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 Individuals-1

41997 Spruce Lane 
Astoria, Oregon 97103 
July 12, 2002 
 
Dear Sirs: 
 
I am commenting on the recent findings of Corps of Engineers about cost-benefit ratios 
of digging the Columbia River ship channel 3 feet deeper than the present, 40 ft  
channel. 
 
The latest finding was that there is about a $1.40 benefit above the $1.00 cost ration vs  
a 2.00 to 1.00 c/b in the Corps’ previous, flawed analysis exposed by the Portland 
Oregonian as actually about $0.88 benefit to $1.00 cost. 

I-1 
I don’t argue too much about actual cost/benefit as that is a figure that changes likely 
depending what values are used when.  However, I fail to see what benefit a 43 ft  
channel vs 40 ft will really be from Astoria to Portland/Vancouver.  Particularly in a five 
to ten year period when likely a 43 ft channel will be inadequate anyway.  It seems to  
me it would be a heck of a lot smarter to unload at Astoria or Longview and barge the 
product on into Portland and vice versa.  There’s a world class anchorage in Tongue 
Point used by the Navy during WW !! already in Astoria.  And an existing railroad right 
of way and US highway which could easily be upgraded if necessary. 
 
The environmental effects of deepening would undoubtedly be there at least in the  
dredge spoils dumping wherever they occur.  Long term effects might be less, after the  

I-2      initial deepening.  I assume about the same amount of dredging would be necessary  
annually after deepening to 43 ft that is necessary with the present channel. 
A major worry is what kind of hazardous materials would be dredged up from the new  
3 feet of depth also, and what disposition to be made of them. 
 
Another definite benefit of porting down river friom Portland would be the lesser risk of 
ships beaching and hazardous substances being spilled into the Columbia River  

I-3      either from ships running aground or discharging bunker fuel etc.  It seems to me that  
barges as on the Mississippi River and large rivers in western Europe is quite feasible  
and to be preferred over maintaining a 100 mile canal to Portland. 
 
I oppose deepening the Columbia River channel to Portland on the above grounds. 
 

 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
I-1.  The referenced Oregonian story was unsupported by facts or calculations the Corps could verify.  
Regional port considerations in Longview or Astoria were addressed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, and 
were found to be far more costly than the channel improvement alternative. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-2.  Sediment testing throughout the navigation channel has shown that the material is clean sand.  
Over 100 separate Corps studies representing more than 4,000 samples on the Columbia River have 
been identified.  This information was analyzed as part of the Corps’ amendment to the Biological 
Assessment.  This information continues to be updated.  The Corps is actively populating the 
SEDQUAL database to include these identified Corps studies.  The Columbia River is composed of a 
series of sand waves that is continually turned over, so that the material is well mixed and very 
homogeneous.  The material that is dredged from the 40-foot channel will be the same material 
dredged for the 43-foot channel.  The dredged material typically has less than 1% fines, which is the 
fraction that would carry any contaminants.  Consequently, it is highly unlikely that any contaminants 
in any significant concentrations would be released into the environment. 
 
 
I-3.  If navigation were eliminated on the river, there would be a reduced level of risk, but the financial 
costs of replacing existing infrastructure with a regional port are substantial, and a regional port could 
not be constructed without environmental impact as well.  These alternatives were evaluated in the 
1999 Final IFR/EIS and were eliminated due to costs and concerns with implementing them.  In 1986, 
Congress imposed cost sharing for this type of project, which requires a non-federal sponsor to fund 
25% of the total project cost and 100% of all required infrastructure and land costs.  We have had no 
interest expressed to date from an entity willing to cost share such an alternative. 
 
 



 Individuals-2

From:  Margaret Allman [darknessfalls@mindspring.com] 
Sent:   Tuesday, July 30, 2002 4:07 PM 
To:   Mr. Willis 
Subject:  Please study the Columbia River carefully before dredging 
 
July 30, 2002 
 
Robert Willis 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District 
P.O. Box 2946 
Portland, Oregon 97208-2946 
 
Dear Mr. Willis, 
 
The Portland District of the Army Corps of Engineers has proposed a $156 million project to deepen 
the Columbia River Navigation Channel from 40 to 43 feet over a total of 106 miles. There are 
numerous economic and environmental concerns associated with this navigation project. The Corps 
attempts to address many of these issues continue to be insufficient. For this reason, I urge you to 
call for a wholly independent economic and environmental analysis of the Columbia River Channel 
Improvement Project. Such an analysis should include, at a minimum, independent evaluation of the 
Corps' cost-benefit analysis, the external costs to the economies of local communities dependent on 
the lower Columbia River, and the impacts of the project on threatened and endangered species. 

I-4 
The independent analysis should investigate the entire range of economic issues associated with the 
navigation project. The Corps analysis relies on projections that are unrealistic thereby inflating the 
benefits of the project while neglecting to include costs to local communities whose economies rely 
on the lower Columbia River. An independent analysis of these impacts must be conducted to fully 
understand the economic costs associated with this project. 
 
The Corps analysis also neglects to answer key questions about the effects of this project on 
threatened and endangered salmon. Scientists have found that the Columbia River estuary offers 
critical habitat to threatened and endangered salmon and over 200,000 wintering waterfowl and  

I-5     shorebirds. Since 1850, the estuary has lost over 70% of its key historical wetland and riparian  
habitat, primarily due to the construction of agricultural levees and floodplain development. 
Furthermore, the Corps analysis focuses specifically on short-term impacts even though several 
scientists have noted that there could be significant long-term negative impacts to salmon. 
 
Because of the outstanding environmental and economic issues associated with this project, I again  

I-6      urge you to call for a wholly independent review of the Columbia River Channel Improvement  
Project.  There is simply too much at stake - federal and state taxpayer dollars and the critical habitat  
for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species - not to proceed with an independent review. 
 
Please note that this message will also be sent to the Port of Longview. 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Margaret Allman 
2424 NW 59th ST Apt 304 
Seattle, WA 98107 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
Note:  This form letter was sent by many individuals.  Their names and addresses are 
shown on the following pages. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-4.  The Corps has undertaken a thorough analysis of the costs and benefits associated with 
this project, and that analysis has been reviewed thoroughly by an external expert panel.  
The Corps has reviewed and responded to each of the panel’s comments.  The results of 
that review are available on the Corps’ website at 
https://www.nwp.usace.army.mil/issues/crcip/pubs.htm. 
 
 
 
 
I-5.  Impacts to endangered salmon were evaluated in the 1999 IFR/EIS and biological 
assessment.  They were further reviewed during the preparation of the second biological 
assessment; conducted with an interagency team throughout the reconsultation process.  
During this year long process, a panel of independent experts (from the university 
community) reviewed the original evaluation as well as the new information developed by 
NOAA Fisheries on contaminants that warranted the reconsultation.  Contrary to your 
statement the assessment did evaluate long-term impacts.  A monitoring program has been 
developed and is underway, gathering baseline information.  These studies will continue for 
several years.  The results and need for continued monitoring will be reviewed by a multi-
agency adaptive management group.  This process is discussed in Chapter 6 and 7 of the 
Final SEIS, which is available on the Portland District web page at 
https://www.nwp.usace.army.mil/issues/crcip/pubs.htm. 
 
 
I-6.  Comment noted. 
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Michael Allen 
73 Calvert Ave 
South San Francisco, CA 94080 
 
Gayle Alston 
3714 Valley Ridge 
Dallas, TX 75220 
 
Gwendoline Amato (2 letters) 
119 Potowomut Rd. 
East Greenwich, RI 02818 
 
Ellen Anderson   
1415 E. Bell Avenue 
Anaheim, CA 92805 
 
Michael Anderson 
1144 Mohawk Bluff Dr. 
Ohatchee, AL 36271 
 
Cathy Arnett 
2128 Davis St 
Fairmont, WV 26554 
 
John Arney 
10 Farmview Dr.  
Nantucket, MA 02554 
 
Janna Atcheson 
17 Stoddard Street 
Stoughton, MA 02072 
 
Julie Atherton 
111 Ambrose Dr 
Clarksville, TN 37042 
 
Molly Bailey 
4810 Meredith Way #204 
Boulder, CO 80303 
 
William Bailey 
2161 Puna St. 
Honolulu, HI 96817 
 
Brigitte Bard 
424 N. Spaulding Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90036 
 
Brenda Barnes 
1454 6th St SE 
Hickory, NC 28602 
 

Delia Barrett 
16 Curtis Dr 
East Berlin, PA 17316 
 
Jason Bean 
2479 Abbotsford Way 
Dublin, OH 43016 
 
Diane Beatty (2 letters) 
Landing St. 
Mt Holly, NJ 08060 
 
Azel Beckner 
PO Box 1929 
Bowling Green, KY 42102 
 
Skip Beers 
1355 Central Park 
Florissant, MO 63031 
 
Gail Beeson 
56484 Eclipse Dr. 
Sun River, OR 97707 
 
Ricki Bennett 
327 Vernon Street 
San Francisco, CA 94132 
 
Marc Beschler 
5 East 51st Street, #4A 
New York, NY 10022 
 
Mary Frances Best 
11 Robin Road 
Milford, MA 01757 
 
Russell Bezette 
P.O. Box 668 
La Verkin, UT 84745 
 
Jessica Bigby 
20 Shady Cove 
Richardson, TX 75080 
 
Marcus Bingham 
309 7th Avenue N #10 
Fargo, ND 58102 
 
David Biser 
13218 Clopper Rd 
Hagerstown, MD 21742 
 

Jennifer Bishton 
Address withheld
by request.
 
Robin Blier 
70 Main St 
Saugerties, NY 12477 
 
Scott Blossom 
406 Capitol Landing Rd 
Williamsburg, VA 23185 
 
Mary Bodde 
3343 Brookshear Circle 
Auburn Hills, MI 48326 
 
Rita Bogolub 
2338 S. Scoville Ave. 
Berwyn, IL 60402 
 
Gary Boren 
501 Guerrero #6 
San Francisco, CA 94110 
 
Joan Breiding 
PO Box 170625 
San Francisco, CA 94117 
 
Natasha and Noah Brenner 
19 Warren Lane 
Jericho, NY 11753 
 
John Brinkman 
385 Graham Ave 
Brooklyn, NY 11211 
 
Beth Brown 
River Road 
Limington, ME 04049 
 
Timothy Bruck 
7585 Murray Ave 
Mentor, OH 44060 
 
Christopher J. Brueske 
1341 W. Lake Cowdry Rd. 
Alexandria, MN 56308 
 
Pedro Brufao 
Valderribas, 10 
Madrid SPAIN 
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Debbie Brush 
10455 West Berry Drive 
Littleton, CO 80127 
 
Richard Bryant 
4570 Academy Street 
Acworth, GA 30101 
 
Jill Strawder-Bubala 
2979½ Old Stage Road 
Central Point, OR 97502 
 
Gregory Buck 
537 Fletcher Avenue, 2 
Indianapolis, IN 46203 
 
Andrea Burbage 
571 Coburg Rd. #4 
Eugene, OR 97401 
 
Kerry Burkhardt (2 letters) 
182 Ferndale Ave. 
Kenmore, NY 14217 
 
David Burkhart 
7735 Sunnyside Road SE 
Salem, OR 97306 
 
Candace Burlingame 
170 Joslin Road 
Glendale, RI 02826 
 
Brenda Bussell (4 letters) 
91 Cranberry Dr 
Mastic Beach, NY 11951 
 
Beverly Byrum 
47 Caddy Road 
Rotunda West, FL 33947 
 
Gregory Cadieux 
48 Borestone Ln 
Burlington, VT 05401 
 
Velene Campbell 
14428 Emelita St #3 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
 
David Cann (2 letters) 
8778 Skyline Blvd. 
Oakland, CA 94611 
 

Sylvia Cardella 
4570 Blufftop 
Hydesville, CA 95547 
 
Beverly Carroll 
4200 Valley Hwy 
Deming, WA 98244 
 
Marian Carter 
2149 E. Norma Ave. 
West Covina, CA 91791 
 
Claudis Cerulli 
3707 Poinciana Dr. #87 
Santa Clara, CA 95051 
 
Joy Chambers 
5 Baker Slip Apt. 2 
Milford, MA 01757 
 
Remy Champion (2 letters) 
2150 Barbara Dr 
Pa, CA 94303 
 
Kepa Cho 
234 Oakland Ave. 
Oakland, CA 94611 
 
Mary Ellen Clinton 
11580 Rabbit Hash Road 
Elizabeth, IN 47117 
 
Nayana Cohen (2 letters) 
161 Paradise Meadow Loop 
Edgewood, NM 87015 
 
Jeannine Coleman 
201 Ginger Lane 
Easley, SC 29642 
 
David Coles 
2929 E. Hartford Ave. 
Milwaukee, WI 53211 
 
Kay Louise Cook (2 letters) 
14352 37th Ave NE 
Seattle, WA 98125 
 
Demelza Costa 
28626 Ridgeway Rd. 
Sweet Home, OR 97386 
 

Francisco Costa 
67665 Ontina Rd 
Cathedral City, CA 92234 
 
Scott Cowan 
6171 N. Sheridan Rd. #802 
Chicago, IL 60660 
 
Shonna Crompton 
PO Box 71 
Borup, MN 565198 
 
Bert Culver 
1526 14th Ave S 
Seattle, WA 98144 
 
Gerald J. Dalton 
874 Benedetti Drive #202 
Naperville, FL 60563 
 
Galen Davis 
257 Collins Street 
San Francisco, CA 94118 
 
Robert Davis 
4978 35th Street 
San Diego, CA 92116 
 
Nancy Davlantes 
5983 Sugarbush Lane 
Greendale, WI 53129 
 
Judy Desreuisseau 
2 Myrtle Street 
Gill, MA 01376 
 
Valerie DeGrace 
253 Broadway 
Saranac Lake, NY 12983 
 
Stephen DeVoe 
1011 High St. #7 
Bellingham, WA 98225 
 
Elizabeth Dodd 
18678 Cape Sable Drive 
Boca Raton, FL 33498 
 
Ann Drechsler 
59-322 Alapio road 
Haleiwa, HI 96712 
 



 Individuals-5

C.J. Dupont 
4565 Olive Ave 
La Mesa, CA 91941 
 
Holly Dyer 
834 Robinwood 
Troy, MI 48083 
 
Susan Dzienius 
10015 Paseo Montril 
San Diego, CA 92129 
 
Arran Edmonstone 
4015 SE Ramona 
Portland, OR 97202 
 
Robert Eshia (2 letters) 
12 Trailside Place 
Pleasant Hill, CA 94523 
 
Gregory Esteve 
3655 North Scenic Hwy 
Lake Wales, FL 33898 
 
Carter Everett 
235 S. Maitland Ave 
Maitland, FL 32751 
 
Cynthia Fabian 
334 N. Mt. Vernon Ave. #B 
Prescott, AZ 86301 
 
Barbara Feijo 
5465 La Gorce Dr. 
Miami Beach, FL 33140 
 
Shaindel Beers-Finley 
825 Osage Terrace 
Wauconda, IL 60084 
 
Elaine Fischer 
94 Cherry Hill Rd 
Branford, CT 06405 
 
Loreli Fister 
2026 NW Lance Way 
Corvallis, OR 97330 
 
Susan Flynn 
195 Settlers Bnd 
Shreveport, LA 71115 
 

Chad Fordham 
902 W 28th Ave, Apt A-3 
Sault Sainte Marie, MI 49783 
 
Chad Fordham 
313 Davis St. #6 
Traverse City, MI 49686 
 
Janice Foss (2 letters) 
448-1 48th St. 
Oakland, CA 94609 
 
Anne Frazier 
7270 Laguna Dam Rd B-12 
Yuma, AZ 85365 
 
Misha Fredericks 
105A College Lane 
Millbrook, NY 12545 
 
Lia Friedman 
358 Fourth Street 
Jersey City, NJ 07302 
 
Diane Gargiulo (3 letters) 
1460 Bay Ridge Ave 
Brooklyn, NY 11219 
 
Susanna Gandolf 
51 W. 8th St #13 
New York, NY 10011 
 
Sheila Ganz 
1546 Great Highway 
San Francisco, CA 94122 
 
Dennis and Jeanie Garrity 
6420 Forest Ridge Dr 
Wenatchee, WA 98801 
 
Michael Garvin 
1 Spring Hill Circle 
Sausalito, CA 94965 
 
Kellie Geldreich 
1245 Saxony Rd. 
Encinitas, CA 92024 
 
Stephen Gibson 
1041 Ihland Way Pl. NE 
Bainbridge Island, WA 98110 
 

Mark Giese (2 letters) 
1520 Bryn Mawr Ave 
Racine, WI 53403 
 
Kenn Goldman 
P.O. Box 43835 
Tucson, AZ 85733 
 
Judith Goldstein 
21800 Oxnard St. #500 
Woodland Hills, CA 91367 
 
Jesse Gore 
6013 Kenwood Dr 
Nashville, TN 37215 
 
Kimberly Graham 
308 Orange Ave. #24 
Coronado, CA 92118 
 
Colleen Gray 
4475 S Lowell Blvd 
Denver, CO 80236 
 
Dorie Green 
115 Concord Pl. #4 
Thiensville, WI 53092 
 
Fred Griest 
6944 E. Villanova Pl. 
Denver, CO 80224 
 
Katie Grotegut 
5824 SW Arnold Road 
Plattsburg, MO 64477 
 
Heather Grube 
9559 Palatine Ave N 
Seattle, WA 98103 
 
Frank Guyer 
501 West Wivell Rd 
Shelton, WA 98584 
 
Amy Haines (2 letters) 
1800 Wisconsin Avenue 
Racine, WI 53403 
 
Andy Hamilton 
127 N Ewing #12 
Louisville, KY 40206 
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Edward Hamlin 
784 County Route 57 
Phoenix, NY 13135 
 
Stacy Hammon 
4029 North County Rd 100W 
Sullivan, IN 47882 
 
Kelly Hanlon 
20 Colonels Ridge Rd 
Mountain Top, PA 18707 
 
Kathleen Hanna 
826 Cedar Dr. 
Mesquite, TX 75149 
 
Helen Ann Hansen (2 letters) 
410 E. Denny Wy #277 
Seattle, WA 98122 
 
Michael Haskell 
7 Sweetbrier Lane 
Scarborough, ME 04074 
 
Lisa Haugen 
15225 Country Ln 
Kearney, MO 64060 
 
Kathy Haviland 
PO Box 31128 
Seattle, WA 98103 
 
Daniel Hawley 
Box 49 
Ketchum, ID 83340 
 
Oliver Hayden 
460 E. 15th Avenue 
Eugene, OR 97401 
 
Robert Haynes 
134 S. 9th #3 
Salina, KS 67401 
 
Jamie Haystead 
3612 Gilbert 
Shreveport, LA 71104 
 
Elisabeth Heller 
435 N. Lansdowne Ave. 
Drexel Hill, PA 19026 
 

Patrick Heller 
438 S 4th Street 
Darby, PA 19093 
 
Daniel Henling 
PO Box 6697 
Bellevue, WA 98008 
 
Ruth Herkimer 
33034 Alamo Court 
Westland, MI 48186 
 
Deb Hertz 
PO Box 9531 
Laguna Beach, CA 92652 
 
Paul Hofferkamp (2 letters) 
512 Heritage Dr. 
Oswego, IL 60543 
 
Lindsey Hogan 
1137 Indiana St. #2 
Lawrence, KS 66044 
 
Dee Hoke 
308 Hope St. #B 
Oskaloosa, IA 52577 
 
Holy Holian 
341 East 12th St. 
Eugene, OR 97401 
 
Fiddlin’ Holley 
486 Market St 
Lander, WY 82520 
 
Denise Holloway 
PO Box 237 
Fayetteville, WV 25840 
 
Regina Holt 
6331 Wimbledon Ct  
Elkridge, MD 21075 
 
Patricia Hopkins 
75 Raymond Street 
Biddeford, ME 04005 
 
Sarah Howard 
113 Fountain Ave 
Piscataway, NJ 08854 
 

David Howenstein 
723 Havenwood Circle 
St. Louis, MI 63122 
 
Peter Huhtala (2 letters) 
Columbia Deepening Opposition Group 
PO Box 682 
Astoria, OR 97103 
 
Jennifer Humowiecki 
164 Lawton Rd 
Riverside, IL 60546 
 
Andrea Hurley 
312 4th St. 
Glenwood, IA 51534 
 
Shane Hutte 
1339 S Poe Dr. 
Jonesboro, IN 46938 
 
Sharon Jabs 
W4922 Pleasant Lk Rd 
Elkhorn, WI 53121 
 
Barbara Jackson 
POB 
Brooklyn, MI 49230 
 
Paul Jacobsen 
SE Ash 
Dallas, OR 97338 
 
Alex Jelinek 
157 Hayes Ave 
San Jose, CA 95123 
 
Joel Jensen 
3595 Hayden Place #3 
Boulder, CO 80301 
 
Violeta Jimenez 
1257 Hague Ave 
Saint Paul, MN 55104 
 
Tina Johns 
1102 West Joppa Road 
Baltimore, MD 21204 
 
Paul Johnson 
3927 Ash Drive 
Allison Park, PA 15101 
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Timothy Johnson 
800 Cherry Ct. 
San Marcos, CA 92069 
 
Sarah Johnson 
5831 Woodcock Rd. 
Sequim, WA 98382 
 
Dante Joseph 
PO Box 7764 
Mesa, AZ 85216 
 
Agness Kaku 
71 Ninth Avenue 
San Mateo, CA 94401 
 
Michael Keepper 
1309 North Park Avenue 
Herrin, IL 62948 
 
Wayne Kelly (2 letters) 
1257 Siskiyou Blvd. #1133 
Ashland, OR 97520 
 
Walter Koerber 
1380 Valley Green Road 
Etters, PA 17319 
 
Michael Kohrs 
P.O. Box 1231 
Moline, IL 61266 
 
Sharon Keeney 
81875 Ave. 48 
Indio, CA 92201 
 
Connie Kelleher 
951 N. Allen Place, Apt B 
Seattle, WA 98103 
 
Kurt Kemmerer 
2215 NE 37th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97212 
 
Scott Kessler 
200 Main #511 
Kansas City, MO 64105 
 
Sharon Kilay (2 letters) 
2109 Elmwood Ave 
Warwick, RI 02888 
 

Kathie King 
2130 Silver Hill Rd. 
Stone Mountain, GA 30087 
 
Karen Kirschling 
633 Oak Street #2 
San Francisco, CA 94117 
 
Irene Kitzman 
387 Danbury Rd 
Wilton, CT 06897 
 
William Klassen 
POB 34 - 81 N. Main St. 
Broadalbin, NY 12025 
 
Leah Knapp 
815 Jones St. 
Marshall, MI 49068 
 
Lawrence A. Krantz 
7035 Sumac Rd. NE 
Bemidji, MN 56601 
 
Cathy Kropp 
1629 Michingan Ave SE #201 
Saint Cloud, MN 56304 
 
Joleen Kruger 
542 Wildwood Avenue 
Saint Paul, MN 55110 
 
Cathy Kunkel 
2684 Thornbrook Rd. 
Ellicott City, MD 21042 
 
Barbara Kurtz 
121 Hilton 
Lexington, IL 61753 
 
Barmak Kusha 
110 W 39th St. #711 
Baltimore, MD 21210 
 
Brian LaBore (2 letters) 
Box 920159, University of Louisville 
Louisville, KY 40292 
 
Linda Lace 
PO Box 7764 
Mesa, AZ 85216 
 

Earl Lane (3 letters) 
Society for Species Mgt. & Survival 
2000 Benton 
Hannibal, MO 63401 
 
Marlena Lange 
23 Royce Avenue 
Middletown, NY 10940 
 
Mike Langley 
14 McClaws Circle 
Williamsburg, VA 23185 
 
Albert Lannacore 
8404 Woodbrook Drive 
Knoxville, TN 37919 
 
Brent Larson 
2648 Torrey Pines Rd. 
La Jolla, CA 92037 
 
Jacqueline Lasahn 
6475 Benvenue Ave 
Oakland, CA 94618 
 
Elise Lauterbur 
2702 Holcomb Dr. 
Urbana, IL 61802 
 
Tim LaVerne 
14456 Nimshew Rd. 
Magalia, CA 95954 
 
Helen Lawless 
66 Marion Street 
Nyack, NY 10960 
 
Lenora Lawrence (2 letters) 
460 Capes Drive West 
Tillamook, OR 97141 
 
Patricia LeBaron 
2368 Amaryllis 
Medford, OR 97504 
 
Jack Leishman 
2320 Talent Ave. 
Talent, OR 97540 
 
John Lemaux 
2807 Lafayette Ave 
Austin, TX 78722 
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Hugh Lentz 
612 Gov Stevens Ave SE 
Olympia, WA 98501 
 
Heidi Lesch 
727 15th Ave SE 
Minneapolis, MN 55414 
 
Kianna LeVay 
PO Box 21951 
Eugene, OR 97402 
 
Barbara Levine 
4001 Whispering Trails Ct. 
Hoffman Estates, IL 60195 
 
Sara Levy 
180 Linden Park Place 
Highland Park, IL 60035 
 
David Lien 
430 E Cheyenne Mt. Blvd., #21 
Colorado Springs, CO 80906 
 
Bethany Linder 
1300 Crossing Pl. #3131 
Austin, TX 78741 
 
Paul Lindholdt 
512 E. 16th Ave. 
Spokane, WA 99203 
 
Nicole Loerzel 
Mt Olympus, Day Hall, #325 
Syracuse, NY 13210 
 
Steven Loria 
158 Gallows Hill Rd 
Garrison, NY 
 
Alanna Louin 
1141 Lighthouse Ave #432 
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 
 
Kimberly Lowe 
880 Glenmore Way 
Westerville, OH 43082 
 
J.D. Lowry 
6308 Arlington Ave 
Las Vegas, NV 89107 
 

Adrianna Lukasiewicz 
5433 Allot Ave 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
 
Miranda Lukatch (3 letters) 
2433 W. Sherwin 
Chicago, IL 60645 
 
Charles Luster 
7330 Mary Ave NW 
Seattle, WA 98117 
 
Andy Lynn 
3671 Colonial Trail 
Douglasville, GA 30135 
 
June MacArthur (2 letters) 
2029 Albany Dr. 
Santa Rosa, CA 95401 
 
Bethany Maples 
2323 NW 188th Ave #1111 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 
 
Robert Marett 
92 N. Rhododendron Dr. 
Port Townsend, WA 98368 
 
Lisa Marshall (3 letters) 
15023 Rain Shadow Ct 
Houston, TX 77070 
 
Sonja Martin 
363E 1050N 
Chesterton, IN 46304 
 
Rosemary Massie 
208 Maplewood Avenue 
Waverly, OH 45690 
 
Dona Matera 
113 Turtle Creek #10 
Charlottesville, VA 22901 
 
Leah Masterson 
737 NW Shawnee Trail 
Greensburg, IN 47240 
 
Andrew May 
18620 Turmeric Court 
Germantown, MD 20874 
 

Kelley McCaffrey 
3954 1st Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98105 
 
Stacy McCarthy 
12850 Cherrywood Lane 
Bowie, MD 20715 
 
Barney McComas 
2806 Sixth Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92103 
 
Gish McCracken 
105 Patti Court 
Cowpens, SC 29330 
 
Janet McDonald (2 letters) 
821 Sheppard Road 
Stone Mountain, GA 30083 
 
Aaron McGee 
142 Dunning St. #2 
Madison, WI 53704 
 
Diann McRae 
22622 – 53rd Ave SE 
Bothell, WA 98021 
 
Charles Mies 
13N258 Wedgewood Dr 
Elgin, IL 60123 
 
Amanda Mikalson 
PO Box 135 
Farmington, WA 99128 
 
Claire Mikalson 
PO Box 135 
Farmington, WA 99128 
 
Dusty Miller 
24385 W. 71st St. 
Shawnee Mission, KS 66227 
 
Jayme S.P. Miller 
21050 S. Beavercreek Rd 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
 
Tina Miller (2 letters) 
4704 270th Street East 
Spanaway, WA 98387 
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Susan Emge Milliner 
102 So. Kings Canyon Dr. 
Cedar Park, TX 78613 
 
Karen Mitchell 
5744 Stevens Forest Rd. #12 
Columbia, MD 21045 
 
Eleanor Burian-Mohr 
1918 Lemoyne Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90026 
 
Tammy Monroe 
20238 Regents Corner 
Katy, TX 77449 
 
Carol Moore 
14280 SW Stallion Dr. 
Beaverton, OR 97008 
 
Shannon Moore 
1801 S. Lakeshore #297 
Austin, TX 78741 
 
Marjorie Morace 
15005 N. 37th Ave 
Phoenix, AZ 85053 
 
Gian Andrea Morresi (2 letters) 
111 Melville Ave 
Fairfield, CT 06432 
 
Mikasa Moss 
2815 Scarlett Ohara Ct 
Douglasville, GA 30135 
 
Amanda Mullen 
854 E 11th St 
Bowling Green, KY 42101 
 
Micah Myers 
1813-3 Self circle 
Jonesboro, AR 72401 
 
Michelle Norton 
361 West 51st Street #4R 
New York, NY 10019 
 
Karen Nance 
3045 State Highway FF 
Jackson, MO 63755 
 

Scott Noble 
1158 N Lawrence 
Eugene, OR 97401 
 
James M. Nordlund (3 letters) 
PO Box 982 
Lakin, KS 67860 
 
John Newton 
11597 W. Cypress Dr. Apt #26 
Carbondale, IL 62901 
 
Sean O'Connor 
10142 Courtwick Dr. 
Saint Louis, MO 63128 
 
Terry O’Neal 
910 Rudee Court 
Virginia Beach, VA 23451 
 
Paul O’Hearn 
1025 Vermont Ave NW 
Washington D.C. 20005 
 
Mike O’Shea 
6620 151st Ave. NE 
Redmond, WA 98052 
 
Jane Olson 
2025 Sage Lily Drive 
Sidney, MT 59270 
 
Gerald Orcholski 
2400 Brigden Rd 
Pasadena, CA 91104 
 
Leah Ouellette 
4616 Center Lane NE 
Olympia, WA 98516 
 
Lisa Pacheco 
1558 Navajo Dr. 
Santa Fe, NM 87505 
 
Lauren Padawer 
PO Box 460 
Cordova, AK 99574 
 
Janine Panna 
146 Hilltop Circle 
Greentown, PA 18426 
 

Colin Park 
24144 S Skylane Dr. 
Canby, OR 97013 
 
John Payne 
521 U St. 
Bedford, IN 47421 
 
Beverly Williamson-Pecori 
158 Russets Circle 
Bridgeville, PA 15017 
 
Nicole Peison (2 letters) 
1097 Jones Drive 
Salem, OH 44460 
 
Dan Perkins 
332 Cleveland 
Kingsford, MI 49802 
 
Kimberly Peterson 
127 Railroad Ave. Spc 17 
Cloverdale, CA 95425 
 
Harvey S. Picker 
209 Walden St. 
West Hartford, CT 06107 
 
Michael Piehl 
825 SE Mosher Ave 
Roseburg, OR 97470 
 
Evelyn and Kit Pilgrim 
519 Dykes Rd. 
Salisbury, MD 21804 
 
Laura Pinedo (3 letters) 
1255 Penn Mar Ave. 
El Monte, CA 91732 
 
Brent Pitts 
1120 E. Jefferson St. 
Boise, ID 83712 
 
Mary Pope 
PO Box 16234 
Surfside, CA 29587 
 
Carlo Popolizio 
1600 Atlantic Ave.  # 11 
Longport, NJ 08403 
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Patty Powell 
1416–155th St. SW 
Lynnwood, WA 98037 
 
Lesley Pulsipher 
3674 Willow Cyn. Rd 
Salt Lake City, UT 84121 
 
Harry Quade 
PO Box 12393 
Baltimore, MD 21281 
 
K R (2 letters) 
588 Damas Place 
Chula Vista, CA 91910 
 
Gail Rains 
PO Box 662022 
Sacramento, CA 95866 
 
D. Randall 
PO Box 98 
East Setauket, NY 11733 
 
Pat Rathman 
265 Ritchie Ave 
Cincinnati, OH 45215 
 
Tim Reede 
3302 24th Avenue S 
Minneapolis, MN 55406 
 
Christine Richard 
1025 Valley Road 
Washington, NH 03280 
 
Elise Richman 
6037 Seward Park Ave 
Seattle, WA 98118 
 
Pamela Richter 
1260 Heritage Lane 
Orlando, FL 32807 
 
Donna Riddle 
1238 Crest Drive 
Eugene, OR 97405 
 
Jesse Ritrovato 
1503 East Grand Oak Lane 
West Chester, PA 19390 
 

Nicole Robinson (2 letters) 
PO Box 213 
Gazelle, CA 96034 
 
Tammy Robinson 
1588 Lake Country Drive 
Asheboro, NC 27205 
 
Rachel Rocamora 
116 Cypress St. 
Greensboro, NC 27405 
 
Patricia Rodgers 
8121 NE 141st Street 
Bothell, WA 98011 
 
Lila Rogers (2 letters) 
38 8th St. Apt. A 
Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
 
Ruthann Roka 
648 Circlewood Drive 
Venice, FL 34293 
 
Charlene Root 
8634 Friends Avenue 
Whittier, CA 90602 
 
Mary Rosenbeck 
18280 Linker Rd 
Jackson Center, OH 45334 
 
Elisabeth Ruppel 
831 W. Burke St. 
Easton, PA 18042 
 
Dean M. Ruscoe 
1717 Primrose Ct. 
Port St. Lucie, FL 34952 
 
Dorothy Russell 
4340 Clearwater Rd. Apt 308 
St. Cloud, MN 56301 
 
Robert Rutkowski 
2527 Faxon Court 
Topeka, KS 66605 
 
Donald Rutz 
12538 S. Elm St. 
Blue Island, IL 60406 
 

Randy Sailer 
1018 Cherry Lane 
Beulah, ND 58523 
 
Fumiko Sakoda 
405 4th Street 
Rosston, OK 73855 
 
Lindsey Salerno 
6708 Jones Ave NW 
Seattle, WA 98117 
 
Judy Sandlin 
190 Sonora Drive 
Advance, NC 27006 
 
Peter Sandoval 
2781 Ocean Avenue 
Brooklyn, NY 11229 
 
Ron Sandvik 
1126 West 1st Street 
Cedar Falls, IA 50613 
 
Maria Sara Sayago 
9001 Rock Creek Rd. 
Placerville, CA 95667 
 
D. Scanlon 
1210 E. 89th  
Kansas City, MO 64131 
 
Ed Scerbo 
66 Rose Dr. #15 
Highland Falls, NY 10928 
 
Rick Scheffert 
2089 Union Prairie Rd. 
Calmar, IA 52132 
 
Carol Schlapo 
811 Wide Oak Ct 
Warrenton, VA 20186 
 
Joseph Scuderi 
5711 James Place SE 
Olympia, WA 98501 
 
Robert Seltzer 
9595 Wilshire Blvd. Ste 1020 
Beverly Hills, CA 90212 
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Bob Semmler 
855 E. Skyline Drive 
Globe, AZ 85501 
 
Nancy Sendler 
4372 Holcomb St.  
Port Townsend, WA 98368 
 
Joe Shaw 
308 Juniper St. 
Quakertown, PA 18951 
 
Alice Shields 
7 West 96 Street 11-D 
New York, NY 10025 
 
Benjamin Short 
1689 Patterson Lane 
Santa Cruz, CA 95065 
 
Mark Sidey 
234 Brittany Ln 
Pittsford, NY 14534 
 
Seth Silverman 
60 East End Ave. #8b 
New York, NY 10028 
 
Sasha Silvestrini 
7929 Kingswood Dr. #203 
Citrus Heights, CA 95610 
 
Barre Simmons 
5216 Kings Park Drive 
Springfield, VA 22151 
 
Stephen Sloane 
2400 16th St., NW #434 
Washington, D.C. 20009 
 
Francis Slider 
Route 1 Box 163-A2 
Middlebourne, WV 26149 
 
Shaun Smakal (2 letters) 
10177 S. Byron Road 
Byron, MI 48419 
 
Lisa Phillips-Smith 
940 Huntington Run Lane 
Kernersville, NC 27284 
 

Diana J. Sonne 
275 West Roy St. 
Seattle, WA 98119 
 
Richard Spotts 
722 Imperial Way 
Bayport, NY 11705 
 
Paul Springer 
1610 Panorama Drive 
Arcata, CA 95521 
 
Charlotte Stahl 
2700 W. Powell 
Gresham, OR 97030 
 
Alex Stavis 
65 East 96 Street Apt. 9A 
New York, NY 10128 
 
Katrina Stechler 
40 Lakeshore Drive 
Eastchester, NY 10709 
 
Mary Stein 
535 Walnut Street 
Batavia, IL 60510 
 
Jim Steitz 
1255 E 1000 #202 
Logan, UT 94321 
 
Alexa Stickel (2 letters) 
50 Ocean Lane Dr. #302 
Key Biscayne, FL 33149 
 
Becky Stocking (2 letters) 
6623 Potomac Court 
Warrenton, VA 20187 
 
Anna Stoudemire 
2302 Dellwood Drive NW 
Atlanta, GA 30305 
 
SJ Stockman 
160 S. Keeneland Drive 
Richmond, KY 40475 
 
Jill Strawder 
5536 Winthrop Ave. 
Indianapolis, IN 46220 
 

Carol Sulanke 
6940 E SR 45 
Bloomington, IN 47408 
 
Robert Sventy 
148 Oakwood Ave. 6B 
Edison, NJ 08837 
 
Jodi Swanson (2 letters) 
PO Box 760 
Ridgefield, WA 98642 
 
Kate Taylor 
14 Azalea Ave. 
Fairfax, CA 94930 
 
Ken Taylor 
2685 Dorking Pl. 
Santa Barbara, CA 93105 
 
Dave Tetreault (2 letters) 
441 Timbercrest Rd. 
Catoosa, OK 74015 
 
Maria L Therese 
6831 N Tripp 
Lincolnwood, IL 60712 
 
Peter Tiffany 
1860 Ryan Way 
Fallon, NV 89406 
 
Keith Totherow 
4301 Rifle Range Rd. 
Conover, NC 28613 
 
Wayne Ude 
PO Box 145, 4249 Nuthatch Way 
Clinton, WA 98236 
 
Kris Unger 
12410 Denley Rd. 
Silver Springs, MD 20906 
 
Robert L. Vadas, Jr. 
4118 Wonderwood Ln. SE 
Lacey, WA 98503 
 
Kat VanBeber 
625 N Atchinson 
El Dorado, KS 67042 
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Jo Vandiver 
32 Woods Drive 
Lewes, DE 19958 
 
Betty J. Van Wicklen 
41 Lake Shore Dr. #2B 
Watervliet, NY 12189 
 
Alan Villavicencio 
723 S. Mansfield Ave, # 110 
Los Angeles, CA 90036 
 
John Wade 
2707 Barcody Road 
Huntsville, AL 35801 
 
Jim and Virginia Wagner (3 letters) 
2897 E. Walnut Street 
Westerville, OH 43081 
 
Patricia A. Sunny Walker 
12525 206th Place SE 
Issaquah, WA 98027 
 
Shelly Bakshas-Walker 
6519 NE 16th Ave 
Vancouver, WA 98665 
 
Wendy Walters 
385 Graham Ave 
Brooklyn, NY 11211 
 
Donna Warner 
340 S. Wall 
Coos Bay, OR 97420 
 
Barbara Warner 
1955 Tatum Lane 
Lebanon, KY 40033 
 
Lexey Wauters 
PO Box 124 
Teton Village, WY 83025 
 
John S. Weedon 
21780 Martin's Way 
Rocky River, OH 44116 
 
Thomas Weickert 
19456 Rayfield Drive 
Germantown, MD 20874 
 

Adam Weiser (3 letters) 
1826 SE. Tibbets 
Portland, OR 97202 
 
Margaret Welke 
410 Clemons Ave 
Madison, WI 53704 
 
Amanda Wells 
1019 Lakeland Dr. 
Lewisville, TX 75067 
 
Kirstyn Werner 
5930 Wimbledon Dr. 
Riverside, CA 92506 
 
Patricia Williams 
1145 SW 3rd Street 
Boca Raton, FL 33486 
 
Jennifer Willis 
10061 Bennington Drive 
Cincinnati, OH 45241 
 
Shelley Wilson (2 letters) 
RR#1 Box 104 
New Milford, PA 18834 
 
Joan Wikler 
PO Box 178  
Yachats, OR 97498 
 
Jennifer Williams 
111 33rd Ave E 
Seattle, WA 98112 
 
Kathy Williams 
1010 Shoal Pointe 
Carter Lake, IA 51510 
 
Kenny Williams 
4189 Fizer 
Memphis, TN 38111 
 
Mary Beth Wilson 
279 Stapleton Rd 
Springfield, MA 
 
Rachel Wolf 
403 Emeline Avenue 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
 

Anne Woodbury 
PO Box 3 
Spinnertown, PA 18968 
 
Denise Wright 
1133 Gusdorf Road 
Taos, NM 87571 
 
Dana Wullenwaber 
705 Florence Street 
Redding, CA 96001 
 
Madeline Yamate 
1454 Springdale Dr. 
Woodland, CA 95776 
 
Emily Young 
1099 Rettew Mill Rd 
Ephrata, PA 17522 
 
Ralph Ziegler 
20450 Huebner Rd #504 
San Antonio, TX 78258 
 
Peter Zadis 
41 Whitney Street 
Westbury, NY 11590 
 
Vincent ZaGara II 
2004 E Waters Ave 
Tampa, FL 33604 
 
Marian Zimmerman 
10B Herring Ave 
Biddeford, ME 04005 
 
Jennifer Zorland 
1328 Newton Ave. SE 
Atlanta, GA 30316 
 
Glen Zorn 
12121 Admiralty Way  
E-103 
Everett, WA 98204 
 
Kathryn Zuber 
2231 NE. Bridgecreek Ave. 
Vancouver, WA 98664 
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From:  Donna Riddle [aqua4fun@hotmail.com] 
Sent:  Tuesday, July 30, 2002 12:27 PM 
To:   Mr. Willis 
Subject:  Please study the Columbia River carefully before dredging 
 
 
July 30, 2002 
 
Robert Willis 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District 
P.O. Box 2946 
Portland, Oregon 97208-2946 
 
Dear Mr. Willis, 
 
The Army Corps of Engineers proposal to dredge Columbia River like a number of their other project is a poorly planned 
idea.  It doesn't make either economic or environmental sense.  The threat to salmon as not been sufficiently addressed nor  

I-7      has the impact of dumping the dredged materials, which are sure to have a lot of toxic waste.  I think an independent  
alalysis is called for.  Such an analysis should include, at a minimum, independent evaluation of the Corps' cost-benefit 
analysis, the external costs to the economies of local communities dependent on the lower Columbia River, and the impacts 
of the project on threatened and endangered species. 
 
Because of the outstanding environmental and economic issues associated with this project, I again urge you to call for a  

I-8      wholly independent review of the Columbia River Channel Improvement Project.  There is simply too much at stake –  
federal and state taxpayer dollars and the critical habitat for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species - not to proceed 
with an independent review. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Donna Riddle 
1238 Crest Dr 
Eugene, OR 97405 
USA 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-7 and I-8.  See responses I-4 and I-5. 
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From: William Feddeler 
2311 NE 154th Circle 
Vancouver WA 98686 

Date: July 31, 2002 
To:           U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District 
Topic:      Deepening of the Lower Columbia River: 
 
Between a rock and a hard place. 
Longer, faster, higher: The Olympics 
Deeper, wider, straighter: The Lower Columbia River 
 
The issue is: 

♦  To increase trade advantage for Oregon and Washington businesses and people along the 
 Columbia, we are being asked to deepen the river channel by three feet. 

 
The advantages to business and people are: 

♦  Bigger ships with more cargo will be able to get up and down the estuary as least as far as  
 Portland OR and Vancouver, WA. 

 
One of the problems: 

♦  Channel deepening will not allow passage for an increasing number of ships being built and used 
 worldwide that are too large for the planned deepening. The project is too late with too little to be 
 continually competitive. The channel needs to be deepened more than three feet now to really be 
 competitive. Additionally, longer ships require a straighter and wider channel for safe passage. 

 
The next step: 

♦  Deepen, widen and straighten the channel another three or more feet to accommodate still larger 
 ships in the future.  Spend more money. 

I-9 
And the next step: 

♦  Continue the previous step through time. 
 
Result: 

♦  The Columbia River Estuary becomes less and less a healthy biological regime, a scenic and 
geologic wonder and more and more a shipping channel. 

 
Examples: 

♦  The Chicago River. 
♦  Most of the Mississippi. 
♦  The Rouge River in Michigan (channeled, parts with concrete bottom and sides). 

 
Among other problems are the large areas of river bottom composed of rock that have to be blasted away, a most expensive 
process and permanent fixture.  Future deepening will require further blasting.  That river damage will not go away. 
 
Now, if that is what we want, than lets go for it. Money has been no object in the past.  Hundreds of millions are spent on 
less righteous causes. The river can then be viewed as a money machine rather than a complex fishery, a scenic wonder, a 
place of solitude, a recreation destination, an historic treasure, a place of reverence for native peoples. 
 
We could erect kiosks explaining the monetary gain to the businesses and our communities.  Many of us view operating 
smoke stakes as the sign of money, jobs and good times.  Besides, this section of the Columbia is overused already.... so 
what's the lose.  Another answer is not to do it. 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-9.  The comment mentions that the channel will be too small for many 
vessels.  In reality, the larger vessels in the grain bulk trade are already 
moving on the Columbia River, and large container ships are already calling 
on the river also.  The fact that ships could use more than 43 feet does not 
negate the benefits of a 43-foot channel. 
 
 



 Individuals-15

 
From:   Christine Witschi [chrwitschi@yahoo.com] 
Sent:    Thursday, August 01, 2002 1:42 PM 
To:    Mr. Willis 
Subject:   Please study the Columbia River carefully before dredging 
 
 
August 1, 2002 
 
Robert Willis 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District 
P.O. Box 2946 
Portland, Oregon 97208-2946 
 
Dear Mr. Willis, 
 
Please stop your plans to dredge the Columbia River.  Enough critical habitat has already 
been destroyed in this country.  This land doesn't just belong to us.  It belongs to the 
animals too.  We have no life without animals and plants, and we have no animals and  

I-10    plants without their habitat.  For this reason, I urge you to call for a wholly independent  
economic and environmental analysis of the Columbia River Channel Improvement Project.  
Such an analysis should include, at a minimum, independent evaluation of the Corps' cost-
benefit analysis, the external costs to the economies of local communities dependent on the 
lower Columbia River, and the impacts of the project on threatened and endangered 
species. 
 
Thank you 
Please note that this message will also be sent to the Port of Longview. 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Christine Witschi 
86733 Lower Foourmile Lane 
Bandon, OR 97411 
USA 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-10.  Comments noted.  See responses I-4 and I-5. 
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From:   Maura O’Connor [dervia@yahoo.com] 
Sent:    Saturday, August 31, 2002 12:43 AM 
To:    Mr. Willis 
Subject:   Columbia River Dredging Project 
 
 
August 31, 2002 
 
Robert Willis 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District 
P.O. Box 2946 
Portland, Oregon 97208-2946 
 
Dear Mr. Willis, 
 
I urge you to call for a wholly independent economic and environmental analysis of the 
Columbia River Channel Improvement Project. Such an analysis should include, at a minimum, 
independent evaluation of the Portland District of the Army Corps of Engineers' cost-benefit 
analysis, the external costs to the economies of local communities dependent on the lower 
Columbia River, and the impacts of the project on threatened and endangered species. 

I-11 
The Corps has proposed a $156 million project to deepen the Columbia River Navigation 
Channel from 40 to 43 feet over a total of 106 miles. There are numerous economic and 
environmental concerns associated with this navigation project. The Corps' attempts to address 
many of these issues continue to be insufficient. 
 
The independent analysis should investigate the entire range of economic issues associated with 
the navigation project. The Corps' analysis relies on projections that are unrealistic, thereby  
inflating the benefits of the project while neglecting to include costs to local communities whose  
economies rely on the lower Columbia River. An independent analysis of these impacts must be 
conducted to fully understand the economic costs associated with this project. 
 
The Corps' analysis also neglects to answer key questions about the effects of this project on 
threatened and endangered salmon. Scientists have found that the Columbia River estuary offers 
critical habitat to threatened and endangered salmon and over 200,000 wintering waterfowl and  

I-12    shorebirds. Since 1850, the estuary has lost over 70% of its key historical wetland and riparian  
habitat, primarily due to the construction of agricultural levees and floodplain development. 
Furthermore, the Corps' analysis focuses specifically on short-term impacts even though several 
scientists have noted that there could be significant long-term negative impacts to salmon. 
 
There is simply too much at stake - federal and state taxpayer dollars and the critical habitat for  

I-13     threatened, endangered, and sensitive species - not to proceed with an independent review. 
 
Please note that this message will also be sent to the Port of Longview. 
 
Sincerely, 
Maura O'Connor 
124 Jeandell Drive 
Newark, DE 19713 
USA 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-11.  Comments noted.  See response I-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-12.  Comments noted.  See response I-5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-13.  Comment noted. 
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Paul Vik 
152 East Sunny Sands Rd. 

Cathlamet, WA 98612 
 

(360) 849-4109 
 

September 7, 2002 
 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District 
CENWP-EM-E 
Attn: Robert Willis 
PO Box 2946 
Portland, OR 97208-2946 
 
 
Dear Mr. Willis: 
 
Enclosed please find my written comments regarding the Draft Supplemental Integrated 
Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement of July, 2002 of the Columbia River 
Channel Improvement Project. 

I-14 
Since attending a meeting hosted by the Corps of Engineers in Astoria on January 16, 1997, I 
have followed this issue quite closely.  Reading letters which follow will explain why.  You will 
see that my issue is government-subsidized hit-and-run in the form of property damage caused 
by ship wakes. 
 
The Corps asked folks interested in the river what we thought.  I have spent a great deal of time, 
effort and travel to represent my issues and collaterally the interests of other beachfront owners, 
and hoped to gain some sympathy.  I believe my concerns are reasonable and I am disappointed 
to find no changes in the SEIS of July 2002 that would placate me in any way.  The letters that 
follow are re-addressed and re-dated texts of letters of comment previously submitted.  They are 
still valid. 
 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-14.  Comment noted. 
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Paul Vik 
152 East Sunny Sands Rd. 

Cathlamet, WA 98612 
 

(360) 849-4109 
 

September 7, 2002 
 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District 
CENWP-EC-E 
Attn: Robert Willis 
PO Box 2946 
Portland, OR 97208-2946 
 
 
Dear Mr. Willis: 
 
The Vik family arrived on Puget Island in 1913.  John Vik, my grandfather, purchased his 
farm at Mile 43.8 in 1915.  He maintained a floating boat moorage which existed on that 
location until 1955, five years following his death in 1950. 
 
In the early 1950’s dredges began widening the beach at mile 43.8 known today as East 
Sunny Sands.  They pumped some loosely-connected islands between the mouth of the 
Slough (known to the Corps as Netrack Slough) at the west end of what is known locally  
as “the sand bar” and our moorage. (This was done over the objection of Mr. Fritjof 
Gilbertson, owner of Puget Island Boat Works because the resulting fill blocked his  
launching ways.) A gap was left for our moorage.  Below there, a neat beach was  
constructed. 

I-15 
About that time my uncle Arthur Vik purchased a lot fronting on Netrack Slough.  Owing  
to the problems of maintaining a moorage in the open river due to ship wakes, as well as a 
desire to create some order from the islands and mosquito bogs created by endspill above  
our property, the float was moved to Art Vik’s waterfront in 1955 and maintained as a  
family moorage. 
 
We are all familiar with scenes of fish houses from the New England States and Nova  
Scotia.  They are on postcards and calendars all over the world.  That is the kind of place  
this was.  The float was large enough for two net racks and a bluestone tank.  There was a 
marine railway large enough to haul a 32-foot gillnet boat and a net warehouse.  Four 
Columbia River bowpicker boats, all Vik-owned, and several outboard skiffs and sailboats 
moored there.  The lot to the west of Art Vik had a small float also.  This was where the 
action was for East Sunny Sands kids in the summertime, the base for all our aquatic 
activities.  Mothers wanting to contact their kids looked there first.  It was a great place to 
grow up. 
 
Prior to relocation of the Vik float, “the sand bar” on the main channel side had a narrow 
sandy beach against a mud cutbank.  I suspect that this sandy beach was the result of early 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-15.  The Corps has had several meetings and discussions with you and other residents of Puget 
Island concerning beach erosion and ship wakes.  River currents and waves very easily erode the 
sand placed along the shoreline by beach nourishment disposal.  As explained in the 1999 Final 
IFR/EIS, while ship wakes do contribute to the erosion, river currents and wind waves probably 
combine to cause most of the shoreline erosion.  The rates of erosion vary with location and also 
appear to vary with time since disposal.  Sand placed at locations such as Jones Beach (O-46.9) 
and the downstream tip of Puget Island (W-38.7) erode rapidly.  Aerial photographs show average 
erosion along shoreline of the W-43.8 disposal site to have declined from over 20 feet per year 
between 1978 and 1983, about 11 feet per year from 1983 to 1990, and near zero between 1990 
and 1997. 
 
The Corps has abandoned most of the beach nourishment sites used in the past for a variety of 
engineering and environmental reasons as listed in Table 4-4 of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS.  Some 
sites, such as O-46.9 and W-38.7, have been discontinued because they rapidly erode sand back 
into the navigation channel; other sites have been abandoned because they do not have sufficient 
capacity to meet disposal needs, such as W-47.5 and W-58.7; and still others have been abandoned 
because of critical fish habitat, such as W-42.5 and W-41.3.  There is potential for erosion at the 
disposal sites on Brown (W-46.3) and Tenasillahe (O-37.6) islands.  The disposal plan attempts to 
minimize future erosion by utilizing the upland portions of those sites, and not placing future 
disposal along the shoreline.  While these sites are not perfect, they were the best available options 
in those locations.  The Corps’ efforts to find stable upland disposal sites near Westport, Oregon 
and on Puget Island met with strong opposition from local residents. 
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“beach nourishment” but none had been done there for years.  Not long after relocation of  
the Vik float, spoils were deposited all along "the sand bar" clear to its downstream end.   
The Viks and other owners on Netrack Slough objected, pointing out that filling so close  
to the slough mouth was going to result in shoaling when that fill eroded.  That is exactly 
what happened.  Sharp gray river sand began washing into the mouth of the slough,  
greatly accelerated by the violent surf generated by the surge that precedes a ship and by 
wakes in combination with shallow water. 
 
Today the float has been abandoned to the owners of the next lot to the east who have no  
hope of maintaining it and waves break where the Vik float used to be.  About 300 feet of 
“the sand bar” have eroded away and cottonwoods older than 1 (57 years) are falling in the 
river. 

I-15 
Today I own by inheritance 100 feet of John Vik’s original 300 feet of frontage.  What  
would my lot be worth with a moorage attached?  Were it not for ship wakes the Vik  
family would likely still have a moorage on the open river, Were it not for ship wakes and 
spoils mismanagement, the Vik family would have a moorage on Netrack Slough.  Because  
of the ship channel we lost our moorage twice! 
 
Appended to this letter is a copy of a newspaper article from the June 19, 1973 edition of  
The Daily News, Longview, WA, dealing with attempts to gain some satisfaction. (Peter  
Vik mentioned in the article was my father).  You can see that the Corps then, like today,  
is shrewd about taking responsibility for damages. 
 
Corps officials are trained to deflect such charges by pretending to assume that the  
damaged party is requesting a new public works project.  We’ve heard that lately, as well  
as “cost benefit ratio,” “local funding,” etc. 
 
I am not asking for compensation for our destroyed moorage: that is long in the past.   
What I am requesting is that provisions be made so this sort of abuse does not happen in  
the future.  The Vik family has been the victim of government subsidized, aided and  
abetted hit-and-run! 
 
Corps representatives responding to my comments above will defend themselves by citing 
laws and regulations preventing them from making things right.  Well, the government  
owns the channel so the government needs to change the laws and regulations. 
 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
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Paul Vik 
152 East Sunny Sands Rd. 

Cathlamet, WA 98612 
 

(360) 849-4109 
 

September 7, 2002 
 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District 
CENWP-EC-E 
Attn: Robert Willis 
PO Box 2946 
Portland, OR 97208-2946 
 

Re:  Columbia River Deepening EIS Final Draft, August 1999 
 
Dear Mr. Willis: 
 
Reading Sections 5.1.5.3, 6.2.2. , and 6.2.3.1, plus various Corps responses to comments, 
one gets the feeling that Corps’ staff believes that landowners outside the dike on Puget 
Island have no business being there and are a nuisance best handled by ignoring, denying, 
passing the buck, etc. any responsibility toward them.  I have been told that Corps staff 
members have remarked that structures should not be allowed outside the dike on Puget 
Island. 

I-16 
When John Vik, my grandfather, came to Puget Island in 1913, there were no dikes. 
When the dikes were constructed about 1917, his house was left outside the dike as were 
most others.  In those days travel was by boat so houses were near the riverbank and each 
had a boat landing.  There are several houses still standing on East Sunny Sands Road that 
existed before the dikes were built, and many houses built since are on sites of houses torn 
down.  John Vik moved his house, which still stands, to the inside of the dike after the  
dikes were completed, but maintained a float, net house, garage, water tower, on his land 
outside the dike.  When he sold his farm in the late 1940’s he built a house outside the  
dike and moved there.  I am the owner and resident of that house today. 
 
Over the years the Corps of Engineers has been the main force in facilitating development 
outside the dikes on the main channel side of Puget Island.  I believe that when John Vik 
arrived here the river bank was mud cutback.  However, I was born in 1945 and I don’t 
remember anything but a sandy beach.  My house is on sand fill that is dredge spoils 
deposited before my lifetime, and the sandy beach of my early recollection was the slope 
established when the spoils spilled over the cutback. 
 
In the early 1950’s the Corps began widening the beach on East Sunny Sands (River Mile 
43.8.) In their efforts to gain permission to do so they asked landowners to sign easements 
to place sand against their property and in so doing emphasized the increase in value, 
potential future building lots, etc.  I recall hearing a Corps representative in about 1955 or 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-16.  Comments noted.  See response I-15. 
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1956 expressing his frustrations, ‘ “I can’t understand why people treat me with such 
suspicion.  Think of all the free land we are giving them.” ’  
 
The problem that landowners susceptible to wake damage face is that from the mouth of  
the river to Longview, they represent fewer than 400 votes, are divided into two states,  
five counties, and several Congressional districts.  There are also few areas in the country, 
i.e. Sacramento River, Sabine River in Texas and the Mississippi River, where this  
situation exists.  Any chance of influencing laws that will protect us, ha!  We are only left 
to be stepped on.  That leaves the courts as the only avenue of redress. 

I-16 
I was not against the 43-foot channel proposal to begin with, but I took interest because 
over the years I have seen abuses both in catastrophic wake damage and daily wear and 
tear.  I tried to alert the proponents of the channel to our concerns so these issues can be 
addressed to our satisfaction and get us on your side.  My time has been wasted.  I have 
shifted my views to supporting a coalition out to block the project in the courts.  I am  
sorry, there is no other choice now. 
 
 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
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Paul Vik 
152 East Sunny Sands Rd. 

Cathlamet, WA 98612 
 

(360) 849-4109 
 

September 7, 2002 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District 
CENWP-EC-E 
Attn: Robert Willis 
PO Box 2946 
Portland, OR 97208-2946 
 
Dear Mr. Willis: 
 
Chapter 5.1.5.3., Bank Erosion, “addresses” the role of ship wakes in regard to that problem.  There 
are 2,000 ship calls per year to ports upriver of Puget Island.  Each ship passes Puget Island twice, 
resulting in 4,000 wake events per year.  That averages a wake event every 2 hours and 11 minutes. 
 
The effect of these wake events on shallow sloughs and backwaters should be considered.  In these 
waterways, particularly at their mouths, wake events frequently manifest themselves as violent surf.  
The visible waves that emanate from a ship are not the only cause, but preceding a ship as it moves 
through a narrow channel is a surge which typically manifests itself as a slight but rapid rise in water 
level.  Following this rise, the water then lowers abruptly to a level below what it was originally.  On 
mud flats and shallow sloughs this becomes a violent sloshing that lasts 20 minutes or more after the 
ship has passed. 

I-17 
Between Puget Island and White’s Island is a labyrinth of sloughs that are so affected.  I grew up 
there, and a typical after-school activity was to row my 16-foot flatbottom skiff around “the Sand 
Bar” on which is disposal site 45.  It became second nature to predict the approach of a ship by the 
behavior of the currents in these sloughs. 
 
Tidal fluctuations generate currents also but they are gentle compared to wake events, no sloshing.  
There are 706 high waters in the 1999 Astoria Tide Table.  This means 1,412 gentle current reversals 
to be compared with 4,000 sloshing ship wake events. 
 
The destruction of the Vik moorage site on what the Corps calls Net Rack Slough was a result of this 
kind of damage.  I have submitted several letters dealing with the Vik moorage and spoils  
disposal history at River Mile 43.8.  I am told that there are on file at the Wahkiakum County court 
house aerial photographs furnished by the Corps of Engineers which verify my story.  No doubt 
these photos and more are in the archives of the Portland office if anyone wishes to check. 
 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-17.  Comments noted.  See response I-15. 
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Paul Vik 
152 East Sunny Sands Rd. 

Cathlamet, WA 98612 
 

(360) 849-4109 
 

September 7, 2002 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District 
CENWP-EC-E 
Attn: Robert Willis 
PO Box 2946 
Portland, OR 97208-2946 
 
Dear Mr. Willis: 
 
See Volume 1 of Channel Deepening EIS Section 5.1.5.3.  Your discussion seems to imply that 
the only bank erosion generated by the navigation channel project, past, present or future, is from 
shipwakes.  River currents are considered natural so the channel project has no responsibility for 
their result. 
 
You need to consider the results of your sand disposal at the site you call “Brown’s Island.”  One 
of your objections to beach nourishment is that it is too costly because the material eventually 
erodes back into the channel and must be rehandled, yet you cling to beach nourishment at 
Brown's Island and the upstream end of Tenasillahee Island.  In fact, the DMMS plan states that a 
benefit of using Tenasillahee Island is the restoration of the beach in this “highly erosive site.” 
This is a glaring contradiction. 

I-18 
I have been asking myself, why are not Brown’s Island and Tenasillahee Island also costly since 
the sand deposited at these sites also erodes away? 
 
During recent use of the Brown’s Island site it suddenly became clear that much of the sand that 
erodes from that site migrates into the Cathlamet Channel, and the Corps expects to not have to 
deal with it again.  There is another benefit to this, in that it reduces the cross section of the 
Cathlamet Channel, thus forcing water into the main channel, resulting in increased water flow 
and improved flushing there.  Increased water flow and improved flushing can also be translated 
into bank erosion and higher water levels during freshet conditions. 
 
In 1948 Puget Island suffered a flood.  The water did not top the dikes; rather, the dike failed.  On 
Christmas Day, 1964, water flowed across the dike on East Sunny Sands at “River Mile 43.8” in a 
thin sheet for about 1 hour.  Veterans of the 1948 flood observing that remarked that it was  
higher water than in 1948.  However, residents of the Welcome Slough area insisted otherwise  
and showed marks on docks, foundations, etc., to support their assertions. (The dike at mile 43.8 
was raised in 1978.) 
 
On January 20, 1996 there was a freshet condition, storm at sea, and high tide.  Forecasters were 
predicting flooding, with much attention given to it by Puget Islanders.  The water was high at 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-18.  Comments noted.  See response I-15. 
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River Mile 43.8, but no real problem.  On February 6, 1996, we experienced the highest water  
ever seen at River Mile 43.8, nine inches higher than in 1964. I have lived here since birth in 1945 
and vividly remember events when I was age two.  My uncle was born on Puget Island in 1915.  
He was here (and is still living) before the dams and their touted flood control abilities. 
 
However, a waterfront resident of the extreme west end of Puget Island and one on the Cathlamet 
Channel near the SR 409 Bridge reported that the water was higher at those locations on January 
20th than February 6th. 
 
By 1964 the Corps had had 16 years since 1948 to divert sand down the Cathlamet Channel.  By 
1996, 48 years had elapsed. 
 
Therefore, Corps management of dredge spoils at the Browns Island site is resulting in a weir 
effect, with higher water levels and higher current velocities at River Mile 43.8 during freshet 
conditions.  I discussed this in a one-on-one discussion with a Corps hydraulic engineer and he 
emphatically denied that it was part of a plan or that it was even happening. 

I-18 
It makes no difference whether dredge spoils, washing into the Cathlamet Channel, are part of a 
plan or there by accident - the net result is the same.  If the Corps had directed the dredge pipeline 
to discharge where the sand is going when it erodes from Brown’s Island into the Cathlamet 
Channel it would have been prevented from doing so immediately.  The same thing is happening 
in the Clifton Channel as a result of your management of your Tenasillahee Island site.  Those side 
channels are a lot cheaper than an upland disposal site, right? 
 
At any rate, reduced cross section of the Cathlamet Channel as a result of erosion from the 
Brown’s Island site is responsible for higher flood levels and stronger current velocities resulting 
in increased bank erosion and other detriments in the main channel, both on Puget Island and the 
Oregon side of the river at n-file 43.8. Dike improvements carried out in the late 1970’s protected 
the inside of the dike from flooding in 1996--and we are thankful for that--but these  
improvements did nothing to protect property owners outside the dike.  One wonders if the Corps 
knew in the 1970’s that the very scenario I have described was going to result, and the dike 
improvements carried out then and financed by Uncle Sam were necessary to prepare for the 
consequences. 
 
The scenario I have described is the only plausible explanation for clinging to beach nourishment 
at those two locations, while abandoning it at other traditional sites such as Willow Grove, River 
Ranch, East Sunny Sands, Ohrberg’s Beach and Vista Park. 
 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
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Paul Vik 
152 East Sunny Sands Rd. 

Cathlamet, WA 98612 
 

(360) 849-4109 
 

September 7, 2002 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District 
CENWP-EC-E 
Attn: Robert Willis 
PO Box 2946 
Portland, OR 97208-2946 
 
Dear Mr. Willis: 
 
The 43-foot channel FEIS emphasizes a change in dredged spoils disposal from “beach 
nourishment” to “flow lane disposal.”  One of the Corps' objections to beach nourishment  
is that beaches so formed are not stable and the material erodes back into the channel, 
necessitating rehandling which makes beach nourishment too costly.  I fail to understand  
how placing the material elsewhere underwater would not have the same result.  That 
procedure is, of course, compatible with hopper dredges which are unable to place  
material ashore.  To employ pipeline dredges for flow lane disposal in areas suitable for  
beach nourishment is a doubtful reduction in cost. 

I-19 
Bugby Hole is proposed as a flow lane disposal site because it is deep.  I suppose the  
Corps thinks they can fill it.  Sand has been migrating down the Columbia River for  
centuries.  Bugby Hole has remained deep.  The reason it is deep is because sand does not 
settle there.  Do Corps planners believe that Bugby Hole will be a “stable” disposal site?  I 
suspect they are hoping that as sand is washed from Bugby Hole it will find its way into 
Clifton Channel.  The Cathlamet Channel at Puget Island and Clifton Channel are clearly 
being used as disposal sites.  Dredged material is accumulating in those places.  The FEIS 
needs to identify them as disposal sites. 
 
Corps planners have stated that salmon avoid the deep areas of the river.  The swing drift  
near Skamokawa is 90 feet deep.  I graduated from Wahkiakum High School in 1963.  In 
those days a kid whose dad had a drift right on the swing drift was among the elite. 
 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-19.  The change in practice from beach nourishment to other disposal options has been very 
effective for the Puget Island reach of the river. Currently, there is virtually no maintenance 
material to dredge in this stretch of the river because the change in practice has been efficient in 
reducing the dredging need by reducing erosion from shoreline disposal sites.  Additionally, 
NOAA Fisheries will not allow repeated use of shoreline disposal. 
 
We anticipate there will be some movement of sand placed in flowlane disposal sites.  During 
construction, there are only a few areas in the entire project reach where flowlane disposal is used.  
Over time, there may be some re-handling of material placed in the flowlane but it is unlikely to 
migrate upslope into shallow side channel areas.  The comment about salmon avoidance of 
deepwater areas pertains to juvenile salmon. 
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Paul Vik 
152 East Sunny Sands Rd. 

Cathlamet, WA 98612 
 

(360) 849-4109 
 

September 7, 2002 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District 
CENWP-EM-E 
Attn: Robert Willis 
PO Box 2946 
Portland, OR 97208-2946 
 
Dear Mr. Willis: 
 
Please consider some thoughts herein submitted which I wish to have appended 
to my verbal remarks at the workshop in Kelso on December 19, 1998. 
 
At that time I described the action of ship wakes in the mouth of the slough on  
the upriver end of Puget Island meeting the river between disposal sites 43.8 
and 45.0 and the resultant erosion of the downstream end of the "the sand bar,"  
the island on which is located disposal site 45.0. 

I-20 
Erosion caused by ship wakes has been mentioned at Environmental 
Roundtable meetings, in one-on-one discussions, and in written comments.   
Standard Corps response is that wind waves, current and tidal action are 
causing erosion and, while the ships wakes contribute to the problem, they are  
not the main event. 
 
Wind waves do not push a surge ahead of themselves causing rapid fluctuations 
of water level as does the passing of a ship.  The surge that precedes a ship has  
been used to raise the water level to assist in freeing stranded vessels by  
deliberately steaming a ship at full power as it approaches the scene of the  
stranding.  (Ask the pilots about this).  The effect of that surge upon shallow  
water is what I described December 19th. 
 
Also, there were 705 tide cycles in 1998.  In the backwater sloughs, as at the 
upper end of Puget Island, these cause current reversals regardless of river  
level.  705 cycles X 2 directions per cycle = 1,410 current changes. 
 
There are 2,000 ships calls per year above Puget island, resulting in 4,000 wake  
events per year.  A typical wake event causes the water to rise, lower, rise,  
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-20.  Comments noted.  See response I-15. 
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lower, then return to normal level.  In shallow slough mouths this combines with  
swells to result in violent action.  Tidal fluctuations result in gentle buildup of flow 
in shallow sloughs and do not muddy the water as do ship wakes. 
 
In my verbal remarks I recall stating that 4,000 ship transits per year average a  
wake event every 2 hours and 11 minutes.  705 tide cycles per year x 2 results 
in a current change every 6 hours and 13 minutes on the average. 
 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
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Paul Vik 
152 East Sunny Sands Rd. 

Cathlamet, WA 98612 
 

(360) 849-4109 
 

September 7, 2002 
 
 
Mr. Robert Willis 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Portland District, CENWP-EM-E 
PO Box 2946 
Portland, OR 97208-2946 
 
 
Dear Mr. Willis: 
 
The objectivity of any environmental impact statement is always in question since the 
statement is prepared by the proponents of the project.  Objectivity nonetheless is the goal.  
However, in response #13 to comments of Ben Meyer of NMFS in Volume II: Comments 
and Responses, August 1999, we learn that “Corps regulations preclude us from including 
costs associated with erosion to beaches or structures built on fill outside of flood control 
structures on a federally sponsored navigation channel.” 

I-21 
Thus we have in print the fact that before the Corps began preparing the channel 
deepening EIS, they were precluded by law from writing a complete and objective report. 
 
Imagine a private corporation stating that “we don’t have to evaluate certain aspects of  
our impacts because our board of directors passed a resolution prohibiting us from doing 
so.” 
 
If the Corps is handicapped by law from writing a complete EIS then the Corps is not 
qualified to write that statement.  How may other such regulations have affected this EIS? 
 
Government projects must be held to the same criteria as are private sponsors. 
 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-21.  Comments noted.  See response I-15.  Further, while costs associated with beach erosion are 
not included in the analysis of national costs and benefits for the project, the potential for the project 
to cause limited erosion in certain reaches of the river is analyzed in the Final SEIS.  The Corps, 
therefore, disagrees with the statement that the SEIS is not a “complete and objective report.” 
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Paul Vik 
152 East Sunny Sands Rd. 

Cathlamet, WA 98612 
 

(360) 849-4109 
 

January 21, 1999 
 
President Bill Clinton 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20510 
 
 
Dear Mr. President: 
 
According to a short newspaper article that appeared during 1998 in The Daily News, 
Longview, Washington, you hosted the President of either Uraguay or Paraguay on a tour 
of Gulf Coast navigational channel dredging projects to point out serious environmental 
consqueences of such development.  His government is proposing to undertake the 
construction of a long channel to facilitate passage of ocean vessels up a river there and the 
article concluded by quoting your statement, “The United States Government does not want 
that channel constructed.” 
 
The US Corps of Engineers has been studying the deepening of the Columbia River 
navigational channel from an authorized depth of 40 feet to 43 feet. 

I-22 
The Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact Statement has been issued and their 
recommendation to Congress is to proceed with the project. 
 
I have followed this study rather closely over the past two years by attending ten public 
meetings hosted by the Corps and submitting both written and verbal comment.  I have 
heard of no opposition to this project from your office. 
 
My question is this:  How can you oppose a navigational improvement in a foreign country 
when a project involving 18 million cubic years of spoils is being proposed in your own 
country? 
 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-22.  The President’s positions on projects in Uruguay or Paraguay are unrelated to the President’s 
position on the Columbia River channel improvement project. 
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I-23 

 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-23.  Your comment is noted but we do not agree that the economy of the region or the 
Lower Columbia River ecosystem will be damaged by this project.  Please refer to both the 
economic analysis and the ESA consultation published for this project. 
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September 12, 2002 
 
 
 
To Whom it May Concern: 
 
 
I was unable to attend the meeting in Astoria.  I am against deepening the channel and causing 
any more interference to the river ecosystem. 

I-24 
Man in his infinite wisdom seems to destroy so much of what he loves.  We love the river and 
yet we dam it, pollute it and try to alter it to suit our needs and greeds.  We need to learn to 
appreciate our environment rather than control it. 
 
Everyone has stated the reasons a hundred times.  I won’t waste ink or paper.  I am a resident of 
Astoria, and I vote NO.  I oppose dredging.  Bigger is not better, and there is always a price to 
pay.  Sacrificing our environment and the fish is too big a price. 
 

 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-24.  The Corps’ analysis shows that this project will result in economic benefits to the nation.  
The Corps has reviewed the project for environmental impacts.  The project includes mitigation 
that avoids, reduces and minimizes environmental impacts, and where appropriate compensates 
for environmental impacts.  The project also includes ecosystem restoration features intended to 
aid in the recovery of endangered species. 
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September 12, 2002 
Astoria, Oregon 97103 

 
U S ARMY CORPS of ENGINEERS 
COMMANDER 
USAED-Portland-(ATTEN:   CENWP-PM-E) 
PO BOX 2946 
Portland Or  97208 
 
COLUMBIA RIVER CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 
 
Draft SIER and EIS 
 
Commander, 
 

As a long time Commercial Fisherman on the Columbia River and resident of the 
Astoria area in Clatsop County I must recommend rejection of the Draft Supplemental 
Integrated Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement in its present amended 
form.  It still leaves too many Negatives and Potential Problems related to the huge deepening 
project proposed for the Columbia River from Astoria to Portland and actually creates new 
nemeses that were not in the Original Draft. 
 

It is my feeling that if the COE and sponsering agencies had given , originally at the 
outset 10 years ago, equal consideration and importance to all river groups and users, this 
problem of moving commerce would have been compromised and solved long ago.  There are 
other methods and ways of doing this that would fit our fragile system and still maintain a 
viable transportation network without stirring things up much more than they now are. 

I-25 
We are dealing with the greatest most versatile river on the Pacific Coast and perhaps in 

the entire United States, and when considering its water, its fish(most importantly salmon) 
and wildlife as well as the environment and land forms we must be extremely carefull about 
drastic changes.  Just because we “can do it” doesn’t necessarily mean “we should do it.” 
 

It is evident that we have reached the “saturation point” of maintaining the “status quo” 
of a natural river or creating a “stagnant, man manicured, artificial series” of ponds and 
ditches.  It is time to say “Big is Big Enough” and “Deep is Deep Enough”. 
 

Portland is not now, nor will it ever be a deep water port.  To attempt this project 
towards that end would be playing “Russian Roulette” with our environmentally sensitive 
river.  Lets not make the same overdevelopment mistake that we made on the upper river with 
its hydropower system, on the lower river. 
 

I continue to say no, there is a better way. 
 

 
Jon Westerholm  
Member Salmon For all & CRFPU 
93798 Jackson Rd 
Astoria, Oregon  97103 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-25.  See responses I-3 though I-5.  Please refer to the two new biological opinions received for 
the project.  The three federal agencies believe the proposed project including restoration features 
will aid in the recovery of the listed species. 
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September 13, 2002 
 
Comander, 
USACE-Portland 
Attn: CENWP-PM-F (CRCIP) 
P.O. Box 2946 
Portland, Oregon 97208 
 
Commander: 

The plan to deepen the channel of the Columbia River from the ocean up to 
Portland is unreasonable.  The costs of all kinds are much too high and the  
benefits too low. 

I-26 
What would be done with the immense amount of dredge spoils is a pressing 

question.  It is already difficult to deal adequately with the smaller amounts  
created during maintenance dredging. 
 

What is in the layer from 40 to 43 feet is a large question.  There are  
I-27    sure to be some contaminants we would rather not stir up. 

 
The 'wetlands' which have been created as mitigation in the past have  

often been inadequate in quality and quantity.  To create better wetlands which  
I-28    function more as do their natural counterparts would be VERY expensive.  What is 

currently proposed for mitigation is quite unacceptable .... 
 

To deepen to 43 feet would allow SOME modern ships to enter, while many 
others would continue to be excluded.  Why should all of us along the lower  

I-29    Columbia, folks who live here, raise our children here, picnic and swim here,  
be subjected to this hornswoggle in order that a few large (generally foreign)  
ships can more efficiently pass us by.... 
 

We like to imagine a more sustainable world.  That world would surely  
include cooperation in which large ships would call at the COAST, from which  

I-30    goods would be transported by means of rail (much more efficient than by  
truck). 
 

We feel for those in Portland whose port jobs would be lost or limited by 
such a reasonable system, but we would support efforts to help them in the  

I-31    transition to new employment.  The Army Corps of Engineers needs to find other,  
more positive projects, on which to focus its efforts.  This one is an unhealthy  
budget-buster. 

 
 
Ltr-Channel Deepening09-02 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
I-26.  The Corps’ analysis shows there are economic benefits to the nation to implement this project.  
Both NOAA Fisheries and the USFWS have issued opinions that conclude the project can be 
implemented without jeopardizing ESA stocks.  We have prepared a very detailed plan for the dredged 
material removed during construction of this project as well as future maintenance of the deepened 
channel.  Please refer back to the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and the Supplemental EIS for those plans. 
 
I-27.  Sediment testing throughout the navigation channel has shown that the material is clean sand.  
Over 100 separate Corps studies representing more than 4,000 samples on the Columbia River have 
been identified.  This information was analyzed as part of the Corps’ amendment to the Biological 
Assessment.  This information continues to be updated.  The Corps is actively populating the 
SEDQUAL Database to include these identified Corps studies.  Representative sediment samples were 
collected in 1997 from areas in the Columbia River that would require dredging if deepened for this 
project.  A total of 67 separate shoals were identified and tested.  The information generated by this 
effort is presented in Appendix B of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS.  The data generated show the material to 
be dredged is clean sand with very low percent fines or organic material and the few contaminates 
when found are at concentrations well below established levels of concern. 
 
I-28.  The Corps disagrees that the wetland mitigation proposed for this project is unacceptable.  Corps 
mitigation efforts are based upon utilization of the USFWS’s Habitat Evaluation Procedures (HEP).  
This analysis addresses habitat quantity and quality for both impact (disposal) and mitigation sites.  
HEP is a credible methodology to evaluate project-related, including wetland habitat, impacts and 
gains (mitigation sites).  The Corps utilized an interagency process to develop the mitigation plan.  Our 
wetland mitigation areas are relatively large and integrated into blocks of land containing riparian 
forest elements.  The Woodland Bottoms and Martin Island mitigation locations are adjacent to natural 
wetland and riparian forest habitat, thus they provide a travel corridor for wildlife along the Columbia 
River.  Based on past experience with similar projects, the Corps is confident the proposed mitigation 
projects will be successful.  Further, the mitigation plan includes performance standards against which 
mitigation will be measured through future monitoring. 
 
I-29.  The Columbia River is a resource to the region with users and neighbors ranging from farmers 
and ports to ships and fishermen.  Additionally, there are many recreational users.  These multiple uses 
generate conflicts.  The purpose of the NEPA analysis is to consider the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project, often times on competing interests. 
 
I-30.  The concept of a regional port in Astoria was discussed in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS.  The costs of 
such a port would be extremely high, particularly considering the complete lack of supporting 
infrastructure (rail and highway).  The environmental impact to the estuary would likely be significant 
as well, as there is limited viable land in the area, and port development would likely require some fill 
of existing habitat. 
 
I-31.  The Corps disagrees.  The benefit to cost analysis for this project clearly demonstrates it is in the 
federal interest to deepen the Columbia River.  Please refer to Exhibit L for additional information.  
Also, see response I-24. 
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I-32 

 
 
 

 
Corps of Engineers Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-32.  The material to be dredged and disposed from this project is clean sand with very low 
percent fines or organic material and the few contaminates when found are at concentrations 
well below established levels of concern.  See response to I-27, and Appendix B of the 1999 
Final IFR/EIS.  Shoreline disposal will be restricted to three existing disposal sites where the 
material will serve beneficial uses, such as shore protection and sand supply.  This will result 
in less shoreline disturbance than has occurred in recent years.  Some of the upland disposal 
sites and shoreline disposal sites are also beneficial use sites where the material may be used 
for sand supply, recreation and/or conservation purposes. 
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William Michael Jones 
2716 NE Mason 

Portland, OR 97211 
503-284-0502 

 
September 15, 2002 
 
Michael Zevenbergen 
Environmental Defense Section 
U. S. Department of Justice 
7600 Sand Point Way, N.E. 
Seattle, WA 98115-0070 
 
Thomas E. White 
Secretary, United States Army 
Office of the Army 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20460 
 
Commander, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers-Portland 
Attn: CENWP-PM-F (CRCIP) 
P.O. Box 2946 
Portland, OR 97208-2946 
 
Laura Hicks 
Planning, Programs and 
Project Management Division 
Portland District Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 2946 
Portland, OR 97208-2946 
 
RE: Reconsideration of the Columbia River Channel Improvement Project and the Columbia  
River Channel Deepening Project 
 
Dear Sirs: 
 

I am William Michael Jones.  I live at 2716 N.E. Mason, Portland, Oregon.  I am the  

Plaintiff in a civil action in which you are collectively the federal defendants.  That action is  

I-33    captioned Jones v. Rose, (CV-00-1795-JO).  I am reliably informed Michael Zevenbergen  

represents the federal defendants, although he has not to my knowledge appeared before the  

court.  Part of my purpose in writing this letter is to welcome Michael Zevenbergen to Jones v. 

 
 
Page 1 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-33.  Comment noted. 
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Rose.  Part of the purpose of my letter is to raise issues as comment rather than litigation  

concerning the Columbia River channel deepening and maintenance.  Please consider this letter 

comment in any public review process concerning Corps of Engineers dredging in the Columbia 

River below Bonneville dam.  In particular consider this comment as a continuation of the 

testimony offered in Vancouver, Washington on July 31, 2002, and a continuation of testimony 

offered previously in NEPA processes concerning channel deepening of the Columbia River. 

I-33                 I have recently participated in the process in which the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,  

Portland District, is preparing to supplement the Final Integrated Feasibility Report /  

Environmental Impact Statement for the Columbia and Lower Willamette River Federal  

Navigation Channel Oregon and Washington.1  The final report was last circulated in 1999. This 

project is also known as “The Columbia River Channel Improvement Project and the Columbia 

River Channel Deepening Project.” 

The process to supplement the CDEIS is reconsideration that presents an opportunity to  

resolve issues in a forum rather than in court.  Despite the fact that I make the claim that the  

I-34    Channel Deepening EIS (“CDEIS”) was made void when National Marine Fisheries Service,  

(NMFS), withdrew their opinion in other litigation.2 

 
      
1 For the lack of a better short hand notation, I will for the purposes of this comment use: “CDEIS” for “Final 
Integrated Feasibility Report/ Environmental Impact Statement, for the Columbia and Lower Willamette River 
Federal Navigation Channel Oregon and Washington,” and “Supplemental CDEIS” for its supplement.  In addition 
I will use the short hand notation “DMMS” for the document entitled “The Columbia and Lower Willamette River 
Navigation Channel Integrated Dredged Material Management Study” and the notation “O&M SEIS” for the 
document entitled “Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement.” 
 
2 As a result of its inadequate biological opinion (BiOp), Northwest Environmental Advocates, (NWEA)  
sued the National Marine Fisheries Service in February, 2000.  The Ports intervened in the lawsuit and both the 
Ports and NMFS asked the court to dismiss the case.  Judge Barbara Rothstein ruled in NWEA's favor.  As a result 
of Judge Rothstein’s ruling, NMFS withdrew its biological opinion in a letter to the Corps on August 25, 2000. The 
letter explained NMFS’ ongoing disagreement with the Corps about specific details of the studies and uncertainty 
that the biological opinion's conservation measures would adequately offset the impacts of the project, in light of 
new information about the estuary. 
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I-34.  Comment noted.  NOAA Fisheries withdrawal of its 1999 Biological Opinion has no 
effect on the validity or adequacy of the 1999 Final IFR/EIS.  The SEIS provides new and 
updated information to complement the information originally provided in the 1999 Final 
IFR/EIS.  Much of the new information results from the ESA reconsultation. 
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The failure of the Corps to adhere to the procedures required by NEPA in producing the 

CDEIS has resulted in a study that substantively fails to provide the Corps of Engineers with the 

information needed to make a rational decision on whether this project should proceed.  I do not 

attempt to determine the outcome of that decision, but only hope to influence the Corps to adhere 

to the procedures required by law. 

To this point my attempts to be involved in the public interest review of both channel 

deepening and Corps maintenance dredging have frankly been a waste of time.  The Corps has 

simply ignored every point that I raise in my attempts to achieve reasoned consideration of  

channel deepening and maintenance dredging. 

It is possible for the reconsideration to moot many of the claims I make in the current 

litigation.  I doubt, however that Corps reconsideration will moot the current litigation, because  

the CDEIS is heavily tiered on previous NEPA documents that I do challenge in Jones v. Rose. 

I-35    The Columbia River Improvement Projects process is fundamentally flawed because the Corps  

fails to realize that the deepening project reauthorizes an entire new maintenance program; the 

SCDEIS must not build or tier on a maintenance program that it will replace.  The Portland  

District Corps has for many years acted as if the commonly accepted rules and laws did not  

apply to the Civil Works division.  Jones v. Rose attempts to resolve this lawlessness. 

I apologize in advance for the length of the argument found in this comment.  The PD- 

Corps has attempted to avoid reasoned decision making by truncating the CDEIS.  One of the  

major ways the PD-Corps truncates consideration is by attempting to grandfather or tier upon  

past illegal actions and processes. 

In an attempt to remove those issues from the litigation prior to providing the long  

argument necessary to rebut the validity of the CDEIS and its supplement, I will take this 
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I-35.  As demonstrated below and throughout these responses to comments, the 1999 Final 
IFR/EIS and the SEIS together satisfy the requirements of NEPA and provide the Corps and 
the public with all information needed to make an informed decision on the channel 
improvement project.  Contrary to the comment, these documents do not ignore the effects of 
maintenance, rather, they evaluate the effects of both construction of the improved channel 
and subsequent maintenance. 
 



 Individuals-39

opportunity to provide the Corps a list of corrective actions that would moot many of the issues 

before the Court in Jones v. Rose concerning the CDEIS and O&M SEIS. 

 

ACTIONS NECESSARY TO VALIDATE THE SUPPLEMENTAL CDEIS: 

1. The site listed as number 1 in the BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT COLUMBIA RIVER 

CHANNEL IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT TECHNICAL APPENDICES Volume II December  

I-36    28, 2001APPENDIX C. PROPOSED DISPOSAL SITE DESCRIPTIONS, •  West Hayden 

Island, O-105.0, is the site of admitted illegal fills and other alleged illegal actions, and has never 

been properly specified as a dredged spoils disposal site under CWA 404.  This site should be 

removed from the Supplemental CDEIS until issues surrounding its illegality are resolved in 

Jones v, Rose. 

2. The Portland District Corps (“PD-Corps”) must accept the fact that the High Tide Line is  

the jurisdictional limit of the waters of the United States when applying the Clean Water Act  

below the Bonneville dam.  Because an EIS is required to consider the impacts of a project  

relative to the applicable laws, the supplemental CDEIS must reflect the strictures of the CWA.  

The CDEIS fails to reflect the correct jurisdictional limits of the CWA in many ways.  This  

I-37    failure is particularly obvious in a mistaken concept prevalent in the CDEIS and Supplemental 

CDEIS.  That concept implicitly states that an area that is not a wetland is upland.  This concept 

must be corrected, because many impacts to the waters of the United States are denied  

consideration, being thought to be uplands.  This idea is part and parcel of two additional errors  

that have vitiated reasoned consideration of impacts and the requirement of federal law.  The first 

error is the Corps refusal to understand that the jurisdictional limits of the CWA exceed the 

jurisdictional limits of the Rivers and Harbors Act.  The second is the Corps’ refusal to accept  

the well-know physical fact that the Columbia River is tidal below the Bonneville Dam. 
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I-36.  The Corps disagrees with the allegations in this comment regarding the West Hayden 
Island disposal site (O-105.0).  These allegations are the subject of ongoing litigation in Jones 
v. Rose.  Unless and until the court rules otherwise, site O-105.0 as a whole is a lawful 
disposal site and will remain part of the Corps’ ongoing maintenance program and of the 
proposed channel improvement project. 
 
There are several small areas on the borders of and within site O-105.0 in which, wholly 
unrelated to the channel improvement project, dredged material was historically discharged 
without authorization.  The affected areas have a combined size of slightly over 1 acre out of 
the 120-acre disposal site.  The Port of Portland has applied for an after-the-fact permit for 
these discharges.  The Corps is currently reviewing the Port’s application.  The Corps will not 
place fill in waters of the United States within site O-105.0 as part of the channel 
improvement project. 
 
 
I-37.  The jurisdictional limits of the Clean Water Act are the subject of ongoing litigation in 
Jones v. Rose.  As the commenter well knows, the Corps interprets the Clean Water Act as 
establishing the Ordinary High Water Mark as the jurisdictional limit, not the High Tide Line. 
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3. The Supplemental CDEIS should reflect and account for the legal requirements of the 

CWA. 

 

The CWA requires site-specific specification for each disposal site, complete with notice  

and opportunity to comment.  It ordinarily would be the case that this review would be separate  

from a Progranunatic EIS, but the PD-Corps feels that mention of a site in the Programmatic EIS 

with a Record of Decision, (ROD) and a programmatic 404(b)3 complies with CWA § 404.  

I-38    Before channel deepening begins, each site of dredged spoils disposal4 must be properly  

specified under the Clean Water Act § 404.  Black letter law has determined proper site-specific 

and programmatic reviews under the CWA should be separate from the EIS and requires a  

separate ROD for CWA compliance.  Cost for CWA § 404 compliance in addition to the  

Supplemental CDEIS are costs that must be accounted to the proposed project. 

A. If the Corps plans to continue their illegal method of specification of dredged 

spoils areas, at a minimum, the Supplemental CDEIS should identify which actions in waters of  

the United States will be given separate 404 review.  The Corps could, under CWA § 404(e),  

I-39    propose types of Civil works disposal areas, but to this point that national option has not been  

taken.  Because in the past no individual maintenance disposal site has been reviewed separately, 

it must be assumed all sites that will receive dredged spoils from construction or maintenance of  

the deeper channel will receive their full Corps public interest 404 review in the Supplemental 

CDEIS.5 

 
 
      
3 A programmatic 404(b) review is evidence of ignorance of the CWA § 404.  A 404(b) analysis is 
accomplished by the Corps through a public interest review to meet the requirements of CWA § 404(b) that clearly 
states each specification of a disposal area will be given the review to be specified by the EPA. 
4 This includes mitigation activities below the high tide that restrict the flow and reach of the waters of the 
United States. 
5 If the one page description of the site West Hayden Island, O-105.0 found in the BA appendices is intended 
to fill this requirement, it should be noted that it is woefully inadequate and has many inaccuracies. Not the least of 
these is the Corps claim that this site is leased for the purpose of a confined dredged spoils disposal area.  If this is 
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I-38.  The revised 404(b)(1) evaluation that accompanies the Final SEIS satisfies the 
requirements of the Clean Water Act.  The 404(b)(1) evaluation was distributed for public 
review and comment prior to any action by the Corps, and has been revised in response to 
public comments.  The evaluation addresses the requisite factors set out in the joint USEPA-
Corps guidelines for each incidence of discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the 
United States that is associated with the channel improvement project and that would require 
an individual (as opposed to nationwide) 404 permit if not part of a Corps project.  See 40 
CFR Part 230 (guidelines); 33 CFR 336.1 (Corps’ consideration of same in Corps’ dredging 
projects).  Specifically, the 404(b)(1) evaluation provides detailed information about dredged 
material discharge at: the two upland disposal sites with wetlands; flowlane disposal sites; 
three shoreline disposal sites; two sumps; one wetland mitigation site; and several ecosystem 
restoration sites.  The evaluation makes the requisite factual determinations and findings of 
compliance for each discharge associated with the project, and concludes that the discharge is 
in the overall public interest. 
 
 
I-39.  The Corps disagrees with the comment’s characterization of Corps’ disposal site 
selection.  As noted above, the revised 404(b)(1) evaluation that accompanies the Final SEIS 
addresses each incidence of discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United 
States that is associated with the channel improvement project and that would require an 
individual permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act if not part of a Corps project.  
However, because certain discharges associated with the project, specifically discharge of 
return water from contained upland disposal areas, are covered by a nationwide permit under 
Section 404(e) of the Act, they are not addressed by the 404(b)(1) evaluation.  These return 
water discharges are addressed by the ESA reconsultation, the 1999 Final IFR/EIS, and the 
SEIS.  Finally, return water discharges will be addressed in the water quality certifications 
from Oregon and Washington for which the Corps has applied. 
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B. If no separate CWA § 404 is proposed, the CDEIS must contain the entire site- 

specific public interest review for each disposal site permitted by the Supplemental CDEIS. 

Failure to consider site specific aspects of the public interest review for areas considered  

I-40    to be permitted by the progrannnatic Supplemental CDEIS in that document are grounds for  

challenging the entire Supplemental CDEIS.  As the Supplemental CDEIS now stands, there is  

no semblance of a public interest review in the Supplemental CDEIS for any disposal areas that  

will receive dredged spoils from either construction or reauthorized maintenance of that deeper 

channel. 

 

C. Each CWA 404 specification requires a site-specific alternative analysis. 

The alternative analysis required by a 404(b) review is a site-specific consideration of the  

area to be filled where alternative disposal sites are considered.  The CWA § 404(a) requires the 

public be given notice and allowed the opportunity to comment on that site-specific review. 

This alternative analysis is not to be confused with the programmatic alternative analysis.  

I-41    That analysis asks the question, “Should this project go forward?”  The alternative analysis for 

site-specific 404(b) reviews asks the question, “Is this specific site the most environmentally and 

financially sound site for spoils disposal in the area?”  The Corps can only answer this question  

with the full Corps public interest review. 

D. If the Corps plans no other site-specific review for mitigation projects included in 

the project, the Supplemental CDEIS that proposes site-specific mitigation plans that restrict the  

I-42    reach or flow of waters of the United States must contain the total requirements of the Corps’  

Public Interest Review for a CWA § 404 Permit.  Any plan for an action of the Civil Works 

 
                   
true the Corps has misappropriated WRDA funds.  Under the terms of the local cooperation agreement the Port and 
other local sponsors must provide the disposal sites at no charge.  There is also the issue of this area being entirely 
below the high tide line and filled without a valid CWA § 404 specification of any kind. 
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I-40.  As noted above, the revised 404(b)(1) evaluation provides detailed evaluation and 
public interest review of all regulated discharges of dredged material.  Additional information 
regarding these discharges is contained in the Final SEIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-41.  Again, the revised 404(b)(1) evaluation, and by incorporation the 1999 Final IFR/EIS 
and this SEIS, provide an alternatives analysis for all regulated discharges of dredged 
material.  The analysis evaluates alternative locations for various disposal sites and 
discharges.  As a result of the analysis and disposal site refinements, the total area of wetland 
fill associated with the project has been reduced from 30 acres for the plan evaluated in the 
1999 Final IFR/EIS to approximately 16 acres in the current plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-42.  The only mitigation action that involves discharge of dredged or fill materials into 
waters of the United States is the wetland mitigation project at the Martin Island embayment 
(creation of intertidal emergent marsh habitat).  As noted above, the revised 404(b)(1) 
evaluation provides a detailed evaluation and public interest review of this mitigation feature.  
Additional information on wetland impacts and the proposed Martin Island mitigation project 
are contained in Exhibit K-7 (Wildlife and Wetland Mitigation). 
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Division in the Waters of the United States, either dredged spoils disposal or mitigation that  

impacts the natural benefits of a site-specific area must include, under Federal law, specific plans 

for mitigation of negative impacts.  The requirement for CWA § 404 specifications includes even 

temporary dredged spoils disposal into waters of the United States that are posited as mitigation. 

E. The costs of mitigation of CWA § 404 impacts must be included in cost- 

feasibility determinations in the Supplemental CDEIS.  The Corps has used the fiction that they 

avoid wetlands to excuse the fact that there is not now proposed - nor has there ever been  

mitigation for the loss or destruction of Waters of the United States.  One of the most egregious  

examples of this failure is the fact that the Corps does not re-vegetate or contain unconsolidated  

I-43    dredged spoils disposal after placement.  This failure to mitigate even by avoiding the  

destruction of contiguous areas is Corps policy even when the Corps admits contiguous areas are 

valuable wetlands.  West Hayden Island has several wetlands ruined by unconsolidated fills, then 

determined not to be wetlands due to the presence of dredged spoils.  The Corps has disallowed 

wetlands that meet the hydrology and vegetation requirements for wetlands because migrating 

dredged spoils are not considered hydric soils.  Nowhere in the Supplemental CDEIS is the cost  

of CWA § 404 mitigation included. 

F. The Supplemental CDEIS may not attempt CWA §404 compliance if a sponsor  

will perform the work. 

Corps regulations require that if a sponsor performs the work a formal CWA 404  

independent permit must be obtained.  If a party other than the Corps, usually the local sponsor,  

I-44    opts to construct the project in lieu of the Corps, that party needs an independent permit.  If the 

party enlarges or modifies the Corps project, non-nal permit evaluation procedures will apply to  

the portions of the project not included in the Corps planning evaluation.  Where local sponsors 
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I-43.  The proposed project would result in the filling of approximately 16 acres of wetlands.  
Compensatory mitigation for these wetlands impacts, including the Martin Island is included 
in the proposed project, and the costs of the mitigation are included in the projected costs for 
the project.  The Corps disagrees with the other allegations in the comment, which relate to 
the Clean Water Act jurisdictional issue that is the subject of ongoing litigation in Jones v. 
Rose.  The Corps will contain dredged material behind containment dikes at all 29 upland 
disposal locations.  Dredged material placed in the Lonestar gravel pit would be contained 
within the pit walls.  Dredged material placed within Martin Island lagoon for wildlife 
mitigation purposes and to aid establishment of intertidal marsh vegetation would be 
contained within that man-made lagoon.  Only at three shoreline disposal sites would dredged 
material not be contained.  Thus the Corps will not impact contiguous areas, including 
wetlands, with our disposal operations.  Most disposal locations are scheduled for repeated 
use throughout project construction and O&M dredging and disposal operations thus allowing 
the Corps to avoid requirements for and impacts to additional lands, including wetlands.  Our 
disposal site selection process also focused on utilization of existing or former disposal sites 
to avoid impacts to additional lands.  The establishment of vegetation on an upland disposal 
site would not represent wetland mitigation as site conditions would be unsuitable for wetland 
plants. 
 
 
I-44.  The commenter appears to be interpreting law and/or regulation and Corps regulatory 
guidance.  The Corps will comply with all applicable law and regulation, and will follow all 
guidance as appropriate.  To the extent the comment is asserting facts pertaining to West 
Hayden Island, the assertion is the subject of ongoing litigation in Jones v. Rose. 
 



 Individuals-43

perform ancillary work to the Corps-constructed project (e.g., a berthing facility) or perform  

work required as part of the local cooperation agreement (e.g., a diked disposal area), the sponsor 

needs a permit.  See the COE Regulatory Guidance Letter 88-09.  The failure to require  

compliance with specific site reviews of the CWA, when the Port-owned dredge “Oregon”  

worked maintaining the navigational channel, had resulted in the destruction of the  

environmental values of West Hayden Island.  Corps compliance with this regulation would have 

avoided that damage. 

4. Proper site-specific and programmatic reviews under Executive Orders 11988 and 11990 

must become part of the Supplemental CDEIS. 

I-45                       These executive orders require mitigation for the loss of beneficial aspects of floodplains 

and wetlands.  Specific plans for mitigation and estimates of those costs must be included in the 

Supplemental CDEIS. 

5. The Supplemental CDEIS must reflect the requirements of the WRDA and account for 

the costs of compliance with the WRDA. 

The Water Resources Development Acts provide direction to the Corps of Engineers on 

the hundreds of projects it undertakes.  Each WRDA contains authorizations, de-authorizations  

and housekeeping provisions regarding Corps water resources development activity.  The WRDA  

I-46    of 1986 is considered the Omnibus Act.  Most of the general provisions in the later WRDA's  

either amend or add to its sections.  It was the intention of the 1986 WRDA to require every new 

separable element and growth increment, including any beach enhancements of projects  

previously authorized, to reflect the new cost sharing formulas and environmental requirements 

found in the WRDA. 
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I-45.  The Final SEIS analyzes potential floodplain effects of the project in compliance with 
Executive Order 11988.  See Section 7.4.17 and Exhibit K-6 (Floodplains).  Similarly, the 
Final SEIS analyzes potential wetland effects of the project in compliance with Executive 
Order 11990.  See Section 6.6.2, Section 6.10 and Exhibit E (Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation).  
Contrary to the comment’s suggestion, neither Executive Order requires compensatory 
mitigation.  Rather, they require avoidance and minimization, which the Corps has provided.  
Finally, as noted above, the project does include compensatory mitigation for wetland losses 
as part of a mitigation plan developed by an interagency team, and the costs of that mitigation 
are included in the total project costs, and also included in the benefit-to-cost calculation. 
 
I-46.  Comment noted.  The project, as described in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and this SEIS, 
complies with the requirements of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA), including 
the cost-sharing requirements. 
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A. The 1986 WRDA Section 902(d)6 requires specific mitigation plans for impacts to  

I-47    bottomlands, such as the Cottonwood and Oregon Ash, heavily impacted by Columbia River  

dredging, whether or not they are wetlands. 

B. The site-specific review of the beach fills and the requirements of the WRDA 

must occur in the Supplemental CDEIS. 

The WRDA considers beach nourishment, whether called “shoreline fills” or “beach  

enhancements” a separable element.  The WRDA requires beach fills paid for by the government  

I-48    to be open to the public.  The Portland District Corps Civil Works Division has violated and  

continues to violate the WRDA and its own Regulations concerning beach enhancement found in 

ER 1165-2-130, 3 (d) and (e), requiring those beaches to be open to the public and to be subject  

to all applicable statutes and regulations. 

C. The supplemental CDEIS must provide specific plans to mitigate impacts to meet 

the requirement of the WRDA 

To this point the Corps has violated the WRDA requirements to make a determination of  

Negligible Adverse Impacts.  Section 906 of the WRDA provides that the Secretary of the Army  

I-49    shall not submit any proposal for the authorization of any water resources project to the  

Congress unless such report contains, in part, “a determination by the Secretary that such project will 

have negligible adverse impact on fish and wildlife.”  33 U.S.C. § 2283(d).  The present failure to 

 
       
6 These are in part the environmental requirements of WRDA-86 Section 902(d) which clearly state 
requirements for federal dredging projects and their maintenance after 1986: 
 

“(d) Mitigation plans as part of project proposals.  After November 17, 1986, the Secretary shall not 
submit any proposal for the authorization of any water resources project to the Congress unless such report 
contains (1) a recommendation with a specific plan to mitigate fish and wildlife losses created by such 
project, or (2) a determination by the Secretary that such project will have negligible adverse impact on fish 
and wildlife.  Specific mitigation plans shall ensure that impacts to bottomland hardwood forests are 
mitigated in-kind, to the extent possible.  In carrying out this subsection, the Secretary shall consult with 
appropriate Federal and non-Federal agencies. 
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I-47.  The commenter mistakenly references WRDA 1986, Section 902, which refers to 
maximum cost of projects.  The Corps concludes the commenter meant to reference Section 
906(d).  The WRDA requires either a mitigation plan for fish and wildlife losses associated 
with a project or a determination by the Secretary that the project will have a negligible 
adverse impact on fish and wildlife.  The channel improvement project includes a detailed 
mitigation plan for projected adverse effects to wildlife and wetlands.  See Exhibit K-7 
(Wildlife and Wetland Mitigation).  The mitigation plan was developed through a cooperative 
interagency process that included both state and federal resources managers.  The bottomland 
hardwood forest referred to in the comment does not occur in the Pacific Northwest.  Rather, 
this particular habitat type occurs in the lower Midwest and southeastern United States (from 
Texas-Louisiana, up the Mississippi River to Illinois, then eastward to Virginia, down the 
eastern seaboard to Northern Florida and across the Gulf States).  The wildlife mitigation plan 
for this project does have a riparian forest mitigation component that will more than address 
the estimated loss of riparian forest habitat (not wetlands) due to project related actions. 
 
I-48.  The Corps disagrees with the comment’s allegation of “violations” of WRDA.  The 
1999 Final IFR/EIS and the SEIS provide detailed analyses of the three sites proposed for 
shoreline disposal of dredged material from the channel improvement project.  All three sites 
will occur on public lands. 
 
I-49.  The Corps disagrees with the comment’s allegation of “violations” of WRDA.  As 
noted above, the channel improvement project includes a detailed mitigation plan for 
projected adverse effects to wildlife and wetlands.  See Exhibit K-7 (Wildlife and Wetland 
Mitigation).  As noted in his report dated 23 December 1999, the Chief of Engineers 
determined that additional studies and coordination would be performed to address concerns 
regarding fish species. Since the submission of the Chief’s Report, both NOAA Fisheries and 
USFWS have determined that the project will not jeopardize salmonid species.  Additional 
studies have been completed or are being conducted on smelt, sturgeon, and Dungeness crab 
(see Final SEIS, Exhibit K-1, K-2, K-4).  Exhibit K-1, Smelt, has concluded there will be no 
impact to the species due to dredging and disposal operations.  Exhibit K-2, Sturgeon, 
includes a mitigation strategy of minimization and avoidance in the event further studies 
indicate mitigation is warranted.  Exhibit K-4, Dungeness crab, addresses minimization and 
avoidance for entrainment of crab and further discusses the small impact due to disposal 
operations. 
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consider and mitigate the negative impacts on fish and wildlife caused by dredged spoils disposal 

is a violation of the WRDA. 

D. The supplemental CDEIS does not consider or offer explanations of violations of  

the WRDA by the Corps when it uses disposal sites on beaches in Oregon without the State Land 

Board's approval as required by the WRDA.  In addition the Corps uses disposal sites that were  

I-50    condemned. 

These are clear violations of the WRDA that would be continued if the Supplemental  

CDEIS is not changed.  The Port of Portland has alienated waters of the State that belong in the 

Public Trust due to the Corps’ violation of the WRDA. 

E. The present CDEIS contemplates fills that are misappropriations of WRDA funds. 

The Corps has not properly apportioned the cost sharing formulas found in the WRDA.  

By relieving local sponsors of their obligation to share project costs, defendants have also  

relieved local sponsors of financial incentives to reduce or eliminate unneeded or oversized  

aspects of the project.  The local sponsors have thereby increased the likelihood that the Project  

I-51    will cause more environmental damage than is necessary.  The Port of Portland (POP) exceeded  

the definition of beach nourishment when it filled above the High Tide Line when performing 

channel maintenance.  When the POP filled on top of beach enhancements, they appropriated  

those fills, declaring them uplands and private property due to Corps violation of the WRDA.  

The beneficial use of the spoils was not accounted for, and the Corps made payments from  

WRDA funds. 

6. The CDEIS should discuss the effect of sand fines below 30 microns on fish.  Those  

I-52    considerations should establish limitations on private parties working in the navigation channel  

identical to the limits adopted by the Corps. 
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I-50.  The Corps and the Port of Portland disagree with the comment’s allegation of 
“violations” of WRDA.  Although no specific “violations” are alleged in the comment, the 
Corps notes that sponsor ports are required, as part of the Project Cooperation Agreement, to 
provide all lands, easements and right-of-way required for project disposal sites. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-51.  While the comment provides no specific factual basis for the allegation of 
“misappropriation of WRDA funds,” the Corps disagrees with the allegation.  The cost 
sharing called for in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and the SEIS requires the sponsor ports to share 
in the costs of many aspects of the project and is entirely consistent with WRDA.  The 
comment’s allegations regarding the Port of Portland appear to pertain to past activity 
involving issues that are before the court in Jones v. Rose and are therefore not appropriate for 
detailed response here. 
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Although not part of the current litigation, I believe there is an issue the Corps must 

address.  It is not enough to say the dredged spoils are clean sand.  Sand fines smaller than 30 

microns suspended in dredging and disposal, even if called mitigation, have disastrous  

consequences on fish.7 

I-52              This issue is made more important because the Corps often allows private sponsors and  

other private parties to mine the navigation channel under the authorization of the Corps' 

maintenance dredging.  This private mining often occurs during periods the Corps has promised  

not to work, when the fish are migrating.  The Supplemental CDEIS should discuss both issues.  

The effect of fines on fish and the limits the Corps will impose on private parties working in the 

navigation channel under the authority of the CDEIS. 

 

      Specific Argument produced to challenge the validity of the Supplemental CDEIS: 

For the most part my specific challenges to the CDEIS stem from three types of mistakes 

in the process. 

I. The CDEIS and all of the dredging documents produced by the Corps are  

fundamentally flawed by the Portland district’s failure to understand the difference in  

I-53    jurisdictional limits of the RHA and the CWA. 

II. The CDEIS is tiered on previous illegal documents and illegal actions to avoid the 

reasoned and complete consideration required by law. 

III. The CDEIS is a continuation of the Portland district’s use of a programmatic EIS to 

forego required site-specific environmental analysis and specific CWA 404 permits  

required by law. 

 
 
      
7 It is also obvious that mitigation that proposes to store temporarily dredged spoils in water would only 
exacerbate the effect of suspending fines of 30 microns or less.  Re-suspending those fines a second time would 
needlessly harm fish. 
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I-52.  The 1999 Final IFR/EIS and the SEIS address the effects of short-term localized 
suspended sediment and turbidity increases associated with the project.  See Sections 6.2, 6.6 
and 6.7.  The potential effects of these increases on fish were also addressed through the ESA 
reconsultation.  See Biological Assessment at 6.1.1, 6.1.5 and 6.1.36; NOAA Fisheries 
Biological Opinion at 6.2.2.1; and USFWS Biological Opinion at 5.3.2.1.  The proposed 
project does not include “other private parties” mining the navigation channel. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-53.  Comment noted.  Responses to specific issues are provided below in response to 
comments I-54 through I-59. 
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I. The CDEIS and all of the dredging documents produced by the Corps are  

fundamentally flawed by the Portland district's failure to understand the difference in 

jurisdictional limits of the RHA and the CWA. 

The failure to correctly understand the jurisdictional limits of the CWA has caused the  

I-54   Portland district Corps to severely under-consider the impacts of dredged spoils disposal on  

waters of the United States. 

The Portland District Corps’ failure to understand the jurisdictional limits of the CWA is 

obvious in three underlying assumptions found in all P.D. Corps NEPA dredging documents. 

1. The Corps assumes Waters of the United States are identical to navigable waters  

except for wetlands.  For this reason the Corps bases its consideration of impacts 

using the standard of Mean High Water rather than the High Tide Line.8 

2. The Corps assumes that if a Water of the United States is not a wetland that it is 

an upland and therefore not an impact to be considered in the CDEIS. 

See Biological Assessment Columbia River Channel Improvements Project 12-27  

I-55    December 28, 2000, 

“Upland High land; ground elevated above the meadows and intervals which lie on the banks  
of rivers, near the sea, or between hills; land which is generally dry; -- opposed to  
lowland, meadow, marsh, swamp, interval, and the like.  Generally any area that does 
not qualify as a wetland because the associated hydrologic regime is not sufficiently  
wet to elicit development of vegetation, soils and/or hydrologic characteristics.” 

 
Thus, when the Corps says “Upland” it may be an area below the HTL recently filled by 

the Corps.  The Corps does not feel the need to re-vegetate any of its fill.  But if that filled area  

was left alone in its normal circumstance it would support wetland vegetation.  The Corps has 

 
      
8 Perhaps the most current best explanation of the distinction between the CWA and RHA jurisdictional  
limits HTL and MHHT is found in the Federal Register / Vol. 64, No. 139 / Wednesday, July 21, 1999 / Notices 
page 39354: 

“Tidal waters landward of the mean high tide line are waters of the United States, but they are not 
navigable waters of the United States.  Therefore, tidal waters landward of the mean high tide line are 
subject to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, but not Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors.” 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
I-54.  The Corps disagrees with the comment’s assertion that the NEPA and Clean Water Act 
evaluations for this project are “fundamentally flawed.”  The Corps interprets the Clean Water 
Act as establishing the Ordinary High Water Mark as the jurisdictional limit, not the High 
Tide Line.  As noted above, the issue of the jurisdictional limits of the Clean Water Act is 
currently the subject of ongoing litigation in Jones v. Rose and is therefore not appropriate for 
more detailed response here. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-55.  See response I-54.  Shoreline disposal sites proposed for the channel improvement 
project have been evaluated under the revised Section 404(b)(1) guidelines and have been 
subject to public review and comment.  Also see response to comments SS-179 and I-38. 
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destroyed many acres of aquatic resources by deciding no wetland hydrology exists despite  

wetland vegetation, because the hydrology criterion was not met.  The Corps would make this 

determination based on the fact it was above the OHW line when the jurisdictional limit, if it 

applied, was the HTL.  Any Area below the HTL contiguous with the Columbia River is a water  

of the United States and any activity raising the bottom of a water of the United States requires a 

permit or its equivalent. 

For example all of the area identified as mp 0-105 on West Hayden Island that is  

I-55    proposed for dredged spoils disposal was below the HTL before it was illegally filled.9 

Another example is that the CDEIS proposes shoreline disposal sites.  Shoreline disposal  

sites require a CWA 404 Permit or the equivalent public interest review.  The definition of  

shoreline disposal sites is not different from to fills regulated by the WRDA.  Those fills are 

regulated as beach nourishment sites.  The Corps has isolated interior wetlands on WHI with 

shoreline disposal sites, whatever the Corps would call them.  The WRDA does not allow the  

Corps to eliminate public access with a fill into waters of the United States, but this has been the  

result of fills so defined. 

3. The Corps is under the impression that impacts to waters of the United States 

need not be mitigated nor considered if they are not a wetland. 

The Corps proposes no mitigation for dredged spoils disposal in the CDEIS.  Both the  

I-56   CWA and WRDA and executive orders require mitigation even if the areas filled were not  

wetlands.  The Corps should require this mitigation and the prospective cost should be included  

it the economic analysis. 

 
 
 
      
9 Illegally filled waters of the United States continue to be waters of the United States. 
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I-56.  See response I-54.  The Corps disagrees with the statement that the proposed project 
does not include mitigation.  To the contrary, the project includes a detailed plan to provide 
extensive mitigation for wildlife habitat from impacts to agricultural lands, riparian lands and 
wetlands.  See 1999 Final IFR/EIS, Appendix G and response to comment I-47. 
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II. The CDEIS is tiered on previous illegal documents and illegal actions to avoid the 

reasoned and complete consideration required by law. 

The CDEIS is incomplete because its structure bases its consideration on the belief that  

the CDEIS need only consider the additional impacts of deepening the channel three more feet.  

This is not true.  The project would be a reauthorization of maintenance dredging for the  

deepened channel.  If previous consideration of maintenance dredging is incomplete, then the 

CDEIS is fatally flawed unless correctly considered in the present process. 

It is a fact that the Corps tiered10 the CDEIS on previous NEPA and non-NEPA  

documents that I do challenge.  The Ninth Circuit has decided, concerning tiering, that if a  

I-57   current document tiers on a previous document, the Court may review the portion of the previous 

document tiered upon.  Without extensive restructuring of the CDEIS, a supplement will fail to 

avoid the current litigation. 

The Columbia and Lower Willamette Rivers Navigation Channel, Oregon and 

Washington, Integrated Feasibility Report for Channel Improvements and Environmental Impact 

Statement (“CDEIS”) was prepared simultaneously with the “The Columbia and Lower  

Willamette River Navigation Channel Integrated Dredged Material Management Study and 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, (“O&M SEIS”).  The Channel Deepening EIS is 

 
 
      
10 Tiering refers to the coverage of general matters in broader environmental impact statements (such as 
national program or policy statements) with subsequently narrower statements or environmental analyses (such as 
regional or basin-wide program statements or ultimately site-specific statements) incorporating by reference the 
general discussions and concentrating solely on the issues specific to the statement subsequently prepared.  Tiering 
is appropriate when the sequence of statements or analyses is: 
 

1.  From a program, plan, or policy environmental impact statement to a program, plan, or policy 
statement or analysis of lesser scope or to a site-specific statement or analysis. 
2.  From an environmental impact statement on a specific action at an early stage (such as need and 
site selection) to a supplement (which is preferred) or a subsequent statement or analysis at a later stage 
(such as environmental mitigation).  Tiering in such cases is appropriate when it helps the lead agency to 
focus on the issues which are ripe for decision and exclude from consideration issues already decided or not 
yet ripe. (See 40 CFR 1508.28 and ER 200-2-2, Appendix 3, page 60). 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
I-57.  The Corps disagrees with the comment’s characterization of environmental 
documentation for other projects as “illegal” or otherwise inadequate.  Nevertheless, the 1999 
Final IFR/EIS and Final SEIS for the channel improvement project are not “tiered” on any 
prior documents.  These project-level documents fully evaluate the potential effects of the 
channel improvement project.  As required under CEQ’s NEPA regulations, the 1999 Final 
IFR/EIS and Final SEIS incorporate by reference material from prior project-level studies 
where appropriate (i.e., where the effect is to cut down on bulk of the EIS without impeding 
agency and public review of the action).  40 C.F.R. 1502.21.  Incorporation by reference 
differs from tiering, in which project-level documents narrow the range of issues considered 
in prior program-level documents.  40 C.F.R. 1502.20. 
 
For purposes of evaluating the effects of the channel improvement project, the 1999 Final 
IFR/EIS and Final SEIS fully address the effects of maintenance dredging as well as the 
effects of deepening the channel to 43 feet.  Throughout the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and Final 
SEIS, the quantities of material to be dredged and disposed included both construction and 
maintenance quantities, as well as incremental changes in future maintenance quantities 
associated with deepening.  Similarly, the evaluation of potential effects of the project covers 
both construction and maintenance activities.  Additional analysis of the effects of 
maintenance dredging for the 40-foot channel is contained in the June 1998 Dredged Material 
Management Plan & Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DMMP), which is 
properly incorporated by reference in the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and Final SEIS (i.e., briefly 
summarized and cited). 
 
For the purposes of comparing alternatives, the “No Action Alternative” is maintenance of the 
40-foot channel, which is the Congressionally authorized present course of action that was 
approved in the 1998 Record of Decision.  It is therefore the appropriate choice for the no-
action alternative.  See CEQ “Forty Most Asked Questions” at Question 3.  Use of the 40-foot 
channel as the no action alternative does not mean that its effects are not evaluated.  On the 
contrary, as noted above, the effects of maintenance dredging are addressed in the 1999 Final 
IFR/EIS and Final SEIS are therefore available to the public and to decision makers. 
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not only tiered on the environmental considerations of the 1999 O&M SEIS, it also uses that  

option as the no-action alternative (Vol. 1, 9-11). 

The O&M SEIS was tiered on the unconsidered and illegal past and vitiated itself with  

past and unconsidered fundamental assumptions in previous documents.  It was the lack of  

I-57   consideration that caused an SEIS to be necessary in the first place.  The CDEIS makes the same  

error by proxy when it assumes present dredging to be the “no build” option.  

The CDEIS and the 1999 O&M SEIS are also tiered on three O&M dredging FONSI’s11 and the 

original 1975 EIS entitled, “1975 Final Environmental Impact Statement Columbia and Lower 

Willamette River Maintenance and Completion of the 40 Ft. Navigation Channel Downstream of  

Vancouver, Washington and Portland, Oregon.” 

The CDEIS and O&M SEIS rely heavily on the 1975 EIS for justification of the  

environmental impacts.  The 1975 EIS was not sufficient when it was produced and is certainly  

I-58   unable carry the load required by NEPA some 24 years later. 

A Finding of No Significant Impact is a decision to not produce or supplement an  

EIS, and cannot double as a CWA 404(b)(1) review or expand the original EIS.  A FONSI may  

not be tiered on a previous FONSI.  An Environmental Assessment that determines an EIS is not  

necessary serves as the basis for the relevant FONSI.  No EA or FONSI can correct errors or  

change the 1975 original EIS. 

 
 
      
11 For example: It is relevant that the environmental analysis for maintenance dredging challenged in Jones v. 
Rose between 1983 and 1999 consists of four FONSIs: 
 
    12-16-1983  Oregon Maintenance Dredging  River Mile 3-106 
    5-12-1989   Oregon Maintenance Dredging  River Mile 3-106 
    6-12-1989   Oregon Maintenance Dredging  River Mile 40-106 
    4-29-1994   Oregon Maintenance Dredging  River Mile 3-106 
 

A FONSI is the decision not to make an environmental analysis and subsequent NEPA processes may not 
disregard their cumulative impact without independent review. 
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I-58.  As noted above, the 1999 Final IFR/EIS and Final SEIS are not tiered on prior 
documents and fully evaluate the effects of channel deepening and of maintaining the channel 
once deepened.  The 1999 Final IFR/EIS and Final SEIS effects analysis for the channel 
improvement project includes a detailed evaluation of the potential cumulative effects of the 
project (Section 6.12). 
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When in 1998 the O&M SEIS was finally produced, the cumulative acts and their  

impacts should have been considered.  They were not.  Each successive EA must consider all the 

previous EAs which determined an EIS was not necessary in order to determine if a SEIS is 

necessary.  The changes and new locations of disposal sites in the aggregate, roughly doubling  

the number of disposal sites, should have triggered an SEIS.  They did not.  The changes to the  

1975 EIS found in the FONSIs were never given the reasoned consideration required by NEPA  

and other laws. 

These documents clearly attempt to supplement the 1975 EIS.  All changed the scope of  

the Corps maintenance program, added disposal sites, and were based on Environment Analysis 

documents never given public notice or allowed public comment.  All of the above documents  

are tiered on the 1975 EIS.  The Jones v Rose complaint clearly alleges the 1975 EIS clearly  

I-58   cannot complement the CDEIS in the way required by NEPA.  Clearly the fact all previous  

NEPA dredging documents are legally insufficient prevents the Corps from truncating the  

CDEIS to the consideration of only additional impacts.  Without major restructuring it is  

unlikely the Supplement to the CDEIS can escape the current litigation.  The CDEIS and the  

O&M SEIS tiers not just on the process, but all of the previous O&M dredging impacts as they  

exist, whether previously considered or legal.  In both NEPA processes dredging impacts were  

the “no-action” alternative.  The CDEIS is fatally flawed when it tiers on existent illegal  

dredging impacts.  Yet the Corps tries to build its case for channel deepening by grandfathering  

its own illegal actions. 

Additionaly [T]iering to a document that has not itself been subject to NEPA review is  

not permitted, for it circumvents the purpose of NEPA.  See Kern v. United States Bureau of  

Land Management, 284 F.3d 1062 (9th Cir. 03/22/2002).  Corps DMMS plans are not NEPA 
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documents.  Because the CDEIS or the O& M SEIS may not tier to a DMMS, adequate 

consideration of dredged spoils impacts depend on the analysis contained in the EIS itself.  The 

sum total of the analysis for many issues in the CDEIS and the Supplemental CDEIS is the 

assumption that it was considered in the 1998 DMMS and other non-NEPA dredged material 

disposal plans: For example the fact that certain disposal sites were considered in a previous non 

NEPA plan is not a consideration of the environmental consequences of the effects of channel  

deepening.  The CDEIS must itself address those impacts. 

III. The CDEIS is a continuation of the Portland district’s use of a programmatic EIS to 

forego required site-specific environmental analysis and specific CWA 404 permits  

required by law. 

The Corps has failed to produce site-specific EIS’s for Corps actions in each of the  

dredging documents listed above.  The Corps has consistently used the ROD for the  

programmatic NEPA and maintenance dredging DMMS coupled with a programmatic 401(b) 

review in lieu of a CWA 404 public interest review.  Other courts have already found this  

I-59    process to be inadequate for compliance with the CWA. 

Where there are large scale plans for regional development, NEPA requires both a 

programmatic and site-specific EIS.  See City of Tenakee Springs, 778 F.2d at 1407.  The Corps 

has not produced site specific EIS’s for dredged spoils disposal connected with maintenance 

dredging.  Two simultaneous Corps actions on West Hayden Island serve as an example of this 

confusion of site-specific and programmatic reviews.  First its requirement that the Port prepare  

an EIS for filling on WHI, and second its own simultaneous failure to prepare an EIS for Corps 

filling of hundreds of acres on WHI. 
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I-59.  As discussed in response to comments I-38 through I-44, the revised 404(b)(1) 
evaluation fully satisfies the requirements of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for 
discharges of dredged or fill material associated with this federal navigation project.  
Similarly, as discussed in response to comments I-57 and I-58, the project-level 1999 Final 
IFR/EIS and Final SEIS for the channel improvement project fully satisfy the requirements of 
NEPA for evaluating and considering the potential environmental effects of the project, 
including site-specific effects. 
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The Ninth Circuit has taken the position, that they [a]ssume that government agencies  

will comply with their NEPA obligations in later stages of development.” Conner v. Burford,  

848 F.2d 1441, 1448 (9th Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 489 U.S. 1012 (1989).  That assumption is no 

longer tenable where the Corps has blurred the distinction between a site-specific EIS and a 

programmatic EIS.  The Corps has made it perfectly clear on West Hayden Island and the length  

of the Columbia River to the ocean, that the Corps considers its “Columbia and Lower  

I-59   Willamette River Navigation Channel Integrated Dredged Material Management Study  

(DMMS)” and “Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement” (the “O&M SEIS”) to be  

sufficient for use as site-specific EIS’s and CWA 404 permits when implementing dredged spoils 

disposal.  At this point one must assume that the Corps does not intend to produce site-specific 

reviews for Channel Deepening projects.  If this is not true the Corps should identify which parts  

of the plan will receive site specific reviews in the CDEIS. 

When the CDEIS considers the DMMS and O&M SEIS as the “no build” option, it  

adopts the failure to provide site-specific reviews in those documents as part of its consideration. 

 

Issues before the Court relevant to the Validity of the Supplemental CDEIS: 

The following issues, here briefly described, are currently before the Court in Jones v.  

Rose and are relevant to the sufficiency of the Supplemental CDEIS. 

1. The CDEIS is tiered on more than just illegal documents.  The CDEIS is tiered on the  

I-60    illegal dredging actions of the Corps and others.  For example, 

a. A confined disposal site is assumed on West Hayden Island because of the fact  

that the Corps and Port have illegally created a dredged spoils disposal area on WHI. 
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Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-60.  Comment noted.  The Corps disagrees with the allegations of “violations” of various 
laws in this comment.  Some of the issues addressed by the commenter are currently the 
subject of ongoing litigation in Jones v. Rose and are therefore not appropriate for detailed 
response here.  To the extent substantive comments relate to the proposed channel 
improvement project and the adequacy of the NEPA documentation for the project, they are 
addressed in the above responses to comments I-33 to I-59 and in responses to other 
comments.  Those that are not a subject of the ongoing litigation in Jones v. Rose are 
addressed point by point below. 
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b. The Port has illegally condemned land used for maintenance dredged spoils  

disposal.  The illegal confined disposal site on WHI is located on property condemned by the 

Port for that purpose.  The WRDA, Water Resources Development Act, forbids the  

condemnation of property for dredged spoils disposal.  The Port’s deed for the disposal site on  

WHI was transferred under the threat of condemnation. 

c. Specific illegal actions - such as the failure of PGE to mitigate a permitted  

disposal and the Port of Portland’s illegal diking of wetlands - have created conditions in the  

waters of the United States on WHI which are not of normal circumstance.  Until these issues are 

resolved, consideration of WHI as part of the CDEIS supplement is premature. 

d. The Port is without authority to alienate public trust property without permission  

I-60    from the state.  The Port is, as a sponsor, required by the WRDA to provide dredged spoils  

disposal sites.  The Port has avoided due process to provide sites for disposal that it did not own. 

e. The CDEIS and previous NEPA documents are not sufficient to provide  

compliance with The Water Resources Development Act, WRDA.  The WRDA requires  

mitigation.  NEPA requires public consideration of that mitigation. 

f. The Corps does not understand the difference between maintenance and  

construction as it relates to the levels of consideration mandated by NEPA for the purposes of the 

WRDA.  For example: Maintenance of an authorized project requires no needs statement,  

because the need was established in the original authorization.  The channel deepening project is  

a reauthorization of the project and cannot rely on the non existent needs statement of a  

maintenance program previously authorized. 

g. Construction of this Channel Deepening project is a privately sponsored project. 

Disposal sites for construction must be considered separately from disposal sites for 
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I-60 (con’t).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(f)  The 1999 Final IFR/EIS presented the purpose and the need for this federal action.  The 
Final SEIS further describes additional purpose and need for project modifications made since 
the 1999 Final IFR/EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
(g)  The Corps disagrees.  This project is not being “privately sponsored.”  A non-federal 
sponsor is required by federal law for this project.  The non-federal sponsors for the project 
are public entities. 
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maintenance.  Site-specific purpose and need and alternative site consideration are a must for 

privately sponsored disposal sites.  In addition, the private sponsor must obtain a CWA 404 

permit for a construction disposal site.  Mitigation is required. 

h. Beach nourishment or whatever euphemism the Corps would use for dredged  

spoil disposal along a shoreline for construction is authorized in a different section from dredged 

spoil disposal in the WRDA, and Corps regulations regard such fills as separable elements liable 

to certain regulations.  The Corps regulations require a site-specific CWA § 404 specification for  

I-60    fills on beaches or shores.  Neither the WRDA nor Corps regulations allow federally-funded  

land creation that excludes the public from the shoreline. 

i. The Corps to this point has used the combination of a programmatic Record of  

Decision for the programmatic EIS coupled with a programmatic 404(b) evaluation  

in lieu of site-specific CWA 404 permits.  The programmatic 404(b) evaluation amounts to the 

affirmation, without specifics, that wetlands will be avoided.  Although this procedure is illegal  

in many ways, it points to a deficiency in the procedure in the combining of purposes for the 

production of the CDEIS.  The CDEIS is a programmatic document.  Its use in lieu of a site- 

specific EIS is a violation of law.  An example of the problems that can be created by this Corps 

misunderstanding is the fact that the Port has discontinued production of an EIS or supplemental 

EIS on West Hayden Island, even though its production was assumed in both the CDEIS and 

DMMP. 

j. It is black letter law that an EIS may not serve as a CWA permit. 

k. The CDEIS and supplemental CDEIS are themselves itself a violation of the  

Executive Orders (“EO’s”) EO #11988 and EO #11990, and is tiered on documents that are in 

violation of those executive orders.  For example: No actual consideration of EO #11988 is 
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I-60 (con’t).   
 
 
(h)  All disposal sites, including shoreline disposal, have the same authorization on this 
project.  A 404(b) evaluation has been prepared for disposal in waters of the United States.  
See responses I-38 to I-40.  The project does not create land that excludes the public from the 
shoreline. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(j)  It is unclear the commenter means by this comment.  The Corps does not issue itself 
permits on its projects; however, the Corps does comply with requirements of Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act.  See responses I-38 to I-40. 
 
(k)  See response to I-45. 
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found in the Supplemental CDEIS, the CDEIS, the DMMP or any document on which they are 

tiered.  The CDEIS document claims such consideration will be given.  Consideration of the 

floodplain is required by NEPA in the document.  This consideration must include effects on the 

beneficial values of the floodplain in excess of the displacement of floodwaters. 

l. Corps compliance of EO #11988 is based on a finding of “No Practical  

Alternative,” yet the Portland District Corps has never made such a finding in any dredging 

document. 

m. Public notice of a finding of No Practical Alternative is required by Corps  

regulation.  None has ever been given, due to the fact no such finding has ever been made. 

n. An analysis of floodplain effects that derives its meaning from the removal of fill  

I-60    below sea level in tidal waters borders on fraud. 

o. In application of NEPA documents upon which the CDEIS is tiered, there was –  

and continues to be - wetlands destruction.  Although the CDEIS and DMMP claim otherwise  

the lack of consideration is a violation of EO #11990.  There is probably no better example of the 

disastrous effect of this cavalier approach to wetland effects than Benson Pond.  Benson Pond  

was filled in as part of a beach nourishment action occasioned by the fact that a beach  

nourishment disposal area was depicted on a dredged management plain.  This was done despite  

the fact that the entire area was previously delineated as a wetland by the Corps.  The fill at  

Benson Pond cut off over one hundred acres of delineated wetlands from the river.  An  

additional wetland west of Benson Pond was cut off from the river by several dredged spoils 

shoreline disposals.  Such actions require that the review and action forcing provisions of  

Executive Order #11990 be part of the CDEIS.  Past actions and NEPA documents may not be  

tiered upon in a way that avoids such consideration. 
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I-60 (con’t).   
 
 
 
(l)  The Final SEIS has been revised to further clarify compliance with the Executive Order 
11988. 
 
 
 
(m)  See response to I-60(l).  Adequate public notice is provided through the NEPA process. 
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p. Because the Corps repeatedly uses earlier fill sites, many wetland areas that were 

previously wetlands do not meet the vegetation criteria of the Corps, although the past and  

present normal circumstances would support such vegetation.  The required consideration of  

normal circumstances triggers the review and action forcing provisions of EO #11990. 

q. The Corps and the sponsors typically do not re-vegetate the edges of their dredged  

spoils disposal.  This failure is most egregious when those dredged spoils disposal are next to 

delineated wetlands.  West Hayden Island is replete with examples of wetlands where the  

vegetation is suffocated by migrating dredged spoils.  Exacerbating this condition is the fact that  

Corps wetland specialists have on WHI regarded the surface presence of these dredged spoils as  

Pilchuck soils that defeat a wetland delineation.  Unless the Corps required immediate re- 

I-60    vegetation of dredged spoil disposal contiguous to wetlands, the loss of those wetlands must be  

considered in the context of the review and action forcing provisions of EO #11990. 

r. Cumulative and related effects must be considered. 

Under NEPA, the "scope" of an EIS is the "range of actions, alternatives, and impacts"  

that it must consider.  Among these are "connected," "cumulative," and "similar" actions, and 

"indirect" and "cumulative" impacts. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25. Also included as an impact is induced 

growth.  By law, the Corps must assess the indirect impacts of growth inducing effects related to 

changes in land use patterns, changes in population density, and indirect adverse effects on air  

and water as well as the ecosystem. 

The Corps hoped to avoid this consideration in the CDEIS by explaining that the effects  

will be minimal because the present maintenance program was the “no build” option.  In this  

vein the Corps stated, 
 

"Incremental environmental impacts from the channel deepening itself are expected 
to be minimal since the deepening will be limited to the existing channel footprint 
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I-60 (con’t).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(r)  We disagree.  Oregon ash-forested floodplain on West Hayden Island is present in the 
vicinity of the City of Portland.  Tracts of this habitat type can be found on Sauvie Island, 
Government Island, the Sandy River delta and the Vancouver Lowlands, for example.  The 
project does not include plans to discharge in wetlands on West Hayden Island.  See response 
I-58 pertaining to cumulative impacts. 
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in which dredging has taken place for many years.  For this reason, the Corps  
cumulative effects analysis in the CDEIS focused on habitat impacts from increased  
sediment disposal resulting from the project as the best means for assessing  
cumulative environmental effects." CDEIS, Response #13. 

 
This claim of "minimal environmental impacts" is evidentially based on the Corps' 

interpretation that the word "cumulative" in the context of this project does not have the same 

meaning as it would have in any other context.  Instead, the Corps interprets cumulative to  

represent only the additional harm stemming from this proposed incremental increase in  

dredging.  This is not acceptable.  The FEIS, both as a matter of law and good sense, must cover  

the cumulative effect of past, current, and proposed dredging on the river system.  See 40 C F.R.  

§ 1508.7. 

For example the Oregon Ash forested floodplain on West Hayden Island is effectively the  

I-60    last wetlands of its type in the vicinity of the City of Portland not filled by Corps, or Port's legal  

and illegal fast land creation.  This failing of the CDEIS is compounded by the fact that all  

previous plans and NEPA documents focus solely on the beneficial impact of international trade 

represented by this expansion of industrial land. 

Another significant omission from the Corps' alleged cumulative effects analysis is that  

of future dredging projects.  The Corps alludes to future deepening projects but does not address 

them in the document. 

In attempting to assess impacts on future port development the Corps makes the  

following prediction: "Actions related to channel deepening would include: ... continued 

development of port facilities to meet future needs; and contributing to the maintenance of  

current levels of economic and population growth in the region." Vol. I at 6-57.  Yet in direct 

contradiction, the Corps states "channel deepening in itself would not induce additional ship 
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traffic.  Likewise, it would not contribute to development of additional ports or port facilities."  

Vol. I at 6-51. 

This failure to address future impacts undermines the credibility of the CDEIS and its 

sufficiency under the law.  Does the CDEIS assess the possible impacts that industrial land  

creation could have upon surrounding areas?  Since past negative impacts alone have been highly 

significant, the Corps' failure to address this area contains no evaluation whatsoever of the  

impact on natural resources of future Port of Portland or other Port land creation, using fill mined 

from and derived from Federal maintenance dredging.  The Corps does not just ignore the  

induced future development of WHI that it uses as a principle part of its needs analysis.  The  

Corps continues to deny that the Port of Vancouver's plan to use dredge spoils from the  

I-60    deepening project to fill over 600 acres of valuable habitat at the Gateway site in the name of  

Port development is a connected, cumulative, and similar action.  The CDEIS does not disclose  

nor does it analyze the environmental impacts of this connected port development, which,  

instead, is billed as beneficial use of dredge spoils.  Future development of West Hayden Island  

and the Gateway area will have extensive impact on wildlife and the environment.  Regardless of 

whatever alleged development benefits are associated with this action, the environmental cost  

must also be fully assessed in the reconsideration of the CDEIS.  The Supplemental CDEIS  

adopts the same logic.  Correctly assessing the failure of this strategy in the Supplemental  

CDEIS, the Corps has tried another tact to avoid the consideration of cumulative and related  

effects.  The Corps has had the private sponsors claim in the Supplemental CDEIS that marine 

development would occur whether or not channel deepening occurs. 

The Corps believes that those statements relieve the Corps of site-specific consideration  

of cumulative and related impacts.  While very clever, this is wrong.  Obviously a project that 
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would re-authorize maintenance dredging does not escape review of the dredged spoils disposal 

because it was authorized by the previous project.  As example, the Port of Vancouver says the 

development would use dredged spoils in the future from already authorized maintenance  

dredging.  The Corps must consider post and present and future effects of related actions whether 

they would occur if the project occurred or not. 

At some point the consideration of cumulative past and present related actions must be 

applied to site-specific situations. 

s.  The omission of a reasonably complete discussion of possible mitigation  

measures would undermine the "action forcing" function of NEPA.  Without such a discussion, 

neither the agency nor other interested groups and individuals can properly evaluate the severity  

I-60    of the adverse effects.  Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizen's Council, 490 U.S. 332 (1989). 

To meet the objections of the other federal agencies the Corps has proposed mitigation of  

a highly speculative nature involving temporary and permanent "in water" disposal of dredged 

spoils.  Where the CDEIS proposed to only study the impacts posed by the project to the fish in  

the estuary, the supplemental CDEIS acts without studies.  This mitigation also reduces the cost  

of the project giving the Corps a reason to act without consideration.  The Supplemental CDEIS,  

like the CDEIS, fails to appropriately evaluate reasonably foreseeable significant adverse or  

positive effects on aquatic species because they are both only a part of complete mitigation.  

Neither the CDEIS or Supplemental CDEIS has data or analyses from which to draw  

conclusions.  To fully evaluate its adverse effects, the project should not commence until after 

studies are done and appropriate mitigating actions are specifically designed and funded. 
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(s)  See responses to I-28, I-45, and I-49. 
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t.  Illegally filled waters of the United States remain waters of the United States until 

they obtain proper specification.  The Corps may not determine that a site is not a water of the 

United States because the Corps previously illegally filled it. 

 

Conclusion:  I propose a meeting to discuss and focus these issues in the context of the  

upcoming reconsideration.  Beyond the prospect of legal and reasoned consideration in the  

context of the reconsideration of the CDEIS, a clear statement of the federal government on any  

of these issues would advance or avoid the current litigation.  Perhaps it is possible that if we are  

I-61    unable to agree on the relevance of some issues, we might be able to seek the guidance of the  

court prior to the publishing of the supplemental CDEIS. 

I am available for any dialogue concerning these or other issues.  Please call.  In addition  

I will very happily make my time available to demonstrate the physical degradation caused by  

the Corps' failure to make the adequate considerations required by law. 
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I-61.  Since this letter was received, a Port of Portland representative met with the commenter.  
The Corps and sponsor port representatives continue to be available to meet to discuss these 
comments and responses at the commenter’s convenience. 
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Commander, USACE-Portland 
Attn: CENWP-PM-F(CRICIP) 
P.O. Box 2946 
Portland, OR 97208-2946 
 
Gentlemen: 
 

Re: Columbia River Channel Deepening Project 
 

We would like to comment for the record on the proposed deepening of the Columbia 
River.  To begin with, we are not totally opposed to the idea of a deeper channel, but we are 
deeply concerned about the disposal sites that have recently been proposed, and renamed as 
“Restoration” sites.  Also, we are disturbed about the way the Corps and others keep finding  
what they hope will be more acceptable sounding solutions for accomplishing the same end 
result, including the new project name, Columbia River “Channel Improvement” project. 

I-62 
We live a stone’s throw from the Columbia River channel, in the historic site of Altoona, 

Washington.  My husband, a Chinook Indian, was born and raised here, and we’ve resided here 
for over 66 years.  During that time, we have witnessed and been affected by continual changes 
in the river’s features, most of which have been created by the Corps.  In the early 1950’s, we 
could observe Astoria, Oregon without any visual obstructions, in contrast to today, as Rice 
Island looms higher and higher every year with dredge spoils. 
 

My husband’s Chinook Indian ancestors have always lived in this area, utilizing the 
Chinook salmon and other abundant fish species in their diets, and as a way to earn a living.  He 
himself has gillnetted since he was 9 years old, learning the trade from his parents.  All that time, 
he carried out his fishing between the Pillar Rock area and the mouth of the Columbia, most of it 
between Pillar Rock and to the Grays Bay, and along the Miller Sands area.  As the years passed, 
one by one, the drifts had to be abandon because of shallowing of the river due to dredging, and 
the driving of pile dikes-all for the sake of “channel deepening, or if you will..channel 
“improvement”!  We now look out our window and see ship waves breaking on sand bars where 
we used to drift with fairly deep gillnet gear.  Other drifts are useless because of channel  
markers, etc. that have been installed to aid in ship navigation. 
 

Worst of all, we lost the historic, former Columbia River Packers (later BumbleBee) 
cannery dock buildings which were knocked down and destroyed in November, 1998.  We have 
every reason to believe that wakes from fast moving, deep draft ships contributed the that  

I-63    disaster.  The wake varies with size and speed of the ships of course, but there are certain ones  
such as the Hanjin container ships that cause extreme wave action...pulling heavy drift logs off 
the beach, out under the dock area where they would lodge and knock out pilings.  When the 
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I-62.  Comment noted. 
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dock collapsed, a large log had wedged under a corner of the building where a large boiler stood, 
toppling several pilings.  That corner went down, creating a domino effect as the whole structure 
sagged and fell into the river.  Since there was no way to document which ships had passed in the 
night, it was impossible to file any kind of loss claims against anyone.  But, it only stands to 
reason that after years of faster and deeper ship traffic moving up and down the river, and 
numerous incidents of these types where logs damaged the underpinnings of the structure, that 
the final blow would one day occur! 
 

We spent years, and thousands of dollars replacing dislodged pilings in our attempt to 
preserve the old cannery.  We contacted the U.S. Coast Guard and pleaded for speed limits to be 
imposed to reduce the damage, but to no avail. Our concern now, with the Corps (and the various 
Ports) plans to deepen the channel, is that there will be less and less concern for the facilities that 
exist along the shores, and for the people that enjoy recreation or attempt to earn their living in 
the once respected commercial fishing industry on the Columbia River.  All indications point 
now to the number one priority being in the interest of bigger and faster ships for international 
commerce. 

I-64 
The proposed dumping sites along the lower Columbia River, including the Miller Sands 

area for “restoration” are really the last straw.  It amounts to the loss in our particular fishing area 
of one of the best, and only gillnet drifts left!  We haven’t heard of any consideration in the plan 
to mitigate the loss to the fishermen!  We have contacted the Corps in the past and requested 
dredge spoils be pumped on the beach in front of Altoona...as the fishing drifts have already  
been destroyed here!  We urge you to strongly look for other ways to dispose of the spoils, 
including along the river’s north shore between Pillar Rock and Harrington Point before you 
proceed to destroy yet more fishing grounds!  We have always cooperated with the Corp in the 
past, allowing utilization of our dock as a staging area, and as a personnel loading convenience 
for Port of Portland crews.  We have a plaque on our wall thanking us for that from the Port of 
Portland, but we would rather have some sand dumped here as a means to save the Miller Sands 
fishing drift! 
 

 
 
Cc:  USCG 
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I-64.  The proposed restoration action would impact approximately 14% of the 1,629-acre 
Miller Sands Drift.  Thus, the restoration action would not impact 86% of the area available for 
the drift.  Some alteration in how the drift is fished would occur because of the pile dike 
structures and subsequent infill of material. 
 
We have conducted an extensive review through our planning process of potential disposal 
sites in the project area.  Disposal on the beach between Pillar Rock and Harrington Point 
would adversely impact shallow water habitat, including Critical Habitat as designated by the 
NOAA Fisheries for various salmonid stocks in the Columbia River.  Consequently, state and 
federal resource agencies would not allow consideration of shoreline disposal other than at 
Miller Sands, Skamokawa and Sand Island at St. Helens, Oregon. 
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From: Jere Albright [mailto:jereshome@kalama.com] 
Sent: Saturday, September 14, 2002 9:43 PM 
To: Willis, Robert E 
Subject: Dredging the Columbia? 
 
 
I have lived near the Columbia River since 1946. In that time, I have seen untold thousands of 
acres of wetlands covered with dredges spoils from the Columbia River!  I think that it's time  

I-65    we stop!  As a youngster, I can remember untold numbers of Ducks and Geese, Beaver,  
Muskrat and various other wildlife in these areas.  I used to spend hours hunting and fishing  
these areas! Now, they are gone forever!  I wish that my Grandchildren could enjoy our area, 
as I once did!  I say "NO MORE DREDGING!". 
 
Thank You! 
Jere Albright 
Kalama, WA 
 

Corps of Engineers Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-65.  The proposed project contains wildlife mitigation directed at off-setting project related 
impacts.  The project also includes significant ecosystem restoration features directed at restoring 
historic alterations to important habitats along the lower Columbia River.  In addition, many state, 
federal, local and non-governmental entities are currently directing their efforts at habitat 
restoration along the lower Columbia River.  The Corps is participating in these efforts through 
various authorities provided through congressional action.  The Corps hopes these various efforts 
are successful in partially restoring the lower Columbia River ecosystem. 
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Patrick Huber 
721 E. 11th St. 
Davis, CA 95616 

 
 
Dear USACE: 
 

I am writing in regards to the proposed dredging of the Columbia River.  We are 
currently at a crossroads for the fate of the native salmon runs in the Northwest.  Many 
runs have dwindled to the point that they have to be listed as endangered.  This proposed 
project displays an incomplete ecological analysis of the effects of this project on the 
Columbia River salmon runs.  There can be little doubt that a project of this magnitude 

I-66   will have a significant impact on the salmon that use this river.  While we are currently  
trying to find ways to bring the runs back from the brink of extinction, if this project will  
seriously impact the runs, we should table the proposal for the indefinite future.  The 
analysis should look to future effects of this action, rather than just short-term 
ramifications.  Further, the environmental analysis should take a hard look at the  
economic impacts to communities associated with the potential harm to the salmon runs. 
I feel that when these actions are taken, it will be seen that this project is too costly 
(ecologically and economically) to justify the large federal expenditure. 
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I-66.  See response to I-5. 
 
 



 
 

LETTERS OF ENDORSEMENT 
 
 



 Endorsements-1

 

 
 



 Endorsements-2

 
 

 

 
 
 



 Endorsements-3

 
 

 
 
 
 



 Endorsements-4

 



 Endorsements-5

 

 

 
 
 



 Endorsements-6

  
 



 Endorsements-7

 

 
 

 



 Endorsements-8

 

 

 
 

 
 



 Endorsements-9

 
 



 Endorsements-10

 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 



 Endorsements-11

 

 

 
 
 



 Endorsements-12

 

 
 

 



 Endorsements-13

 

 

 

 
 



 Endorsements-14

 

 
 

 

 
 



 Endorsements-15

 

 
 

 
 

 
 



 Endorsements-16

 

 

 

 
 



 Endorsements-17

From: Robert Johnson [mailto:realjohn@pacifier.com] 
Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2002 7:23 PM 
To: Robert.E.Willis@usace.army.mil 
Cc: perryd@portptld.com; Sebastian DEGENS 
Subject: Channel Deepening  
 
CHANNEL DEEPENING COMMENTS:  
 
Dear Mr. Willis: 
 
After attending the Channel Deepening meeting in Astoria Sept. 10th I am compelled to comment on a 
few points relating to this project.  I make these comments as an active Columbia River Bar pilot and 
one intimately familiar with the daily workings of commerce on the River.  Further, I was the Time 
Charter Operations Manger for a major grain trading company earlier in my career giving me insight 
into the business of shipping. 
 
The need for channel deepening is obvious and paramount to the continued commercial viability of the 
Columbia River.  The economic engine to Northwest business provided by international trade is 
irrefutable.  A large percentage of the containers leaving the River are carried on ships which can only 
be partially load due to draft restrictions.  The large main haul lines going to the Far East, the home of 
our largest trading partners, will without question load deeper and utilize the deeper channel.  Panamax 
bulk carriers carrying feed grains will be able to load cubically full at about 43' so will utilize the 
deeper channel.  We are presently loosing significant volumes of potash exports because panamax 
vessels are loaded in Canada rather than Portland due to the 40' draft restriction.  Handymax bulkers 
are becoming a much bigger portion of the vessel mix in the bulk trades.  With a load draft of about 38' 
they will utilize the deeper channel to widen the window of when they can transit the River saving 
valuable time.  As one on the bridge guiding these large vessels with very close underkeel clearance 
and setting the restrictions on their sailings I know how the River system is being pushed and the 
regular need for a deeper channel.  Recently the Bar Pilots had a request to load a ship to 39' in 
Portland and bring it to Astoria for further loading.  This was not done because it is not a safe or an 
economically viable practice.  We need a deeper channel so fully loaded ships can transit the River to 
sea. 
 
My chartering experience taught me much about shipping economics.  I find the comments in the press 
and bandied about in the public that "the benefits of channel deepening will be reaped by foreign 
shipping companies" to be far from reality.  What is actually said in the study is that foreign 
containership operators will benefit.  In the short run that may be true.  They will gain the initial profit. 
However competition will soon drive down rates and the gain will be shared by all the parties utilizing 
container transport.  In the bulk arena, charter market competition in the transpacific trade will 
translate quickly into lower freight rates.  In commodities trading, where a few cents per unit can be 
the profit margin, a lower freight rate will make American commodities and the Columbia River more 
competitive in the international market. 
 
The debate over channel deepening has been long and arduous for all sides.  Much ground has been 
given by people with vastly different views.  We are at an equitable middle point and it is now time to 
put the plan to action and move forward so the benefits of a 43' channel can start to be gained. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Capt. Robert W. Johnson 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


