master Plan Consistency Comments on 
Tentatively Recommended Plan for Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement 

Project 

March 11, 2010 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' (USACE) Galveston District is conducting a feasibility 

study of the Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project in Southeast Texas and 
Southwest Louisiana. Louisiana Office of Coastal Protection and Restoration (OCRP) staff 
reviewed the December 2009 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Draft Feasibility 
Report (Draft Report), and had telephone conversations with USACE Galveston District 
personnel about aspects of those documents. That review indicates there are still significant 

issues and uncertainties relative to the consistency of the Draft Report ' s Tentatively 
Recommended Plan (TRP) with "Louisiana' s Integrated Ecosystem Restoration and Hurricane 

Protection: Comprehensive Master Plan for a Sustainable Coast" (Master Plan) . While we are 
not stating at this time that the TRP is inconsistent with the Master Plan, it is essential that these 
issues and Wlcertainties be sufficiently addressed prior to final project design so Master Plan 

consistency can be more accurately determined. 

The following comments identifY key uncertainties and deficiencies and offer recommendations 

for addressing them prior to a fmal consistency detennination to be provided by the USACE to 
the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act. 
These comments are grouped by relevant components of the Master Plan. 

Master Plan Objective #1 

Reduce economic losses from storm based flooding to residential, public, industrial, and 
commercial infrastructure, assuring that assets are protected, at a minimum, from a storm 
surge that has a 1 % chance of occurring in any given year. 

OCPR technical staff has serious concerns about the adequacy of the modeling of storm surge 

impacts on the Louisiana portion of the study area. The current standard for storm surge impacts 
to still water elevation and waves during tropical stonn events uses "coupled" 
ADCIRC/STWAVE modeling. To date, such evaluations have not been performed for the TRP. 
Such modeling should include the project's "annual" impacts not only occurring under the 
"normal" tidal conditions, but also considering statistically based evaluations using appropriate 
sets of slonns to establish the project ' s impacts for multiple return interval conditions so that the 
total damagesiimpacts/benefits are established (integrated over the full realm ofreturn intervals). 
Verbal communications with USACE personnel suggest that three storms (with two scenarios) 
will be modeled. OCPR staff does not believe that the number of stonns currently planned for 



modeling is sufficient to adequately assess impacts. Thus, formal assurances by the USACE are 
needed, indicating that sufficient modeling of project-related stonn surge and wave impacts will 
be performed prior to completion of final design, and that the results and methodology will be 

provided to the State of Louisiana for further review. 

The USACE modeling has not demonstrated that spoil placement and consequent increased 
elevation of upland confined disposal sites on the Texas side will not deflect storm surge to the 
Louisiana side. Such modeling is needed to detennine whether project-induced changes to stonn 
surge and wave conditions could cause economic damages to Louisiana infrastructun::. Offshore 
disposal sites created from dredging the bar channel may create partial barriers to stonn currents, 
potentially increasing set-up on Louisiana shores under "normal" annual conditions and under 

larger tropical stonn events. 

Master Plan Objective #3 
Provide habitats suitable to support an array of commercial and recreational activities 
coast-wide. 

Adverse habitat impacts are to be offset via restoration of2,783 acres of marsh, nourishment of 
4,355 acres of existing marsh, and improvement of 957 acres of shallow water habitat. However, 
we are concerned that, under the TRP, adverse impacts to coastal wetlands in Louisiana will not 
be fully mitigated within Louisiana. The TRP assigns 318 Average Annual Habitat Units 
(AAHUs) of "excess benefits", resulting from the beneficial use of dredged material in Texas, to 
Louisiana in order to mitigate impacts to wetlands on the federal ly owned Sabine National 
Wild life Refuge, located in Louisiana. From a Master Plan consistency standpoint, we believe 
that it is inappropriate to apply "excess benefits" in that manner; those impacts will still occur 
within Louisiana's boundaries, so the mitigation should occur within those boundaries. 

OCPR technical staff also has concerns about the amount of mitigation projected to result from 
beneficial use of dredged material along the Gulf shoreline near Louisiana Point. Since the 

involved materials are predominantly clays and silts (less than 20% sand), OCPR technical staff 
are not convinced this project feature will achieve a net benefit of 21 0 AAHUs. A fu ll 
explanation of the calculation of these benefits should be presented, as additional mitigation in 
Louisiana will be required if those projections cannot be adequately justified. 

Elevation surveys and geotechnical infonnation/analysis/design will be required to determine if 
lhe borrow quantities and fill areas are adequately designed to help ensure the success of the 
mitigation plan in fully compensating for project impacts. 

Given the above issues and uncertainties, the USACE should provide written assurance that the 
final mitigation project plans and designs will fully offset project impacts to Louisiana's coastal 
wetlands (including impacts to federal lands within Louisiana); that assurance should provide for 

review and concurrence by the State of Louisiana. 



The Ecological Model assumes that the marshes in western Cameron Parish will recover to 
existing conditions fo llowing a storm event~ based on observations following Hurricane Rita, 

OCPR technical staff do not believe that assumption is correct. 

OCPR has concerns that project' s alteration of seafloor, lake and channel topography may result 
in significant adverse effects on additional marshes in Louisiana if storm surge into those 
marshes is increased by the project's enlarged channel dimensions. 

The Ecological Mudd states that drainage in the Chenier Plain marshes (under nom1al 

conditions) is " .. . impaired by numerous hydrologic modifications such as the GIWW [and] the 
SNWW." These marshes are primarily brackish and intermediate types. OCPR technical staff 
has concerns that removal of borrow material for marsh creation from the GIWW channel 
bottom, as well as some of the borrow excavation within Sabine Lake, will introduce greater 
levels of salinity into these marshes during normal tidal conditions, possibly resulting in marsh 

vegetation die-offs and conversion of marsh to open water. 

Changes to the tides, storm surge and wave conditions associated with the project could 
potentially increase shoreline erosion rates, and increase storm surge and salinity-induced 

changes to surrounding marshes. 

Of the 16 total hydrologic monitoring sites, 7 were located in Louisiana. Of those 7 sites, 3 sites 
(#7, # 9, and # 12) experienced equipment malfunctions resulting in 1.5 to 8 months of lost data, 
thus limiting comparison of the data to other sites. 

The salinity model report concludes that the project would result in only a 0 to 2 parts per 
thousand (ppt) salinity change impact. However, OCPR technical staff has several concerns 
regarding use of the modeling results referenced in the December 2009 Draft Report to reach 
conclusions on project impacts and related habitat mitigation needs for the TRP. USACE 

Galveston District personnel have indicated that there is no plan to perform additional modeling 

work. Key OCPR concerns include: 

I. No access to data reports on which some of the initial and boundary conditions were 

based. 
2. Data collection involved very short periods to judge the effectiveness of model 

calibration and verification. 
3. Modeling used little salinity information outside the channels to perform the 

calibration and verification. 
4. The model generally performed poorly in salinity predictions as compared to salinity 

measurements in the channels and lakes. In some cases, differences between 
predicted and measured salinity ranged from 5 to 15 ppt. Attempts were made to 
reconcile the differences by "introducing salinity" into the modeling effort. 



5. The model domain ignored the boundary/interaction between the Calcasieu and 
Sabine basins. 

6. It appears that most of the marsh in Louisiana was not modeled and only limited areas 
were considered in an ad hoc way (ignoring over-marsh flows); this approach will not 
capture project impacts on the marsh for larger tropical stonn and hurricane salinity 
impacts. 

7. The project will deepen the channel to 48 feet, not including 2 more feet of advanced 
maintenance and another 2 feet of allowable over-depth. Thus, during larger tidal and 
tropical storm events the channel could be 52 feet deep rather than 48 feet. 
Louisiana's marshes are susceptible to damages from salinity increases during larger 
tropical storms, so it is very likely that this modeling approach will underestimate 
damages to the marshes resulting from the channel deepening. The modeling effort 
also ignores the potential impacts associated with major hurricane (Ike/Gustav) years. 
Complicating the evaluation is the use of future relative sea level rise conditions that 
tend to "muddy the waters" regarding the estimated project impacts. 

8. Pool 3 in Sabine National Wi ldlife Refuge was not included in the study (p. 4-26) 
because it has historically been a freshwater impoundment, hydrologically isolated 
from the surrounding marsh. The containment levees were breached in 2005 as a 
result of Hurricane Rita. Therefore, this area should be considered in the model 
since it will be impacted by the project Because of extensive landscape 
alterations resulting from Hurricanes Rita and Ike (land loss, vegetation stress and 
instability ofthe soils), the conditions in the model may not apply. 

9. The modelers were apparently not aware of the existence of Louisiana's 
Coast Wide Reference Monitoring System. OCPR has 15 CRMS sites in the 
impacted area. It would be prudent to review the available data to assess the 
reasonableness of model baseline assumptions compared to the 2007 non-stonn and 
2008 storm (Ike/Gustav) years. 

We recommend that the USACE provide a written commitment to rectify the above deficiencies 
in their Dec. 2009 salinity modeling not later than the engineering and design phase of the 
project, and to include language in the final feasibility study report indicating that additional 

adverse salinity impacts to wetlands anticipated as a result of that additional salinity modeling 
will be fully mitigated at project cost. 

Master Plan Recommendations 
The Master Plan recommends stabilizing key areas along the Chenier Plain's bay and lake 
shorelines that. if breached, would have catastrophic results for the landscape. 

It is not clear that the USACE has evaluated the potential effects of excavating marsh creation 

material at the proposed borrow sites on shoreline erosion and bank stabil ity. The results of 
those evaluations should be provided, and included in the impacts and mitigation analyses. The 
borrow source(s) may need to be moved to eliminate such impacts, depending on the results. 



The Master Plan seeks to maintain the integrity of freshwater resources by fortifying and 
maintaining spoil banks along the GIWW and placing saltwater barriers at deep draft 
shipping channels to manage salinity levels 

Potential effects of excavating the GIWW borrow source, such as on shoreline erosion and 

slope stability, should be evaluated and included in the impacts and mitigation analyses. The 

recommended project plan should include installing shoreline stabilization measures along the 

GIWW borrow site, or avoiding use of that site, if those evaluations disclose such a need. The 
recommended project plan should also ensure the continued function of the salinity plug at the 
western boundary of the GrWW segment to be used as a borrow site. 



B OBBY JINDAL 
GOVERNOR 

~tate of 1!..ouisiana 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

SCOTT A . A NGELLE 
SECRETARY 

OFFICE OF COASTAL RESTORATION AND MANAGEMENT 

March 31, 2010 

Dolan Dunn 
Chief, Planning, Environmental and Regulatory Division 

Dept. of the Army 

Galveston District, Corps of Eng ineers 
P. O. Box 1229 

Galveston, TX 77563-1229 

RE: C20090667, Coastal Zone Consistency 
Galveston District, Corps of Engineers 

Direct Federal Action 
Feasibility Study and Draft Environmental lmpact Statement for the Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel 

Improvement Project, Cameron Parish, Louisiana 

Dear Mr. Dunn: 

The above referenced project has been reviewed for consistency with the approved Louisiana Coasta l Resource 

Program (LCRP) as required by Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended. This 
office finds that the project, as proposed in the application, is conditionally consistent with the LCRP. 

Pursuant to NOAA regulations on federal consistency at 15 CFR 930.4(a)( I), a conditiona l consistency 

concurrence must include the conditions which must be satisfied; an explanation of why the conditions are 

necessary to ensure consistency with specific enforceable policies of the management program, and an 
identification of the specific enforceable policies. 

Explanation of necessity: 

The Louisiana Department of Natural Resources (LDNR) Office of Coasta l Management (OCM) has concluded, 
based on staff review and comments from the Louisiana Office of Co asia I Protection and Restoration, the 
Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, and other agencies, that the Draft Feasibility Study and 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement project is generally 

consistent with the LCRP provided that the conditions described herein are met. As outlined in our comment 
letter of March 12, 20 I 0, the project as described lacks many significant detai ls as to design features and 
locations, potential impacts, and the means by which these impacts will be avoided, reduced, min imized, and 

compensated for. This would include, but not be limited to, the topics of storm surge, bar channel deepening, 
salinity, borrow from Sabine Lake, mitigation plans and adequacy, and pipeline relocation. Further, the 

Coastal Management Division • Post Office Box 44487 • Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-4487 

(225) 342-7591 · Fax (225) 342-9439 • httpJ/www.dnr.state.la.us 
An Equal Opportunity Employer 



adequacy of completed and planned modeling of potential salinity changes, storm surge, and other impacts is of 
significant concern, and must be conducted in a way in which th is State can have full confidence in the 
analytical resu lts. Please note in particu lar that your response leuer, dated March 19, 2010, does not constitute 
an adequate resolution to the issues described. 

Conditions: 

In order to be consistent, to the maximum extent practicable with the LCRP, the Corps of Engineers-Galveston 
District must prepare an additional consistency determination, which wil l be subm itted to LDNR pursuant to 15 

CFR 930 Subpart C, when this project has reached a point in the planning or design process where all project 
elements can be described in detail, but modifications may sti ll be made if necessary to achieve full consistency 
with the LCRP. This will be no later than the time at which the draft Contract Plans and Specifications are 
circulated for internal Corps review. This subsequent consistency determination will include the draft Plans and 
Specificat ions as well as detailed information suffi cient for the evaluation of all proposed actions for 
consistency with the LCRP and the Master Plan. 

Enforceable policies: 

Louisiana's State and Loca l Coastal Resources Management Act (SLCRMA) and the Louis iana Administrative 
Code (LAC) address the requirements for informat ion necessary for the review of consistency determinations in 
several places. Relevant enforceable policies may be found in Coastal Use Guidel ines in the Louisiana 
Administmtive Code Title 43, Part I: 

§701 F Information regarding the following general factors shall be utilized by the pennitting authority 
in evaluating whether the proposed use is in compliance with the guidelines: 

I. type, nature, and location of use; 

2. elevation, soil, and water conditions and flood and storm hazard characteristics of site; 

3. techniques and materials used in construction, operation, and maintenance of use; 

4. existing drainage patterns and water regimes of surrounding area including flow, circulation, 
quality, quantity, and salinity; and impacts on them; 

5. availability of feasible alternative sites or methods of implementing the use; 

6. designation of the area for certain uses as part of a local program; 

7. economic need for use and extent of impacts of use on economy of locality; 

8. extent of resulting public and private benefits; 

9. extent of coastal water dependency of the use; 

10. existence of necessary infrastructure to support the use and public costs resulting from use; 

II. extent of impacts on existing and traditional uses of the area and on future uses for which 
the area is suited; 

12. proximity to and extent of impacts on important natural features such as beaches, barrier 
islands, tidal passes, wildlife and aquatic habitats, and forest lands; 
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Mr. Gregory J. DuCote 

Administrator, Interagency Affairs/Field Services Division 

State of Louisiana 

Department of Natural Resources 

Office of Coastal Management 

617 North Third Street, 10
th
 Floor, Suite 1078 

Baton Rouge, LA 70804-4487 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

USACE does not consider the condition to be acceptable. USACE has concluded that the 

proposed SNWW CIP is fully consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the 

enforceable policies of the Louisiana Coastal Resource Program, though LDNR-OCM 

objects. This agency has gone to great lengths to demonstrate that we have fulfilled these 

requirements as demonstrated by nearly ten years of coordination with LDNR and LDWF 

through the SNWW ICT, and extensive studies and modeling described in our letter of 

March 19, 2010.  
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Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
and Essential Fish Habitat 
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Mr. Miles M. Croom 

National Marine Fisheries Service 

Southeast Regional Office 

263 13
th
 Avenue S 

St. Petersburg, FL 33701-5511 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

The FEIS has been revised to note that the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 

concurs with the FEIS impact evaluation and proposed BU and mitigation plans, and has no 

further comments. No further consultation under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 

Conservation and Management Act with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration NMFS is required. 
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Mr. Steve Parris 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Division of Ecological Services 

17629 El Camino Real #211 

Houston, TX 77058-3051 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

The figure included in the Coordination Act Report (CAR) report is incorrect. It includes Neches 

River Beneficial Use (BU) components that have been dropped from the Preferred Alternative. Please 

see Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) Figure 1.1-2 for the correct figure.  

2 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) notes that the CAR description of the Preferred Alternative 

(Recommended Plan in the Draft Feasibility Report [DFR]) is incorrect. The Recommended Plan is 

the Locally Preferred Plan (48-foot [ft] authorized depth), not the National Economic Development 

(NED) Plan (49 ft authorized depth). Also the description of the Recommended Plan in the CAR is 

incomplete. The Recommended Plan includes deepening and widening of the Taylor Bayou Channels 

and Basins and the addition of Neches River Turning/Anchorage Basins 1, 4 and 8 (see FEIS Section 

2.3.2). 

3 
The figure included in the CAR report is incorrect. It includes Neches River BU components that 

have been dropped from the Preferred Alternative. Please see FEIS Figure 2.1-1 for the correct figure. 

4 

There are significant differences between U.S. Fish and Wildlife (USFWS) estimates of individual 

wetland types, as shown in CAR Table 1, and wetland type subtotals used in the Wetland Value 

Assessment (WVA) modeling of wetland impacts (FEIS Appendix C, Table 1). USACE notes that 

the Interagency Coordination Team (ICT) approved the wetland type acreages applied in the WVA 

modeling, and the impact results. Furthermore, USFWS in the CAR (pages 17-20) concurs with the 

USACE impact analysis. Therefore, the differences between these two estimates are assumed to be 

immaterial to the impact evaluation. 

5 

The total number of existing Placement Areas (PA) along the entire exiting Sabine-Neches Waterway 

(SNWW) is 20: 16 upland PAs and 4 Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site (ODMDS) (see FEIS 

Section 2.4.2.1), not 13 as presented by the CAR.  

6 

PA 16A is discussed in FEIS Section 2.5.3.4.1: Areas Considered for PA Expansion. It is not an 

existing PA as implied by the CAR. As noted in the FEIS, this area was dropped from further 

consideration as a PA. 

7 

Table 4 reflects an error in FWP Net Change Average Annualized Habitat Units (AAHUs) presented 

in Draft EIS (DEIS) Table 4.1-3 for LA 8, Southwest Gum Cove, fresh marsh. The DEIS incorrectly 

shows a loss of 14 AAHUs for the net change to LA8 fresh marsh. The net change should be a loss 2 

AAHUs (rather than a loss of 14 AAHUs as shown in the DEIS) and the total Louisiana change in 

AAHUs should therefore be a loss of 1,709 AAHUs.  

8 

USACE concurs with the restatement of losses by habitat type in this paragraph, with the exception of 

Louisiana losses in cypress-tupelo swamps. No loss (0 AAHUs) is predicted for Louisiana swamps 

(see FEIS Table 2.5-5). Also, USACE notes that the impacts listed in Table 4 would occur without 

the BU plan, which would fully offset impacts in Texas and partially offset impacts in Louisiana with 

BU benefits.  

9 
Error noted for comment 3 above is also reflected in this table. LA AAHUs for fresh marsh should be 

a loss of 78 rather than the loss of 90 shown in the table. 

10 

Comment noted. The Keith Lake Section 1135 CAP study was begun in 2003, well before impacts of 

the SNWW Channel Improvement Project (CIP) had been determined or potential mitigation 

measures defined. Since at that time it seemed likely that the CAP study and project construction 

would be completed before the SNWW CIP could be authorized and constructed, the Keith Lake 

Section 1135 study was considered separable from the SNWW CIP. It was assumed that a water 

control structure at the Fish Pass would be part of the future without-project condition for the SNWW 

CIP.  



Incremental impacts of the SNWW CIP will be calculated for the Salt Bayou unit of the SNWW 

study area when WVA modeling is completed for the Keith Lake Section 1135 study. It is possible 

that the excess Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) benefits (316 AAHUs) of the SNWW 

CIP will cover all incremental project impacts. However, if it is determined that additional mitigation 

is needed, then USACE and the non-Federal sponsor of the SNWW CIP will initiate consultation 

with resource agencies, identify and incrementally justify additional compensatory mitigation for the 

Salt Bayou unit, and prepare a supplemental environmental impact statement. 

11 
The figure included in the CAR report is incorrect. It includes Neches River BU components that 

have been dropped from the Preferred Alternative. Please see FEIS Figure 2.5-1 for the correct figure. 

12 

The proposed Rose City Marsh BU was developed in consultation with the ICT (which includes the 

USFWS) and benefits of the BU feature reflect marsh restoration, only. The ICT-approved BU plan 

for this area does not include plans for cypress-tupelo forest revegetation. USACE will not add this as 

a formal BU feature at this time. Although historically, cypress-tupelo swamp vegetation was the 

predominant vegetation at this location, the salinity regime in this area is changing due to climate 

change and relative sea level rise, and in the long term it is unlikely that this area would be able to 

sustain substantial cypress-tupelo forest vegetation.   

13 

USACE notes a typographical error in the acres of Nourished Existing Marsh for Bessie Heights East. 

The acres should be 651 (rather than 615), and the total should be 1,234 rather than 1,198.  Further, 

USACE notes that the textual descriptions, and in general, the acreage descriptions in this table, 

reflect the revised BU plan presented in the FEIS. It is only the figures (described in Comment 

responses 1, 3, and 11 that convey a previous version of the BU plan. 

14 

USACE has committed to continuing the ICT through the preconstruction, engineering and design 

(PED) and project construction phases to provide input during the development of plans and 

specifications for BU features and mitigation measures, and on best management practices as 

described in response 6 above. The ICT would continue into the operations phase to ensure that the 

BU and mitigation measures have been constructed as specified in the DEIS and that the goals of the 

compensatory mitigation plan have been fully achieved. See FEIS Appendix J for a description of the 

mitigation monitoring and contingency plan, which describes the role and responsibilities of the non-

Federal sponsor, the Sabine Neches Navigation District (SNND). USACE notes the USFWS stated 

intent to request the annual transfer funds under the FWCA during the construction phase. USACE 

will consider such requests for years in which significant SNWW CIP construction activities are 

scheduled and funds are available.  

15 

The construction of a bird island in Sabine Lake using new work material from the SNWW was 

evaluated during screening of potential BU features as described in FEIS Section 2.5.3.1. The ICT 

(including USFWS) participated in this screening and approved the results. Construction of a bird 

island using new work material was found to be feasible, but the costs would exceed placement in 

available upland PAs. This feature was eliminated because incremental costs were higher than upland 

placement and no cost-share partner could be identified. 

16 

USACE notes that the 4 closest ODMDS sites were designated by the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) for the continued placement of dredged material removed from the SNWW Entrance 

Channel (Federal Register Vol. 52, No. 175, September 10, 1987, page 34218; FEIS, 1983 [EPA, 

1983a]). The siting and impacts of the existing ODMDS were evaluated by the FEIS for the 

maintenance dredging of the SNWW Entrance Channel (the authorized 40-ft Project (USACE, 1975). 

The selected sites were located as close to the shoreline as practicable. 

17 

PA 16A is discussed in FEIS Section 2.5.3.4.1: Areas Considered for PA Expansion. As noted in the 

FEIS, this area was dropped from further consideration as a PA because the existing vegetation 

community and hydrologic connectivity to adjacent wetlands makes this a high quality native marsh 

providing important habitat for native fish and wildlife. USACE concurs with the USFWS assessment 

of the value of this area, and therefore did not include it in the FEIS Preferred Alternative (DFR 

Recommended Plan). 

18 

PA 14A is discussed in FEIS Section 2.5.3.4.1: Areas Considered for PA Expansion. As noted in the 

FEIS, this area was dropped from further consideration as a PA because it provides habitat for native 

wildlife species, is covered by a valuable intermediate wetland, and is intermittently hydrologically 

connected to the riparian corridor. USACE concurs with the USFWS assessment of the value of this 

area, and therefore did not include it in the FEIS Preferred Alternative (DFR Recommended Plan). 



19 

PA 23A is discussed in FEIS Section 2.5.3.4: Existing Inactive PAs. Recommendation 1: As noted in 

the FEIS, existing PA23A is a leveed upland area covered by secondary growth of tallow and black 

willow forest. It has been extensively modified by past placement activities and levee systems that 

have artificially altered the hydrology. Surrounding levees hold water and isolate the area from 

adjacent waterbodies, preventing contributions to the function of adjacent wetlands and the riparian 

corridor. It contains degraded habitat with low habitat value, primarily roosting habitat and some 

wildlife cover. USACE maintains that WVA modeling of this isolated, non-wetland habitat is not 

warranted and that renewed use of this area would not constitute a significant adverse impact. 

Recommendation 2: The DMMP (FEIS Appendix D) estimates that this PA would be used every 6 

years for the placement of maintenance material. The PA must be drained between maintenance 

cycles to allow the sediment to settle, consolidate and dry out sufficiently for it to be used for levee 

maintenance and to provide PA capacity for the next cycle. USACE cannot accommodate this 

recommendation because it must manage the PA to provide future capacity for maintenance material 

from the proposed SNWW CIP. 

20 

PA 24A is discussed in FEIS Section 2.5.3.4.1: Areas Considered for PA Expansion. 

Recommendation 1: Impacts to low quality wetlands in the proposed PA have been assessed by the 

WVA model and included in the impacts evaluation for the proposed SNWW CIP. In order to 

minimize impacts, USACE redrew the proposed boundary to exclude 144 acres of higher value 

marsh, reducing the proposed PA from 331 to 187 acres. The boundaries of the proposed PA are set, 

and the locations of the levees are constrained by the proposed PA boundaries. USACE will design 

discharge points to minimize impacts to adjacent high quality habitat. Recommendation 2: The 

DMMP (FEIS Appendix D) estimates that this PA would be used once and filled with new work 

material from construction of the proposed SNWW CIP.  There would be no ongoing opportunities to 

maximize wetland characteristics as recommended. 

21 

PA 26 is discussed in FEIS Section 2.5.3.4: Existing Inactive PAs. Recommendation: The DMMP 

(FEIS Appendix D) estimates that this PA would be used every 6 years for the placement of 

maintenance material. The PA must be drained between maintenance cycles to allow the sediment to 

settle, consolidate and dry out sufficiently for it to be used for levee maintenance and to provide PA 

capacity for the next cycle. USACE cannot accommodate this recommendation because it must 

manage the PA to provide future capacity for maintenance material from the proposed SNWW CIP. 

22 
PA 27A is one of the active PAs discussed in FEIS Section 2.5.3.3.1: Existing Active PAs. USACE 

notes that USFWS does not object to its use and does not make any recommendations. 

23 

PA 27C is discussed in FEIS Section 2.5.3.4: Existing Inactive PAs. Recommendation: The DMMP 

(FEIS Appendix D) estimates that this PA would be used every 6 years for the placement of 

maintenance material. The PA must be drained between maintenance cycles to allow the sediment to 

settle, consolidate and dry out sufficiently for it to be used for levee maintenance and to provide PA 

capacity for the next cycle. USACE cannot accommodate this recommendation because it must 

manage the PA to provide future capacity for maintenance material from the proposed SNWW CIP. 

24 

PA 27D is discussed in FEIS Section 2.5.3.4: Existing Inactive PAs. Recommendation: The DMMP 

(FEIS Appendix D) estimates that this PA would be used every 6 years for the placement of 

maintenance material. The PA must be drained between maintenance cycles to allow the sediment to 

settle, consolidate and dry out sufficiently for it to be used for levee maintenance and to provide PA 

capacity for the next cycle. USACE cannot accommodate this recommendation because it must 

manage the PA to provide future capacity for maintenance material from the proposed SNWW CIP. 

25 

FEIS Section 5.5.1 states that the borrow trench would be located at least 1000 feet from the Sabine 

National Wildlife Refuge (SNWR) shoreline, and that the exact location of the trench would be 

determined in consultation with the ICT (which includes USFWS) during PED. 

26 

As recommended, USACE has reviewed calculations for the volume of dredged material needed to 

construct the proposed mitigation areas. USACE believes that the estimate is sufficiently accurate for 

feasibility planning, and notes that the estimated cost of the mitigation area includes a 30 percent 

contingency. 

27 

If any part of the recommended mitigation plan is found to be not viable after project approval, 

USACE and the non-Federal sponsor of the SNWW CIP would initiate consultation with the ICT, 

identify and incrementally justify alternative compensatory mitigation, and prepare a supplemental 

environmental impact statement. 



28 
USACE notes that the recommended Willow Bayou Mitigation Measure LA 2-18 B does not include 

the alternative "C" as indicated in the USFWS table. 

29 
USFWS concurrence with the USACE mitigation and BU plans for the proposed SNWW CIP is 

noted. 

30 
As noted in FEIS Section 7.9 USACE has requested a compatibility determination from the SNWR 

for the proposed Willow Bayou mitigation area. 

31 

USACE notes that the Louisiana mitigation measures apply to the SNWW LPP, not the NED plan. 

Also, the table incorrectly compares and adds restored emergent marsh acres for Total Mitigation 

Compensation (2,783 acres) to the net SNWW CIP project impacts as measured in AAHUs (a loss of 

843 AAHUs). The estimated total loss of acres as a result of the SNWW CIP is 691 acres (FEIS 

Table 2.4-16).  

32 See USACE response to Comment 15. 

33 See USACE response to Comment 14. 

34 See USACE responses to Comments 19, 20, 21, 23, and 24. 

35 

FEIS Section 4.11.2.1.2 evaluates the potential for impacts to oyster reef by the proposed SNWW 

CIP. No impacts to oyster reef are anticipated in Sabine Pass because the channel is not being 

widened and no slumping is expected at the top of cut. No impacts to oyster reef in Sabine Lake are 

anticipated because salinities are generally too low to support spat growth, as confirmed by recent 

survey. Furthermore, as stated in FEIS Section ES.5 and Section 5.5.1, USACE has proposed that a 

water bottom survey of the borrow and access channel areas in Sabine Lake be conducted during the 

PED phase of the project. In the unlikely event that oyster reef is encountered, plans will be revised to 

avoid impacts. 

36 See USACE response to Comment 27. 

37 See USACE response to Comment 26. 

38 

FEIS Sections 5.5.1 and 5.5.2 describes the proposed Willow Bayou and Black Bayou mitigation 

measures. The descriptions include the construction of tidal creek channels. USACE will develop 

construction methods and plans in consultation with the ICT (which includes USFWS) during PED. 

39 See USACE response to Comment 25. 

40 See USACE response to Comment 30. 

41 

USACE plans to construct the proposed Willow Bayou, Black Bayou East and first phase of Black 

Bayou West concurrently with proposed channel deepening. The remaining 5 phases of the Black 

Bayou West mitigation measure would be completed over approximately the next 30 years in 

conjunction with maintenance dredging of the Sabine River Channel.  

42 

The Black Bayou East and West mitigation measures are located on private property. USACE has 

determined that conservation easements are not required because all restored areas would remain 

jurisdictional wetlands and would continue to be subject to the navigational servitude (Final FR 

Section VIII.E).  

43 

FEIS Appendix J contains a mitigation and beneficial use monitoring plan that was developed in 

consultation with USFWS and reviewed by the ICT. USACE received one comment on the draft plan, 

asking that we ensure ICT involvement in the monitoring. The plan contains periodic aerial 

photography interpretation and vegetation surveys. Construction contracts for mitigation and BU sites 

would incorporate an adaptive management approach to ensure that the initial construction contracts 

attain the appropriate elevation over the acreage specified for emergent marsh within each mitigation 

site.  

44 See USACE response to Comment 24. 

45 

FEIS Appendix J contains a mitigation and beneficial use monitoring plan that was developed in 

consultation with USFWS and reviewed by the ICT. If the percentage coverage of exotic and invasive 

species exceeds the success criteria, the ICT will develop plans to remove and manage those species. 
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contact LTC Mark Malcolm—703–604–7047 
or e-mail: Malcolm, Mark A LTC DUSA(OR).

Wayne Joyner, 
Program Support Specialist, Army Science 
Board.
[FR Doc. 02–12700 Filed 5–20–02; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3710–08–M

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army; Corps of 
Engineers 

Intent To Prepare a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for 
Improvements to the Sabine-Neches 
Ship Channel Near Beaumont and Port 
Arthur, Texas as Published in a 
Resolution of the Senate Committee on 
Environment and Public Works, dated 
June 5, 1997, 105th Congress, 2nd 
Session

AGENCY: Department of the Army, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, DoD.
ACTION: Notice of intent.

SUMMARY: The proposed action to be 
addressed in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) is to evaluate 
several widening and deepening 
alternatives to improve a deep-draft 
navigation channel that connects harbor 
facilities in the Beaumont and Port 
Arthur area with the Gulf of Mexico. 
The study will focus on circulation and 
salinity changes associated with an 
improved channel and develop dredged 
material disposal options that will 
include an evaluation of beneficial uses 
of dredged material. The project is being 
maintained at its authorized depth of 40 
feet and includes about 56 nautical 
miles of deep-draft channel. The 
Beaumont/Port Arthur area is located 
about 90 miles northeast of Houston, 
Texas. The local sponsor for the project 
is the Jefferson County Waterway and 
Navigation District.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Questions about the proposed action 
and DEIS can be answered by: Ms. 
Lizette Richardson, (409) 766–3123, 
Project Manager, Project Management 
Branch, or Ms. Janelle Stokes, (409) 
766–3039, Environmental Lead, 
Environmental Section, Planning 
Branch, Planning Environmental and 
Regulatory Division, P.O. Box 1229, 
Galveston, Texas 77553–1229.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

(1) Background. The study began in 
1997 when Congress directed the 
Secretary of the Army to study the 
feasibility of modifying the channels 
serving the Ports of Beaumont, Port 
Arthur, and Orange, Texas in the 
interests of commercial navigation. A 

reconnaissance study evaluated a 
deepening and widening plan to 
establish a Federal Interest in the 
project. The study concluded that there 
was a Federal Interest in continuing 
studies in 1998. The feasibility study 
began in March 2000 and will determine 
the most cost-effective alternative for 
improving the channel while protecting 
the Nation’s environment. 

(2) a. Alternatives. The construction 
alternatives that will be evaluated in the 
feasibility phase are: (1) Deepening the 
channel to 45 ft from offshore to the 
Beaumont turning basin; (2) deepening 
the channel to 48 ft from offshore to the 
Beaumont turning basin ; (3) deepening 
the channel to 50 ft from offshore to the 
Beaumont turning basin ; (4) various 
combinations of selective widening and 
turning basins; 5) various combinations 
of selective widening and turning basins 
with each one of the above depths.

b. No Action. A ‘‘No Action’’ 
alternative will be evaluated and 
presented for comparison purposes in 
evaluating the various construction 
alternatives. 

(3) Scoping. The scoping process will 
involve Federal, State and local 
agencies, and other interested persons 
and organizations. Scoping meetings are 
scheduled for May 28 and 29, 2002 in 
Lake Charles, Louisiana, and Beaumont, 
Texas. The time and place of these 
meetings will be announced in local 
newspapers and mailings. Issues to be 
discussed at these meetings include, but 
are not limited to, changes in salinity 
and circulation, changes in fresh and 
saltwater marshes, water and sediment 
quality, erosion along the channel, 
threatened and endangered species 
impacts, opportunities for ecosystem 
restoration, and the beneficial use of 
dredged material. Any person or 
organization wishing to provide 
information on issues or concerns 
should contact the Corps of Engineers at 
the above address. 

4. Coordination. Further coordination 
with environmental agencies will be 
conducted under the National 
Environmental Policy Act, the Fish and 
Wildlife Coordination Act, the 
Endangered Species Act, the Clean 
Water Act, the Clean Air Act, the 
National Historic Preservation Act, the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act 
(Essential Fish Habitat), and the Coastal 
Zone Management Act under the Texas 
Coastal Management Program and the 
Louisiana Coastal Resources Program. 
An Interagency Coordination Team 
(ICT) has been formed to provide 
guidance and counsel on matters 
relating to the evaluation of 
environmental impacts of this project. 

The ICT is composed of representatives 
from 4 Federal agencies, 7 regulatory 
agencies from the States of Texas and 
Louisiana, the local sponsor, and the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

5. DEIS Preparation. It is estimated 
that the DEIS will be available to the 
public for review and comment in 
January 2004.

Carolyn E. Murphy, 
Chief, Environmental Section.
[FR Doc. 02–12647 Filed 5–20–02; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3710–52–P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

[Docket No. ER02–517–002, et al.] 

UtiliGroup, Inc., et al.; Electric Rate 
and Corporate Regulation Filings 

May 14, 2002. 

The following filings have been made 
with the Commission. The filings are 
listed in ascending order within each 
docket classification. 

1. UtiliGroup, Inc. 

[Docket No. ER02–517–002] 

Take notice that on May 3, 2002, 
UtiliGroup, Inc. (UtiliGroup) tendered 
for filing with the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (Commission) 
additional information to its original 
Petition for Acceptance of Initial Rate 
Schedule, Waivers and Blanket 
Authority filed December 10, 2001 and 
Amendment filed February 4, 2002.

Comment Date: May 24, 2002. 

2. San Diego Gas & Electric Company 

[Docket No. ER02–613–001] 

Take notice that on April 30, 2002, 
San Diego Gas and Electric Company 
(SDG&E) tendered for filing with the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
(Commission) revised tariff sheets in 
Docket No. ER02–613–000, dated 
December 24, 2001, reflecting its 
proposed recovery of revenue 
requirements. Since making its filing, 
SDG&E determined that the revenue 
requirement submitted did not include 
recovery of franchise fees paid to the 
cities and counties in its service 
territory. 

SDG&E is requesting the Commission 
to approve the revised revenue 
requirements and rates effective July 1, 
2002 through December 31, 2002. 

Comment Date: May 24, 2002. 
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Comment Date: 5 p.m. Eastern Time 
on Monday, December 28, 2009. 

Any person desiring to intervene or to 
protest in any of the above proceedings 
must file in accordance with Rules 211 
and 214 of the Commission’s Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (18 CFR 385.211 
and 385.214) on or before 5 p.m. Eastern 
time on the specified comment date. It 
is not necessary to separately intervene 
again in a subdocket related to a 
compliance filing if you have previously 
intervened in the same docket. Protests 
will be considered by the Commission 
in determining the appropriate action to 
be taken, but will not serve to make 
protestants parties to the proceeding. 
Anyone filing a motion to intervene or 
protest must serve a copy of that 
document on the Applicant. In reference 
to filings initiating a new proceeding, 
interventions or protests submitted on 
or before the comment deadline need 
not be served on persons other than the 
Applicant. 

The Commission encourages 
electronic submission of protests and 
interventions in lieu of paper, using the 
FERC Online links at http:// 
www.ferc.gov. To facilitate electronic 
service, persons with Internet access 
who will eFile a document and/or be 
listed as a contact for an intervenor 
must create and validate an 
eRegistration account using the 
eRegistration link. Select the eFiling 
link to log on and submit the 
intervention or protests. 

Persons unable to file electronically 
should submit an original and 14 copies 
of the intervention or protest to the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
888 First St., NE., Washington, DC 
20426. 

The filings in the above proceedings 
are accessible in the Commission’s 
eLibrary system by clicking on the 
appropriate link in the above list. They 
are also available for review in the 
Commission’s Public Reference Room in 
Washington, DC. There is an 
eSubscription link on the Web site that 
enables subscribers to receive e-mail 
notification when a document is added 
to a subscribed docket(s). For assistance 
with any FERC Online service, please e- 
mail FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov or 
call (866) 208–3676 (toll free). For TTY, 
call (202) 502–8659. 

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., 
Deputy Secretary. 
[FR Doc. E9–30585 Filed 12–23–09; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6717–01–P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

Combined Notice of Filings No. 2 

December 16, 2009. 
Take notice that the Commission has 

received the following Natural Gas 
Pipeline Rate and Refund Report filings: 

Docket Numbers: RP10–117–001. 
Applicants: Algonquin Gas 

Transmission, LLC. 
Description: Algonquin Gas 

Transmission, LLC submits First 
Revised Sheet 590 et al to FERC Gas 
Tariff, Fifth Revised Volume 1 effective 
12/1/09. 

Filed Date: 12/11/2009. 
Accession Number: 20091214–0130. 
Comment Date: 5 p.m. Eastern Time 

on Wednesday, December 23, 2009. 
Docket Numbers: RP10–188–001. 
Applicants: Arlington Storage 

Company, LLC. 
Description: Arlington Storage 

Company submits First Revised Sheet 
No 4A to FERC Gas Tariff, First Revised 
Volume No. 1. 

Filed Date: 12/09/2009. 
Accession Number: 20091210–0133. 
Comment Date: 5 p.m. Eastern Time 

on Monday, December 21, 2009. 
Any person desiring to protest this 

filing must file in accordance with Rule 
211 of the Commission’s Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (18 CFR 
385.211). Protests to this filing will be 
considered by the Commission in 
determining the appropriate action to be 
taken, but will not serve to make 
protestants parties to the proceeding. 
Such protests must be filed on or before 
5 p.m. Eastern time on the specified 
comment date. Anyone filing a protest 
must serve a copy of that document on 
all the parties to the proceeding. 

The Commission encourages 
electronic submission of protests in lieu 
of paper using the ‘‘eFiling’’ link at 
http://www.ferc.gov. Persons unable to 
file electronically should submit an 
original and 14 copies of the protest to 
the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission, 888 First Street, NE., 
Washington, DC 20426. 

This filing is accessible on-line at 
http://www.ferc.gov, using the 
‘‘eLibrary’’ link and is available for 
review in the Commission’s Public 
Reference Room in Washington, DC. 
There is an ‘‘eSubscription’’ link on the 
Web site that enables subscribers to 
receive e-mail notification when a 
document is added to a subscribed 
docket(s). For assistance with any FERC 
Online service, please e-mail 
FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov, or call 

(866) 208–3676 (toll free). For TTY, call 
(202) 502–8659. 

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr., 
Deputy Secretary. 
[FR Doc. E9–30584 Filed 12–23–09; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717–01–P 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

Notice of Commission Half-Day 
Closing 

December 17, 2009. 
Pursuant to Executive Order of 

President Barack Obama, all executive 
departments and other agencies of the 
Federal government shall be closed for 
the last half of the scheduled workday 
on Thursday, December 24, 2009, the 
day before Christmas Day. 

In accordance with section 385.2007 
of the Commission’s Rules, 18 CFR 
385.2007, filings and documents due to 
be filed on Thursday, December 24, 
2009, will be accepted as timely on the 
next official business day. 

Kimberly D. Bose, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. E9–30580 Filed 12–23–09; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717–01–P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[ER–FRL–8986–8] 

Environmental Impact Statements; 
Notice of Availability 

Responsible Agency: Office of Federal 
Activities, General Information, (202) 
564–1399 or http://www.epa.gov/ 
compliance/nepa/. 
Weekly Receipt of Environmental 

Impact Statements 
Filed 12/14/2009 Through 12/18/2009 
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9 

Notice: In accordance with Section 
309(a) of the Clean Air Act, EPA is 
required to make its comments on EISs 
issued by other Federal agencies public. 
Historically, EPA has met this mandate 
by publishing weekly notices of 
availability of EPA comments, which 
includes a brief summary of EPA’s 
comment letters, in the Federal 
Register. Since February 2008, EPA has 
been including its comment letters on 
EISs on its Web site at: http:// 
www.epa.gov/compliance/nepa/ 
eisdata.html. Including the entire EIS 
comment letters on the Web site 
satisfies the Section 309(a) requirement 
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to make EPA’s comments on EISs 
available to the public. Accordingly, 
after March 31, 2010, EPA will 
discontinue the publication of this 
notice of availability of EPA comments 
in the Federal Register. 
EIS No. 20090438, Draft EIS, NPS, NY, 

Roosevelt-Vanderbilt National 
Historic Sites, General Management 
Plan, Implementation, Hyde Park, NY, 
Comment Period Ends: 02/22/2010, 
Contact: Marjorie Smith, 339–223– 
0131. 

EIS No. 20090439, Final EIS, FHWA, 
ME, Aroostook County Transport 
Study, Route I–161 Connector, To 
Identify Transportation Corridors that 
will Improve Mobility and Efficiency 
within Northeastern Aroostook 
County and other portions of the U.S. 
and Canada, U.S. Army COE Section 
404 Permit, Endangered Species Act, 
NPDES and Section 10 River and 
Harbors Act, Caribou, Aroostook 
County, ME, Wait Period Ends: 01/25/ 
2010, Contact: Mark Hasselmann, 
207–622–8355. 

EIS No. 20090440, Final EIS, USFS, CO, 
Vail Ski Area’s 2007 Improvement 
Project, Proposed On-Mountain 
Restaurant from the top of Vail 
Mountain to Mid Vail, Special-Use- 
Permit, Eagle/Holy Cross Ranger 
District, White River National Forest, 
Eagle County, CO, Wait Period Ends: 
01/25/2010, Contact: Don Dressler, 
970–945–3212. 

EIS No. 20090441, Final Supplement, 
FHWA, TN, Shelby Avenue/ 
Demonbreun Street (Gateway 
Boulevard Corridor, from I–65 North 
[I–24 West] to I–40 West in 
Downtown Nashville, To Address 
Transportation needs in the Study 
Area. Davidson County, TN, Wait 
Period Ends: 01/25/2010, Contact: 
Charles J. O’Neill, 615–781–5770. 

EIS No. 20090442, Draft EIS, USACE, 
00, Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel 
Improvement Project, Proposed Ocean 
Dredged Material Disposal Site 
Designation, Southeast Texas and 
Southwest Louisiana, Comment 
Period Ends: 02/10/2010, Contact: 
Janelle Stokes, 409–766–3039. 

EIS No. 20090443, Final EIS, FHWA, 
DC, ADOPTION—Department of 
Homeland Security Headquarters at 
the St. Elizabeths West Campus, To 
Consolidate Federal Office Space on a 
Secure Site, Washington, DC, Contact: 
Jack VanDop, 703–404–6282. The U.S. 
Department of Transportation’s, 
Federal Highway Administration 
(DOT/FHWA) has ADOPTED the U.S. 
General Services Administration FEIS 
#20080452, filed on 10/31/2008. 
DOT/FHWA was a Cooperating 

Agency for the above project. 
Recirculation of the FEIS is not 
necessary under 40 CFR 1506.3(c). 

EIS No. 20090444, Final EIS, USA, NM, 
White Sands Missile Range (WSMR), 
Development and Implementation of 
Range-Wide Mission and Major 
Capabilities, NM, Wait Period Ends: 
01/25/2010, Contact: Jennifer Shore, 
703–602–4238. 

EIS No. 20090445, Draft EIS, USFS, ID, 
Boise National Forest Project, 
Proposed Amendments to the Land 
and Resource Management Plan, 
Wildlife Conservation Strategy (WCS) 
Phase 1: Forested Biological 
Community, Located within Portions 
of Ada, Boise, Elmore, Gem, and 
Valley Counties, ID, Comment Period 
Ends: 03/24/2010, Contact: Cyd 
Weiland, 208–373–4135. 

EIS No. 20090446, Final EIS, USFS, VT, 
Jarbidge Ranger District Rangeland 
Management Project, Proposed 
Reauthorizing Grazing on 21 Existing 
Grazing Allotments, Humboldt 
Toiyabe National Forest, Elko County, 
NV, Wait Period Ends: 12/25/2009, 
Contact: Vernon Keller, 775–355– 
5356. 

EIS No. 20090447, Final EIS, USACE, 
AL, Foley Land Cut Portion of the 
Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Proposed 
Construction of Residential, 
Commercial and Marine 
Development, Gulf Shores and Orange 
Beach, Baldwin County, AL, Wait 
Period Ends: 01/25/2010, Contact: 
Linda Brown, 251–694–3786. 

Amended Notices 
EIS No. 20090424, Draft EIS, USN, AK, 

Gulf of Alaska Navy Training 
Activities, Proposal to Support and 
Conduct Current, Emerging, and 
Future Training Activities, 
Implementation, Gulf of Alaska, AK, 
Comment Period Ends: 01/25/2010, 
Contact: Amy Burt, 360–396–0924. 
Revision to FR Notice Published 
12/11/2009: Correction to Contact 
Telephone Number. 

EIS No. 20090433, Final EIS, USFS, CA, 
Lassen National Forest, Motorized 
Travel Management Plan, 
Implementation, Butte, Lassen, 
Modoc, Plumas, Shasta, Siskiyou, 
Tehama Counties, CA, Wait Period 
Ends: 01/19/2010, Contact: 
Christopher O’Brien, 530–252–6698. 
Revision to FR Notice Published 
12/18/2009: Correction to Contact 
Telephone Number. 

EIS No. 20090435, Draft EIS, APHIS, 00, 
Glyphsate-Tolerant Alfalfa Events 
J101 and J163: Request for No 
regulated Status, Implementation, 
United States, Comment Period Ends: 
02/16/2010, Contact: Cindy Eck, 301– 

734–0667. Revision to FR Notice 
Published 12/18/2009: Correction to 
Contact Telephone Number. 
Dated: December 21, 2009. 

Pearl E. Young, 
NEPA Compliance Division, Office of Federal 
Activities. 
[FR Doc. E9–30588 Filed 12–23–09; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P 

FEDERAL MINE SAFETY AND HEALTH 
REVIEW COMMISSION 

Sunshine Notice 

December 17, 2009. 

TIME AND DATE: 10 a.m., Thursday, 
January 7, 2010. 
PLACE: The Richard V. Backley Hearing 
Room, 9th Floor, 601 New Jersey 
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC. 
STATUS: Open. 
MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: The 
Commission will consider and act upon 
the following in open session: Secretary 
of Labor v. Cumberland Coal Resources, 
LP, Docket Nos. PENN 2008–51–R, et 
seq. (Issues include whether an order 
issued to the operator under 30 CFR 
75.363(a) (requiring that hazardous 
conditions be corrected or posted) 
should be amended to allege a violation 
of 30 CFR 75.360(b) (requiring that the 
person conducting a preshift 
examination identify hazardous 
conditions).) 

Any person attending this meeting 
who requires special accessibility 
features and/or auxiliary aids, such as 
sign language interpreters, must inform 
the Commission in advance of those 
needs. Subject to 29 CFR 2706.150(a)(3) 
and 2706.160(d). 
CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE INFO: Jean 
Ellen, (202) 434–9950/(202) 708–9300 
for TDD Relay/1–800–877–8339 for toll 
free. 

Jean H. Ellen, 
Chief Docket Clerk. 
[FR Doc. E9–30591 Filed 12–22–09; 11:15 
am] 
BILLING CODE 6735–01–P 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 

Agency Information Collection 
Activities; Proposed Collection; 
Comment Request 

AGENCY: Federal Trade Commission 
(‘‘FTC’’ or ‘‘Commission’’). 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: The information collection 
requirements described below will be 
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www.regulations.gov, your e-mail 
address will be automatically captured 
and included as part of the comment 
that is placed in the public docket and 
made available on the Internet. If you 
submit an electronic comment, EPA 
recommends that you include your 
name and other contact information in 
the body of your comment and with any 
disk or CD–ROM you submit. If EPA 
cannot read your comment due to 
technical difficulties and cannot contact 
you for clarification, EPA may not be 
able to consider your comment. 
Electronic files should avoid the use of 
special characters and any form of 
encryption and be free of any defects or 
viruses. For additional information 
about EPA’s public docket visit the EPA 
Docket Center homepage at http:// 
www.epa.gov/epahome/dockets.htm. 

Docket: All documents in the docket 
are listed in the http:// 
www.regulations.gov index. Although 
listed in the index, some information is 
not publicly available, e.g., CBI or other 
information whose disclosure is 
restricted by statute. Certain other 
material, such as copyrighted material, 
will be publicly available only in hard 
copy. Publicly available docket 
materials are available either 
electronically in http:// 
www.regulations.gov or in hard copy at 
the OEI Docket in the EPA Headquarters 
Docket Center. 

Dated: February 12, 2010. 
Rebecca Clark, 
Director, National Center for Environmental 
Assessment. 
[FR Doc. 2010–3240 Filed 2–18–10; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6560–50–P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[ER–FRL–8988–2] 

Environmental Impact Statements; 
Notice of Availability 

Responsible Agency: Office of Federal 
Activities, General Information (202) 
564–1399 or http://www.epa.gov/ 
compliance/nepa/. 

Weekly Receipt of Environmental 
Impact Statements 

Filed 02/01/2010 through 02/12/2010. 
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9. 

Notice 

In accordance with Section 309(a) of 
the Clean Air Act, EPA is required to 
make its comments on EISs issued by 
other Federal agencies public. 
Historically, EPA has met this mandate 
by publishing weekly notices of 

availability of EPA comments, which 
includes a brief summary of EPA’s 
comment letters, in the Federal 
Register. Since February 2008, EPA has 
been including its comment letters on 
EISs on its Web site at: http:// 
www.epa.gov/compliance/nepa/ 
eisdata.html. Including the entire EIS 
comment letters on the Web site 
satisfies the Section 309(a) requirement 
to make EPA’s comments on EISs 
available to the public. Accordingly, 
after March 31, 2010, EPA will 
discontinue the publication of this 
notice of availability of EPA comments 
in the Federal Register. 

Federal Offices in Washington, DC, 
were closed because of inclement 
weather from February 8–11, 2010. 
Accordingly the Notice of Availability 
for the Weekly Receipt of 
Environmental Impact Statements filed 
02/01/2010 through 02/05/2010 was not 
published in the Federal Register on 
February 12, 2010. 
EIS No. 20100033, Draft EIS, BLM, CA 

Chevron Energy Solutions Lucerne 
Valley Solar Project, Proposing To 
Develop a 45-megawatt (MW) Solar 
Photovoltaic (PV) Plant and 
Associated Facilities on 516 Acres of 
Federal Land Managed, California 
Desert Conservation Area Plan 
Amendment, San Bernardino County, 
CA, Comment Period Ends: 05/19/ 
2010, Contact: Greg Thomsen 951– 
697–5237. 

EIS No. 20100034, Final EIS, USFWS, 
CA, Hatchery and Stocking Program. 
Operation of 14 Trout Hatcheries and 
the Mad River Hatchery for the 
Anadromous Steelhead, Federal 
Funding, California Department of 
Fish and Game, CA, Wait Period 
Ends: 03/22/2010, Contact: Bart Prose 
916–978–6152. 

EIS No. 20100035, Draft EIS, USACE, 
TX, Lake Columbia Regional Water 
Supply Reservoir Project, Proposes to 
Construct, Operate and Maintain a 
Dam and Reservoir, Mud Creek, 
Angelina River, Cherokee and Smith 
Counties, TX, Comment Period Ends: 
04/05/2010, Contact: Brent Jasper 
817–886–1733. 

EIS No. 20100036, Final EIS, BR, CA, 
New Melones Lakes Area Resource 
Management Plan, Implementation, 
Tuolumne and Calaveras Counties, 
CA, Wait Period Ends: 03/22/2010, 
Contact: Melissa Vignau 916–989– 
7182. 

EIS No. 20100037, Second Draft 
Supplement, USFS, 00, Sierra Nevada 
Forest Plan Amendment, Proposes to 
Provide an Objective Comparison of 
all of the Alternatives for 2004 Final 
EIS, Amending Land and Resource 

Management Plans, Modoc, Lasser, 
Plumas, Tahoe, Eldorado, Stanislaus, 
Sequoia, Sierra, Inyo and Humboldt- 
Toiyabe National Forests, and the 
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, 
Several Counties, CA and NV, 
Comment Period Ends: 04/05/2010, 
Contact: Randy Moore 707–562–8737. 

EIS No. 20100038, Draft Supplement, 
FSA, 00, PROGRAMMATIC— 
Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), 
Implement Certain Changes to the 
CRP as Enacted by Congress in the 
2008 Farm Bill, in the United States, 
Comment Period Ends: 04/05/2010, 
Contact: Mathhew T. Ponish 202– 
720–6853. 

EIS No. 20100039, Final EIS, WAPA, 00, 
ADOPTION—Southwest Intertie 
Project, Construction and Operation, 
500kV Transmission Line from the 
existing Midpoint substation near 
Shoshone, ID to a new substation site 
in the Dry Lake Valley of Las Vegas, 
NV area to a point near Delta, UT, 
Permits Approval and C, Wait Period 
Ends: 03/22/2010, Contact: Mathew 
Blevins 720–962–7621. U.S. DOE/ 
WAPA has adopted the BLM’s FEIS 
#19930233, filed 07/09/1993. WAPA 
was not a Cooperating Agency for the 
above FEIS. Accordingly, 
recirculation of the document is 
necessary under Section 1506.3(b) of 
the CEQ Regulations. 

EIS No. 20100040, Draft EIS, NRC, IA, 
GENERIC—License Renewal of 
Nuclear Plants (GEIS) Regarding 
Duane Arnold Energy Center, 
Supplement 42 to NUREG–1437, near 
the Town of Palo, Linn County, IA, 
Comment Period Ends: 04/19/2010, 
Contact: Charles H. Eccleston 301– 
415–8537. 

EIS No. 20100041, Final EIS, FHWA, 
MI, US–31 Holland to Grand Haven 
Project, Transportation Improvement 
to Reduce Traffic Congestation and 
Delay, Ottawa County, MI, Wait 
Period Ends: 03/22/2010, Contact: 
David T. Williams 517–702–1820. 

EIS No. 20100042, Final EIS, USACE, 
CA, Natomas Levee Improvement 
Program Phase 4a Landside 
Improvement Project, Issuing of 408 
Permission and 404 Permits, 
California Department of Water 
Resources (DWR) and the California 
Central Valley Flood Protection 
Board, Sutter and Sacramento 
Counties, CA, Wait Period Ends: 03/ 
22/2010, Contact: Elizabeth Holland 
916–557–6763. 

EIS No. 20100043, Final EIS, FHWA, IA, 
Southeast (SE) Connector in Des 
Moines, Iowa, To Provide a Safe and 
Efficient Link between the MLK Jr. 
Parkway at SE 14th Street to the U.S. 
65 Bypass, Funding, U.S. Army COE 
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Section 404 and NPDES Permits, Polk 
County, IA, Wait Period Ends: 03/22/ 
2010, Contact: Lubin Quinones 515– 
233–7300. 

EIS No. 20100044, Final EIS, USFS, CA, 
Lower Trinity and Mad River 
Motorized Travel Management, 
Proposed to Prohibit Cross-Country 
Motor Vehicle Travel Off Designated 
National Forest Transportation 
System (NFTS) Roads and Motorized 
Trails, Six River National Forest, CA, 
Wait Period Ends: 03/22/2010, 
Contact: Linda West 707–441–3561. 

Amended Notices 
EIS No. 20090442, Draft EIS, USACE, 

00, Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel 
Improvement Project, Proposed Ocean 
Dredged Material Disposal Site 
Designation, Southeast Texas and 
Southwest Louisiana, Comment 
Period Ends: 03/12/2010, Contact: 
Janelle Stokes 409–766–3039. 
Revision to FR Notice Published 12/ 

24/2009: Extending Comment Period 
from 02/10/2010 to 03/12/2010. 

Dated: February 16, 2010. 
Robert W. Hargrove, 
Director, NEPA Compliance Division, Office 
of Federal Activities. 
[FR Doc. 2010–3241 Filed 2–18–10; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6560–50–P 

FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 

Farm Credit Administration Board; 
Sunshine Act; Regular Meeting 

AGENCY: Farm Credit Administration. 
SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given, 
pursuant to the Government in the 
Sunshine Act (5 U.S.C. 552b(e)(3)), that 
the February 11, 2010 regular meeting 
(75 FR 6393, February 9, 2010) of the 
Farm Credit Administration Board 
(Board) has been rescheduled due to the 
recent inclement weather in the 
Washington DC metropolitan area. 
DATE AND TIME: The regular meeting of 
the Board will now be held at the offices 
of the Farm Credit Administration in 
McLean, Virginia, on February 24, 2010, 
from 9 a.m. until such time as the Board 
concludes its business. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Roland E. Smith, Secretary to the Farm 
Credit Administration Board, (703) 883– 
4009, TTY (703) 883–4056. 
ADDRESSES: Farm Credit 
Administration, 1501 Farm Credit Drive, 
McLean, Virginia 22102–5090. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
meeting of the Board will be open to the 
public (limited space available). In order 
to increase the accessibility to Board 
meetings, persons requiring assistance 

should make arrangements in advance. 
Two of the three agenda items have 
been removed for this rescheduled 
meeting. The matter to be considered at 
the meeting is: 

Open Session 

• Approval of Minutes 
Æ January 14, 2010 

Dated: February 16, 2010. 
Roland E. Smith, 
Secretary, Farm Credit Administration Board. 
[FR Doc. 2010–3356 Filed 2–17–10; 4:15 pm] 

BILLING CODE 6705–01–P 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 

[IB Docket No. 04–286; DA 10–245] 

Fourth Meeting of the Advisory 
Committee for the 2012 World 
Radiocommunication Conference 
Rescheduled to March 2, 2010 

AGENCY: Federal Communications 
Commission. 
ACTION: Notice. 

SUMMARY: In accordance with the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act, as 
amended, this notice advises interested 
persons that the fourth meeting of the 
WRC–12 Advisory Committee will be 
held at the Federal Communications 
Commission. The purpose of the 
meeting is to continue preparations for 
the 2012 World Radiocommunication 
Conference. The WRC–12 Advisory 
Committee will consider any 
preliminary views and draft proposals 
introduced by the WRC–12 Advisory 
Committee’s Informal Working Groups. 
The meeting, originally scheduled for 
February 10, 2010 as published in the 
Federal Register, Vol. 75, No. 9 on 
January 14, 2010, was postponed due to 
the closure of the Federal Government 
because of inclement weather. Less than 
15 calendar days notice of the 
rescheduled meeting is being provided 
due to the need to receive the WRC–12 
Advisory Committee’s 
recommendations to provide timely 
input to the meeting of the Inter- 
American Telecommunication 
Commission (CITEL). 
DATES: March 2, 2010, 11 a.m. to 
12 noon. 
ADDRESSES: Federal Communications 
Commission, 445 12th Street, SW., 
Room TW–C305, Washington, DC 
20554. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Alexander Roytblat, Designated Federal 
Official, WRC–12 Advisory Committee, 
FCC International Bureau, Strategic 

Analysis and Negotiations Division, at 
(202) 418–7501. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Federal Communications Commission 
established the WRC–12 Advisory 
Committee to provide advice, technical 
support and recommendations relating 
to the preparation of United States 
proposals and positions for the 2012 
World Radiocommunication Conference 
(WRC–12). 

In accordance with the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act, Public Law 
92–463, as amended, this notice advises 
interested persons of the fourth meeting 
of the WRC–12 Advisory Committee. 
The WRC–12 Advisory Committee has 
an open membership. All interested 
parties are invited to participate in the 
WRC–12 Advisory Committee and to 
attend its meetings. The proposed 
agenda for the fourth meeting is as 
follows: 

Agenda 

Fourth Meeting of the WRC–12 
Advisory Committee, Federal 
Communications Commission, 445 12th 
Street, SW., Room TW–C305, 
Washington, DC 20554. 

March 2, 2010, 11 a.m. to 12 noon 

1. Opening Remarks 
2. Approval of Agenda 
3. Approval of the Minutes of the 

Third Meeting 
4. Informal Working Group Reports 

and Documents Relating to Preliminary 
Views 

5. New Guidelines for Federal 
Advisory Committee Membership 

6. Future Meetings 
7. Other Business 

Federal Communications Commission. 
Mindel De La Torre, 
Chief, International Bureau. 
[FR Doc. 2010–3292 Filed 2–18–10; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6712–01–P 

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE 
CORPORATION 

Notice of Agency Meeting 

Pursuant to the provisions of the 
‘‘Government in the Sunshine Act’’ (5 
U.S.C. 552b), notice is hereby given that 
at 10:10 a.m. on Wednesday, February 
17, 2010, the Board of Directors of the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 
met in closed session to consider 
matters related to the Corporation’s 
supervision, resolution, and corporate 
activities. 

In calling the meeting, the Board 
determined, on motion of Vice 
Chairman Martin J. Gruenberg, 
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Mr. James Tucker 

Time Warner Cable 

Dallas Design Department 

P.O. Box 650063 

Dallas, TX 75265-0063  

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 Thank you for providing this information. 
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Mr. Ronald R. Moon 

707 N 31
st
 Street 

Nederland, TX 77627 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

The primary purpose of the two large placement areas on Pleasure Island (Placement Areas 

[PA] 8 and 11) is to store dredged material removed from the Sabine-Neches Waterway 

(SNWW). However, in 1997-1998, changes were made to PA 11 that allows it to serve as a 

nursery area for marine organisms while the area slowly fills with dredged material. Two 

drop-outlet structures in PA 11 were relocated to allow decanted water to exit into Sabine 

Lake during dredged material discharge operations. The relocation allows free tidal 

exchange and is providing a temporary increase in forage and nursery areas for sport and 

commercial fishery species. PA 11 will eventually be filled with sediments, slowly 

decreasing the size of the temporary forage and nursery areas. At that time, future 

management options, including effluent discharge locations, will be evaluated. No changes 

were made to outlet structures at PA 8 (referred to as PA 10 in the comment). 

2 

In the past at PA 8 (referred to as PA 10 in the comment), effluent did cover the road at 

times during dredging contracts. A construction contract underway at this time will rectify 

this situation by raising the elevation of the roadway. The roadway around PA 11 does not 

flood because the drop outlet structures drain the effluent, keeping it from overtopping the 

road.  

3 

The drop outlet structures are left open to facilitate marine life access, and therefore provide 

an escape route after high tides and storms. We must emphasize that the primary purpose of 

the PAs is the containment of dredged material. Wildlife utilizes the areas between 

placement episodes. 

4 

The roads are open to the public the majority of the time. Access is restricted during levee 

repair or construction contracts because it is not safe for the public to use the roads at those 

times. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Port Arthur Area Office does not 

routinely maintain the grassy areas adjacent to the roads. The levee roads are public 

roadways in the City of Port Arthur.   

5 Thank you for your comments. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



14402
Typewritten Text
1



Mr. Raymond C. Johnson 

Port of Port Arthur 

P.O. Box 1428 

Port Arthur, TX 77641 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) contains an evaluation of the 

socioeconomic effects of the proposed project on minority and low-income populations 

living within the study area (FEIS section 4.15.2.2 (Environmental Justice). No adverse 

impacts to these communities are anticipated. 
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Mr. C. Michael Foster 

Sabine Lake Foundation 

2210 Eastex Freeway 

Beaumont, TX 77703 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

FEIS section 2.5.3.2.2 (Gulf Shore Beneficial Use [BU] Feature) contains an in-depth 

evaluation of the anticipated effects of regular shoreline nourishment at Texas and Louisiana 

points using maintenance material from Sabine Pass. The proposed beneficial use was 

evaluated and approved by the Interagency Coordination Team (ICT). It is acknowledged 

that most of the material will be composed of fine-grained sediments, and that some of the 

material will be rapidly lost from the vicinity of the shoreline. The mobile material within 

the surf zone should generally migrate to the west at both Texas and Louisiana points. 

There, the additional fine-grained sediments could lower erosion rates through mudflat 

accretion and wave attenuation. 

2 

USACE assumes that "something more substantial" refers to dense clays that originate from 

channel or mooring basin deepening. The use of heavier clays from the deepening of the 

Sabine Pass Channel was evaluated and determined to be more costly than upland placement 

(FEIS section 5.4.1.2). A cost-share sponsor would be needed to adopt and implement this 

as a beneficial use measure, and no non-federal sponsor has been identified at this time. Use 

of heavier clays from the deepening was also evaluated as a potential mitigation measure 

(FEIS Section 5.4.2), but was not adopted because of high incremental costs.  
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Ms. Julia Zolandz 

1048 Oregon Avenue, Apt. D 

Beaumont, TX 77705 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

Extensive studies were conducted by USACE in compliance with Council on Environmental 

Quality (CEQ) National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations and in coordination 

with the ICT. These studies utilized the best available scientific information and reached 

objective, scientifically-based conclusions. The FEIS was also reviewed by a team of 

independent external peer reviewers, and revisions to the analyses were made based on their 

recommendations.  

2 

Direct and indirect economic benefits of the proposed deepening will accrue to all users of 

the SNWW, and to the regional and national economy. The economic analysis presented in 

Feasibility Report (FR) Section V.F establishes that there would be a net economic benefit 

to the nation from the proposed project. 
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Mr. Herbert Oxford 

4810 Calder Avenue 

Beaumont, TX 77706 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 Thank you for your comment. 
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Mr. James E. Kaucher, P.E. 

Plant Manager, Sabine Pass LNG Project 

Cheniere Energy, Inc. 

700 Milam Street, Suite 800 

Houston, TX 77002 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

Transportation savings benefits of the proposed deepening are presented in FR Table V-52. 

The economic analysis includes deepening benefits associated with loading the Liquefied 

Natural Gas (LNG) vessels to 43 feet (ft). Benefits to LNG vessels with design drafts of 45 

ft are possible.  

2 Thank you for your comment. 
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Mr. David Corban 

Fulbright & Jaworski, LLP-Texas Energy Coalition 

6207 Inwood Drive 

Houston, TX 77057 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

Owners of pipelines crossing the SNWW were contacted by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

(USACE) in 2002. USACE requested that they provide the most current "as-built" drawings 

and the location of SNWW crossings to enable our assessment of potential project impacts.  

The project's non-Federal sponsor has made numerous presentations to industry trade groups 

and community organizations throughout the study period, providing updates of the study 

and project descriptions. 

2 

The DFR provides sufficient information for feasibility-level planning. A list of potentially 

affected pipelines was provided to pipeline companies during the Draft EIS (DEIS) public 

comment period. The USACE list of potentially affected pipelines should not be considered 

definitive. This list will be refined based on information submitted to USACE during the 

public comment period and subsequent to the USACE/Pipeline Owner information meeting 

on January 25, 2011. The individual circumstances of each pipeline will be evaluated by 

USACE in consultation with the non-Federal sponsor and the pipeline owner during the 

preconstruction, engineering, and design (PED) and Construction phases, and decisions 

regarding necessary actions will be made individually for each pipeline at that time. There 

will be sufficient time for pipeline companies to make necessary preparations after the 

project is approved.  

3 The comment period was extended an additional 30 days to March 12, 2010. 

4 
Please see Section 2.4.1.12 of this Final EIS for a discussion of the allocation of pipeline 

relocation costs. 
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Mr. Hubert Oxford 

3535 Calder Avenue 

Beaumont, TX 77706 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 Thank you for your comments. 
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Mr. James E. Kaucher, P.E. 

Plant Manager, Sabine Pass LNG Project 

Cheniere Energy, Inc. 

700 Milam Street, Suite 800 

Houston, TX 77002 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

Transportation savings benefits of the proposed deepening are presented in FR Table V-52. 

The economic analysis includes deepening benefits associated with loading the LNG vessels 

to 43 ft. Benefits to LNG vessels with design drafts of 45 ft are possible.  

2 Thank you for your comment. 
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Captain Jerry Norris 

Sabine Lake Guide Service 

3262 Bell Street 

Port Arthur, TX 77640 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

The dredged material that would be used for the Gulf Shore BU Feature originates from the 

Sabine Pass Channel. The state boundary between Texas and Louisiana follows this 

channel. Since the material comes from both states, the BU feature is designed to benefit 

both states and comply with Coastal Zone Management Act regulations promulgated by 

each state.   

2 

FEIS section 2.5.3.2.2 (Gulf Shore BU Feature) contains an in-depth evaluation of the 

anticipated effects of regular shoreline nourishment at Texas and Louisiana points using 

maintenance material from Sabine Pass. The proposed beneficial use was evaluated and 

approved by the ICT. All of the material cannot be used in Texas for reasons presented in 

the USACE response to Comment 1. 
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Ms. Kim Prchal 

Address unknown 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 A table of potentially affected pipelines which cross the SNWW was provided as requested.  
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Mr. Daniel Stahl 

Air Products and Chemicals, Inc. 

Project Engineering / Pipeline Maintenance 

Allentown, PA 18195-1501 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 
A list of potentially affected pipelines was provided to the Texas Energy Coalition and 

individual pipeline companies during the DEIS public comment period.   

2 

FR, Appendix I (Drawing # C-15) shows cross sections on the Neches River Channel in the 

vicinity of the Air Products pipeline. More detailed information on channel design will be 

developed and provided to all pipeline and utility companies during the PED phase.  

3 

USACE met with pipeline owners at an information meeting on January 25, 2011. More 

information on the hydraulic pipeline dredging process was provided at that time, and 

additional information will be provided during the PED phase. This is the same process that 

is used currently to maintain the existing SNWW channels. 
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Mr. Michael A. Heim 

Executive Vice President and Chief Operating Officer 

Targa Midstream Services Limited Partnership 

1000 Louisiana, Suite 4300 

Houston, TX 77002 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 The public comment period was extended an additional 30 days to March 12, 2010. 

2 

Owners of pipelines crossing the SNWW were contacted by USACE in 2002. USACE 

requested that they provide the most current "as-built" drawings and the location of SNWW 

crossings to enable an assessment of potential project impacts. The project's non-Federal 

sponsor has made numerous presentations to industry trade groups and community 

organizations throughout the study period, providing updates of the study and project 

descriptions. The individual circumstances of each pipeline will be evaluated by USACE in 

consultation with the non-Federal sponsor and the pipeline owner during the PED and 

Construction phases, and decisions regarding necessary actions will be made individually 

for each pipeline at that time. There will be sufficient time for pipeline companies to make 

necessary preparations after the project is approved. 

3 

FEIS Section 1.4.3 presents industry concerns about the costs of moving pipelines to 

accommodate a deeper channel. FEIS Section 2.4.1.12 presents a discussion of the 

allocation of pipeline relocation costs. Potential environmental impacts of pipeline 

relocation are assumed to be minimal. However, each pipeline relocation is case specific, 

and coordination with USACE-Galveston Regulatory Branch would be required in each 

case. However, relocations to place a pipeline deeper would not necessarily require a new 

permit. If a pipeline is being moved to a new location, then the impacts would be evaluated 

by the environmental assessment performed in conjunction with the Department of Army 

permit.   
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Mr. Ronald L. Walker 

County Judge 

Jefferson County Courthouse 

P.O. Box 4025 

Beaumont, TX 77704 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 Thank you for your comment. 
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Mr. Fred Jackson 

Jefferson County Courthouse 

1149 Pearl Street, 4
th
 Floor 

Beaumont, TX 77701 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 Thank you for your comment. 
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Mr. William Doré 

President 

Doré Energy Corp. 

4823 Ihles Road 

Lake Charles, LA 70605 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 Thank you for your comment. 

2 

The proposed SNWW CIP is a Federal Civil Works project, and as such, it would provide benefits to 

the Nation, not just one state. The economic analysis presented in FR section V.F establishes that 

there would be a net economic benefit to the United States from the proposed project. Direct and 

indirect economic benefits of the proposed deepening will accrue to all users of the SNWW, 

including the energy industries, and to the regional economy.  

3 

It appears that Cameron Meadows is located within LA-9, the East Johnsons Bayou hydro-unit. FEIS 

Chapter 4 fully evaluates potential impacts from the SNWW CIP to this unit. As noted in FEIS 

Section 4.6.2, the proposed project would result in a minimal increase in water surface elevation 

(averaging less than an inch), a slight increase the amount of tidal exchange, and a slight increase in 

the conveyance of inflows to the Gulf. All of these effects are minimal.  

4 

FEIS, Appendix C, Section 9.4 presents a sensitivity analysis of potential salinity impacts at the 95 

percent confidence limit. Without the project, the hydrodynamic salinity (HS) and Wetland Value 

Assessment (WVA) models estimate that 4.0 percent of the marsh in the East Johnsons hydro-unit 

will be lost over 50 years. Potential land loss impacts from the proposed SNWW CIP range from 0 to 

0.4 percent more than without the project. Proposed mitigation replaces estimated land loss with more 

than four times the amount of marsh projected to be lost, providing more than adequate mitigation for 

the full range of possible impacts.  

5 

USACE evaluated the modeling reported by Gammil et al. (2002) and decided not to use this model 

because of specific technical issues and non-coverage of the Texas portion of the study area. 

Hydrodynamic-salinity effects of channel deepening were modeled using the TABS-MDS code of 

ERDC-WES to compute hydrodynamics and salinity transport.  This model has been used extensively 

over the last two decades in a variety of field investigations with excellent results. It has also has been 

certified for use by the USACE model certification program. The technical adequacy of the 

application of this model to the proposed project has been sustained by Agency Technical Review 

(ATR) and Independent External Peer Review (IEPR).  The potential effect of higher salinity on land 

loss was evaluated by using the HS and WVA ecological model to estimate land loss due to the 

project.  

6 

USACE and the ICT made extensive efforts to identify effective mitigation measures that could 

minimize or eliminate the projected increase in salinity. The results of this effort are presented in 

FEIS Section 5.4.1.1. HS modeling and the WVA model were utilized to evaluate the effectiveness of 

salinity control structures. As described in FEIS Section 3.1.3, the WVA model was developed by a 

working group of state and federal agencies in Louisiana, and it is used extensively in Louisiana to 

prioritize Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act (CWPPRA). A projects for 

authorization. The value of marsh and open water habitats are both considered in this community 

model.  

7 

The relationship of the proposed SNWW CIP project to Louisiana coastal restoration and protection 

programs are described in FEIS Sections 7.26 through 7.30. The proposed project does not conflict 

with any of these plans. Impacts of the proposed project would be fully compensated by the Louisiana 

marsh mitigation measures. 

8 Please refer to responses 1-7 above. 

9 Thank you for your comment. 
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Mr. Lawrence E. Aten 

2845 Arizona Terrace NW 

Washington, DC 20016 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

USACE appreciates the information and references provided, and will utilize them in the 

analysis of data from terrestrial archeological studies and the formulation of a mitigation 

program, if necessary, that will be conducted during PED pursuant to the Historic Properties 

Programmatic Agreement (FEIS Appendix H).  

2 This information will be used in determining the significance of potential site impacts.  
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Mr. Denis Calabrese 

Texas Energy Coalition 

6207 Inwood Drive 

Houston, TX 77057 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

The comment period has been extended an additional 30 days to March 12, 2010. This information 

was placed on the USACE website at http://www.swg.usace.army.mil/pao/Docs/Extensionof 

PublicCommentPeriodtoMarch12.pdf on February 8, 2010. 

2 
The release of the Draft FR and DEIS was established based on the schedule requirements needed to 

complete a Chief of Engineers report in Fiscal Year 2010.  

3 

Owners of pipelines crossing the SNWW were contacted by USACE in 2002. USACE requested that 

they provide the most current "as-built" drawings and the location of SNWW crossings to enable our 

assessment of potential project impacts. The project's non-Federal sponsor has made numerous 

presentations to industry trade groups and community organizations throughout the study period, 

providing updates of the study and project descriptions. 

4 

A list of potentially affected pipelines was provided to pipeline companies during the DEIS public 

comment period. The USACE list of potentially affected pipelines was developed for the purpose of 

feasibility level planning, and should not be considered definitive. This list will be refined based on 

information submitted to USACE during the public comment period and subsequent to the 

USACE/Pipeline Owner information meeting on January 25, 2011. The individual circumstances of 

each pipeline will be evaluated by USACE in consultation with the non-Federal sponsor and the 

pipeline owner during the PED and Construction phases, and decisions regarding necessary actions 

will be made individually for each pipeline at that time. 

5 

As noted, pipelines cross beneath existing PAs that are proposed for use with the SNWW CIP. 

USACE will coordinate with pipeline owners during PED and Construction phases to avoid impacts 

to these pipelines.   

6 

FEIS Section 2.4.1.12 discusses the potential for pipelines to be affected by BU and marsh mitigation 

areas. It is recognized that additional pipeline searches and coordination with pipeline owners will be 

required prior to construction. USACE will coordinate with pipeline owners during PED and 

Construction phases to avoid impacts to these pipelines.  

7 
As noted, a list of potentially affected pipelines was provided to pipeline companies during the DEIS 

public comment period.  

8 The comment period was extended an additional 30 days to March 12, 2010. 

9 

The USACE feasibility study estimate of pipeline relocation costs was developed by USACE to 

estimate the fully funded cost allocation between USACE and the non-Federal sponsor. A 

preliminary construction schedule has been developed (Engineering Appendix Addendum 2009, 

chapter 14.0 Revised Schedules for Design and Construction) and is available upon request. 

However, the actual time table for project construction is uncertain at this time because it is 

dependent upon ASA and OMB approval of the Chief's Report, Congressional authorization and 

Congressional appropriation of funds. There will be sufficient time for pipeline companies to make 

necessary preparations after the project is approved.  As requested, USACE met with pipeline owners 

at an information meeting on January 25, 2011. 

10 Please see Section 2.4.1.12 of this FEIS for a discussion of the allocation of pipeline relocation costs. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



1

Stokes, Janelle S SWG

From: Texas Pipeline Association [texaspipelineassociation@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2010 2:34 PM
To: Stokes, Janelle S SWG
Subject: RE: Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project comments

Ms. Stokes:
 
We hope that our comments will be considered in their entirety and that it is noted we are requesting the comment period 
be extended 60 days, not 30 days, past the original February 10, 2010 date for reasons stated in the comments.
 
Thank you.

Angie Adams
Assistant to the Executive Director
Texas Pipeline Association
512/478-2871

--- On Wed, 2/10/10, Stokes, Janelle S SWG <janelle.s.stokes@usace.army.mil> wrote:

From: Stokes, Janelle S SWG <janelle.s.stokes@usace.army.mil>
Subject: RE: Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project comments
To: "Texas Pipeline Association" <texaspipelineassociation@yahoo.com>
Date: Wednesday, February 10, 2010, 1:09 PM

Ms. Adams,

The Galveston District, Corps of Engineers, is extending the CEQ public
comment period for the Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project,
and Proposed Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site Designation, Southeast
Texas and Southwest Louisiana.  The comment period was originally set to end
on 2/10/2010, but it has been extended 30 days to 3/12/2010. 

Janelle Stokes
Regional Environmental Specialist
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Galveston District
P.O. Box 1229
Galveston, Texas 77573
409.766.3039
janelle.s.stokes@usace.army.mil <http://us.mc503.mail.yahoo.com/mc/compose?

to=janelle.s.stokes@usace.army.mil> 

-----Original Message-----
From: Texas Pipeline Association [mailto:texaspipelineassociation@yahoo.com 

<http://us.mc503.mail.yahoo.com/mc/compose?to=texaspipelineassociation@yahoo.com> ] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2010 9:41 AM
To: Stokes, Janelle S SWG
Subject: Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project comments

Dear Ms. Stokes:

Attached are the comments of the Texas Pipeline Association regarding the
Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project.  We appreciate the
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opportunity to submit comments.

Please contact us if you have any questions or need further information.

Thank you.

Angie Adams
Assistant to the Executive Director
Texas Pipeline Association
512/478-2871



Ms. Angie Adams 

Texas Pipeline Association 

604 West 14
th
 Street 

Austin, TX 78701 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 The comment period was extended an additional 30 days to March 12, 2010. 
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Mr. Patrick J. Nugent 

Executive Director 

Texas Pipeline Association 

604 West 14
th
 Street 

Austin, TX 78701 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 The comment period was extended an additional 30 days to March 12, 2010. 

2 
The length of these documents is commensurate with the size and complexity of the 

proposed project.   

3 

The USACE feasibility study estimate of pipeline relocation costs was developed by 

USACE to estimate the fully funded cost allocation between USACE and the non-Federal 

sponsor.  A list of potentially affected pipelines was provided to pipeline companies during 

the DEIS public comment period. The USACE list of potentially affected pipelines should 

not be considered definitive. This list will be refined based on information submitted to 

USACE during the public comment period and subsequent to the USACE/Pipeline Owner 

information meeting on January 25, 2011. The individual circumstances of each pipeline 

will be evaluated by USACE in consultation with the non-Federal sponsor and the pipeline 

owner during the PED and Construction phases, and decisions regarding necessary actions 

will be made individually for each pipeline at that time.  

4 

Channel deepening will be accomplished with numerous dredging contracts over many 

years, and associated pipeline relocations will similarly occur in increments, so no large 

disruptions in pipeline service are anticipated. USACE will ensure that channel construction 

contractors work with pipeline companies as needed to accommodate all parties for a safe 

and effective working plan.  

5 See USACE response to Comment 4. 

6 See USACE response to Comment 4. 

7 

A sensitivity analysis using the ADCIRC model was performed to determine what effect the 

proposed SNWW CIP might have on surge levels in the study area (Wamsley et al., 2010). 

The results of this analysis are presented in FR Chapter VIII, FEIS Section 4.1.5. The 

comment period was extended an additional 30 days to March 12, 2010. 
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Stokes, Janelle S SWG

From: Fontenot, Chuck [Fontenot@pbworld.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 11, 2010 12:49 PM
To: Stokes, Janelle S SWG
Cc: Praesel, Jr, Arthur Gus; Mayorga, Masao; Hall, John; Reichwein, Tim
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact for Sabine Neches Waterway

Attachments: PBESS Neches Pipeline Overlay.pdf; 1127 Sasol 6 inch Neches-1 Model (1).pdf; 1146 
Entergy 24 inch Neches-1 Model (1).pdf; PBESS Neches Crossings.pdf; TECHNICAL 
CONSIDERATIONS FOR CROSSINGS RIVER.pdf

PBESS Neches 
Pipeline Overlay....

1127 Sasol 6 inch 
Neches-1 Mod...

1146 Entergy 24 
inch Neches-1 ...

PBESS Neches 
Crossings.pdf

TECHNICAL 
NSIDERATIONS FOR 

Ms. Stokes,

                I am with PB Energy Storage Services.  I spoke with you recently on the 
phone in relation to the Draft Environmental Impact Study on the Sabine Neches Waterway.  
I am submitting a short technical evaluation on the impact of the project to PBESS’s 
Pipeline Operation.  We have looked at the deepening and widening of the channel as well 
as the location of the spoil areas in relation to our pipelines.  Depending on where the 
centerline of the channel will be we do not see a big impact on our systems.   We would 
like to point out that the spoil areas are directly over portions of both pipelines.  As 
we do not know the finished depth of the spoil in these areas we are somewhat concerned.  
I have attached a letter as well as drawing that show the location of the pipelines, most 
recent profiles as well as Google Photos with GPS Coordinates.  I also super imposed the 
drawing from your impact study with our pipelines. 

 

Please feel free to contact me if you require more information or if we can help in any 
way.

 

Thanks

Chuck Fontenot

Operations Manager

PB Energy Storage Services, Inc.

A Parsons Brinckerhoff Company

16285 Park Ten Place, Suite 400, Houston, TX 77084 (New)

6950 Sulphur Drive, Beaumont, TX  77705

(409) 839-4602 (Beaumont Office)

(281) 589-5845 (Houston Office)

(281) 923-0317 Mobile

(409) 839-0510 Fax

E-mail Address: fontenot@pbworld.com <blocked::mailto:fontenot@pbworld.com> 

PBESS Website : http://www.pbenergy.com <http://www.pbenergy.com/> 
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Mr. Chuck Fontenot 

Operations Manager 

PB Energy Storage Services, Inc. 

16285 Park Ten Place, Suite 400 

Houston, TX 77084 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

The individual circumstances of each pipeline will be evaluated by USACE in consultation 

with the non-Federal sponsor and the pipeline owner during the PED and Construction 

phases, and your concerns will be addressed at that time.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



16285 Park Ten Place, 4th Floor Telephone (281) 496-5590
Houston, Texas 77084 Fax (281) 589-5865

Department of the ARMY
Galveston District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. BOX 1229
Galveston, TX 77553
Subject: PB ESS Technical Requirements for our Pipelines due to Sabine Neches,
Waterway Channel Improvement Project
Date: February 2nd, 2010

To: Ms Janelle Stokes

PB Energy Storage Services is responsible for the operation of two pipelines crossing
under the natural bottom of the Neches River as per attached drawings and pictures. One
pipeline is 24” OD natural gas pipeline and the other is 6.625” OD ethane pipeline.  The
24”  OD Pipeline  is  required  for  the  Gas  Supply  to  Entergy’s  Bridge  City  Power  Plant.
The 6.625” OD pipeline is the ethane feedstock pipeline to Sasol NA’s Westlake Power
Plant.  While we realize that this release is related to environmental impact particularly
on the spoil areas, we wanted to make sure that the location of our pipelines related to
both the spoil areas and river excavation were considered as soon as possible.
PB has reviewed the documents from Department of the ARMY, and applied standards and
applicable specifications including DOT 195, DOT 192, ASME B31.4 (Liquids) and
ASME B31.8 (Gas), to determinate the minimum necessary requirements for the proposed
project.
The primary guidelines for this project to be considered are:

All buried pipelines for river and stream crossings shall be installed below the
normal level of bottom of river with a minimum cover not less than 48 inches,
PBESS  considers  this  to  be  adequate  under  the  most  perfect  conditions  of  water
movement, this depth should be increased as per calculations based on real
conditions.

Crossings of rivers, streams, lakes, and inland bodies of water are individual
problems, and the designer shall investigate composition of bottom, variation in
banks, velocity of water, scouring, and special seasonal problems. Where required,

PB Energy
Storage

Services, Inc
ENGINEERING – CONSTRUCTION – OPERATIONS – MAINTENANCE
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detailed plans and specifications shall be prepared taking into account these and any
special considerations or limitations imposed by the regulatory body involved.

Underwater crossings modifications as this case, plans and specifications shall
describe the position of the line, showing relationship of the pipeline to the natural
bottom and  the  depth  below mean low water  level  when applicable.  To  meet  the
conditions set out here, heavier wall thickness could be necessary. Approach and
position of the line in the banks is important, as is the position of the line across the
bottom. Special consideration shall be given to depth of cover and other means of
protecting the pipeline in the surf zone. Special consideration shall be given to
protective coating and the use of concrete jacketing or the application of river
weights.

Complete inspection shall be provided and all precautions shall be taken during
construction to limit stress below the level that would produce buckling or collapse
due to out-of-roundness of the complete pipeline.

Plans and specifications shall describe alignment of the pipeline, depth below mean
water level, and depth below bottom if ditched. Special considerations shall be
given to use of weight coating(s), anchors, or other means of maintaining position
of the pipeline under anticipated conditions of buoyancy and water motion.
Complete constructions inspection and monitoring shall be provided. Precautions
shall be taken during construction to limit stress below the level that would produce
buckling or collapse due to out-of-roundness of the pipeline.

Where pipelines and mains cross areas that are normally under water or subject to
flooding (i.e., lakes, bays, or swamps), sufficient weight or anchorage shall be
applied to the line to prevent flotation.

Because submarine crossings may be subject to washouts due to the natural hazards
of changes in the waterway bed, water velocities, deepening of the channel, or
changing of the channel location in the waterway, design considerations shall be
given to protecting the pipeline or main at such crossings. The depth of the line,
location of the bends installed in the banks, wall thickness of the pipe, and the
weighting of the line shall be selected on the characteristics of the waterway.

After analysis, PB ESS requirements:

PB ESS has not in this case studied the soil conditions and water velocity for these
crossings, due to the unpredictable conditions for this river, we want to keep the
minimum depth as per drawings, which is 14.5’ at TOP for both pipelines, unless
than proper studies show than a shallower depth would not be a risk.

 If it becomes necessary that a minimum depth would be less than 14.5’ and in the
case that the pipeline could have the possibility of future exposure, the guidelines
suggested above shall be considered and approved by PB ESS.
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If the width or depth of the river excavation makes the replacement of the pipeline
necessary, then a new section of pipeline would be necessary and mainline block
valves should be installed on the upstream side of major river crossings. Either a
block or check valve shall be installed on the downstream side of major river
crossing.

PB ESS will require that a representative of our company be on-site at all times,
during all excavation activities in the vicinity of these pipelines.

Another issue that we have is regarding to the “Dredged Material Placement
Areas”, because these are exactly above both pipelines. PB ESS will need
maintenance access to the pipelines.  If the depth of these spoil areas is significant
then we may have issues with spoil placement.  Attached to this document are
pictures showing the approximate location of the pipelines.  We are supplying the
GPS coordinates  in  the  Vicinity  of  the  river.   If  possible  we  would  like  to  avoid
these areas above the pipelines.

PB ESS is would be happy to review all information related to these pipelines with your
engineers.  We look forward to working with the Corp of Engineers in order to support this
operation, with as little impact as possible to existing structures.
All technical questions should be directed to Mr. Masao Mayorga
(mayorgam@pbworld.com) or Mr. Chuck Fontenot (fontenot@pbworld.com)

Sincerely,

Masao Mayorga
Principal Pipeline Engineer
PB Energy Storage Services, Inc.
A Parsons Brinckerhoff Company
16285 Park Ten Place Floor 4th, Houston, TX 77084
(281) 589-5983 (Houston Office)
(713) 817-3045 Mobile
(281) 589-5865 Fax
E-mail Address: mayorgam@pbworld.com
PBES Website : http://www.pbenergy.com

PB Website      : http://www.pbworld.com

mailto:mayorgam@pbworld.com
mailto:fontenot@pbworld.com
mailto:mayorgam@pbworld.com
http://www.pbenergy.com/
http://www.pbworld.com/
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Mr. Masao Mayorga 

Principal Pipeline Engineer 

PB Energy Storage Services, Inc. 

16285 Park Ten Place Floor 4
th
 

Houston, TX 77084 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 Thank you for providing this information.  

2 Comment noted. 

3 

The USACE Galveston District guidance for DEEP DRAFT CHANNELS DISTRICT 

POLICIES AND PRACTICES can be found at http://www.swg.usace.army.mil/items/hgnc/ 

#MEMO. The "primary guidelines" refer to the "normal level of bottom of river", "natural 

bottom" and this is not equivalent to the authorized depth of the federal channel. 

4 Please refer to USACE response to Comment 3.  

5 

Maintenance access will be provided upon request. The individual circumstances of each 

pipeline will be evaluated by USACE in consultation with the non-Federal sponsor and the 

pipeline owner during the PED and Construction phases, and your concerns will be 

addressed at that time.   

6 

USACE met with pipeline owners at an information meeting on January 25, 2011. More 

information on project features that could affect pipelines will be provided as detailed plans 

are developed during PED and Construction phases.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Services: 

Applied Science 
& Planning 

Environmental 
Restoration & 
Monitoring 

Cultural Resources 
Management 

Geographic 
Information 
Systems 

Litigation Support 

Website: 

www.coastalenv.com 

Corporate Office: 

1260 Main Street 
Baton Rouge, LA 70802 
Ph (225) 383-7455 
F (225) 383-7925 

Other Locations: 

127 Babcock Farm Road 
Appomattox, VA 24522 
Ph/F (434) 352-4168 
cpear2@hughes.net 

525 S. Carancahua Street 
Corpus Christi, TX 78401 
Ph (361) 854-4885 
Ph (361) 884-6626 
F (361) 884-1844 
bguevin@coastalenv.com 

812 Water Street 
Biloxi, MS 39530 
Ph (228) 385-5547 
F (228) 385-5548 
rellis@coastalenv.com 

302 Saint John Street 
Madisonville, LA 70447 
Ph/F (985) 845-2879 
mgagliano@coastalenv.com 

Coastal Environments, Incor orated 

USACE - Galveston District 
ATTN: Ms. Janelle Stokes 
P. O. Box 1229 
Galveston, TX 77553 

February 22,2010 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Sabine-Neches Waterway 
Channel Improvement Project Southeast Texas and Southwest Louisiana 
(SNWW) 

Dear Ms. Stokes: 

This letter of objection is written on behalf of Dore Energy Corporation (DEC), a 
landowner in Cameron Parish, LA. DEC owns an 18,611-ac tract, known as 
Cameron Meadows, which is comprised of coastal marsh that abuts the south side of 
the Sabine National Wildlife Refuge. 

As we understand, the existing channel SNWW is currently 40-ft deep and the project 
calls for it to be extended into the gulf, widened, and deepened to 48 ft. A projected 
98 M cu yds of material would be dredged during project construction with a 
maintenance requirement of 650 M cu yds that would be dredged over the following 
50 years. The cited need for the project is attributed to current SNWW depth/channel 
configurations and ship congestion that impede shipments of crude oil in larger ships 
to existing oil refineries and petrochemical related facilities. 

We believe that the SNWW is very comparable to the Mississippi River Gulf Outlet 
(MRGO), located in St. Bernard Parish, Louisiana. The MRGO has now been de
authorized by the U. S. Congress and a rock dam placed across the channel near its 
seaward end and a surge structure across its upper end at a cost in excess of one billion 
dollars. A Congressional authorized study is currently underway by the USACE, New 
Orleans District, to develop a plan for mitigation of environmental damages resulting 
from the MRGO. Estimates for implementing the environmental plan are between 1.5 
and 2B dollars. Have similar costs been factored into the SNWW? 

A report, prepared by the USACE, New Orleans District, entitled Habitat Impacts of 
the Construction of the MRGO (December, 1999), states that the 76-mile, waterway 
was dredged to its authorized 500-ft width and 35-ft depth by 1965. The USACE, 
New Orleans District, state on pg 1 of the report that "(c)onstruction of the MRGO 
and subsequent erosion has caused extensive loss of land in St. Bernard Parish". 
Authors of the report calculated that thousands of wetland acres were lost as the result 
of the MRGO not only in St. Bernard Parish, but in all of the parishes that surround 
Lake Pontchartrain. Did the USACE, Galveston District, review and evaluate Habitat 
Impacts of the Construction of the MRGO? Does the USACE, Galveston District, 
know that navigation channels are a primary cause for coastal wetland loss and 
degradation in Louisiana? If so, why was a discussion on same not included in the 
DEIS? 
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The numbers of movements of ships in the DEIS are only provided by the SNWW percentage of 
nationwide totals. What is the numerical summary of the number of existing and projected 
shipments with and without the project? What is the numerical breakdown on types of vessels 
(including lengths, widths, drafts) documented as historically using the SNWW historically as well 
as the present time? What is the current frequency of marine movements by type of vessel? Where 
is the data that documents delays, accidents, near-misses, etc.? Where is data that identifies and 
documents specific areas of congestion along the SNWW that could be possibly "fixed' as a 
reasonable partial alternative to the preferred action? The need to bring crude oil shipments to 
refineries with 4S-ft draft, vessels should be justified by a realistic and defendable projection of 
movements. 

Several alternatives included the use of, or similarities to, the Louisiana Offshore Oil Port, the DEIS 
concludes that local interests along the existing SNWW do not want to invest their own resources 
into a solution that would not adversely affect Louisiana's wetland resources. Business interests 
would rather have the channel improved at the public and Louisiana's expense. Why would the 
USACE, Galveston District, not take a more in-depth look at the alternatives reviewed in the DEIS 
and attempt to identify new alternatives that would not adversely affect Louisiana? For instance, an 
authority or consortium of users could be formed that could investigate the feasibility of developing 
a partnered public and private funded offshore oil port or lightering system for large tankers. 

The State of Texas would obviously benefit from the SNWW project; but how would the State of 
Louisiana benefit? 

The DEIS states that the deepening and widening of the SNWW channel will increase the amplitude 
and salinities of incoming tides, shorten durations of freshwater retention, and increase overall water 
levels in the DEIS study area. These changes in environmental conditions will significantly affect 
wetlands and wetland productivity on the Cameron Meadows tract. The DEIS includes some 
breadcrumb mitigation offerings in Louisiana in the form of several relatively small wetland 
restoration projects at the Sabine National Wildlife Refuge and private lands, located north of the 
refuge. Why has no mitigation been proposed at Cameron Meadows? How does the US ACE, 
Galveston District, plan to mitigate or compensate for the project's adverse, long-term cumulative 
impacts at Cameron Meadows and other wetland areas in Cameron Parish? 

Thank you for the opportunity to make these comments. 

xc: Louisiana Governor Bobby Jindal 
U. S. Senator Mary Landrieu 
U. S. Senator David Vitter 
u. S. Representative Charles Boustany 
Cameron Parish Police Jury 

Sincerely yours, 

.~~r.~~ 
Sherwood M. Gagliano, Ph.D. 
Chief Executive Officer 
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Mr. Sherwood M. Gagliano, Ph.D. 

Chief Executive Officer 

Coastal Environments, Inc. 

1260 Main Street 

Baton Rouge, LA 70802 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

Costs cited in the comment are specific to the Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet (MRGO) 

project and cannot be extrapolated directly to the proposed SNWW CIP. The cost to 

mitigate unavoidable environmental impacts have been included in the project cost estimate. 

2 

Galveston District is aware of the referenced document. The fact that navigation channels 

are one of the causes of coastal wetland loss in Louisiana is acknowledged in the FEIS (see 

Sections 1.4.2, 3.5, 3.9.4, 4.6 and 4.10) and this is reflected by the proposed mitigation plan 

for the project. 

3 

Requested information is presented in FR Chapter 5, and DFR Appendix 2. The DFR and 

DEIS are designed to complement one another, and both were provided for public review. 

The economic analysis presented in FR section V.F establishes that there would be a net 

economic benefit to the United States from the proposed project. 

4 
Non-structural alternatives, including new offshore ports like Louisiana Offshore Oil Port 

(LOOP) are thoroughly analyzed and presented in FR Chapter IV.D. 

5 

The proposed SNWW CIP is a Federal Civil Works project, and as such, it would provide 

benefits to the Nation, not just one state. The economic analysis presented in FR section V.F 

establishes that there would be a net economic benefit to the United States from the 

proposed project. Direct and indirect economic benefits of the proposed deepening will 

accrue to all users of the SNWW, including the energy industries, and to the regional 

economy. 

6 

It appears that Cameron Meadows is located within LA-9, the East Johnsons Bayou hydro-

unit. FEIS Chapter 4 fully evaluates potential impacts from the SNWW CIP to this unit. As 

noted in FEIS Section 4.6.2, the proposed project would result in a minimal increase in 

water surface elevation (averaging less than an inch), a slight increase the amount of tidal 

exchange, and a slight increase in the conveyance of inflows to the Gulf. All of these effects 

are minimal.  

7 

The proposed mitigation replaces estimated land loss with more than four times the amount 

of marsh projected to be lost, providing more than adequate mitigation for the full range of 

possible impacts. The ICT, which includes several Louisiana resource agencies, selected all 

of the mitigation areas included in the mitigation screening. This screening process and the 

incremental cost analysis are described in FEIS Section 5.4. The proposed mitigation 

measures are located in the hydro-units with the highest predicted impacts. 

8 

As demonstrated in FEIS Section 4.16, the proposed SNWW CIP would not contribute to 

cumulative impacts in the study area because all impacts of the proposed SNWW CIP would 

be fully offset by compensatory mitigation measures, and the proposed project would have 

net beneficial effects on wetlands, water quality and SAV due to the extensive BU feature 

on the Neches River and the Gulf Shore BU feature.   
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Stokes, Janelle S SWG

From: CUPERO, KELLY M [KCUPERO@entergy.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 18, 2010 8:39 AM
To: Stokes, Janelle S SWG
Subject: Sabine-Neches Waterway DEIS

Janelle:

 

It was a pleasure visiting with you the other day. On behalf of Entergy Texas, Inc., I 
appreciate your efforts to address all parties’ concerns, particularly those of ETI, with 
respect to this project. 

 

As mentioned, Entergy Texas, Inc. would like to be included in all 
mailings/publications/announcements/etc. regarding the project. Please include the 
following individuals on your notification list:

 

Kelly M. Cupero, Senior Counsel

Entergy Services, Inc. 

P.O. Box 2951

Beaumont, Texas 77706

Telephone: (409) 981-2790

Facsimile: (409) 981-3016

kcupero@entergy.com

 

Anne Demuth

Entergy Texas, Inc. 

Environmental Services

P.O. Box 888

Bridge City, Texas 77611

Telephone: (409) 734-3350

Facsimile: (409) 734-3347

ademuth@entergy.com

 

Fred Manhart

Entergy Services, Inc. 

Environmental Services
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2

10055 Grogans Mill Road

Parkwood II Building, Suite 500

The Woodlands, Texas 77380

Telephone: (281) 297-3304

Facsimile: (281) 297-3004

fmanhar@entergy.com

 

Hunt Sproull

Corporate Real Estate

Entergy Services, Inc. 

639 Loyola Avenue

L-ENT-3L

New Orleans, Louisiana 70113

Telephone: (504) 576-4136

Facsimile: (504)-4001

hsproul@entergy.com

 

 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Please feel free to contact me if you have 
any questions.

 

Kelly Cupero

Senior Counsel

Entergy Services, Inc.

(409) 981-2790

 



Ms. Kelly Cupero 

Entergy Services, Inc. 

P.O. Box 2951 

Beaumont, TX 77706 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 Entergy representatives have been added to the SNWW CIP mailing list as requested. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



• --- Entergy 

CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

March 3, 2010 

Ms. Janelle Stokes 
Department of the Anny 
Galveston District, Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 1229 
Galveston, TX 77553-1229 

Entergy Texas 
P.O. Box 2951 
Beaumont, TX 77704 
Tel 409 9812135 
Fax 409 981 2075 

Vernon Pierce 
Director of Customer Service 

RE: Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Sabine-Neches Waterway 
Channel Improvement Project 

Dear Ms. Stokes: 

On behalf of Entergy Texas, Inc. ("ETl"), an investor-owned electric utility operating in Southeast 
Texas, I appreciate the opportunity to submit comments to the U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers' Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project 
("Proj ect"). 

After reviewing the information provided by the U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers in its December 18,2009 
mailing, ETl became concerned that property owned by ETI had been identified as a "beneficial use" 
area and that dredge spoils could be deposited on this ETI-owned property. The property at issue is 
identified by the Corps as the Old River Cove area in the Corps' Figure VI-7, also noted as TX6-1a on 
Drawing No. C-25. Upon further review, ETl determined that most, if not all, of the Old River Cove 
area is owned by ETl and is subject to a public hunting license agreement between ETl (through its 
predecessor, Gulf States Utilities Company) and Texas Parks and Wildlife Department. 

ETl has not yet fully investigated the potential impact that the placement of dredge spoils on this 
property may pose to ETI or the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department. However, with the close 
proximity of the Old River Cove area to ETl's Sabine Generating Plant (which lies immediately north of 
the Old River Cove area) and its associated intake and outfall canals, additional review and investigation 
as to the potential impact to the plant's operations must be evaluated. Due to the critical nature of Sabine 
Generating Plant's electric generation operations to the ETl system, any potential impact on the plant's 
operations must be reviewed and considered very carefully. ETl's concern exists irrespective of whether 
dredge spoils are placed on the ETl-owned property or placed on property not owned by ETI but within 
the vicinity of the ETl intake and outfall canals. Additionally, while not impacted by the proposed 
beneficial use of the Old River Cove area, ETl transmission facilities and gas pipeline facilities also may 
be impacted by the Proj ect. 

ETl appreciates being invited to participate in the comment process, and we look forward gathering more 
information as this Project progresses. If you have any questions or would like to discuss this matter 
further, please feel free to contact Kelly Cupero at (409) 981-2790 or Fred Manhart at (281) 297-3304. 
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Mr. Vernon Pierce 

Director of Customer Service 

Entergy Texas 

P.O. Box 2951 

Beaumont, TX 77704 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

Thank you for this information. Maps in the FR and FEIS will be revised to accurately 

reflect ownership of this tract. The tract in question is the location of a proposed BU feature 

(Old River Cove, TX 6-1). 

2 

USACE would work with Entergy during the PED and/or Construction phase to develop a 

detailed design plan that does not impact Entergy's intake and outfall canals, or impact plant 

operations during construction. 

3 
USACE would work with Entergy during the PED and/or Construction phase to develop a 

detailed design plan that does not impact Entergy's transmission facilities and gas pipelines.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Golden Triangle 
Audubon Society 

The NatiorialAudubon Society Chapter inSbutheast Texas 
Post Office Box 1292, Nederland, Texas 77627-1292 

March 9, 2010 

United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Attn: Ms. Janelle Stokes 
P.O. Box 1229 
Galveston, Texas 77553 

Re: Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project 

Dear Ms. Stokes: 

Please find enclosed Golden Triangle Audubon Society's comments on the draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

Yours sincerely. 

John A. Whittle 
Secretary 



Comments on the Draft EIS for the 
Sabine Neches Waterway Channel Improvement 

March 9, 2010 

These comments are submitted on behalf of Golden Triangle Audubon Society. Our territory covers 
Jefferson, Orange and Hardin counties in Texas and a few close-by communities. 

Our major concern is that the coastal marshes and wetlands, Sabine Lake, and the wildlife that uses 
them be protected from the adverse effects of increased salinities and unnatural increased water 
flows from the Gulf under all conditions both normal and abnormal such as during major hurricanes. 
We fully understand the beneficial function of coastal marshes in attenuating the inflow of water from 
tropical storms and hurricanes, but equally understand that they will not do this if they are already 
degraded at the time of the event. This requires that salinity levels not be allowed to increase and 
existing channels not be exposed to increased exchange with Gulf salt water. 

The first issue that we would raise is one of alternatives. The only alternatives to "No action" that are 
comprehensively addressed are those in which the only difference is in the depth to which it is 
proposed to dredge the channel. These are, in the larger picture, only relatively small changes in 
one major alternative. We believe that NEPA and common sense require a broader approach to the 
issues, so that an outcome that solves the problem and that is the best possible from an 
environmental perspective can be selected. 

The first obvious alternative, briefly discussed in the draft document, involves an offshore oil terminal 
after the manner of the Louisiana Offshore Oil Port or LOOP. This has been successful, has 
involved only vanishingly small environmental impacts during construction and operation, and has 
survived two or three major hurricanes without environmental damage, being restored to full 
commercial operation in remarkably short times after such events. Such a port could be located so 
as to be capable of accommodating the Very Large Crude Carriers of today - LOOP is reported to be 
the only port in the nation so capable at present - while the proposed increase in the depth of the 
channels in the Sabine Neches Waterway System will only have a comparatively small effect on the 
capacity of tankers that can be accommodated. This alternative is dismissed in the draft document 
with minimal discussion, apparently in part because the proponents of such a port have not yet 
coalesced into a partnership with the resources and desire to' pursue it in the immediate future in a 
Sabine-Neches related location. However, we do not believe this should prevent it from being a 
preferred alternative in a NEPA EIS. It is also indicated that such a port would not address the prime 
objective of increasing the "efficiency" the waterway system, because it would serve only one 
commodity, namely oil. Yet it is clear that the root cause of any current inefficiency is the number of 
oil tankers using the waterway system, and that there is no record of significant demonstrated need 
to use larger draft ships by other users of the waterway. If much of the tanker traffic is removed from 
the waterway system, the vessel traffic will be cut to a fraction of its current volume, and the "lack of 
efficiency" will be no more. The oil pipeline industry's environmental safety record is excellent, and 
we suggest is much better than the oil tanker industry record. Any spills that occur from pipelines are 
typically localized and do not affect large areas or numbers of people. This would make the "No 
action" alternative the logical preferred alternative from an environmental perspective in as far as the 
narrower scope of the current proposal is concerned, because such an oil port would not significantly 
impact the environment or add any additional risk to the coastal wetlands and communities except to 
the extent that pipeline construction does, and that would be a project under the jurisdiction of other 
agencies. An offshore oil port could provide more additional capacity than channel deepening, and 
would not leave an ongoing environmental impact when, at some time in the next generation, the 
world reduces its reliance on oil in favor of "renewable" energy sources. 
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One could also envisage other alternatives that would deepen the channel only as far north as 
Sabine Pass where tankers could be offloaded into a pipeline system for onward transportation and 
an alternative that would deepen the Channel only as far north as Port Arthur. Each of these would 
almost certainly involve more environmental impact, but the overall environmental impact versus 
benefits to the local communities and the nation ought to be examined, although it seems unlikely 
they would be more beneficial overall than an offshore port. 

We are concerned about what appears to us to be a lack of detailed consideration of the effects on 
wildlife. There are brief and rather vague descriptions of the birds in the areas to be impacted, taken 
it seems from broad-brush state and region-wide distribution data, albeit reliable in what it attempts to 
do. More site specific Christmas Bird Count data, which is available for the area of the proposed Gulf 
Shore Beneficial Use area, does not seem to have been used, nor is there any detailed discussion of 
the impacts in the short or long term or of cumulative impacts over time. We would note that, as yet, 
there is minimal documented input from the biological scientific staff of agencies with lands in the 
areas of potential impact. LDWF appears, even aside from its parochial concerns, not to be in 
support of the changes or the proposed mitigation, while US Fish and Wildlife Service appears yet to 
be heard from officially. We believe the professional opinions of the biologists in these agencies on 
likely effects on the marshes on either side of the channel near the coast should be solicited and fully 
considered. 

We are concerned about the manner or placement of beneficial use dredge material along the Texas 
and Louisiana Coasts either side of the Channel from Texas Point westwards and Louisiana Point 
eastwards. If we understand correctly that the proposal is to deposit dredge material on shore along 
the current beaches at six year intervals, we believe the effect on wildlife could be very serious. The 
immediate beach area that is used by a number of wintering shorebird species including Piping 
Plovers, Whimbrel, Dunlins, and Black-bellied Plovers would be disrupted by the deposits, and would 
likely have just recovered fully when the next deposit was scheduled. The dredge material cannot be 
expected to immediately have the crustacean and invertebrate communities needed to provide 
shorebird food. On the Texas side, schemes that place the material near the jetty so that it is carried 
by the prevailing westerly currents along the shore in a more natural fashion over time should be 
planned. Alternatively, the material should be deposited a short distance offshore to be carried 
gradually on shore. There is also a need to monitor the dredge material to ensure that it does not 
contain any heavy metals or other contaminants. 

There is an apparent absence of adequate consideration of potential storm and hurricane effects if 
the preferred alternative is implemented. This area remembers all too well the effects of recent 
hurricanes, Hurricane Ike in particular, and there is much evidence from the NeW' Orleans area of the 
adverse consequences of the Mississippi River Gulf Outlet (MRGO) during Hurricane Katrina. It is 
worth comparing the MRGO with the current and proposed Sabine-Neches Waterway (SNWW) 
channels. The MRGO was 76 miles long (somewhat longer than the SNWW), only 36 feet deep 
([ess than the current SNWW channels) and 500 feet wide (very roughly the same as the current 
average SNWW width). In response to local pressure and increasing evidence that the MRGO 
significantly contributed to the disaster in New Orleans during Hurricane Katrina, the MRGO was 
closed in July 2009. On November 18, 2009, the US District Court for the Eastern District of 
Louisiana found that the Corps was responsible for damages to many plaintiffs because, among 
other things, the original EIS was arbitrary and capricious, and because the Corps failed to protect 
the environment (most[y marsh) surrounding the MRGO. The most scientifically valid modeling 
suggests that the existence of the MRGO intensified the storm surge in Katrina by 20 percent, raised 
the wall of water 3 feet and increased the velocity of the surge from 3 fUsec to 8 fUsec. While that 
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modeling compared the existing MRGO versus no MRGO, and there are existing channels in the 
Sabine Neches system, there is no reason not to believe that increasing the depth of the channels 
would allow more wind driven storm surge into Sabine Lake and Bridge City and the Sabine River 
into Orange, and increased and possibly significant storm surge up the Neches through Port Neches 
to Beaumont and the salt water barrier, and up all the various bayous such as Taylor Bayou and 
Hillebrandt Bayou. The magnitude of such an increase will be difficult to predict accurately, but the 
effect will be there, and any increase in storm surge carries with it the inevitability of greater areas 
and areas further from the lakes, channels, rivers and bayous being impacted by waters driven by the 
storm surge. In a storm of the magnitude of Hurricane Ike, it is inevitable that near the coast, the 
storm surge will cover all the land. However, deeper channels reaching inland will be capable of 
carrying larger volumes of water for longer periods even before the storm surge has covered any 
land, and consequently, more water will be driven by the winds up these channels by the south winds 
on the east sides of storms. To conclude that such effects will be minimal is wishful thinking in the 
light of the MRGO experience in Katrina. In such a storm or hurricane event, some of the marshes 
adjacent to the Channel would receive a greater surge, would be able to absorb a lower fraction of 
the storm surge, would be damaged by salt water to a greater extent, and would therefore take much 
longer to recover. The cumulative effects of additional salt water exthanges would likely degrade 
more marsh, much as has happened south of New Orleans and all Jlong the Louisiana coast. In 
short, the proposed increase in the channel depth will significantly increase the impact on the 
environment and the damage to communities in any future hurricane storm surge. 

John A. Whittle, Secretary 
Golden Triangle Audubon Society 
P.O. Box 1292 
Nederland, Texas 77627-1292 



Mr. John Whittle 

Golden Triangle Audubon Society 

P.O. Box 1292 

Nederland, TX 77627-1292 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

The FEIS thoroughly presents potential impacts associated with channel deepening (see 

particularly FEIS Sections 1.4.2, 3.5, 3.9.4, 4.6 and 4.10). A sensitivity analysis using the 

ADCIRC model was performed to determine what effect the proposed SNWW CIP might 

have on surge levels in the study area (Wamsley et al., 2010). The results of this analysis are 

presented in FR Chapter VIII, FEIS Section 4.1.5. All impacts of the proposed SNWW CIP 

would be fully offset by compensatory mitigation measures, and the proposed project would 

have net beneficial effects on wetlands, water quality and SAV due to the extensive BU 

feature on the Neches River and the Gulf Shore BU feature.   

2 
The No Action and 3 Non-Structural alternatives are thoroughly analyzed and presented in 

FEIS Section 2.2 and FR Chapter IV.D. 

3 

USACE disagrees with the assertion that and offshore oil port is dismissed with minimal 

discussion. FEIS Section 2.2.2.3 presents the results of an in-depth economic analysis in an 

extensive discussion of this alternative. 

4 

The DFR and DEIS are designed to complement one another, and both were provided for 

public review. The economic analysis presented in FR Chapter 5, and FR Appendix 2, 

describes significant benefits from the proposed channel deepening for refined 

petrochemical products, LNG, and dry bulk products, in addition to crude oil.  The analysis 

acknowledges that an expansion of LOOP or construction of a similar facility in Texas 

would reduce the vessel traffic on the Neches River, and this would reduce (but not 

eliminate) the economic viability of the proposed SNWW CIP. 

5 

Past and present trends in infrastructure and fleet investments indicate that industry intends 

to continue using the Neches River Channel. An increase in the number of specially 

designed SNWW vessels was recently completed by one company, and another has invested 

in Neches River dock modifications for larger vessels. Significant facilities located on the 

Neches River Channel continue to be a focus of industry investment. Alternatives such as an 

unloading terminal along the Sabine Pass or Port Arthur Canal are discussed in FR Chapter 

IV (Non-Structural Alternatives-Alternative Mode of Commodity Transport) but would not 

address the needs of these users. 

6 

FEIS Sections 3.1.3 and 4.1.4 described the WVA community model, an ecological model 

that was used to assess and quantify impacts to fish and wildlife and their habitats. FEIS 

Appendix C, Section 2.6, describes all of the fish and wildlife species that were considered 

in developing the WVA model. Use of this model ensured appropriate consideration of the 

proposed project's effects on wildlife.  

7 

As demonstrated in FEIS Section 4.16 (Cumulative Impacts), the proposed SNWW CIP 

would not contribute to cumulative impacts in the study area because all impacts of the 

proposed SNWW CIP would be fully offset by compensatory mitigation, and the proposed 

project would have net beneficial effects on wetlands, water quality and SAV due to the 

extensive BU feature on the Neches River and the Gulf Shore BU feature.   

8 

FEIS Section 1.6 describes the ICT which is comprised of thirteen resource agencies from 

Texas, Louisiana and the Federal government. All of these agencies were involved 

throughout the study in determining what environmental studies needed to be done, 



reviewing study results, and screening and approving BU features and mitigation measures. 

The FEIS is explicit about the extensive involvement of all of these agencies in plan 

development. The resource agencies prepared their formal comments during the public 

comment period, and they are included in the FEIS, Appendix A. U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service (USFWS), which submitted its comments in the Coordination Act Report, agrees 

with the predicted project impacts, and proposed BU features and mitigation measures. U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), and 

the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) have also expressed approval of impact 

assessments, and BU and mitigation measures.  

9 

Potential impacts to shorebirds and the wintering Piping plover are presented in FEIS 

Section 4.12.2, 4.13.2, 7.6, and Appendix G. The USFWS has concurred that the Gulf Shore 

BU feature is not likely to adversely affect the Piping plover or its critical habitat. Effects on 

other wading shorebirds are expected to be similar. 

10 

FEIS section 2.5.3.2.2 (Gulf Shore BU Feature) contains an in-depth evaluation of the 

anticipated effects of regular shoreline nourishment at Texas and Louisiana points using 

maintenance material from Sabine Pass. The mobile material within the surf zone should 

generally migrate to the west at both Texas and Louisiana points. The additional fine-

grained sediments could lower erosion rates in Texas through mudflat accretion and wave 

attenuation. If material was placed closer to the west jetty, it would likely migrate to the 

east, contributing to the Sabine fillet, rather than being carried further westward. 

11 
FEIS Sections 3.3, 3.4, 4.4 and 4.5 summarize water and sediment quality in the study area. 

Sampling will be performed by USACE as part of its maintenance dredging program.  

12 

Information presented relative to the MRGO project cannot be extrapolated directly to the 

proposed SNWW CIP. USACE has performed a suite of studies and modeling specifically 

for this project area, the results of which support the environmental impacts and proposed 

mitigation presented in the FEIS. A sensitivity analysis using the ADCIRC model was 

performed to determine what effect the proposed SNWW CIP might have on surge levels in 

the study area (Wamsley et al., 2010). The results of this analysis are presented in FR 

Chapter VIII, FEIS Section 4.1.5. All impacts of the proposed SNWW CIP would be fully 

offset by compensatory mitigation measures, and the proposed project would have net 

beneficial effects on wetlands, water quality and SAV due to the extensive BU feature on 

the Neches River and the Gulf Shore BU feature.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



                           COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS FOR THE  
        SABINE NECHES WATERWAY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 
 
 
These comments are submitted on behalf of the Golden Triangle chapter of the Sierra 
Club.   Our chapter includes members from Jefferson, Hardin, Orange and  
Chambers Counties. 
 
We have four issues to raise with respect to the draft EIS for the Sabine-Neches 
Waterway channel Improvement project. These are: 
 

(1) Inadequate assessment of the potential for continued degradation of critical 
marshland in the vicinity of a further channelized Sabine Neches waterway.  The 
subsequent impact on residential communities and industry from potential further 
loss of these wetlands is not fully addressed in the EIS.  

(2) Failure to consider the impact of dredge material disposal on wildlife and 
appropriateness of this material for beach replenishment to enhance desirability 
of local beaches for human use.  

(3) No assessment of alternative concepts to satisfy the needs of the current 
waterway users  with respect to offloading oil, which appears to be the primary 
driver  for a deeper channel.  

(4) Lack of documented input from USFWS and TPWD on impact of additional 
channelization on adjacent marshes,  fishery nursery areas, and on  wildlife in the 
several WMAs and NWRs located adjacent to the waterway and encompassed by 
the proposed project.  

 
These issues are elaborated further in the following remarks.  
 

(1) Deepening the channel may well add significantly to the total volume of 
constricted water susceptible to being wind driven in a storm surge.  It is now well 
understood what happens to a constricted waterway when a hurricane moves up a 
channel as was the case during Katrina in New Orleans.  The Mississippi River 
Gulf Outlet, somewhat similar to the Sabine waterway, and built by the Corps,   
was found to contribute significantly to the New Orleans disaster.  Indeed, the 
U.S.  District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana found that the Corps was 
responsible for much damage to plantiffs because, in part, of an arbitrary and 
capricious EIS and a failure on the part of the Corps to protect the marshes in the 
vicinity of the river outlet.  

 
The initial Sabine Waterway construction  has contributed significantly to marsh 
degradation over most of the 20th century but in recent years through massive and 
costly efforts by state  and local officials, stabilization of marshlands in the 
vicinity of the waterway has been somewhat achieved.  Hurricane Ike 
demonstrated the need for adequate marsh lands to absorb storm surge. 
   In light of these recent disasters, the finding by the US. District court and  
coupled with knowledge of the impact of the Sabine waterway, as it currently 
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exists, on surrounding marshland leads us to conclude that a risk-benefits analysis 
of further channelization  should be undertaken.  Input from hurricane and 
disaster specialists, biologists, ecologists and community leaders  are required 
before such a project is undertaken.  We believe that such a study may well show 
that the risks to the larger community of proceeding with this project may far 
outweigh the perceived financial benefit  to one small segment of the population.  

 
(2) Every dredging project requires spoils disposal and this project will generate 

significant spoils for disposal. The upper Texas coast has much experience with 
dredging for beach replenishment from dredging Rollover Bay for Bolivar 
beaches to offshore Galveston area dredging to replenish  beaches to support a 
dynamic tourist trade on Galveston Island.  Geologists and ecologists have 
learned that only certain types of dredge material will suffice for beach 
replenishment.  There is no evidence whatsoever from the EIS that the dredge 
material from Sabine Neches is suitable for beach replenishment to sustain beach 
wildlife or to create an aesthetically pleasing environment for human use.  In fact, 
the proposal to dump some of the spoils along the Texas and Louisiana beaches 
seems more along the lines of the mindset of the 19th century when the beach was 
the dumping ground for all manner of waste.  We believe a careful scientific 
assessment of the material from such a dredge project should be undertaken with 
a view that all possibilities need be considered with respect to what to do with the 
dredge material. This might consist of construction of birding islands in Sabine 
Lake, such as those built in Galveston Bay following dredging of the Houston 
ship channel or other such uses as might be deemed appropriate. The arbitrary 
decision to dump spoils at Texas Point may well have disastrous impact of shore 
bird populations and the viability of the Texas Point National Wildlife Refuge.  
 

(3) The project goal is to increase the efficiency of the waterway yet alternatives to 
the proposed project have been only cursorily considered. For example, 
construction of an offshore oil port would remove most of the tanker traffic from 
the Sabine waterway and significantly improve its efficiency.  This is a viable and 
proven alternative as has been demonstrated with the Louisiana Offshore Oil 
facility. It benefits from minimal environmental impact, is easy to expand as 
tankers increase in size and is done without cost to the taxpayer.  Oil transport 
from the port via pipeline is safe and much more environmentally friendly than 
moving large tankers through narrow constricted waterways. The recent oil spill 
due to collision in the narrow Sabine waterway attests to this fact as a near 
environmental disaster akin to the Exxon –Valdez spill was only narrowly averted 
by the heroic actions of Coast Guard, state and local officials.  
 

(4) The upper Texas coast and the La coastal areas are among the richest fishing 
grounds in the world and supply nearly half of the seafood across the U.S. These 
fisheries are dependent on a healthy marsh system as nursery grounds. Increasing 
salinities endanger these fishing grounds and hence endanger a significant food 
supply across the U.S.  We believe it is imperative that input from USFWS and 
TPWD  be aggressively sought and considered  before a project that could 



substantially impact Texas and La commercial and recreational fishery is 
undertaken.  Further,  three federal NWR and three state WMA are encompassed 
by this project. These refuges were acquired at great public expense to protect 
and nurture wildlife. We find little or no comment in the EIS on the impact this 
project will have on these sensitive set-aside areas.  Finally, we noted that the 
National Marine Fishery Agency has expressed grave concerns about the 
potential for damage to marsh, Sabine lake fishery nursery areas and indeed 
damage to the entire lower Sabine-Neches watershed .  (page 698 of EIS draft 
under Public comments). We find their assessment most alarming. 

 
Lastly, we have reviewed the many public comments appended to the EIS and find 
recommendations cited in three of these documents as particularly compelling for follow 
through.   We believe each of the 244 recommendations proposed by the Stream 
Properties Management Group, Inc. (Lake Charles, La)  in the public comments (pages 
739-754) should be carefully evaluated and discussed individually in the EIS; we 
recommend the technical analysis proposed by TPWD (page 709) be implemented; and 
we concur with the recommendations proposed by the Louisiana Sierra Club (page 786).  
 
We also request you elaborate further on the adverse environmental impact and 
unavoidable consequences of the dredge disposal plan  documented by your consulting 
group on page 870 of the draft EIS.  
 
John Wesley Paul, Ph.D 
Conservation Chair 
Golden Triangle Sierra Club 
13005 Beaverbrook St. 
Lumberton, Texas  77657 
 
 
 



Mr. John Wesley Paul, Ph.D. 

Conservation Chair 

Golden Triangle Sierra Club 

13005 Beaverbrook Street 

Lumberton, TX 77657 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

Potential impacts of the proposed SNWW CIP to marsh in the study are thoroughly 

analyzed in the FEIS (see Sections 1.4.2, 3.5, 3.9.4, 4.6 and 4.10). All impacts of the 

proposed SNWW CIP would be fully offset by compensatory mitigation measures, and the 

proposed project would have net beneficial effects on wetlands, water quality and SAV due 

to the extensive BU feature on the Neches River and the Gulf Shore BU feature. USACE 

has performed a suite of studies and modeling specifically for this project area, the results of 

which support the environmental impacts and proposed mitigation presented in the FEIS. A 

sensitivity analysis using the ADCIRC model was performed to determine what effect the 

proposed SNWW CIP might have on surge levels in the study area (Wamsley et al., 2010). 

The results of this analysis are presented in FR Chapter VIII, FEIS Section 4.1.5. 

2 

FEIS section 2.5.3.2.2 (Gulf Shore BU Feature) contains an in-depth evaluation of the 

anticipated effects of regular shoreline nourishment at Texas and Louisiana points using 

maintenance material from Sabine Pass. Potential impacts to shorebirds and the wintering 

Piping plover are presented in FEIS Section 4.12.2, 4.13.2, 7.6, and Appendix G. The 

USFWS has concurred that the Gulf Shore BU feature is not likely to adversely affect the 

Piping plover or its critical habitat. The proposed Gulf Shore BU feature is supported by 

USFWS, NMFS, TPWD and the Texas Point National Wildlife Refuge.  

3 

The DFR and DEIS are designed to complement one another, and both were provided for 

public review. The economic analysis presented in FR Chapter 5, and FR Appendix 2, 

describes significant benefits from channel deepening for refined petrochemical products, 

LNG, and dry bulk products, in addition to crude oil.  The analysis acknowledges that an 

expansion of LOOP or construction of a similar facility in Texas would reduce the vessel 

traffic on the Neches River, and this would reduce (but not eliminate) the economic viability 

of the proposed SNWW CIP.  

4 

FEIS Section 1.6 describes the ICT which is comprised of thirteen resource agencies from 

Texas, Louisiana and the Federal government and includes representatives from NWRs and 

WMAs in the study area. All of these agencies were involved throughout the study in 

determining what studies needed to be done, reviewing study results, and screening and 

approving BU features and mitigation measures. The FEIS is explicit about the extensive 

involvement of all of these agencies in plan development. The resource agencies prepared 

their formal comments during the public comment period, and they are included in the FEIS, 

Appendix A. USFWS, which submitted its comments in the Coordination Act Report, 

agrees with the predicted project impacts, and proposed BU features and mitigation 

measures. EPA, NMFS, and TPWD have also expressed approval of impact assessments, 

and BU and mitigation measures.  

 
 
 
 
 
 



TARGA 

March 10, 2010 

VIA E-MAIL AND REGULAR MAIL 

Ms. Janelle Stokes 
Department of the Army 
Galveston District, Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 1229 
Galveston, Texas 77563-1229 
E-Mail: janelle.s.stokes@usace.army.mil 

Re: Targa Resources, Inc. 
Sabine-Neches Waterway Project and Study 

Dear Ms. Stokes: 

Targa Midstream Services Limited Partnership 
1000 Louisiana, Suite 4300 
Houston, Texas 77002 

On behalf of Targa Midstream Services Limited Partnership, we are submitting comments 
concerning the Draft Feasibility Report (DFR) and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
concerning the above referenced project. Prior to the release of the DFR on December 24,2009, there 
was no prior communication by the sponsor of the proposed project with Targa regarding potential 
pipeline relocation issues or the project in general. The DFR that was made available in December 
describes a large number of pipelines which carry a variety of products whose relocations will be 
required by the project. At least two of those pipelines identified in the project are owned by Targa 
Midstream Services Limited Partnership (successor to Dynegy Midstream Services Limited 
Partnership). Our review of the DFR and DEIS prompts Targa to submit the following comments for 
your consideration: 

1. There appears to be inadequate evaluation of the costs associated with relocation of the 
pipelines at issue. 

The DFR and DEIS indicate that 42 pipelines will require relocation and 6 abandoned pipelines 
will require removal. (Review of documents provided by the Corps suggests that number may be as 
high as 50 pipelines.) While there is a recognition in the DFR and DEIS that 50% of the costs would 
be borne by the non-federal sponsor, it is also suggested that the remaining 50% would be borne by 
pipeline owners. The DFR does not provide any confirmation by the sponsoring entity (Sabine Neches 
Navigation District) that it has the financial wherewithal to be responsible for the 50% stated by the 
Corps. More importantly, there is no detailed discussion within the DFR or DEIS which indicates the 
true anticipated costs of these proposed relocations. Targa's pipelines are in open water and many 
different considerations must be taken into account than for lines that are onshore. Not only is timing 
an important consideration as to when an offshore pipeline can be relocated or abandoned, plans to 
decommission and relocate/abandon a pipeline must also have other federal agency approval. As the 
Corps is aware, the Department of Interior - Mineral Management Services ("MMS") determines how 
pipelines in the Gulf are to be relocated or abandoned. Performing a relocation or removal of a 
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pipeline would require at the very least: retention ofbarge(s) to provide divers to survey the area and 
confirm the location and depth of Targa's line(s) in the Outer Continental Shelf; provision of protocols 
that ensure all applicable environmental standards and requirements are incorporated into the 
relocation/abandonment; shut in of gas from the producers on the pipeline; flushing and pigging the 
pipeline; exposing the line; 'jetting' the line to lower it; cutting and capping in order to remove a 
portion of the line for the required depth; installation of the required length of pipe once the fairway 
has been jetted to the required depth; covering of the line; hydrotesting and pigging the line for water 
removal; and purging and filling the line with gas prior to operation. It has been the experience of 
Targa that even simply capping and abandoning a pipeline can cost multiple millions of dollars. The 
above costs for such a forty year old line could range from $5 to $10 million or more. 

Likewise, there is no discussion in the DFR or DEIS as to the mechanism by which the pipeline 
owners will be compelled to pay 50% of the costs. What is the Corps timetable for its 
recommendation of funding of the project by the Sabine Neches Navigation District (the "District")? 
It should be noted that a number of the pipelines were placed pursuant to permits which may not have 
included such requirements. Thus, the ultimate cost of relocation of those pipelines may be the subject 
of expropriation litigation; and there is no discussion if the DFR or the DEIS about the costs associated 
with that type of litigation and/or the results of same. Further, there is no discussion as to whether 
these potential costs would be included in the 50% reimbursable costs by the District. 

2. There is no discussion in the DFR or DEIS concerning scheduling of the proposed 
relocations. 

As noted by one previous commentator, the relocation of pipelines requires years of advance 
planning and coordination and generates significant operational and engineering burdens on the 
pipeline owners industry in general. Likewise, there are a limited number of pipeline construction 
companies with limited assets; and there is no discussion in the DFR or DEIS about the availability of 
equipment and engineering expertise to plan and coordinate the pipeline relocations and no discussion 
on the impact on the Nation as a whole of this massive disruption of current pipeline capacity. 

3. There is no discussion in the DFR or DEIS regarding the impact on wells serviced by the 
pipelines or customers served by the pipelines. 

There is no doubt that, when a pipeline is to be relocated, the wells serviced by that pipeline 
must be shut in and the lines purged. In such an instance, a number of those wells will not return to 
production; and there is no discussion in the DFR or DEIS regarding the number of such wells and the 
impact (both with regard to well owners and the American economy in general) resulting therefrom. 
In addition, there is no discussion as to the potential expropriation and/or damage litigation which may 
result from the loss of such wells. Further, as the Corps is aware, all production leases currently in the 
outer continental shelf are leased from the Mineral Management Services. There is no discussion as to 
how the interruption in production will impact on these individual producers and/or the MMS (for the 
benefit of the public) who has royalty interest in these wells. More importantly, there is no discussion 
as to the impact non-production of the wells will have on any termination provisions in these MMS 
leases. 

In addition, the impacted pipelines provide a substantial portion of the energy supplies to both 
residential customers and industrial/power plant customers. The timing of the relocations and the 
coordination of such efforts is needed to reduce the impact on those customers of suddenly losing their 
supplies when the pipelines are taken out of service so that they can be relocated. Targa believes this 
issue has not been adequately addressed nor does there seem to be a plan in place to mitigate the harm 
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to customers, whether those are customers who depend on natural gas for household use or depend on 
the feedstock and fuel to keep industrial facilities and electric generation plants running. 

4. There is no discussion in the DFR or DEIS regarding the potential environmental impacts 
associated with relocating 42 pipelines 

As noted above, the relocation of a pipeline will require significant planning and creates an 
environmental risk of releases during relocation activities. The documents provided by the USACE 
indicate that the pipelines carry a variety of products including natural gas, ethylene, oxygen, nitrogen, 
butadiene, hydrogen, ethanes, and refined products; and there is no discussion in the DFR or DEIS 
regarding the potential environmental impacts associated with a release of such products during 
relocation activities. As to relocation of pipelines in the Outer Continental Shelf, there are regulations 
relating to searching for any possible obstructions, historic relics, environmental contaminants, etc., 
and there is no discussion regarding the magnitude of such potential hazards or the costs of avoiding 
same. In addition, the physical act of relocating pipelines causes disruptions to the seabed; and there is 
no discussion in the· DFR or DEIS regarding potential environmental impacts associated with this 
significant amount of offshore construction. 

5. There is no discussion in the DFR or DEIS regarding potential alternative channel 
extensions. 

Neither the DRF or DEIS discusses alternative channel extension locations and there is no 
discussion whether any such alternatives would reduce the negative impacts discussed above. There 
does not appear to have been any analysis done as to alternative locations for the placement of spoil or 
different angles of approach for the channel extension. It would appear that changes in the angle and 
location of the spoil would eliminate the impact on at least some of the pipelines at issue. 

6. There has been inadequate discussion of alternative methods to achieve economic growth 
in the area in question. 

Several participants at varIOUS public meetings expressed serious concern about the 
environmental impacts associated with deepening the existing channel and creating a channel 
extension as discussed in the DFR and DEIS with particular concern to damage to Louisiana's 
wetlands estuaries and wildlife. Those commentators inquired as to whether comparable economic 
benefit could be obtained by the construction of an offshore port with a pipeline into the port at issue. 
Neither the DFR nor the DEIS discuss these comments or appear to consider this alternative. 

7. There is no discussion in the DFR or DEIS regarding the potential environmental 
impacts associated with storm surges resulting from the deepening the channel in 
relationship to on-shore facilities. 

While there has been some discussion (minimal at best) in the DFR and/or DEIS about the 
environmental impact of relocating or abandoning of lines, there is no discussion as to the impact on 
on-shore facilities from possible storm surges that could result from the deepening of the Sabine Pass, 
the Sabine Pass Jetty Channel, Sabine Pass Outer Bar Channel and the widening, deepening and 
extending of the Sabine Bank Channel. The Corps itself acknowledges that the only connection with 
the Gulf of Mexico is a long narrow pass called the Sabine Pass Benters from deep water in the Gulf 
through the Entrance Channel, which is divided into the Sabine Bank Channel and the Sabine Pass 
Outer Bar Channel. Targa has plants no more than twenty five miles from the mouth of the Sabine 
Pass. As the Corps is acutely aware, the deepening of the waterways in St. Bernard Parish was a cause 
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of most of the flooding that occurred in New Orleans during Hurricane Katrina in 2005. Indeed, a 
lawsuit against the Corps after Hurricane Katrina argued that the deepening of the St. Bernard 
waterway resulted in providing no protection to those persons and property on shore. The DFR and 
DEIS fail to address any flood protection system for those oil and gas facilities on shore should another 
Category 3 or greater hurricane come on shore at or near that part of Louisiana and Texas. 

Targa believes that the real impact - and the real cost - of the project cannot be estimated with 
any accuracy until the issues identified have been addressed. Targa would, therefore, request that the 
Corps not recommend proceeding with requiring the relocation or abandonment of the affected 
pipelines until the impact, the cost and the reimbursement of costs have been fully addressed and costs 
obtained with reasonable certainty. 

Targa appreciates being given the opportunity to provide these comments and stand ready to 
provide the Corps with any additional information it may request. 

Respectfully submitted, 

TARGA 
LIMITE 

By: 

AM SERVICES 
ERSHIP 

RoyE ohnson 
Executl e Vice president, 
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Mr. Roy Johnson 

Executive Vice President 

Targa Midstream Services Limited Partnership 

1000 Louisiana, Suite 4300 

Houston, TX 77002 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

The USACE feasibility study estimate of pipeline relocation costs was developed by 

USACE to estimate the fully funded cost allocation between USACE and the non-Federal 

sponsor. The individual circumstances of each pipeline will be evaluated by USACE in 

consultation with the non-Federal sponsor and the pipeline owner during the PED and 

Construction phases, and decisions regarding necessary actions will be made individually 

for each pipeline at that time. FEIS Section 2.4.1.12 presents a discussion of the allocation 

of pipeline relocation costs between the non-Federal sponsor and pipeline owners. 

2 

A preliminary construction schedule has been developed (Engineering Appendix Addendum 

2009, chapter 14.0 REVISED SCHEDULES FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION) and 

is available upon request. However, the actual time table for project construction is 

uncertain at this time because it is dependent upon ASA and OMB approval of the Chief's 

Report, Congressional authorization and Congressional appropriation of funds. 

3 

USACE will provide estimated construction contract start and end dates as soon as they are 

available, so that owners can schedule their relocations as they see fit, ensuring completion 

of the relocation prior to the award of the contract for that portion of the channel. USACE 

will ensure that channel construction contractors work with pipeline companies as needed to 

accommodate all parties for a safe and effective working plan. 

4 

Potential environmental impacts of relocating pipelines to a deeper depth are assumed to be 

minimal. However, each pipeline relocation is case specific, and coordination with USACE-

Galveston Regulatory Branch would be required in each case. Relocating a pipeline and 

placing it deeper would not necessarily require a new permit. If a pipeline is being moved to 

a new location, then the impacts would be evaluated by the environmental assessment 

performed in conjunction with the DOA permit.  

5 

Alternatives to the proposed channel extension are limited due to the bearing of the existing 

Sabine Bank Channel. Alternatives for offshore placement areas are thoroughly discussed in 

FEIS, Appendix B.  

6 
Non-structural alternatives, including new offshore ports like LOOP are thoroughly 

analyzed and presented in FR Chapter IV.D and FEIS Section 2.2.2. 

7 

A sensitivity analysis using the ADCIRC model was performed to determine what effect the 

proposed SNWW CIP might have on surge levels in the study area (Wamsley et al., 2010). 

The results of this analysis are presented in FR Chapter VIII, FEIS Section 4.1.5.  

8 

See USACE response to Comment 1. In addition, USACE recognizes that project costs may 

change as definitive plans for relocations (including utility relocations) are developed. FR 

Section XIII.D makes provisions for updating the economic evaluation to reflect additional 

associated costs identified during preparation of contract plans, and for notifying the 

affected pipeline owners.  
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Mr. David Richard 

P.O. Box 40 

Lake Charles, LA 70602 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

Given the fact that impacts of the proposed SNWW CIP are related primarily to salinity 

intrusion, extensive efforts have been made to identify effective mitigation measures that 

could minimize or eliminate the projected increase in salinity and tidal amplitude. The 

results of this effort are presented in FEIS Section 5.4.1.1. None of the salinity control 

structures were selected because the net effect of the structures was determined to be 

negative. Beneficial salinity effects were modest and could not overcome the adverse effects 

of restrictions to marine organism access. 

2 

Engineering design would minimize impacts to the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway (GIWW) 

shoreline to the greatest extent possible; instability of emergent shorelines is not anticipated 

because dredging would remove accumulated maintenance material only, as described in 

FEIS Section 5.5.2. In situ sediments beside and below the existing GIWW channel would 

not be disturbed. However, should analyses determine that stabilization of small areas is 

needed, USACE would propose stabilization plans at that time. 
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Stokes, Janelle S SWG

From: Winn, Melinda [Melinda_Winn@kindermorgan.com]
Sent: Friday, March 12, 2010 12:52 PM
To: Stokes, Janelle S SWG
Subject: Kinder Morgan Comments regarding DFR/DEIS for proposed Sabine Neches Waterway 

Channel Improvement Project

Attachments: Janelle_Stokes_US_Army_Corps_03122010.pdf

Janelle_Stokes_US_
Army_Corps_0...

Ms. Stokes, 
 
Please find attached here Kinder Morgan’s comments to the (1) Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project, Southeast Texas and 
Southwest Louisiana and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement Sabine-Neches Waterway 
Channel Improvement Project, Texas Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites Designation and 
(2) the Draft Feasibility Report for the proposed Sabine Neches Waterway Channel 
Improvement Project.  Please include them in the administrative record.
 
 
Thank you,
 
Melinda K. Winn
Assistant General Counsel
 
Kinder Morgan Energy Partners, L.P.
One Allen Center
500 Dallas St., Ste 1000
Houston, TX 77002
 
Phone 713.369.8780
Fax 303.984.3737
 
 
 



KINDER~ORGAN 

March 12,2010 

VIA EMA IL TOJallelle.s.stokeS@usau.armv.mil 
Allil First Class U.S. Mail 
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Galveston District 
P. O. Box 1229 
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229 

Attn: Ms. Janelle Stokes 

Re: Comments regarding DFRIDEIS for proposed Sabine Neches Waterway Channel 
Improvement Project 

Dear Ms. Stokes: 

Kinder Morgan affiliates include pipeline companies that have facilities located within 
the project area of the proposed Sabine Neches Waterway ("SNWW") Channel Improvement 
Project. Kinder Morgan is diligently performing a review of the proposed project. We have 
assembled a team comprised of land. legal. environmental , engineering, and operations 
representatives that is reviewing and analyzing the preliminary project plans and the limited 
infonnation regarding existing pipeline river crossings in the DFR and DEIS. 

By this letter, Kinder Morgan offers its comments on (1) the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project , Southeast Texas and 
Southwest Louisiana and the Draft. Environmental Impact Statement Sabine-Neches Waterway 
Channel Improvement Project, Texas Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites Designation 
(collectively, the " DEIS") and (2) the Draft Feasibility Report for the proposed Sabine Neches 
Waterway Channcllmprovement Project (the "DFR"). Your originalleuer and announcement 
were silent as to whether comments also were invited on the DFR, but representatives of the 
Corps of Engineers (the "Corps") subsequently advised that comments also were being accepted 
on the DFR. 

The DFR and DEIS indicate that the proposed project will require a large number of 
pipeline relocations and removals, including at least six owned by Kinder Morgan affiliates, but 
Kinder Morgan is unaware of any prior effort to coordinate the project's planning with pipeline 
owners and operators, even though it is common knowledge that pipelines lace the area impacted 
by the proposed project. In fact, Kinder Morgan understands that the Corps declined to meet 
with representatives of the pipeline industry. Kinder Morgan 's comments in this letter are 
intended to be as complete as possible given the lack of important details in the multi-volume 
DFR or DEIS and the Corps's refusal of the pipeline industry's request for additional 

500 Dallas, Suite 1000 Houston. Texas 77002 (713) 369-9000 
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Ms. Stokes 
March 12, 20 10 
Page 2 of3 

information and a more reali stic comment period (120 days from the date of issue on December 
24, 2009). Kinder Morgan reserves its ri ghts to comment further upon receipt of additional 
infonnation about the project. 

The replacement of pipelines like Kinder Morgan's, that transport essential commodities 
such as natural gas and natural gas liquids, is not only costly, it also requires years of advance 
planning and coordination, and creates significant operational, engineering and environmental 
pennitting burdens. Particularly in congested areas such as the Sabine Neches Waterway, where 
there are multiple pipelines owned by multiple companies, the relocation ofa significant number 
of pipelines requires a comprehensive and coordinated planning process. Yet the DFR and DEIS 
provide little detail about the proposed project's impact on pipeline operations, which pipelines 
wi ll need to be relocated, the depths and locations to which those pipelines will be relocated, 
how Corps pennits for these pipeline relocations would be addressed, or how costs were 
estimated or projected for pipeline relocations. In fact , the DFR and OBIS appear to be based on 
a single spreadsheet, dated September 30, 2005, with what appears to be the Corps's working list 
of pipelines that may be impacted by the project. The engineering narrative (chapter 13 of the 
DFR Appendix) indicates that " relocated lines were assumed to be directionally drilled, and 
bundled when possible," but no detai l is provided that would identi fy which pipelines were 
assumed to be bundled, or permit a reader to understand the logic - let alone the accuracy - of 
the Corps' feasibility and cost assumptions. Nor do the DFR and DEIS reflect any consideration 
of the lead time and expense required to obtain the penn its required for the pipeline relocations, 
e.g., environnlental studies, environmental surveys, agency reviews and evaluations. 

Finally, Kinder Morgan asks that the Corps reject the ongoing behind-the-scenes effort to 
circumvent the long-established federal law for SO/50 cost-sharing on pipeline relocations in 
deep-draft projects and declare its opposition to any change in the cost-sharing allocation. The 
SNWW project proposed by the Corps and the local sponsor has an authori zed depth of 48 feet 
and so clearly constitutes a deep-draft project. Federal law (the Water Resources and 
Development Act of J 986, known as " WRDA 86") mandates that in all deep-draft projects, the 
costs of utility (pipel ines) relocations must be DIVIDED EQUALLY between the pipeline owner 
and the local sponsor of the project. The Corps acknowledges thi s federal legal requirement in 
the "Cost Sharing" section of the DFR: " In accordance with Section to 1 (a)(4) ofWRDA 86, 50 
percent of deep-draft utility (pipeline) relocations would be borne by the utility owner and 50 
percent would be borne by the non-Federal sponsor," i.e. , the Sabine Neches Navigation District 
(page XI-5). The campaign to sidestep WRDA 86 and shift costs to private industry ignores the 
fact that pipeline operations will not benefit from the project and will be forced, even under the 
SO/50 formula, to incur substantial out-of-pocket costs and relocation-related service 
interruptions. 

Kinder Morgan respectfully requests that the Corps promptly: 

1. definitively identify the Kinder Morgan pipelines that wi ll be impacted by the 
project; 

2. provide Kinder Morgan sufficient information to understand the Corps' estimate 
of the costs for removing or relocating each such pipeline; 
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Ms. Stokes 
March 12,2010 
Page 3 of3 

3. provide Kinder Morgan with whatever additional documents or infonnation are 
needed to understand the proposed project's impact on Kinder Morgan pipeline 
operations, including a projected timeline for when the relocations may actually 
be needed and how Corps permits would be addressed; 

4. establish a working group or other appropri ate method to bring the Corps and 
pipeline company representatives together to facilitate an information exchange; 
and 

5. confinn that the cost-sharing requirement specified by WRDA 86 wi ll be part of 
any Chiefs Report or other report or recommendation the Corps makes regarding 
the project. 

At your convenience, please contact me at the below telephone number. 

Sincerely, 

~~1r-~ 
Dwayne Burton liZ 
Kinder Morgan Energy Partners, LP ~t-v 
Vice President, Operat ions and Engineering 

713-369-9356 - office 



Mr. Dwayne Burton 

Vice President, Operations and Engineering 

Kinder Morgan Energy Partners, LP 

500 Dallas, Suite 1000 

Houston, TX 77002 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

The comment period on the DFR and DEIS was extended an additional 30 days to March 

12, 2010. USACE met with pipeline owners at an information meeting on January 25, 2011. 

More information on project features that could affect pipelines will be provided as detailed 

plans are developed during PED and Construction phases. 

2 

The FR provides sufficient information for feasibility-level planning. A list of potentially 

affected pipelines was provided to pipeline companies during the DEIS public comment 

period. The USACE list of potentially affected pipelines should not be considered definitive. 

The individual circumstances of each pipeline will be evaluated by USACE in consultation 

with the non-Federal sponsor and the pipeline owner during the PED and Construction 

phases, and decisions regarding necessary actions will be made individually for each 

pipeline at that time. There will be sufficient time for pipeline companies to make necessary 

preparations after the project is approved. Each pipeline relocation is case specific, and 

coordination with USACE-Galveston Regulatory Branch would be required in each case. 

Relocating a pipeline and placing it deeper would not necessarily require a new permit. If a 

pipeline is being moved to a new location, then the impacts would be evaluated by the 

environmental assessment performed in conjunction with the DOA permit.  

3 
Please see Section 2.4.1.12 of this FEIS for a discussion of the allocation of pipeline 

relocation costs.  

4 Please refer to USACE responses 1-3 above. 
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Stokes, Janelle S SWG

From: Keeter, Lori [LKeeter@eprod.com]
Sent: Friday, March 12, 2010 9:53 AM
To: Stokes, Janelle S SWG
Subject: Comments regarding DFR/DEIS for Proposed Sabine Neches Water Channel Improvement 

Project

Attachments: SNWW Project - Enterprise Comment Ltr 3-12-10.pdf; image001.jpg

SNWW Project - 
Enterprise Comm...

image001.jpg

Ms. Stokes – Attached please find a letter from Enterprise 
Products Company (EPC) providing comments to the DFR and DEIS for the proposed Sabine 
Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project.  A hard copy of this letter is being sent to 
your attention via First-Class U.S. Mail.

 

Please contact me if you have any questions.  Regards, Lori Keeter

 

Gloria L. (Lori) Keeter / Senior Manager / Land Department

PO Box 4324, Houston, TX  77210-4324

2727 North Loop West, Houston, TX 77008-1044

713.803.2555 office / 713.301.0665 cell / 713.803.2627 fax 

 

PLEASE NOTE THAT MY EMAIL ADDRESS HAS CHANGED TO:  glkeeter@eprod.com 
<mailto:glkeeter@epco.com> 

 

EnterpriseProductsLogo.bmp

 

________________________________

This message (including any attachments) is confidential and intended for a specific 
individual and purpose. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender 
immediately and delete this message.
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Mr. Delbert W. Fore 

Vice President, Governmental Affairs 

Enterprise Products 

2727 North Loop West 

Houston, TX 77008 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

A preliminary construction schedule has been developed (Engineering Appendix Addendum 

2009, chapter 14.0 REVISED SCHEDULES FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION) and 

is available upon request. However, the actual time table for project construction is 

uncertain at this time because it is dependent upon ASA and OMB approval of the Chief's 

Report, Congressional authorization and Congressional appropriation of funds. 

2 

USACE has developed a preliminary pipeline river crossing evaluation plan. More 

information on project features that could affect pipelines will be provided as detailed plans 

are developed during the PED and Construction phases. 

3 

The individual circumstances of each pipeline will be evaluated by USACE in consultation 

with the non-Federal sponsor and the pipeline owner during the PED or Construction phase, 

and decisions regarding relocations will be made individually for each pipeline at that time. 

For the feasibility study, it was assumed that existing pipelines would require, as a 

minimum, 5 feet of cover if the pipeline has been installed by directional drilling; or 8 feet 

of cover if it had been ditched/trenched and backfilled.  

4 
Please see Section 2.4.1.12 of this FEIS for a discussion of the allocation of pipeline 

relocation costs. 

5 

During the PED and Construction phases, USACE will provide estimated construction 

contract start and end dates to pipeline owners as soon as they are available, so that owners 

can schedule their relocations as they see fit, ensuring completion of the relocation prior to 

the award of the contract for that portion of the channel. 

6 

The USACE feasibility study estimate of pipeline relocation costs was developed by 

USACE to estimate the fully funded cost allocation between USACE and the non-Federal 

sponsor. 

7 

Potential environmental impacts of relocating the pipelines and replacing them at a deeper 

depth are assumed to be minimal. However, each pipeline relocation is case specific, and 

coordination with USACE-Galveston Regulatory Branch would be required in each case. 

Relocating a pipeline and placing it deeper would not necessarily require a new permit. If a 

pipeline is being moved to a new location, then the impacts would be evaluated by the 

environmental assessment performed in conjunction with the DOA permit.  

8 
USACE will ensure that channel construction contractors work with pipeline companies as 

needed to accommodate all parties for a safe and effective working plan. 

9 
Yes, all locations of the dredge material placement areas have been defined and described in 

the FR/FEIS (FR Chapter VI; FEIS Section 2.4). 

10 
Please see Section 2.4.1.12 of this FEIS for a discussion of the allocation of pipeline 

relocation costs. 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Chevron Pipe Line Company 
4800 Fournace Place 
Bellaire, TX 77401 
  

Dolores Barnhill  
Senior VP, Asset Management 
 
  

 
 

March 12, 2010 
 
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Galveston District 
Attn:  Ms. Janelle Stokes 
P. O. Box 1229 
Galveston, Texas  77553-1229 
 
Re:       Comments regarding DFR/DEIS for proposed Sabine Neches Waterway Channel 

Improvement Project 
 
Dear Ms. Stokes: 
 

               Chevron Pipe Line Company on its own behalf and on behalf of certain 
affiliated companies (“Chevron”) operates pipeline assets that transport crude oil, petroleum 
products, liquefied petroleum gas, natural gas and chemicals within the United States and its 
territorial waters.  Chevron has facilities located within the proposed Sabine Neches Waterway 
(“SNWW”) Channel Improvement Project area, and to the extent possible has been diligently 
performing a review of the proposed project.  We have assembled a team comprised of land, 
legal, environmental, engineering, and operations representatives that is reviewing the 
preliminary project plans and the limited information provided regarding impacts on existing 
pipeline river crossings.   
 
 With the time provided and limited pipeline specific data, Chevron is struggling to 
provide any meaningful comments by the specified deadline of March 12, 2010.  A more 
realistic comment period would allow at least 120 days from the date of issue (December 24, 
2009), and we therefore respectfully request that the comment period be extended to at least 
April 26, 2010.  However, by receipt of this letter, Chevron offers initial comments on (1) the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement 
Project, Southeast Texas and Southwest Louisiana and the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project, Texas Ocean Dredged 
Material Disposal Sites Designation (collectively, the “DEIS”) and (2) the Draft Feasibility 
Report for the proposed Sabine Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project (the “DFR”).    
 
                The DFR and DEIS indicate that the proposed project may require a large number of 
pipeline relocations and removals, possibly at least four operated by Chevron, but we are 
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unaware of any ongoing efforts by any governmental agencies to coordinate the project’s 
planning with pipeline owners and operators, even though it is common knowledge that pipelines 
significantly impact the proposed project area.  The replacement of pipelines that transport 
essential commodities such as natural gas, natural gas liquids and chemicals is not only costly, it 
also requires years of advance planning and coordination, and creates significant operational, 
engineering and environmental permitting burdens.  In congested areas such as the Sabine 
Neches Waterway, where there are multiple pipelines owned by multiple companies, the 
relocation of a significant number of pipelines requires a comprehensive and coordinated 
planning process.   
 
The DFR and DEIS, however, provide little detail about the proposed project’s impact on (1) 
pipeline operations, (2) horizontal and vertical pipeline relocations, or (4) methodology for 
relocation cost estimates.  In fact, the DFR and DEIS appear to be based on a single spreadsheet, 
dated September 30, 2005, with what appears to be the Corps’s working list of pipelines that may 
be impacted by the project.  The engineering narrative (chapter 13 of the DFR Appendix) 
indicates that “relocated lines were assumed to be directionally drilled, and bundled when 
possible,” but no detail is provided that would identify which pipelines were assumed to be 
bundled, or permit a reader to understand the accuracy of the Corps’ feasibility and cost 
assumptions.  The DFR and DEIS do not reflect any consideration for the lead time and expense 
required obtain the permits required for the pipeline relocations, e.g., environmental studies, 
environmental surveys, agency reviews and evaluations. 
 
               Chevron respectfully requests that the Corps promptly: 

 
1. definitively identify the Chevron pipelines that will be impacted by the project;  
2. provide Chevron sufficient information to understand the Corps’ estimate of the 

costs for removing or relocating each such pipeline; 
3. provide Chevron with whatever additional documents or information are needed 

to understand the proposed project’s impact on Chevron’s pipeline operations, 
including a projected timeline for when the relocations may actually be needed 
and how Corps permits would be addressed; 

4. establish a working group or other appropriate method to bring the Corps and 
pipeline company representatives together to facilitate an information exchange; 
and 

5. confirm that the cost-sharing requirement specified by WRDA 86 will be part of 
any Chief’s Report or other report or recommendation the Corps makes regarding 
the project. 

 
At your convenience, please contact Rania Yacoub, at 713-432-3557. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
Dolores Barnhill 
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Ms. Delores Barnhill 

Senior VP, Asset Management 

Chevron Pipe Line Company 

4800 Fournace Place 

Bellaire, TX 77401 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 The comment period was extended an additional 30 days to March 12, 2010. 

2 

A list of potentially affected pipelines was provided to pipeline companies during the DEIS 

public comment period. The USACE list of potentially affected pipelines should not be 

considered definitive. The individual circumstances of each pipeline will be evaluated by 

USACE in consultation with the non-Federal sponsor and the pipeline owner during the 

PED and Construction phases, and decisions regarding necessary actions will be made 

individually for each pipeline at that time.  

3 

The USACE feasibility study estimate of pipeline relocation costs was developed by 

USACE to estimate the fully funded cost allocation between USACE and the non-Federal 

sponsor.  

4 

A preliminary construction schedule has been developed (Engineering Appendix Addendum 

2009, chapter 14.0 REVISED SCHEDULES FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION) and 

is available upon request. However, the actual time table for project construction is 

uncertain at this time because it is dependent upon ASA and OMB approval of the Chief's 

Report, Congressional authorization and Congressional appropriation of funds. Potential 

environmental impacts of relocating the pipelines and placing them at a deeper depth are 

assumed to be minimal. However, each pipeline relocation is case specific, and coordination 

with USACE-Galveston Regulatory Branch would be required in each case. Relocating a 

pipeline and placing it deeper would not necessarily require a new permit. If a pipeline is 

being moved to a new location, then the impacts would be evaluated by the environmental 

assessment performed in conjunction with the DOA permit.  

5 

USACE met with pipeline owners at an information meeting on January 25, 2011. More 

information on project features that could affect pipelines will be provided as detailed plans 

are developed during PED and Construction phases. 

6 
Please see Section 2.4.1.12 of this FEIS for a discussion of the allocation of pipeline 

relocation costs. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

   
 

 
6207 Inwood Drive 
Houston, TX 77057 
713-622-7388 (ph) 

 
Supplemental Written Comments by Texas Energy Coalition Regarding 
Proposed Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project DFR 

 
 
March 12, 2010 
 
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Galveston District 
Attn:  Ms. Janelle Stokes [janelle.s.stokes@usace.army.mil] 
P. O. Box 1229 
Galveston, Texas 77553-1229 
 
Re: Supplemental comments regarding DFR/DEIS for proposed Sabine-Neches Waterway 

Channel Improvement Project 
 
Dear Ms. Stokes: 
 
 I am writing once again on behalf of the Texas Energy Coalition, a group of pipeline 
transmission companies that collaborate on issues of common interest.  In my letter of February 
9, 2010, the Coalition offered certain preliminary comments regarding the DEIS and DFR for the 
proposed Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project.  The Coalition also posed a 
number of requests, which I will restate in summary fashion.   
 
 First, the Coalition requested an extension of time up to and through April 26, 2010, in 
which to make comments.   
 

We have not received any response to that request.  
 
 Second, the Coalition requested that the Corps identify all pipelines that will be impacted 
by the project, provide sufficient information to understand and respond to the Corps’ estimate of 
the costs for removing or relocating each such pipeline, and provide whatever additional 
documents are needed to understand the proposed project’s impact on pipeline operations, 
including a projected timeline for when the relocations may actually be needed.   
 
 Again, the Corps has made no response to these requests.   
 
 Third, the Coalition also requested that the Corps meet with the Coalition and pipeline 
company representatives as soon as possible to facilitate the exchange of information and to 
confirm that the cost-sharing requirements for deep-draft relocations set forth in WRDA-86 will 
be part of any Chief’s Report or other report or recommendation the Corps may make regarding 
the project.   
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Yet again, the Corps has made no response to these requests. 
 
 The Corps’ refusal to provide sufficient information to make a reasoned response to the 
DFR and DEIS on a project estimated to cost more than $1 billion is troubling.  The Corps’ 
persistent refusal to produce documents related to pipeline relocations on this project – coupled 
with its refusal even to meet with representatives of the pipeline industry regarding a project that 
is located in one of the nation’s most concentrated areas of pipeline development – is even more 
troubling.   
 
 The Coalition sees no rational basis for the manner in which the DFR and DEIS for this 
project have been presented and objects to the lack of transparency in the process of seeking 
public input on the project. 
 
 The Coalition reserves the right to make additional comments if and when the Corps 
reconsiders its position on these issues.  If you wish to discuss them, please contact Denis 
Calabrese (713-622-7388) or David Corban (713-651-5251). 
 
      Very truly yours, 
 

       Denis Calabrese 
      Spokesperson 
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Mr. Denis Calabrese 

Texas Energy Coalition 

6207 Inwood Drive 

Houston, TX 77057 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

USACE posted notice that the comment period was extended an additional 30 days to 3-12-

2010 on the USACE website at http://www.swg.usace.army.mil/pao/Docs/Extensionof 

PublicCommentPeriodtoMarch12.pdf on February 8, 2010. 

2 

A list of potentially affected pipelines was provided to pipeline companies during the DEIS 

public comment period. The USACE list of potentially affected pipelines should not be 

considered definitive. The individual circumstances of each pipeline will be evaluated by 

USACE in consultation with the non-Federal sponsor and the pipeline owner during the 

PED and Construction phases, and decisions regarding necessary actions will be made 

individually for each pipeline at that time. There will be sufficient time for pipeline 

companies to make all of the necessary preparations after the project is approved. The 

USACE feasibility study estimate of pipeline relocation costs was developed by USACE to 

estimate the fully funded cost allocation between USACE and the non-Federal sponsor.  

3 

USACE met with pipeline owners at an information meeting on January 25, 2011. Please 

see Section 2.4.1.12 of this FEIS for a discussion of the allocation of pipeline relocation 

costs. 

4 See USACE responses to Comments 2 and 3 above. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Colonial Pipeline Company 

 
 

Sam Whitehead                Phone: 678/762-2333 
Government  Affairs Manager                        Fax: 678/762-2465 
                                                   swhitehe@colpipe.com 
 

 
 
 
SENT VIA EMAIL TO Janelle.s.stokes@usace.army.mil  

 
 
March 12, 2010 
 
U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Galveston District 
Attn:  Ms. Janelle Stokes 
P. O. Box 1229 
Galveston, Texas  77553-1229 
 
Re:       Comments regarding DFR/DEIS for proposed Sabine Neches Waterway Channel 

Improvement Project 
 
Dear Ms. Stokes: 
 
 Colonial Pipeline Company has two pipelines within the project area of the proposed 
Sabine Neches Waterway (“SNWW”) Channel Improvement Project.  Each day, these two 
pipelines transport an average of 100 million gallons of gasoline, diesel fuels and national 
defense fuels to shipper terminals in 12 states and the District of Columbia. 
 
 I write today to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Sabine-
Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project, Southeast Texas and Southwest Louisiana 
and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement 
Project, Texas Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites Designation (collectively, the “DEIS”) 
and the Draft Feasibility Report for the proposed Sabine Neches Waterway Channel 
Improvement Project (the “DFR”).     
 
            The DFR and DEIS indicate that the proposed project will require a large number of 
pipeline relocations and removals, possibly including the two owned by Colonial Pipeline 
Company. However, the documents outlined above offer very little information as to the impact 
to our pipelines, in terms of both operations and financial costs. As you are aware, the 
replacement of pipelines that transport essential commodities, such as refined petroleum 
products in Colonial’s case, requires significant planning and coordination, and creates 
operational, engineering and environmental permitting burdens. In addition, the DFR nor DEIS 
reflect any consideration of the lead time and expense required to obtain the permits for the 
pipeline relocations. 
 
 At this time, it is difficult for Colonial to comment on the impact of the project. The DEIS 
and DFR are almost silent in respect to the impact of the project on energy infrastructure and 

1185 Sanctuary Parkway, Suite 100   Alpharetta, Georgia 30009-4765 
P.O. Box 1624   Alpharetta, Georgia 30009-9934 

mailto:Janelle.s.stokes@usace.army.mil


 

production facilities. This is despite more than 50 pipelines potentially being impacted. While we 
understand the basic project scope is to deepen and widen the Sabine Neches Waterway in 
order to accommodate larger ships, we do not have a clear understanding of the project scope 
and the impact of those plans on pipeline infrastructure because of the lack of detail in the 
Corps’ documents.  
 
 We would hope the Corps would be willing to meet with representatives of Colonial, and 
the pipeline industry, to discuss important issues related to the project. This will help us 
determine the potential impact to our facilities and what steps need to be taken in order to plan 
and implement any facility relocations or removal of those facilities.  
 
            Further, we feel it is important to comment on the federal law that calls for the equal 
sharing of costs during projects of this nature. The Corps has also acknowledged this federal 
legal requirement in the “Cost Sharing” section of the DFR: “In accordance with Section 
101(a)(4) of the Water Resources and Development Act of 1986, known as “WRDA 86”, 50 
percent of deep-draft utility (pipeline) relocations would be borne by the utility owner and 50 
percent would be borne by the non-Federal sponsor,” i.e., the Sabine Neches Navigation District 
(page XI-5). It is our understanding that there has been some effort to circumvent this long-
established federal law. We would formally request that the Corps declare its opposition to any 
change in the cost-sharing allocation.  
 
 Colonial Pipeline Company asks that you establish a working group or other appropriate 
method to bring the Corps and pipeline company representatives together to facilitate an 
information exchange; and confirm that the cost-sharing requirement specified by WRDA 86 will 
be part of any Chief’s Report or other report or recommendation the Corps makes regarding the 
project. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Sam Whitehead 
 

Colonial Pipeline Company 
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Mr. Sam Whitehead 

Government Affairs Manager 

Colonial Pipeline Company 

1185 Sanctuary Parkway, Suite 100 

Alpharetta, GA 30009-4765 

 

  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

The FR provides sufficient information for feasibility-level planning. A list of potentially 

affected pipelines was provided to pipeline companies during the DEIS public comment 

period. The USACE list of potentially affected pipelines should not be considered definitive. 

The individual circumstances of each pipeline will be evaluated by USACE in consultation 

with the non-Federal sponsor and the pipeline owner during the PED and Construction 

phases, and decisions regarding necessary actions will be made individually for each 

pipeline at that time. There will be sufficient time for pipeline companies to make necessary 

preparations after the project is approved. Each pipeline relocation is case specific, and 

coordination with USACE-Galveston Regulatory Branch would be required in each case. 

Relocating a pipeline and placing it deeper would not necessarily require a new permit. If a 

pipeline is being moved to a new location, then the impacts would be evaluated by the 

environmental assessment performed in conjunction with the DOA permit.  

2 

USACE met with pipeline owners at an information meeting on January 25, 2011. More 

information on project features that could affect pipelines will be provided as detailed plans 

are developed during PED and Construction phases. 

3 
Please see Section 2.4.1.12 of this FEIS for a discussion of the allocation of pipeline 

relocation costs. 
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Stokes, Janelle S SWG

From: Bryant J. Celestine [celestine.bryant@actribe.org]
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2010 11:32 AM
To: Stokes, Janelle S SWG
Subject: Sabine-Neches Waterway DEIS

Dear Ms. Stokes:

On behalf of Mikko Oscola Clayton Sylestine and the Alabama-Coushatta Tribe, our 
appreciation is expressed on your efforts to consult us regarding the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project.

Our Tribe maintains ancestral associations throughout the state of Texas and Louisiana 
despite the absence of written documentation to completely identify Tribal activities, 
villages, trails, or religious sites. However, it is our objective to ensure significances
of Native American ancestry, especially of the Alabama-Coushatta Tribe, are administered 
with the utmost considerations.

Upon review of the December 18, 2009 materials, no impacts to religious, cultural, or 
historical assets of the Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas should occur in conjunction with
this proposal. However, in the event of inadvertent discovery of human remains and/or 
archaeological resources, activity in proximity to the location must cease and appropriate
authorities, including this office, notified without delay.

Should you require further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

Bryant J. Celestine
Historic Preservation Officer
Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas
571 State Park Rd 56
Livingston, Texas 77351
936 - 563 - 1181
celestine.bryant@actribe.org
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Mr. Bryant J. Celestine 

Historic Preservation Officer 

Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas 

571 State Park Road 56 

Livingston, TX 77351 

 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

 

Comment 

No. 
Response 

1 

Thank you for reviewing the proposed Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project for 

potential impacts to tribal resources.  The Alabama-Coushatta Tribe of Texas will be contacted in the 

event of an inadvertent discovery of human remains or archeological resources as required by 

Stipulations II and IV of the Historic Properties Programmatic Agreement (Final Environmental 

Impact Statement Appendix H).   
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE ACTION 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

The existing Federal project deep-draft channel (Figure 1-1), with a total length of roughly 65 miles, was 
first authorized to a depth of 25 feet in 1912 (Rivers and Harbor Act of July 25, 1912). It was deepened to 
30 feet in 1922, 34 feet in 1935, 36 feet in 1946, and authorized to the present 40 feet in 1962 (Rivers and 
Harbor Act of October 23, 1962), although construction ran from 1965 to 1972. It extends from about a 
mile upstream of the Beaumont Turning Basin to the 42-foot contour in the Gulf of Mexico (Gulf). 
Bottom widths are 800 feet in the Entrance Channel, narrowing to 500 feet at the inland portion of the 
Jetty Channel, the Sabine Pass Channel, the Port Arthur Canal, the Sabine-Neches Canal, and 400 feet to 
the Beaumont Turning Basin. 

As part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process for the Sabine-Neches Waterway 
(SNWW) Channel Improvement Project (CIP), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), as a 
cooperating agency, is proposing to designate one or more Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites 
(ODMDSs) for placement of the construction and maintenance dredged material from an extension of the 
SNWW, roughly 13.2 miles farther into the Gulf. As part of the process, the existing ODMDSs will be 
examined for capacity and compatibility with the construction material and the greater quantity of 
maintenance material associated with the larger and deeper existing offshore channel. This ODMDS 
Designation Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) was circulated for review with, and as part of, 
the FEIS for the SNWW CIP. Table 1-1 presents the quantities of dredged maintenance material from the 
existing and proposed channels and the construction (new work) material anticipated from the proposed 
SNWW CIP. 

EPA’s action for which this document was prepared is the designation of a site or sites for the ocean 
placement of new work (construction) material to be dredged from the SNWW Entrance Channel and 
Extension, and future maintenance material from the 13.2-mile SNWW Entrance Channel Extension. An 
FEIS for the maintenance dredging of the SNWW Entrance Channel (for the authorized 40-Foot Project 
[42 feet in the Entrance Channel]), was prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE, 1975). 
Four offshore sites are currently in use for the existing channel. These sites were designated by EPA for 
the continued placement of dredged material removed from the SNWW Entrance Channel (Federal 
Register [FR] Vol. 52, No. 175, September 10, 1987, page 34218; FEIS, 1983 [EPA, 1983a]). This 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed new ODMDSs is included as an appendix to the 
Integrated Feasibility Report/EIS for the SNWW CIP. The purpose of EPA’s action is to designate, based 
on 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 228, ocean disposal sites that would provide environmentally 
acceptable and economically and physically feasible areas for the placement of the construction material 
from the SNWW Entrance Channel and future maintenance material from the Entrance Channel 
Extension for the SNWW CIP.  



Table 1-1

Existing and Proposed Entrance Channel Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site Quantities

New Work Material

Contributing Channel

PA Channel Station Existing Project Proposed Project

Quantity
1

(cy)

4 -214+88 0+00 Not Applicable 2,978,000

3 0+000 18+000 Not Applicable 5,923,000

2 18+000 53+000 Not Applicable 7,051,000

1 53+000 95+734 Not Applicable 8,307,000

24,259,000 Total

A 95+734 114+000 Not Applicable 4,592,000

B 114+000 132+000 Not Applicable 5,296,000

C 132+000 150+500 Not Applicable 4,648,000

D 150+500 165+443 Not Applicable 4,201,000

18,737,000 Total

Maintenance Material

Existing Project Proposed Project

Quantity Quantity Quantity Quantity

Contributing Channel Frequency per year
2

per cycle per year per cycle
1

PA Channel Station (years) (cy) (cy) (cy) (cy)

4 0+00 -214+88 5 227,700 1,138,500 270,540 1,352,700

3 0+00 18+000 1 1,993,700 1,993,700 4,473,000 4,473,000

2 18+000 53+000 4 430,600 1,722,400 1,565,500 3,131,000

1 53+000 95+734 4 628,200 2,512,800 377,000 1,508,000

3,280,200 7,367,400 6,686,040 10,464,700 Totals

164,010,000 334,302,000 Total per 50 years
3

A 95+734 114+000 4 Not Applicable 197,750 791,000

B 114+000 132+000 4 Not Applicable 194,750 779,000

C 132+000 150+500 4 Not Applicable 200,250 801,000

D 150+500 165+443 4 Not Applicable 161,750 647,000

754,500 3,018,000 Totals

37,725,000 Total per 50 years
3

1
 From USACE SNWW CIP Engineering Appendix

2
 Based on historic data for maintenance material going into PA 1, the farthest offshore of the existing ODMDSs.

3
 These numbers are slightly larger than the 50-year Dredged Material Management Plan summary table because they include two additional years of material 

for reaches with 4-year cycles.
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1.2 LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND AND PROPOSED ACTION 

Ocean disposal of dredged material was not specifically regulated in the United States until passage of the 
Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (MPRSA). Limited regulation was provided by 
the Supervisors’ Act of 1888 and the Refuse Act of 1899. Under these acts, transportation and navigation 
factors, rather than environmental considerations, guided selection of placement locations by the USACE 
and the issuance of permits for ocean disposal. 

Although the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 initially referred to inland tidal waters, it 
included consideration of the effects of dredged material on commercially important marine species. This 
act, together with subsequent judicial decisions, empowered the USACE to refuse permits if the dredging 
or filling of a bay or estuary would result in significant, unavoidable damage to the marine ecosystem. 

MPRSA and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (FWPCA), later amended by the Clean Water Act 
of 1977, both passed in 1972 and specifically addressed waste disposal in the aquatic and the marine 
environment. The FWPCA and the Water Quality Improvement Act of 1970 set up specific water quality 
criteria to be used as guidelines in controlling discharges into marine and aquatic environments. These 
water quality criteria applied to placement of dredged material only in cases where fixed pipelines were 
used to transport and discharge dredged material into the environment at discrete points. MPRSA, 
however, specifically regulates the transport and ultimate disposal of waste materials in the ocean. Under 
Title I of MPRSA, the primary regulatory vehicle of the act, a permit program for the disposal of dredged 
and nondredged materials was established that mandates determination of impacts and provides for 
enforcement of permit conditions. 

The August 1975 London Convention on the Prevention of Marine Pollution by Dumping of Wastes and 
Other Matter (Convention) is the principal international agreement governing ocean dumping. The 
Convention specifies that contracting nations will regulate disposal in the marine environment within 
their jurisdiction, disallowing all disposal without permits. The nature and quantities of all waste material 
and the circumstances of disposal must be periodically reported to the International Maritime 
Organization (formerly the Inter-Governmental Maritime Consultative Organization), which administers 
the Convention. 

In October 1973, the EPA issued the final Ocean Dumping Regulations and Criteria (the Regulations, or 
Ocean Dumping Regulations), revised in January 1977 (40 CFR Parts 220 to 229). These regulations 
established procedures and criteria for review of ocean disposal permit applications (Part 227), 
assessment of impacts of ocean disposal and alternative disposal methods, enforcement of permits, and 
designation and management of ocean disposal sites (Part 228). They also established procedures by 
which the EPA is authorized to designate ODMDSs and times for ocean disposal of acceptable materials 
under Section 102(c) of the MPRSA and the criteria for site designation, including general and specific 
criteria for site selection. 
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1.3 U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

The USACE is mandated by the U.S. Congress to maintain (i.e., remove accumulated sediment) 
authorized navigation channels in the navigable waters of the United States on an ongoing basis. The 
material thus removed (maintenance material) must subsequently be discharged. The USACE was 
authorized by the U.S. Senate in 2000 to begin investigating the feasibility of modifying the SNWW in 
the interests of commercial navigation. The FEIS for the SNWW CIP, to which this ODMDS Designation 
FEIS is attached, is the culmination of that authorization. To continue to maintain the Nation’s waterways 
and to construct projects authorized by Congress, the USACE considers it essential that environmentally 
acceptable ocean disposal sites be identified, evaluated, and designated for continued or one-time use 
pursuant to Section 102(c) of MPRSA. Section 103 of MPRSA requires the USACE to consider the 
effects of ocean disposal of dredged material on human health, welfare, amenities, the marine 
environment, ecological systems, and economic potentialities in its evaluation of Federal projects and 
Section 103 permit applications.  

The existing SNWW project provides deep-draft access from the Gulf to the cities of Beaumont, Port 
Arthur, and Orange. Entrance from the Gulf is provided by a jettied channel at Sabine Pass. The Entrance 
Channel, comprising the Sabine Bank Channel and the Outer Bar Channel, provides for a project depth of 
42 feet over a channel bottom width of 800 feet and extends roughly 18.1 miles into the Gulf (see Figure 
1-1). The proposed Entrance Channel Extension for the SNWW proposed 48-foot CIP has a depth of 50 
feet and would extend approximately 13.2 miles farther into the Gulf than the present channel. The 
channel reach immediately outside of the jetties at the Sabine Pass Outer Bar Channel is proposed to be 
800 feet wide; the remainder of the Entrance Channel through its terminus in the Gulf is proposed to be 
700 feet wide. 

1.4 U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

The EPA is mandated with the authority to regulate ocean dumping and with the responsibility for site 
designation, monitoring, and management by Congress as stated specifically in 40 CFR 228.4(e)(1). The 
EPA has been requested by the USACE to designate an ocean disposal site(s) for the placement of 
construction and maintenance material from the SNWW CIP. While EPA is a member of the Interagency 
Coordination Team and is reviewing and commenting on the navigation project, EPA is not advocating 
expansion of the waterway. EPA is a cooperating agency insofar as it is responsible for designating ocean 
dumping sites according to Section 102 of the MPRSA, and such sites may be necessary for construction 
and maintenance of the SNWW 48-Foot Project. 

Site designation by EPA does not authorize any dredging project nor does it permit disposal of any 
dredged material. Sites are designated in areas where a need for ocean disposal has been indicated, based 
on past dredging demands and/or projected demands associated with new or expanded projects. However, 
site designation does not in and of itself preclude the consideration of other placement options, including 
beneficial use options or the no action alternative. Once designated as an approved ocean disposal site, the 
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appropriateness of ocean disposal is determined on a case-by-case basis in accordance with the ocean 
dumping criteria. For instance, the fuel costs cited as precluding some of the beneficial use options 
(Section 2.3.2.1) could change in the future or alternative transportation options might make beneficial 
use options more viable in the future. If so, those options can be considered at that time. 

1.5 COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT 

The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZM) of 1972, as amended (16 USC 1451 et seq.), states in Section 
307 (1) (A) “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.” 
Both Texas and Louisiana have developed Coastal Zone Management Plans (CZMPs), which have been 
approved by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the designee of the 
Secretary of Commerce for CZMP approval. This FEIS addresses consistency with these Plans by 
assessing impacts to critical coastal zone habitats and resources, as presented in Appendix I to the SNWW 
CIP FEIS. 
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

The No-Action Alternative entails that the EPA refrain from designating new ODMDSs for the placement 
of 18.7 million cubic yards (mcy) of virgin (construction or new work) material from the SNWW 
Entrance Channel Extension during construction and 37.7 mcy of maintenance material over the 50-year 
life of the project. While modeling has shown (Section 2.3.4.2) that the existing ODMDSs are of 
sufficient size to contain both virgin and maintenance material from the Entrance Channel and the 
Extension, they are designated only for dredged material from the SNWW Entrance Channel (EPA, 
1983a) and, therefore, could not be used for the material from the proposed Entrance Channel Extension 
without modification to the designation. Even if designation were to be modified to allow placement of 
Extension material at the existing ODMDSs, the cost of transporting the construction and maintenance 
material from the Extension to the existing ODMDSs would be prohibitive (Section 2.3.4.1.1). Without 
ODMDS designation or designation modification, use of upland placement areas (PAs) would be 
required, which would greatly increase dredging costs because of double handling and the long distances 
involved in transporting the dredged material from offshore. The economic benefits of the navigation 
improvements would not be sufficient to justify the higher costs. Therefore, in the absence of Federal 
action to designate new ODMDSs for the 48-Foot Project, the existing Federal project would continue to 
be maintained at its current dimensions and dredged material would be disposed in compliance with the 
applicable Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP). Maintenance material from the Entrance 
Channel would continue to be placed in existing ODMDSs 1–4. Foregoing navigation improvements to 
the SNWW would have the following impacts: (1) long-term increases in transportation costs to 
navigation relative to those that would result from project implementation; (2) loss of potential for 
increased channel usage, since a widened channel would permit limited two-way traffic; and 
(3) decreased safety in the segment of the channel south of Port Arthur that is proposed for widening. 
Therefore, the No-Action Alternative is not considered viable. 

2.2 NONOCEAN DISPOSAL  

Dredged material placement alternatives evaluated in this document consist of upland placement, 
beneficial use, and ocean placement. Alternate dredging methods include the use of dipper dredges, 
ladder dredges, and bucket dredges. However, through the years, only hopper dredges and cutterhead 
suction pipeline dredges have proved to be both safe and efficient for nearshore and offshore use, and 
hopper dredges are preferred for offshore dredging. A review of the status of the dredging industry to the 
present confirms that the hopper dredge is still the most economical and feasible means for dredging at 
sea, although beneficial uses of the nearer-shore dredged material would require the use of a pipeline 
dredge. Material would have to be transported on a hopper dredge with pumpout capabilities from 20 to 
38 additional miles back to the mainland, which would require mooring and connecting to the discharge 
pipe for each load of dredged material. The technology of the other forms of dredging has not progressed 
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sufficiently to be suitable alternatives to hopper dredging. Relative to land-based areas in lieu of ocean 
placement, the USACE has determined that no suitable land-based areas exist that have sufficient 
capacity and that the costs of transport are uneconomical. The nearest available land placement area 
(PA 5) is 38 miles away from the seaward end of the project and is not large enough to accommodate the 
anticipated volume of offshore construction and maintenance material. PA 5 is also needed for future 
maintenance of the Sabine Pass Channel. Therefore, use of this site for offshore construction material, in 
addition to being economically unfeasible, would require the acquisition of new areas for placement of 
construction and routine maintenance material from the inland portions of the channel. Since the 
surrounding land areas are wetlands or chenier habitats, it is not likely that a suitably sized replacement 
area could be obtained without a significant loss of quality habitat. A land-based alternative would 
therefore offer no environmental benefit to ocean placement. 

After a review of the options, it is concluded that for this project, land-based alternatives offer no 
environmental or economical advantages over placement of construction and maintenance material in the 
ocean. Further, the current methods of dredging and placement are still considered to be both 
environmentally and economically viable. All alternatives, including the No-Action Alternative, have 
consequences associated with them.  

2.3 OCEAN DISPOSAL 

Potential placement sites were evaluated in the nearshore environment, the mid-shelf, and the continental 
slope. Additional alternatives in the nearshore environment were examined.  

2.3.1 Mid-Shelf and Continental Slope Alternatives 

The Continental Shelf off Sabine Pass extends from the 20-meter isobath to 200-meter isobath and, thus, 
from roughly 40 to 130 miles offshore (Figure 2-1). A placement site located in the mid-shelf area would 
be 60 to 70 miles offshore in 90 to 110 feet of water. A straightforward computer analysis of two 
dredging scenarios, assuming nothing changes except transport distance, will demonstrate that an increase 
in transport distance from 1 to 10 miles increases the cost of dredging on a per-cubic-yard basis by a 
factor of 2.5. EPA (1983b) notes an increase of $0.15/cubic yards (cy)/mile of transport distance for 
disposal at a mid-shelf site off Tampa Bay, Florida. Since fuel costs have skyrocketed since 1983, this 
value is very low. The value of $0.15/cy/mile, noted above, would be $0.29/cy/mile, if adjusted for 
inflation (ftp://ftp.bls.gov/pub/special.requests/cpi/cpiai.txt). Using a value of $0.29/cy/mile, the 
construction material quantities provided in Table 2-1, and the average locations of the proposed 
Extension ODMDSs, as given in Section 3.2.1 (which would require an average increase in distance 
offshore of 39.5 miles to get to a mid-shelf site), the incremental increase in the cost for construction 
dredging would be approximately $215,000,000. This increase would make it impossible to economically 
justify the SNWW CIP. Additionally, safety risks increase and the feasibility of monitoring and 
surveillance are decreased with increasing distance offshore. 
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The Ocean Dumping Regulations (40 CFR 228.5(e)) state that whenever feasible, a site beyond the edge 
of the Continental Shelf will be chosen. The edge of the Continental Shelf is defined as that area where 
there is a significant increase in the vertical/horizontal gradient, indicating the beginning of the 
continental slope. In the western Gulf, the 200-meter isobath is fairly indicative of the shelf/slope break 
and is plotted on Figure 2-1. Off Sabine Pass, the Continental Shelf/slope break is approximately 130 
miles offshore, at the widest segment of the Continental Shelf in the northern Gulf. 

Pequegnat et al. (1978) examined the potential impacts of deepwater disposal, e.g., at a site on the slope. 
They note that the increased depth would provide greater volumes of water for dilution and dispersal 
before the dredged material impacts the ocean floor. They also note (1) the relative paucity of benthos in 
deeper water and (2) the fact that the value of organisms from the truly deep ocean floor (greater than 
1,000 meters depth) are not important to world fisheries. However, EPA (1983a) cites several sources for 
the fact that although there may be fewer organisms in the deeper waters of a slope site, the relative 
impact of burial by dredged material would be much greater than to shallow-water benthic organisms 
because deep-water organisms are not adapted to survival under conditions where temporary burial by 
resuspended sediments is common. Additionally, the concerns with cost, safety, and monitoring and 
surveillance, noted above for a mid-shelf site, would be greater for a continental slope site. There are also 
no data to indicate that such sites would offer any environmental benefit over a nearshore site. Therefore, 
because of inordinate cost, increased safety problems, and lack of environmental benefits, the mid-shelf 
and continental slope sites have been eliminated from further alternative analysis. 

2.3.2 Nearshore Alternatives 

2.3.2.1 Beneficial Uses 

The use of the dredged material from construction of the 48-Foot Project has been evaluated for marsh 
restoration and beach nourishment, and, as feasible, construction and maintenance material would be used 
beneficially. However, it should be noted that while this applies to the nearer-shore portions of the 
channel, the SNWW Entrance Channel Extension begins at roughly 18 miles from shore so pumping 
either construction or maintenance material from the offshore channel segment to shore is not feasible. 
However, the beneficial use of construction or maintenance material from a nearshore channel, the Sabine 
Pass Jetty Channel, was evaluated. This channel segment was targeted for evaluation because it was close 
enough to the Gulf shorelines to potentially provide an economical alternative for beach nourishment. 
However, further evaluation determined that it would require either dredging with a hopper dredge with 
pumpout capabilities, which would require mooring and connecting to the discharge pipe for each load of 
dredged material, or the use of a pipeline dredge in a channel segment where the feasibility of its use has 
not been established. The Jetty Channel has very high waves and unreliable weather conditions, which 
make using a pipeline dredge uncertain and inefficient. Pipeline dredges are not large enough to remain 
stable in high-wave conditions and can easily be swamped (the attempted use of a pipeline at another 
similar ship channel led to the dredge being swamped [USACE, 2005]). These risk factors make the cost 
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much higher. Therefore, because of high risk to human safety and dredge equipment and cost, the beach 
nourishment beneficial use alternative has been eliminated from further analysis. 

A marsh restoration beneficial use alternative was evaluated for an area of eroding marshes in the Texas 
Point National Wildlife Refuge (TPNWR). Maintenance material (approximately 370,000 cy) from one 
dredging cycle of the inward portion of the Sabine Pass Jetty Channel could potentially be excavated 
using a cutterhead pipeline dredge and pumped into a 196-acre area of open water near the western jetty 
in the TPNWR. This is material that would normally be dredged using a hopper dredge and placed in one 
of the existing ODMDSs. The dredge pipe would need to be moved frequently to achieve an average fill 
depth of 8 inches, as requested by Refuge personnel. The objective would be to restore 70 percent of the 
open water (137 acres) to an elevation capable of supporting brackish marsh habitat. For this potential 
alternative, material would be taken from the most-inshore portion of the Sabine Pass Jetty Channel, a 
reach that is more protected from weather and waves than rest of the Sabine Pass Jetty Channel. This 
beneficial use alternative was considered to be a one-time demonstration effort—to determine whether 
wave and weather conditions would make it cost effective and reliable for future efforts. However, further 
analysis by USACE engineers determined that use of a cutterhead suction dredge in this reach of the 
channel was neither safe nor engineeringly sound. Therefore, this beneficial use option was dropped from 
consideration. 

A different type of beneficial use alternative, the creation of a topographic high, was evaluated for non-
nearshore areas. There is a significant natural topographic high (Sabine Bank) in the vicinity, but the 
beneficial use of creating another one off the Louisiana coastline was evaluated for the material from the 
Project. This beneficial use would involve the use of as much construction material as possible from 
either the deepened Entrance Channel or from the Extension in water depths that can safely be used by a 
hopper dredge. This site would also need to be located far enough upcurrent to prevent dredged material 
from being redeposited in the navigation channel. It has been determined (Hands and Bradley, 1990; 
McLellan and Imsand, 1989; Langan and Rees, 1989; Clarke and Pullen, 1992; Clarke and Kasul, 1994) 
that a properly designed underwater stable berm can provide reduction in the energy of erosive waves and 
serve as a refuge and feeding location for fish and shrimp. 

Based upon assumptions and criteria established for a similar beneficial use area constructed in 
conjunction with the Houston-Galveston Navigation Channels Project, dredged material could be placed 
in an area roughly 11,000 by 14,000 feet, in a series of rows, each roughly 5 feet high at the center 
parallel to the shore (USACE, 1998a; Figure 2-2) If the edges of the rows are separated by roughly 
100 feet and 10:1 side slopes are assumed, roughly thirty-five 14,000-foot rows would be required to fill 
the Beneficial Use (BU). However, it should be noted that the benefits noted for the topographic high 
cited in the paragraph above are for a BU site off Mobile Bay, with a much different configuration than 
that used off Galveston and there was no monitoring of the Galveston topographic high to determine 
whether any benefits accrued. 
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A configuration such as that described above could use up to 13.6 mcy of construction material, or 
roughly 56 percent of the expected 24.3 mcy construction material from the deepened Entrance Channel. 
To avoid the Fairway Anchorage along the Safety Fairway and to achieve the envisioned size of the BU, 
the BU must be located roughly 9 miles east of the Entrance Channel, just north of the Fairway 
Anchorage (Figure 2-3) in Federal waters. Thus, the southwest corner of the BU site would be located at 
29° 37.6′ N, 93° 35.1′ W. A similar BU (offshore feeder berm) was examined by USACE (1997) and 
found not to be economically feasible because it was roughly seven times more expensive than standard 
offshore placement, which would result in an incremental cost of $268,182,000 (calculated based on 
October 2005 price levels and assuming a fuel cost of $2.05 per gallon). In the case of the BU examined 
by USACE (1997), the average roundtrip distance to the berm was only around 6 miles. The average 
roundtrip distance to the BU described above from the Extension is roughly 45 miles, so the cost would 
be exorbitantly high. Therefore, this BU option is not economically feasible. 

2.3.2.2 Regional Sediment Management 

As a Regional Sediment Management (RSM) measure, two alternatives were considered potentially 
viable for utilizing the approximately 9.9 mcy of the coarser-grained sediments to be generated by the 
new work dredging of sections “B” and “C” of the Extension Channel (or between stations 114+000 to 
150+500) to produce regional benefits. The two alternatives included (1) the transport and stockpiling of 
the coarser-grained dredged sediments at ODMDS 4 (see Figure 2-2) for future beneficial use; and (2) the 
transport and discharge of the coarser-grained dredged sediments into the littoral zone offshore of Texas 
Point. 

2.3.2.2.1 RSM Stockpiling Alternative 

ODMDS 4 is the nearest existing ODMDS to Texas Point and has been designated by EPA to receive 
maintenance dredged material from the SNWW Entrance Channel. ODMDS 4 is classified as a dispersive 
site and is located beyond the depth of closure (approximately –19 feet mean lower low water [MLLW]); 
therefore, any appreciable accumulation of dredged material placed within the site is typically short term, 
and the dispersed material would not migrate into the littoral zone to add to the sediment budget. The 
stockpiling of dredged material within the aquatic environment for future beneficial use is effective only 
if significant quantities of the stockpiled material remain in place for rehandling as the need arises. 
Stockpiling assumes that the beneficial use need would not be immediate but may be required beyond the 
foreseeable future, which may be defined as a period greater than 3 months. It is expected that a 
substantial amount of material, if stockpiled within ODMDS 4, would have dispersed within a period of 3 
months. It was therefore concluded that stockpiling dredged material within ODMDS 4 is not a viable 
RSM alternative. 
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2.3.2.2.2 RSM Littoral Zone Discharge Alternative 

This alternative entails the transport by hopper dredge of sediments dredged from sections “B” and “C” of 
the Extension Channel to an upstream point adjacent to ODMDS 4 (approximately at Station 3+000 or 
roughly ½ mile beyond the outer end of the jetties). The average one-way transport distance from sections 
“B” and “C” of the Extension Channel to Station 3+000 ranges from 21 to 28 miles. Upon arrival at 
Station 3+000, the hopper dredge would pump out the dredged material via a connecting pipeline to a 
discharge point located on, or inshore of, the 14-foot depth contour offshore of the Texas Point shoreline, 
a pump distance of approximately 3 miles from Station 3+000. Discharging the material at or inshore of 
the 14-foot depth contour should guarantee the reintroduction of sediments within the littoral zone, where 
natural processes would beneficially distribute the sediments. The incremental cost to transport and pump 
approximately 9.9 mcy of dredged material within the littoral zone via a hopper dredge with pump-out 
capabilities is estimated to be $86.7 million at October 2005 price levels and based on a fuel price 
assumption of $2.05 per gallon. The incremental cost for this RSM alternative would not be a project 
cost, and therefore would not be federally cost-shared, if implemented. 

2.3.2.3 ODMDS 

2.3.2.3.1 Existing ODMDSs 1, 2, 3, and 4 

One ODMDS alternative would be to use the existing ODMDSs 1 through 4, designated by EPA (1983a) 
for placement of all construction and future maintenance material from both the Entrance Channel and the 
Extension. These ODMDSs are located along the west side of the SNWW Entrance Channel and are the 
historically used ODMDSs; ODMDS 4 has been used since at least 1931 and the others since 1962 (EPA, 
1983a). As noted in Section 2.3.4.2, modeling has shown that the existing ODMDSs are of sufficient size 
to accommodate all of the material without undue mounding. However, as noted in Section 2.3.4.1.1, the 
cost of transporting the construction and maintenance material from the Extension to the existing 
ODMDSs would be prohibitive. Therefore, use of the existing ODMDSs is not considered a viable 
alternative. 

2.3.2.3.2 Additional ODMDSs 

Within the nearshore environment, four sites had been identified by USACE (1982) for the placement of 
construction and maintenance material for a proposed 50-foot channel, but these sites were never 
designated. Since these sites were proposed and studied for the 1982 EIS, they were tentatively identified 
as potential offshore placement sites for the proposed 48-Foot Project. They would be examined here as 
the preferred alternative (modified slightly, since the 1982 project was a 50-foot project), if they are not 
excluded in the selection process, described below. 

2.3.3 Methodology 

Historically, the NEPA approach to alternative analysis, and the one used in Designation EISs for the 
historically used ocean sites, has been to select a preferred alternative and compare it to several other 
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selected reasonable alternatives, or to a suite of generic alternatives, and to the No-Action Alternative. An 
alternative approach used in some ODMDS EISs is basically the same, except in the selection of the other 
sites. The purpose of this process is to “delineate economically feasible sites that are sufficiently far 
removed from ecologically sensitive or incompatible use areas to eliminate or minimize adverse impacts 
to these areas. Such so-called ‘critical areas or resources’ are likely to include geographically limited 
breeding, spawning, nursery, feeding or passage habitats; navigation lanes; beaches; and other critical 
areas that are determined to be incompatible with dredged material disposal activities” (EPA/USACE, 
1984). Under this approach outlined in Science Applications, Inc. (SAI, 1986), selection of sites is 
conducted by selecting a Zone of Siting Feasibility (ZSF) and then, on the basis of available information, 
excluding those areas that would not conform to the 5 general criteria and the 11 specific factors for site 
selection given in 40 CFR 228.5 and 40 CFR 228.6(a), respectively. This selection process is normally 
visually displayed by a set of figures, which individually show the areas excluded for a single criterion or 
set of criteria (e.g., areas of biological sensitivity) and collectively show all excluded, and thus, 
nonexcluded areas. Therefore, the set of alternative sites is developed on a logical basis for all feasible 
sites. The process used here is a modification of the latter process because the Extension is so far offshore 
that some of the items ordinarily of concern are not of concern (i.e., transport of fines to the beach and its 
effect on aesthetics). Additionally, although not designated, the USACE selected four sites in an earlier 
EIS (USACE, 1982), as noted above, for a similar project that was never implemented. These sites are 
included in the ZSF and would be examined in the selection process. 

After all necessary information, including that from field surveys (40 CFR 228.13), had been synthesized 
and nonexcluded areas had been delineated, the alternative sites were analyzed (see Section 4) relative to 
the 5 general criteria (40 CFR 228.5) and the 11 specific factors (40 CFR 228.6(a)). First application of 
the criteria and factors would be to the historically used and designated SNWW ODMDSs, if they are in 
the ZSF. If these sites were to conform to all criteria and factors, one or more of them would be 
recommended for selection unless another nonexcluded site was determined more amenable to ocean 
discharge.  

2.3.3.1 Literature Search 

Several concurrent approaches were taken in the collection of data relative to the proposed project and 
surrounding area. A computerized literature search for pertinent information was conducted. Forms of 
materials referenced include monographs, journals, and other serials, conference and symposium 
proceedings, theses and dissertations, technical reports, government-sponsored research reports, and 
pamphlets.  

Data available from work contracted by the USACE to private corporations and universities, and from 
USACE EISs, and monitoring data from the existing SNWW project were obtained. The data provided by 
the USACE also offer (1) information on the characteristics and quantity of the material previously 
dredged and deposited at the historically used sites, and (2) expected characteristics of future dredged 
material. This information aided in determining the compatibility of future dredged material with that 
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already at the existing site and the expected amounts of dredged material. USACE personnel also 
provided information pertinent to physical and geographical constraints. 

Monitoring studies have been conducted at and near the historically used ODMDSs and the proposed 
Extension. The results of these studies, conducted by the USACE and USACE contractors, along with 
other studies, provided the necessary site-specific data used to characterize the water and sediments in the 
ZSF and the grain-size data for the construction and future maintenance material. 

All of the information discussed above, plus navigation charts, Minerals Management Service (MMS) 
charts, EISs, and other documents, were identified and collected. 

The collected data were compiled, arranged according to the pertinent topics, and examined. At that time, 
any data gaps were noted. None were sufficient to disallow completion of the selection process; i.e., 
sufficient information was available to apply the exclusion process and the 5 general and 11 specific 
criteria. 

2.3.3.2 Identification of Alternative Sites via the Screening Procedure 

The procedure classically used to determine which potential site is the preferable site is basically a series 
of eliminations carried out in sequential order. The order used in the elimination process is as follows: 

Phase I 

1) Definition of ZSF. This is an initial screening procedure used to limit the geographic 
area of consideration and define the ZSF. Reasonable haul distances are a determining 
factor, as well as cost of monitoring and surveillance, and constraints imposed by 
political boundaries.  

2) Characterization of expected material and site sizing. The type, quantity, and behavior 
of expected construction and maintenance material is identified. This is compared to 
general sediment characteristics in the ZSF to delineate zones of incompatibility. Then, 
the requisite size of proposed ODMDSs is determined using a numerical model, which 
simulates the behavior and disposition of the expected construction and maintenance 
material.  

3) Establish buffer zones for critical areas and resources. The numerical model may also 
be used to define appropriate buffer zones around critical areas and resources. In this 
document, critical areas and resources are discussed in three general categories — 
biologically sensitive areas, beaches and recreational areas, and navigation channels.  
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Phase II  

In this phase, more site-specific issues are resolved in compliance with the 11 specific factors prescribed 
in 40 CFR Part 228.6. In this document, factors assessed in identifying further areas to be eliminated from 
the ZSF are discussed in the following categories.  

1) elimination due to oceanographic constraints; 

2) elimination due to cultural and historic sites; 

3) elimination due to nonliving resources and conditions such as sediment drift, oil and gas 
platforms and/or pipelines, etc.; 

4) elimination due to living resources, including an appropriate buffer zone; 

5) elimination due to environmental quality constraints; and 

6) elimination due to recreational uses, such as beaches or recreational fishing areas, 
including appropriate buffer zones. 

Phase III – Final evaluation and site selection  

Based upon the evaluations conducted in phases I and II, final determination of the environmental 
suitability of each candidate site would be made in accordance with the five general criteria for site 
selection (40 CFR Part 228.5). 

2.3.4 Development of Alternative Sites Using the Screening Technique 

2.3.4.1 Zone of Siting Feasibility 

The constraints on a site relative to the ZSF are those related more to its feasibility from a utilitarian as 
opposed to a regulatory perspective, although there is some overlap. Primary among the geographical and 
physical constraints are those that would restrict the safe and economical use of the site, such as distance 
from the dredging area, dangerous structures or currents, interference with or from other vessels, political 
boundaries, and logistic constraints on monitoring and surveillance.  

2.3.4.1.1 Limits Due to Cost of Transport 

The efficiency of the dredging operation, for the purposes of this report, depends only on the placement 
site location since all other factors would be relatively constant, no matter where the placement site is 
located. This efficiency can be broken down into several factors: (1) safety to personnel and dredges, (2) 
cost of dredging per cubic yard, (3) the time required for the dredge to complete the dredging operation 
and be ready to move to another area, and (4) down-time due to equipment failure. All of these factors are 
adversely affected by increasing the distance of the placement site from the channel. The last three of 
these factors can be directly correlated to the distance from dredging area to placement site, while the first 
is more complicated and site-specific. Certainly, however, the safety of personnel and dredges is related 
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to some measure of the exposure time to potential hazards (i.e., weather, other vessels/structures, etc.), 
and increasing exposure time in the offshore area would have an overall adverse impact on safety 
considerations. As noted in Section 2.3.1, replacing the proposed ODMDSs with a mid-shelf ODMDS(s) 
would increase construction dredging costs to $275,000,000. Maintenance dredging costs would also 
increase dramatically, and monitoring costs would also increase. Excess benefits from the SNWW CIP 
are insufficient to support such an increase; therefore, going to a mid-shelf site would make the project 
economically infeasible. 

This distance factor also applies to ODMDSs that are much nearer the shore. For instance, existing 
ODMDSs were examined to determine whether all construction and future maintenance material from the 
Extension could be accommodated in the existing ODMDSs. Computer model runs indicated that this 
would be possible, without excessive mounding, but all of the existing ODMDSs would have to be used 
to avoid excessive mounding. Logically (see Figure 2-3), the material that would be expected to be placed 
in proposed ODMDS D would go to existing ODMDS 1, ODMDS C to ODMDS 2, etc., increasing the 
travel distance by roughly 26 miles for every load of dredged material since the end of the existing 
Entrance Channel and the end of the Extension is roughly 13 miles. This would increase construction-
dredging costs for the Extension, using the same value of $0.29 cy/mile as in Section 2.3.1, by more than 
a factor of two, to $141,000,000. This cost would make it impossible to economically justify the SNWW 
CIP. An increase of this magnitude would obviously make the cost of transport to place material from the 
Extension into the existing ODMDSs much too expensive to be feasible, and additional ODMDSs in the 
ZSF are needed. 

In the following EISs for the designation of ODMDSs for channels along the Gulf Coast (49 FR 34485 
(Friday, August 31, 1984), 52 FR 22352 [Thursday, June 11, 1987]), EPA (1983a, 1983b), it was 
demonstrated that neither a mid-shelf site nor one beyond the edge of the Continental Shelf was 
preferable to a nearshore site. The Long Island Sound Dredged Material Disposal EIS (68 FR 53691 
[September 12, 2003]) found that sites beyond the edge of the Continental Shelf were “economically 
unfeasible because of the extended travel time and associated expense.” EPA (1986) states that ODMDSs 
should be located in an area that is within an economically and operationally feasible distance from the 
dredging site. Pequegnat et al. (1990) also cite operational and transportation costs as a limit on the 
location of an ODMDS. These factors would also apply to the placement of virgin material. Therefore, 
since no significant reasons for moving the placement site farther offshore, i.e., to a more nearshore site, 
mid-shelf site, or to one beyond the edge of the Continental Shelf, have been demonstrated, and since 
economic and safety reasons discourage it, the ZSF, based on limits due to cost of transport, would be an 
area parallel to and generally downcurrent from the SNWW Entrance Channel Extension. 

2.3.4.1.2 Limits Due to Feasibility of Monitoring and Surveillance 

The geographical constraints on the feasibility of a site for monitoring and surveillance are three: (1) size, 
(2) configuration, and (3) location. Based on historical practice, size and configuration are not pertinent to 
the ZSF analysis. The restrictions on location are (1) that the site be near enough to shore to allow safe 
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and efficient monitoring by vessels reasonably available, and (2) since benthic impacts are of primary 
concern, that the site be located in water shallow enough to allow efficient benthic sampling by vessels 
and equipment reasonably available. The first restriction is moot since any distance feasible for hopper 
dredge use would also be feasible for reasonably available monitoring and surveillance vessels. The 
efficiency of getting good replication benthic sampling due to anchoring difficulties for vessels 
reasonably available puts a depth limitation on the site of approximately 100 feet (Pequegnat et al., 1981). 
Also, any increase in depth increases benthic sampling time due to increased winch time in dropping and 
retrieving the grab sampler. However, along the shallow Texas coast near the SNWW Entrance Channel 
(see Figure 2-1), depth limitations are not as restrictive as are the cost factors, although a mid-shelf site 
would be in 90–110 feet of water. A site well beyond the ZSF would place restrictions on monitoring and 
surveillance that would reduce the feasibility of such a site. 

2.3.4.1.3 Limits Due to Political Boundaries 

As can be seen on Figure 2-3, the state line between Texas and Louisiana extends out down the middle of 
the Sabine Pass Jetty Channel, extends 9 nautical miles (approximately 10.36 statute miles) beyond the 
end of the jetties on the Texas side, and 3 Imperial nautical miles (approximately 3.46 statute miles) on 
the Louisiana side. At those points it intersects the line between Federal and State waters, which is shown 
on Figure 2-4. These are the Texas and Louisiana State Seaward Boundaries, measured from the MLLW 
line and that separate State from Federal waters. The State Seaward Boundary determines the jurisdiction 
over activities that occur in those waters; for instance, the seaward limit of each State’s Coastal Zone and 
the extent of waters from which States receive all revenues from oil and gas exploration. However, these 
particular political boundaries, while near the SNWW Entrance Channel Extension and influencing the 
need of determination of CZMP consistency, do not limit the ZSF. There are no Military Warning Areas 
within roughly 60 miles of Sabine Pass (www.gomr.mms.gov/regulate/environ/MWA_boundries.pdf). 

2.3.4.1.4 Conclusion 

Pequegnat (1984) recommends additional criteria for selecting a site and develops criteria such that all 
U.S. sites would be essentially suitable for all situations, i.e., an ideal site. For example, a minimum water 
depth of 20 meters is recommended to assure that the material would remain in the disposal area for a 
relatively long time. Should the dredged material contain pollutants, strong winter waves would not 
resuspend it. Also a minimum size of 3 square nautical miles is recommended, which would be adequate 
for 26 to 40 mcy of material annually. However, when site-specific information is available, it is not 
unreasonable to use that information to determine a site, which is specific for the area of interest. Indeed, 
Pequegnat (1984) recommends that where existing sites are suitable for their areas, they should not be 
excluded from consideration just because they do not meet the criteria for an ideal ODMDS. 
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In this document, the cost and safety issues involved in the transportation of dredged material were the 
limiting factors in determining the ZSF. Especially, a mid-shelf site (60 to 70 miles offshore) and a site 
beyond the Continental Shelf would not be feasible because of dredging costs, safety, and limits on 
monitoring and surveillance. However, the amount and quality of the material to be dredged allowed the 
selection of the chosen ZSF since deep-water and larger placement sites were not necessary. 

Based primarily on the efficiency of the dredging operation in terms of time, money, and safety, and the 
general uniformity of the area near the Entrance Channel Extension, the ZSF for ODMDSs is an area 
13.2 statute miles long, paralleling the Extension Channel and 4 statute miles to the west of the Extension 
Channel. The ZSF thus encompasses an area of roughly 52 miles. All areas outside this ZSF are excluded, 
unless some other factor arises that excludes all of the ZSF.  

2.3.4.2 Modeling Dredged Material Distribution 

The disposition of dredged material was simulated using an updated version (MDFATE; EPA/USACE, 
1991) of a 1976 model, Dredged Material Fate (DMF), developed for the USACE through the Dredged 
Material Research Program by Tetra Tech., Inc. (Brandsma and Divoky, 1976). The modifications to this 
model were made under the supervision of Dr. Billy H. Johnson of the Waterways Experiment Station of 
the USACE. The purpose of the modeling was to determine the necessary size of any new ODMDSs and 
to determine if the existing ODMDSs were of sufficient size to contain the additional construction and 
future maintenance from the existing Entrance Channel and from the proposed Extension. 

This program models the initial behavior and final disposition of dredged material deposited 
“instantaneously” at the site of interest through the doors of a hopper dredge. The MDFATE model 
assumes that this procedure may be broken into three phases: (1) convective descent, during which the 
discharge cloud falls under the influence of gravity; (2) dynamic collapse, occurring when the descending 
cloud impacts the bottom or arrives at a level of neutral buoyancy at which point the descent is retarded 
and horizontal spreading dominates; and (3) long-term passive dispersion, commencing when the material 
transport and spreading are determined more by ambient currents and turbulence than by the dynamics of 
the disposal operation (Johnson and Holliday, 1978). The model also includes the settling of suspended 
solids. 

The model was run for the sizes of hopper dredge that have been typically used in the SNWW Entrance 
Channel, the specifications of which are shown in Table 2-1. Additionally, an examination of Table 2-1 
would reveal that more construction material is anticipated to go into proposed ODMDS B, while more 
maintenance material is expected to be placed in ODMDS C. Since all of the proposed ODMDSs are the 
same size and are roughly at the same depth, the model was run only for ODMDS C, with the amount of 
new work material expected to be placed in ODMDS B and the amount of maintenance material destined 
for ODMDS C, as a worst-case scenario. The volumes used in the model were based on preliminary 
numbers for a 50-foot channel plan and, therefore, are either greater than or equivalent to the current  
 



Table 2-11

Proposed Extension Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites
(MFDATE Simulation Volumes)

Channel Station Length Width Area Area Depth New Work Material

PA North South (feet) (feet) (square feet) (square miles) (feet) Quantity (cy)2 Sand Silt Clay

A 100+000 112+000 12,000 12,359 148,308,000 5.32 44.3 4,600,000 21.6 23.8 54.6
B 117+000 129+000 12,000 12,359 148,308,000 5.32 44.2 5,300,000 45.8 16.5 37.8
C 134+000 146+000 12,000 12,359 148,308,000 5.32 45.8 4,640,000 40.8 19.3 40.0
D 151+000 163+000 12,000 12,359 148,308,000 5.32 44.5 4,200,000 22.5 21.6 55.9

18,740,000 Total

Contributing Channel Future Maintenance Material with Proposed Project 4

Channel Station Channel Frequency Quantity3

PA North South Length (years) (cy/cycle) Sand Silt Clay

A 95+734 114+000 18,266 4 639,310 9.7 35.8 54.5
B 114+000 132+000 18,000 4 630,000 9.7 35.8 54.5
C 132+000 150+500 18,500 4 647,500 9.7 35.8 54.5
D 150+500 165+000 14,500 4 507,500 9.7 35.8 54.5

2,424,310 per cycle (assumes 4-year cycle)

30,303,875 per 50 years
606,078 Average annual

1Volume based on an earlier 50-foot channel plan.
2  from calculations supplied by USACE
3 from table from Galveston District
4 Based on historic data for maintenance material going into PA1, the farthest offshore of existing ODMDSs.
Bottom current velocity = 0.4 feet per second to south-southwest (EPA, 1983).

Model is MDFATE found at: http://el.erdc.usace.army.mil/products.cfm?Topic=model&Type=drgmat
Hopper dredge statistics: Capacity in cy, time in minutes, velocity in knots, all others in feet.

Size Small Medium Large

Capacity 3600 6400 9180
Type Split Hull Split Hull Bottom Door

Hopper
  Length 150 137 153
  Width 41 40 40
  Time to empty 4 sand 6 3

mud 2
Loaded Draft 19.4 22.4 29

Unloaded draft 12 15 20.5
Velocity at 
discharge 4 4 2

2-17
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volumes of the proposed 48-foot channel plan, with the exception of the future maintenance material 
volumes for proposed channel extension. Following subsequent shoaling analyses, it was concluded that 
the future maintenance volume for the proposed 48-foot plan channel extension is actually 25 percent 
greater than the extension channel maintenance volumes used for the MDFATE simulation. However, 
when combining ODMDS B new work material with ODMDS C future maintenance material, the 
combined volume for the simulation increased by only 2.5 percent. The model was also run on each 
existing ODMDS, using the quantity of construction and future maintenance material that is projected to 
go into those ODMDSs. Model runs were made for all existing PAs since there is great variation in the 
sizes and quantities of materials expected to be placed in them. A run was also made to determine if the 
existing ODMDSs could accommodate all of the construction and future maintenance material from both 
the existing Entrance Channel and the proposed Extension. For the 50-foot channel plan, the combination 
of new work and maintenance material from ODMDS B and PA3 going into PA3 appeared to be the 
worst case and was used for the combination model run. 

2.3.4.2.1 New Work Material 

The percentage of the various soil particle types anticipated in the new work sediment to be dredged was 
estimated (see tables 2-1 and 2-2) using information (gravel, sand, and fines) from cores collected by the 
USACE in 1977, in preparation for the EIS for the 50-foot channel proposed in USACE (1982), 
supplemented by grain-size data for the fines fraction from Pearson et al. (1986). The proposed channel 
extension for the 48-foot project is located within the general footprint of the channel extension proposed 
in the 1982 EIS. The USACE took 26 cores from the end of the jetties to beyond the Extension. Of these, 
eight were in the proper location and of sufficient depth to provide information on the grain-size 
distribution in the ZSF. However, the cores taken by the USACE did not break the fines into the silt and 
clay fractions needed for the modeling. Therefore, data in which fines were broken into silts and clays 
were taken from Pearson et al. (1986) for cores in roughly the same location, at the same depths, and from 
the same sediment type. The relative percentages of silts and clays in the reference cores were applied to 
the fines fractions of the USACE cores to provide complete grain-size distribution. These data for the 
entire column of the construction material that was expected to be placed in each proposed or existing 
ODMDS (sand content is higher at the surface) at the time of MDFATE simulations are presented in 
tables 2-1 and 2-2, along with the quantity of material from Extension construction or existing Entrance 
Channel improvement that was anticipated to be placed in each proposed ODMDS for the MDFATE 
simulations. Updated new work and future maintenance material volumes are previously reported in 
Table 1-1 of this document. 

Output from the MDFATE model simulates the results of depositing the entire amount of dredged 
material on the ocean floor at predetermined grid points. In the models, the mounds of new work material 
were slightly skewed in the current and vessel-heading directions and would form rounded diamond-
shapes, slightly elongated in the downcurrent and vessel-travel directions, although this is difficult to see 
at the scale of the figures in Attachment A. At its thickest, the mound elevation for the largest mound of  



Table 2-2
Existing Entrance Channel Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites

(MDFATE Simulation Volumes)

Contributing Channel
New Work Material

Channel Station Area Area Area Depth Gravel Sand Silt Clay

PA North South (acres) (square yards) (square miles) (feet) Quantity (cy)1 (%) (%) (%) (%)

4 2+500 18+000 3,444 16,668,960 5.38 34 to 43 4,669,000 0 4.3 24.4 71.3
3 24+000 41+000 3,939 19,064,760 6.15 30 to43 5,923,000 0 15.4 21.6 63.0
2 61+000 80+000 4,738 22,931,920 7.40 33 to41 8,275,000 0 18.7 20.7 60.6
1 84+000 95+734 2,020 9,776,800 3.16 34 to43 9,983,000 0 3.2 24.7 72.1

28,850,000 Total

Contributing Channel
Quantity Future Maintenance Material with Proposed Project

Channel Station Channel Frequency per year2 Quantity Gravel Sand Silt Clay
PA North South Length (years) (cy) per cycle (cy) (%) (%) (%) (%)

4 0+000 -215+29 21,529 5 327,241 1,636,204 0 9.6 57.5 32.9
3 0+00 18+000 18,000 1 4,590,000 4,590,000 0 9.6 57.5 32.9
2 18+000 53+000 35,000 2 1,855,000 3,710,000 0 11.8 51.3 36.9
1 53+000 95+734 42,734 4 373,923 1,495,690 0 5.0 51.6 43.4

7,146,163 11,431,894 per cycle
1 From USACE Construction Estimate Table 357,308,165 per 50 years
2 Information from  Nancy Young (Frqncy Tbl 20051)
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new work material in the proposed ODMDSs would be 4.14 feet and 5.25 in the existing ODMDSs 
(Table 2-3). The lateral extent from the peak of the mounds at the edge of the mounding to the point 
where the model indicates mound thickness is reduced such that ambient water depth is reached is 705 
feet upcurrent of the discharge point and 1,081 feet in the with-current direction (see Table 2-3). Cross-
current mounding extended 539 feet from the release point in the direction from which the vessel was 
traveling and 690 feet from the release point in the direction of vessel travel. Therefore, these are the 
distances that would be used in the determination of the sizes of the buffer zones and the proposed 
ODMDSs.  

For the existing ODMDSs, the locations of the discharge points, a grid within each ODMDS, were 
controlled so that no dredged material mound extended beyond the boundaries of the site and then the 
mounding height was determined. This method was chosen to ensure that the existing ODMDSs are of 
sufficient size without excessive mounding. For some runs, not all of the potential discharge points were 
needed (e.g., compare Attachment A, pages A-10 with A-11 or A-14 with A-15). As an examination of 
Table 2-3 and Attachment A would reveal, the sizes of the existing ODMDSs are sufficient to contain the 
material from the proposed channel deepening and widening. 

2.3.4.2.2 Maintenance Material 

The MDFATE model program was also run on the maintenance material. The percentage of the grain 
sizes anticipated in the maintenance material to be dredged from the Entrance Channel Extension and 
existing Entrance Channel was estimated (see tables 2-1 and 2-2) using historical information from 
analyses of maintenance material from the existing channel dating from 1993 through 2004 (USACE 
Galveston District Dredging Histories Data Base) and the models were conducted, again on proposed 
ODMDS C and each existing ODMDS (Attachment A). At its thickest, the mound elevation for the 
largest mound of material would be 2.79 feet for the proposed ODMDSs and 7.46 feet for the existing 
ODMDSs (see Table 2-3). The lateral extent from the peak of the mounds at the edge of the mounding to 
the point where the model indicates mound thickness is reduced such that ambient water depth is reached 
is 679 feet upcurrent of the discharge point and 1,078 feet in the with-current direction (see Table 2-2). 
Cross-current mounding extended 399 feet from the release point in the direction from which the vessel 
was traveling and 389 feet from the release point in the direction of vessel travel. These distances would 
also be used in the determination of the sizes of the buffer zones and the proposed ODMDSs. Since no 
long-term mounding has occurred over the history of use of the existing ODMDSs, which includes 
several channel deepenings (EPA, 1983a) and continuing maintenance dredging events, and since the 
construction dredging would include advance maintenance, the mounding for the maintenance material 
was not added to that for the construction dredging. 

As a result of that analysis, it was found that the size of the existing SNWW ODMDSs (EPA, 1983a) was 
sufficient for 50 years of routine maintenance from the 48-Foot Project for the area of the existing 
Entrance Channel. Since all other facets of the maintenance material are the same for the 48-Foot Project  



Table 2-3
MDFATE Results

Downcurrent Upcurrent With Against Typical
Maximum Maximum Maximum Dredge Dredge Duration

Mound Distance Distance Direction Direction of
Dredge Height Spacing (SW) (NE) (South) (North) Dredging

Material Size (feet) (feet) (feet) (feet) (feet) (feet) (days)

Entrance Channel Extension 
ODMDS C

New Work Large 4.14 500 798 615 690 539 321
Small 2.23 500 1,081 703 346 378

Maintenance Large 2.79 900 649 541 389 357 52
Small 1.90 500 1,078 679 388 399

Entrance Channel Only
ODMDS 4

New Work Large 4.90 500 992 562 612 661 411
Small 3.47 500 1,537 760 661 413

Maintenance Large 7.46 500 876 793 744 992 185
Small 5.67 500 1,207 826 760 661

ODMDS 3
New Work Large 4.21 500 1,019 438 438 723 410

Small 2.81 500 1,384 757 303 649
Maintenance Large 4.44 500 1,351 465 1,200 508 113

Small 3.59 500 1,509 863 593 539
ODMDS 2

New Work Large 4.62 500 895 658 608 574 415
Small 3.08 500 1,467 900 1,017 550

Maintenance Large 4.35 500 877 548 636 723 67
Small 3.76 500 1,266 844 641 895

ODMDS 1
New Work Large 4.90 500 973 432 616 162 235

Small 5.25 500 1,732 910 1,293 373
Maintenance Large 4.17 500 973 649 800 551 38

Small 3.14 500 1,458 800 877 307

Entrance Channel and Entrance Channel Extension 
ODMDS 3

New Work Large 3.66 500 1,102 518 848 298 693
Small 3.27 500 1,536 762 1,006 331

Maintenance Large 3.71 500 1,384 649 1,049 1,405 163
Small 3.12 500 1,514 832 995 649
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as currently exist, the analysis conducted for EPA’s site designation (EPA, 1983a) is considered 
sufficient, and no additional analyses were conducted for maintenance material for the 48-Foot Project to 
the end of the existing Entrance Channel. The existing designated maintenance material ODMDSs are the 
selected alternative for routine maintenance material associated with the 48-Foot Project to the end of the 
existing Entrance Channel. Accordingly, no further discussion of maintenance material from this portion 
of the 48-Foot Project is included in this EIS. 

2.3.4.3 Buffer Zone Assignment 

The computer model (results displayed in Attachment A) for short-term sediment mounding was used to 
determine the expected distribution of the construction and maintenance material on the ocean floor 
immediately after placement. The information gained from the model runs, by consistently using 
conservative scenarios, allowed the determination of (1) the buffer zones discussed below, and (2) the 
appropriate size for the ODMDS.  

2.3.4.3.1 Biologically Sensitive Areas 

The only biologically sensitive area near the existing or candidate ODMDSs is the Sabine Bank, a sand 
bank located approximately 17 miles south of the mouth of Sabine Pass in water depths of – 39 feet 
(Blum et al., 2002). The main body of the bank (Sabine West Bank) is 20.5 miles long, running roughly 
parallel to the Texas coast. The existing SNWW navigation channel is located approximately 0.75 mile to 
the east of its eastern extent. A smaller body of Sabine Bank (Sabine East Bank), approximately 
10.5 miles long, is located east-northeast of the SNWW channel. Existing ODMDSs PAs 1 and 2 are 
located north and south of the eastern end of the Sabine West Bank, and none of the Sabine Bank is 
located within the ZSF. Sabine Bank, as a topographic high that provides relief in an otherwise relatively 
flat area, likely provides ecologically and economically important essential fish habitat (EFH) for fish 
species (Brooks et al., 2003). It also “may provide a special microhabitat with a different benthic 
community residing within on-bank, off-bank, and ecotone areas based on a combination of sediment 
grain size and energy regime (Neuman and Able, 1998; Wright et al., 2000; Bergen et al., 2001)” (Brooks 
et al., 2003). However, since Sabine Bank (East or West) would not be affected if the material does not 
flow out of the proposed ODMDSs, as shown by the modeling, no buffer zones were utilized for 
biologically sensitive areas. 

2.3.4.3.2 Beaches and Recreational Areas 

Since the nearest beach is roughly 12 miles away from the most-inshore of the candidate sites, and since 
other ODMDSs for the Texas coast (EPA, 1982, 1989, 1990a, 1990b, 1990c, 1990d) indicate needed 
buffer zones ranging from 0.8 to 1.9 miles, a buffer zone for beaches was not determined. The only 
recreational pastime that could be affected would be fishing (all others would be onshore and at least 
12 miles away), most of which would occur at Sabine Bank or at drilling rigs in the vicinity. Since both of 
these would be avoided, no buffer zones were required for recreational areas.  
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2.3.4.3.3 Navigation Channel 

The upcurrent edge of detectable mounding for virgin material is roughly 705 feet upcurrent of the 
discharge point, as noted in Section 2.3.4.2.1. Since the location of the disposal site would inevitably be 
downcurrent of the channel (see Section 2.3.4.4), doubling of the 705 feet, should provide an adequate 
buffer zone to prevent significant material from being carried back into the channel. This buffer zone also 
keeps the dredge well out of the navigation channel when it is discharging. Thus, the navigation channel 
buffer zone is 1,410 feet. The proposed ODMDSs are roughly 3,000 feet downcurrent from the Extension, 
so application of a Navigation Channel Buffer Zone is easily met. 

2.3.4.4 Oceanographic Constraints 

With time, the mounding from the construction material would erode and be carried downcurrent. Since 
the longshore drift is predominantly east to west along the Gulf Coast at Sabine Pass (EPA, 1983a; 
Kumpf et al., 1999), placing the disposal area to the east of the channel would ensure that the dredged 
material would be carried right back into the channel. Therefore, all areas east of the channel are excluded 
from consideration for the ODMDSs. 

2.3.4.5 Cultural and/or Historical Resources Constraints 

No buffer zone for buried sites of archeological or historic interest is recommended. Shipwrecks are the 
only cultural/historic resources that could be expected in the ZSF, and existing databases indicate no 
known shipwrecks are located within the ZSF. However, Figure 2-4 does show Texas lease tracts that are 
designated as Culturally Sensitive Lease Tracts by the THC; Federal lease tracts that are listed by MMS 
as High Probability Lease Tracts because of the probability of a shipwreck, based solely on location; and 
Federal and State lease tracts that are designated by MMS as Sensitive Lease Tracts because they are 
believed to contain specific shipwrecks that are more than 50-years old. Ancient river levees along the 
buried valley walls of the relict Sabine River channel are the only offshore locations where archeological 
sites could reasonably be found. None of this relict river valley is located in the ZSF (Figure 2-5). Figure 
2.5 was taken in toto from Pearson et al. 1986, since it so excellently showed the relic valley. To it was 
added the SNWW Entrance Channel and Extension. As Figure 2-5 demonstrates, the SNWW Entrance 
channel splits off from the relic valley at about the offshore end of the Outer Bar Channel. The proposed 
ODMDSs are hidden by the inset map in the bottom right hand corner of Figure 2-5. Therefore, the 
proposed ODMDSs are well away from the higher probability areas along the relic riverbank. 
Furthermore, there is no long-term accumulation of material in the ODMDSs and the short-term 
accumulation outside of the sites is expected to be minimal, similar to that at the historically used 
ODMDS. There should be no significant impact should unknown wrecks be present within the ODMDS 
sites.  
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2.3.4.6 Nonliving Resources Constraints 

There is only one natural obstruction in the proposed ODMDSs and it is only a slight shoal to 40-foot 
MLLW in proposed ODMDS A. The Extension, the navigation channel buffer zone, and the Navigation 
Safety Fairways, for safety reasons, are excluded from the area available for the proposed ODMDSs (see 
Figure 2-2). There are no active oil or gas platforms reported in the proposed ODMDSs (see Figure 2-4; 
MMS, 2004; NOAA Chart 11341), although there may be a platform located at the northwest corner of 
proposed ODMDS B (USACE, 2004). However, it does not appear to be associated with a pipeline and, 
therefore, is likely the location of a shut-in and abandoned well. If it is indeed in the boundaries of the 
proposed ODMDS, the USACE has a 1,000-foot safety precaution built into all dredging contracts, such 
that dredges must not discharge within 1,000 feet of any platform. Offshore platforms from the University 
of Texas Bureau of Economic Geology (BEG) database, through 2001, are included on Figure 2-4.  

MMS typically has a 1,300-foot clearance restriction on dredged material placed nearby drilling rigs or 
production platforms because of the possibility of “mudslides” that could damage oil/gas rigs. USACE 
typically imposes a 1,000-foot buffer zone around rigs/platforms in its dredging contracts. Dredged 
material does flow, thus the diminution of mound height from the placement point, as seen in Attachment 
A. However, from the data in Table 2-3, it can be determined that the maximum mound height in the 
proposed ODMDSs is only about 4 feet, with side slopes of an average of 116 horizontal to 1 vertical for 
construction material and 155:1 for maintenance material. Accumulations of this height and slope 
obviously pose no threat to oil/gas rigs. Furthermore, there are no active oil or gas platforms in the 
proposed ODMDSs. 

There is one pipeline that just touches the northern edge of proposed ODMDS D (see Figure 2-3), and 
another that can be found under the northeast portion of proposed ODMDS B, but their presence should 
not preclude the use of these sites since (1) they are buried and should not be an obstruction for dredge 
operations; (2) the existing ODMDSs are crossed by pipelines with no reported problems; (3) the 
mounding would be evenly distributed all over the ODMDSs, therefore causing no overburden stress on 
the pipelines; (4) the material would winnow away with time; and (5) active pipelines would have to be 
deepened or relocated because they cut across the proposed Extension. Proposed ODMDSs A and D 
overlap with portions of Fairway Anchorage Areas but should not preclude the designation of these 
proposed ODMDSs since (1) the dredged material placement would cause no more than 5 feet of shoaling 
and the average water depth in the anchorages is 46 feet (see Figure 2-3 and Figure 2-6); (2) the 
ODMDSs would be located on Navigation Charts and Notices to Mariners; and (3) part of the Anchorages 
do not overlap with the ODMDSs and the use of the sites is one time for construction material and 
intermittent for future maintenance material.  

2.3.4.7 Living Resources Constraints 

Sabine Bank, at its nearest, is located roughly 1.7 miles northwest of the northwest corner of proposed 
ODMDS A. There are no nearby fish havens, and the jetties, which provide excellent fish habitat, are 
more than 16 miles away and the nearest artificial reef (see Figure 2-7) is 6.6 miles from proposed 
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ODMDS B. Both of these jetties and the artificial reefs are too distant to warrant generation of buffer 
zones. EFH is discussed in great detail in the SNWW CIP EIS. From a review of that discussion, most of 
the areas of concern are estuarine, which would not be affected by ocean placement. For the marine 
aspects of the fish covered by EFH, they are either concentrated near reefs, offshore platforms, or other 
hard substrate or they are widely scattered over the Gulf bottom, and no single area, excepting Sabine 
Bank, is likely to be more important than any other. Therefore, there are no EFH issues that influence the 
selection of the ODMDS locations. The only marine fish with Critical Habitat near the ZSF is the Gulf 
sturgeon, which has a present range of Lake Pontchartrain and the Pearl River system in Louisiana east to 
the Suwannee River in Florida (68 FR 13370). The nearest portion of the Critical Habitat is Lake 
Pontchartrain east of the Lake Pontchartrain Causeway and is, therefore, not a factor in ODMDS site 
selection. 

2.3.4.8 Environmental Quality Constraints 

As noted (1) in sections 3.2, 3.3.4, and 4.2.1, which are concerned with characterization of the material to 
be dredged, with water quality in the ZSF, with the quality and characteristics of sediment in the ZSF, and 
the environmental impacts of ocean placement in the preferred sites, and (2) sections 3.4.2 and 4.2.2.2, 
which are concerned with the benthos, no environmental quality constraints on the new work or 
maintenance material site selection exist except for those included in the buffer zone development, since 
as noted in Section 2.3.6, there are no grain-size considerations. 

2.3.4.9 Recreational Uses Constraints 

As noted above, the only recreational use would be from fishing, and since Sabine Bank is at least 
1.7 miles from any proposed ODMDS and there are no offshore platforms in any of the proposed 
ODMDS, no recreation use buffer zone is needed. 

2.3.4.10 Areas Available for an ODMDS 

Based on the information provided above, all of the areas in the proposed ZSF are available for 
designation. 

2.3.5 ODMDS Size Determination 

The same oceanographic considerations that applied to the development of the buffer zones apply to the 
determination of necessary size of a disposal site. That is, the site must be designed so that any mounding 
that occurs would not endanger shipping (i.e., mounding of no more than 5 feet), and so that sediment and 
water column parameters would be at background levels outside of the disposal site. As noted above, the 
modified ODMDSs proposed by USACE (1982) were examined and are sufficiently large to 
accommodate both the construction material and anticipated future maintenance material without undue 
mounding if placement of all loads occurs at least 980 feet from the boundaries of the ODMDSs, and the 
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loads are placed in a grid pattern with drop points at 500-foot intervals. If there are more loads than drop 
points, the pattern would be repeated until all dredged material has been discharged. 

2.3.6 Preferred Sites 

As noted previously, the virgin material is predominantly silt and clay (average of 32 percent sand), and 
the maintenance material is even finer (roughly 9 percent sand), which would make a predominantly 
silt/clay regime the preferable bottom type upon which to dispose of the material. However, there are no 
such regions in the ZSF. In fact, all of the surface areas in the ZSF and up to 16 miles to the west are 
dominated by sandy sediments. Therefore, there is no reason, based on grain size and the information 
provided above, to locate the proposed ODMDSs anywhere other than at the sites selected by USACE 
(1982). It should be noted that the same situation exists at the existing ODMDSs, but studies have shown 
no significant change in diversity and only a slight decrease in benthic abundance with continual use of 
these ODMDSs (USACE, 1975; EPA, 1983a). In a study for EPA (1983a; Appendix A), where dredging 
occurred between two benthos investigations, the only change found that could potentially be related to 
dredged material placement was a slight decrease in the percentage of deposit feeders. Therefore, the 
apparent incompatibility of grain size appears, based on empirical data, to have little impact on the 
benthic community. Additional factors are that dredged material does not appear to accumulate at the 
ODMDSs, and the benthos on the inner shelf is disturbed so frequently that it never reaches a climax 
stage and, thus, is dominated by opportunistic, adaptable species. According to EPA (1983a), dredged 
material is likely to erode completely within a year or two because of tropical storms or hurricanes. Every 
3 years or so a hurricane or tropical storm would come sufficiently close (within 30 miles) to cause 
bottom currents near 200 centimeters per second (cm/sec) and every year, on average, close enough 
(within 250 miles) to cause bottom currents of 50 cm/sec. Both of these currents are sufficient to cause 
significant sediment movement, and the former would cause massive movement of bottom sediments 
(EPA, 1983a). 

Therefore, the preferred sites for the SNWW 48-Foot Project new work and maintenance material 
ODMDSs for the Entrance Channel Extension are bounded by (Coordinates in NAD 83): 

ODMDS A 29° 24′ 47″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W; 29° 24′ 47″ N, 93° 41′ 08″ W 
29° 22′ 48″ N, 93° 41′ 09″ W; 29° 22′ 49″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

  
ODMDS B 29° 21′ 59″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W; 29° 21′ 59″ N, 93° 41′ 08″ W 

29° 20′ 00″ N, 93° 41′ 09″ W; 29° 20′ 00″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 
  
ODMDS C 29° 19′ 11″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W; 29° 19′ 11″ N, 93° 41′ 09″ W 

29° 17′ 12″ N, 93° 41′ 09″ W; 29° 17′ 12″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 
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ODMDS D 29° 16′ 22″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W; 29° 16′ 22″ N, 93° 41′ 10″ W 

29° 14′ 24″ N, 93° 44′ 10″ W; 29° 14′ 24″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

Each is 12,000 feet long in the north-south direction, 12,360 feet in the east-west direction, and has an 
area of 5.32 square miles, or 4.02 square nautical miles. 

2.4 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE – DESIGNATION OF FOUR 
ADDITIONAL WEST-OF-CHANNEL ODMDSs 

2.4.1 Description 

Alternatives examined were the No-Action Alternative, upland placement, and ocean placement, 
including Nearshore, Mid-Shelf, and Continental Slope Alternatives. The No-Action Alternative would 
result in the cancellation of the 48-Foot Project and, previously in this document, was determined to be 
not viable. The Mid-Shelf and Continental Slope Alternatives were not considered viable because of 
safety and economic considerations and because of limits on monitoring and surveillance. While the 
existing ODMDSs appear to have sufficient capacity to contain all construction and maintenance material 
from the 48-Foot Project, they are not considered viable because of greatly higher transport costs. The 
preferred nearshore sites, as opposed to mid-shelf or continental slope sites, were developed by excluding 
those areas that would not be appropriate for ocean disposal of dredged material, and then selecting 
apparent environmentally acceptable, suitably sized disposal sites. Since the sites selected by USACE 
(1982) were found to be of sufficient size, had essentially the same grain size as all other areas in the ZSF, 
and are environmentally acceptable and operationally efficient, they were selected as the preferred 
alternative. EPA’s Preferred Alternative is the final designation of the preferred sites as the ODMDSs for 
the one-time placement of virgin material and the placement of future maintenance material from the 
dredging of the Entrance Channel Extension of the 48-Foot Project. 

2.4.2 Site Monitoring and Surveillance 

One of the ODMDS management responsibilities cited in 40 CFR 228.3 is “developing and maintaining 
effective ambient monitoring programs,” although this is tempered somewhat by 40 CFR 228.9 (a), which 
states, “The monitoring program, if deemed necessary by the Regional Administrator or the District 
Engineer, as appropriate, may include baseline or trend assessment surveys. . . .” Since 40 CFR 229 (c) 
states that “EPA will require the full participation of permittees . . . in the development and 
implementation of disposal monitoring programs,” a monitoring program and Site Monitoring and 
Management Plan (Attachment C) are included in this EIS. 

There are two approaches that may be applied to determining unfavorable trends. One is to conduct 
monitoring surveys on the ecosystem at and near the ODMDSs at regular intervals. The other approach is 
to determine the quality of the material to be discharged at the site, from a chemical and biological 
perspective, and thereby, to determine expected impacts. The testing requirements specified in 40 CFR 
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227.13, as applied by the USACE, Galveston District, satisfy parts of both of the above-mentioned 
approaches. 

The Site Management and Monitoring Plan included as Attachment C addresses the details of monitoring 
and surveillance for both construction and maintenance material. 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

This section provides a brief description of the area comprising the land and ocean areas near Sabine Pass, 
the Entrance Channel, and offshore for roughly 30 miles. This is the ODMDS Study Area as the term is 
used in this EIS. Thus, this section provides more information than that pertaining to the existing site or 
even the ZSF. More-specific information, as the Ocean Dumping Regulations apply to the preferred 
alternative, is presented in Section 4.1. 

3.1 CHARACTERISTICS OF HISTORICALLY USED ODMDSS 

3.1.1 Site Locations 

The characteristics of the four ODMDSs that have been historically used (see Figure 2-4) and were 
designated in 1987 (52 FR 34218) are listed below (based on data from EPA [1983a] and USACE data 
[Coordinates are in NAD 27; all dredged material quantities include advance maintenance, allowable 
overdepth, and nonpay dredging]). 

Site Corner Coordinates 

Distance 
from 
Shore 
(miles) 

Area 
(miles/ 
nautical 
miles) 

Depth 
(feet) 

Existing 
Mainte-
nance 

Material 
(mcy) 

Estimated 48-
Foot Project 
Construction 

Material (mcy) 

Estimated 48- 
Foot Project 
Maintenance 

Material (mcy)*
ODMDS 1 29° 28′ 03″ N, 93° 41′ 14″ W 

29° 26′ 11″ N, 93° 41′ 14″ W 
29° 26′ 11″ N, 93° 44′ 11″ W 

18.4 3.2/ 
2.4 

34–43 2.56 8.31 1.51 

        
ODMDS 2 29° 30′ 41″ N, 93° 43′ 49″ W 

29° 28′ 42″ N, 93° 41′ 33″ W 
29° 28′ 42″ N, 93° 44′ 49″ W 
29° 30′ 08″ N, 93° 46′ 27″ W 

14.6 7.4/ 
5.6 

30–43 1.70 7.05 3.13 

        
ODMDS 3 29° 34′ 24″ N, 93° 48′ 13″ W 

29° 32′ 47″ N, 93° 46′ 16″ W 
29° 32′ 06″ N, 93° 46′ 29″ W 
29° 31′ 42″ N, 93° 48′ 16″ W 
29° 32′ 59″ N, 93° 49′ 48″ W 

7.8 6.2/ 
4.6 

33–41 1.99 5.92 4.47 

        
ODMDS 4 29° 38′ 09″ N, 93° 49′ 23″ W 

29° 35′ 53″ N, 93° 48′ 18″ W 
29° 35′ 06″ N, 93° 50′ 24″ W 
29° 36′ 37″ N, 93° 51′ 09″ W 
29° 37′ 00″ N, 93° 50′ 06″ W 
29° 37′ 46″ N, 93° 50′ 26″ W 

4.8 5.4/ 
4.1 

16–30 1.14 2.98 1.35 

 Total per dredging cycle     N/A 10.46 
 Project Total    7.38 24.26 334.30 

*Per dredging cycle. 
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3.1.2 Characterization of the Materials Expected to be Dredged 

3.1.2.1 Virgin Material 

The SNWW was last deepened before the MPRSA was enacted, so no Section 103 evaluations have been 
conducted on the construction materials, per se. However, the construction material should be the same as 
the material examined in PBS&J (2004), which was found acceptable under a Section 103 evaluation. The 
material expected to be dredged during deepening of the Jetty Channel, Outer Bar Channel, and Sabine 
Bank Channel should be essentially the same as the sediments to be dredged from the Extension Channel 
(discussed in Section 3.2.4.1). Therefore, there are no concerns relative to the sediment quality.  

3.1.2.2 Maintenance Material 

As noted in Section 1.1, the designation of the existing ODMDSs for the maintenance material was 
presented in EPA (1983a). EPA (1983a) included information about sediment and elutriate chemistry and 
bioassays and bioaccumulation studies on maintenance material and that information indicated no 
concerns relative to the maintenance material. However, additional information is provided in sections 3.2 
and 3.3 of the SNWW CIP FEIS, to which this document is appended. SNWW CIP FEIS Section 3.3, 
Water Quality, and Section 3.4, Sediment Quality, discuss USACE chemistry and bioassay data on 
maintenance material samples from the existing Entrance Channel, collected in 1993, 1995, 1996, 1998, 
and 2004. Samples were subjected to chemical analyses in all years and bioassays and bioaccumulation 
studies in 1998 (PBS&J, 1999) and 2004 (PBS&J, 2004). These sections conclude that there are no 
concerns with the maintenance material relative to water-quality or ocean-floor impacts.  

3.2 CHARACTERISTICS OF PROPOSED ODMDSs 

3.2.1 ODMDS Locations 

The characteristics of the four proposed ODMDS (see Figure 2-4) are listed below (based on information 
provided by the USACE [Coordinates are in NAD 83; all dredged material quantities include advance 
maintenance, allowable overdepth, and nonpay dredging]): 

Site Corner Coordinates 

Distance 
from 
Shore 
(miles) 

Area 
(miles/
nautical 
miles) 

Depth 
(feet) 

Estimated 48-
Foot Project 
Construction 

Material (mcy) 

Estimated 48-
Foot Project 
Maintenance 

Material (mcy)* 
ODMDS A 29° 24′ 47″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

29° 24′ 47″ N, 93° 41′ 08″ W 
29° 22′ 48″ N, 93° 41′ 09″ W 
29° 22′ 49″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

21 5.3/ 
4.0 

44 4.59 0.79 

       
ODMDS B 29° 21′ 59″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

29° 21′ 59″ N, 93° 41′ 08″ W 
29° 20′ 00″ N, 93° 41′ 09″ W 

24 5.3/ 
4.0 

44 5.30 0.78 
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Site Corner Coordinates 

Distance 
from 
Shore 
(miles) 

Area 
(miles/
nautical 
miles) 

Depth 
(feet) 

Estimated 48-
Foot Project 
Construction 

Material (mcy) 

Estimated 48-
Foot Project 
Maintenance 

Material (mcy)* 
29° 20′ 00″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

       
ODMDS C 29° 19′ 11″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

29° 19′ 11″ N, 93° 41′ 09″ W 
29° 17′ 12″ N, 93° 41′ 09″ W 
29° 17′ 12″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

27 5.3/ 
4.0 

46 4.65 0.80 

       
ODMDS D 29° 16′ 22″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

29° 16′ 22″ N, 93° 41′ 10″ W 
29° 14′ 24″ N, 93° 44′ 10″ W 
29° 14′ 24″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

30 5.3/ 
4.0 

45 4.20 0.65 

 Total per dredging cycle    N/A 3.02 
 Project Total    18.74 37.73 
 *Per dredging cycle. 

3.2.2 Characterization of the Disposal Area 

In 2004, the USACE contracted for the collection of samples for water, surface sediments (grab samples), 
and elutriate chemistry; grain-size analysis; suspended particulate phase (SPP) and solid phase (SP) 
bioassays and bioaccumulations studies; and macrobenthic invertebrate analysis on material from the 
proposed ODMDSs and the centerline of the proposed Extension Channel (PBS&J, 2004). 

Samples were collected at nine channel sites and three ZSF sites for water, sediment, and elutriate 
chemistry; grain size; suspended particulate and SP bioassays; and bioaccumulation studies (Figure 3-1). 
Additionally, samples were collected at 56 stations in the ZSF for grain-size analysis and at 14 stations 
for benthos. The chemical analysis and grain-size data are presented in Attachment C, which is appended 
to this ODMDS EIS. 

The ZSF-Ref elutriate exceeded the EPA Acute and Chronic Water Quality Criteria (WQC) for copper, as 
did the water sample, and the Chronic WQC for nickel and zinc, but not the Acute WQC. There were no 
concerns with contaminants in the sediments as determined by the analyses described below. There were 
no tests in which survival of test organisms in the SPP and SP bioassays was at least 10 percent less than 
Reference Control survival (20 percent for the amphipods), requiring statistical analysis of the data 
(Attachment C). Therefore, these data yield no indication of toxicity to sensitive marine organisms during 
dredging or placement. Also, there was no bioaccumulation of trace metals or organic compounds in 
Mercenaria mercenaria or Nereis virens exposed to sediments from stations in the proposed Entrance 
Channel extension or from the reference stations. There was some statistically significant accumulation of 
cyanide in N. virens exposed to SN-CH-100 sediments (Attachment C). The significance of this is not  
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clear but for the reasons that follow, should not be of concern. There is no U.S. Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) Action level for cyanide and cyanide was not detected in any water, elutriate, or 
sediment sample. Cyanide was not detected in all replicates of N. virens exposed to SN-CH-100 
sediments; was found in some replicates of N. virens exposed to SN-CH-160 sediments, although not at 
concentrations significantly greater than Reference Control tissues; and was found in some replicates of 
M. mercenaria exposed to Reference, SN-CH-130, and SN-CH-160 sediments, but not SN-CH-100 
sediments. Additionally, there should be no difference in the channel station sediments, relative to the 
reference sediments since there is no channel in place at this time. 

The sediments in the area (PBS&J, 2004) are predominantly sand: 26 percent of the samples contained 
>90 percent sand, 41 percent contained >80 percent sand, and only two samples had a sand content less 
than 50 percent. The maximum sand content was 99.1 percent sand at Station ZSF-55.  

Additional data from the Rice University Coastal Research Group (2008), as noted in Anderson and 
Wellner (2002), White et al. (1987), and Pearson et al. (1986), were examined to determine if the data 
were useful for comparison to the PBS&J (2004) data and to determine whether grain size changed 
markedly outside the ZSF. Only the Rice University data for surface sediments from core samples were 
useful because Pearson et al. (1986) did not provide complete grain-size analysis for the core data by 
depth and White et al. (1987) only provided nearshore data. The Rice University data are summarized in 
Table 3-1. The data were organized so that they provide a series of roughly north-south lines, with the 
lines moving from east of the SNWW channel to roughly 46 miles west of the channel. The line within 
93°44′ W to 93°49′ W most closely aligns with the ZSF, even though it is slightly to the west. The Rice 
University data confirm what was found in the ZSF (PBS&J, 2004), that surface sediments in the region 
surrounding the ZSF are predominantly sand. 

3.2.3 Characterization of the Material Expected to be Dredged 

3.2.3.1 New Work Material 

The information provided above for the ZSF is also a description of the surface material from the area to 
be dredged for the proposed Extension. Therefore, there is no concern for placement of the surface 
material. No chemical analyses or bioassays have been conducted on cores from the proposed Extension, 
but such testing is excluded by the Ocean Dumping Regulations (40 CFR §§200–228; 42 FR 2468, 
January 11, 1977), which state at 40 CFR § 227.13(b)(3) that dredged material is excluded from testing: 

(3) When:  

(i) The material proposed for dumping is substantially the same as the substrate at the 
proposed disposal site; and 



Table 3-1
Rice University Coastal Research Group Core Data

Longitude Latitude Sand Silt Clay
Station Degrees Minutes Degrees Minutes (%) (%) (%)

Longitude 93o 36' - 37'
93-1 93 37 29 31 31 66 3
93-2 93 37 29 31 100 0 0
93-3 93 37 29 30 75 25 0
93-4 93 36 29 29 62 36 2
93-5 93 36 29 28 65 33 2

Longitude 93o 44' - 49'
96-2B 93 49 29 28 65 33 2
96-2C 93 49 29 28 65 33 2
96-1 93 46 29 27 75 25 0
96-3 93 47 29 26 100 0 0
96-4 93 46 29 24 100 0 0
96-5 93 44 29 21 100 0 0

Longitude 93o 49' - 53'
GY-134A 93 51 29 29 100 0 0
93-13 93 53 29 28 36 63 1
GY-135A 93 50 29 27 100 0 0
GY-136A 93 49 29 26 100 0 0
93-12 93 52 29 26 60 39 1
93-11 93 51 29 26 92 8 0
93-10 93 51 29 25 87 13 0
93-14 93 55 29 25 87 12 1
93-9 93 50 29 24 91 8 1
93-8 93 50 29 23 15 83 2
93-7 93 49 29 22 87 13 0
93-6 93 49 29 22 81 18 1

Longitude 93o 57' - 59'
93-16B 93 58 29 23 87 12 1
93-16A 93 58 29 23 94 5 1
93-17 93 57 29 22 84 15 1
93-15 93 59 29 21 68 31 1

Longitude 94o 02' - 04'
93-21 94 4 29 22 96 4 0
93-20 94 4 29 21 95 5 0
93-19 94 3 29 20 37 58 5
93-18 94 2 29 19 94 6 0

Source: Rice University Coastal Research Group (2008).
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(ii) The site from which the material proposed for dumping is to be taken is far removed 
from known existing and historical sources of pollution so as to provide reasonable 
assurance that such material has not been contaminated by such pollution. 

3.2.3.2 Maintenance Material 

Future maintenance material in the Extension should be essentially the same as the maintenance material 
routinely dredged from the existing Entrance Channel (sections 3.1.2.2, 4.1.2.4, and 4.2.1.2), which has 
not shown a cause for concern in past testing and is even further removed from sources of pollution.  

3.3 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

The historically used ODMDSs have received SNWW Entrance Channel maintenance material (USACE 
records) since at least 1971, although the channel was obviously maintained before that date. The sizes of 
the ODMDSs and their coordinates are provided in Section 3.1.1. They are south-southeast of Sabine Pass 
between the –20-foot and –40-foot contour lines. The historically used ODMDSs were designated by 
EPA for the continued placement of dredged material removed from the SNWW Entrance Channel (FR 
Vol. 52, No. 175, September 10, 1987, page 34218; FEIS, 1983 [EPA, 1983a]). 

The SNWW Entrance Channel provides access for vessels of up to 40-foot draft to the ports of Port 
Arthur and Beaumont and nearby areas. The Sabine Pass area is atypical in that, unlike 90 percent of the 
Texas shoreline, it is not separated from the Gulf by barrier islands. The Gulf Intracoastal Waterway 
(GIWW) runs northwest-southeast through the area, running from Galveston, Texas, to Port Arthur, to 
near Orange, and on toward Lake Charles, Louisiana. 

3.3.1 Climate and Meteorology 

While the study area for this EIS is entirely within the contiguous waters of the Gulf, the climate is still 
the same as that described in Section 3.2.4 of the 48-Channel EIS and are not repeated here. Of the 
material here that is not included in Section 3.2.4 of the SNWW Channel Improvement Project EIS, much 
is drawn from Ward (1977). The Sabine Pass area is in a marine environment dominated by the Gulf. The 
dominating influence of the Gulf arises chiefly from (1) the large area of the Gulf and long residence time 
of overlying air that enables the Gulf to function as an airmass source region, and (2) the persistent 
onshore flow that transports Gulf air deep into the state. The onshore flow is interrupted by weather 
disturbances carried in the belt of prevailing westerlies, but these interruptions occur primarily in winter, 
when the belt of westerlies is displaced southward to the middle latitudes of the U.S., the Bermuda High 
weakens considerably, and frontal passages over the project area become much more frequent. 

In late summer, when the westerlies have retreated into Canada, the Texas Gulf coast area falls under the 
influence of the tropical easterlies, which, like the westerlies, carry disturbances. These tropical systems, 
easterly waves, depressions, and sometimes hurricanes, enter the state from the east and southeast and 
move westward. The peak month of this tropical activity is September. According to Henry and 
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McCormack (1975), annually there is a 32 percent, 18 percent, or 6 percent chance of a tropical storm, 
hurricane, or extreme hurricane, respectively, striking a 100-mile strip of the Gulf coast centered a little 
east of Sabine Pass.  

The average temperatures in the Sabine Pass area for winter (January) and summer (July) are 52 degrees 
Fahrenheit (°F) and 83°F, respectively, for the period 1957 to 2004. These average temperatures are, of 
course, the statistical expression of a complex of meteorological systems within the respective months 
over 48 years. Average monthly rainfalls in the Sabine Pass area for months representative of the four 
seasons are as follows: 4.9 inches (January), 5.3 inches (May), 5.5 inches (July), and 5.6 inches 
(September), for a yearly average of 56.8 inches (www.waterbase.com). 

Two principal wind regimes occur along the Texas coast: prevailing south to southeasterly winds, and 
short-lived but strong northerly winds, generally associated with winter “northers.” Wind velocities in the 
area are generally constant throughout the year, ranging from a monthly average of 7.4 miles per hour 
(mph) in July to 11.4 mph in March.  

From the hydrographic point of view, the most significant climatological effects are due to seasonal 
precipitation distributions and to the forcing of circulations and wave motions by wind systems. With 
respect to the latter, the phenomenon of the frontal passage is of particular importance. Bays along the 
Texas coast, including Sabine Lake, are extremely responsive to meteorological forcing, as are the inner 
reaches of the shelf (Crout et al., 1984). Although the characteristics and morphology of frontal systems 
are highly variable, a general scenario may be sketched as follows. As a polar outbreak enters Texas, low-
level convergence in the frontal zone enhances the normal southerly flow. The resultant onshore winds 
elevate water levels in the upper parts of the bays and along the northwest Gulf coast, forcing a volume of 
water through the passes. With the passage of the front, pressure increases inland and the wind turns to 
the north, depressing water levels in the upper bays and in the northwest Gulf, thus discharging volumes 
of water through the passes into the Gulf. 

3.3.2 Oceanographic 

3.3.2.1 Bathymetry 

The neritic zone potentially affected by dredged material disposal activities includes the shoreface, 
defined as the area from shore to about 30 feet depth and the inner reaches of the Gulf Continental Shelf, 
which extends from a depth of about 30 feet to the 65,000 feet contour (Fisher et al., 1973). Shallow 
waters, less than 45 feet deep, comprise approximately 25 percent of the entire shelf.  

Transition from shoreface to shelf occurs between 1 to 10 miles from shore and is marked by a decrease 
in bottom slope. In the Sabine Pass area, the bottom slope averages 6 feet per mile until roughly 1 mile 
offshore, after which it steadily decreases to an average 1 foot per mile roughly 10 miles offshore (White 
et al., 1987). Thus, for most of its extent, the shelf is gradually sloping and, except for Sabine Bank, it is 
relatively featureless. The shelf merges seaward with the slightly more precipitous continental slope at 
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about –650 feet with the transition area known as the shelf break. The Continental Shelf is at its widest 
south of the Sabine Pass area (100 miles wide; MMS, 1997). No coral reefs, banks, or other major 
physiographic features characterize the shelf in the Sabine Pass area, except for Sabine Bank. As can be 
seen from Figure 2-6, the water depth in the area ranges to approximately 65 feet. 

3.3.2.2 Circulation and Mixing 

The hydrodynamic regime of the northwestern Gulf is the result of the complex interaction of tides, 
meteorological driving forces (i.e., wind and atmospheric pressure gradients), freshwater inflows, Coriolis 
acceleration, etc. Both local conditions and the overall Gulf circulation pattern affect the hydrodynamics 
of the study area. In addition, major meteorological events such as hurricanes and tropical storms can 
have profound influence on waves, tides, and currents. However, these events are relatively rare and of 
short duration. For example, EPA (1982) states that within approximately 40 miles of the Gulf coast of 
northeastern Texas, bottom currents would reach a maximum velocity of around 3.92 knots every 3 years 
and sustain velocities of 1 knot or greater for several days once a year. 

Astronomical tides are generally small in the Gulf. They vary from diurnal to semidiurnal as a function of 
the moon’s declination, with a typical diurnal range of 2 to 4 feet along the coast. Spring tides are 
generally higher, but since the range is so small, meteorological effects (i.e., wind or storms) can 
completely obscure tidal fluctuations (Buchman, 1979). A more-detailed discussion of tides in the Gulf 
can be found in Marmer (1954). 

A major feature that dominates circulation in the eastern Gulf is the Loop Current, a continuation of the 
Yucatan Current, which enters the Gulf through the Yucatan Straits. There are two important 
semipermanent currents that diverge from the Loop Current: one circulating clockwise in the 
southwestern Gulf, the other circulating counterclockwise in the northwestern Gulf (Curray, 1960; 
Cochrane and Kelly, 1986), although in summer, winds that can cause upwelling can also cause a reversal 
of the counterclockwise flow. The general surface circulation in the Gulf is depicted on Figure 3-2. 

Roughly one-third of the discharge from the Mississippi River system flows to the Mississippi-Alabama 
shelf, and the Texas-Louisiana shelf receives the other two-thirds, which produces one of the most 
productive coastal fisheries in the U.S. The Mississippi and Atchafalaya rivers, along with the other rivers 
in Texas and Louisiana, produce a freshwater flow equal to approximately 10 percent of the shelf volume 
(Dinnel, 1984). 

For the purposes of this EIS, the most critical currents are those associated with strong, episodic events, 
e.g., northers, tropical storms, and hurricanes. Brooks (1984) has measured the effects of hurricanes, 
which may increase current speeds at the water surface over the Continental Shelf to 3 to 5 feet per 
second (MMS, 2002), down to 700 feet. Off the Texas-Louisiana coast in 100 meters of water, Halper and  
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Schroeder (1990) found that currents at a current meter moored at 60 meters depth rapidly shifted from 
westerly at 5 to 10 cm/sec to north-northwesterly at 25 to 30 cm/sec and reached a maximum of 55–
60 cm/sec. At 315-foot depth, the currents went from southerly at 5 cm/sec to north-northeasterly at 
15 cm/sec. The current shift was also accompanied by a 34°F decrease in temperature, attributed to storm-
caused upwelling of cold bottom water over the shelf break (Halper and Schroeder, 1990). 

3.3.3 Water Quality 

The results of chemical analyses for compounds detected in water and elutriate samples are presented in 
PBS&J (2004). Elutriates were prepared from test sediment and channel water for chemical analysis, 
which provides information on those constituents that are dissolved into the water column during 
dredging and open-water placement. A comparison of the elutriate results with the channel water results 
indicated minor increases in nickel, upon elutriate preparation at most channel stations, and more-
dramatic increases for several metals at the Reference station. The water and elutriate samples at the ZSF-
REF exceeded both the acute and chronic copper WQC, and the elutriate sample also exceeded the 
chronic nickel and zinc WQC but not the acute WQC. The acute WQC are more appropriate for these 
analyses since these are grab samples, and thus are a snapshot in time, not from a series of samples taken 
over time or a 4-day average like the chronic WQC. This station is not in the channel extension, no 
material would be dredged from it, and sediment was only collected there to use as a reference.  

SPP bioassays were also conducted on composite proposed Extension Channel samples and a True and 
Reference Control (PBS&J, 2004). There were no tests in the SPP bioassays in which survival in the True 
Control was greater than survival in the treatments and the difference exceeded 10 percent (EPA/USACE, 
2003). Therefore, these data yielded no indication of toxicity to sensitive marine organisms during 
dredging or placement of virgin material. 

3.3.4 Sediments 

3.3.4.1 Sediment Quality and Characteristics 

Sediment concentrations of detected compounds are also presented in PBS&J (2004). There were no 
trends evident in the sediment chemistry data, not surprising since all of these stations are virgin Gulf 
bottom and the only distinction to the channel extension stations being that they are in line with the 
existing SNWW Entrance Channel. Copper and nickel concentrations in CH-130 sediments seemed to be 
higher, relative to the other stations, but this was not true for the duplicate of CH-130. The concentrations 
of all organics, except total organic carbon (TOC) were below detection limits.  

There are no sediment quality criteria with which to compare concentrations in the sediment. However, 
there are several different guidelines that are used to look for a cause for concern in sediment samples, 
one of which is the Effects Range Low, or ERL (Buchman, 1999), used as a potential trigger to identity a 
cause for concern. ERLs were developed by a technique that demonstrates no cause and effect from the 
chemicals in the data set, and when ERLs derived from sets of data from different areas are compared, the 
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results are inconsistent (USACE, 1998b). Since the ERLs are not based on cause and effect data, they are 
used only to determine a possible “cause of concern.”  

No ERLS were exceeded by the sediment concentrations from the ZSF, so these data indicate no cause for 
concern. Even so, SP bioassays and bioaccumulation studies were conducted on composite proposed 
Extension Channel samples and a True and Reference Control (PBS&J, 2004). As with the SPP data, 
there were no tests in the SP bioassays in which survival in the Reference Control was greater than 
survival in the treatments and the difference exceeded 10 percent (20 percent for the amphipods). 
Therefore, the survival data from the SP bioassay indicate no potential for environmentally unacceptable 
toxic impacts to benthic organisms from the placement of sediments from SNWW Entrance Channel 
Extension stations onto nearby bottom sediments. 

No organic chemicals were found above detection limits in test organism tissues from the 
bioaccumulation studies. Of the metals, arsenic, chromium, copper, lead, mercury, nickel, selenium, 
silver, and zinc, plus cyanide, were found in tissue samples above detection limits. The concentrations of 
none of the metals in tissues of N. virens or M. mercenaria exposed to test sediments were significantly 
higher than the respective concentrations in Reference Control organisms. However, cyanide 
concentrations in tissues of N. virens exposed to SN-CH-100 sediments were significantly greater than in 
the Reference polychaetes. Therefore, there is some indication of bioaccumulation from exposure to these 
sediments. The significance of this is not clear. There is no FDA Action level for cyanide, and cyanide 
was not detected in any water, elutriate, or sediment sample. Cyanide was not detected in all replicates of 
N. virens exposed to SN-CH-100 sediments; was found in some replicates of N. virens exposed to SN-
CH-160 sediments, although not at concentrations significantly greater than Reference Control tissues; 
and was found in some replicates of M. mercenaria exposed to Reference, SN-CH-130, and SN-CH-160 
sediments, but not SN-CH-100 sediments. Additionally, there should be no difference in the proposed 
Extension Channel station sediments, relative to the reference sediments since there is no channel in place 
at this time. 

The surface sediments in the area are predominantly sand: 26 percent of the samples contained 
>90 percent sand, 41 percent contained >80 percent sand, and only two samples had a sand content less 
than 50 percent. The maximum sand content was 99.1 percent sand at Station ZSF-55. 

3.3.4.2 Sediment Transport 

The Texas shoreline is an ever-changing interface of land and the waters of the Gulf. Sedimentation 
processes result from the interaction between the winds, waves, currents, tides, and other active agents in 
the littoral zone. Shores erode, accrete, or remain stable, depending on the rates at which sediment is 
supplied to and removed from the shore.  

Energy for sediment dispersal on the Texas shelf is attributed primarily to meteorological events 
(prevailing winds and storms) and secondarily to astronomic tidal events (Shideler, 1978). The most 
effective normal winds are the persistent southeasterly winds and the short-lived, intense northers. The 
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predominant southeasterly winds, combined with the current regime in the northwestern Gulf (Section 
3.3.2.2), generate a net longshore drift in a westerly direction off Sabine Pass. Sediments supplied by this 
longshore drift are derived primarily from the Mississippi River. Some sediment is also carried to the 
shoreface by tropical storms and hurricanes. The northers create strong waves and complicated circulation 
patterns (resulting in resuspension of sediments), strong ebb currents, and the neutralization of flood 
currents. 

Moherek (1978) studied four different sediment types containing different quantities of sand, silt, and clay 
found near Galveston Bay. The study was conducted to determine the bottom water velocity necessary to 
cause rapid erosion of the bottom sediments, i.e., to cause movement of both the suspended load and the 
bed load. He found a critical erosion velocity of 0.47 knot, with little variation among the sediment types. 
As noted in Section 3.3.2.2, on an annual basis, the bottom ocean currents near Sabine Pass should have 
sustained bottom velocities of at least twice the critical erosion velocity for several consecutive days. This 
would cause significant sediment movement. At a bottom water speed of around 4 knots, which can be 
expected every 3 years (Section 3.3.2.2), massive bed load erosion can be expected. 

The astronomic tidal components of the hydraulic regime are most influential in the sedimentation 
processes by providing suspended sediment through coastal tidal inlets. Wind-drift currents are the 
dominant sediment transport mechanism compared to the residual wave-drift components. Minimal wave-
drift sediment is transported along the Texas coast under normal wave conditions; however, storm waves, 
which possess longer periods, have substantial influence. In a few hours, hurricanes and severe tropical 
storms can produce erosion and deposition equal to the effect of normal conditions over months or even 
years. Storm tides are also important as dispersal agents by intensifying the discharge of sediments from 
coastal inlets. Also, rip currents and littoral currents along the coastal zone, in addition to tidal currents, 
are important to regional sediment dispersal. 

Motion of sediment in the littoral zone is initiated by wind-induced waves that then drive current systems 
that transport the sediment. Breaker height is significant in determining the quantity and size of sand to be 
set in motion, and breaker angle with the coast is a major factor in determining the direction and rate of 
longshore transport. Onshore-offshore transport in the littoral zone is dictated by sediment size, wave 
steepness, and beach slope. In general, high, steep waves transport material offshore, while low waves 
move sediment onshore. Waves may break and reform three or four times across the shoreface, producing 
an associated line of breakers and breaker bars. These shell and sand breaker bars change size and shift 
position as determined by the variable wave height. Variations in the wind direction and wave approach 
can mean that longshore transport direction can vary hourly, daily, or seasonally with the wind. 

3.4 BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT 

3.4.1 Plankton 

The plankton community comprises phytoplankton, zooplankton, and ichthyoplankton. The 
phytoplankton are primary producers and form the basis of the food chain, along with bacteria in the 
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offshore environment. Phytoplankters are not free-swimming organisms but move with currents and tides. 
Because of the more-stable environment offshore, relative to salinity, nutrient concentration, vertical 
mixing, and predation, the phytoplankton community in the Gulf is more stable than in estuarine waters 
(MMS, 2002). The water feeding into the Gulf from the Caribbean is low in nutrients. However, in the 
winter, with the overturning of the surface waters, nutrient-rich bottom water is brought to the surface to 
supply nutrients. In late spring, nutrient-rich river discharge reaches its maximum, and the phytoplankton 
also reaches its maximum. During late summer and fall, with the decline in riverine discharge and the 
concomitant decrease in nutrients, the phytoplankton decline (Institute for Marine Remote Sensing, 
2008). In the Gulf near Sabine Pass, the phytoplankton are dominated by diatoms, which make up more 
than 90 percent of phytoplankters (MMS, 2002). The dominant diatoms are Nitschia, Thalassiothrix, 
Thalassionema, Skeletonema, Chaetoceros, and Asterionella (SEADOCK, 1976; Simmons and Thomas, 
1962). The diatom domination of the phytoplankton changes to a coccolithophorid-dominated 
phytoplankton in deeper waters (Baalen, 1976). 

Zooplankton, the faunal portion of the plankton, are mostly free-swimming organisms, as opposed to the 
phytoplankton, and comprise the organisms that spend all of their life stages in the water column 
(holoplankton) and the organisms that spend only larval stages in the water column (meroplankton). 
Holoplankton in the project include protozoans, gelatinous zooplankton, copepods, chaetognaths, 
polychaetes, and euphausids, whereas the meroplankton include also polychaetes plus echinoderms, 
gastropods, bivalves, and fish larvae and eggs (MMS, 2002). These latter two comprise the 
ichthyoplankton. Meroplankton constitute 3 to 5 percent of the total zooplankton (Harper, 1977). 

Among the ichthyoplankton, Sherman et al. (1983) determined that the five most abundant families in the 
northwestern quadrant of the Gulf were Myctophidae (lanternfishes), Gonostomatidae (bristlemouths), 
Bregmacerotidae (codlets), Gobiidae (gobies), and Clupeidae (herrings). MMS (2002) adapted the data 
from Ditty et al. (1988) and determined that the species that were found in shallower water (less than 82 
feet) north of the 26th parallel in the Gulf were primarily inshore demersal species; e.g., Atlantic bumper 
(Caranx ruber), spotted seatrout (Cynoscion nebulosus), pigfish (Orthopristis chrysoptera), and black 
drum (Pogonias cromis).  

3.4.2 Benthos 

Macroinfaunal communities along the Texas shelf are related to distributions of sediment texture and to 
water depth (Flint and Rabalais, 1981). The number of species, number of individuals, and diversity were 
highest in shallow waters and declined with increasing depth.  

Benthos were included in the USACE study of the ZSF (PBS&J, 2004). Fourteen stations were sampled 
for benthic macroinvertebrate characterization analysis (see Figure 3-1). The detailed methodology and 
results of these analyses are included in the report provided by Barry A. Vittor & Associates (BV&A) and 
included in Appendix E of PBS&J (2004). The following is taken from the BV&A report. 
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A total of 1,199 organisms, representing 75 taxa, were identified. Polychaetes were the most numerous 
organisms present representing 57.7 percent of the total assemblage, followed in abundance by 
malacostracans (18.3 percent) and bivalves (7.7 percent). Polychaetes represented 44.6 percent of the total 
number of taxa followed by malacostracans (21.1 percent) and bivalves (13.7 percent). A mixed 
assemblage of annelids, mollusks, and arthropods was found at stations 1, 3, 10, 12, 42, 49, and 51, and 
annelids dominated the assemblage at the remaining stations. 

The dominant taxa collected from the Sabine Pass stations were the polychaetes Spiophanes bombyx, 
Mediomastus (LPIL), Magelona sp. H, and Prionospio (LPIL), representing 6.2 percent, 5.4 percent, 
5.0 percent, and 4.9 percent of the assemblage, respectively. The most widely distributed taxon was the 
polychaete family, Onuphidae (LPIL), which was found at 79 percent of the stations.  

The mean number of taxa per station ranged from 4.7 at Station 10 to 27.0 at Station 26. Mean density per 
station ranged from 4,055 organisms/square foot at Station 3 to 30,265 organisms/square foot at Station 
26. Taxa diversity ranged from 1.69 at Station 10 to 3.61 at Station 35. Taxa evenness was uniformly high 
and ranged from 0.77 at Station 10 to 0.97 at Stations 1 and 12. 

Wet-weight biomass was highly variable among stations; 11 of the 14 stations had an average biomass of 
<0.35 gram/square meter (g/m2). The highest biomass was found at Station 42 (0.92 g/m2).  

The stations formed four distinct clusters: Stations 10 and 42 (high sand content, 89 to 95 percent sand); 
stations 26, 28, 33 and, 35 (68 to 75 percent sand); stations 17, 19, 44, 49, and 51 (77 to 91 percent sand, 
except for Station 49); and stations 1, 3, and 12 (lowest sand content, less than 60 percent sand, except for 
Station 12). The cluster of stations 26, 28, 33, and 35 had the highest station densities, and the 
assemblages were dominated by amphipods in the genus Ampelisca and the polychaetes, Magelona and 
Mediomastus. The cluster of stations 17, 19, 44, 49, and 51 had densities lower than stations 26, 28, 33, 
and 35, but higher than the remaining stations. The remaining two clusters of stations had the lowest taxa 
richness, and densities and were not dominated by the amphipod/polychaete assemblage seen at the other 
stations. Only stations 12 and 49 were not in clusters strongly based on sand content. 

3.4.3 Nekton 

Offshore nekton of the project area include a combination of species utilizing both the bay and Gulf, 
species found exclusively on the shelf at varying depths year-round, and species that migrate into the area 
from southern latitudes in response to the warming of shelf waters. Additionally, since 46 percent (Mager 
and Ruebsamen, 1988) of all wetlands and estuaries of the southeastern U.S. that are important to fishes 
found offshore are located in the Gulf, finfish of the north-central Gulf are dominated by estuary-
dependent fish and shellfish. As can be seen by the landings data in Section 3.5.1.1, these include 
menhaden, shrimps, crabs, and sciaenids. Common species in the surf zone include Gulf whiting 
(Menticirrhus littoralis) and Atlantic threadfin (Polydactylus octonemus) (Hoese and Moore, 1998). 
Studies by McFarland (1963) and Gunter (1958) on the inshore fish fauna of the central coast of Texas 
indicated Florida pompano (Trachinotus carolinus), southern kingfish (Menticirrhus americanus), striped 
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mullet (Mugil cephalus), scaled sardine (Harengula jaguana), and Atlantic threadfin as dominants. Other 
dominant fish, according to Gunter (1958), include Atlantic croaker (Micropogonias undulatus), tidewater 
silverside (Menidia beryllina), longnose killifish (Fundulus similis), and striped anchovy (Anchoa 
hepsetus). Based on a comparison of data from 1945 and 1947 to 1949, Gunter noted that dominant 
species were likely to vary from year to year. 

According to MMS (2002), the inshore shelf area (depth from 20 to 50 feet) is dominated by Atlantic 
croaker, spot (Leiostomus xanthurus), black drum, silver seatrout (Cynoscion nothus), southern kingfish, 
and Atlantic threadfin; the middle shelf zone (depth from 90 to 150 feet) by longspine porgies 
(Stenotomus caprinus), although sciaenids are included; and the outer shelf zone (depth from 210 to 360 
feet) by blackwing searobin (Prionotus rubio), Mexican searobin (Prionotus paralatus), and shoal 
flounder (Syacium gunteri). Darnell et al. (1983) and Darnell and Kleypas (1987) found that the 
abundance of fish resources was highest between Galveston and the Mississippi delta for all seasons of 
the year. 

A phenomenon that impacts the nekton and the benthos results from the heavy nutrient input of the large 
amount of fresh water encroaching on the shelf, as noted in Section 3.3.2.2 above, and a well-developed 
pycnocline (Cochrane and Kelly, 1986; Dinnel and Wiseman, 1986). A large area of the deeper waters of 
the Texas/Louisiana shelf from Galveston, Texas, to the Mississippi River Delta becomes anoxic or 
hypoxic from the combination of these two events (Rabalais et al., 1991), beginning in the late spring, 
reaching a maximum in midsummer, and disappearing in the fall. The low wind speeds of the summer 
months and the strong pycnocline do not allow sufficient mixing to bring higher-oxygen-content surface 
water to the deeper, hypoxic layer (Rabalais et al., 1996). This hypoxic layer has insufficient oxygen (less 
than 2 milligrams per liter [mg/L] oxygen) for most nekton or epifauna (http://www.nos.noaa.gov/ 
products/pubs_ hypox.html). 

3.4.4 Threatened and Endangered Species 

Based on correspondence with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 11 species of aquatic 
vertebrates that are considered endangered or threatened may be present in the study area marine 
environment. These are the blue whale (Balaenoptera musculus), the fin whale (Balaenoptera physalus), 
the humpback whale (Megaptera novaeangliae), the sei whale (Balaenoptera borealis), the sperm whale 
Physeter catodon (=P. macrocephalus), the green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas), the hawksbill sea turtle 
(Eretmochelys imbricata), Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempi), the leatherback sea turtle 
(Dermochelys coriacea), the loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta), and the Gulf sturgeon (Acipenser 
oxyrinchus desotoi). 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) added one species of aquatic vertebrate to the threatened or 
endangered list provided above by the NMFS, the West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus) and one 
bird, the piping plover (Charadrius melodus). All of the species, with the exception of the bald eagle, are 
discussed in detail in the SNWW CIP FEIS, to which this ODMDS FEIS is appended, and the Biological 
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Assessment, also appended to the SNWW CIP FEIS as Appendix G1, and that discussion are not 
duplicated here, although any impacts from site designation to these species is discussed in Section 
4.2.2.5. The bald eagle and brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis) were delisted while this FEIS was in 
preparation 

3.4.5 Marine Sanctuaries and Special Biological Resource Areas 

There are several biological resource areas within the project area. For instance, the McFaddin and Texas 
Point National Wildlife Refuges (NWR), located on the upper Texas Coast, supply important feeding and 
resting habitat for migrating and wintering populations of waterfowl. The 55,000-acre McFaddin NWR 
consists of the largest remaining freshwater marsh on the Texas Coast and thousands of acres of 
intermediate to brackish marsh, while neighboring Texas Point NWR encompasses 8,900 acres of fresh to 
salt marsh with some wooded uplands and prairie ridges (USFWS, 2005). Sea Rim State Park, 
4,141 acres of marshland with 5.2 miles of Gulf beach shoreline, is located in Jefferson County, south of 
Port Arthur. A unique environment, Sea Rim State Park provides a valuable habitat for many wetland 
species. Finally, the Flower Gardens Banks National Marine Sanctuary is located about 105 miles directly 
south of the Texas/Louisiana border. This sanctuary is comprised of the northernmost coral reefs in the 
U.S.  

There are three artificial reefs that are part of the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department’s (TPWD) Texas 
Artificial Reef Program, which are relatively near the proposed ODMDSs: Basco’s Reef, S.A.L.T. Reef, 
and Sabine Reef (see Figure 2-7). Basco’s Reef (HI-117) is located 23 nautical miles from Sabine Pass in 
50 feet of water and has received numerous donations. S.A.L.T. Reef (HI-85, 18 nautical miles from 
Sabine Pass, 43 feet of water) and Sabine Reef (HI-117, 22 nautical miles from Sabine Pass, 36 feet of 
water) have not yet received donations but are formally part of the Artificial Reef Program. S.A.L.T. 
Reef, which is closest to the proposed ODMDSs, is 6.6 miles from ODMDS B.  

3.5 SOCIOECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 

3.5.1 Employment  

Direct employment within the three study area ports, the Port of Beaumont, the Port of Port Arthur, and 
the Port of Orange, makes up a very small fraction of the overall employment that is indirectly tied to port 
activities. A detailed description of the population, employment, and other socioeconomic features of the 
SNWW counties, parishes, and states is available in the FEIS. However, conservative estimates of all 
port, manufacturing, and industrial-related employment, based on information from the three area ports 
and from local chambers of commerce, indicates approximately 30,000 jobs existed in the study area in 
2002 (Beaumont Chamber of Commerce, 2002; Greater Orange Chamber of Commerce, 2002; Nederland 
Economic Development Corporation, 2002; Port Arthur Economic Development Corporation, 2002; 
Southwest Louisiana – The Chamber, 2002). The particular “industrial mix” of the study area is heavily 
concentrated in manufacturing, port-related services, construction, transportation, and public utilities.  
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3.5.1.1 Commercial and Recreational Fisheries 

Commercial fishing within the Sabine Lake system is covered in the SNWW CIP FEIS and is not 
repeated here. Table 3-2 provides the annual commercial fishery statistics for Louisiana and Texas for 
2002 and 2003 and, for the Grand Totals, for the whole Gulf. As can be seen the commercial catch and 
the value of that catch for Louisiana was 1.3 billion pounds ($307 million) and 1.2 billion pounds ($294 
million) for 2002 and 2003, respectively. For Texas, the numbers were 93 million pounds ($173 million) 
and 96 million pounds ($168 million) for 2002 and 2003, respectively. Menhaden clearly dominated the 
poundage for Louisiana, whereas shrimp accounted for most of the weight in Texas. Shrimp dominated 
both states in terms of value. Commercial finfish catches in the Gulf result from beach seines (under 
certain circumstances), longlines, and incidental catches in shrimp trawls. 

Adult brown shrimp (Farfantepenaeus aztecus) and white shrimp (Litopenaeus setiferus) are members of 
the offshore benthic epi community in two depth zones. Chittenden and McEachron (1976) have 
determined that white shrimp dominate from 12 to 72 feet and brown shrimp dominate from 72 to 360 
feet. White shrimp spawn in waters up to 164 feet deep, however (Chittenden and McEachron, 1976), 
while brown shrimp may spawn at any depth greater than 45 feet (Monaco et al., 1989). Buchman (1976) 
found Penaeid shrimp larvae from April to October in depths of 24 to 45 feet. Peak abundances occurred 
in spring and fall, coinciding with the spawning of white shrimp. Farther offshore, from 72 feet to 269 
feet depth, Penaeid shrimp larvae occurred throughout the year, with peaks in the spring and late fall/early 
winter. Greatest abundance occurred during the later peak and were assumed to be brown shrimp. 
Greatest concentrations of all Penaeid shrimp larvae were consistently found in 148 feet of water over a 
4-year period. 

The blue crab (Callinectes sapidus) fishery is located in the bays as well as the Gulf. From 1982 to 1986 
an average of 7.1 million pounds of blue crabs was landed in Texas at an average value of $2.8 million.  

The depth zone occupied by the white shrimp community (12 to 72 feet) is dominated by the Atlantic 
bumper (Chloroscombrus chrysurus), the Atlantic croaker, silver seatrout, star drum (Stellifer 
lanceolatus), sand seatrout (Cynoscion arenarius), bay anchovy (Anchoa mitchilli), Gulf butterfish 
(Peprilus burti), and hardhead catfish (Arius felis) (Chittenden et al., 1980). 

Ilg et al. (1983), working at 33 feet off of Cameron, Louisiana, caught primarily Atlantic bumper, star 
drum, Atlantic croaker, white shrimp, blue crab, penaeid shrimp (Trachypenaeus similis), swimming crab 
(Portunus gibbesii), and Atlantic brief squid (Lolliguncula brevis). Some small variations may occur in 
the nekton along the northwestern Gulf coast, but the eight most abundant finfish caught by Ilg et al. 
(1983) in Louisiana were the same eight species caught by Chittenden et al. (1980) along the middle Gulf 
coast of Texas. Farther offshore, in the depth zone occupied by the brown shrimp community (72 to 360 
feet), Buchman (1976) found that the demersal finfish were dominated by longspine porgy (Stenotomus 
caprinus), shoal flounder (Syacium gunteri), inshore lizard fish (Synodus foetens), rock sea bass  
 



Table 3-2
Gulf of Mexico Annual Commercial Landing Statistics

Year State Species Metric Tons Pounds $

2002 Louisiana Amberjack, Greater 118 260,872 266,761
2002 Louisiana Buffalofishes 1,431 3,154,516 493,352
2002 Louisiana Catfish, Blue 1,422 3,133,775 1,412,088
2002 Louisiana Catfish, Channel 688 1,517,686 760,298
2002 Louisiana Catfish, Flathead 126 278,502 118,776
2002 Louisiana Crab, Blue 22,567 49,751,400 29,762,629
2002 Louisiana Crab, Blue, peeler 148 327,262 699,311
2002 Louisiana Crayfishes or Crawfishes 7,077 15,601,729 8,073,793
2002 Louisiana Drum, Black 1,415 3,118,298 1,616,828
2002 Louisiana Drum, Freshwater 356 783,813 116,088
2002 Louisiana Gars 312 688,360 485,912
2002 Louisiana Herrings 369 814,023 99,615
2002 Louisiana Mackerel, King 393 866,295 1,045,861
2002 Louisiana Menhaden, Atlantic 493,406 1,087,761,750 66,419,446
2002 Louisiana Mullet, Striped 1,159 2,554,652 1,690,825
2002 Louisiana Oyster, Eastern 6,333 13,961,579 30,318,456
2002 Louisiana Shad, Gizzard 836 1,842,046 211,161
2002 Louisiana Shark, Blacktip 361 794,894 182,574
2002 Louisiana Sheepshead 718 1,583,357 325,344
2002 Louisiana Shrimp, Brown 24,231 53,420,402 61,280,654
2002 Louisiana Shrimp, Seabob 3,176 7,000,965 2,563,628
2002 Louisiana Shrimp, White 21,431 47,245,582 77,272,332
2002 Louisiana Snapper, Red 993 2,189,209 4,702,302
2002 Louisiana Snapper, Vermillion 343 755,593 1,307,519
2002 Louisiana Swordfish 318 700,105 1,463,338
2002 Louisiana Tuna, Yellowfin 1,547 3,411,077 10,345,941

Subtotal 592,362 1,305,921,816 306,726,051

2002 Texas Crab, Blue 3,192 7,037,012 4,522,532
2002 Texas Drum, Black 1,057 2,330,675 1,819,594
2002 Texas Oyster, Eastern 2,136 4,707,968 11,276,101
2002 Texas Shrimp, Brown 20,757 45,760,756 86,204,570
2002 Texas Shrimp, Marine, Other 638 1,407,107 3,898,592
2002 Texas Shrimp, Pink 232 510,261 989,078
2002 Texas Shrimp, Rock 170 373,649 421,349
2002 Texas Shrimp, Seabob 342 753,721 297,821
2002 Texas Shrimp, White 11,765 25,936,919 55,717,768
2002 Texas Shrimp, Atlantic and Gulf, Roughneck 181 398,531 143,992
2002 Texas Snapper, Red 671 1,478,471 3,362,801
2002 Texas Tuna, Yellowfin 193 425,645 1,179,740

Subtotal 42,211 93,059,148 173,340,477
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Table 3-2 (Concluded)
Gulf of Mexico Annual Commercial Landing Statistics

Year State Species Metric Tons Pounds $

2003 Louisiana Amberjack, Greater 145 320,082 267,486
2003 Louisiana Buffalofishes 1,510 3,329,825 525,239
2003 Louisiana Catfish, Blue 1,246 2,745,843 1,229,752
2003 Louisiana Catfish, Channel 398 877,240 443,273
2003 Louisiana Catfish, Flathead 104 229,119 109,481
2003 Louisiana Crab, Blue 21,634 47,693,720 32,591,174
2003 Louisiana Crab, Blue, peeler 153 337,585 767,493
2003 Louisiana Crayfishes or Crawfishes 3,754 8,275,643 4,814,307
2003 Louisiana Drum, Black 1,595 3,516,737 1,937,831
2003 Louisiana Drum, Freshwater 285 627,183 89,262
2003 Louisiana Gars 351 773,474 516,098
2003 Louisiana Herrings 314 693,146 95,695
2003 Louisiana Mackerel, King 413 910,550 990,113
2003 Louisiana Menhaden, Atlantic 436,449 962,196,400 58,443,314
2003 Louisiana Mullet, Striped 2,051 4,522,040 2,590,590
2003 Louisiana Oyster, Eastern 6,172 13,606,883 33,368,831
2003 Louisiana Shad, Gizzard 658 1,449,694 182,434
2003 Louisiana Shark, Blacktip 556 1,225,461 198,236
2003 Louisiana Sheepshead 743 1,637,948 413,031
2003 Louisiana Shellfish 287 632,057 50,604
2003 Louisiana Shrimp, Brown 26,583 58,605,029 51,964,591
2003 Louisiana Shrimp, Seabob 1,412 3,112,376 908,691
2003 Louisiana Shrimp, White 28,991 63,912,851 82,069,068
2003 Louisiana Snapper, Red 782 1,723,357 3,955,593
2003 Louisiana Snapper, Vermillion 478 1,052,991 1,895,816
2003 Louisiana Tuna, Yellowfin 1,367 3,012,875 8,950,213

Subtotal 539,777 1,189,991,546 294,352,001

2003 Texas Catfish, Blue 2,182 4,811,275 3,157,047
2003 Texas Drum, Black 761 1,676,687 1,365,092
2003 Texas Grouper, Yellowedge 128 282,536 752,655
2003 Texas Oyster, Eastern 3,091 6,813,469 16,493,273
2003 Texas Shrimp, Brown 24,300 53,571,724 90,043,487
2003 Texas Shrimp, Marine, Other 567 1,250,309 3,658,940
2003 Texas Shrimp, Pink 251 554,132 1,247,880
2003 Texas Shrimp, Rock 737 1,624,802 1,851,721
2003 Texas Shrimp, Seabob 288 634,676 210,362
2003 Texas Shrimp, White 9,761 21,519,276 42,456,408
2003 Texas Snapper, Red 729 1,606,782 3,756,617
2003 Texas Tuna, Yellowfin 125 274,768 719,638

Subtotal 43,601 96,122,318 168,316,508

Grand Total 1,509,149 3,327,070,559 1,394,508,722

Source: NMFS (2005)
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(Centropristis philadelphica), and goatfish (Upeneus parvus). Farther south, in the study area, the 

longspine porgy was replaced by blackear bass (Serranus atrobranchus) and wenchman (Pristipomoides 
aquilonaris). 

There is no commercial oyster harvesting in Sabine Lake or Sabine Pass because the areas are closed and 

under prohibited status, according to Texas Department of State Health Services, Seafood and Aquatic 

Life Group, on December 5, 2005. Due to a Memorandum of Understanding between the States of Texas 

and Louisiana, the Texas Department of State Health Services can also speak for oyster harvesting in 

Louisiana waters in Sabine Lake and Sabine Pass. 

Charter boat and party boat fishing is important in both sport and commercial fishing. According to the 

USFWS, recreational saltwater fishing increased by 22 percent between 1991 and 2001 (USFWS, 2002). 

Party boats are large vessels that accommodate numerous fishermen and usually restrict their trips to a 

few distinct areas. Charter boats generally have a specific goal of catching particular game fish and 

usually accommodate only one to several customers. Charter boat operators work both bay and Gulf 

waters, depending on the target species, generally use smaller, more-mobile boats, and range over a larger 

area. During the warmer months, offshore waters produce king and Spanish mackerel, tarpon and billfish. 

However, most of these fish are caught in water depths greater than 70 feet (USFWS, 2002). 

Within northeastern Texas and southwestern Louisiana, recreational anglers contributed more than $400 

million to the local economy in 1996, with more than half a million people involved in this leisure-time 

activity (Davis, 1996).  

3.5.2 Shipping 

Import and export data through the ports served by the SNWW are presented in the SNWW CIP FEIS. In 

2007, the SNWW ranked 5th in the U.S. in tonnage volume. As individual ports, Beaumont ranked 4th in 

the nation and Port Arthur ranked 28th with 29.3 million short tons. Sixty percent of the tonnage 

consisted of deep-draft ocean-going movements, with the remaining 40 percent consisted of shallow-draft 

GIWW traffic. SNWW's 2002 to 2006 crude petroleum waterborne imports comprised 12 percent of the 

U.S. and 18 percent of the western Gulf region. Beaumont’s 2005 to 2007 wheat exports are 5 percent of 

the U.S. total, and approximately 10 percent of U.S. fertilizer exports. 

3.5.3 Beaches and Recreational Areas 

Wildlife-watching, particularly birding, is an extremely popular activity within the study area and in the 

nearby vicinity. Among almost 1.6 million people who participated in wildlife-related recreation in the 

State of Louisiana in 2001, 60 percent were involved in wildlife-watching. In addition, among the 

5.0 million people who participated in wildlife-related recreation in the State of Texas in 2001, 65 percent 

were involved in wildlife-watching (USFWS, 2002). There are several sections of the Great Texas 

Coastal Birding Trail that are located in or near the project study area as well as several wildlife 
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management areas, parks, and wildlife preserves and refuges (a detailed list is available in the SNWW 
CIP FEIS, Section 3.14.3.5).  

Two USFWS NWRs occur near Sabine Pass, both on the Texas side (Sabine NWR does not front the 
Gulf Coast). Texas Point NWR is located just west of Sabine Pass at the Gulf coast. The area is a modern 
Chenier Plain. The linear features that reflect the ridge and swale topography are fanned out at Sabine 
Pass and converge to the west. The ridge supports transitional areas that support communities that are 
intermediate between upland and wetland. Gulf cordgrass (Spartina spartinae) is the common dominant 
species in these grassland/shrublands. The intervening swales support salt and brackish marshes 
(USFWS, 1998; White et al., 1987). McFaddin NWR is located in the southwest part of the study area 
between the GIWW and the Gulf shoreline. The predominant habitats include extensive high and low 
brackish marsh. The refuge also includes the beach and dune complex and scattered transitional areas. Sea 
Rim State Park is located adjacent to and east of McFaddin NWR and is also between the GIWW and the 
Gulf shoreline. The predominant habitats include extensive high and low brackish marsh. The park also 
includes the beach and dune complex and scattered transitional areas. Red drum (Sciaenops ocellatus), 
flounder (Paralichthys spp.), alligator gar (Atractosteus spatula), blue catfish (Ictalurus furcatus), and 
blue crab are some of the species caught by fishermen at McFaddin and Texas Point NWRs. Waterfowl 
hunting opportunities are available seasonally on both McFaddin and Texas Point NWRs. Blue and green-
winged teal (Anas discors and A. crecca), mottled ducks, gadwall (A. strepera), scaup (Athya spp.), and 
shoveler (Anas spp.) are hunted among the 32 different hunt units. A mile-long cattle walk and primitive 
trail on Texas Point NWR provide foot access to the marsh for bird-watching and wildlife photography. 
There are 8 miles of interior roads on the McFaddin NWR that provide wildlife viewing opportunities and 
access to various boat ramps. There is also a ¼-mile birding trail at the entrance of Texas Point NWR.  

Additionally, on the Texas side (on the west side) of the Sabine Pass, is the Sabine Pass Battleground 
State Historical Park. Farther west along the Gulf coastline is the Sea Rim State Park. This area, like 
McFaddin NWR, is characterized by (mostly) undeveloped marshland and beaches, with numerous small 
lakes and wetland areas. The eastern side of Sabine Pass consists almost entirely of undeveloped 
marshland and beaches. State Highway (SH) 82 parallels the Gulf coastline and connects with Johnson’s 
Bayou, Holly Beach, Cameron, and the Calcasieu Lake area to the east.  

The Chenier coastline has been severely eroding in Texas. For example, the Gulf beach is heavily eroded 
and virtually nonexistent at Texas Point where saline marshes can occur on the coastline. The shoreline in 
Louisiana is accreting near the jetties but is eroding nearer to Holly Beach. 

3.5.4 Mineral Extraction and Transport 

The only aspects of mineral extraction in the Sabine Pass area that would impact the siting of an ODMDS 
are offshore platforms and pipelines. These are important both as obstructions and fishery resource areas. 
As shown on Figure 2-2, and discussed in Section 2.3.4.6, there are only two pipelines and possibly one 
platform in the ZSF. 
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3.5.5 Cultural and Historic Sites 

The cultural resources of the area are discussed in detail in the SNWW CIP FEIS and are not repeated 
here. However, much of that discussion does not include the ZSF. It does indicate that there are no sites of 
concern in the existing PAs as does EPA (1983a). An examination of Section 2.3.4.5 and Figure 2-4 
confirms that observation. Figure 2-4 also includes areas of Texas Water Culturally Sensitive areas, 
Offshore Sensitive Areas, and High Probability Areas, based on MMS information (Section 2.3.4.5). 
These are not areas with known cultural or historic sites but are areas that, because of their location, are 
considered to have a high probably of occurrence of a cultural or historic site. As can be seen, the 
proposed ODMDSs are not in any “sensitive” leases. This information indicates that impacts to historic 
properties is unlikely. All of the proposed ODMDSs are located in Federal waters, and the Texas State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) declines to comment on matters outside State waters. 

3.5.6 Military Restrictions 

No military restrictions would apply to the SNWW CIP ODMDS selection process. There are no Military 
Warning Areas within roughly 60 miles of Sabine Pass (www.gomr.mms.gov/regulate/environ/ 
MWA_boundries.pdf). 

3.5.7 Political Boundaries 

The border between Texas and Louisiana runs through the center of the Sabine Pass Channel and Sabine 
Lake, and north along the Sabine River. The offshore boundary between State and Federal waters, shown 
on Figure 2-3, runs 9 nautical miles offshore of Texas, and 3 nautical miles offshore of Louisiana. There 
are no other significant political boundaries in the area of interest to this ODMDS FEIS.  
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

The environmental consequences of the site designation are discussed from two perspectives, even though 
some of the information may be repetitive. First, the preferred site is examined relative to the 5 general 
criteria and the 11 specific factors (40 CFR 228.5 and 40 CFR 228.6(a), respectively). Then the classic 
NEPA approach is undertaken that examines the environmental consequences of the action on the 
different aspects of the affected environment. 

4.1 REGULATORY CHARACTERIZATION 

4.1.1 Five General Criteria 

4.1.1.1 40 CFR 228.5(a) 

The dumping of materials into the ocean will be permitted only at sites or in areas selected to minimize 
the interference of disposal activities with other activities in the marine environment, particularly 
avoiding areas of existing fisheries or shellfisheries, and regions of heavy commercial or recreational 
navigation. 

The preferred ODMDSs were selected, including appropriate buffer zones, to avoid sport and commercial 
fishing activities, as well as other areas of biological sensitivity. As noted in sections 2.3.4.3.1 and 
2.3.4.7, Sabine Bank is an important commercial fishing area as well as a special, sensitive biological 
habitat that differs from the basically flat area surrounding the proposed ODMDSs. Therefore, the only 
excluded area was Sabine Banks, since it was the only sensitive area in the vicinity. The buffer zone was 
sized on the basis of the physical movement of the placement material, since sediment analysis concluded 
that the quality of the material proposed for discharge met the criteria of 40 CFR 227. Based on the use of 
the buffer zone, there should be no impacts to Sabine Bank. S.A.L.T. Reef, which is closest to the 
proposed ODMDSs, is 6.6 miles from ODMDS B (Figure 2-7). As noted in Section 2.3.4.3.1, there is no 
buffer zone for biologically sensitive areas since modeling did not indicate that material would flow out 
of the ODMDSs after placement. Therefore, no impacts would be expected to these artificial reefs. The 
preferred ODMDSs are outside the channel, including the navigation channel buffer zone, and safety 
fairways, and they avoid known navigational obstructions, although they do infringe on two Fairway 
Anchorage areas. 

4.1.1.2 40 CFR 228.5(b) 

Locations and boundaries of disposal sites will be so chosen that temporary perturbations in water 
quality or other environmental conditions during initial mixing caused by disposal operations anywhere 
within the site can be expected to be reduced to normal ambient seawater levels or to undetectable 
contaminant concentrations or effects before reaching any beach, shoreline, marine sanctuary, or known 
geographically limited fishery or shellfishery. 
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Complete testing was conducted on the virgin surface sediments proposed for dredging, including toxicity 
tests. Testing has been conducted on existing maintenance material for years, and that material was 
examined. There is no evidence that either the virgin or maintenance material would not meet the criteria 
of 40 CFR 227. The appropriate sizes for the buffer zones and for the preferred sites are based on 
sediment transport modeling and the physical oceanographic characterization of the Sabine Pass area. 
These, combined with the information on the expected quality of the material to be dredged, ensure that 
perturbations caused by placement would be reduced to ambient conditions at the boundaries of the site. 

4.1.1.3 40 CFR 228.5(c) 

If, at any time during or after disposal site evaluation studies, it is determined that existing disposal sites 
presently approved on an interim basis for ocean dumping do not meet the criteria for site selection set 
forth in 228.5–228.6, the use of such sites will be terminated as soon as suitable alternative disposal sites 
can be designated. 

This criterion does not apply to the preferred sites because they are not existing sites approved on an 
interim basis. However, extensive monitoring programs including bathymetric scans; water, sediment and 
elutriate chemistry; and benthic infaunal analyses during construction should provide warning of potential 
problems. Extensive monitoring programs, including water, sediment and elutriate chemistry; bioassays; 
and bioaccumulation studies are routinely conducted under the Regional Implementation Agreement 
among the EPA, Region 6, and the USACE, Galveston and New Orleans districts (EPA/USACE, 2003) 
on all maintenance material. The results of that monitoring, plus studies conducted prior to designation of 
the existing ODMDSs (EPA, 1983a), indicated no problems at the existing ODMDSs in the past. There is 
no reason to expect problems with future maintenance material from the Extension. However, the 
alternatives analysis indicates that should the preferred sites be found in the future to be nonsuitable and 
de-designation of the preferred sites proves desirable, other areas are available and suitable for use as an 
ODMDS. 

4.1.1.4 40 CFR 228.5(d) 

The sizes of ocean disposal sites will be limited in order to localize for identification and control any 
immediate adverse impacts and to permit the implementation of effective monitoring and surveillance 
programs to prevent adverse long-range impacts. The size, configuration, and location of any disposal 
site will be determined as a part of the disposal site evaluation or designation study. 

The sizes of the sites are as small as possible to reasonably meet the criteria stated in 40 CFR 228.5 and 
228.6(a). The determined size of each proposed ODMDS is 5.32 square statute miles (4.02 square 
nautical miles). The monitoring program should provide adequate surveillance to prevent adverse long-
range impacts. 
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4.1.1.5 40 CFR 228.5(e) 

EPA will, wherever feasible, designate ocean dumping sites beyond the edge of the Continental Shelf and 
other such sites that have been historically used. 

Cost, safety, and time factors plus difficulties with monitoring and surveillance dictate that the distance to 
the edge of the Continental Shelf off Sabine Pass precludes the use of any ODMDS off the shelf. 
Additionally, the lack of resilience of the deep-ocean benthic community indicates that an off-shelf 
placement site would cause severe impacts to the off-shelf benthic community. No environmental 
advantage to an off-shelf site was noted, whereas impacts to the human environment were less with a 
nearshore site for safety reasons. The historically used ODMDSs, while large enough to accommodate 
future maintenance material, are cost prohibitive. 

4.1.2 Eleven Specific Factors 

40 CFR 228.6(a) states that the factors included below as sections 4.1.2.1 through 4.1.2.11 would be 
considered in the selection process for site designation. 

4.1.2.1 40 CFR 228.6(a)(1) 

Geographical position, depth of water, bottom topography, and distance from coast. 

The preferred sites, as determined in Chapter 2, are bounded by the following coordinates noted in 
sections 2.3.6 and 3.2.1 (see also Figure 2-3): 

A ODMDS  
29° 24′ 47″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W; 29° 24′ 47″ N, 93° 41′ 08″ W 
29° 22′ 48″ N, 93° 41′ 09″ W; 29° 22′ 49″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

  

B ODMDS  
29° 21′ 59″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W; 29° 21′ 59″ N, 93° 41′ 08″ W 
29° 20′ 00″ N, 93° 41′ 09″ W; 29° 20′ 00″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

  

C ODMDS  
29° 19′ 11″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W; 29° 19′ 11″ N, 93° 41′ 09″ W 
29° 17′ 12″ N, 93° 41′ 09″ W; 29° 17′ 12″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

  

D ODMDS  
29° 16′ 22″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W; 29° 16′ 22″ N, 93° 41′ 10″ W 
29° 14′ 24″ N, 93° 44′ 10″ W; 29° 14′ 24″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

The water depth at the preferred sites ranges from 39 to 46 feet (see Figure 2-6), the bottom topography is 
flat, and proposed ODMDS A, the most-inshore proposed ODMDS, is approximately 19 miles from the 
coast at its closest point. 
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4.1.2.2 40 CFR 228.6(a)(2) 

Location in relation to breeding, spawning, nursery, feeding or passage areas of living resources in adult 
or juvenile phases. 

Nekton of the nearshore Gulf can be grouped in three categories: estuarine-dependent species; seasonal-
migrant species; and permanent-resident species. The most abundant nearshore species are the estuarine-
dependent species, which spawn offshore, move into the estuarine nursery areas as larvae to develop and 
mature, and return to the ocean as juveniles or adults. The seasonal migrants may also pass through the 
nearshore ocean waters in transit. The proposed ODMDSs can be described as being between the 
principal spawning areas and the estuarine nursery areas. The passage of organisms to and from the 
spawning-nursery areas is not expected to be adversely affected by the water column and benthic effects 
associated with ocean disposal of dredged material at the proposed ODMDSs. The migration route is not 
limited geographically to the ODMDSs. Therefore, migration and spawning are not expected to be 
adversely affected by dredged material disposal. The proposed ODMDSs are not expected to adversely 
affect surf zone or estuarine nursery areas. These areas are beyond the area potentially affected by ocean 
disposal operations. The migration paths of sea turtles and large marine mammals near the alternative 
sites are poorly known. It is unlikely that localized and intermittent dredged material disposal operations 
would adversely affect migration, feeding, or nesting of marine mammals and sea turtles. Endangered and 
threatened species are discussed in other sections of this EIS. 

Sabine Bank is excluded, as are the jetties, but the jetties are so far from the proposed ODMDSs that no 
buffer zones were assigned. The jetties provide a migratory passage for brown and white shrimp, blue 
crab, drum, sheepshead, and southern flounder. Sabine Bank, as noted in Section 4.1.2.3 is at a safe 
distance from any proposed ODMDS. There are no partially submerged shipwrecks, which improve 
fishing, in any of the proposed ODMDSs. 

4.1.2.3 40 CFR 228.6(a)(3) 

Location in relation to beaches or other amenity areas. 

The preferred sites are over 19 miles from any beach and Sabine Bank is at least 1.7 miles from any of the 
proposed ODMDSs. According to the modeling (Section 2.3.4.2), the maximum distance for the mounded 
dredged material to reach ambient depth was 1,081 feet (see Table 2-3). Doubling this would provide a 
buffer of 0.4 mile, only a fraction of the 1.7 miles to Sabine Bank.  

4.1.2.4 40 CFR 228.6(a)(4) 

Types and quantities of wastes proposed to be disposed of and proposed methods of release, including 
methods of packaging the waste, if any. 

Table 2-1 provides the quantities of virgin and maintenance material expected to be dredged, by hopper 
dredge, from the proposed Extension that are proposed for placement in ODMDSs A–D. Table 2-2 



 

100007609/050232 4-5 

provides the quantities of virgin and maintenance material expected to be dredged from the existing 
Entrance Channel and placed in existing ODMDSs 1–4. As was concluded in Section 2.3.4.8, there are no 
environmental quality constraints on the material to be dredged so no special location or precautions 
would be necessary for the placement of the approximately 18.7 mcy of new work material to be dredged 
during construction of the Extension, the approximately 24.3 mcy of new work material to be dredged 
during deepening of the existing Entrance Channel, the approximately 3.0 mcy of maintenance material 
per cycle expected to be dredged during Extension maintenance, and the approximately 10.5 mcy of 
maintenance material per cycle expected to be dredged during the existing Entrance Channel 
maintenance. The proposed ODMDSs were located in a sediment regime as near to that of the expected 
placement material as is possible in the general vicinity (Section 2.3.6). 

4.1.2.5 40 CFR 228.6(a)(5) 

Feasibility of surveillance and monitoring. 

The preferred site is amenable to surveillance and monitoring. The proposed monitoring and surveillance 
program consists of (1) a method for recording the location of each discharge; (2) bathymetric surveys; 
and, (3) grain-size analysis, sediment chemistry characterization, and benthic infaunal analysis at selected 
stations. 

4.1.2.6 40 CFR 228.6(a)(6) 

Dispersal, horizontal transport, and vertical mixing characteristics of the area, including prevailing 
current velocity, if any. 

These physical oceanographic parameters were used to develop the necessary buffer zones for the 
exclusion analysis and to determine if the size of the preferred sites was adequate. Predominant longshore 
currents, and thus predominant longshore transport, are to the west. Long-term mounding has not 
historically occurred in the existing ODMDSs. Therefore, steady longshore transport and occasional 
storms, including hurricanes, remove the placed material from the sites. 

4.1.2.7 40 CFR 228.6(a)(7) 

Existence and effects of current and previous discharges and dumping in the area (including cumulative 
effects). 

The discussion of the results of chemical and bioassay testing of samples from the proposed Extension 
and surrounds concluded that there were no indications of water or sediment quality problems in the ZSF, 
including the preferred sites. Testing of past maintenance material indicates that it was acceptable for 
ocean placement under 40 CFR 227. Based on current direction and modeling of the virgin and 
maintenance material, the preferred sites were situated to prevent discharged material from reentering the 
channel and to ensure that any mounding poses no obstruction to navigation. No cumulative mounding 
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has been detected at the existing ODMDSs and there is no reason to expect any at the proposed 
ODMDSs. 

4.1.2.8 40 CFR 228.6(a)(8) 

Interference with shipping, fishing, recreation, mineral extraction, desalination, fish and shellfish culture, 
areas of special scientific importance and other legitimate uses of the ocean. 

The items from the above list that are pertinent to the present situation are shipping, mineral extraction, 
commercial and recreational fishing, and recreational areas. The preferred site would not interfere with 
these or other legitimate uses of the ocean because the exclusion process was designed to prevent the 
selection of sites that would interfere. Placement operations in the past have not interfered with other 
uses. 

4.1.2.9 40 CFR 228.6(a)(9) 

Existing water quality and ecology of the site as determined by available data or by trend assessment or 
baseline surveys. 

As noted briefly above in Section 4.1.1.2 and in detail in Sections 3.3.3 and 3.3.4, a baseline study was 
conducted on samples from the proposed Extension and the ZSF. No water or sediment quality concerns 
were indicated. Benthos of the area was characterized. In general, the water and sediment quality is good 
throughout the ZSF (PBS&J, 2004) and in the historically used ODMDSs (EPA, 1983a). This latter 
indicates that there have been no long-term impacts on water and sediment quality. As noted in EPA 
(1983a), there also appear to be no long-term impacts on the benthos at the historically used ODMDS, 
and none is expected with use of the proposed sites. The available data were used to determine the 
locations and sizes of the preferred sites. 

4.1.2.10 40 CFR 228.6(a)(10) 

Potentiality for the development or recruitment of nuisance species in the disposal site. 

With a disturbance to any benthic community, initial recolonization would be by opportunistic species. 
However, these species are not nuisance species in the sense that they would interfere with other 
legitimate uses of the ocean, that they are human pathogens, or that they are nonindigenous, nuisance 
species. The placement of maintenance material in the past has not attracted or promoted, and the 
placement of the virgin material and future maintenance material should not attract or promote, the 
development or recruitment of nuisance species. 

4.1.2.11 40 CFR 228.6(a)(11) 

Existence of or in close proximity to the site of significant natural or cultural features of historical 
importance. 
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MMS records indicate that no historic shipwrecks are mapped within the limits of the proposed 
ODMDSs. However, no remote-sensing surveys have been conducted. Placement activities are not 
expected to adversely impact unrecorded wrecks given the depth of water through which the material 
would settle, the expected depth of burial at the time of placement, and the dispersive nature of the seabed 
environment in this portion of the Gulf. The distribution, depth, and dispersion of dredged material within 
these ODMDSs have been evaluated by numerical modeling (PBS&J, 2006). Dredged material would be 
dropped by hopper dredge onto these ODMDSs, forming mound fields with individual mounds totaling 
no more than 5 feet in height. The effects of the deposition of material on any undiscovered resource 
would be cushioned by settling through water depths ranging from 30 to 45 feet. Previous monitoring of 
existing PAs and studies of bottom ocean currents has determined that the material would disperse 
between maintenance cycles and not accumulate. The proposed ODMDSs are located in Federal waters; 
the Texas SHPO chooses not to comment on projects located outside of state waters. 

4.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERIZATION 

4.2.1 Physical Environment 

Of the areas discussed in the Physical Environment section (Section 3.3), there would be no impacts from 
designation of the preferred site on climatology or meteorology. 

4.2.1.1 Oceanography 

4.2.1.1.1 Bathymetry 

There would always be localized and temporary changes in bathymetry caused by dredged material 
placement. However, studies of the existing ODMDSs indicate that, over the long term, there is little or 
no buildup of materials. The preferred sites were selected so that the temporary reduction in water depth 
and long-term transport of material from the sites would cause no adverse impacts. 

4.2.1.1.2 Circulation and Mixing 

The determined area of the preferred sites is small compared to the shelf area off Sabine Pass. As noted 
above, changes in bathymetry are small and temporary. Therefore, the placement of dredged material 
anywhere in the nonexcluded part of the ZSF would have negligible impact on the circulation and mixing 
of shelf waters. 

4.2.1.2 Water Quality 

Possible effects on water quality relative to dissolved oxygen (DO), oxygen demand, turbidity, heavy 
metals, pesticides, and nutrients are discussed below. 

The DO concentration in the water column at a dredged material placement site may temporarily decrease 
(Brown and Clark, 1968; Hopkins, 1972; Pearce, 1972), not change (May, 1973), or increase (Wakeman, 
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1974; Windom, 1972). May (1973) found that although the water column DO did not change, a temporary 
decrease was found at the water/sediment interface in the areas of mud flow. He found little apparent 
difference in the immediate oxygen demand between recently deposited sediments from dredged material 
placement and other sediments. May (1973), Jones and Lee (1978), Peddicord (1979), and Lee (1976) 
agree that even with sediments that have a high total oxygen demand, as measured in the laboratory, 
oxygen depletion upon placement is not likely to cause adverse environmental impacts because only a 
small part of the oxygen demand is exerted at placement. 

The most obvious result of dredged material placement to the water column is turbidity which has been 
shown to reduce primary production in laboratory studies (Sherk, 1971). Field studies, however, have 
shown essentially no biological impacts from turbidity (Odum and Wilson, 1962; May, 1973). May 
(1973) found that on a still day, the turbidity plume was detectable from an aircraft, more than a mile 
downcurrent. On days when winds caused natural turbidity in an estuarine system, the plume was not 
detectable more than a few hundred yards downcurrent from an active dredge. He also noted that because 
the small size of the particles, responsible for an extended turbidity, causes them to behave differently 
than most of the disposed material, the turbidity plume has little relationship to dredged sediment 
distribution, except near the dredge. Impacts from increased turbidity would be less nearshore, where 
higher turbidity is common, than they would be farther offshore in more-pristine water. 

Wildish and Power (1985) found that smelt avoid water containing suspended sediments at concentrations 
above a certain threshold level, which was about 20 mg/L under their test conditions. Allen and Hardy 
(1980) note that direct destruction of nekton from suspended solids associated with dredging and 
placement is of little consequence because of their ability to avoid the turbid water. 

May (1973) found that total suspended solids was reduced by 92 percent within 100 feet of the discharge 
point, by 98 percent at 200 feet, and that concentrations above 100 mg/L were seldom found beyond 
400 feet from the placement point. Therefore, unless contaminants are released from the discharged 
sediments, more than short-term, local impacts could not be expected from the total suspended solids 
(TSS) resulting from discharge. 

Chemical analyses of elutriates made with past maintenance material and samples from the proposed 
extension and surrounding area indicate that no significant release of constituents from the sediment can 
be expected during dredging and placement (sections 3.3.3 and 3.3.4). Additionally, examination of water 
at the existing ODMDSs yields no indications of water quality problems and past studies at the existing 
ODMDSs (EPA, 1983a) show no water problems caused by placement activities. 

In summary, water quality impacts from dredged material placement anywhere in the nonexcluded part of 
the ZSF would be temporary, localized, and nonsignificant. 
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4.2.1.3 Sediment Quality and Characteristics 

There are no sediment quality problems at the historically used or proposed ODMDSs or surrounding 
areas, as determined by past testing (Section 3.3.4) and monitoring (EPA, 1983a). The only expected 
detrimental impacts on bottom sediments caused by the placement of virgin material from the 48-Foot 
Project and future maintenance material would result from grain-size distribution, not sediment quality. 
The sediment regime offshore of Sabine Pass matches neither that of the construction material nor the 
maintenance material, but there is no area near Sabine Pass that is a better match. Additionally, 
monitoring of the existing ODMDSs, where the same situation exists, indicated no long-term impacts to 
the local benthos (EPA, 1983a). 

4.2.2 Biological Environment 

The biological impacts that are discussed in this document are the result of dredged material placement, 
not site designation per se. Site designation provides an acceptable ocean location for the placement of 
dredged materials.  

4.2.2.1 Plankton 

The impact of placement at the preferred sites on phytoplankton would probably be greater than that 
associated with placement at more-offshore sites, slope sites, or abyss sites since Kamykowski et al. 
(1977) and MMS (2002) found a larger standing crop at near-shore stations. Both negative and positive 
impacts would occur. A localized increase in turbidity would occur, which has been found to decrease 
phytoplankton production in laboratory studies (Sherk, 1971), and Kamykowski et al. (1977) found total 
zooplankton abundance to be inversely related to turbidity. Conversely, the decrease in phytoplankton 
production, presumably from decreased available light, has been found to be offset by increased nutrient 
content (Kamykowski et al., 1977; Morton, 1977). In past studies of the impacts of dredged material 
placement from turbidity and nutrient release, the effects are both localized and temporary (Odum and 
Wilson, 1962; May, 1973; Brannon et. al., 1978; Kraus, 1991; Dragos and Peven, 1994). Thus, due to the 
small area represented by the proposed ODMDSs, relative to the Gulf shelf near Sabine Pass, and the 
reproductive capacity and natural variation in plankton populations, the impacts of dredged material 
placement anywhere within the ZSF are not expected to be significant, and, therefore, impacts at the 
preferred sites are not expected to be significantly different from those at any other part of the ZSF.  

4.2.2.2 Benthos 

No constituents were found in the virgin sediment that would lead to an expectation that toxic impacts to 
benthos would occur. At the existing ODMDSs, when dredging occurred between two benthos 
investigations, the only change found by EPA (1983a) that could potentially be related to dredged 
material placement was a slight decrease in the percentage of deposit feeders. The only major expected 
impact to the benthos, i.e., burial, would also be expected to be slightly less at a nearshore site since the 
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nearshore area is naturally more turbulent than the deeper areas of the ZSF, and therefore is inhabited by a 
more-resilient, opportunistic community. 

4.2.2.3 Nekton 

Wright (1978) indicates that nekton is not directly affected by dredged material placement since they can 
avoid areas of high turbidity. Some flatfish might be buried and would die, but as discussed in Rhoads 
and Carey (1997), some near the periphery of the mound would dig up through the material and survive. 
The benthos at the site, which would have been used as a food source, would be lost, but the area of the 
site is as small as is feasible and is small compared to the offshore area near Sabine Pass. The elutriate 
analyses and bioassessments with undisturbed virgin sediment yielded no expectation of short-term water 
column or benthic toxicity from dredging or placement operations, except from increased turbidity. 
Therefore, no significant impacts to the nekton of the area from the proposed dredging and placement 
operations are expected. 

4.2.2.4 Essential Fish Habitat 

Section 3.10.2.3 of the SNWW CIP FEIS lists the organisms for which the study area has been designated 
as EFH. As a review of that section would demonstrate, the organisms listed there are either (1) mostly 
dependent on estuaries or hard-bottom areas (reefs, rigs, etc.) for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth 
to maturity, (2) spawn at depths beyond the range of the proposed ODMDSs, or (3) they are so widely 
distributed in the offshore study area that any impacts from use of the proposed ODMDSs would be 
negligible. 

4.2.2.5 Threatened and Endangered Species 

Of the Threatened or Endangered Species Act noted in Section 3.12 of the SNWW CIP FEIS and the 
biological assessment for the SNWW CIP, only sea turtles and whales would be found as far offshore as 
the propose ODMDSs. While rare off Texas, the listed species of sea turtles may be present in the project 
area during certain portions of the year. From 1995 through 2005, the total take of sea turtles from 
dredging in the Sabine Pass Entrance Channel by hopper dredges (cutterhead suction dredges move too 
slowly to capture sea turtles) was only one Kemp’s ridley sea turtle and one loggerhead sea turtle 
(NOAA, 2003). In 2006, maintenance dredging in the Sabine Bank Channel resulted in the lethal take of 
one Kemp’s ridley sea turtle, but there were no lethal takes in the 2008 dredging of the Sabine Pass Outer 
Bar Channel (USACE, 2009). The effects of placing dredged material at the proposed sites include (1) a 
collision potential from the vessel; (2) the deposition of dredged material on sea turtles and forage areas, 
and (3) the possibility of trash and debris from the dredge operation. Regarding the deposition of dredged 
material, modeling indicates that most of the dredged material is confined to a relatively small area. Since 
this is a short-term effect, and considering the mobility of the sea turtle species and the lack of limestone 
ledges in the proposed ODMDSs, the sea turtles should easily be able to avoid a descending plume, and 
available food sources should not be seriously reduced (NOAA, 2003). Regarding the vessel and debris 
possibility, it is the combined effect of many marine activities (e.g., oil spills, oil and gas operations, 
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commercial fishing, marine transportation, etc.) that constitute the hazard and not a single activity such as 
a dredge operation. These activities, combined with natural predation and development on land, result in a 
cumulative adverse impact on sea turtles (MMS, 1997). As noted in Section 4.13.2 of the SNWW CIP 
FEIS to which this document is appended, it has been determined that the proposed site designation does 
not constitute an adverse impact on listed sea turtles. EPA concurs that the proposed site designation does 
not constitute an adverse impact on the listed sea turtles.  

In contrast to the sea turtles, the listed whales are found in deep oceanic waters off the continental slope. 
Based on the shallow-water location of the placement site, EPA has determined that no adverse impact 
would result from site designation on the listed whale species. 

4.2.2.6 Marine Sanctuaries and Special Biological Resource Areas 

The jetties are too far from the proposed ODMDSs to be impacted. The only other fishing area of special 
concern, Sabine Bank, is at least 1.7 miles from any proposed ODMDS and would not be impacted by use 
of any proposed ODMDS, based on the modeling studies. Therefore, no impacts are expected to any 
special biological resource areas. There are no marine sanctuaries in the ZSF. 

4.2.3 Socioeconomic Environment 

The selection process used to generate the excluded and nonexcluded areas of the ZSF was conducted to 
exclude other features and amenities. Beaches are at least 12 miles from the most-inshore proposed 
ODMDS. There are no known cultural or historic sites in any of the proposed ODMDSs. Therefore, there 
should be no impacts to other features and amenities from dredged material placement anywhere within 
the proposed ODMDSs. There are no oil and gas production facilities in the proposed ODMDSs, and, 
therefore, there should be no impacts on mineral extraction. 

4.2.3.1 Commercial and Recreational Fisheries 

Wright (1978) indicates that nekton, including commercial and recreational species, are not directly 
affected by dredged material placement since they can avoid areas of high turbidity. Additionally, the 
elutriate analyses and bioassessments give no indication of short-term toxicity from placement operations. 
The jetties are too far away to be impacted and the one fish haven, Sabine Bank, is at least 1.7 miles from 
any of the proposed ODMDSs. As noted in Section 4.1.2.3, this is much farther than any buffer zones that 
could be developed from the modeling that was conducted. Therefore, no significant impacts to 
commercial and recreational fisheries are expected should the proposed ODMDSs be selected for 
designation.  

4.2.3.2 Shipping 

Impacts to shipping are not expected since the navigation channel buffer zone is exceeded by the location 
of the preferred sites. More importantly, the navigation safety fairway was excluded from the ZSF, thus 
removing the hopper dredge during placement from possible ship traffic. 
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4.2.3.3 Environmental Justice 

The proposed ODMDSs are all submerged areas at least 21 miles from shore. The Texas Point BU 
Feature is onshore but it is part of an NWR. Therefore, designation of the proposed ODMDSs for 
placement of construction and future maintenance material from the Entrance Channel Extension portion 
of the proposed 48-foot channel would have no disproportionate adverse human health or environmental 
impacts on minority and low-income populations. 

4.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative impact has been defined by the President’s Council on Environmental Quality as “the impact 
on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or 
person undertakes such action.” Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively 
significant actions taking place over a period of time. Impacts include both direct effects, which are 
caused by an action and occur at the same time and place as the action, and indirect effects, which are also 
caused by the action and occur later in time and are farther removed in distance, but which are still 
reasonably foreseeable. Ecological effects refer to effects on natural resources and on the components, 
structures, and functioning of affected ecosystems, whether direct, indirect, or cumulative. 

No individual projects were determined as pertinent to the cumulative impacts from site designation but 
types of activities can be addressed. Cumulative impacts could occur at the proposed ODMDSs if the 
impacts of other activities in the area (shipping, recreational, and commercial fishing, and oil and gas 
exploration and production) compounded the impacts of designation and, thus, placement of dredged 
material in the proposed ODMDSs. To assess this, one must determine if the impacts that are likely with 
these activities would affect the ecosystems impacted by dredged material placement in the ocean. A 
review of Section 4.2 indicates that the only expected impacts from dredged material placement are short-
term, temporary impacts to the water column and longer-term but still temporary impacts to the benthos. 
Shipping and recreational and commercial fishing would impact neither of these resources unless there 
was a spill of fuels or cargo. There is no way to quantify these events, but they are not common and 
would have to co-occur with placement, which is expected to occur on 1- to 5-year intervals, before 
cumulative impacts would occur. There are no oil and/or gas wells in the proposed ODMDSs so 
cumulative impacts from drilling and dredged material placement cannot be expected. There are platforms 
in the vicinity, and the pipelines that connect them to shore, that could potentially result in an oil spill but 
the occurrence of oil spills in the Gulf from platforms accidents and pipeline leaks is very rare, and 
cumulative impacts from platform operations and dredged material placement cannot be expected. 
Additional environmental stressors such as hypoxia could add to impacts from site designation. While the 
placement of dredged material could temporarily reduce the DO content of the water column at the 
ODMDSs during placement, as discussed in Section 3.4.3, the area of hypoxia in the Gulf is quite large, 
ranging from Galveston to the Mississippi delta, relative to the area of the proposed ODMDSs, and 
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monitoring of the water near the existing ODMDSs showed no indication of anoxia (EPA, 1983a). Thus, 
the dredged material component of any cumulative impacts from anoxia is expected to be insignificant. 

Dredging and placement of construction and maintenance material, as well as these other types of 
activities and stressors, have been ongoing for decades off Sabine Pass with no indication of significant 
cumulative environmental deterioration. Placement of additional material at the existing ODMDSs and 
placement of material in the proposed ODMDSs, which should be very similar to that placed at the 
existing ODMDSs in the past, should not change the situation. 

4.4 ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE 
AVOIDED 

Ocean placement cannot legally occur without site designation, and therefore, there are a number of 
unavoidable environmental impacts that result from the placement of dredged material, e.g., increase in 
turbidity and suspended solids; potential release of minor quantities of heavy metals, oil and grease, and 
nutrients; a change in DO content; and smothering of the benthos. However, these impacts would result 
from the placement of dredged material no matter where the ocean placement site is located. The 
preferred sites minimize impacts to the extent possible. However, certain impacts would occur, most 
notably the temporary loss of most of the benthic infauna in the actual discharge areas. Based on EPA 
(1983a), essentially complete recovery can be expected between dredging cycles. 

4.5 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES 
OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND 
ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

Ocean disposal of dredged material within the proposed site would not affect the long-term productivity 
of the site or the adjoining area. Long-term impacts of dredged materials at the preferred disposal sites 
would be minimized as described in sections 4.1 and 4.2. 

4.6 ANY IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF 
RESOURCES 

The designation of the proposed ODMDSs for dredged material disposal may result in the following 
irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources:  

1. Fuel, labor, and equipment rental expenses would be incurred by the dredge during transport of 
the dredged material to the ODMDSs and during return transits (the total of these expenses would 
increase as the distance to the disposal site increases). 

2. Temporary loss of benthic organisms at the site due to smothering by the dredged material, 
temporary disruption of the biotic community. 

3. Loss of the dredged materials for other uses such as beach nourishment. 
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Final designation of the preferred site would commit the benthic infauna in the proposed ODMDSs during 
construction. The resources associated with the monitoring program, e.g., manpower, diesel fuel, 
sampling gear, and boat time, would be committed during monitoring. 

4.7 ENERGY AND NATURAL OR DEPLETABLE RESOURCE 
REQUIREMENTS AND CONSERVATION POTENTIAL OF 
VARIOUS ALTERNATIVES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

The No-Action Alternative was not considered viable and is, therefore, not pertinent. Within the bounds 
of the guidelines for site designation, the distance traveled by the dredges, which accounts for the time 
required for dredging and the fuel requirements, are kept to a minimum with the use of the proposed 
ODMDSs. Sites farther offshore and nearer to shore would require more time for the dredging/placement 
process and increased travel distance and more fuel. Therefore, use of the proposed sites requires the 
minimum energy requirements of any viable alternative. 

4.8 COMPLIANCE WITH COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT PLANS 

Since the proposed ODMDSs are well outside Texas and Louisiana State Waters and thus outside the 
respective State Coastal Zones and since the modeling indicates no impacts to the respective State Coastal 
Zones, compliance with the Texas and Louisiana CZMPs is not required for designation of the proposed 
ODMDSs. However, the SNWW CIP, as a whole, has been determined to be consistent with the Texas 
and Louisiana CZMPs (Appendix I to the SNWW CIP FEIS). 
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5.0 SELECTED PLAN 

5.1 EXISTING ENTRANCE CHANNEL 

Since the modeling has shown that the existing ODMDSs have sufficient capacity to hold both future 
construction and maintenance material from the existing Entrance Channel, the Selected Plan for this 
portion of the 48-foot channel is the continued use of designated ODMDSs 1–4. Pertinent information for 
these ODMDSs is included in the tables in Section 3.1.1 and on Figure 2-4. 

5.2 ENTRANCE CHANNEL EXTENSION 

The selected plan for the Entrance Channel Extension is the designation of proposed ODMDSs A–D, as 
shown on Figure 2-4, for the placement of the construction and maintenance material from the extended 
portion of the Entrance Channel that would be part of the proposed 48-foot channel. Pertinent information 
on these proposed ODMDSs is provided in the table in Section 3.2.1. A monitoring program, as described 
in Section 2.4.2, is also included in the Selected Plan for the Entrance Channel Extension. 
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6.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 

 

Name/Title Experience EIS Area of Responsibility 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 

  

Barbara Keeler 30 years, Coastal Environmental 
Science and NEPA 

SNWW Interagency Coordination 
Team and Habitat Workgroup 

Stephen Bainter, Ocean Dumping 
Coordinator 

30 years, Environmental Related 
Activities 

ODMDS EIS Technical and Policy 
Review 

Renee Bellew, Ocean Dumping 
Coordinator 

9 years, Environmental Related 
Activities 

ODMDS EIS Technical and Policy 
Review 

   

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Galveston District 

  

Janelle Stokes, Regional 
Environmental Specialist 

24 years, Environmental Impact 
Assessment and Impact Analysis, 
Cultural Resource Coordination, 
Archaeological Research and Surveys 

Project Coordination and review 

Rob Hauch, Physical Scientist 26 years, Environmental Impact 
Assessment and Impact Analysis; 
Dredged Material, Water, and 
Sediment Quality Analyses 

Project Review 

PBS&J   
Martin Arhelger, Vice President, 
Project Director 

28 years, Environmental Assessment 
and Impact Analysis 

Project Manager, water and sediment 
quality 

Anthony Risko, PE, Senior Project 
Manager 

20 years, Coastal Resources Studies Project Manager, Regional Sediment 
Management 

Derek Green, Biologist, Wildlife 
Specialist 

21 years, Environmental Assessment 
and Analysis 

Wildlife and habitat, endangered and 
threatened species 

Bob Gearhart, Archaeologist, 
Magnetometer and Side-Scan Sonar 
Specialist 

19 years, Marine Archaeology Marine archaeology 

Tricia LaRue, Environmental Planner 3 years, Planning and 
Socioeconomics 

Socioeconomics 

Ka Leung Lee, Ph.D., PE, Senior 
Water Resources Engineer 

12 years, Water Quality Modeling MDFATE Modeling 

Lisa Vitale, Marine/Aquatic Biologist 14 years, Marine/Aquatic Biology Marine Fisheries/EFH 
Michael Hettenhausen, 
Environmental Planner 

2 years, Planning and document 
review 

General ecology, document review 

Eric Monshaugen, GIS Specialist 2 years, GIS GIS data/figures 
Chris Vidrick, Lead Word Processor 30 years, Word Processing Word Processing, document review 
Linda Nance, Technical Editor 35 years, Technical Editing Technical document editing 
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Mid-Shelf and Continental Slope Alternatives, 2-2, 2-4, 2-30 

Minerals Management Service (MMS), 2-11, 2-23, 2-25, 3-14, 
3-16, 3-23, 4-7, 4-9 

modeling, 2-1, 2-9, 2-16, 2-18, 2-22, 4-1, 4-4, 4-7, 4-10, 4-11, 
4-14, 5-1, 6-1 

monitoring, 1-6, 2-2, 2-4, 2-5, 2-11, 2-12, 2-13, 2-16, 2-30, 2-
31, 4-2, 4-5, 4-7, 4-13, 4-14 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 1-1, 2-9, 4-1 

navigation channel, 1-6, 2-5, 2-11, 2-23 

navigation improvements, 2-1 

new work material, 2-16, 2-18, 3-5 

No-Action Alternative, 2-1, 2-30, 4-14 

ocean disposal, 1-5, 2-2, 2-30, 4-4, 4-13 

Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Sites (ODMDS), 1-1, 1-5, 2-
1, 2-9, 2-13, 2-18, 2-26, 2-30, 3-1, 3-2, 3-23, 4-12, 4-13 

ocean placement, 1-1, 2-1, 4-5, 4-13 

offshore dredging, 2-1 

offshore sites, 1-1, 4-9 

phytoplankton, 3-13, 4-9 

pipeline dredges, 2-1, 2-4 

placement of dredged material, 1-1, 1-5, 3-7, 4-7, 4-9, 4-12, 4-
13 

platforms, 2-12, 2-25, 3-22, 4-12 

preferred sites, 2-26, 2-27, 2-30, 4-2, 4-3, 4-6, 4-9, 4-13 

reefs, 2-26, 3-9, 3-17, 4-1 

Regional Sediment Management (RSM), 2-7, 2-9 

Sabine Pass Channel, 1-1, 2-2, 3-23 

Sabine Pass Jetty Channel, 2-4, 2-14 

Sabine Pass Outer Bar Channel, 1-6, 4-10 

Sabine-Neches Waterway Channel Improvement Project, 1-1, 
1-6, 2-2, 4-10 

sea turtles, 3-16, 4-4, 4-10 

sediment, 1-6, 2-11, 2-26, 3-3, 3-5, 3-11, 4-9 

Sediment Transport, 3-12 

shellfish, 3-15 

Site Management and Monitoring Plan, 2-31 

Stockpiling Alternative, 2-7 

Texas Point National Wildlife Refuge (TPNWR), 2-5 

Threatened or Endangered Species Act, 4-10 

total suspended solids (TSS), 4-8 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 1-1, 1-5, 1-6, 2-2, 2-
10 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 1-1, 1-5, 1-6, 2-
1, 2-4, 2-7, 2-9, 2-13, 2-22, 2-27, 2-30, 3-2, 3-3, 3-7, 3-9, 
3-23, 4-2, 4-6, 4-9, 4-11, 4-13 

water quality, 3-11, 4-7 
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Water Quality Criteria (WQC), 3-3, 3-11 

Water Quality Improvement Act, 1-5 

Zone of Siting Feasibility (ZSF), 2-10, 2-11, 2-22, 2-23, 3-3, 4-
5, 4-10 

zooplankton, 3-13, 4-9 
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MDFATE Modeling Results 



 

 

Note for Attachment A: 

All profiles, except for one set (ODMDS 1), are depicted both as a top-view contour map and as an 
oblique view showing vertical relief, albeit on a greatly exaggerated vertical-to-horizontal scale. 
However, for some reason that could not be determined, MDFATE would not generate all files for 
ODMDS 1, such that the oblique view could not be captured and presented in this attachment. 
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ATTACHMENT C 
SITE MANAGEMENT AND MONITORING PLAN 

SABINE-NECHES WATERWAY, TEXAS 
OCEAN DREDGED MATERIAL DISPOSAL SITES 

I. GENERAL 

The Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA) of 1972 (33 USC Section 1401, et seq.) 

is the legislative authority regulating the disposal of dredged material into ocean waters, including the 

territorial sea. The transportation of dredged material for the purpose of placement into ocean waters is 

permitted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) or in the case of Federal projects, authorized 

for disposal under MPRSA Section 103(e), applying environmental criteria established by the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in the Ocean Dumping Regulations (40 CFR Parts 220–229). 

Section 102(c) of the MPRSA and 40 CFR 228.4(e)(l) authorize the EPA to designate Ocean Dredged 

Material Disposal Sites (ODMDS) in accordance with requirements at 40 CFR 228.5 and 228.6. Section 

103(b) of MPRSA requires that the USACE use dredged material sites designated by EPA to the 

maximum extent feasible. Where use of an EPA-designated site is not feasible, the USACE may, with 

concurrence of EPA, select an alternative site in accordance with MPRSA 103(b).  

Section 228.3 of the Ocean Dumping Regulations established disposal site management responsibilities; 

however, the Water Resources Development Act of 1992 (WRDA 92; Public Law 102-580) included a 

number of amendments to the MPRSA specific to ODMDS management. Section 102(c) of MPRSA as 

amended by Section 506 of WRDA 92 provides that: 

1. Site management plans shall be developed for each ODMDS designated pursuant to Section 
102(c) of MPRSA. 

2.  After January 1, 1995, no ODMDS shall receive a final designation unless a Site Management 
Plan has been developed. 

3.  For ODMDSs that received a final designation prior to January 1, 1995, Site Management 
Plans shall be developed as expeditiously as practicable, but no later than January 1, 1997, 
giving priority to sites with the greatest potential impact on the environment. 

4.  Beginning on January 1, 1997, no permit or authorization for dumping shall be issued for a site 
unless it has received a final designation pursuant to Section 102(c) MPRSA or it is an alternate 
site selected by the USACE under Section 103(b) of MPRSA. 

This Site Management Plan for the Sabine-Neches Waterway, Texas (SNWW) ODMDSs was developed 

jointly by EPA Region 6 and USACE, Galveston District (USACE-SWG). In accordance with Section 

102(c)(3) of the MPRSA, as amended by WRDA 92, the plan includes the following: 

1. A baseline assessment of conditions at the sites; 
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2. A program for monitoring the sites; 

3. Special management conditions or practices to be implemented at the sites that are necessary 
for protection of the environment; 

4. Consideration of the quantity of dredged material to be discharged at the sites, and the 
presence, nature, and bioavailability of the contaminants in the material; 

5. Consideration of the anticipated use of the sites over the long term, including the anticipated 
closure date for the sites, if applicable, and any need for management of the sites after the 
closure; and  

6. A schedule for review and revision of the plan. 

II. SITE MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES 

The purpose of ODMDS management is to ensure that placement activities do not unreasonably degrade 

the marine environment or interfere with other beneficial uses (e.g., navigation) of the ocean. The specific 

objectives of management of the SNWW ODMDSs are as follows: 

1. Ocean discharge of only that dredged material that satisfies the criteria set forth in 40 CFR Part 
227 Subparts B, C, D, E, and G and Part 228.4(e) and is suitable for unrestricted placement at 
the ODMDS; and  

2.  Avoidance of excessive mounding, either within the site boundaries or in areas adjacent to the 
sites, as a direct result of placement operations. 

These objectives will be achieved through the following measures: 

1. Regulation and administration of ocean dumping permits; 

2. Development and maintenance of a site monitoring program; and 

3. Evaluation of permit compliance and monitoring results. 

III. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

In accordance with Section 102(c) of the MPRSA and with the Regional Memorandum of Understanding 

(MOU) between USACE-SWG and EPA Region 6 on Management of ODMDSs signed August 13, 1993, 

EPA is responsible for designation of ODMDSs. Where use of an EPA-designated site is not feasible, the 

USACE-SWG may, with concurrence with EPA Region 6, select an alternative site in accordance with 

Section 103(b) of the MPRSA as amended by Section 506 of WRDA 92. 

Development of Site Management Plans for ODMDSs within USACE-SWG’s area of operation is the 

joint responsibility of EPA Region 6 and the USACE-SWG. Both agencies are responsible for assuring 

that all components of the Site Management Plans are implementable, practicable, and applicable to site 

management decision-making. 
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IV. FUNDING 

Physical, chemical, and biological effects–based testing of dredged material prior to placement at the 

ODMDS shall be undertaken and funded by the Permittee, if the project is permitted, or USACE-SWG, 

for Federal projects. The permittee or USACE-SWG, as appropriate, shall also be responsible for costs 

associated with placement site hydrographic monitoring. Should monitoring indicate that additional 

studies and/or tests are needed at the ODMDSs, the cost for such work would be shared by the Permittee 

or USACE-SWG and EPA Region 6. Physical, chemical, and biological effects-based testing at the 

ODMDS, or in the site environs after discharge, which is not required as a result of hydrographic 

monitoring, shall be funded by EPA Region 6. Federal funding of all aspects of this Site Management 

Plan is contingent on availability of appropriated funds. 

V. BASELINE ASSESSMENT 

A. Site Characterization (Existing Maintenance ODMDSs)  

Four ODMDSs have been designated for maintenance of the SNWW (Figure 1). Following is a brief 

description of each site. 

ODMDS No. 1 is located approximately 16 nautical miles from shore, about 6,000 feet west of the Sabine 

Bank Channel. This site occupies an area of approximately 2.4 square nautical miles, with depths ranging 

from 36 to 43 feet. The site is triangular in shape, with vertices at the following coordinates: 

29°28′03″N, 93°41′14″W 

29°26′11″N, 93°41′14″W 

29°26′11″N, 93°44′11″W 

ODMDS No. 2 is located approximately 11.8 nautical miles from shore, about 6,000 feet southwest of the 

Sabine Bank Channel. This site occupies an area of approximately 4.2 square nautical miles, with depths 

ranging from 30 to 43 feet. The site is trapezoidal in shape, with vertices at the following coordinates: 

29°30′41″N, 93°43′49″W 

29°28′42″N, 93°41′33″W 

29°28′42″N, 93°44′49″W 

29°30′08″N, 93°46′27″W 

ODMDS No. 3 is located approximately 6.8 nautical miles from shore, about 6,000 feet southwest of the 

Sabine Bank Channel. This site occupies an area of approximately 4.7 square nautical miles, with a depth 

of about 33 feet. The site is a pentagon, with vertices at the following coordinates: 

29°34′24″N, 93°48′13″W 
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29°32′47″N, 93°46′16″W 

29°32′06″N, 93°46′29″W 

29°31′42″N, 93°48′16″W 

29°32′59″N, 93°49′48″W 

ODMDS No. 4 is located approximately 2.7 nautical miles from shore, about 500 feet southwest of the 

Sabine Pass Outer Bar Channel. This site occupies an area of approximately 4.2 square nautical miles, 

with depths ranging from 16 to 30 feet. The site is L-shaped, with vertices at the following coordinates: 

29°38′09″N, 93°49′23″W 

29°35′53″N, 93°48′18″W 

29°35′06″N, 93°50′24″W 

29°36′37″N, 93°51′09″W 

29°37′00″N, 93°50′06″W 

29°37′46″N, 93°50′26″W 

Two sediment reference areas have been established for this project. Reference Site 1 and 2 is located east 

of the Sabine Bank Channel with vertices at the following coordinates:  

29°27′30″N, 93°37′00″W 

29°27′30″N, 93°36′45″W 

29°26′38″N, 93°36′45″W 

29°26′38″N, 93°37′00″W 

Reference Site 3 and 4 is located northeast of the Sabine Bank Channel with vertices at the following 

coordinates: 

29°35′52″N, 93°41′45″W 

29°35′52″N, 93°41′30″W 

29°35′00″N, 93°41′30″W 

29°35′00″N, 93°41′45″W 

Baseline conditions at the SNWW Maintenance ODMDSs were assessed during the site designation 

process. Details of baseline conditions, including descriptions of the marine environment in the site 

vicinity and the physical, chemical and biological characteristics of the sediments and the water column at 

the site, are contained in the “Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Sabine-Neches, Texas 

Dredged Material Disposal Site Designation” prepared by EPA, Criteria and Standards Division, in 

March 1983. An update of the general area of the existing ODMDSs is presented in PBS&J (2009). 
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B. Site Characterization (Proposed Extension Channel ODMDSs) 

The proposed ODMDSs A–D are anticipated to receive both virgin material from project construction and 

future maintenance material from the Extension Channel (see Figure 1). They are located 21 to 30 miles 

offshore, with vertices at the following coordinates: 

ODMDS A 

29° 24′ 47″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

29° 24′ 47″ N, 93° 41′ 08″ W 

29° 22′ 48″ N, 93° 41′ 09″ W 

29° 22′ 49″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

ODMDS B 

29° 21′ 59″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

29° 21′ 59″ N, 93° 41′ 08″ W 

29° 20′ 00″ N, 93° 41′ 09″ W 

29° 20′ 00″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

ODMDS C 

29° 19′ 11″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

29° 19′ 11″ N, 93° 41′ 09″ W 

29° 17′ 12″ N, 93° 41′ 09″ W 

29° 17′ 12″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

ODMDS D 

29° 16′ 22″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

29° 16′ 22″ N, 93° 41′ 10″ W 

29° 14′ 24″ N, 93° 44′ 10″ W 

29° 14′ 24″ N, 93° 43′ 29″ W 

These ODMDSs occupy areas of approximately 5.3 square miles each with depths ranging from 44 to 

46 feet. One sediment reference area is proposed for the proposed ODMDSs, since the ODMDS EIS 

found that the offshore area is very constant, both in depth and grain-size characteristics. Reference Site 

A–D is located east of the Extension Channel with vertices at the following coordinates:  

29° 20′ 00″ N, 93° 37′ 00″ W 

29° 20′ 00″ N, 93° 36′ 45″ W 

29° 19′ 08″ N, 93° 36′ 45″ W 

29° 19′ 08″ N, 93° 37′ 00″ W 
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Baseline conditions at the proposed ODMDSs A–D were assessed during the site designation process. 

Details of baseline conditions, including descriptions of the marine environment in the site vicinity and 

the physical, chemical, and biological characteristics of the sediments and the water column at the site, 

are contained in the ODMDS Site Designation EIS to which this Attachment is appended. 

C. Historical Use of Sites  

ODMDS Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 4 received final designation on September 10, 1987 (52 FR 175). The present 

configurations of these sites were established in 1971. They received interim designation in 1977 (42 FR 

7), and were historically used for placement of dredged material throughout this period. A description of 

dredged volumes from 1960 through 1979 is contained within the designation EIS. Dredged quantities 

between 1979 and 2009 are depicted in Table 1. 

TABLE 1 
 

DREDGED QUANTITIES, 1979 TO 2009 

Dredging Interval 
Quantity of Dredged Material 

(cubic yards) 

October 1– 4, 1979 58,080 
March 19–May 30, 1981 3,589,486 
April 27–May 20, 1982 1,693,264 
July 24–August 7, 1983 200,000 
July 22–September 30, 1984 5,835,135 
June 13–September 7, 1985 5,353,000 
May 12–July 13, 1986 5,626,837 
July 11–September 21, 1987 3,972,320 
September 4–October 16, 1988 3,002,319 
April 5–July 20, 1991 5,251,477 
August 22–October 21, 1991 5,566,950 
September 11–November 7, 1992 2,363,981 
December 10, 1993–January 10, 1994 1,911,311 
August 12–September 12, 1994 1,337,096 
September 1 –October 30, 1994 2,899,203 
January 23–April 26, 1996 3,723,835 
March 12–September 25, 1997 4,742,465 
  
August 13–October 7, 1998 4,398,064 
January 11–May 2, 2000 4,782,702 
May 12–June 18, 2001 4,063,603 
July 27 –August 13, 2002 2,877,918 
August 6–September 27, 2003 3,544,956 
December 17, 2004–January 8, 2005 2,922,465 

July 28–August 26, 2006 1,524,203 
December 28, 2007–April 24, 2008 2,646,462 
2009 Maintenance Dredging-Ongoing 

Total 83,887,132 

Average 3,355,485 



 

100007609/050232 8 

The material is dredged from the SNWW: Sabine Bank, Sabine Pass Outer Bar, and Sabine Pass Jetty 

channels, and transported to the ODMDS by hopper dredge or scow. The dredge, either a conventional 

bottom-opening hopper or a split-hulled hopper, travels from the dredging site with its doors closed. Upon 

reaching the designated ODMDS, the hoppers are opened and the material is released as the dredge 

travels through the site. The hoppers are closed before the dredge leaves the site. The disposal operations 

occur 24 hours a day, 7 days a week until the dredging is completed. Historically, dredged material 

release points were not specified; however, a 500-foot-wide no-discharge zone immediately inside the 

boundaries of each ODMDS was observed to prevent short-term transport of the material out of the sites.  

D. Proposed ODMDSs  

The proposed ODMDSs have not previously received any dredged material from the existing SNWW 

project. 

VI. QUANTITY OF MATERIAL AND LEVEL OF CONTAMINATION 

A. Summary of Information Used to Determine Size of the Site  

Historically, the dredging frequency for this navigation project ranges from 1 year for the Outer Bar 

Channel to 5 years for the Jetty Channel, with an average of about 3,355,485 cubic yards (cy) of material 

excavated per dredging contract. The excavated channel sediments can be characterized as clayey-sandy-

silts. Average particle-size distributions are described in Table 2. 

TABLE 2 
 

EXCAVATED CHANNEL SEDIMENT AVERAGE PARTICLE-SIZE DISTRIBUTION 

Location % Sand % Silt % Clay 

Channel 14.6 45.8 39.6 
ODMDS No. 1 95.3 2.3 2.4 
ODMDS No. 2 60.0 24.3 15.8 
ODMDS No. 3 49.4 28.6 22.1 
ODMDS No. 4 9.1 45.8 45.1 
Reference Area 1 and  2 48.8 35.4 15.9 
Reference Area 3 and  4 49.1 33.5 17.4 

As described in the site designation EIS, the existing interim designated ODMDSs were evaluated as an 

alternative for final designation, as were other mid-shelf and deepwater areas. Although no specific 

analyses were conducted to determine optimal size for each placement area, the existing sites were 

determined to be the preferred alternative for final designation. However, the sizes of the sites have been 

re-examined by the use of the MDFATE model from USACE Engineering Research and Design Center 

(ERDC) (PBS&J, 2009) to ensure the sites were large enough to handle the expected maintenance 

material from the SNWW Channel Improvement Project (CIP). Primary considerations in EPA (1983) for 

selecting these sites were as follows: 
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1. Benthic sampling data indicated that despite more than 20 years of disposal, no significant 
changes had occurred in the faunal communities as a result of disposal operations, and that 
future changes in the benthic community were not anticipated to occur from continued disposal 
into these sites. 

2.  The sites are situated in a high-energy erosional zone and can generally accept large volumes of 
dredged material with little apparent net change to the bottom. 

3.  The sites are within the inlet zone and are adjacent to the channel, providing easy access for 
dredged material placement operations and reduce costs. 

4.  Studies have shown that there are no unique fisheries in the area. 

5.  Regulations require that, wherever feasible, historically used sites be designated. 

The irregular shapes of the areas are a result of their locations. ODMDS No. 1 is situated adjacent to the 

safety fairway and Sabine Bank, whereas ODMDS No. 2 is located between the intersection of two safety 

fairways, and Sabine Bank. Similarly, ODMDS No. 3 is located at the intersection of two safety fairways. 

B. Summary of Testing Requirements per Regional Implementation 
Agreement and Summary of Past Dredged Material Evaluations  

On September 24, 1992, a Regional Implementation Agreement (RIA) was executed between EPA 

Region 6, and SWG. The RIA was revised and updated, and a new RIA issued November 3, 2003. This 

RIA described protocols for evaluating the quality of the dredged material and implementation of the 

Green Book (EPA/USACE, 1991). These protocols describe chemical parameters to be analyzed, as well 

as required detection limits. It also specifies how toxicity testing and bioaccumulation assessments are to 

be conducted, as well as organisms to be utilized. Since that time, all sediment evaluations have been 

conducted in accordance with the RIA. Since the mid-1970s before development of the RIA, dredged 

material from the SNWW had been evaluated numerous times to determine suitability for offshore 

placement. This testing was performed to determine levels of metals and organic constituents, as well as 

toxicity and bioaccumulation assessments. Testing performed for this project is summarized in Table 3. 

The testing indicated that the material was suitable for offshore placement without special management 

conditions. 

VII. ANTICIPATED SITE USE 

As previously discussed, the dredging frequency for this project ranges from 1 to 5 years with an average 

of approximately 3,355,000 cy of material excavated per dredging contract. It is anticipated that, with the 

SNWW CIP, the existing maintenance ODMDSs would receive a total of 10.5 million cubic yards (mcy) 

of dredged material per maintenance cycle, and the proposed channel extension ODMDSs would receive 

a total of 3.0 mcy of dredged material per maintenance cycle. Presently, the ODMDSs are coordinated to 

receive dredged material from the federally maintained SNWW CIP. Material from other sources is not 

presently placed at these sites, and none is expected in the foreseeable future, except the construction 

material from the SNWW CIP. 
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TABLE 3 
 

DREDGED MATERIALS TIMETABLE 

Date Type of Testing 

February 22 and March 1, 1977  Pre-dredging Bulk Analyses 
June 1978  Toxicity and Bioaccumulation Assessment 
October 1978  Toxicity and Bioaccumulation Assessment 
September 1979  Toxicity and Bioaccumulation Assessment 
December 1, 1981  Pre-dredging Bulk Analyses 
November 30, 1982  Pre-dredging Bulk Analyses 
November 1983  Toxicity and Bioaccumulation Assessment 
December 1983  Toxicity and Bioaccumulation Assessment 
May 14, 1984  Pre-dredging Bulk Analyses 
February 24, 1986 Pre-dredging Bulk Analyses 
January 29, 1987  Pre-dredging Bulk Analyses 
May 22, 1992  Pre-dredging Bulk Analyses 
November 1993  Toxicity and Bioaccumulation Assessment 
December 8, 1993  Pre-dredging Bulk Analyses 
November 16, 1995  Pre-dredging Bulk Analyses 
February 4, 1998 Pre-dredging Bulk Analyses 
June 10, 1999 Toxicity and Bioaccumulation Assessment 
July 12, 2004 Toxicity and Bioaccumulation Assessment 

Currently, no beneficial use of the material dredged from the offshore segments of the SNWW is 

practiced. It is the policy of the USACE-SWG to implement beneficial uses of dredged material, 

wherever practicable. However, beneficial uses of the material from this project have not yet been 

identified. 

VIII. SPECIAL MANAGEMENT CONDITIONS OR PRACTICES 

Currently, no special management conditions or practices related to placement of dredged material into 

the designated ODMDSs have been required. As previously discussed, evaluations of sediment quality 

have indicated that the material from the channel is suitable for offshore placement without such 

requirements. However, all operations shall be conducted such that the dredged material remains within 

the bounds of the ODMDS immediately following descent to the ocean floor. 

A seasonal restriction has been recommended by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), during 

formal consultation undertaken pursuant to the Endangered Species Act (NMFS, 2007). This restriction 

was based on potential impacts of hopper dredging operations on several species of threatened and 

endangered sea turtles. The recommendation is to restrict hopper dredging to the period from December 1 

through March 31, during which turtle abundance is at a minimum. This recommendation pertains, 

however, only to actual dredging operations, and not placement of the material into the ODMDSs. While 

it may not be practical to observe this restriction for all dredging cycles, it will be practiced when feasible. 
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IX. MONITORING PROGRAM 

The primary purpose of the Site Monitoring Program is to evaluate the impact of the placement of 

dredged material on the marine environment. The evaluations will be used for making decisions, 

preventing unacceptable adverse effects beyond the site boundary, and ensuring regulatory compliance 

over the life of the ODMDS. Emphasis will be placed on determining physical impacts since, to date, 

dredged material from the SNWW has been determined to be acceptable for ocean placement without 

special conditions; however, consideration of contaminants will also be included. Testing of dredged 

material is conducted based on Green Book and RIA procedures; however, it is necessary to verify that 

the decisions made regarding the suitability of the dredged material are correct and that the material is not 

having an adverse impact to the environment. In the event that the material persists in the ODMDS, there 

may be potential for long-term contaminant effects on the benthos. 

The size and location of the SNWW ODMDSs were determined pursuant to the General Criteria as listed 

in 40 CFR 228.5 and the Specific Criteria at 40 CFR 228.6(a). There are no significant environmental 

resources delineated within or immediately outside of the designated ODMDSs. Since these sites are 

dispersive in nature, the primary concern of the use of the sites is the potential short-term build-up of 

dredged material, such that a hazard to navigation is presented. Another concern is whether there is 

significant short-term movement of the dredged material beyond the ODMDS boundaries; specifically, 

the benthic community can be impacted if significant rapid movement of material off the sites occurs, 

resulting in burial of benthic populations outside the sites. Studies have shown that benthic organisms can 

burrow through 6 to 9 inches of dredged material without significant impacts on the community 

(EPA/USACE, 1996). 

The Site Monitoring Program is designed as a tiered program. If initial tier results fail predetermined 

limits, then a more complex set of tests is invoked at the next tier to determine the extent of impact. The 

tiers are used to facilitate rapid, accurate, and economical collection of information for use by the EPA 

Region 6, and the USACE-SWG. The tiered testing for these factors is described below. 

A. Construction Material 

While the literature on maintenance material disposal on the Gulf Coast indicates only minor short-term 

and negligible long-term mounding from placement activities, little information is available for virgin 

material ODMDSs. Mounding from the construction material, while acceptable, is higher and of firmer 

material than is true for the maintenance material. Additionally, construction placement is expected to last 

for only a period of 2 years or less, and more-frequent monitoring would be expected than would be 

necessary for the periodic but short-term placement that occurs with maintenance dredging. The following 

monitoring and surveillance program is proposed for the SNWW CIP ODMDSs during construction. The 

monitoring is discussed in detail below. ODMDS 1 and ODMDS C are the existing and proposed 

ODMDSs, respectively, expected to receive the most construction material and are selected as worst cases 

for the monitoring described below. 
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A major consideration in the acceptability of the size of the ODMDSs was the location of the dredge 

when each discharge occurs. To prevent excessive mounding, it is necessary that a method be utilized to 

record the location of each discharge to ensure that the dredge distributes material uniformly over the 

ODMDS, while it avoids approaching the edges of the ODMDS too closely. The following is the scheme 

used in the modeling to avoid excessive mounding and dispersal of material outside the ODMDS: two 

discharges at all exterior placement points (one should a larger dredge be used), followed by one 

discharge at each of the interior placement points in a given sequence until each has been utilized (figures 

2a and 2b, ODMDS C and ODMDS 1, respectively). Continue repeating the sequence with one discharge 

at each interior placement point until construction is complete. 

Tier Cl  

Bathymetric Surveys 

Routine bathymetric scans shall be conducted for the ODMDSs to determine that there is no excessive 

mounding, e.g., to elevations greater than 10 feet above the existing bottom elevation (unless an alternate 

height is determined in agreement between the EPA and USACE on a case-by-case basis), and that there 

is no short-term transport of material beyond the limits of the ODMDS. Therefore, an accumulation of 

1 foot of sedimentation along the ODMDS boundary will be considered the threshold level for movement 

of material outside of the designated ODMDSs. These determinations will be based on a comparison of 

the results with predisposal surveys. 

Bathymetric surveys shall be obtained before the start of disposal operations and monthly thereafter until 

operations are complete. Additional surveys shall then be performed after 6 months and 1 year. 

Hydrographic surveys shall be conducted along transects within the ODMDSs. These transects shall be 

oriented perpendicular to the channel in the direction of sediment transport (i.e., southwest). Transect 

intervals shall be every 1,000 feet extending 1,000 feet outside each boundary. In addition, a depth profile 

shall be obtained along the boundary. 

Surveys shall be obtained using a USACE or contract survey vessel equipped with electronic surveying 

capabilities. The vessel must be equipped with positioning equipment with a horizontal precision of 

1 foot. The fathometer, which shall display real-time depth on real-time location, must have a precision of 

0.5 foot. All data shall be collected using methodology described in Engineer Manual (EM) 1110-2-1003, 

dated January 1, 2002. 
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Data Analysis 

If the surveys indicate deposited dredged material is not mounding to elevations greater than the threshold 

elevation above the existing bottom elevation, and there is no short-term movement of material beyond 

the limits of the ODMDS, then the management objectives are being met. Further monitoring shall be 

conducted as scheduled. 

If the monthly surveys indicate movement of material outside of the designated limits, then the disposal 

operation will be reviewed to determine whether the disposal sequence is being properly followed. The 

disposal sequence shall be adjusted as necessary to compensate for the movement. 

If the after-disposal surveys indicate mounding to elevations greater than the threshold elevation and/or 

movement of material out of the ODMDS has occurred, then the monitoring program shall proceed to 

Tier C2.  

Sediment Chemistry 

Monitoring stations, which consist of a control station, stations located immediately outside the ODMDS, 

and stations located some distance downcurrent from the site should be sampled for the items noted in the 

following paragraph to determine whether impacts are occurring outside of the ODMDS. Monitoring 

stations will entail two stations on each side of the ODMDS, roughly 300 feet from the ODMDS edges, a 

control site located upcurrent of the ODMDS, and two stations located 10,000 feet downcurrent 

(southwest) of the downcurrent edge of the ODMDS. This program is duplicated for ODMDS 1 and C 

(Figure 3). One additional monitoring site is added on the northwest side of ODMDS 1 to accommodate 

the irregular shape. Substrate elevation should also be determined at each sampling station during each 

sampling event. 

These stations shall be sampled before and at the completion of disposal operations. Postdisposal 

sampling shall occur 6 months and 1 year after the cessation of discharge of virgin material at the site. 

Samples shall be collected for (1) grain-size analysis, and (2) chemical characterization of sediments. 

Data Analysis 

If contaminant concentrations are not significantly different from before-disposal data, then the 

management objectives are being met. Further monitoring shall be conducted as scheduled. 

• If significant increases in levels of contaminants are observed but bathymetric monitoring 
indicates that there is no short-term transport of material beyond the limits of the ODMDS, as 
determined in Bathymetric Surveys Tier C1, then this is an indication that the increase is not a 
result of dredged material placement. Further monitoring shall be conducted as scheduled. 

If significant increases in levels of contaminants are observed and bathymetric monitoring 
indicates that there is short-term transport of material beyond the limits of the ODMDS, as 
determined in Bathymetric Surveys Tier C1, then a determination will be made whether a  
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bioassay/bioaccumulation study is warranted to determine effects to the benthic community. The 
studies are described below as Biological Testing under Tier C2. 

Benthos 

Monitoring stations, which consist of a control station, stations located immediately outside the ODMDS, 

and stations located some distance downcurrent from the site should be sampled for the items noted in the 

following paragraph to determine whether impacts are occurring outside of the ODMDS. Monitoring 

stations will entail two stations on each side of the ODMDS, roughly 300 feet from the ODMDS edges 

(stations B1 through B8), a control site located upcurrent of the ODMDS, and two stations located 

10,000 feet downcurrent (southwest) of the downcurrent edge of the ODMDS. These should be the same 

stations used for sediment chemistry (see Figure 3). Substrate elevation should also be determined at each 

sampling station during each sampling event. 

These stations shall be sampled before and at the completion of disposal operations. Postdisposal 

sampling shall occur 6 months and 1 year after the cessation of discharge of virgin material at the site. 

Samples shall be collected for macrobenthic invertebrates (in triplicate). Macrobenthic community 

structure during each sampling event shall be compared to the control sample to eliminate effects of 

potential seasonal variation. Significant changes are defined as statistically significant differences in 

community structure or population density. 

Data Analysis 

If macrobenthic community structure is not significantly different than the control, then the management 

objectives are being met. Further monitoring shall be conducted as scheduled.  

If significant changes are observed, then further analysis shall be conducted under Tier C2.  

Tier C2 

Bathymetric Surveys 

If deposited dredged material mounds to elevations above the threshold value, then monitoring shall 

continue as scheduled and could possibly be extended. A Notice to Mariners shall be posted as 

appropriate. 

If transport of material from the site is occurring, hydrographic surveys shall be expanded to include the 

impacted areas to determine the changes in dispersion of the material. An accumulation of more than 1 

foot of sedimentation along the ODMDS boundary will be considered the threshold level for significant 

movement of material outside of the designated ODMDS. 
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Data Analysis 

During Dredging: 

If deposited dredged material is mounding to elevations above the threshold value but less than 15 feet 

above the existing bottom elevation, and there is no significant short-term transport of material beyond 

the limits of the ODMDS, then monitoring shall continue as scheduled. A Notice to Mariners shall be 

issued as appropriate. 

If deposited dredged material is mounding to elevations greater than 15 feet above the existing bottom 

elevation, and there is no significant short-term transport of material beyond the limits of the ODMDS, 

then bathymetric monitoring shall continue as scheduled. A Notice to Mariners shall be posted as 

appropriate. If mounding is considered to be excessive, alterations to the placement operations may be 

warranted. 

If significant movement of material out of the ODMDS is occurring, bathymetric monitoring shall be 

expanded to include the impacted areas to determine the changes in dispersion of the material. Following 

completion of disposal operations, surveys shall continue on a quarterly basis for 1 year or until 

agreement is reached between the EPA and USACE-SWG to discontinue monitoring. Findings shall be 

documented for future reference. 

After Dredging: 

If deposited dredged material has mounded to elevations above the threshold value but less than 15 feet 

above the existing bottom elevation, and there is no significant short-term transport of material beyond 

the limits of the ODMDS, then bathymetric monitoring shall continue at predetermined 6-month intervals 

for 1 year or until agreement is reached between the EPA and USACE-SWG to discontinue monitoring. 

Findings shall be documented for future reference, and a Notice to Mariners shall be issued as 

appropriate. 

If deposited dredged material is mounding to elevations greater than 15 feet above the existing bottom 

elevation, and there is no significant short-term transport of material beyond the limits of the ODMDS, 

then bathymetric monitoring shall continue at predetermined 6-month intervals for 1 year or until 

agreement is reached between the EPA and USACE-SWG to discontinue monitoring. Findings shall be 

documented for future reference, and a Notice to Mariners shall be issued as appropriate. 

If significant movement of material out of the ODMDS has occurred, bathymetric monitoring shall be 

expanded to include the impacted areas to determine the changes in dispersion of the material and shall 

continue on a quarterly basis for a 1-year period or until agreement is reached between the EPA and 

USACE-SWG to discontinue monitoring. Findings shall be documented for future reference. 
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Sediment Chemistry  

If the results of the Tier C1 sediment chemistry evaluation suggest the need for additional testing, then 

solid-phase bioassay and bioaccumulation testing shall be conducted in accordance with the procedures 

described in the RIA. If the sediment can be attributable to recent dredging, funding for testing under this 

Tier will be provided by USACE-SWG or the Permittee, as appropriate; otherwise funding will be 

provided by EPA, Region 6. Any such testing is contingent on availability of appropriated funds. 

Data Analysis 

If significant toxicity is not found, testing shall continue as described in Tier C1. However, subsequent 

sampling shall continue on a quarterly basis for the 1-year period following completion of disposal 

operations or until agreement is reached between the EPA and USACE-SWG to discontinue monitoring. 

Findings shall be documented for future reference. 

If significant toxicity is found, the USACE-SWG together with EPA Region 6 will consider various 

management options to rectify the situation. Because the ODMDS is a dispersive site, potential sources of 

toxicity other than dredged material must also be considered. A decision must also be made whether to 

allow continued use of this site. Findings shall be documented for future reference. 

Benthos 

A significant change in community structure or population density may be an indication that the substrate 

has changed. This could be a result of natural redistribution of sediments or the dredged material may be 

moving beyond the ODMDS at a faster rate than anticipated. A change in community structure could also 

indicate that toxicity has occurred. Monitoring the macrobenthic community shall continue on a quarterly 

basis until 1 year following completion of discharge operations has elapsed or until agreement is reached 

between the EPA and USACE-SWG to discontinue monitoring. 

Data Analysis 

If significant changes are observed but bathymetric monitoring indicates that there is no short-term 

transport of material beyond the limits of the ODMDS, as determined in Bathymetric Surveys Tier C1, 

then this is an indication that the changes are not a result of dredged material placement. Further 

monitoring shall be conducted as scheduled. 

If significant changes are observed and bathymetric monitoring indicates that there is short-term transport 

of material beyond the limits of the ODMDS, as determined in Bathymetric Surveys Tier C1, then this is 

an indication that the changes may be a result of dredged material placement. Further monitoring shall be 

conducted as scheduled. 

• If significant changes are observed 1 year following completion of disposal operations, then the 
monitoring shall continue on a quarterly basis for 1 additional year. If significant changes are 
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observed after the second year, further monitoring plans will be developed based on the degree of 
impact. 

If significant changes are observed and there is an indication that the sediments are toxic, as determined in 

Sediment Chemistry Tier C2, then this is an indication that the changes may be a result of dredged 

material placement. Further monitoring shall be conducted as scheduled. 

• If significant changes are observed 1 year following completion of disposal operations, then the 
monitoring shall continue on a quarterly basis for 1 additional year. If significant changes are 
observed after the second year, further monitoring plans will be developed based on the degree of 
impact. 

B. Maintenance Material 

Tier Ml 

Physical and chemical evaluations of the ODMDS material shall be conducted to characterize possible 

effects from the placement of dredged material occurring at the site(s). Physical analyses of the sediment 

can assist in assessing the impact of disposal practices on the benthic environment at the disposal site and 

determine if dredged material is migrating offsite. Chemical analyses of the sediment shall be conducted 

to establish whether contaminants of concern are suspected to be affecting the benthic environment at the 

disposal site(s). 

Bathymetric Surveys 

The ODMDSs are located outside of the safety fairway for large vessel traffic; therefore, the mounding 

will be considered in regard to shallow-draft vessels only. Considering the grain-size characteristics of 

typical maintenance dredged material from this channel, significant mounding is not expected subsequent 

to discharge operations. The threshold elevation for mounding of dredged material within the ODMDS 

will be 10 feet, or other mutually agreed-upon elevation, above the existing bottom elevation. 

Since the sites are dispersive, movement of material from the sites is expected to occur after disposal 

operations cease. In order to detect if short-term movement of the material out of the designated ODMDS 

is occurring at a significant rate, hydrographic surveys of the ODMDS shall be obtained before the start of 

disposal operations and soon after completion of disposal operations. An accumulation of 1 foot of 

sedimentation along the ODMDS boundary will be considered the threshold level for movement of 

material outside of the designated ODMDS. This determination shall be based on a comparison of the 

results of these before and after surveys. 

Hydrographic surveys shall be conducted along transects within the ODMDS. These transects shall be 

oriented perpendicular to the channel in the direction of sediment transport (i.e., southwest). Transect 

intervals shall be every 1,000 feet extending 1,000 feet outside each boundary. In addition a depth profile 

shall be obtained along the boundary. 
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Surveys shall be obtained using a USACE or contract survey vessel equipped with electronic surveying 

capabilities. The vessel must be equipped with positioning equipment with a horizontal precision of 1 

foot. The fathometer, which shall display real-time depth on real-time location, must have a precision of 

0.5 foot. All data shall be collected using methodology described in EM 1110-2-1003, dated January 1, 

2002. 

Data Analysis 

If deposited dredged material is not mounding to elevations greater than the threshold elevation above the 

existing bottom elevation, and there is no short-term movement of material beyond the limits of the 

ODMDS, then the management objectives are met. No further postdisposal monitoring will be required. 

If mounding to elevations greater than the threshold elevation and/or movement of material out of the 

ODMDS has occurred, as determined by the postdredging survey, then the monitoring program shall 

proceed to Tier M2. 

Sediment Chemistry 

Sediment chemistry analyses shall be conducted in conjunction with the dredged material evaluations 

from samples collected in the navigation channel. Collecting samples from both the navigation channel 

and ODMDS during the same sampling event has been determined to be the most efficient use of 

resources. Because most ODMDSs lie directly adjacent to the navigation channels, there are relatively 

short distances between the two areas. As described in the RIA, sediment testing in the navigation 

channels generally occurs on a 5-year cycle. Sediment chemistry results from the ODMDSs should be 

compared to the results collected from the navigation channel. Significantly elevated sediment 

concentrations are defined as concentrations above the range of contaminant levels in dredged sediments 

that the Regional Administrator and the District Engineer found to be suitable for disposal at the 

ODMDS. 

Data Analysis 

If contaminant concentrations are not significantly different than navigation channel concentrations, then 

no further testing is needed. 

If significant increases in levels of contaminants are observed at the ODMDS, then a determination will 

be made whether a bioassay/bioaccumulation study is warranted to determine effects to the benthic 

community. The studies are described below as Biological Testing under Tier M2. 
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Tier M2 

Bathymetric Surveys 

If transport of material from the sites is occurring, hydrographic surveys shall be expanded to include the 

impacted areas and shall be performed on a semiannual basis to determine the changes in dispersion of 

the material until the impacts are no longer observed. An accumulation of more than 1 foot of 

sedimentation along the ODMDS boundary will be considered the threshold level for significant 

movement of material outside of the designated ODMDS. 

Data Analysis 

If deposited dredged material is mounding to elevations above the threshold value, but less than 15 feet 

above the existing bottom elevation, and there is no significant short-term transport of material beyond 

the limits of the ODMDS, then semiannual postdisposal monitoring shall occur as described. 

If at 6 months after disposal, deposited dredged material remains mounded to elevations greater than half 

the postdisposal elevations, then bathymetric surveys shall be continued. 

If deposited dredged material is mounding to elevations greater than 15 feet and/or significant movement 

of material out of the ODMDS has occurred, the Galveston District, together with EPA Region 6, will 

consider various management options to rectify the situation. Such options could include, but are not 

limited to, expansion of the ODMDS or relocation of the ODMDS within the zone of siting feasibility 

described in the designation EIS. 

Biological Testing 

If the results of the Tier M1 sediment chemistry evaluation suggest the need for additional testing, then 

solid-phase bioassay and bioaccumulation testing shall be conducted in accordance with the procedures 

described in the RIA. If the sediment can be attributable to recent dredging, funding for testing under this 

Tier will be provided by USACE-SWG or the permittee, as appropriate; otherwise funding will be 

provided by EPA, Region 6. Any such testing is contingent on availability of appropriated funds. 

Data Analysis 

If toxicity is not indicated, then no further testing is needed, and disposal activities can continue at the 

ODMDS. 

If toxicity is indicated at the ODMDS, the Galveston District, together with EPA Region 6, will consider 

various management options to rectify the situation. Because the ODMDS is a dispersive site, potential 

sources of toxicity other than dredged material must also be considered. If planned use of the ODMDS is 

imminent, a decision must also be made whether to allow continued use of this site. 
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X. SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN REVIEW AND REVISION 

Pursuant to Section 102(c) of the MPRSA, as amended by WRDA 92, the Site Management Plan for the 

SNWW ODMDSs will be reviewed and revised, if necessary, not less frequently than 10 years after 

adoption and every 10 years, thereafter. 

Modifications or updates to the Site Management Plan may be necessary, based on specific needs 

identified for specific authorized projects. Modifications or updates to the Site Management Plan may be 

proposed by the USACE-SWG or EPA Region 6. Following a 30-day review period of the changes(s), the 

modifications may be incorporated into the plan by mutual consent of both agencies. 
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